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Introduction 
 

"Let the high praises of God be in their mouth, and a two-edged sword in  their hand; To execute 

vengeance upon the heathen, and punishments upon the people; To bind their kings with chains, 

and their nobles with fetters of iron; To execute upon them the judgment written: this honour  have 

all his saints. Praise ye the LORD" (Ps. 149:6-9). (kjv) 
 

 “Christ is also armed with an iron scepter, by which to bruise the rebellious, and is elsewhere 

described as stained with blood, as slaying his enemies on every side, and not being wearied with 

the slaughter of them. (Isaiah 63:2.) Nor is it surprising, considering the obstinacy which universally 

prevails in the world, that the mercy which is treated with such indignity should be converted into 

severity. Now the doctrine laid down in the passage admits of being rightly applied to our practice, 

in this way, that what is here said of the two-edged sword, applies more especially to the Jews, and 

not properly to us, who have not a power of this kind permitted; except, indeed, that rulers and 

magistrates are vested by God with the sword to punish all manner of violence; but this is something 

peculiar to their office. As to the Church collective, the sword now put into our hand is of another 

kind, that of the word and spirit, that we may slay for a sacrifice to God those who formerly were 

enemies, or again deliver them over to everlasting destruction unless they repent. (Ephesians 6:17.) 

For what Isaiah predicted of Christ extends to all who are his members, — “He shall smite the 

wicked with the word of his mouth,  and shall slay them with the breath of his lips.” (Isaiah 11:4.) 

(John Calvin, Commentary on Psalm 149:9) 

 
This work is intended to expose the Atheistic Anarchist Philosophy of the Enlightenment 

tradition. I have two main audiences in mind in this work: Atheists and Bible Believers who are 

deceived by the Jeffersonian tradition.  

 

Greg Price’s valuable work Biblical Civil Government Versus the Beast; and, the Basis for Civil 

Resistance (Still Waters Revival Books Site)1, will be quoted authoritatively as it is, in my opinion, 

the most precise and comprehensively studied work that represents the Scripture’s teaching and 

the Scottish Reformation. Each quotation from Price will have a “GP” Reference.  

 

The first mention of human civil Government is found in Gen 10:10, the kingdom of Nimrod in 

the land of Shinar. Picking up from many pagan ideas, the Anchoretic Church culminated in an 

Anti-Biblical establishment, “The Holy Roman Empire” that was destroying the knowledge of 

Yah. In God’s providence and good mercy, he delivered us from the peril of Romanism and the 

Divine Right of Kings through the Protestant Reformation. Since the Reformation, the Roman 

Catholic Church, through the Luciferian Fraternity of the Jesuits, has does everything it can to 

topple the Protestant established Nations that stripped Papal power to a humble state in the 16th 

and 17th centuries.  The following will be an exposition and defense of the Protestant view of the 

Civil Magistrate. 
 

 

                                                           
1 http://www.swrb.com/newslett/actualNLs/bibcg_gp.htm; accessed July 2011 

http://www.ccel.org/study/Isaiah_63:2
http://www.ccel.org/study/Ephesians_6:17
http://www.ccel.org/study/Isaiah_11:4
http://www.puritandownloads.com/swrb/categories/Civil-Government-and-Resistance/
http://www.puritandownloads.com/swrb/categories/Civil-Government-and-Resistance/
http://www.swrb.com/newslett/actualNLs/bibcg_gp.htm
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Chapter I 

The Basis of Magistracy and Sovereignty 
 

 

In the past 150 years, especially the last 60 years, the Atheistic principles of Equality, 

Freedom and Individualism have dominated Western Civilization. Extending the ancient Buddhist 

and Monastic rejection of human civilization2 that the Christian Church was founded on, the Jesuit 

Order has enjoyed an orgy of success supplanting Second Age Catholicism3, British Calvinism, 

and all ancient Civilizations as a propitiation for their suppression with Dominus Ac Redemptor 

Noster 1773. To discipline the Protestant “heretics”, the Feudal Catholic Civilizations that 

suppressed them, the Muslim-Ebionite “heretics”, and the Eastern Nations that expelled them from 

their territories in the 17th and 18th Centuries4, the Jesuits have resurrected the ancient Atheistic, 

Materialistic, Monastic-Anarchist and Democratic Philosophies to scourge the world for its 

rejection of “The Company of the Perfect”.  

 

Our ancestors once lived in societies white with age. The dress, music, dance, literature, social 

hierarchy and architecture of their civilizations exploded with meaning, history, heritage, beauty, 

peace, and order. Now, under the influence of Modern Philosophy, the world has undergone an 

extreme degeneration. The way people dress is no longer an exercise of art and culture but is 

instead a sad meaningless mix of the childish sports culture, the corporate drone uniform, and 

savage sexual advertisements. The elegant and lofty music and dance of our ancestors has been 

swallowed up in a savage flood of African pelvic gyrations. The family and natural hierarchy has 

been replaced by pre-marital sex, pornography, infanticide, ceaseless gender conflict and ceaseless 

racial conflict. Truly, as Dr. Robert Lewis Dabney stated,  

 

“Must not God be avenged on such a nation as this? His vengeance will be to give 

them the fruit of their own hands, and let them be filled with their own devices. He 

will set apart this fair land by a sort of dread consecration to the purpose of giving 

a lesson concerning this godless philosophy, so impressive as to instruct and warn 

all future generations. As the dull and pestilential waves of the Dead Sea have been 

to every subsequent age the memento of the sin of Sodom, so the dreary tides of 

anarchy and barbarism which will overwhelm the boastful devices of infidel 

democracy will be the caution of all future legislators. And thus, ‘Women’s Rights’ 

will assist America ‘to fulfill her great mission,’ that of being the ‘scarecrow’ of 

the nations.”5 

 

                                                           
2 See my review of Isaac Taylor’s Ancient Christianity in my book Conquering the Verbal Sorcery of 

Trinitarianism.  
3 See Joachim of Flora’s Three Age Prophecy 
4 See my book, A Timeline of Jesuit Intrigue 
5 The Southern Magazine, January, 1871 Vol. 8, 334 
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It is embarrassing that I even have to explain this to an educated society of people, but seeing the 

state of the case in America today a basic introduction to Human Civilization is needed.  

 

Hierarchy in the physical world 

 

Let us consider some basic truths of human existence: 

 

1. Most people are emotionally and mentally unstable. Not only do they not care to know the truth, 

when faced with someone who knows more than they do, most people do not invite a thorough 

criticism of their views. On the contrary, when faced with someone they disagree with most people 

will do whatever they can to avoid even acknowledging an accurate criticism of their worldview. 

Give him all the evidence and scholarship an honest researcher could ever need to establish a point, 

the common man will twist your words, distract you, confuse you with irrelevant dialogues, and 

perform the most despicable mental gymnastics, in order to avoid facing correction. As Yeshua 

said, “men love darkness rather than light”.6 Thus, the common man is completely incapable of 

accepting truths and settling disputes with others in his life. In many cases, the biggest enemy a 

man has in his life is himself. Thus, a higher authority is needed.   

 

2. People are not equal. Some people are born smarter, stronger and faster than other people. Not 

only so, classes of people are not equal. Children are helpless and self-destructive without adult 

supervision. Females have radically different anatomy from men. Not only so, Females are highly 

more emotional than men are. Men are stronger and faster than women are. And any consideration 

of the history of human technology will show you that men, mostly white men, are dominantly 

more capable of inventing and building a human civilization. Thus, not only is an authority needed, 

it is biologically woven into the nature of humanity.  

 

3. Compulsion is a necessary aspect to human civilization. Speak to the most ardent Anarchist or 

Libertarian who has a child and he will blush when you inquire into the freedom of his child. Ask 

him some basic questions: 

 

Did your child chose to be born?  

 

Did your child chose to be a citizen of your Country?  

 

Did your child chose to speak English? 

 

Did your child chose his educational curriculum? 

 

Did your child chose his medical treatments? 

 

If he runs away, should you call the authorities to bring him back to you?  

 

If he starts running into the street are you going to respect his free will or physically 

compel him against his will?  

                                                           
6 John 3:19 
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He knows that he practices compulsions and necessarily so. Thus, an acknowledged authority is 

needed to regulate human behavior.   

  

4. Without some kind of Revealed Religion from a Divine Authority no one knows what right and 

wrong is. All right and wrong mean to people in the west is their emotions. When asked how they 

know slavery is immoral they will say, “I just feel it”. Thus, an authority on human morality is 

needed.  

 

5. No one knows what Common Sense means. Thus, an authority on human knowledge is needed.  

 

The Biblical Alternative to Anarchy  

 

I. The Westminster Confession states, “the supreme Lord and King of all the world, has ordained 

civil magistrates, to be, under Him, over the people, for His own glory, and the public good: and, 

to this end, has armed them with the power of the sword, for the defence and encouragement of 

them that are good, and for the punishment of evil doers.7 

 

The institution of Civil Government, is not a human invention designed to control humanity 

through Priestcraft or other forms of psychological manipulation. It is a divine ordinance derived 

from God the Father immediately as Creator (Rom 13:1, 2, 1 Pet. 2:13-15). Thus, it is a law of 

nature. Therefore, even if Adam had not fallen, Civil Government would still have been ordained 

though the power of the sword would not have been. The institution of the Church, per se, is also 

not a human invention designed to control humanity through Priestcraft or other forms of 

psychological manipulation. It is a divine ordinance derived from Messiah immediately as 

Mediator (Eph. 4:11-12).  We can infer this because there is a Government even among the sinless 

angels. (Josh. 5:14-15 Captain of angels; Dan. 10:13 Chief among angels; Col. 1:16-Invisible 

dominions). Therefore, this institution is not based on grace but on nature, while the Church is 

based on grace. Therefore, Christians as well as Atheists or Pagans (Rom. 2:14-15) have the right 

to raise up a Civil Government, but not a Church. Why is Government necessary? Price says,  

 

“Even had Adam not fallen into sin, it seems unavoidable that there would have 

been a need for civil order among a sinless race of millions of human beings (albeit, 

civil order without the power of the sword). For angels though created without sin, 

were yet established according to a divinely ordered Government from the 

beginning ("For by him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are in 

earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, 

or powers" Col. 1:16). Likewise, angels since the fall are ordered according to a 

                                                           
7 ROM 13:1 Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that be 

are ordained of God. 2 Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist 

shall receive to themselves damnation. 3 For rulers are not a terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou then not 

be afraid of the power? do that which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same: 4 For he is the minister of 

God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the 

minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. 1PE 2:13 Submit yourselves to every 

ordinance of man for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the king, as supreme; 14 Or unto governors, as unto them that 

are sent by him for the punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of them that do well. 
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Government, both wicked angels ("For we wrestle not against flesh and blood, but 

against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this 

world, against spiritual wickedness in high places" Eph. 6:12) and holy angels 

("But, lo, Michael, one of the chief princes, came to help me" Dan. 10:13)…Thus, 

as Gillespie has correctly observed, magistracy as a divine ordinance is founded in 

the law of nature, and therefore all nations (whether Christian or non-Christian) 

are under its obligation: 

 

But magistracy or civil Government hath a foundation in the law of nature and 

nations (yea, might and should have had place, and been of use, though man had 

not sinned); therefore, the reason of the proposition is because the law of nature 

and nations, and the law which was written in man's heart,[Innate] in his first 

creation, doth not flow from Christ as Mediator, but from God as Creator.” 

 

Operating off of the same principles as anarchists, and this is something common with the Eastern 

Church, the East does not like to speak at all about necessities of nature, whether divine or human 

due to their Pelagianism. They don’t like the idea that nature influences action, because they know 

it ends up inevitably in Calvinism (Soteriological Patriarchy). It is this rejection of biblical 

revelation that the East denies the necessity of law upon man. Following Maximus the Confessor, 

they distinguish natural goodness from righteousness. However, Turretin shows that one cannot 

distinguish between natural good and righteous when discussing a rational person:  

 

Turretin says, Institutes, Vol. 1, 5th Topic, Q.10, page 467, 
 

“X. First, because man was created upright and good and so originally righteous. Moral goodness 

and rectitutde necessarily include righteousness; nay, it is the righteousness of which Moses speaks, 

‘God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was every good’ (Gen. 1:31). ‘God hath made 

man upright; but they have sought out many inventions’ (Ecc. 7:29). Socinus, however, falsely 

pretends that tvb in Gen. 1, does not signify rectitude of soul or righteousness, but the aptitude and 

fitness to that which God had proposed to himself (and is extended to all the works of 

creation).Because although this may be said of all God’s works in general, yet it ought to pertain 

in particular to each one and should be applied peculiarly to man (according to the state of his 

nature and suitably to the end for which he was destined by God). Therefore as brutes and other 

creatures are called good by natural goodness, man (who is a rational creature and should be in 

moral subjection to God and his law)is declared to be good by a moral goodness, without which 

he could not attain his appointed end (viz. the glory and worship of God).  The word yshr in Ecc. 

7:29 cannot only denote a negation of unrighteousness and a want of sin (with an indifference to 

good and evil), but necessarily marks the possession of righteousness by which he is reckoned 

upright and perfect (i.e., conformed to the law). It is frequently rendered in the Septuagint (in 

accordance with the subject matter) by dikaion, katharon, kalon, and agathon.  The antithesis 

confirms this because he opposes moral pravity in the vain reasonings of men to the rectitude in 

which man was created.”  

 

Turretin shows that it is a necessity of nature for God to place rational creatures under a law 

presupposing their creation. It is this necessity of nature that is at the basis of the necessity for civil 

magistracy.  

 

II. Lawful Judges are called “gods” as they are representatives of God in judgment (Psa. 82:1, 2 

Chron. 19:6, Prov. 8:15).  
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III. Magistracy in the abstract is ordained of God not every concrete magistrate. Divine ordination 

in not something natural, but is derived by an act of divine bounty (Psa. 78:70-71, 1 Sam. 12:1-

13:1). Royalists object, “Kings are of God!” Ans. So are congregations (Psa. 82:1,6), apostles and 

ministers (Eph. 4:11); does this mean no pastor can be disciplined or resisted?   Obj. But didn’t 

Jesus acknowledge Pontius Pilate’s authority? (John 19:11) Rutherford replies, “Pilate’s power is 

merely a power by divine permission, not a power ordained of God…But a power by a permissive 

decree, (Acts iv. 27,28) such as devils had by God’s permission, Luke 22:53”.8   

 

IV. Civil Government ministers good by institution; that is by ordaining offices and lawful powers 

found in Yah’s Moral Law (Exo. 18:21, Deut. 17:14,15,18,19, 2 Sam. 23:2, 3, Job 34:17, Psa. 

94:20, Prov. 16:12, Isa. 10:1, Rom. 13:3,4), and by constitution; that is, by securing the consent of 

the people9 by election10 and the drawing up of a conditional covenant between himself and the 

people. (Deut. 17:14,15, Judg. 8:22, 9:6, 11:11, 1 Sam. 11:15, 1 Chron. 12:38, 2 Sam. 16:18, 2 

Kings 14:21, 2 Chron. 23:3)   

 

“The supreme end of magistracy is only the glory of God as King of nations, and 

as exercising dominion over the inhabitants of the earth… The subordinate end of 

the civil power is, that all public sins committed presumptuously against the 

moral law, may be exemplarily punished, and that peace, justice, and good order, 

may be preserved and maintained in the commonwealth, which doth greatly 

redound to the comfort and good of the church, and to the promoting of the course 

of the gospel.” Aaron’s Rod Blossoming (Edingurgh: Robert Ogle, and Oliver 

Boyd, 1844-Originally Published in 1646) pg. 86-87.  
 

This view should not be confused with the modern principle of Popular Sovereignty. The concept 

of Popular Sovereignty affirms that the authority of Government is derived from the consent of 

the governed.  This is why Rutherford’s book Lex Rex (The Law is King in contrast to Rex Lex: 

The King is the Law) was not titled Vox Populi Vox Dei: the voice of the people is the voice of 

God which amounts to nothing less than that the people are the sovereign. In Harold Laski’s 

attempt to corner the Protestants in an anarchist position he says,  

 

“For once it is clear that the prince holds his power upon conditions, becomes 

necessary to discover the means through which those conditions may be enforced. 

The merit of popular sovereignty at once becomes apparent; and to an age still 

permeated by feudal notions, princely power becomes, at least in part, the result of, 

and dependent upon, a contract with the people.” Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos, 

Historical Introduction.  
 

Does Protestantism teach that Government is ordained by the people and not by God? No. Samuel 

Rutherford says in Lex Rex, Question I and Question II,   
 

                                                           
8 Lex Rex, 152, 181 
9 Not all the people, but property owning and educated elders 
10 Not arbitrarily chosen but according to a set of qualifications found in Scripture, Exo. 18:21 

http://books.google.com/books?printsec=frontcover&ei=R_wtTsyxCqHb0QGysbXkDg&ct=result&pg=PA88&id=ivUDAAAAQAAJ#v=onepage&q&f=false
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“I reduce all that I am to speak of the power of kings, to the author or efficient, — 

the matter or subject, — the form or power, — the end and fruit of their 

Government, — and to some cases of resistance. Hence, 

 

The question is either of Government in general, or of particular species of 

Government, such as Government by one only, called monarchy, the Government 

by some chief leading men, named aristocracy, the Government by the people, 

going under the name of democracy. We cannot but put difference betwixt the 

institution of the office, viz. Government, and the designation of person or persons 

to the office. What is warranted by the direction of nature's light is warranted by 

the law of nature, and consequently by a divine law; for who can deny the law of 

nature to be a divine law? 

 

That power of Government in general must be from God, I make good, 1st, 

Because (Rom. xiii. 1) “there is no power but of God; the powers that be are 

ordained of God.”2nd, God commandeth obedience, and so subjection of 

conscience to powers; Rom. xiii. 5, “Wherefore ye must needs be subject, not only 

for wrath, (or civil punishment) but also for conscience sake;” 1 Pet. ii. 13, 

“Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man, for the Lord's sake, whether it be 

to the king as supreme,” &c. Now God only by a divine law can lay a band of 

subjection on the conscience, tying men to guilt and punishment if they 

transgress. 

 

Conclus. All civil power is immediately from God in its root; in that, 1st, God hath 

made man a social creature, and one who inclineth to be governed by man, then 

certainly he must have put this power in man's nature; so are we, by good reason, 

taught by Aristotle. 2nd, God and nature intendeth the policy and peace of mankind, 

then must God and nature have given to mankind a power to compass this end; and 

this must be a power of Government. I see not, then, why John Prelate, Mr. 

Maxwell, the excommunicated prelate of Ross, who speaketh in the name of J. 

Armagh, had reason to say, That he feared that we fancied that the Government of 

superiors was only for the more perfect, but had no authority over or above the 

perfect, nec lex, nec rex, justo posita. He might have imputed this to the Brazillians, 

who teach that every single man hath the power of the sword to revenge his own 

injuries, as Molina saith…. Therefore I see not but Govarruvias, Soto, and Suarez, 

have rightly said, that power of Government is immediately from God, and this or 

that definite power is mediately from God, proceeding from God by the mediation 

of the consent of a community, which resigneth their power to one or more rulers; 

and to me, Barclaius saith the same, Quamvis populus potentice largitor videatur, 

&c.” (Constitution Society Site, “Lex Rex” Samuel Rutherford.  

http://www.constitution.org/sr/lexrex.htm [Accessed November, 2011]) 
 

This principle is explained in a masterful way in an article The New Constitution of Pennsylvania 

appearing in The Reformation Advocate, (vol. 1, no. 7), September, 1875, pages 197-200. It was a 

critique of the American Atheistic principles in the Pennsylvania Constitution of 1874 and 

appended to Samuel B. Wylie’s book The Two Sons of Oil,  

http://www.constitution.org/sr/lexrex.htm
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 “[Article 1.,] Sec. 2. [of the Constitution of 1874] declares that "all power is 

inherent in the people." By this, Pennsylvania means that the power to institute and 

administer civil Government exists in the people, like a property or attribute in a 

subject, so as to be inseparable from that subject, and essential to its very 

existence…the people are not a subject in which Government necessarily exists as 

a power, but merely an object, upon which it is intended to act as a power, by him 

in whom it necessarily exists, as an almighty power—"there is no power but of 

God." The divine Government on earth is thus symbolically represented; Dan. 7:9, 

"his throne (the Mediator’s) was like the fiery flame, and his wheels (his 

providences) like burning fire." And civil Government, is just the divine 

Government over men upon the earth. Just here is where Pennsylvania in her new 

constitution was lost. The convention laid it down as an axiom—a self-evident 

truth, that civil Government is a mere human thing—is inherent in the people. A 

most egregious blunder! 

 

Government is the exercise of moral power upon the people as its object: not an 

emanation or flowing forth of moral power from them, as its origin or fountain.” 

(Reformed Presbyterian Church (Covenanted) Site, Available at 

http://www.covenanter.org/CivilGovt/constappndx.htm ; [Accessed December 

2011] ) 
 

Samuel Rutherford said in Lex Rex Question XII. Whether or not a kingdom may lawfully be 

purchased by the sole title of conquest,  
 

“Assert. 3. — Mere conquest by the sword, without the consent of the people, is no 

just tide to the crown. 

 

Arg. 1. — Because the lawful title that God's word holdeth forth to us, beside the 

Lord's choosing and calling of a man to the crown, is the people's election, Deut. 

xvii. 15, all that had any lawful calling to the crown in God's word, as Saul, David, 

Solomon, &c., were called by the people; and the first lawful calling is to us a rule 

and pattern to all lawful callings. 

 

Arg. 2. — A king, as a king, and by virtue of his royal office, is the father of the 

kingdom, a tutor, a defender, protector, a shield, a leader, a shepherd, a husband, a 

patron, a watchman, a keeper of the people over which he is king, and so the office 

essentially includeth acts of fatherly affection, care, love and kindness, to those 

over whom he is set, so as he who is clothed with all these relations of love to the 

people, cannot exercise those official acts on a people against their will, and by 

mere violence. Can he be a father, a guide and a patron to us against our will, and 

by the sole power of the bloody sword? A benefit conferred on any against their 

will is no benefit. Will he by the awesome dominion of the sword be our father, and 

we unwilling to be his sons — an head over such as will not be members? Will he 

http://www.covenanter.org/CivilGovt/constappndx.htm
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guide me as a father, a husband, against my will? He cannot come by mere violence 

to be a patron, a shield, and a defender of me through violence. 

 

Arg. 3. — It is not to be thought that that is God's just title to a crown which hath 

nothing in it of the essence of a king, but a violent and bloody purchase, which is 

in its prevalency in an oppressing Nimrod, and the cruelest tyrant that is hath 

nothing essential to that which constituteth a king; for it hath nothing of heroic and 

royal wisdom and gifts to govern, and nothing of God's approving and regulating 

will, which must be manifested to any who would be a king, but by the contrary, 

cruelty hath rather baseness and witless fury, and a plain reluctancy with God's 

revealed will, which forbiddeth murder. God's law should say, "Murder thou, and 

prosper and reign;" and by the act of violating the sixth commandment, God should 

declare his approving will, to wit, his lawful call to a throne. 

 

Arg. 4. — There be none under a law of God who may resist a lawful call to a lawful 

office, but men may resist any impulsion of God stirring them up to murder the 

most numerous and strongest, and chief men of a kingdom, that they may reign 

over the fewest, the weakest, and the young, and lowest of the people, against their 

will; therefore this call by the sword is not lawful. If it be said that the divine 

impulsion, stirring up a man to make a bloody conquest, that the ire and just 

indignation of God in justice may be declared on a wicked nation, is an 

extraordinary impulsion of God, who is above a law, and therefore no man may 

resist it; then all bloody conquerors must have some extraordinary revelation from 

heaven to warrant their yielding of obedience to such an extraordinary impulsion. 

And if it be so, they must show a lawful and immediate extraordinary impulsion 

now, but, it is certain, the sins of the people conquered, and their most equal and 

just demerit before God, cannot be a just plea to legitimate the conquest; for though 

the people of God deserved devastation and captivity by the heathen, in regard of 

their sins, before the throne of divine justice, yet the heathen grievously sinned in 

conquering them, Zech. i. 15, "And I am very sore displeased with the heathen that 

are at ease; for I was but a little displeased, and they helped forward the affliction." 

So though Judah deserved to be made captives, and a conquered people, because of 

their idolatry and other sins, as Jeremiah had prophecied, yet God was highly 

displeased at Babylon for their unjust and bloody conquest, Jer. 1. 17, 18, 33, 34; 

li. 35, "the violence done to me and to my flesh be upon Babylon, shall the 

inhabitants of Zion say; and my blood upon the inhabitants of Chaldea, shall 

Jerusalem say." And chat any other extraordinary impulsion to be as lawful a call 

to the throne as the people's free election, we know not from God's word; and we 

have but the naked word of our adversaries, that William the Conqueror, without 

the people's consent, made himself, by blood, the lawful king of England, and also 

of all their posterity; and that king Fergus conquered Scotland. 

 

Arg. 5. — A king is a special gift from God, given to feed and defend the people of 

God, that they may lead a godly and peaceable life under him, (Psal. lxxviii. 71, 72; 

1 Tim. ii 2;) as it is a judgment of God that Israel is without a king many days, (Hos. 
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iii. 4,) and that there is no judge, no king, to put evil-doers to shame. (Judg. xix.1.) 

But if a king be given of God as a king, by the acts of a bloody conquest, to be 

avenged on the sinful land over which he is made a king, he cannot be given, actu 

primo, as a special gift and blessing of God to feed, but to murder and to destroy; 

for the genuine end of a conqueror, as a conqueror, is not peace, but fire and sword. 

If God change his heart, to be of a bloody devastator, a father, prince, and feeder of 

the people, ex officio, now he is not a violent conqueror, and he came to that 

meekness by contraries, which is the proper work of the omnipotent God, and not 

proper to man, who, as he cannot work miracles, so neither can he lawfully work 

by contraries. And so if conquest be a lawful title to a crown, and as ordinary 

calling, as the opponents presume, every bloody conqueror must be changed into a 

loving father, prince and feeder; and if God call him, none should oppose him, but 

the whole land should dethrone their own native sovereign (whom they are obliged 

before the Lord to defend) and submit to the bloody invasion of a strange lord, 

presumed to be a just conqueror, as if he were lawfully called to the throne both by 

birth and the voices of the people. And truly they deserve no wages who thus defend 

the king's prerogative royal; for if the sword be a lawful title to the crown, suppose 

the two generals of both kingdoms should conquer the most and the chiefest of the 

kingdom now, when they have so many forces in the field, by this wicked reason 

the one should have a lawful call of God to be king of England, and the other to be 

king of Scotland; which is absurd. 

 

Arg. 6. — Either conquest, as conquest, is a just title to the crown, or as a just 

conquest. If as a conquest, then all conquests are just titles to a crown; then the 

Ammonites, Zidonians, Canaanites, Edomites, &c., subduing God's people for a 

time, have just title to reign over them; and if Absalom had been stronger than 

David, he had then had the just title to be the Lord's anointed and king of Israel, not 

David; and so strength actually prevailing should be God's lawful call to a crown. 

But strength, as strength victorious, is not law nor reason: it were then reason that 

Herod behead John Baptist, and the Roman Emperors kill the witnesses of Christ 

Jesus. If conquest, as just, be the title and lawful claim before God's court to a 

crown, then, certainly, a stronger .king, for pregnant national injuries, may lawfully 

subdue and reign over an innocent posterity not yet born. But what word of God 

can warrant a posterity not born, and so accessory to no offence against the 

conqueror, (but only sin original,) to be under a conqueror against their will, and 

who hath no right to reign over them but the bloody sword? For so conquest, as 

conquest, not as just, maketh him king over the posterity, If it be said, The fathers 

may engage the posterity by an oath to surrender themselves as loyal subjects to the 

man who justly and deservedly made the fathers vassals by the title of the sword of 

justice; I answer, The fathers may indeed dispose of the inheritance of their 

children, because that inheritance belongeth to the father as well at to the son; but 

because the liberty of the son being born with the son, (all men being born free from 

all civil subjection,) the father hath no more power to resign the liberty of his 

children than their lives; and the father, as a father, hath not power of the life of his 

child; as a magistrate he may have power, and, as something more than a father, he 
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may have power of life and death. I hear not what Grotius saith, "Those who are 

not born have no accidents, and so no rights, Non entia nulla sunt accidentia; then 

children not born have neither right nor liberty." And so no injury (may some say) 

can be done to children not born, though the fathers should give away their liberty 

to the conquerors, — those who are not capable of law are not capable of injury 

contrary to law. — Ans. There is a virtual alienation of rights and lives of children 

not born unlawful, because the children are not born. To say that children not born 

are not capable of law and injuries virtual, which become real in time, might say, 

Adam did not any injury to his posterity by his first sin, which is contrary to God's 

word: so those who vowed yearly to give seven innocent children to the Minotaur 

to be devoured, and to kill their children not born to bloody Molech, did no acts of 

bloody injury to their children; nor can any say, then, that fathers cannot tie 

themselves and their posterity to a king by succession. But I say, to be tyed to a 

lawful king is no making away of liberty, but a resigning of a power to be justly 

governed, protected and awed from active and passive violence. 

 

Arg. 7. — So lawful king may be dethroned, nor lawful kingdom dissolved; but law 

and reason both saith. Quod ui partum est imperium, vi dissolvi potest. Every 

conquest made by violence may be dissolved by violence: Censetur enim ipsa 

natura jus dare ad id omne, sine quo obtineri non potest quod ipsa imperat.”  

 

It is objected that, “belief in unchanging truth logically implies absolute Government, while 

relative values justify the majority in coercing the reluctant minority.”11  Ans. If a Government is 

obeying the Laws of Yah it is absolute. When it begins to apostatize from the Bible, it may be 

resisted.  

 

V. Only lawful Government qualifies as the ordinance of God. (Gen. 14:13-16, Exo. 7-14, {These 

are both before the “Jewish theocracy”}Judg. 3:8-11, Judg. 3:12-30, Judg. 3:31, Judg. 4, Judg. 6-

8, Judg.11-12, Judg. 13-16,1 Sam. 14:43-45, 2 Sam. 16:15; 2 Sam. 18:6-8, 1 Kgs. 17:3; 1 Kgs. 

19:3,1 Kgs. 18:40, 2 Kgs. 1:9-13,1 Chron. 12:1-18 {God helped David resist Saul} 2 Chron. 

23:12-15, Hos. 8:4, Matt. 10:18, 10:23, Rev. 12:14)  

 

If Civil Government does not minister good to the people it is not the ordinance of God,  

 

"for the throne is established by righteousness" (Prov. 16:12)”  

 

Romans 13 is to be understood in the way George Buchanan describes,  

 

“Paul, therefore, does not here treat of the magistrate, but of the magistracy--that 

is, of the function and duty of the person who presides over others, nor of this nor 

of that species of magistracy, but of every possible form of Government. Nor does 

he contend against those who maintained that bad magistrates ought to be punished, 

but against persons who renounced every kind of authority; who, by an absurd 

interpretation of Christian liberty, affirmed that it was an indignity to men 

                                                           
11Gordon Clark, A Christian View, 105 
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emancipated by the Son of God, and directed by God's Spirit, to be controlled by 

any human power. To refute this erroneous opinion, Paul shows that magistracy is 

not only a good, but a sacred and divine ordinance. “ [George Buchanan, De Jure 

Regni Apud Scotos; A Dialogue Concerning The Rights Of The Crown In Scotland 

(Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle Publications, [1579] 1982), p. 269. This quote 

can also be found in the 1843 edition of Lex Rex on page 269. Referenced from 

GP’s work] 

 

Rutherford acknowledges a complaint, “He [Paul] wrote it [Rom. 13] when the senate of Rome 

had power to declare Nero an enemy, not a father as they did.”12 Then replies,  

 

“Bodine (de repub. L.2 c.5 p.221,) proveth that the Roman emperors were but 

princes of the commonwealth, and that the sovereignty remained still in the senate 

and people...The emperors might do something de facto, but Lex Regia was not 

before Vespasian’s time…yet there were Senatus-consulta, and one great one is, 

that the senate declared Nero to be an enemy to the state.” (Ibid. 178)  

 

I affirm what Greg Price says,  

 

“the Christian [Messianic-DS] should obey all the lawful commands of even an 

unlawful Government (both because the command is agreeable to the Word of 

God and because Christians ought to seek to maintain as much order as possible 

in a nation until biblical changes can be made;…Thus, the position of civil 

Government espoused and defended herein strongly affirms that the primary 

resistance offered by Christians against tyranny in civil Government is by means 

of moral persuasion accomplished in the power of the Holy Spirit. [Mar 13:9 , 

Rev 11:7, Mat 28:19,20]…Christians should resist tyrannical civil Governments 

by earnestly praying that God would destroy the throne established by wickedness, 

that He would be pleased to convert unlawful magistrates who presently are His 

enemies, and that He would hasten the day when righteousness would shine forth 

from the scepter of the civil magistrate…It is the duty of Christians to flee the 

unlawful authority of the tyrant when his opposition to the faithful testimony of 

truth brings persecution to the Christian. It is necessary to make clear that Christians 

are not to suffer for error or for wicked behavior. If a Christian must suffer, it must 

be for the testimony of the truth in Jesus Christ alone.” [Mat. 5:10-12, 1 Pet. 3:14, 

17, 1 Pet. 4:14-16---DS]  

 

Rutherford says, 

 

“Christ, the prophets, and apostles of our Lord, went to heaven with the note of 

traitors, seditious men, and such as turned the world upside down: calumnies [i.e. 

slanders--GLP] of treason to Caesar were an ingredient in Christ's cup, and 

therefore the author [i.e. Mr. Rutherford--GLP] is the more willing to drink of that 

cup that touched his lip, who is our glorious Forerunner: what, if conscience toward 

                                                           
12 Lex Rex, 174 
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God, and credit with men, cannot both go to heaven with the saints, the author is 

satisfied with the former companion, and is willing to dismiss the other. Truth to 

Christ cannot be treason to Caesar”. [83. Samuel Rutherford, Lex, Rex, or The 

Law And The Prince (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle Publications, [1644] 1982), 

p. xxi. Emphases added.] {Quoted from Greg price’s work} 

 

Contrary to Royalist propaganda, fleeing from unlawful authority is resistance. Royalists object 

from John18:11-12 that we must submit to suffering as Messiah did. But Messiah did not flee 

which is lawful for Royalists, therefore it must be unlawful to flee from these examples if it is 

unlawful to resist upon these verses in context. Mat. 10:23 and 2 Cor. 11:33 provide clear 

Scriptural grounds for fleeing.  

 

VI. Messianics may use violence to defend themselves and their Religion against Tyranical 

Governments or private persons. (Gen.14,1 Sam. 14:44-45, Prov. 24:11-12, Luke 22:36).   

 

Psa 149: 5 Let the godly ones exult in glory; Let them sing for joy on their beds. 6 Let the high 

praises of God be in their mouth, And a two-edged sword in their hand, 7 To execute vengeance 

on the nations And punishment on the peoples, 8 To bind their kings with chains And their nobles 

with fetters of iron, 9 To execute on them the judgment written; This is an honor for all His godly 

ones. Praise the Lord! 

 

“for we may defend ourselves against many whom we must not pray against, to wit, 

our private enemies, for whom we are commanded to pray: yet nobody will deny 

but we may resist their violence: and likewise, we are commanded to pray for kings, 

when invested with God’s authority; but when their degeneration looses us from 

from that obligation to pray for them, and allows us to pray against them when they 

turn enemies to God (as we see in the prayers of the psalmist) then also we may 

more warrantably resist them by defensive arms.” 

 

Alexander Shields, A Hind Let Loose, 715 

 

The following is based on A Hind Let Loose Head V by Alexander Shields. 

 

First, I would like to say that our view of defensive arms condemns rising in arms over private 

injuries as David’s killing of Saul would have been. (1 Sam. 24:10, 12, 13; 1 Sam. 26:9-10). We 

condemn rising in arms to force the government to be of our religion if that government has not 

already covenanted. But, if a government has apostatized from a religious covenant, that 

government may be assaulted by whatever means necessary to bring it back under that lawful 

covenant.  If a government has deliberately defiled religion by force of arms, the covenanted 

people of God may defend their religion and their rights against force by whatever means 

necessary, even violence proved from Scripture: 

 

1. Abraham violently resisted the King of Sodom; and may I remind the reader that this was before 

the Jewish theocracy. Gen. 14:12-16.  
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2. Violent resisting of a King by Othniel, which said King was brought as judgment upon Israel, 

thus the people of God may resist God’s judgments. Judges 3:10-11.  

 

3. Another King violently resisted, and assassinated by Ehud, which said King also was Yah’s 

judgment on Israel. Judges 3:12-23.  

 

4. A group of men, aligned with violent rebellion, rebuked the followers of Jephthah for not 

conducting rebellion without leadership and are routed for it. Thus, Yah blesses rebellions who 

have no noble or government leadership if it is done according to his word. Judges 12:1-6.  

 

Kiel & Delitzsch Commentary on the Old Testament states,  

 

“Jephthah’s War with the Ephraimites, and Office of Judge. – Judges12:1. The 

jealousy of the tribe of Ephraim, which was striving after the leadership, had 

already shown itself in the time of Gideon in such a way that nothing but the 

moderation of that judge averted open hostilities. And now that the tribes on the 

east of the Jordan had conquered the Ammonites under the command of Jephthah 

without the co-operation of the Ephraimites, Ephraim thought it necessary to assert 

its claim to take the lead in Israel in a very forcible manner.” 

 

5. Sampson who recognized the occupation by the Philistines took upon himself to terrorize the 

Philistines even though his own countrymen had sold out to the rule of the Philistines, thus the will 

of God over rules the will of the people. Judges 15:4-20.  

  

6. Some traitors to their race, their nation and their ancestors say that we may resist when the 

government makes us sin but that is all. On the contrary, the people of God resisted their King 

Saul’s tyrannical legislation because he had no authority to oblige an oath on his people. To 

abstain from honey is not a sin yet the people lawfully resisted him. It was their right and moreover 

their duty to use force in preserving life. Thus, the popular idea that Messianics should submit to 

authority and rebel only if the government forces them to sin is inaccurate. 1 Sam. 14:24-46.  

 

7. David took Goliath’s Sword to defend himself against Saul. 1 Sam. 21:9 

 

Rutherford complains, 

 

“Royalists make David’s act of not putting hands on the Lord’s anointed an 

ordinary moral reason against resistance, but his putting on of armour they will 

have extraordinary”.13 David’s coup is mentioned in 1 Chron. 12:23-40. 

 

8. The prophet Elisha commanded violent resistance to the messenger of a King come to oppress 

the people of Yah. 2 Kings 6:32 

 

9. Abstinence from violent rebellion against tyranny is cursed. Judges 5:16-23  

 

                                                           
13 Lex Rex, 169 
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10. Yah promises deliverance from absolute oppression by violence. Gen. 49:19, Deut. 33:20. 

  

11. Yah blesses overthrowing wicked tyrant rulers. Isa. 14:1-6. 

 

12. Defensive violence is defended by precept in the Torah. If some tribe is violently hostile toward 

our tribe, we can return the favor. Num. 25:16-18. 

 

13. Violence may be pursued when a city of one’s own covenanted nation has lapsed into apostasy. 

Deut. 13:12-16.  

 

14. Violence may be pursued to rescue those being oppressed unjustly. Prov. 24:11-12, Isa. 1:17-

23.  

 

15. Yah gave a command to his people to deliver themselves from tyranny. Zech. 2:7. This runs 

contradictory to those who say that we must wait for God to deliver us supernaturally. 

 

16. Messiah commanded his disciples to provide themselves with a sword for defense. Luke 22:35-

36.  Notice how the context includes literal, physical objects needed for everyday life. This is no 

spiritual metaphor. 

 

17. To wish for violence to be done to belligerent enemies of Yah is encouraged in the imprecatory 

Psalms and these imprecations are continued in the New Covenant. Gal. 1:8, 5:12, Acts 8:20, 23:3.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Those who teach that men, and especially Messianic men do not have the right to defend 

themselves with violence should not be considered Messianics but traitors to their country and to 

Yah. They are doing little else than preparing us for invasion. To them, I say according to Psalm 

109: 

 

6 Appoint a wicked man over him, 

And let an accuser stand at his right hand. 

7 When he is judged, let him come forth guilty, 

And let his prayer become sin. 

8 Let his days be few; 

Let another take his office. 

9 Let his children be fatherless 

And his wife a widow. 

10 Let his children wander about and beg; 

And let them seek sustenance far from their ruined homes. 

11 Let the creditor seize all that he has, 

And let strangers plunder the product of his labor. 

12 Let there be none to extend lovingkindness to him, 

Nor any to be gracious to his fatherless children. 
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13 Let his posterity be cut off; 

In a following generation let their name be blotted out. 

14 Let the iniquity of his fathers be remembered before the Lord, 

And do not let the sin of his mother be blotted out. 

15 Let them be before the Lord continually, 

That He may cut off their memory from the earth; 

16 Because he did not remember to show lovingkindness, 

But persecuted the afflicted and needy man, 

And the despondent in heart, to put them to death. 

17 He also loved cursing, so it came to him; 

And he did not delight in blessing, so it was far from him. 

18 But he clothed himself with cursing as with his garment, 

And it entered into his body like water 

And like oil into his bones. 

19 Let it be to him as a garment with which he covers himself, 

And for a belt with which he constantly girds himself. 

20 Let this be the reward of my accusers from the Lord, 

And of those who speak evil against my soul. 

 

 

VII. The right to be acknowledged as a lawful magistrate cannot be purchased by conquest. (Isa. 

51:35-37) The Israelites lead by Joshua conquered the land of Canaan, and had divine right to rule 

over it not by the sole title of conquest but by a special act of Judgment. God did forbid Israel to 

conquer Edom, which restricts the conclusion. The conquest of Canaan was a judgment of God for 

idolatry, not a normal pursuit of land and dominion (Duet. 18:12). In John 19:11 Yeshua answered,  

 

"You would have no authority over Me, unless it had been given you from above; for this reason 

he who delivered Me to you has the greater sin." Does this mean that Pilate, who had authority by 

conquest had lawful authority as God’s constituted magistrate over Messiah? No. Rutherford says,  

 

“Pilate’s power is merely a power by divine permission, not a power ordained of 

God, as are the powers spoken of, Rom xiii”.14  
 

I affirm that every conquest made by violence may be dissolved by violence. Rutherford 

acknowledges an objection,  

 

“An ill king is a punishment of God for the sins of the people, and there is no 

remedy but patient suffering.” 

  

Answer: Amos 4:7 "Furthermore, I withheld the rain from you While there were still three months 

until harvest. Then I would send rain on one city And on another city I would not send rain; One 

part would be rained on, While the part not rained on would dry up.  Amo 4:8  "So two or three 

cities would stagger to another city to drink water, But would not be satisfied; Yet you have not 
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returned to Me," declares the LORD.” Famine is also a judgment for sin. In this case are we to 

willingly starve? Rutherford acknowledges another objection,  

 

“Under an ill king God’s people are not obligated to do anything but God, “he 

would rather work extraordinary and wonderful miracles; and therefore would not 

authorize the people to deliver themselves from under Pharaoh, but Made Moses a 

prince, to bring them out of Egypt with a stretched-out arm.”15  
 

First, Pharaoh was not a sworn and covenanted ruler of Israel.  Second, the reason God’s people 

did not raise up arms against Pharaoh is that at this time wars were entered into by God’s direct 

command and guidance.  We do not have this direct communication in this dispensation seeing we 

have the completed cannon.  Third, if we are to make parallels in all these examples, all wars by 

Messianic nations must receive direct verbal guidance by God before commencing and this 

violates the doctrine of Cessationism.16 In Dr. Clark’s Christian View of Men and Things (Unicoi, 

Tn: The Trinity Foundation, 2005) he discusses his view of the Philosophy of Politics. In it, he, in 

his form as a Philosophy teacher, makes mention of Aristotle’s view, Plato’s view’, Rousseau, the 

American Revolution and Constitution but not a single word as to how his own religion, 

Presbyterianism, came to be. From reading 30 of his books and many of his articles, Dr. Clark 

does not seem to be very well acquainted with the 17th century Scottish Covenanters; the people 

who forged his own religion in the fires of controversy! He mentions nothing of how Rutherford 

refuted the Divine Right of Kings! In light of this I must disagree with his statement on page 101 

of Christian View of Men and Things when he says,  

 

“Christ’s answer and Paul’s statement are justifications of de facto Government. 

The powers that be, that is, the actually existing powers, are ordained of God. Their 

taxes may be, and in those days were exceedingly unjust, but it is the religious, and 

not merely political obligation of the Christian to pay them.” 

 

But does not Yeshua forbid Christians to practice any violence when he said, “he that taketh the 

sword shall perish by the sword” (Mat. 26:52)? Rutherford answers,  “The sense is , He that taketh 

the sword without God’s warrant, which Peter had not, but the contrary he himself was a Satan to 

Christ, who would but counsel him not to die;”.17 Yah commands us to preserve our own lives, per 

the 6th commandment and Eph. 5:28-29. 

 

VIII. A nation does not need a lawful and established magistrate to lead them in a 

Reformation. It can lawfully be done “bottom up” (2 Kings 11:17-18).  

 

IX. The Westminster Confession states in Chapter 23, “It is lawful for Christians to accept and 

execute the office of a magistrate, when called thereunto:[2] in the managing whereof, as they 

ought especially to maintain piety, justice, and peace, according to the wholesome laws of each 

commonwealth;[3] so, for that end, they may lawfully, now under the New Testament, wage war, 

upon just and necessary occasion.[4]” 

                                                           
15 Lex Rex, 133 
16 Lex Rex, 134 
17 Lex Rex, 154 
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Greg price says,  

 

Any office may be held, or service engaged in, upon the three following 

conditions: 

 

1st. That the duties belonging to it be right in themselves. 2d. That they be regulated 

by a just law. 3d. That there be no other oath of office required, but faithfully to 

execute official duties...between the elector and the elected, there is a representative 

oneness; so that every official act, done constitutionally by the latter [i.e. the elected 

official--GLP], is virtually done by the former [i.e. the one who elected the official-

-GLP], through his representative organ. He must, also, be introduced to office by 

an oath, homologating [i.e. approving and ratifying-- GLP] the 

constitution. Whatever, therefore, we cannot do ourselves, on account of its 

immorality, we ought not to employ others to perform.” [FN: “65. Samuel 

Wylie, Two Sons Of Oil; or, The Faithful Witness For Magistracy And Ministry 

Upon A Scriptural Basis (Pottstown, Pennsylvania: Covenanted Reformed 

Presbyterian Publishing [1803] 1995), pp. 43,44. The italics are original, 

the bold has been added for emphases.”]  

 

X. The Westminster Confession states again, “It is the duty of people to pray for magistrates,[8] to 

honor their persons,[9] to pay them tribute or other dues,[10] to obey their lawful commands, and 

to be subject to their authority, for conscience' sake.[11] Infidelity, or difference in religion, does 

not make void the magistrates' just and legal authority, nor free the people from their due 

obedience to them:[12] from which ecclesiastical persons are not exempted,[13] much less has 

the Pope any power and jurisdiction over them in their dominions, or over any of their people; 

and, least of all, to deprive them of their dominions, or lives, if he shall judge them to be heretics, 

or upon any other pretence whatsoever.[14]” 

 

Did the Westminster Confession just contradict us? No. Samuel Rutherford was present at this 

assembly.  In a land that has received the gospel and a Reformed Government, the obligations of 

the Reformed Government are higher than a land not yet Evangelized and Reformed. A Messianic 

should submit to a Pagan King and to his lawful commands when in his country.  Even more, a 

Messianic, living in a Protestant Covenanted Nation should submit to his heretic King or President 

in all his lawful commands as long as his Ruler does not bring his heresy into the public sphere.  

 

XI. The end of this view of Government, is the evangelization and Reformation of the whole world 

to the Glory of Yah:  

 

"Thus saith the Lord God, Behold, I will lift up mine hand to the Gentiles, and set 

up my standard to the people: and they shall bring thy sons in their arms, and thy 

daughters shall be carried upon their shoulders. And kings shall be thy nursing 

fathers, and their queens thy nursing mothers" (Isa. 49:22,23-KJV).  

 

This is then an Eschatological affirmation of Postmillennialism.   
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Objections 

 

1. Concerning Messiah’s comments, "Render therefore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar's; 

and unto God the things that are God's" (Mt. 22:21) Greg Price says, 

  

“This question was proposed by the enemies of Christ (the Pharisees and the 

Herodians) in order to "entangle him" (Mt. 22:15). If Christ were to answer, 

"Render the tribute to Caesar", the Pharisees (who strongly opposed Roman 

complicity) would have slandered Christ as a Roman sympathizer. However, if 

Christ were to answer, "Render not the tribute to Caesar", the Herodians (who 

strongly supported Roman alliances) would have slandered him as being an avowed 

enemy to Caesar. But the Lord Jesus "perceived their wickedness" and essentially 

gave them a non-answer to their question. Since it was not an honest question, 

Christ did not play into their trap by answering their question. In fact, "they could 

not take hold of his words before the people" (Lk. 20:26)…Such evasion to 

entrapment was used by Christ on other occasions as well (cf. Mk. 11:27-33; Jn. 

8:1-11). Even if Christ did endorse the paying of tribute to Caesar, that is not an 

oath of allegiance paid to Caesar, nor a declaration concerning the lawfulness of 

Caesar's authority. For tribute exacted by an unlawful Government is simply 

extortion required by a thief who threatens to take all your property if you don't pay 

him part of your property. Furthermore, even foreigners and aliens pay taxes to 

nations in which they work without declaring any allegiance to the civil 

Government of that nation. Thus, the payment of taxes is not an oath of allegiance.” 

 

2. Concerning Paul's appeal to Caesar in Acts 25:11: 

 

Ans. He appealed to Caesar to have an opportunity to preach.   

 

3. Cyrus is designated as God's "anointed" and God's "shepherd" (Isa. 44:28; Isa. 45:1).   

 

Ans. This was done as a special providence as in Isa 13:3, 1 Kings 19:15 and 2 Kings 8:12. The 

same can be said of the prohibition God gave to Israel not to resist the military conquest of 

Nebuchadnezzar (Jer. 27:12).   

 

4. Some object that David did not kill Saul when he had a chance to, thus David acknowleded his 

authority.  

 

Ans. Rutherford answers,  

 

“To kill the enemy in a just self-defence, must be, when the enemy actually doth 

invade, and the life of the defendant cannot be otherwise saved. A sleeping enemy 

is not in the act of unjust pursuit of the innocent.”18  

 

                                                           
18 Lex Rex, 167 
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If David had no intention of killing Saul as a Tyrant why then did he take Goliath’s sword (1 Sam. 

21:9-10)? Rutherford complains, “Royalists make David’s act of not putting hands on the Lord’s 

anointed an ordinary moral reason against resistance, but his putting on of armour they will have 

extraordinary”.19  

 

Stefan Molyneux’s Anarchism Examined 

 

In recent years a popular Philosopher has appeared on Youtube named Stefan Molyneux who 

proposes an Anarcho-Capitalist Philosophy.  His work is very popular and is displayed by his 

disciples as a revolutionary humane system of human civilization. The irony of the Enlightenment 

and all its influences on the minds of men, is that its primary focus, the elevating of humanity, is 

contradicted universally among its adherents. These people will proclaim on one side of their 

mouths the great potential and glory of humanity and then on the other, the inherent depravity of 

the entire enterprise of human civilization. The way these people view our elected officials betrays 

the massive contradiction in their anthropology. Stefan would have us to believe that all our 

government officials are basically demons in human skin come to plunge humanity into a living 

hell but that he is completely virtuous in his motives to govern his family.  

 

As our previous Communist oppressors proclaimed their moral superiority to the Bible as they 

developed the Enlightenment anthropology, their solutions were no more humane. Any educated 

person knows of the horrors of Communism and the 120 million plus bodies they sacrificed to the 

god of Human Liberty. Moreover, discipline hasn’t improved either. The mental institutions and 

prisons in this country, alternatives to the Torah’s “cruel” prison-less reparatory system, are living 

nightmares where people are assaulted, tortured and raped regularly. Yet we are to believe that 

secular civilization is more humane than the Torah?   

 

So what is Stefan’s alternative? He has words and nothing else. He has no case study, or historical 

precedent for his ideas working. They are simply his opinion. The closest thing that I can find to 

match his views, is the wild west of the mid-1800s.  

 

The fundamental principle of his theory is called the Non-Aggression Principle. This is ambiguous. 

What do they mean by aggression? Do they mean all degrees of compulsion? As I have already 

proved above, compulsion is a necessary aspect of human civilization. Moreover, the anthropology 

that Stefan is presenting to us is clearly the ancient Catholic Pelagianism. I wrote about this in 

detail in Chapter 9 of my Systematic Theology, “Is Nature Compelled or is Nature Indifferent?” I 

learned as I departed from Christianity that this cannot be separated from the Platonic roots of 

Christianity. The basic idea of all Pantheism is that the body and the entire material world is a 

malicious imposition upon the original pure self, the soul, the ghost in the shell. Thus, the nature 

of the material world and human civilization should not be considered in human ethics. This plays 

right into their Monastic Asceticism where human ethics is geared towards dispelling the natural 

desires of the body that the soul may be united to and ultimately dissolved into the Monad 

Huperousia. This is in substance spelled out in the Gnostic work Pistis Sophia. For a full refutation 

of the Christian Soul Doctrine see Samuele Bacchiocchi’s Immortality or Resurrection?  

 

                                                           
19 Lex Rex, 169 
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Stefan also has an emphasis on private property and ownership. How he derives the principles of 

ownership and property from his Empiricism remains a mystery.  The basic idea of the Libertarian 

or Anarchist position is self-ownership. The problem is, 1. We did not create ourselves, our parents 

created us which is why Parents own their children, contrary to the Communist position, and as 

we see the Anarchist position as well. 2. Scripture tells us that we belong to Yah and are slaves to 

Yah the Father.20 Thus, we do not have the right to control our own body, actions and speech as 

we see fit but only according to Yah’s Law. Yah owns everything.21 We are commanded to be 

stewards of our master’s goods.22 And those who will not obey the Laws of Elohim shall have their 

goods confiscated.23  

 

It is shocking to me that many people who say they believe the Bible actually entertain Libertarian 

ideas. If one searches the Scriptures he will find not a single example of a Reformation happening 

in Israel without the Government. Good King Josiah executed Reformation in Israel by the power 

of the Government. Thus, Government, per se, is a good thing and the mechanism Yah has 

ordained to maintain Reformation. We read in Exo. 32 and Deut. 13 Yah’s commands to use force 

to destroy those who have apostatized from true Religion. Thus, violence is a good thing, when 

used for the maintaining of truth.  

 

Stefan argues that Governments are the reason why we have wars to benefit a small elite group of 

people and that power should be taken away from them. But that is going to involve killing people 

isn’t it Stefan? That is violence! That is force! That is compulsion! This exact narrative was enacted 

against the South and made us completely dependent on Yankee carpet bagger business men. So 

impoverishing and committing genocide against the Southern people is moral but the initiation of 

force is immoral?  

 

Extending these ideas Stefan states that spanking and beating slaves is immoral. Really? Exo. 

21:21, Prov. 22:15, 23:13-14 say it is moral. Which is right? Some people can be disciplined by 

words but most people cannot.  

 

Prov. 29:19 A slave will not be instructed by words alone; 

For though he understands, there will be no response. 

 

Stefan argues that reputation will keep people from shopping at businesses of ill repute. That is 

totally ridiculous! Walmart, the Fast Food Industry, the Porn Industry and the modern Banking 

Industry all have horrible reputations and they are booming business in America.  

 

This is the problematic view of anthropology that Stefan has. He thinks that people in general are 

thinking individuals who actually analyze their actions and take responsibility for their lives. That 

is just not true. People are generally, belligerent, ignorant people who don’t care about much of 

anything but entertainment. People are sheep and they need to be stewarded. In my life and from 

                                                           
20 1 Cor. 6:19, Rom. 6:22 
21 Psa. 24:1,  
22 Luke 12:42 
23 Ezra 7:25-28 
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my reading of the Bible I have found most people hate to think about real issues and would rather 

entertain themselves with light pleasures.   

 

Moreover, in the polity Stefan is proposing, the stronger people will dominate the weaker. Can 

you even imagine what will happen to black people without Affirmative Action? They will be even 

worse off then, than they are now.  

 

Stefan proposes that all protection services can be handled by Insurance Companies. What then 

Mr. Stefan ensures that the Insurance Company will pay up? In my life, whenever my car alarm 

went off, I was never surrounded by caring people who made sure that no one was robbing me. 

People generally do not care about the plight of others and that is why we need a Government.  

When I was growing up in the public school system I was assaulted on numerous occasions by 

mostly black young men but also Latino kids as well. I will never forget my Sophomore year in 

High School when a young black man named Demetrius, who had already assaulted numerous 

other white people in class, stopped by my desk in the middle of class. He looked right at me and 

purposefully dropped his pencil on the ground. He looked at me and said, “pick it up!” I looked at 

him and said, “I’m not picking that up.” He then grabbed me by the back of my neck and shoved 

my face into the ground right next to where the pencil was. Take note, this is in the middle of class. 

The whole class is watching, including the teacher. Demetrius said, “pick it up bitch!” The teacher 

watched the whole thing and did nothing, and so did everyone else. I did nothing, because, as I 

had been taught, I was an evil white Southerner, born in Mississippi, and I deserved this. All the 

assaults in Elementary School that traumatized me for years, as of course, I was blamed and made 

to feel like a complete monster for defending myself from the just punishment that was due to my 

race, were just the beginning.  

 

Stefan proposes that people are better off if they get what they want in a voluntary transaction. But 

what we want isn’t always good for us.  
 

Jer. 17:9 The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked: who can 

know it? 

 

Usury is voluntary but it has turned into a disaster. People don’t always know what is good for 

them and when people destroy themselves, society often has to pay for it. The banker bailouts of 

recent years are perfect examples. When Southerners traded their horses in for tractors it was 

voluntary, that does not mean it was for their benefit. They often went bankrupt because they did 

not foresee the costs involved with the tractor.  

 

Stefan argues that power corrupts and that Government power is a weapon in the hands of evil 

people. The same argument could be used against gun rights and that nuclear weapon he proposes 

as a way to defend an anarchist community.  

 

I am not trying to maintain that the state is a cure-all. The solution is the gospel but the state is also 

a means to attain order and further the gospel in society and around the world.  
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Endnotes: 

 
[1] ROM 13:1 Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that be 

are ordained of God. 2 Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist 

shall receive to themselves damnation. 3 For rulers are not a terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou then not 

be afraid of the power? do that which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same: 4 For he is the minister of God 

to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minister 

of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. 1PE 2:13 Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man 

for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the king, as supreme; 14 Or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by him for 

the punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of them that do well. 

[2] PRO 8:15 By me kings reign, and princes decree justice. 16 By me princes rule, and nobles, even all the judges of 

the earth. ROM 13:1 Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers 

that be are ordained of God. 2 Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that 

resist shall receive to themselves damnation. 4 For he is the minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that which 

is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon 

him that doeth evil. 

[3] PSA 2:10 Be wise now therefore, O ye kings: be instructed, ye judges of the earth. 12 Kiss the Son, lest he be 

angry, and ye perish from the way, when his wrath is kindled but a little. Blessed are all they that put their trust in 

him. 1TI 2:2 For kings, and for all that are in authority; that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness 

and honesty. PSA 82:3 Defend the poor and fatherless: do justice to the afflicted and needy. 4 Deliver the poor and 

needy: rid them out of the hand of the wicked. 2SA 23:3 The God of Israel said, the Rock of Israel spake to me, He 

that ruleth over men must be just, ruling in the fear of God. 1PE 2:13 Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man 

for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the king, as supreme. 

[4] LUK 3:14 And the soldiers likewise demanded of him, saying, And what shall we do? And he said unto them, Do 

violence to no man, neither accuse any falsely; and be content with your wages. ROM 13:4 For he is the minister of 

God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the 

minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. MAT 8:9 For I am a man under authority, 

having soldiers under me: and I say to this man, Go, and he goeth; and to another, Come, and he cometh; and to my 

servant, Do this, and he doeth it. 10 When Jesus heard it, he marvelled, and said to them that followed, Verily I say 

unto you, I have not found so great faith, no, not in Israel. ACT 10:1 There was a certain man in Caesarea called 

Cornelius, a centurion of the band called the Italian band, 2 A devout man, and one that feared God with all his house, 

which gave much alms to the people, and prayed to God alway. REV 17:14 These shall make war with the Lamb, and 

the Lamb shall overcome them: for he is Lord of lords, and King of kings: and they that are with him are called, and 

chosen, and faithful. 16 And the ten horns which thou sawest upon the beast, these shall hate the whore, and shall 

make her desolate and naked, and shall eat her flesh, and burn her with fire. 

 [8] 1TI 2:1 I exhort therefore, that, first of all, supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be made 

for all men; 2 For kings, and for all that are in authority; that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness 

and honesty. 

[9] 1PE 2:17 Honour all men. Love the brotherhood. Fear God. Honour the king. 

[10] ROM 13:6 For for this cause pay ye tribute also: for they are God's ministers, attending continually upon this 

very thing. 7 Render therefore to all their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due; custom to whom custom; fear to whom 

fear; honour to whom honour. 

[11] ROM 13:5 Wherefore ye must needs be subject, not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake. TIT 3:1 Put 

them in mind to be subject to principalities and powers, to obey magistrates, to be ready to every good work. 

[12] 1PE 2:13 Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the king, as supreme; 

14 Or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by him for the punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of them 

that do well. 16 As free, and not using your liberty for a cloke of maliciousness, but as the servants of God. 

[13] ROM 13:1 Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that 

be are ordained of God. 1KI 2:35 And the king put Benaiah the son of Jehoiada in his room over the host: and Zadok 

the priest did the king put in the room of Abiathar. ACT 25:9 But Festus, willing to do the Jews a pleasure, answered 

Paul, and said, Wilt thou go up to Jerusalem, and there be judged of these things before me? 10 Then said Paul, I 

stand at Caesar's judgment seat, where I ought to be judged: to the Jews have I done no wrong, as thou very well 

knowest. 11 For if I be an offender, or have committed any thing worthy of death, I refuse not to die: but if there be 

none of these things whereof these accuse me, no man may deliver me unto them. I appeal unto Caesar. 2PE 2:1 But 
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there were false prophets also among the people, even as there shall be false teachers among you, who privily shall 

bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that bought them, and bring upon themselves swift destruction. 10 

But chiefly them that walk after the flesh in the lust of uncleanness, and despise Government. Presumptuous are they, 

selfwilled, they are not afraid to speak evil of dignities. 11 Whereas angels, which are greater in power and might, 

bring not railing accusation against them before the Lord. JUD 8 Likewise also these filthy dreamers defile the flesh, 

despise dominion, and speak evil of dignities. JUD 9 Yet Michael the archangel, when contending with the devil he 

disputed about the body of Moses, durst not bring against him a railing accusation, but said, The Lord rebuke thee. 

10 But these speak evil of those things which they know not: but what they know naturally, as brute beasts, in those 

things they corrupt themselves. 11 Woe unto them! for they have gone in the way of Cain, and ran greedily after the 

error of Balaam for reward, and perished in the gainsaying of Core. 

[14] 2TH 2:4 Who opposeth and exalteth himself above all that is called God, or that is worshipped; so that he as 

God sitteth in the temple of God, shewing himself that he is God. REV 13:15 And he had power to give life unto the 

image of the beast, that the image of the beast should both speak, and cause that as many as would not worship the 

image of the beast should be killed. 16 And he causeth all, both small and great, rich and poor, free and bond, to 

receive a mark in their right hand, or in their foreheads: 17 And that no man might buy or sell, save he that had the 

mark, or the name of the beast, or the number of his name. 
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Chapter II 

Separation of Powers 
 

The Westminster Confession Chapter 23.III says,  

 

Civil magistrates may not assume to themselves the administration of the Word and 

sacraments; or the power of the keys of the kingdom of heaven;[5]yet he has 

authority, and it is his duty, to take order that unity and peace be preserved in the 

Church, that the truth of God be kept pure and entire, that all blasphemies and 

heresies be suppressed, all corruptions and abuses in worship and discipline 

prevented or reformed, and all the ordinances of God duly settled, administrated, 

and observed.[6] For the better effecting whereof, he has power to call synods, to 

be present at them and to provide that whatsoever is transacted in them be 

according to the mind of God.[7] 

 

The separation of powers is not new with the Protestant Reformation. This doctrine was taught in 

the Old Testament as George Gillespie demonstrates in Aaron’s Rod Blossoming Chapters 2 and 

3. I offer two scriptures for examination: 
 

2 Chron. 19: 8 In Jerusalem also Jehoshaphat appointed some of the Levites and 

priests, and some of the heads of the fathers’ households of Israel, for the judgment 

of the LORD and to judge disputes among the inhabitants of Jerusalem. 9 Then he 

charged them saying, “Thus you shall do in the fear of the LORD, faithfully and 

wholeheartedly. 10 Whenever any dispute comes to you from your brethren who 

live in their cities, between blood and blood, between law and commandment, 

statutes and ordinances, you shall warn them so that they may not be guilty before 

the LORD, and wrath may not come on you and your brethren. Thus you shall do 

and you will not be guilty. 11 Behold, Amariah the chief priest will be over you 

in all that pertains to the LORD, and Zebadiah the son of Ishmael, the ruler of 

the house of Judah, in all that pertains to the king. Also the Levites shall be 

officers before you. Act resolutely, and the LORD be with the upright. 

 

Jer 26: 7 The priests and the prophets and all the people heard Jeremiah speaking 

these words in the house of the LORD. 8 When Jeremiah finished speaking all that 

the LORD had commanded him to speak to all the people, the priests and the 

prophets and all the people seized him, saying, “You must die! 9Why have you 

prophesied in the name of the LORD saying, ‘This house will be like Shiloh and 

this city will be desolate, without inhabitant’?” And all the people gathered about 

Jeremiah in the house of the LORD. 10 When the officials of Judah heard these 

things, they came up from the king’s house to the house of the LORD and sat in 

the entrance of the New Gate of the LORD’S house. 11 Then the priests and the 

prophets spoke to the officials and to all the people, saying, “A death sentence for 

this man! For he has prophesied against this city as you have heard in your 

hearing.”12 Then Jeremiah spoke to all the officials and to all the people, saying, 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn4
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn5
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn5
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“The LORD sent me to prophesy against this house and against this city all the 

words that you have heard. 13 Now therefore amend your ways and your deeds and 

obey the voice of the LORD your God; and the LORD will change His mind about 

the misfortune which He has pronounced against you. 14 But as for me, behold, I 

am in your hands; do with me as is good and right in your sight. 15 Only know for 

certain that if you put me to death, you will bring innocent blood on yourselves, 

and on this city and on its inhabitants; for truly the LORD has sent me to you to 

speak all these words in your hearing.16 Then the officials and all the people said 

to the priests and to the prophets, “No death sentence for this man! For he has 

spoken to us in the name of the LORD our God.”  

 

Though Luther’s Reformation changed the world, his successors, primarily Melanchthon, watered 

down much of what he was doing. Fortunately, the great French Theologian John Calvin picked 

up the torch and led the Western world into a much more consistent Reformation. Through 

Calvin’s relationship with the great Scottish Reformer John Knox, Scotland Reformed with more 

consistency and comprehensiveness than any other Protestant nation. My ancestors in Virginia 

inherited this great tradition but were derailed by the Devil’s servants, Jefferson, Paine and 

Franklin. It was Scotland’s consistency that produced the only foundation that could ever topple 

that old tyrannical Royalist principle of the Divine Right of Kings.  

 

In 1556 Knox published his Book of Church order in Geneva. Calvin approved of it and this book 

became the Genevan Book of Church Order. In 1557-1560 the Scottish Protestant Covenants were 

sworn.  The Reformed Presbytery says, 

 

“Their number, as well as their zealous spirit, still increasing, they, for the more 

effectual management of this noble enterprise, entered into covenants to advance 

that begun work of reformation, and to defend the same and one another in the 

maintenance thereof, against all opposition whatsoever. Several such covenants our 

early reformers solemnly entered into at Edinburgh, Perth and Leith, in the years 

1557, ‘59, ‘60 and ‘62. In 1560, the Confession of the Faith, and doctrine believed 

and professed by the Protestants within the realm of Scotland, was compiled and 

civilly ratified, or allowed of, in free and open parliament, afterward sworn to the 

National Covenant anno 1580, 1581 and 1590.”24  
 

In 1567-1617 King James VI reigned and plotted against the Reformation.  James VI passed 

the Black Acts (1584) to impose royal authority over the Kirk between 1584 and 1603. This Act 

prohibited ecclesiastical assemblies without the King’s consent. In 1618-1621 James VI increased 

his pressures against the Reformation. The Reformed Presbytery says, 

 

“Thus, after several former attempts to this effect, was episcopacy again 

established, and prelates lording over GOD’S heritage advanced, imposing their 

Popish ceremonies, which in that pretended assembly convened at 

                                                           
24 Act, Declaration and Testimony 

http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Black_Acts&action=edit&redlink=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Church_of_Scotland
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Perth, anno 1618, were enacted, and afterwards ratified in a subsequent parliament, 

in the year 1621.”25  

 

In 1637-1638 the Covenanters in Scotland rose up against the efforts of their King and renewed 

the Reformed National Covenant in March of 1638.  In 1644 Rutherford published his world 

altering book Lex Rex which was the refutation of the Divine Right of Kings and a Biblical 

construction of the separation of powers. This book stripped the Royalists of their Anti-Biblical 

de-facto power and demanded that lawful authority have the consent of the people. These 

accomplishments were a product of the previous seven years of national trial. In 1646 Charles I 

surrendered to the Covenanter army after his General Montrose was defeated at Newark. In 1649 

King Charles II was appointed King upon the condition that he take the Covenants. The Reformed 

Presbytery states, 

 

“Upon which the parliament of Scotland, on the 5th of February, 1649, caused 

proclaim his son Charles II, king of Great Britain, France, Ireland (which title he 

had assumed himself at the Hague, as soon as the report of his father’s death came 

to his ears), promising their fidelity and defence of his person and authority, 

according to the National Covenant, and the Solemn League and Covenant. And in 

the same time declaring, that before he be admitted to the exercise of the royal 

power, he shall give security for the preservation and maintenance of the true 

reformed religion, and unity of the kingdoms, now established, by laws both civil 

and ecclesiastical, according to the covenants: which security for religion and 

liberty, at the first proposed treaty at the Hague, he deferred to grant, and afterward 

postponed the signing of the treaty at Breda, when everything was agreed upon, 

from the great hopes he entertained of accomplishing his design, without 

acquiescing with their demand from Montrose’s expedition, whom he had sent into 

Scotland with an army, in order to prepare his way into that kingdom, by 

devastation with fire and sword. But this intrigue not succeeding, he found himself 

obliged to comply with all their proposals, and signed the treaty. This treaty the 

king did in effect break, before he left Breda, by communicating after the episcopal 

manner, contrary to the express warning and remonstrance of the commissioners 

from the church of Scotland, who went to him, and showed him his sin in so doing, 

and how inconsistant it was with his own concessions in the sent treaty; and an 

evidence that he had no intention to perform what he had agreed to, but dissembled 

with GOD and man; and he, on the other hand, put them off with sham excuses and 

professions; and so, from their too much credulity to his fraudulent professions and 

promises all along, they brought him over to Scotland, and before his landing in 

this kingdom, he takes the covenant at Spey, on the 23rd of June, 1649, by his oath 

subjoined in allowance and approbation of the Covenants National, and Solemn 

League, obliging himself faithfully to prosecute the ends thereof in his station and 

calling; and for himself and successors, he shall agree to all acts of parliament 

enjoining the same, and establishing presbyterial church Government, the directory 

for worship, confession of faith and catechisms, in the kingdom of Scotland, as 

approven by the General Assemblies of this kirk, and parliament of this kingdom. 

                                                           
25 Ibid 
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And for their further satisfaction, according to the act of the West Kirk, 

Edinburgh, August 13th, 1650, approven the same day by the committee of estates, 

he emitted a declaration at Dunfermline, by profession, fully and heartily 

acquiescing with all their demands; all which afterward served for nothing but as a 

lasting monument of his horrid perjury, wicked dissimulation, and mockery of God 

and man. And even then, when this declaration was published, he had formed a 

design for bringing in the enemies of the covenant, and work of reformation, both 

into the army and judicatories, and for dividing the Presbyterians among 

themselves. And this he effectually managed for both foresaid ends, by the public 

resolutions, on the 14th of December, that same year, 1650. This woful and prime 

step of defection, so contrary to the word, and injurious to the work of God, was 

faithfully testified against by many, both ministers, and whole presbyteries, who 

were sensible of the present sinfulness and evil of it, and foresaw the bitter and 

dismal consequences that followed upon it.”26 

 

This action was based on a strict adherence to the authority of scripture which, when applied to 

worship is referred to as the regulative principle. This principle provided the nation of Scotland 

the uniformity of conviction to stand against the Royalists. However, this view of Separation of 

Church and State did not support the idea of unbridled pluralism. This Biblical view affirmed that 

the Church and State have the exact same Theology but separation in function. It was their 

SYSTEM of authority that succeeded in overturning the Royalists and established a system of 

Government under a Covenant to God AND BASED ON GOD that seated the separation of 

Church and State. There was also the distinction between the Eternal Sonship and the Mediatorship 

of Messiah that was key in their definitions. Without this SYSTEM OF AUTHORITY Separation 

of Church and State would have never happened.  Harold Laski says,  

 

“This is, in a special degree, true of the Reformation. It was the real starting point 

of democratic ideas;”.27  

 

The Southern Confederacy, the country of my birth, under present occupation of the terrorist 

military dictatorship, the US Government,  and current residence does not secure religious liberty 

to its citizens. No country ever does or ever can. I am a Sabbatarian (I keep the 4th Commandment) 

and I have had to take huge debts which resulted in the loss of my career and my health because 

this society’s economy ipso facto rejects the Sabbatarian’s rights to practice his religion. I have 

been refused employment on scores of occasions. I have filled out or sent thousands of resumes 

and applications to employers during the last semester of college and after I graduated. The only 

jobs I could get were positions that paid little more than minimum wage. I had to get multiple jobs 

to survive which ended up destroying my health. I know many other people who believe the same 

thing and have been threatened to lose their jobs if they don’t work on the Sabbath. No nation 

allows freedom of all religion. Its people through their own actions develop economies that 

inherently discriminate against the religion of others. The only worldview that the United States 

protects and promotes is Atheism; but I digress.  The Scottish Covenanter view of Separation of 

Church and State is explained in George Gillespie’s Aaron’s Rod Blossoming, pages 85-90,  

                                                           
26 Ibid 
27 Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos, Historical Introduction 
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“Chapter IV.  

 

Of The Agreements And Differences Between The Nature Of The Civil And Of 

The Ecclesiastical Powers Or Governments… 

 

The difference between them is great. They differ in their causes, effects, objects, 

adjuncts, correlations, executions, and ultimate terminations. 

 

1. In the efficient cause. The King of nations hath instituted the civil power; the 

King of saints hath instituted the ecclesiastical power; I mean, the most high God, 

possessor of heaven and earth, who exerciseth sovereignty over the workmanship 

of his own hands, and so over all mankind, hath instituted magistrates to be in his 

stead as gods upon earth. But Jesus Christ, as Mediator and King of the church, 

whom his Father hath "set upon his holy hill of Zion," Psal. ii. 6, "to reign over the 

house of Jacob for ever," Luke i. 33, " who hath the key of the house of David laid 

upon his shoulder," Isa. xxii. 22, hath instituted an ecclesiastical power and 

Government in the hands of church-officers, whom, in his name, he sendeth forth. 

 

2. In the matter. Magistracy, or civil power, hath, for the matter of it, the earthly 

sceptre and the temporal sword, that is, it is monarchial and legislative; it is also 

punitive or coercive of those that do evil. Understand, upon the like reason, 

remunerative of those that do well. The ecclesiastical power hath, for the matter 

of it, the keys of the kingdom of heaven. 1. The key of knowledge or doctrine, and 

that to be administered not only severally by each minister concionaliter, but also 

consistorially and synodically, in determining controversies of faith, and that 

only according to the rule of holy Scripture, which is clavis [dogmatike]… 2. The 

key of order and decency, so to speak, by which the circumstances of God's 

worship, and all such particulars in ecclesiastical affairs as are not determined 

in Scripture, are determined by the ministers and ruling officers of the church, 

so as may best agree to the general rules of the Word concerning order and 

decency, avoiding of scandal, doing all to the glory of God, and to the edifying of 

one another. And this is clavis [diataktike]…  3.The key of corrective discipline, 

or censures to be exercised upon the scandalous and obstinate, which is clavis 

[kritike]… 4. Add also the key of ordination or mission of church-officers, which 

I may call clavis [exiousiastike], the authorising or power-giving key; others call 

it missio potestativa. 
 

3. They differ in their forms. The power of magistracy is… an authority or 

dominion exercised in the particulars above mentioned, and that in an immediate 

subordination to God; for which reason magistrates are called gods. The 

ecclesiastical power…is merely ministerial and steward-like, and exercised in an 

immediate subordination to Jesus Christ as King of the church, and in his name and 

authority. 
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4. They differ in their ends. The supreme end of magistracy is only the glory of 

God as King of nations, and as exercising dominion over the inhabitants of the 

earth; and in that respect the magistrate is appointed to keep his subjects within the 

bounds of external obedience to the moral law, the obligation whereof lieth upon 

all nations and all men. The supreme end of the ecclesiastical power is 

either proximus or remotus. The nearest and immediate end is the glory of Jesus 

Christ, as Mediator and King of the church. The more remote end is the glory of 

God, as having all power and authority in heaven and earth. You will say, Must 

not then the Christian magistrate intend the glory of Jesus Christ, and to be 

subservient to him, as he is Mediator and King of the church? Certainly he ought 

and must; and God forbid but that he should do so. But how? Not qua magistrate, 

but qua Christian. If you say to me again, Must not the Christian magistrate intend 

to be otherwise subservient to the kingdom of Jesus Christ as Mediator, than by 

personal or private Christian duties, which are incumbent on every Christian? I 

answer, No doubt he ought to intend more, even to glorify Jesus Christ in the 

administration of magistracy; which that you may rightly apprehend, and that I be 

not misunderstood, take this distinction: It is altogether incumbent on the ruling 

officers of the church to intend the glory of Christ as Mediator, even ex natura 

rei, in regard of the very nature of ecclesiastical power and Government, which 

hath no other end and use for which it was intended and instituted, but to be 

subservient to the kingly office of Jesus Christ in the governing of his church upon 

earth (and therefore… take away the church out of a nation, and you take away all 

ecclesiastical power of Government, which makes another difference from 

magistracy, as we shall see anon). But the magistrate, though Christian and godly, 

doth not ex natura rei, in regard of the nature of his particular vocation, intend the 

glory of Jesus Christ as Mediator and King of the church; but in regard of the 

common principles of Christian religion, which do oblige every Christian, in his 

particular vocation and station (and so the magistrate in his), to intend that end. All 

Christians are commanded, that whatever they do in word or deed, they do all in 

the name of the Lord Jesus, Col. iii. 17, that is, according to the will of Christ, and 

for the glory of Christ; and so a merchant, a mariner, a tradesman, a schoolmaster, 

a captain, a soldier, a printer, and, in a word, every Christian, in his own place and 

station, ought to intend the glory of Christ, and the good of his church and kingdom. 

Upon which ground and principle, if the magistrate be Christian, it is incumbent to 

him so to administer that high and eminent vocation of his, that Christ may be 

glorified as King of the church, and that this kingdom of Christ may flourish in his 

dominions (which would God every magistrate called Christian did really intend). 

So then the glory of Christ, as Mediator and King of the church, is to the ministry 

both finis operis, and finis operantis. To the magistrate, though Christian, it is 

only finis operantis, that is, it is the end of the godly magistrate, but not the end of 

magistracy; whereas it is not only the end of the godly minister, but the end of the 

ministry itself. The ministers' intendment of this end flows from the nature of their 

particular vocation; the magistrates' intendment of the same end flows from the 
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nature of their particular vocation of Christianity, acting, guiding, and having 

influence into their particular vocation. So much of the supreme ends. 

 

Now, the subordinate end of all ecclesiastical power is, that all who are of the 

church, whether officers or members, may live godly, righteously, and soberly, in 

this present world, be kept within the bounds of obedience to the gospel, void of 

all known offence toward God and toward man, and be made to walk according 

to the rules delivered to us by Christ and his apostles. The subordinate end of the 

civil power is, that all public sins committed presumptuously against the moral 

law, may be exemplarily punished, and that peace, justice, and good order, may 

be preserved and maintained in the commonwealth, which doth greatly redound 

to the comfort and good of the church, and to the promoting of the course of the 

gospel. For this end the Apostle bids us pray for kings and all who are in authority 

(though they be pagans, much more if they be Christians), "that we may live under 

them a peaceable and quiet life, in all godliness and honesty," 1 Tim. ii. 2. He saith 

not simply, "that we may live in godliness and honesty," but that we may both live 

peaceably and quietly, and also live godly and honestly, which is the very same that 

we commonly say of the magistrate…He is to take special care that all his subjects 

be made to observe the law of God, and live not only in moral honesty, but in 

godliness, and that so living they may also enjoy peace and quietness. More 

particularly, the end of church censures is, that men may be ashamed, humbled, 

reduced to repentance, that their spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord; the end 

of civil punishments inflicted by the magistrate is, that justice may be done 

according to law, and that peace and good order may be maintained in the 

commonwealth, as hath been said. The end of delivering Hymeneus and Alexander 

to Satan was, "that they may learn not to blaspheme," 1 Tim. i. 20. Erastus yields 

to Beza, p. 239, that the apostle doth not say, Ut non possint blasphemare, "that 

henceforth they may not be able to sin as they did before (which yet he 

acknowledgeth to be the end of civil punishments), but that they may learn not to 

blaspheme." Wherefore, when he expounds…that the Apostle had delivered those 

two to be killed by Satan…that they may not be able to blaspheme so any more, 

just as a magistrate delivers a thief to the gallows, that he may not be able to steal 

any more, and (as he tells us some speak) that he may learn to steal no more,—

he is herein confuted not only out of the text, but out of himself. So then, the end 

of church censures is…that the offenders may learn, or be instructed, to do so no 

more, which belongeth to the inward man or soul. The end of civil punishments 

is… (as Erastus tells us), that the offenders may not be able, or at least (being alive 

and some way free) may not dare to do the like, the sword being appointed for a 

terror to them who do evil, to restrain them from public and punishable offences—

not to work upon the spirit of their minds, nor to effect the destroying of the flesh 

by mortification, that the spirit may be safe in the day of the Lord. 

 

The fifth difference between the civil and ecclesiastical powers is in respect of the 

effects. The effects of the civil power are civil laws, civil punishments, civil 

rewards; the effects of the ecclesiastical power are determinations of 
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controversies of faith, canons concerning order and decency in the church, 

ordination or deposition of church officers, suspension from the sacrament, and 

excommunication. The powers being distinct in their nature and causes, the effects 

must needs be distinct which flow from the actuating and putting in execution of 

the powers. I do not here speak of the effects of the ecclesiastical power of order, 

the dispensing of the word and sacraments, but of the effects of the power of 

jurisdiction or Government, of which only the controversy is. 

 

Sixthly, The civil power hath for the object of it To… the things of this life, 

matters of peace, war, justice, the king's matters, and the country matters—those 

things that belong to the external man; but the ecclesiastical power hath for its 

object, things pertaining to God, the Lord's matters, as they are distinct from civil 

matters, and things belonging to the inward man, distinct from the things 

belonging to the outward man. This difference Protestant writers do put between 

the civil and ecclesiastical powers. Fr. Junius, Ecclesiast., lib. 3, cap. 4, saith thus: 

"We have put into our definition human things to be the subject of civil 

administration; but the subject of ecclesiastical administration we have taught to be 

things divine and sacred. Things divine and sacred we call both those which God 

commandeth for the sanctification of our mind and conscience as things necessary, 

and also those which the decency and order of the church requireth to be ordained 

and observed, for the profitable and convenient use of the things which are 

necessary. For example, prayers, the administration of the word and sacraments, 

ecclesiastical censures, are things necessary and essentially belonging to the 

communion of saints; but set days, set hours, set places, fasts, and the like, belong 

to the decency and order of the church, &c. But human things we call such as touch 

the life, the body, goods, and good name, as they are expounded in the second table 

of the Decalogue; for these are the things in which the whole civil administration 

standeth… 

 

If it be objected, how can these things agree with that which hath been before by us 

acknowledged, that the civil magistrate ought to take special care of religion, of the 

conservation and purgation thereof, of the abolishing idolatry and superstition; and 

ought to be…of the first as well as second table? I answer, that magistrates are 

appointed not only for civil policy, but for the conservation and purgation of 

religion, as is expressed in the Confession of Faith of the Church of 

Scotland, before cited, we firmly believe as a most undoubted truth. But when 

divines make the object of magistracy to be only such things as belong to this life 

and to human society, they do not mean the object of the magistrate's care (as if 

he were not to take care of religion), but the object of his operation. The 

magistrate himself may not assume the administration of the keys, nor the 

dispensing of church censures; he can but punish the external man with external 

punishments. Of which more afterwards. 

 

The seventh difference stands in the adjuncts; For,1. The ecclesiastical power in 

presbyterial or synodical assemblies ought not to be exercised without prayer and 



  39 

 

calling upon the name of the Lord, Matt. xviii. 19: there is no such obligation upon 

the civil power, as that there may be no civil court of justice without prayer. 2. In 

divers cases civil jurisdiction hath been, and is, in the person of one man; but no 

ecclesiastical jurisdiction is committed to one man, but to an assembly, in which 

two at least must agree in the thing, as is gathered from the text last cited. 3. No 

private or secret offence ought to be brought before an ecclesiastical court, except 

in the case of contumacy and impenitency after previous admonitions. This is the 

ordinary rule, not to dispute now extraordinary exceptions from that rule, but the 

civil power is not bound up by any such ordinary rule; for I suppose our opposites 

will hardly say (at least hardly make it good) that no civil injury or breach of law 

and justice, being privately committed, may be brought before a civil court, except 

first there be previous admonitions, and the party admonished prove obstinate and 

impenitent. 

 

The eighth difference stands in the correlations. The correlatum of magistracy is 

people embodied in a commonwealth, or a civil corporation. The correlatum of 

the ecclesiastical power is people embodied in a church, or spiritual corporation. 

The commonwealth is not in the church, but the church is in the commonwealth; 

that is, one is not therefore in or of the church, because he is in or of the 

commonwealth, of which the church is a part; but yet every one that is a member 

of the church is also a member of the commonwealth, of which that church is a part. 

The Apostle distinguisheth those that are without and those that are within in 

reference to the church, who were notwithstanding both sorts within in reference to 

the 'commonwealth, 1 Cor. v. 12, 13. The correlatum of the ecclesiastical power 

may be quite taken away by persecution, or by defection, when the correlatum of 

the civil power may remain, and therefore the ecclesiastical and the civil power do 

not se mutuo ponere et tollere. 

 

Ninthly, There is a great difference in the ultimate termination. The ecclesiastical 

power can go no further than excommunication, or (in case of extraordinary 

warrants, and when one is known to have blasphemed against the Holy Ghost) 

to anathema maranatha. If one be not humbled and reduced by excommunication, 

the church can do no more but leave him to the judgment of God, who hath 

promised to ratify in heaven what his servants, in his name and according to his 

will, do upon earth. Salmasius spends a whole chapter in confuting the point of the 

coactive and magistratical jurisdiction of bishops, see Walo Messal. cap. 6. He 

acknowledgeth in that very place, p. 455, 456, 459, 462, that the elders of the church 

have, in common, the power of ecclesiastical discipline, to suspend from the 

sacrament and to excommunicate, and to receive the offender again upon the 

evidence of his repentance. But the point he asserteth is, that bishops or elders have 

no such power as the magistrate hath, and that if he that is excommunicate do not 

care for it, nor submit himself, the elders cannot compel him; but the termination 

or quo usque of the civil power is quite different from this, "It is unto death, or 

to banishment, or to confiscation of goods, or to imprisonment," Ezra vii. 26. 
 



  40 

 

Tenthly, They differ in a divided execution; that is, the ecclesiastical power ought 

to censure sometime one whom the magistrate thinks not fit to punish with 

temporal or civil punishments; and again, the magistrate ought to punish with 

the temporal sword, one whom the church ought not to cut off by the spiritual 

sword. This difference Pareus gives, Explic. Catech. quest. 85, art. 4, and it cannot 

be denied; for those that plead most for liberty of conscience, and argue against all 

civil or temporal punishments of heretics, do notwithstanding acknowledge, that 

the church whereof they are members ought to censure and excommunicate them, 

and doth not her duty except she do so. The church may have reason to esteem one 

as an heathen and a publican that is no church member, whom yet the magistrate, 

in prudence and policy, doth permit to live in the commonwealth. Again, the most 

notorious and scandalous sinners, blasphemers, murderers, adulterers, incestuous 

persons, robbers, &c., when God gives them repentance, and the signs thereof do 

appear, the church doth not bind but loose them, doth not retain but remit their sins, 

I mean ministerially and declaratively; notwithstanding the magistrate may and 

ought to do justice according to law, even upon those penitent sinners.” 

 

Was the American View of Separation of Church and State Influenced by The Calvinist View of 

Human Nature? 

 

Growing up in America, I have had so many erroneous opinions shoved down my throat it is hard 

to keep track but this one I remember all too well. In American Evangelical presumed Protestant 

Churches, they tell you that the American Revolution and the American view of Separation of 

Church and State flowed out of the Calvinist conception of Total Depravity which demanded 

accountability to Government. Actually the opposite is the case. Now, John Cotton’s Limitation of 

Government clearly shows that the Calvinist view of human nature is the basis of limited 

Government. However, this was also essential to the establishment principle which America 

abhors. The depravity of man required the Establishment of God’s Revealed Religion as the 

highest authority over the Government.  In the following quotation Scotland and America are great 

case examples of the consequences following from either a Revealed Epistemology or an 

Empirical Epistemology (In America the Common Sense tradition prevailed). In The Dictates of 

Conscience: The Debate Over Religious Liberty In Revolutionary Virginia, Deborah O’Malley 

explains the political philosophy of Thomas Jefferson, 

 
“Jefferson’s strong belief in our ability to know God’s goodness [Without Grace 

and Special Revelation-DS] in particular will be essential for his understanding 

of  religious liberty.  He was blatantly critical of  any doctrine which he believed 

undermined God’s goodness.  In  the same letter to Adams, Jefferson explicitly 

stated his aversion to the doctrines of Calvinism. 

 

‘I can never join Calvin in addressing  his god…If ever man worshipped a false 

god, he did.  The being  described in his 5 points is not the God whom you and I 

acknowledge  and adore; the Creator and benevolent governor of the world;  but a 

demon of malignant spirit.  It would be more pardonable to believe in no god at all, 



  41 

 

than to blaspheme him by the atrocious attributes of  Calvin.’ [Letter to John 

Adams, April 11, 1823 in Jefferson: Writings, pg. 1466-DS]… 

 

The emphasis which Calvin puts on sin is clearly absent from Jefferson’s 

writings.  Calvin’s view of human nature is that it is soaked in sin; therefore, certain 

ideas which we have may be a result of sin rather than God, including the idea of 

liberty.  We need the grace of God before we can determine which ideas are a 

result of sin and which ones are not.  This understanding of sin was present in 

the arguments of many of Jefferson’s  opponents.  In fact, many of his opponents 

were critical of his idea of the “state of nature” in which all men have an innate 

right to liberty.  In the Declaration of Independence, Jefferson speaks of this idea 

as “self-evident,” but the Calvinist would argue that something which seems to be 

self-evident may be a result of sin. Jefferson, however, believes that liberty is a gift 

of God: 

 

‘The God who gave us life, gave us liberty at the same time.” [Rights of British 

America, 1774 in The Jeffersonian Cyclopedia: A Comprehensive Collection of the 

Views of Thomas Jefferson.  John P. Foley, ed.  (New York: Funk & Wagnells Co., 

1990) on the University of Virginia 

Libraryonline: http://etext.lib.virginia.edu/jefferson/quotations/foley/.-DS]... 

Therefore, the idea of liberty could not possibly be a result of sin.”28 
 

This is quite devastating to the entire enterprise of the Constitutionalist Theonomic Poser-

Protestant. The entire view of humanity in this system is the superiority of the individual human 

will and its inherent inclination and desire to seek the truth. This is the exact opposite of what 

Calvinism and the Holy Gospels teach: John 3:19 This is the judgment, that the Light has come 

into the world, and men loved the darkness rather than the Light, for their deeds were evil.  

Speaking of the Protestant Reformation, its instance on lawful Government, its denial of infallible 

human authority, but its refusal to accept Atheistic pluralism, Harold Laski writes,  

 

“The partial toleration so won did not, of course, imply that men had learned to 

accept the secular nature of the state…Nor, in general, did they seek to probe further 

into the meaning of popular sovereignty. It was not until the French Revolution that 

Europe as a whole grasped the 

fact that the theory, with all its possibilities, applied not less to political than to 

religious needs…. In England, indeed, the transition to the secular state had, at least 

in part, been made much earlier. The Rebellion and the Revolution transferred the 

results of the discussion upon the place of religion in the state to the political field 

a century before Rousseau so depicted them that no man might mistake their 

meaning. But, even in England, until the emergence of Burke and Bentham, it is 

the consistently religious background of political speculation that is most striking. 

Locke could not write a treatise on civil Government until, in the Letter on 

Toleration, he had vindicated the self-sufficiency of the state, and its consequent 

freedom from religious trammels.” 

                                                           
28 Pages 18-20 

http://etext.lib.virginia.edu/jefferson/quotations/foley/.-DS
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The Protestants had endeavored to unify their nations under one Protestant faith.29 The Atheists 

and the Romanists were both agreed that this needed to change. Their solution was the 

Enlightenment. J. Parnell McCarter in his book Let My People Go says,  

 

“But even in the midst of the Reformation era, ominous signs also appeared. 

Ignatius Loyola had created an army of Jesuits to war against Protestantism with 

every device possible.  And the Papacy put all of its support behind this Jesuit 

army.   The Jesuit-trained Descartes – the “father of modern philosophy” – was 

having a profound influence upon the thinking in Protestant nations.  His 

Enlightenment philosophy elevated human reason so that the Bible seemed an 

unnecessary appendage.  It denied the total depravity of fallen man.  And it 

suggested that human reason unaccompanied by Biblical faith could achieve more 

in such realms as politics than Biblical faith.  This Enlightenment philosophy came 

in time to dominate the world, thwarting reformed Christian rule.” 
 

The Enlightenment, or the idea of secular society is a way to control our society by the Roman 

Catholic Church. After the Protestant Reformation the Society of Jesus, or the Jesuits were formed 

to attack the Reformation in a movement called The Counter-Reformation. Their primary idea was 

to destroy the established Protestant nations through secular humanistic philosophy. Secularism 

allowed Rome back into nations where they previously were barred by the power of law. Now 

with this secular system in place they could grow again, increase their wealth, and conspire to gain 

power for the Pope again. Case in point is Jesuit trained Rene Descartes. He started generations of 

philosophers that tried to develop ways to get knowledge without appealing to religion. Thus, the 

age of secular philosophy began and Protestant Nations that once taught their people true religion 

got ignored and Civilization left the door wide open again for the Roman Beast. Reader, ask 

yourself, why did the most intolerant religion in the history of the world, the Roman Catholic 

Religion, who bore the Inquisition in her breast, all of a sudden do a complete 180 on numerous 

civil issues after the Reformation? For crying out loud, In Coena Domini was repealed! This leads 

us to the next topic at hand: a full demonstration and diatribe against the Atheism of modern 

civilization.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
29 The Augsburg Confession 1530 A.D. Preface to the Emperor Charles V 
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Chapter III 

Diatribe Against the Enlightenment and the So-

Called American Founding Fathers 
 

So many works exist now at the fingertips of the Western World which have endeavored 

to defend the Bible and its Divinity against the hordes of modern Atheism. What this work is 

intended to do is to approach the Atheist hordes from a much subtler angle. With this approach I 

have received a much more devastated reaction from the Atheists I have spoken with. The approach 

is simple: let us assume for the time being, that I have no proof of the existence of God and that 

the text of the Bible is riddled with so many problems that a human being could never discover the 

truth from its pages. What then have the Atheist hordes put in its place?  

 

The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy states in its article on the Enlightenment,  

 

“According to a common Enlightenment assumption, as humankind clarifies the 

laws of nature through the advance of natural science and philosophy, the true 

moral and political order will be revealed with it. This view is expressed explicitly 

by the philosophe[r] Marquis de Condorcet, in his Sketch for a Historical Picture 

of the Progress of the Human Mind (published posthumously in 1795 and which, 

perhaps better than any other work, lays out the paradigmatically Enlightenment 

view of history of the human race as a continual progress to perfection).”30 

 

This is the great hope of the Atheist hordes. With the dominance of Political equality, individual 

liberty and the development of the natural Sciences, man, who is basically good in nature but 

shackled to an ancient immoral slavery, will enter into a Utopia of Perfection once the shackles of 

the ancient immorality are broken. If the effects of these ideas had not had the disastrous effects 

they have had on my life and the life of all the people that I have known, and millions of others I 

have not, I might burst out into convulsions of laughter. However, seeing the state of the world as 

it is today, the most egregious form of slavery, human trafficking, a global enterprise born out of 

the Sexual Revolution of the 1960s, the destruction of the family, as “70% of Men Aged 20-34 

Are Not Married”31, the complete apathy and nihilism of the common man who finds his truest 

happiness and fulfillment in life in Sports and games, the massive gap between the rich and the 

poor32, the exact problem the Enlightenment promised it would solve, the holocaust of aborted 

children in this country, upwards of now 55 million children in this country alone,33 the ceaseless 

class warfare and racial conflicts, results of the Pluralism of the Enlightenment and its inherent 

identity crises, the Genocide of the Western White Man who has embraced these Atheist ideas the 

most,34 the Military Government of the United States, a hallmark to the failure of a Liberal 

                                                           
30 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/enlightenment/; For a history of Perfectionism among religious people and a 

refutation of Perfectionism from a more Biblical perspective, see Warfield’s Studies in Perfectionism 
31 http://cnsnews.com/news/article/barbara-hollingsworth/bachelor-nation-70-men-aged-20-34-are-not-married 
32 http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/12/17/wealth-gap-upper-middle-income/ 
33 http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/fb_induced_abortion.html 
34 The United Nations’ World Fertility Report 2013 states, 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/enlightenment/
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Democracy to stay the power of despots, the 120 million plus deaths under Atheist regimes in the 

past century alone,35 the economic, social and environmental disaster of the Industrial Revolution, 

the international scandal of the Humanist modern Banking Industry with its justification of Usury, 

and last but not least the paradoxical success and continued rise to power of the Roman Catholic 

Church in the modern World, I must protest. Perfection? The results of the Enlightenment, having 

at its disposal the richest treasuries and the mightiest armies the world has ever seen, thus fully 

equipped to meet its proposed ends, are the exact opposite of perfection. What we are seeing come 

to pass can be viewed in the recent movie Idiocracy. This is the liberation of fallen man. Absolute 

chaos. A new Dark Age.  
                                                           

 

“The highest rates of childlessness are currently in European and Eastern Asian low-fertility 

countries (figure I.9), with Singapore having the highest level of childlessness (23 per cent of 

women aged 40-44 years).” 

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/fertility/worldFertilityReport2013.pdf, Page 13 

Gretchen Livingston and D’Vera Cohn of the Pew Research Center state in their article Childlessness Up Among All 

Women; Down Among Women with Advanced Degrees,   

“The most educated women still are among the most likely never to have had a child. But in a 

notable exception to the overall rising trend, in 2008, 24% of women ages 40-44 with a master’s, 

doctoral or professional degree had not had children, a decline from 31% in 1994. 

By race and ethnic group, white women are most likely not to have borne a child.” 

http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2010/06/25/childlessness-up-among-all-women-down-among-women-with-

advanced-degrees/ 

According to the Census Bureau data, 

“for the first time in more than a century, deaths outpaced births among white Americans”. 

and continuing, 

“The Census Bureau reported that multiracial Americans were the fastest-growing racial group last 

year”. 

“White Share of U.S. Population Drops to Historic Low”, Bloomberg, 

6/13/2013;http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-06-13/white-share-of-u-s-population-drops-to-historic-low.html 

A Huffington Post 2013 article, “Latino Population Booms in The South: Pew” states, 

“The Latino population is booming across the United States — and nowhere more so than in the 

South. All but one of the top 10 states with the fastest-growing Hispanic populations from 2000 to 

2011 were located in the South”. 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/09/03/latino-population-growth_n_3860441.html 
35 R.J. Rummel, Statistics Of Democide 

 

http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/fertility/worldFertilityReport2013.pdf
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2010/06/25/childlessness-up-among-all-women-down-among-women-with-advanced-degrees/
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2010/06/25/childlessness-up-among-all-women-down-among-women-with-advanced-degrees/
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Now to introduce the reader to the most reduced down, basic problems of Enlightenment 

Philosophy.  

 

 

A List of Atheist and Liberal Logical Fallacies 

 

Ad Hominem: Drake is a crazy racist! Don’t listen to his arguments!  

 

I don’t like how Drake’s arguments make me feel, therefore Drake is insane.  

 

Accident Fallacy: Killing another human being is a crime. Therefore, War and Capital Punishment 

is a crime. (Unless of course the War is against Southern White Protestants.) 

 

Affirming the Consequent (Begging the question): If Darwin’s Theory of natural selection is 

true, we should observe homology. We do observe homology, therefore Darwin’s theory is true.36  

 

If the earth is moving, there will be a bulge at the equator. There is a bulge at the equator. 

Therefore, the earth is moving. 

 

If The Big Bang Theory is true, objects will explode when under pressure. The atom exploded 

when under pressure. Therefore, The Big Bang Theory is true.  

 

Anecdotal Fallacy: My black grandmother told me she was raped by a white Southerner, therefore  

Southern Slave-holders systematically raped their slaves and created stud plantations.  

 

Appeal to Authority: Creationism is wrong because the professional Scientists reject it.  

 

Geocentrism is wrong because the Professional Physicists reject it.   

 

Drake is not a Scientist therefore his quotations of Scientists are quote mining. 

 

Appeal to Consequences:  Science is true, because even if there are logical fallacies at the root of 

all Science, people still need it.  

 

Appeal to Fear: If Creationism is broadly accepted we will lose the business of future investors.  

 

Appeal to Force: The South was conquered, therefore it was wrong.  

 

Appeal to Motive: Heliocentrism is true because it appeals to our motive of humility. Geocentrism 

is false because it appeals to man’s motive of pride.  

 

Appeal to Novelty: The Scientific Revolution is true because it is modern.  

 

                                                           
36 Charles Darwin, Origin of Species (Harvard Classics, 1909), 184 
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Appeal to Popularity: Everyone believes in Heliocentrism. Therefore, it is true.  

 

Appeal to Probability: The slavery institution can be abused therefore all slavery is abuse.  

 

Appeal to Pity: White Southerners should accept their own Genocide and Ethnic displacement to 

make-up for their legacy of Slavery and Racism.   

 

Appeal to Ridicule: Creationism is for fools!  

 

Appeal to Spite: Slavery and Racial preservation is wrong because Southern people are 

uneducated Rednecks who deserve to be annihilated for their legacy of Racism.  

 

Appeal to Tradition: Heliocentrism is true because it has been the Hallmark of the Scientific 

Revolution for Centuries.  

 

Appeal to Wealth: Drake Shelton is wrong because his ideas have not produced a wealthy 

lifestyle.  

 

Argument from Fallacy: Creationists use arguments that contradict the laws of physics while 

adhering to the laws of physics, therefore there was no Creation.  

 

Argument from Ignorance: Southern Slave holders systematically raped their slaves and created 

stud plantations. You can’t prove it wrong, therefore it happened.  

 

Argument from (Personal) Incredulity: I cannot imagine that the Earth is fixed and in the center 

of the universe, therefore Heliocentrism is true. 

 

Argument from Repetition: American Black men are victims of institutional Racism.  

 

Argument from Silence: The Bible’s stories were based on pagan myths.  

 

Argument to Moderation: The traditional account of the Roman Catholic Inquisition gives white 

Protestants a claim to being an oppressed group of people in the history of mankind. Though we 

must condemn the Catholic Church for the Inquisition, the number of white Protestants murdered 

and tortured by the Catholic Church must be much less than traditionally stated.  

 

Begging the Question: The Earth is spinning and orbiting the sun, therefore the bulge in the 

middle of the earth must be a result of this spinning.  

 

Cherry Picking: Darwin denoted races as the objects that evolve, but I reject the reality of races; 

but Darwinism is still true.  

 

Confirmation Bias: I want to be an Atheist who believes in Metaphysical Naturalism, therefore I 

am going to ignore the many works by reputable academicians that show the problems in 

Metaphysical Naturalism.  
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Circular Reasoning: The way to identify a numeric substance is to determine its spatio temporal 

location, and the way to identify a spatio temporal location is to determine its numeric substance.  

 

Correlation Does Not Imply Causation: When you drop a rock, it will fall to the earth and the 

cause is gravity.  

 

Continuum Fallacy: If abortion is outlawed, some abortions will still take, place. Therefore, 

abortion should be legal.  

 

Distinction Without a Difference: It is immoral to own another human being as property. But I 

am not a Communist; children belong to their parents.  

 

Double Standard: All the people groups of the world have a right to maintain their identity except 

White Protestants.  

 

All the ancient books of mankind should be trusted even if they have few manuscript witnesses 

and some variation in their readings, except for the Bible which has thousands of manuscript 

witnesses.  

 

The Bible’s manuscripts and Christian Theology have some mistakes in them. Therefore, the 

Metaphysical Naturalist position which contains more problems and mistakes must be accepted 

because I want it that way.  

 

Equivocation: John is a racist because he loves his own people more than other peoples.  

 

Fallacy of Composition: Some government officials have access to drones and nuclear warheads, 

therefore the purpose of the 2nd Amendment is no longer relevant to today. 

 

Fallacy of Division: Some White Americans killed Native Americans unprovoked, therefore all 

White Americans are guilty of Native American Genocide. 

 

False Analogy: Drake Shelton wants to preserve the Ethnic and Cultural Identity of his people, 

therefore he is just like the Nazis.  

 

False Attribution: Abolitionists stated that Southern slaveholders bred their slaves on stud 

plantations.  

 

False Authority: Harriet Beecher Stowe, a woman who never experienced a Southern plantation, 

is a reliable authority of the lives of Southern slaves.  

 

False Dilemma: If the Earth is moving, the stars should appear to shift and they do, thus there is 

only one alternative to Ptolemy, namely Heliocentrism. 
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False Equivalence: Blacks, Whites, Asians, Men, Women, and Children are all human, thus they 

are all equal.  

 

Genetic Fallacy: Heliocentrism is true because it came out of the Enlightenment.  

 

Diversity is good because it came out of the Civil Rights Era.  

 

Furtive Fallacy: We have found that Southern Planation owners beget Mulatto children, therefore 

the Plantation owner must have raped one of his slaves.  

 

Ignoratio Elenchi (Missing the point): I don’t believe in the absolute standard of right and wrong, 

but owning another human being as property is absolutely immoral.   

 

Kettle Logic: 1. Evolution and human progress towards a specific goal we have in mind is our 

purpose. 2. The universe is eternal and was never created with any kind of goal or reason in 

purpose.  

 

Loaded Question: Are you for racial discrimination?  (Assuming that discrimination is an 

immoral thing) 

 

Moral High Ground: I don’t have to listen or validly respond to the arguments of Drake Shelton, 

because he is a racist.  

 

Moralistic Fallacy: Slavery is degrading to the human psyche, therefore it must not exist.  

 

Moving the Goalposts: The War Crimes and Genocide of over 120 Million people who were 

victims of Atheist Regimes should be ignored and only the crimes of Religious people should be 

considered because we must demand more of them.  

 

Naturalistic Fallacy: Human Civilizations are inherently evil but they ought to exist.  

 

Onus Probandi: Drake Shelton’s criticisms of Heliocentrism are false because he cannot fully 

explain every aspect of Geocentrism.   

 

Overwhelming Exception: The racial, economic, social, and environmental policies of the South 

have shown to be superior to the Northern Industrial system but the South was wrong because it 

viewed black and white people as unequal.  

 

Post Hoc Ergo Propter Hoc: A given observation agrees with the antecedent hypothesis, 

therefore the observation was caused by the hypothesis.  

 

Proof by Intimidation: Heliocentrism is true no matter how confusing my explanation is why 

East-West plane flights take the same time. It doesn’t matter that I cannot explain to you what I 

mean by saying clouds are attached to the earth. You are too uneducated to ever understand.  
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Proving Too Much: Slavery is evil because it requires physical discipline, but then so does 

parenting a child, therefore parenthood is evil.  

 

Psychologist's Fallacy: A Religious person I once knew hurt me therefore, Religion is inherently 

evil.  

 

Red Herring:  Those who are complaining of White Genocide should be ignored because White 

Supremacists in the past have used this argument.  

 

Reification:  Homosexuals should be tolerated because they are prisoners against their choice. It 

is not their fault that their soul was born into the wrong body.  

 

Shifting the Burden of Proof: Geocentrists must prove the earth is NOT spinning and orbiting 

the sun.  

 

Straw Man: Your view of Science is a Nirvana fallacy because you demand that Science be perfect 

in order to be true.37  

 

Thought-Terminating Cliché:  American Liberalism is Communism?! Drake, it is what it is! 

 

Tu Quoque: Drake Shelton, you say that all Scientific Laws are based on logical fallacies, but you  

use Science! 

 

Vacuous Truth: Professional Scientists are Darwinists not Creationists. So what if Scientists 

cannot be hired if they are open Creationists?  

 

Wishful Thinking: Diversity is the goal of a Progressive society where peoples of different 

backgrounds can learn from each other and celebrate their differences. The fact that this system 

has only resulted in unending violence and hatred is irrelevant to our sublime vision.  

 

Toleration is the best policy because if left to the open air, Truth will prevail if only the common 

man has the freedom to pursue the Truth honestly and thoroughly. The fact that the vast majority 

of humanity is belligerent and utterly uninterested in Truth is irrelevant to our sublime vision.  

 

Equality is the best policy because people are inherently good and equal in worth. The fact that 

people are cruel and selfish by nature and that worth and value are ambiguous terms that mean 

different things to different people is irrelevant to our sublime vision.  

 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

                                                           
37 My argument is not simply that Science is not perfect but that it is based on arbitrary logical fallacies and an 

infinite variation of measurements, and thus, the probability that it is true is denoted in the fraction 1/Infinity which 

equals zero.  
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When faced with these devastating fallacies, the modern Atheist will simply throw up his hands 

and proclaim that he is completely comfortable being a total skeptic. But wait! The Enlightenment 

promised that through the use of man’s reason he could gain knowledge. That was the whole point 

of the Enlightenment! This is why this period is referred to as The Age of Reason. Jesuit trained 

Descartes began with his attempt to gain knowledge without appealing to God or to Religion with 

his “I think therefore I am.” Thomas Paine, in his The Age of Reason states in his introduction, 

 

“The most formidable weapon, against errors of every kind, is Reason. I have never 

used any other, and I trust I never shall.” 

  

Many modern Atheists will feign, in a disgusting and despicable false humility that they just don’t 

know, and that is the platform of their moral superiority to Religious people. Really? You don’t 

know? You don’t know that the Earth spins 1000mph and orbits the Sun? You don’t know that 

Atoms exist? You don’t know that the human race has evolved from a lower life-form? You don’t 

know that all men are created equal? You don’t know that owning another person as property is 

inherently immoral? Are the laws of Science up for debate? Can one be an Atheist and be skeptical 

of the so called laws of nature, Empiricism, Materialism, Heliocentrism or Darwinism? I have 

debated literally hundreds of Atheists and every one of them held to all of these doctrines as if they 

were written in stone. Could it be that their claim to ignorance is only a disgusting psychological 

manipulation to lay all burdens of proof on Religious people and through their proclaimed humility 

create a platform of moral superiority?  

 

If man can gain knowledge through the use of his own reason, what is this Philosophy?  

 

I will now move through the ages of Atheist history from the Ancient World to recent times, 

ripping to shreds every last idea that has been used to defend this now international belligerence 

and show that man has failed to gain knowledge through the use of his own reason and instead of 

perfecting mankind, the Enlightenment has resulted in another Dark Age of Political despots, total 

social and moral breakdown, nihilism, widespread misery and untold millions of human deaths 

and suffering.  

 

Section 1 

 

I. Materialism Philosophically Failed  

 

First, it must be understood that I reject the entire Enlightenment enterprise which rode the back 

of the Scientific “Revolution” in the 16th and 17th  centuries. Some fundamental tenants of the 

Scientific Revolution were mere re-assertions of previously refuted material; in specific 

Democritus’ atomism which Zeno of Elea ripped to shreds some 2400 years ago. First, some 

orientation with the Pre-Socratics.  

 

i. Corporeal Monism 

 

The Pre-Socratic period is understood to begin with Thales 585 B.C. until the time of 

Socrates 400 B.C. Before the time of Thales Greek philosophy was dominated by the drunken 
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Homeric religion of Zeus, Hades, Apollo and the pantheon of vice stricken gods and goddesses of 

the ancient world. Accompanying this pantheon were the mystery cults involving strange blood 

rituals, trances, self-flagellation, and the eating of raw flesh. Wars were said to be determined by 

esoteric omens such as a serpent devouring a sparrow (Iliad II, 308). This religion promised no 

eternal reward for virtue after death, nor eternal consequences for evil. There was only Hades to 

look forward to, a hopeless dreary fate of nothingness. 

 

This age of mysticism was to end with the philosophers. Reason was to dominate the minds of 

men and not superstition. The beginning of this task was the school of the Milesians and Thales. 

They posited five major principles: 

 

1. All things have their source in a single substance. 

2. This substance is eternal; it never began and will never end. 

3. This substance cannot be exhausted and continues infinitely into space. 

4. Our world was preceded by others and will be proceeded after it dissolves. 

5. Motion and change is spontaneous. This substance is alive and the tendency to 

change is essential to it; change is not simply the result of an external force. 

 

This construction was defended with arguments that emphasized the organic relationship of all 

things. When we eat bread the nutrition of the bread becomes our fingernails, therefore, bread is 

fingernails; water falls from the clouds and becomes trees and trees become fire so water is fire, 

etc. These men were the first to explain natural phenomenon by mechanistic laws. Instead of 

attributing rain to the direct act of Zeus, they attributed it to the clouds. Anaximenes attributed the 

emergence of qualities to condensation and rarefaction due to his belief that air was the original 

substance. Thales, through observation of the sun and the movement of the planets, posited a law 

and predicted an eclipse in 585 B.C. Philosophy and Scientific law was the groundwork for 

rejecting the Homeric religion of the Milesians’ ancestors. Two problems arise: 1. the problem 

with this construction is that qualitative differences cannot be explained if everything is the same 

thing; 2. how can a corporeal reality produce an incorporeal law? 

 

Then comes Heraclitus (527- 475 B.C.) and his famous flux. He posited the idea that "all thing 

flow" and are constantly changing. However, there is a law of change that does not change. This, 

Heraclitus called the Logos. However, this is difficult to say when one believes only in one 

corporeal reality. Again, the corporeal monists are confronted with this question: how can a 

corporeal reality produce an incorporeal law? 

 

Then comes Parmenides (475 B.C.). He, not as religious as other philosophers who had rejected 

the polytheism of the Homeric religion to posit one god, merely posited the One. Parmenides was 

the downfall of corporeal monism due to his commitment to rational thought. He found assertions 

like "water is fire" to be absurd. Parmenides proved that being is eternal and immutable. Dr. Clark 

in an exposition of Parmenides says, 
 

"Being cannot have originated or come into being. It cannot have come from non-

being, for non-being never has existed for anything to come from it. Nor can Being 
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have come from Being, for Being is Being without any coming. Therefore 

origination is impossible and Being is eternal, immutable, and changeless."38  

 

Parmenides demonstrated that the earlier construction was contradictory in that it posited unity 

and motion; but if Being is changeless, there can be no motion. Parmenides’ objection to the monist 

construction was based on the fact that he emphasized reason over sensation. The original 

construction was posited as a rational theory, and thus, the end of corporeal monism. 

 

ii. Corporeal Pluralism 

 

To retain the supremacy of sensation the pluralists rejected monism to posit a corporeal pluralism. 

This was done in three different ways: 

 

1. Empedocles (490-430 B.C.) posited four substances: earth, air, fire and water. 

The qualitative difference between each substance is eternal. Empedocles avoided 

the problem of origination. Empedocles was still however, trapped by Parmenides’ 

One. Even by positing a plurality of substances, each substance would still need to 

be eternal and unchangeable to be corporeal. In this case, motion cannot be 

described as spontaneous if it can be described at all. In this case, external forces 

are required for motion. These forces Empedocles called Love and Hate; one to 

organize and one to disorganize. This is the primitive form of Ectropy and Entropy. 

 

2. Anaxagoras’ (500-428 B.C.) substitution for the principles of Love and Hate was 

a mind separate from matter that directed the cosmos. Socrates later showed 

Anaxagoras’ failure to develop this position and transcend the mechanist theory. 

What Anaxagoras did do is demonstrate Empedocles’ mistake. Parmenides had 

shown that origination is irrational. Empedocles posited four qualitative differences 

to explain a pluralist cosmos. Therefore, every quality must be original and eternal. 

Therefore, instead of four substances there are an infinite number: hair, vertebrate, 

fingernails etc. To posit a construction that never ends is to have no construction at 

all though Democritus tried it. 

 

3. Democritus (460-370 B.C.) posited the classic theory of atomism. This is the 

theory that the cosmos is composed of an infinite number of atoms, each 

impenetrable, indivisible, qualitiless and subject to mechanistic laws. Presumed 

sensations are not to be understood as inherent in the atom but in ourselves. 

Democritus did not find it necessary to explain motion in itself and posited it as an 

axiom. He explained motion generally as a result of a previous atom striking it. In 

order to speak of motion Democritus invented the concept of empty space; 

something for the atoms to move through. 

 

iii. Criticism 

 

                                                           
38 Ancient Philosophy, 269 
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Zeno of Elea (490-430 B.C.) brought the Pre Socratic era to a close with his devastating arguments 

against sensation, space and motion. First, was his famous paradox: 

 

Zeno’s Paradox 

  

To be brief, Zeno’s major argument is that in order for Achilles to move from point A to point B 

he must come at least half the space.  If so then he has to come at least a tenth; a hundredth etc.  

He must pass through an infinite number of points in a finite segment.  Thus, motion is impossible 

and space is indefinable.   

    

 
 

In answer to an objection to Zeno Dr. Clark says,  

 

“One of the superficial replies simply calculates how far Achilles runs in ten 

minutes (easily a mile) and how far the tortoise crawls in the same time (hardly a 

hundred feet). This elementary arithmetic shows that, if the tortoise originally had 

a lead of two or three hundred feet, Achilles is far ahead of the tortoise. This is 

superficial, and Zeno does not admit it. Of course, if Achilles could run for ten 

minutes, he would undoubtedly out-distance our slow but patient friend; but the 

brilliance of the tortoise in setting the original conditions by which he won the race 

depends on the fact that Zeno is not prepared to admit that Achilles can run for ten 

minutes. He is not prepared to admit that Achilles can run at all…Consider a marble 

rolling across a desk, or, to be very scientific, consider an atom moving from one 

point to another in space. Before the moving body can reach the terminal point, it 

must obviously have traversed half of the distance. Surely, the body cannot reach 

the end before it passes the mid-point. But before it can reach the mid-point, it must 

have come to the quarter mark. And before this, it must have moved one-eighth of 

the distance. And one-sixteenth, and so on. The ‘so on, ‘ however, is an infinite 

series, with the result that the moving body must exhaust an infinite series before it 

begins to move at all…motion is impossible.”39  

 

  To another attempted objection Dr. Clark says,  

 

“Another superficial attempt to solve the problem depends on balancing off the 

infinite divisibility of the space against the infinite divisibility of the time...The 

difficulty of infinite divisibility will prevent the time from starting as effectively as 

it prevented the motion from starting. To avoid both of these difficulties-they are, 

as you see, exactly the same difficulty applied twice-Aristotle(Physics, VIII, 8) 

argued that the moving body does not actually pass through an infinite series of 

points. Zeno, says Aristotle, treats one point, the mid-point, as two. He takes it as 

both the end and the beginning of a motion. But this can be so only if the moving 

body stops at this point and then begins again. If the body is in continuous motion, 

                                                           
39 Gordon H. Clark, The Philosophy of Science and Belief in God (Jefferson, Maryland.: The Trinity Foundation, 

1964, Second  edition 1987), 3-4 
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none of these mid-points is "actualized. The points and the divisions are only 

potential and do not actually exist. Therefore, although it is impossible to pass 

through or exhaust an infinite number of actual points, there is no difficulty in 

passing through an infinite number of potential points."40  

 

A gentleman that I debated on this issue demanded that we prove the impossibility of exhausting 

an infinite series. 

 

Ans.)  This is Argumentum Ad Ignorantiam. Kelley says, "This fallacy consists in the argument 

that a proposition is true because it hasn't been proven false. To put it differently, it is the argument 

that a proposition is true because the opposing proposition hasn't been proven true.41… As a rule, 

it is the positive claim that puts the ball in play, and the positive claim that carries the initial burden 

of proof."42  The gentleman actually made the argument that the statement, “It is impossible to 

exhaust an infinite series of points”, is a positive statement. Wow. 

 

Another objection:  

 

"One may protest that since an infinite series does not have a last term, Zeno cannot 

require the moving body to reach the last term before it starts to move. He cannot 

erect as a barrier to motion a factor that admittedly does not exist. And yet, did 

Zeno say that it was necessary to reach the last term? Will not his paradox remain 

if he simply asserts that motion cannot begin so long as there are more terms in the 

series? This is long enough."43 

 

In a further complaint against the concept of space, Zeno argued that if atoms and motion required 

space there must also be superspace for space to exist in and another superspace for that, ad 

infinitum. Second, was his rejection of sensation. In an exposition of Zeno Dr. Clark says, 

 

"When an ocean wave ‘thunders’ against the rocks, no atom produces an audible 

sensation; but the wave is nothing but atoms; therefore, it produces no sound."44  

 

This failure to construct a material/corporeal reality was the formal cause of the Atheistic Sophist 

movement that immediately followed the Pre-Socratic Era.  Protagoras’ Man Measure Theory was 

the new fad and the idea of truth was buried as impossibility.  

 

After the Copernican “Revolution”, the first pillar of the Enlightenment, the ancient Atheistic 

theory of atomism began to influence the Western World. Trials were held in Naples and in 

Scotland at the end of the 17th Century which dealt with this issue.45 The substance of the atomistic 

                                                           
40 Ibid., 4-5 
41 David Kelley, The Art of Reasoning (New York, N.Y: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc, 1998), 151 
42 Ibid., 152 
43 Gordon H. Clark, The Philosophy of Science and Belief in God (Jefferson, Maryland.: The Trinity Foundation, 

1964, Second  edition 1987), 5 
44 Ancient Philosophy, 272 
45 John Robertson, The Case for The Enlightenment: Scotland and Naples 1680–1760 (New York: Cambridge 

University Press, 2005) 94 

http://www.cambridge.org/us/academic/subjects/history/history-ideas-and-intellectual-history/case-enlightenment-scotland-and-naples-16801760#bookPeople
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theory on trial was that “God neither created nor governed the world, which was formed by chance 

out of atoms, and existed as a self-governing machine [And thus because of this...-DS]; that there 

were other worlds; that it was impossible Christ was born of a virgin, he was but a man, a leader 

of a sect; that there were no greater pleasures in the world than those of the flesh; that there was 

no hell, purgatory, or paradise; and even that there were no miracles [Implying the resurrection as 

well-DS].”46 This theory was identified with ancient Greek Epicureanism. In 1671, the famous 

Jesuit trained Rene Descartes was accused of reviving “ancient Greek opinions concerning 

atoms”.47 Thus, the foundation of the Enlightenment was comprised of a connection between Jesuit 

trained Descartes, skepticism, atomism, and Epicureanism.48 Let the reader understand, that the 

word “atom”, used in the philosophy of atomism, means indivisible. It is meant to reflect the fact 

that an atom is the most irreducible, ultimate reality that exists in all the universe.  The Merriam-

Webster dictionary defines atom as, “one of the minute indivisible particles of which according to 

ancient materialism the universe is composed”. Yet, as we all learn in school growing up, Einstein 

and Fermi split the atom in the 1930s beginning the process of Nuclear fission. The second pillar 

of the Enlightenment was then silently destroyed in the 1930s. Why the Religious community in 

America did not shove the Secular world’s nose in this huge event remains a mystery to me. A 

sympathetic follower of atomism may still not understand the significance of this. If atoms can 

split they can change. Yet as Aristotle pointed out, in order for something to be identified there 

must be a primary reality or substratum that does not and can never change.49  The splitting of the 

atom basically destroyed atomism’s ability to speak about anything. Possibly the reader still 

persists that the Enlightenment, though a Philosophical failure, still liberated man from the 

shackles of Religion, ushered in an age of knowledge and prosperity never seen before and is a 

practical success. Actually, that was the Protestant Reformation. The freedom of the press, which 

has made all modern learning possible, was a Protestant “heresy” dealt with in the Fourth Session 

of the Roman Catholic Council of Trent (1545-1563), “Decree Concerning The Edition, And The 

Use, Of The Sacred Books”. It was only after the failed final attempt of the Roman Catholic Church 

to destroy the Reformation with the Thirty Years War, that the modern period was introduced with 

the 1648 Treaty (Peace) of Westphalia. The Protestants demanded that all their people receive a 

basic education so that they could read the Bible. This was creedalized in our original Protestant 

colonies in America with The Old Deluder Act (1647). The Roman Catholic Church countered 

such human progress in Pope Pius IX’s Syllabus Of Errors (1864) section 80. On the contrary, it 

has been the rise of Enlightenment Philosophy that has caused the most bloodshed and tyranny 

since the Modern Period began.50 And as we know modern man cares little to nothing about 

knowledge and progress. Darwinism was the Foundation for Both Marx’s Communism and 

Herbert Spencer’s competitive Capitalism which has now impoverished a huge portion of our 

population and exponentially enriched the 1%. 

 

iv. Aristotle Failed 

                                                           
46 Ibid., 95 
47 Ibid., 96 
48 Ibid., 98 
49 Aristotle, Physics, Book 2, Part 7; Book 4, Part 11: http://classics.mit.edu/Aristotle/physics.mb.txt 
50 See Section IV of this Chapter.  
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Mary Louise Gill refuted all attempts made to provide a theory of individuation in Aristotle. In her 

article: “Individuals and Individuation in Aristotle”51 we are taught:  

 

If we take matter to be the principle of individuation how do we individuate one unit of matter 

from another? Some will say, “the spatio-temporal location”. Yet this is circular. How do we 

individuate spatio-temporal locations? By the matter contained in that space. So the matter is 

individuated by the space and the space by the matter. It is a circular argument. ii. Some have tried 

to use matter and quantity as the principle of individuation. Gill replies, “this criterion will not 

work for identical twins, two drafts of water from the same fountain, or Max Black’s pair of 

spheres, which have qualitatively identical matter.”52 iii. Another attempt has made material 

continuity the principle of individuation. Gill speaks to this issue on page 66, 

 

“If two statues of Socrates are made out of the same bronze at different times, the 

statues are distinct because the time during which the matter constitutes the two is 

interrupted. In the interval the bronze survives the destruction of the first statue and 

the generation of the second…If this is Aristotle’s answer to the puzzle about 

material migration, then continuity of matter is not sufficient even to account for 

weak individuation. Continuity of time is also required.” 

 

iv. Some have tried to use form as the principle of individuation. Gill replies, 

 

“But it is not very good evidence…Some defenders of the thesis will respond that 

the forms of Callias and Socrates differ because they are realized in different parcels 

of matter. But then form is not after all the principle of individuation, since the 

matter, rather than the form, differentiates the particulars.”53 

 

II. Heliocentrism Philosophically Failed 

 

“Our ancestors worshipped the Sun, and they were far from foolish. It makes good 

sense to revere the Sun and the stars, because we are their children.” 

Carl Sagan54 

 

In the Jesuit Enlightenment’s Counter-Reformation attempts to draw our Protestant population 

away from the Bible and to revive the ancient pagan religions of our ancestors, they have given 

away so much that only the willfully ignorant are duped into believing the malicious lies foisted 

upon our people. As our population grows more pagan and Atheistic, our Government becomes 

increasingly Catholic. I maintain this is no accident but has been carefully designed. Remember, 

                                                           
51 Gill, Unity, Identity, and Explanation in Aristotle’s Metaphysics  
52 Ibid. 62 
53 Ibid. 68-69 
54 Cosmos: Episode 9, “The Lives of the Stars”, 52:13 
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the foundation of the Enlightenment was comprised of a connection between Jesuit trained 

Descartes, skepticism, atomism, and Epicureanism.55  

 

The Bible explicitly states that the earth does not move and never indicates in a single place that it 

moves or changes its position in the universe.56 The Bible explicitly states that the Sun moves 

around the earth.57 The Roman Church and the Jesuit Order know this. However, with the 

destruction of the Holy Roman Empire with the Protestant Reformation the Jesuits knew they 

needed a weapon against the Reformation. Atheistic atomism, though baseless and already refuted 

by the Pre-Socratics, was the answer.  Thus, the Jesuits knew they needed to jump on the 

Copernican bandwagon in order to develop this weapon. This weapon would then be perfected by 

their students Descartes and Galileo. Galileo, the great hero of Heliocentrism was supported by a 

famous Jesuit named Christopher Clavius. He was trained at the University of Pisa: 

 

“It has been shown over the past two decades that Galileo's lecture notes from his days as a 

student at the university of Pisa had as their ultimate source the lectures of the 

mathematicians at the Collegio Romano.”58  

 

The Collegio Romano, was established by the founder of the Jesuit Order, Ignatius Loyola and is 

known today as Pontifical Gregorian University.  

 

It may shock the reader to discover that the Heliocentric theory which has turned the educated 

Western World against the Bible is not based on any clear demonstration of evidence but is in fact, 

just as ad hoc, arbitrary and irrational as Christian Theology is. Just as Christians appeal to the 

infinite nature of God in order to bypass any rational examination of their Theology, Copernicus, 

in order to bypass any Geocentric examination of his system,  

 

“transformed the earth into a planet, humans into planetarians and stars into suns, 

thereby ‘infinitizing’ the universe…because of the problem of the relativity of 

motion, no observation, even one made with the telescope…of the objects in our 

planetary system could demonstrate the correctness of the heliocentric 

theory…mathematical considerations could not determine which system is correct. 

For this reason, it should be clear why some scholars have characterized the choice 

between the two systems as one that rested on aesthetic considerations… 

 

Numerous problems beset the Copernican system…If the earth moves around the 

sun, stars should appear to shift their positions. Such an effect is called 

parallax…No such parallactic effects had ever been discovered. Copernicus tried 
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to explain away this failure to find parallax by saying that the stars are so remote 

that the effect, although present, is beyond the limits of observation. In this sense, 

the Copernican system ‘infinitized’ the universe”.59 

 

Again, the scenario that modern science presents is just as ad hoc and irrational as Christianity. If 

space is infinite and everything is constantly changing, there is no such thing as motion, so we 

might as well close the book on Heliocentrism from the get-go. The older empiricists (Democritus 

for example) who were a bit more honest admitted the problems and took motion as an axiom. If 

space is infinite and everything is changing nothing can be identified, and thus nothing can be 

identified as having moved. Aristotle makes clear that for motion to be possible “the primary 

reality” or “substratum” cannot change for “motion is known because of that which is moved”.60 

If motion begins with Subject A and ends with Subject P, Subject A did not move; all that happened 

was numerous still Subjects were presented in a location and replaced by another Subject in 

another location. This is what happens in cartoons.  In a cartoon motion is an illusion which is 

exactly what Einstein and Copernicus have fooled us with. The New Encyclopaedia Britannica 

(1998), Volume 16, page 760 states,  

 

“A major contribution to Western thought was the publication in 1543 of De revolutionibus 

orbium coelestium, libri VI (Eng. trans., On the Revolutions of the Celestial Spheres, 1952; 

Latin reprint, 1965) by Copernicus…Henceforth, the Earth could no longer be considered 

the centre of the cosmos; rather, as one celestial body among many, it became subject to 

mathematical description.” 

 

Yet, Mathematics is fraught with its own mentally excruciating problems. Albert Einstein said, “as 

far as the laws of mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain; and as far as they are certain, 

they do not refer to reality.”61 NYU Mathematics Professor, Morris Kline said, 

 

“Thus one cannot speak of arithmetic as a body of truths that necessarily apply to physical 

phenomena. Of course, since algebra and analysis are extensions of arithmetic, these 

branches, too, are not bodies of truth…It seemed as though God had sought to confound them 

with several geometries and several algebras just as he had confounded the people of Babel 

with different languages…Nature’s laws are man’s creation.”62  

 

For one, Empiricist Philosophers cannot distinguish between numeric substances.63 This leaves 

them with Monism which can in no way provide justification for the reality of numbers. 
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Pythagoras, later Pythagoreans and Euclid affirmed the Monad, the ultimate principle without 

distinction and source of all numbers. Euclid defined the Monad as “that according to which every 

thing that exists is called one.”64 Numbers were extensions from the Monad. This is all ad hoc as 

Plotinus admitted later in his Enneads. How does distinction emanate from a distinction-less 

monad? Plotinus admitted he had no answer.  

 

Another problem with the Copernican system is defining what gravity is, which is essential to the 

Heliocentric idea of planetary motion. Gordon Clark says,   

 

“As is known, the attraction of gravity, in the Newtonian theory, is directly proportional to 

the product of two masses and inversely proportional to the square of the distance between 

them. How could this law have been obtained by experimental procedures? It was not and 

could not have been obtained by measuring a series of lengths and (assuming unit masses) 

discovering that the value of the force equaled a fraction whose denominator was always the 

square of the distance. A length cannot be measured [Only an average is chosen among 

many variable measurements. DS]. If it could, the experimenter might have discovered that 

the force between the two masses, when they are a unit distance apart, was 100 units; he 

might then have measured the force when the two masses were 2 units apart and have 

discovered that it was 25 units; and a similar measurement at 4 units distance would have 

given the value of 6.25. The experimenter presumably would then have made a graph and 

indicated the values so obtained as points on the graph. Measuring 4 units on the x axis, he 

would have put a dot 6.25 units above it; and at 2 units on the x axis he would have put a 

dot 25 units above it; and so on. By plotting a curve through these points, the experimenter 

would have discovered the law of gravity. But as has been seen, the length of a line cannot 

be measured. The values for the forces therefore will not be numbers like 6.25, but 

something like 6.25.0043. And since the same difficulty inheres in measuring the distances, 

the scientist will not have unit distances but other values with variable errors. When these 

values are transferred to a graph, they cannot be represented by points. On the x axis the 

scientist will have to measure off 2 units more or less, and on the y axis, 6.25 more or less. 

It will be necessary to indicate these measurements, not by points, but by rectangular areas. 

But, as an elementary account of curves would show, through a series of areas, an infinite 

number of curves may be passed. To be sure, there is also an infinite number of curves that 

cannot be drawn through these particular areas, and therefore the experimental material 

definitely rules out an infinite number of equations; but this truth is irrelevant to the present 

argument. The important thing is that areas allow the possibility of an infinite number of 

curves; that is, measurements with variable errors allow an infinite number of natural 

laws. The particular law that the scientist announces to the world is not a discovery forced 

on him by so-called facts; it is rather a choice from among an infinity of laws all of which 

enjoy the same experimental basis.”65 

 

Heliocentrism has been defended by the following arguments: 
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1. The Coriolis Effect. First, human beings have no knowledge of cause and effect concerning 

physical objects as David Hume proved in his An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, 

Section IV. Secondly, is the Coriolis Effect a force that causes an effect or is it itself the effect of 

some force? You cannot have it both ways. Third, what documented evidence do you have that 

pre-guidance system pilots like Charles Lindbergh’s 1927 flight from New York to Paris, 

accounted for the Coriolis Effect? A journey into world History and its use of Geocentrism presents 

so many things the Heliocentrists must explain. How did Ptolemy and his students predict 

eclipses66 so accurately in specific geographical locations for specific time periods if the Earth is 

really spinning 1000 MPH or at least hundreds of MPH in other locations? How have Astrologists 

fooled the world for so many centuries until this very day seeing their system operates off of a 

Geocentrist Cosmology?  Fourth, contrary to popular myth,  

 

“For very long-range missiles, the approach of celestial mechanics with 

nonrotating Earth-centered coordinates is used.”67  

 

Fifthly, no image from space can be shown to prove the earth is moving because such a satellite, 

or space station cannot be in a fixed position as Einstein’s Relativity rules out any such thing as a 

fixed object. Sixthly, any basic airplane flight comparing movements East-West and West-East 

refutes the idea that the earth is moving. I personally have taken two round-trip plane flights from 

Kentucky to California and back and it took the same time to fly both directions. Seventh, any 

basic consideration of the news channel will disprove that the earth is moving. I have many times 

witnessed Meteorologists claim that storm clouds moving 20-30 MPH from the West will arrive 

in my home-town within the hour, while supposedly my home-town is moving away from this 

alleged storm front at hundreds of MPH! The ridiculous attempts to explain these contradictions 

from the Heliocentrists commits one to claim ad hoc, that the Earth’s atmosphere is somehow 

velcroed to the Earth to make all this possible. Eighth, any soldier who has descended from a 

hovering helicopter can testify to you that the Earth does not move as he is climbing down the 

extended rope; or you can simply watch footage of this happening. Folks, it is all a big joke and it 

would be funny if it were not couched in the darkest and most malicious Counter-Reformation 

motivations.   

 

2. The Foucault Pendulum. Pendulums cannot demonstrate anything about physical reality.  The 

pendulum is a device that suspends an object (Traditionally a bob) from a fixed point. The object 

is said to move back and forth under the influence of the law of gravity (Which as we have already 

seen is a myth).  The principle behind the pendulum is “the period of the swing is proportional to 

the square root of the length.”68 First, according to Einstein there is no such thing as a fixed point.  

 

Also, as Clark says,  

 

“If, however, the weight of the bob is unevenly displaced around its center, the law 

will not hold. The law assumes that the bob is homogeneous, that the weight is 
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symmetrically distributed along all axes, or more technically, that the mass is 

concentrated at a point. No such bob exists, and hence the law is not an accurate 

description of any tangible pendulum. Second, the law assumes that the pendulum 

swings by a tensionless string. There is no such string, so that the scientific law 

does not describe any real pendulum. And third, the law could be true only if the 

pendulum swung on an axis without friction. There is no such axis. It follows, 

therefore, that no visible pendulum accords with the mathematical formula and that 

the formula is not a description of any existing pendulum.”69  

 

The only reply the Scientist can conjure is that Clark is using Science to disprove it and thus he is 

giving it validity. Actually, he is criticizing the coherency of the system and the ad hominem attack 

in this case is a demonstration of its incoherency and contradictory nature. The Scientists want to 

play a game (Very similar to Christians) where their theory is unfalsifiable. What else could he 

use to criticize Science? The Bible?  

 

3. The Equatorial Bulge. The Equatorial Bulge argument is guilty of the Induction fallacy or 

Asserting the Consequent. This theory is not based on video footage of the subterranean elements 

of the earth moving to create this bulge. Like everything else involved in Heliocentrism, we are 

faced with a Philosophical argument. Heliocentrists choose out of an infinite number of possible 

explanations, the conclusion they want you to draw. The construction is a classic Induction fallacy. 

If p then q, q, therefore p. If the earth is moving, there will be a bulge at the equator. There is a 

bulge at the equator. Therefore, the earth is moving. That is a logical fallacy. Why cannot the 

centrifugal force (Whatever that means) of a rotating universe around a fixed earth cause the bulge? 

 

4. Aberration of Starlight. The Heliocentrists assert the consequent that if the earth is moving, the 

stars should appear to shift. Then they affirm that the stars do shift, thus the earth is moving. This 

is again the logical fallacy of Induction or Asserting the Consequent. Rejecting Ptoemy’s idea that 

the Stars are attached to a rotating Universe they demand, using the logical fallacy of False 

Dilemma, that there is only one alternative to Ptolemy, namely Heliocentrism.       

 

Now I would like to dive into the insane mind of Albert Einstein for a moment. In his The Evolution 

of Physics he says,   

 

“Take two bodies, the sun and the earth, for instance. The motion we observe is again 

relative. It can be described by connecting the c.s.  [Coordinate system: frame of reference.-

DS] with either the earth or the sun. From this point of view, Copernicus' great achievement 

lies in transferring the c.s. from the earth to the sun. But as motion is relative and any frame 

of reference can be used, there seems to be no reason for favouring one c.s. rather than 

the other.  

 

Physics again intervenes and changes our common- sense point of view. The c.s. connected 

with the sun resembles an inertial system more than that connected with the earth. The 

physical laws should be applied to Copernicus' c.s. rather than to Ptolemy's. The greatness 

of Copernicus' discovery can be appreciated only from the physical point of view. It 
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illustrates the great advantage of using a c.s. connected rigidly with the sun for describing 

the motion of planets…”.70  

 

The problem is, the inertial grid is an illusion for Modern Science can give no account for any such 

thing as a line or anything in motion on that imaginary line due to Darwin’s and Einstein’s demand 

of constant change.  Lines require fixed points and Einstein denies the existence of any such thing. 

Moreover, here it appears that Einstein’s construction must appeal to the Christian, Platonic and 

Neoplatonic concept of Huperousia. If indeed “motion is relative and any frame of reference can 

be used” then we can conclude that motion between two bodies, such as a train station and a 

locomotive can be seen at “any frame of reference”. Thus, we can affirm that it is just as possible 

for the train station to be moving towards the locomotive at 60 MPH, as vice versa. Relativity then 

transcends ousia, and affirms that all activity in a subject is absolutely arbitrary. It is a form of 

Cosmological Pelagianism and Nominalism. A few more items to consider,  

 

1. Galileo renounced Heliocentrism in his later years. Galileo states, 

 

“The falsity of the Copernican system should not in any way be called into question, 

above all, not by Catholics, since we have the unshakeable authority of the Sacred 

Scripture, interpreted by the most erudite theologians, whose consensus gives us 

certainty regarding the stability of the Earth, situated in the center, and the motion 

of the sun around the Earth. The conjectures employed by Copernicus and his 

followers in maintaining the contrary thesis are all sufficiently rebutted by that most 

solid argument deriving from the omnipotence of God. He is able to bring about in 

different ways, indeed, in an infinite number of ways, things that, according to our 

opinion and observation, appear to happen in one particular way. We should not 

seek to shorten the hand of God and boldly insist on something beyond the limits 

of our competence ….”71 

 

2. Many Scientists and Philosophers of Science have admitted that the Heliocentrist theory was 

never proved.  

 

Stephen Hawking, 

 

“So which is real, the Ptolemaic or the Copernican system? Although it is not 

uncommon for people to say that Copernicus proved Ptolemy wrong, that is not 

true. As in the case our normal view versus that of the goldfish, one can use either 

picture as a model of the universe, for our observations of the heavens can be 

explained by assuming either the earth or the sun to be at rest.”72  

 

Bertrand Russell,  
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“The merit of the Copernican hypothesis is not truth, but simplicity; in view of the 

relativity of motion, no question of truth is involved.”73 

 

Alfred North Whitehead,  

 

“Galileo said that the earth moves and that the sun is fixed; the Inquisition said that 

the earth is fixed and the sun moves; and Newtonian astronomers, adopting an 

absolute theory of space, said that both the sun and the earth move. But now we say 

that any one of these three statements is equally true, provided that you have fixed 

your sense of ‘rest’ and ‘motion’ in the way required by the statement adopted.”74 

 

3. Copernicus’ system was said to be the simpler system because earlier he affirmed only 34 

epicycles. Yet his 1543 construction contained 48 epicycles, 8 more than Ptolemy.75 

 

4. In Giovanni Riccioli’s, Astronomia Reformata, Tycho Brahe’s model was modified to include 

elliptical orbits and Riccioli remained a Geocentrist until his death. 

 

5. Luka Popov, author of “Newton-Machian analysis of Neo-tychonian model of planetary 

motions” published by the European Journal of Physics 34 383, “aimed to demonstrate the 

kinematical and dynamical equivalence of heliocentric and geocentric systems” also wrote “Stellar 

parallax in the Neo-Tychonian planetary system” submitted to the same journal,76 defining the 

mathematical explanation of the Tychonian Geocentric model.  

 

6. If the stars are considered centered on the sun as it rotates around the motionless earth all the 

stellar parallax is easily explained, as Sungenis cites, 

 

“It is often said that Tycho’s model implies the absence of parallax, and that 

Copernicus’ requires parallax. However, it would not be a major conceptual change 

to have the stars orbit the sun (like the planets) for Tycho, which would give the 

same yearly shifts in their apparent positions as parallax gives. Thus if parallax 

were observed, a flexible Tychonean could adjust the theory to account for it, 

without undue complexity. What if parallax were not observed? For Copernicus, 

one only requires that the stars be far enough away for the parallax to be 

unmeasurable. Therefore the presence or absence of parallax doesn’t force the 

choice of one type of model over the other. If different stars were to show different 

amounts of parallax, that would rule out the possibility of them all being on one 
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sphere, but still not really decide between Tycho and Copernicus….In fact, if we 

don’t worry about the distant stars, these two models describe identical relative 

motions of all the objects in the solar system. So the role of observation is not as 

direct as you might have guessed. There is no bare observation that can distinguish 

whether Tycho (taken broadly) or Copernicus (taken broadly) is right.” (University 

of Illinois, Physics 319, Spring 2004, Lecture 03, p. 8).”77   

 

7. The Foucault pendulum can be explained by the universe rotating around the earth pursuant to 

the Coriolis Effect. 

 

8. Albert Einstein invented his theory of Relativity to explain away the Geocentrist demonstration 

of the Michelson–Morley experiment. Einstein stated, 

 

“While I was thinking of this problem in my student years, I came to know the 

strange result of Michelson’s experiment. Soon I came to the conclusion that our 

idea about the motion of the earth with respect to the ether is incorrect, if we admit 

Michelson’s null result as a fact. This was the first path which led me to the special 

theory of relativity. Since then I have come to believe that the motion of the Earth 

cannot be detected by any optical experiment, though the Earth is revolving around 

the Sun.”78 

 

Objection: Geocentrism cannot be explained according to the Laws of Physics. There is no way to 

work out the Mathematics of it. 

 

Answer: I have no problem admitting it for the so called Laws of Physics are man’s confusions 

and a product of his Narcissism. 

 

Bertrand Russell said, 

 

“All inductive arguments in the last resort reduce themselves to the following form: 

‘If this is true, that is true: now that is true, therefore this is true.” This argument is 

of course, formally fallacious. Suppose I were to say: “If bread is a stone and stones 

are nourishing, then this bread will nourish me; now this bread does nourish me; 

therefore it is a stone, and stones are nourishing.’ If I were to advance such an 

argument, I should certainly be thought foolish, yet it would not be fundamentally 

different from the argument upon which all scientific laws are based.”79  

  

Morris Kline said, 
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“Thus one cannot speak of arithmetic as a body of truths that necessarily apply to 

physical phenomena. Of course, since algebra and analysis are extensions of 

arithmetic, these branches, too, are not bodies of truth….It seemed as though God 

had sought to confound them with several geometries and several algebras just as 

he had confounded the people of Babel with different languages…Nature’s laws 

are man’s creation. We, not God, are the lawgivers of the universe. A law of nature 

is man’s description and not God’s prescription.”80  

 

Gordon Clark says, 

 

 “At best scientific law is a construction rather than a discovery, and the 

construction depends on factors never seen under a microscope, never weighed in 

a balance, never handled or manipulated…The given hypothesis implies certain 

definite results; the experiment actually gives these results; therefore, the 

hypothesis is verified and can be called a law.  Obviously, this argument is the 

fallacy of asserting the consequent; and since all verification must commit this 

fallacy, it follows that no law or hypothesis can ever be logically demonstrated.”81  

 

Objection: If the sun and the stars are rotating around the Earth the stars would have to be moving 

at the speed of light.  

 

Answer: Your calculation of how far away the stars are and thus the speed they must be moving 

to rotate around the Earth is determined by a Heliocentric view of Parallax. You are assuming what 

must first be proved.  

 

III. Mathematics Philosophically Failed to Define Scientific Laws 

 

Bertrand Russell said, 

 

“All inductive arguments in the last resort reduce themselves to the following form: 

‘If this is true, that is true: now that is true, therefore this is true.’ This argument is 

of course, formally fallacious. Suppose I were to say: ‘If bread is a stone and stones 

are nourishing, then this bread will nourish me; now this bread does nourish me; 

therefore it is a stone, and stones are nourishing.’ If I were to advance such an 

argument, I should certainly be thought foolish, yet it would not be fundamentally 

different from the argument upon which all scientific laws are based.”82  

 

Induction, as it functions in logic, causality, and helps develop scientific laws, refers to a process 

of observing a particular object or event and drawing a universal conclusion that has yet to be 

observed.  All induction is the formal fallacy of Asserting the Consequent. As Bishop Berkley put 

it, “In every other science men prove their conclusions by their principles, and not their principles 
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by their conclusions.” Simply, the problem goes something like this:  When it is raining outside 

the streets will be wet; the streets are wet, therefore it is raining outside.  This is a fallacy.  The 

streets could be wet for an infinite number of reasons. When faced with these issues some may 

simply rely on the functional results of Science. Just because some principle is functional does not 

mean that it is true. Morris Kline pointed out that Euclidean and Non-Euclidean Geometry, 

contradictory theories, had equal function. Geocentrism and Heliocentrism have equal function. 

Thus, function is not truth. Kant tried to answer these problems of Induction by affirming a 

complex system of innate forms. The problem with his proposed solution is that it placed the 

universal laws inside man and not in the physical world.  

 

Albert Einstein said,  

 

“as far as the laws of mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain; and as far as 

they are certain, they do not refer to reality.” 83 

 

Morris Kline said, 

 

“Thus one cannot speak of arithmetic as a body of truths that necessarily apply to 

physical phenomena. Of course, since algebra and analysis are extensions of 

arithmetic, these branches, too, are not bodies of truth...It seemed as though God 

had sought to confound them with several geometries and several algebras just as 

he had confounded the people of Babel with different languages…Nature’s laws 

are man’s creation.”84  

 

Yet Kline describes the huge problem with these admissions, “As we shall see, the most well 

developed physical theories are entirely mathematical85…Descartes was explicit in 

his Principles that the essence of science was mathematics.”86 Pythagoras, later Pythagoreans and 

Euclid affirmed the Monad, the ultimate principle without distinction and source of all numbers. 

Euclid defined the Monad as “that according to which everything that exists is called one.”87 

Numbers were extensions from the Monad. This is all ad hoc as Plotinus admitted later in 

his Enneads. How does distinction emanate from a monad? Plotinus admitted he had no answer. 

Not to mention the concept of the Monad is by definition meaningless. Modern Secularists do not 

understand that their system was originally designed as a part of a Pantheistic religion. Do modern 

Secularists believe in an eternal Monad? Also, we are met with many contradictions between 

Mathematics and the physical world as Kline catalogs: 

 

1. One raindrop plus one raindrop does not equal two raindrops. 

2. One volume of Nitrogen plus three volumes of Hydrogen does not equal four volumes but two 

volumes of ammonia. 
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3. One cup of 40 degree water plus one cup of 50 degree water does not equal 2 cups of 90 degree 

water. 

4. A quart of gin plus a quart of vermouth does not equal two quarts. 

 

Some may object that Newton worked all these problems out in his Calculus. Kline complained 

that Newton had proved his calculus by physical results (Induction fallacy). The Mathematics 

department of the Berlin Academy of Sciences held a contest in 1784 (Almost 60 years after 

Newton’s death) for the contestants to provide a solution to the problem of the infinite in 

mathematics. In all, 23 papers were submitted and all were found to be incompetent failures.88 

 

IV. Secular Governments Have Been Far More Violent than Religious Theocracies; Even the 

Inquisition 

 

Karl Marx (1818-1883) was a 19th century German political theorist and a colleague of Friedrich 

Engels (1820-1895). Engels was a German revolutionary political economist and a fellow 

Materialist with Marx. When Charles Darwin introduced his Atheist theories to the world as his 

interpretation of the Origin of Species (1859), these men supported him and found his theory quite 

convenient to their philosophical and political agenda. Marx published his influential work Das 

Kapital in 1867. Marx promoted the abolishment of private property and concluded with a plea for 

action, and action he received. Much of this action was after his death through a Russian 

revolutionary named Vladimir Lenin, who was influenced by Marx‘s book.  

 

Darwin‘s Atheistic theories were the biological basis for a theory of society called Social 

Darwinism, developed in the 1870s. This view stressed competition between individuals but it was 

also connected to the ideas of Eugenics, Racial Supremacy, Imperialism, Fascism, Nazism, and 

Industrial Capitalism, the struggle between national or racial groups and formed the basis of 

Engels’ and Lenin’s Dialectical Materialism. The action that Marx wanted now had a 

Philosophical and a Sociological foundation. 

 

Operating off of Marx‘s and Darwin’s ideas, Lenin and his successor, Joseph Stalin massacred 

tens of millions in Russia. R.J. Rummel, author of Statistics of Democide,89 says in his Democide 

in Totalitarian States,   

 

“Similarly, that Stalin murdered tens of millions is becoming generally appreciated; 

but that Stalin, Lenin, and their successors murdered some 61,911,000 Soviet 

citizens and foreigners is little comprehended outside of the Soviet Union”.90 

 

Many of these murdered Russians were Orthodox Christians.  

 

                                                           
88 Kline, 149-151 
89http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/NOTE5.HTM 
90http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/CHARNY.CHAP.HTM 
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The Republic of China (ROC), founded in 1912 after the overthrow of the Qing dynasty, ruled the 

Chinese mainland until 1949. In the 1946–1949 phase of the Chinese Civil War, the Chinese 

Communists defeated the Chinese Nationalists (Kuomintang) on the mainland and established the 

People’s Republic of China in Beijing on the first of October, 1949, and was proclaimed such by 

the Atheist Mao Zedong who was highly influenced by Vladamir Lenin. R.J. Rummel pointed out 

in his How Many Did Communist Regimes Murder, Table 1, that Mao’s People’s Republic of 

China killed over 100 million people.  

 

Atheist, Fidel Castro, is a Cuban revolutionary and politician. He was Prime Minister of Cuba 

from 1959 to 1976, and then President from 1976 to 2008. Along with Mao Zedong, he was highly 

influenced by the Marx-Leninist tradition. Though born and baptized Roman Catholic and trained 

by Jesuits, he became an Atheist. The Cuban Revolution was an armed revolt by Fidel Castro. 

Castro moved against the regime of Cuban dictator Fulgencio Batista between 1953 and 1959. 

Batista was ousted on January 1, 1959. Castro then led a replacement government. Castro reformed 

his government along Communist lines and became the Communist Party of Cuba in October 

1965. In 1961 the government was officially declared to be Atheist. Castro’s regime is still being 

investigated but estimates count over 30, 000 people murdered under only one period of his rule. 

Kim Il-Sung and Kim Jong-Il were installed into power by Joseph Stalin and the Soviets. R.J. 

Rummel says in Chapter 10 of his Statistic of Democide,  

 

“From 1948 through 1987 the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea was ruled 

by Kim Il-sung, an absolute communist dictator who has turned his country into an 

Orwellian state…Perhaps from 710,000 to slightly over 3,500,000 people have 

been murdered, with a mid-estimate of almost 1,600,000. But these figures are little 

more than educated guesses.” 

 

What is clear is that Il-Sung’s Communistic Juche philosophy led to the starvation of over 3 million 

people. Kim Jong- Il ruled in North Korea from 1994 to his recent death in December of 2011. His 

regime held up to 200,000 political prisoners and his starvation politics has killed at least 2 million 

people in the 90s and we do not even know how many more in the 21st century. 

 

Now to the Atheist Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge: R.J. Rummel pointed out in his How Many Did 

Communist Regimes Murder,  

 

“Pol Pot and his crew likely killed some 2,000,000 Cambodians from April 1975 

through December 1978 out of a population of around 7,000,000.”91 

 

Possibly, the most devastating outgrowth of the application of Darwin’s theory to Society, 

Eugenics, is Abortion. Negative Eugenics focused on lowering fertility among the genetically 

disadvantaged. Unfortunately this history does not begin in Nazi Germany but most of it originates 

right here in the United States. Francis Galton was an Englishman who applied his half-cousin’s 

(Charles Darwin) biology to society. He believed that Western Civilization protected inferior 

species from extinction. This needed to change and a systematic elimination of inferior humans 

was necessary for our evolution. After being highly influenced by Galton’s work American 

                                                           
91http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/COM.ART.HTM 
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biologist Charles Davenport became the father of American Eugenics. Not surprising Davenport 

was removed from the well-known Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory for his racial views and his 

replacement James D. Watson was removed in 2007 for his racial leanings after serving there since 

1969.  Atheist Margaret Sanger was an associate of Davenport and was highly influenced by his 

eugenics philosophy. She is the founder of Planned Parenthood where Americans kill their unborn 

children today.  

 

There are clear links between American eugenicists such as Margaret Sanger and Harry H. 

Laughlin with the Nazi movement.  Harry H. Laughlin wrote the Virginia model statute that 

Nazi Ernst Rudin used for his Law for the Prevention of Hereditarily Diseased Offspring. Laughlin 

even received an honorary doctorate from Heidelberg University in 1936 for his assistance 

to Adolf Hitler‘s cause.  Ernst Rudin wrote articles on eugenics for Margaret Sanger‘s Birth 

Control Review. Sanger was a known racial hygienist  and even attended and spoke at a New Jersey 

meeting of the Ku Klux Klan auxiliary. 

 

In Nazi Germany, Social Darwinism naturally evolved into racial hygiene theories by men like 

Fritz Lenz, Eugen Fischer and Otmar von Verschuer. Hitler believed that the racially pure were to 

be encouraged to reproduce while the racially un-pure were to be sterilized or killed. Abortion, 

birth control and forced sterilizations were suggested. According to the National Right to Life 

website, over 50 million unborn children have been murdered in the United States since abortion 

was legalized in 1973. Following Hitler’s regime, a man named Josef Rudolf Mengele (1911-

1979) a.k.a. “The Angel of Death” mastered the science of abortion. The perfection of Nazism 

came with the eugenic interpretation of  Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche’s doctrine of the Superman 

and his book The Will to Power. Nietzsche objected to his Materialist colleagues when he asked 

them why evolution has not yet reached its goal. He used this argument to prove there is no purpose 

to life or ethics but only a will to power. Atheists have disputed that Darwin’s theories led to 

Hitler’s Nazism. Richard Weikart, Professor of History at California State University, Stanislaus, 

has specialized in this issue and published a book From Darwin to Hitler proving the distinctive 

role that Darwin’s theories played in the Genocides of the 20th Century.  

 

Now to bring things home for us, after the Communist German Revolution of 1848, Communist 

military officers from that revolution migrated to North America and led the Yankee Union Army 

in their invasion, rape, pillage and murder of our ancestors and the black slaves here in the 

Southland of America in the so-called American Civil War. Karl Marx himself was a firm 

supporter of Abraham Lincoln and saw the Yankee cause as a Communist Revolution! Karl Marx 

writes in his letter to Abraham Lincoln, 

 

“The workingmen of Europe feel sure that, as the American War of Independence 

initiated a new era of ascendancy for the middle class, so the American Antislavery 

War will do for the working classes. They consider it an earnest of the epoch to 

come that it fell to the lot of Abraham Lincoln, the single-minded son of 

the working class, to lead his country through the matchless struggle for the rescue 

of an enchained race and the reconstruction of a social world.”92 

 

                                                           
92https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/iwma/documents/1864/lincoln-letter.htm 
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Here is a list of Union leaders who were Communists: 

 

Brigadier General Joseph Weydemeyer; Assistant Secretary of War Charles Anderson Dana; 

Brigadier General Louis Blenker; Major General August Willich; Union Intelligence Allan 

Pinkerton; General Carl Schurz; General Alexander Schimmelfennig; Major General Franz Siegel;  

Brigade Commander Friedrich Karl Franz Hecker.  

 

The War Crimes of the Union Army against Southern Civilians as well as the Southern blacks 

are documented in my book A Defense of the South Against the Jesuit Counter Reformation. 

After hundreds of hours of research I can assure the reader that the Union Army did not invade 

our homeland for the benefit of Southern blacks.  

 

In conclusion, the modern media, and modern state education consistently presents religion as a 

source of violence and conflict in the world. Ex-Catholic Priest, and popular Protestant apologist 

Richard Peter Bennett, who is a specialist on the Roman Catholic Inquisition has documented the 

murder and torture of over 50 million people within the multi-national and 605 year history of the 

Roman Catholic Inquisition. Even the most nefarious and condemned institution in religious 

history is only a walk in the park compared to the atrocities committed by Atheist regimes in a 

single century!  

 

V. The Sexual Revolution Was Based on Lies, Rape and Torture 

 

Before the Sexual Revolution our country was an extraordinarily moral people being ruled by a 

Government that upheld many Biblical laws concerning sexual practice.  Drs. Phyllis and Eberhard 

Kronhausen, state in a survey they conducted in 1960,  

 

“sex without love seemed utterly unethical. Some of them did not even think it right 

to kiss a girl unless they were ‘in love’…In the college group as a whole one still 

finds considerable resistance toward premarital intercourse…premarital intercourse 

is considered highly objectionable for reasons which are primarily derived from 

religious tenets and beliefs and… overvaluation of virginity with particular respect 

to the female. This overvaluation of female virginity also prevails in the lower 

educational groups but there it is apparently not taken quite as seriously as in the 

upper educational groups…. [I]t remains a fact that this group engages in relatively 

little premarital sexual intercourse…The average modern college man is apt to say 

that he considers intercourse “too precious” to have with anyone except the girl he 

expects to marry and may actually abstain from all intercourse for that reason.”93 

 

Due to the fraudulent data of Alfred Kinsey (Which will be proved) men like Morris Ernst and 

David Loth argued in their American Sexual Behavior and the Kinsey Report94 that America’s 

Biblical laws should be abrogated. These changes were to be found in the Model Penal Code. 

                                                           
93 Drs. Phyllis and Eberhard Kronhausen, Sex Histories of American College Men, (Ballantine Books, New York, 

1960), 219 as cited in Judith Reisman, Kinsey: Crimes and Consequences (The Institute for Media Education, Inc., 

Crestwood, Kentucky, 2003), 101.  
94 126-131.  



  72 

 

Jonathan Gathorne-Hardy, biographer of Kinsey states, “The American Law Institute’s Model 

Penal Code of 1955 is virtually a Kinsey document…At one point Kinsey is cited six times in 

twelve pages.”95 Reisman states, “In summary, the four 1948 Kinsey books, (1) Sex Habits of 

American Men: A Symposium on the Kinsey Report; (2) The Ethics of Sexual Acts; (3) About the 

Kinsey Report; and (4) American Sexual Behavior and the Kinsey Report; all say “thank you” to 

Kinsey for his legal aid in “educating juries and judges.”96  Roe v. Wade cited Kinsey’s work via 

the Model Penal Code in Footnote 37 of Roe v. Wade – 410 U.S. 113 (1973).  

 

The Lies 

 

The Kinsey Institute states the claims of Kinsey’s work, 1. “Sexual Behavior in the Human Male 

(1948) and Sexual Behavior in the Human Female (1953) reported that: 37% of males and 13% of 

females had at least some overt homosexual experience to orgasm”97.  2. “69% of white males 

have had at least one experience with a prostitute”98. 3. “Extramarital Sex Incidence - Males: 

Kinsey estimated that approximately 50% of all married males had some extramarital experience 

at some time during their married lives (p. 585, 587, Male). Females: Among the sample, 26% of 

females had had extramarital sex by their forties. Between 1 in 6 and 1 in 10 females from age 26 

to 50 were engaged in extramarital sex, (p. 416, Female).” 4.  “Premarital Sex - Occurs in: Males: 

67-98%, depending on socioeconomic level. 68% by age 18 had experienced premarital coitus, (p. 

549-52, and Table 136, p. 550, Male). Females: about 50%, (p. 286, and Table 75, p. 333 and 

Table 79, p. 337, Female).”99 

 

Dr. Reisman retorts, 

 

“Among the 62 groups for which Kinsey claimed to have collected 100 percent 

samples, Terman counted “four delinquent groups, two penal groups, and one group 

in a ‘mental’ institution… three classes of junior high school students… three 

rooming-house groups, two groups of conscientious objectors and a group of 

hitchhikers.” He notes that “it is unlikely that [these men were] representative of 

the U.S.”100 

 

Paul Gebhard of the Kinsey Institute admited in the documentary One in Ten: The Kinsey 

Percentage by Madelene Pretorius, Manhattan Center Studios, around the 21 minute mark that 

55% of the less than college-educated male sample were prisoners. 

 

This sophistry also plays a role in the abortion data in Volume 3.  In the Female Volume, page 53, 

Kinsey defined a married woman as a woman who had merely cohabitated with a man for at least 

a year. That would not have been representative of the US population’s idea of marriage. Now to 

                                                           
95 Jonathan Gathorne-Hardy, Sex the Measure of All Things: A Life of Alfred C. Kinsey, (Chatto & Windus, London, 

1998), 449.  
96 Reisman, 195-196. 
97http://www.iub.edu/~kinsey/resources/bib-homoprev.html. 
98 http://www.kinseyinstitute.org/research/ak-data.html. 
99 http://www.kinseyinstitute.org/research/ak-data.html. 
100 Reisman, 97, citing  Louis Terman, “Kinsey’s Sexual Behavior in the Human Male: Some Comments and 

Criticisms,” Psychological Bulletin 45, 1948, 447. 
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Volume 3: On page xi we see that the data of the Kinsey Institute was of “immediate importance” 

to the participants of a Planned Parenthood Conference in 1955, and on page xiii that Kinsey’s 

work was the Foundation for Volume 3 of the Kinsey Institute and Gebhard reminds us of “the 

debt science and society in general owe to Dr. Kinsey”. On page 14 we read that the sample from 

which data was received by the Kinsey institute was a highly irregular sample. It states that the 

women involved in this study were, “made up of persons who had some interest in, and 

comprehended the value of, sex research”. Most American women at this time would not have 

been interested in divulging their most intimate sexual experiences with total strangers. On page 

16 we read that 58 per cent of his sample were unmarried and “of those who did marry, a relatively 

large number were subsequently separated, divorced, or widowed” along with many common law 

marriages.  Yet at this time “Eighty-two percent of the female population in 1950 was married (out 

of non-widows between the ages of 18 and 64)”.101 Thus, the Kinsey Institute’s sample in the 3rd 

Volume was also a misrepresentation of the American population.   

 

The Rape and Torture 

 

In the Male Volume, tables 31 and 34, we see that Kinsey’s hired group raped infant children as 

young as 2 months old! On page 161 Kinsey stated that sobbing, groaning, crying, fainting, fear, 

pain and collapsing were a part of an orgasm, indicating evidence of rape. Kinsey states that the 

subject will “fight away from the partner and may make violent attempts to avoid climax”. Sounds 

like rape does it not? Page 177 states that Kinsey employed 9 adult male subjects to calculate the 

data from such experiences. On page 180 we see that a child had 26 orgasms in 24 hours evidencing 

clear torture!  

 

In the Female Volume, page 83 we see that the Kinsey group prepared these pedophile rapists to 

calculate their activities and on page 84 that they were, “urged to write us for instructions.” Page 

86 and 88 admit that their data was based, at least in part, on the activities of prison inmates. Secret 

History was a long-running British television documentary series. In Secret History: Kinsey’s 

Paedophiles in their interview with Paul Gebhard, Gebhard admits at the 31-33 minute mark, “That 

was rather easy. We got them in prisons, a lot of them…. We’d go after them…. Then there was 

also a paedophile organization in this country… not incarcerated…they cooperated… You had one 

in Britain… a British paedophile organization.” Gebhard admits, November 2, 1992, in his 

telephone interview with J. Gordon Muir, M.D., that the persons doing the timing were “parents 

at our suggestion”! Then immediately admits to suggesting the same thing to “nursery school 

personnel”. J. Gordon Muir, M.D., asked Gebhard how the experimenters and observers just 

happened to have stopwatches to so accurately record the exact time these children were orgasmic. 

Gebhard says, “they do if  that we tell them that we’re interested in it.” In Secret History: Kinsey’s 

Paedophiles (1998) director, Tim Tate stated that Esther White, the woman who bore testimony 

to Kinsey’s employment of her father for the purposes of this kind of pedophilia, and her mother 

swore a Statutory Declaration that what they said was true before White was interviewed for the 

documentary.  Is it then any surprise that our laws have been changed to protect sexual predators 

                                                           
101Jeremy Greenwood and Nezih Guner of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Marriage and Divorce Since 

World War II (University of Chicago Press, 2004), 1: 

http://www.nber.org/papers/w10772.  

 

http://www.nber.org/papers/w10772
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at the expense of women and children? Here then we see that Kinsey, not God is to blame for the 

abuse of women and children in this country.   

 

 

Conclusion 

 

In 1962 Hugh Heffner published The Playboy Philosophy. In it he cited Kinsey’s work numerous 

times to justify the need for his explicit literature. Thus, Kinsey’s work is the basis for modern 

Pornography, which, according to California Law Firm Estey & Bomberger’s website Child 

Molestation & Sexual Abuse Statistics, is directly connected to the sex trafficking industry. Statutes 

like Jessica’s law, the Adam Walsh Act, Carlie’s Law, the Amber Alert, Megan’s Law and the 

Jimmy Ryce Act all testify to the cruel, merciless and deviant nature of Reconstructed America 

today. Just do a Google search concerning sex offenders in your local neighborhood and you will 

be shocked and what we have become. Sexually transmitted diseases are also an epidemic in our 

country.102  Then we have the abortion genocide.  The Guttmacher Institute’s Facts on Induced 

Abortion In the United States shows that 53 million abortions have been performed in America 

since Roe V. Wade and over 1 million are performed each year!  And yet we are to believe that in 

traditional marriage people are abused!? Isn’t that just precious? And guess what? Atheist 

apologists and modern young people will blame God for all of this! Yet Yah revealed to man 

sexual laws and principles and ordained institutions that this country generally followed until 50 

years ago and these laws produced a very moral society as has been proved. This country, 

following Kinsey, Ernst and Loth, rejected Yah’s laws and principles and opened the gates of hell 

upon themselves, (and folks these sexual issues are only the beginning) and then they have the 

nerve to turn around and blame God!? Unbelievable!  

 

Thus, the Kinsey data is the foundation for the modern Abortion movement and the Sexual 

Revolution and that data given by the Kinsey institute is clearly skewed. We are then faced with a 

huge conspiracy. 

 

Section 2 

Social Covenant Theory (The Reformed Establishment Principle) vs. Social Contract Theory 

 
The idea of social covenant theory a.k.a. the Protestant Establishment Principle is found in Samuel 

Rutherford’s Lex Rex Q. XIV and is explained and defended in full in his book Free Disputation. 

Price says, “Civil magistracy is recognized and acknowledged to be "the ordinance of God" and 

"the minister of God to thee for good" not only by means of institution (i.e. meeting the 

qualifications for civil magistracy as found in God's moral law in nature and in Scripture), but also 

by means of constitution (i.e. securing the consent of the people and being invested with power by 

means of a covenant [whether explicit or implicit] between the magistrate and the people).”103 You 

never see this with the office of a prophet. They are always called immediately by God. You never 

read how the Old Testament people made someone a prophet.  

                                                           
102 Center for Disease Control and Prevention, Sexually Transmitted Diseases (STDs).  
103 Deut 17:14,15, Jud 8:22,  Judg 9:6, Judg 11:11, 1 Sam 11:15, 12:25, 1 Chron 11:3, 12:38, 2 Sam16:18, 1 Kings 

1:38-39, 16:16, 2 Kings 10:5, 11:17-18, 14:21, 2 Chron 23:3, Judg 8:22, 9:6 Ecc 8:2,  {Freedom of parties to release 

themselves from covenant obligations when the terms of the covenant are broken-Jos 2:17-20}-DS 
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The Westminster Confession Chapter 23 states,  
 

XI. Civil magistrates may not assume to themselves the administration of the Word 

and sacraments; or the power of the keys of the kingdom of heaven;[5]yet he has 

authority, and it is his duty, to take order that unity and peace be preserved in the 

Church, that the truth of God be kept pure and entire, that all blasphemies and 

heresies be suppressed, all corruptions and abuses in worship and discipline 

prevented or reformed, and all the ordinances of God duly settled, administrated, 

and observed.[6] For the better effecting whereof, he has power to call synods, to 

be present at them and to provide that whatsoever is transacted in them be 

according to the mind of God. [7]  

 

Robert Shaw commenting says,  

 

“Although the proper and immediate end of civil Government, in subordination to 

God's glory, is the temporal good of men, yet the advancement of religion is an 

end which civil rulers, in the exercise of their city authority, are bound to aim at; 

for even this direct end of their office cannot be gained without the aids of 

religion. And although magistracy has its foundation in natural principles, and 

Christianity invests civil rulers with no new powers, yet it greatly enlarges the 

sphere of the operation of that power which they possess, as civil rulers, from the 

law of nature. That law binds the subjects of God's moral Government, jointly and 

severally, to embrace and reduce to practice whatsoever God is pleased to reveal as 

the rule of their faith and duty. And therefore nations and their rulers, when 

favoured with divine revelation, should give their public countenance to the true 

religion; remove everything out of their civil constitution inconsistent with it, or 

tending to retard its progress; support and protect its functionaries in the 

discharge of their duty; and provide, in every way competent to them, that its 

salutary influence have free course, and be diffused through all orders and 

departments of society…. 

 

But while our Confession undeniably teaches, that the civil magistrate is authorised 

to do something about religion and the Church of Christ; yet it lays certain 

restrictions and limitations upon the exercise of his authority in regard to these 

matters. According to our Confession, the civil magistrate must not assume a 

lordly supremacy over the Church; for a there is no other head of the Church; 

but the Lord Jesus Christ."–Chap. xxv., sect. 6. He must not interfere with her 

internal Government; for "the Lord Jesus, as king and head of his Church, hath 

therein appointed a Government in the hand of Church-officers, distinct from 

the civil magistrate;" and "to these officers the keys of the kingdom of heaven 

are committed."–Chap. xxx., sect. 1, 2. He must not, as a magistrate, sustain 

himself a public judge of true or false religion, so as to dictate to his subjects in 

matters purely religious; for "it belongeth to synods and councils ministerially to 

determine controversies of faith and cases of conscience," &c.–Chap. xxxi., sect.  

 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn4
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn5
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3. In the first paragraph of the section now under consideration, there is another 

important limitation of the power of the civil magistrate in regard to the Church. It 

is expressly declared, that he may not take upon himself the administration of the 

ordinances of worship: "He may not assume to himself the administration of the 

Word and sacraments." Neither may he take upon himself the administration of 

the Government and discipline of the Church: "He may not assume to himself 

the power of the keys of the kingdom of heaven." The keys, in the most extensive 

sense, include the whole ecclesiastical power, in distinction from the sword, or the 

civil power. But "the power of the keys," taken in its more limited sense, as it must 

be here, where it is distinguished from the administration of the Word and 

sacraments, just means the ordinary power of Government, in the administration of 

the affairs of the Church; and more particularly, the right of authoritatively and 

judicially determining all questions that may arise as to the admission of men to 

ordinances and to office in the Church of Christ, and the infliction and relaxation 

of Church censures." This is not the only restriction laid upon the power of the civil 

magistrate in the present section. It is also plainly intimated, that, in the execution 

of the duty here entrusted to him, he must be regulated by the Word of God. He is 

not to act arbitrarily, but must be guided by the standard of God's Word. In regard 

to one important branch of the functions here assigned to him–that which concerns 

synods–it is expressly declared, that he is to see that "what is transacted in them be 

according to the mind of God"–the mind of God, as revealed in his Word, being 

thus distinctly prescribed as a rule to him, as it is to the ordinary members of synods. 

This principle was admitted by the Erastians of former times; for they conceded to 

their opponents, "that the Christian magistrate, in ordering and disposing of 

ecclesiastical causes and matters of religion, is tied to keep close to the rule of the 

Word of God; and that as he may not assume an arbitrary Government of the State, 

so far less of the Church." It may be further added, that, according to our 

Confession, the civil magistrate is bound to act, in his official capacity, 

"according to the wholesome laws of each commonwealth." - Sect. 2. Now, as 

our Confession of Faith is founded upon the Word of God, so it is embodied in 

our Statute-Book; and, therefore, when civil rulers assume a proper jurisdiction 

in ecclesiastical matters, which the Confession has denied to them, their 

proceedings must be inconsistent at once with the Word of God and the law of 

the land… 

 

The Confession specifies certain means which the civil magistrate may lawfully 

employ for effecting the objects mentioned: "For the better effecting whereof; he 

hath power to call synods." From this it cannot be inferred that ministers have not 

a power to meet of themselves in synods and assemblies, without being called by 

the civil magistrate; for in chapter xxxi. it is expressly declared that they have 

such power "of themselves, and by virtue of their office." The General Assembly 

of the Church of Scotland, indeed, were of opinion that, in the chapter now referred 

to, the Confession is not sufficiently explicit in regard to the intrinsic power of the 

Church to call her own assemblies; and accordingly, in their Act of 1647, by which 

the Confession was approved, they expressly declare that they understood that part 
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of it "only of kirks not settled or constituted in point of Government;" and that 

explanation must apply equally to the section now before us. Our Confession, then, 

does not assert that the magistrate may exercise this power on all occasions, and in 

all circumstances, or whenever there are any evils of a religious kind to correct. It 

is sufficient that there may be times and circumstances in which he may warrantably 

exercise this power. When the state of the nation as well as of the Church may be 

convulsed, and its convulsions may be in a great degree owing to religious 

disorders, it is surely a high duty incumbent on him to take such a step, provided 

he finds it practicable and advisable.”104  

 

This view of establishment does not mean that the Messianic Magistrate should force the 

conscience of man and neither does it force man’s attendance to public worship. Rutherford says 

in his book Free Disputation Chapter 4,  

 

“5. The question is not whether religion can be enforced upon men by the 

Magistrate by the dint and violence of the sword, or only persuaded by the power 

of the word. We hold with Lactantius that religion cannot be compelled, nor can 

mercy and justice and love to our neighbour commanded in the second table, be 

more compelled then faith in Christ. Hence give me leave to prove two things. 1. 

That Religion and faith cannot be forced on men. 2. That this is a vain 

consequence, Religion cannot be forced but must be persuaded by the word and 

Spirit, Ergo the Magistrate can use no coercive power in punishing heretics and 

false teachers. 

 

For the first, we lay hold on all the arguments that prove the word preached to be 

the only means of converting the soul, begetting of faith and that carnal weapons 

are not able, yea nor were they ever appointed of God, to ding down strong holds, 

nor can they make a willing people: and Lactantuis said well, What is left to us, if 

another’s lust extort that by force, which we must do willingly? And that of 

Tertullian. It is of the law or right of man and of his natural power what every man 

worships, what he thinks he should worship, nor doth the religion of one either do 

good or do evil to another man, nor is it religion to compel religion, which ought 

To be received by will not by force: since sacrifices (of worship) are required of a 

willing mind. In which I observe. 1. Tertullian speaks not of the true Christian 

religion which is now in question: but of religion in general as it is comprehensive 

of both true and false religion. Because he speaks of that religion which by the law 

of nature a man chooseth, and is humani juris and naturalis potestatis: but it is not 

of the law of man or natural power, nor in flesh and blood’s power to choose the 

true Christian religion, that election is Supernatural faith Tertullian there and else 

where often, as also the Scripture. John 6.44. Math. 16.17. Math. 11. 25, 26, 27. 2. 

Religion is taken two ways 1. for the inward and outward acts of religion as seen 

both to God and man as Lactantius, Tertullian and others say, so it is most 

true. Christians ought not with force of sword, compel Jews, nor Jews or pagans 

compel Christians to be of their religion, because religion is not begotten in any, 
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by persuasion of the mind, nor by forcing of the man. Again religion is taken for 

the external profession and acting and performances of true religion within the 

church or by such as profess the truth, that are obvious to the eyes of Magistrates 

and pastors, and thus the sword is no means of God to force men positively to 

external worship or performances. But the sword is a means negatively to punish 

acts of false worship in those that are under the Christian Magistrate and profess 

Christian society, in so far as these acts come out to the eyes of men and are 

destructive to the souls of these in a Christian religion, Tis even so (and not 

otherwise punishable by the Magistrate;) for he may punish omissions of hearing 

the Doctrine of the Gospel and other external performances of worship,  as these 

omissions by ill example or otherwise are offensive to the souls of these that are to 

lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty; nor does it follow that 

the sword is a kindly means to force outward performances, for the Magistrate as 

the Magistrate does not command these outward performances as service to God, 

but rather forbids the omissions of them as destructing to man… These are of a 

wide difference, to kill blasphemers, and false teachers for spreading heresies 

and blasphemies; and to compel them by war, and fire and sword to be of our 

Christian religion. As I hope to prove, for the former is lawful, the later unlawful. 

Its true Lactantius speaks of all religion true and false, that we are to compel none 

with the sword to any religion, but he no where saith that the Magistrates may not 

kill open and pernicious seducers and false teachers who pervert others, for the 

Magistrate is not to compel yea not to intend the conversion of a pernicious seducer, 

but to intend to take his head from him, for his destroying of souls. And Lactantius 

denies religion after it is begotten, can be defended, that is nourished and conserved 

in the hearts of people by the sword, but by the word and spirit. Those are far 

different tormenting and piety (saith he) nor can violence be conjoined with verity, 

nor justice with cruelty… I. Because the Magistrate cannot, nor ought not to compel 

evil doers , murderers, adulterers, robbers, liars, to be internally peaceably, chaste, 

content with their own as well as they must be such externally, no more than he can 

compel them to inward fear, love, faith in God, and to the external performances 

thereof. But it doth not follow that therefore the Magistrate cannot command 

external acts of mercy, chastity, self-contentedness, and should not punish murder, 

adultery, theft, robbery, perjury, for to punish these makes many hypocritically 

peaceable, chaste, content with their own, true in their word, as well as punishing 

false teachers and heretics maketh many hypocritically sound in the faith so 

Augustine contra Petilian.1.3. c. 83.” 

 

However, this view of establishment does not allow absolute freedom of speech and the press.  The 

Westminster Confession of Faith, Chapter 20, "Of Christian Liberty, and Liberty of Conscience" 

Section 4 reads, 
 

“And because the powers which God hath ordained, and the liberty which Christ 

hath purchased, are not intended by God to destroy, but mutually to uphold and 

preserve one another; they who, upon pretence of Christian liberty, shall oppose 

any lawful power, or the lawful exercise of it, whether it be civil or ecclesiastical, 

resist the ordinance of God. And for their publishing of such opinions, or 
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maintaining of such practices, as are contrary to the light of nature, or to the 

known principles of Christianity, [We substitute Nazarene Theology-DS] whether 

concerning faith, worship, or conversation; or to the power of godliness; or such 

erroneous opinions or practices, as either in their own nature, or in the manner 

of publishing or maintaining them, are destructive to the external peace and 

order which Christ hath established in the church; they may lawfully be called to 

account, and proceeded against by the censures of the church, and by the power of 

the civil magistrate.” 
 

So the Biblical view does not persecute private idolatry but public idolatry (Deut. 17:3-5, 13:5).  

 

This does not mean that a Messianic establishment is a Gestapo that spies on its citizens in 

residential areas to catch them saying something worthy of negative civil sanction. It also does not 

mean that everyone who disagrees with the state is put to death. Rushdoony says,  

 

“It should be noted that Deuteronomy 13: 5-18 does not call for the death penalty 

for unbelief or for heresy. It condemns false prophets (vv. 1-5) who seek to lead the 

people, with signs and wonders, into idolatry. It does condemn individuals who 

secretly try to start a movement into idolatry (vv. 6-11). It does condemn cities 

which establish another religion and subvert the law-order of the nation (vv. 13-

18), and this condemnation must be enforced by man to turn away the judgment of 

God (v. 17).”105  

 

Thomas M'Crie qualifies the restrictions on speech and the press,  

 

“Now, this does not say that all who publish such opinions and maintain such 

practices (as are here mentioned) may be proceeded against, or, punished (if the 

substitution of this word shall be insisted for) by the civil magistrate; nor does it 

say, that any good and peaceable subject shall be made liable to this process simply 

on the ground of religious opinions published and practices maintained by him. For, 

in the first place, persons of a particular character are spoken of in this paragraph, 

and these are very different from good and peaceable subjects. They are described 

in the former sentence as "they who oppose lawful power or the lawful exercise of 

it," and "resist the ordinance of God." The same persons are spoken of in the 

sentence under consideration, as appears from the copulative and relative. It is not 

said, "Any one for publishing," etc., but "they who oppose any lawful power, etc. 

for their publishing," etc. In the second place, this sentence specifies some of the 

ways in which these persons may become chargeable with the opposition 

mentioned, and consequently "may be called to account;" but it does not assert that 

even they must or ought to be prosecuted for every avowed opinion or practice of 

the kind referred to. . . . For, be it observed, it is not the design of the paragraph to 
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state the objects of church censure or civil prosecution; its proper and professed 

object is to interpose a check on the abuse of liberty of conscience as operating to 

the prejudice of just and lawful authority. It is not sin as sin, but as scandal, or 

injurious to the spiritual interests of Christians, that is the proper object of church 

censure; and it is not for sins as such, but for crimes, that persons become liable to 

punishment by magistrates. The compilers of the Confession were quite aware of 

these distinctions, which were then common. . . . To render an action the proper 

object of magisterial punishment, it is not enough that it be contrary to the law of 

God, whether natural or revealed; it must, in one way or another, strike against the 

public good of society.”106  
 

We can also gain instruction from the way the stranger is dealt with in the Old Covenant. 

Rushdoony states,  

 

“God's law repeatedly refers to the stranger and requires particular recognition of 

their [sic] freedom. They are not to be oppressed, and discrimination against them 

is forbidden. "One law shall be to him that is homeborn, and unto the stranger that 

sojourneth among you" (Ex.12:49). This law was given to Israel in Egypt, before 

their departure, to stress the fact that justice is without respect of persons. The 

protection of the law must extend to aliens: "Ye shall have one manner of law, as 

well for the stranger, as for one of your own country: for I am the LORD your God" 

(Lev. 24:22; Num. 15:15,16). Racial or national differences could not be used to 

bar aliens from knowledge of God's law, nor from the Passover (Num.9:14; Deut. 

7:10-12; Josh. 8:34f.). Because the foreigner, if not seeking admission into the 

covenant, had another religion, he was not required to abide by the ritual laws the 

covenant requires. He could enter into long-term debt, for example (Deut.15:3; cf. 

23:21), and disregard the dietary laws (Deut. 14:21). The foreigner could not ascend 

Israel's throne (Deut. 17:15). However, his status was that of a privileged guest.”107 

 

This Biblical Establishment is in direct contradiction to the popular Social Contract theories of the 

modern secular world. On this Messianic Protestant view the proper constitution of a civil 

Government is based on a covenant with Yahuwah. This affirms a religious people coming 

together under a social covenant unto Yah. So what is the difference? First some orientation.  

 

The modern views of Government primarily derive from three individuals: Hobbes, Locke and 

Rousseau, but Locke is the primary political theorist of our civilization. Locke was born in 1632 

to Puritanic parents in England. In 1647 he studied at the Westminster School in London. In 

fulfillment of the Jesuit purpose of the Counter-Reformation, Locke became a follower of the 

Jesuit constructed philosophy of Rene Descartes. In 1675 he moved to France to observe medical 

studies and in 1679 Locke returned to England to help Lord Shaftesbury in the debates concerning 

the Exclusion Bill (Anti-Catholic Legislation; Shaftesbury was a Whig and a supporter of the Bill 
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and the removal of Romanist influence in Government ). They were exiled for this. Subsequently, 

he began writing his Two Treatises. 

 

The Social Contract is the political theory that theoretically men begin in a state of nature.  The 

state of nature is understood in different ways. Hobbes’ view is that in this state,  

 

“men are naturally and exclusively self-interested, they are more or less equal to 

one another…there are limited resources, and yet there is no power able to force 

men to cooperate…According to Hobbes, the justification for political obligation 

is this: given that men are naturally self-interested, yet they are rational, they will 

choose to submit to the authority of a Sovereign in order to be able to live in a civil 

society, which is conducive to their own interests.” 108 

 

First, how does he know all men are self-interested and all men are rational? Second, we see the 

inherent Atheism in this view in that a covenant with God is completely missing. Civil Society has 

one purpose: commerce. The Constitution Society describes the purpose of civil Government this 

way,  

 

“Whenever any two or more individuals meet with the understanding and 

expectation that they will live together in harmony and not fight with one another 

using any available means, they are establishing a Social Contract among 

themselves.”109  

 

Again, the Social Contract here is secular. It is a business contract not a Religious society. Locke’s 

justification for Government was, “Since the State of Nature lacks civil authority, once war begins 

it is likely to continue. And this is one of the strongest reasons that men have to abandon the State 

of Nature by contracting together to form civil Government.”110 Harold Laski, expounding more 

of Locke’s view says in Political Thought in England from Locke to Bentham,  

 

 “There is no common superior to enforce the law of nature. Each man, as best he 

may, works out his own interpretation of it. But because the intelligences of men 

are different there is an inconvenient variety in the conceptions of justice. The result 

is uncertainty and chaos; and means of escape must be found from a condition 

which the weakness of men must ultimately make intolerable. It is here that the 

Social Contract emerges. But just as Locke's natural state implies a natural man 

utterly distinct from Hobbes' gloomy picture, so does Locke's Social Contract 

represent rather the triumph of reason than of hard necessity. It is a contract of each 

with all, a surrender by the individual of his personal right to fulfil the commands 

of the law of nature in return for the guarantee that his rights as nature ordains 

them—life and liberty and property—will be preserved. The contract is thus not 

general as with Hobbes but limited and specific in character. Nor is it, as Hobbes 

made it, the resignation of power into the hands of some single man or group. On 
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the contrary, it is a contract with the community as a whole which thus becomes 

that common political superior—the State—which is to enforce the law of nature 

and punish infractions of it. Nor is Locke's state a sovereign State: the very word 

"sovereignty" does not occur, significantly enough, throughout the treatise. The 

State has power only for the protection of natural law. Its province ends when it 

passes beyond those boundaries.” (Pg. 41-42) 

 

This is a direct rejection of Scripture. As I have already pointed out, Moses required death 

for people who apostatize in Religion. Moreover, we read in Ezra 7: 

 

21 “I, even I, King Artaxerxes, issue a decree to all the treasurers who are in the 

provinces beyond the River, that whatever Ezra the priest, the scribe of the law of 

the God of heaven, may require of you, it shall be done diligently, 22 even up to 

100 talents of silver, 100 kors of wheat, 100 baths of wine, 100 baths of oil, and 

salt as needed. 23 Whatever is commanded by the God of heaven, let it be done 

with zeal for the house of the God of heaven, so that there will not be wrath against 

the kingdom of the king and his sons. 24 We also inform you that it is not allowed 

to impose tax, tribute or toll on any of the priests, Levites, singers, doorkeepers, 

Nethinim or servants of this house of God. 

 

25 “You, Ezra, according to the wisdom of your God which is in your hand, appoint 

magistrates and judges that they may judge all the people who are in the 

province beyond the River, even all those who know the laws of your God; and you 

may teach anyone who is ignorant of them. 26 Whoever will not observe the law 

of your God and the law of the king, let judgment be executed upon him strictly, 

whether for death or for banishment or for confiscation of goods or for 

imprisonment.” 27 Blessed be the Lord, the God of our fathers, who has put such 

a thing as this in the king’s heart, to adorn the house of the Lord which is in 

Jerusalem, 28 and has extended lovingkindness to me before the king and his 

counselors and before all the king’s mighty princes. Thus I was strengthened 

according to the hand of the Lord my God upon me, and I gathered leading men 

from Israel to go up with me. 

 

Second, Civil Government is a deterrent from War? The exact opposite affirmation is the basis of 

Anarchism, which states that Civil Governments are designed primarily to make the rich richer 

through war and the powerful more powerful. Third, we see again the utter secularism of this so 

called Social Contract. None of these theories point to the God of heaven and man’s obligations to 

him.  The Biblical view of the State of Nature is found in Rutherford’s Lex Rex Q. 13,  

 

“Assert. 1. — As a man cometh into the world a member of a politic society, he is, 

by consequence, born subject to the laws of that society; but this maketh him not, 

from the womb and by nature, subject to a king, as by nature he is subject to his 

father who begat him, no more than by nature a lion is born subject to another king-

lion; for it is by accident that he is born of parents under subjection to a monarch, 

or to either democratical or aristocratical governors, for Cain and Abel were born 
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under none of these forms of Government properly; and if he had been born in a 

new planted colony in a wilderness, where no Government were yet established, he 

should be under no such Government. 

 

Assert. 2. — Slavery of servants to lords or masters, such as were of old amongst 

the Jews, is not natural, but against nature. 1. Because slavery is malum naturæ, a 

penal evil and contrary to nature, and a punishment of sin. 2. Slavery should not 

have been in the world, if man had never sinned, no more than there could have 

been buying and selling of men, which is a miserable consequent of sin and a sort 

of death, when men are put to the toiling pains of the hireling, who longeth for the 

shadow, and under iron harrows and saws, and to hew wood, and draw water 

continually. 3. The original of servitude was, when men were taken in war, to 

eschew a greater evil, even death, the captives were willing to undergo a less evil, 

slavery, (S. Servitus, 1 de jure. Pers.) 4. A man being created according to God's 

image, he is res sacra, a sacred thing, and can no more, by nature's law, be sold and 

bought, than a religious and sacred thing dedicated to God…Assert. 3. — Every 

man by nature is a freeman born, that is, by nature no man cometh out of the 

womb under any civil subjection to king, prince, or judge, to master, captain, 

conqueror, teacher, &c. 

 

Arg. 1. — Because freedom is natural to all, except freedom from subjection to 

parents; and subjection politic is merely accidental, coming from some positive 

laws of men, as they are in a politic society; whereas they might have been born 

with all concomitants of nature, though born in a single family, the only natural and 

first society in the world… 

 

Arg. 5. — If men be not by nature free from politic subjection, then must some, by 

the law of relation, by nature be kings. But none are by nature kings, because none 

have by nature these things which essentially constitute kings, for they have neither 

by nature the calling of God, nor gifts for the throne; nor the free election of the 

people, nor conquest; and if there be none a king by nature, there can be none a 

subject by nature… 

Arg. 6…Scripture cleareth to us, that a king is made by the free consent of the 

people, (Deut xvii. 15,) and so not by nature. 

 

Arg. 7. — What is from the womb, and so natural, is eternal, and agreeth to all 

societies of men; but a monarchy agreeth not to all societies of men; for many 

hundred years; de facto, there was not a king till Nimrod's time, the world being 

governed by families, and till Moses' time we find no institution for kings, (Gen. 

vii.) and the numerous multiplication of mankind did occasion monarchies, 

otherwise, fatherly Government being the first and measure of the rest, must be the 

best; for it is better that my father govern me, than that a stranger govern me, and, 

therefore, the Lord forbade his people to set a stranger over themselves to be their 

king… 
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3. God and nature hath laid a necessity on all men to be under Government, a natural 

necessity from the womb to be under some Government, to wit, a paternal 

Government, that is true; but under this Government politic, and namely under 

sovereignty, it is false; and that is but said: for why is he naturally under sovereignty 

rather than aristocracy? I believe any of the three forms are freely chosen by any 

society. 4. It is false that one cannot defend the people, except he have entire power, 

that is to say, he cannot do good except he have a vast power to do both good and 

ill.” 

 

Do rights derive from the Social Contract or are they alienated and surrendered to the contract? 

Rousseau said both. The French Revolution was adamant on inalienable rights so how this works 

is anyone’s best guess. How can someone surrender over what they only get after the contract has 

been made? The arbitrary nature of rights in Social Contract Theory is exposed in such an example: 

If the socially contracted moral person added an amendment calling for the extermination of a 

certain ethnicity, this moral person would not just have the force, BUT THE RIGHT to do so. If 

not then we must have a different source of rights than a Social Contract. On this arbitrary secular 

view, laws are simply arbitrary conventions or instruments of Government. Weapons are also 

instruments of Government, and here we see the reason to use them is as arbitrary as the laws 

enacted upon those who kill with them.  On the Messianic view, laws are manifestations of the 

will of Yah; at least as they reflect the Moral Law of Yah in the Bible. Therefore, the secular world 

needs to give us a better definition of law and tell us how they know about these laws before their 

theory can be recognized to even get off the ground.  The Social Contract Theory asserts that the 

purpose of Government is to codify the terms of agreement among men in order to ensure 

tranquility and liberty among men. The Westminster Confession Chapter 23 “Of the Civil 

Magistrate” says, 

  

I. God, the supreme Lord and King of all the world, has ordained civil magistrates, 

to be, under Him, over the people, for His own glory, and the public good: and, to 

this end, has armed them with the power of the sword, for the defence and 

encouragement of them that are good, and for the punishment of evil doers.[1]  

 

[1] ROM 13:1 Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no 

power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God. 2 Whosoever therefore 

resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist shall 

receive to themselves damnation. 3 For rulers are not a terror to good works, but 

to the evil. Wilt thou then not be afraid of the power? do that which is good, and 

thou shalt have praise of the same: 4 For he is the minister of God to thee for good. 

But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for 

he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. 

1PE 2:13 Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake: whether 

it be to the king, as supreme; 14 Or unto governors, as unto them that are sent by 

him for the punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of them that do well. (CRTA) 
 

Here the Confession affirms something “religious” about human society. Inherent to human 

society is religion and so the magistrate is God’s representative in a society of men as a Minster 

of God’s justice, discerning between Good and Evil as it is revealed in the Scriptures. The 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn0
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Scriptures also affirm ethnic commitments which I have spoken to in my book A Defense of the 

South Against the Jesuit Counter Reformation.  

 

It is because of this that a Messianic should never believe the Social Contract Theory. Aside 

from this religious criticism, there is also a secular criticism. Proudhon will ask, how do you 

know that a civil institution is required for agreement and tranquility among men? He will affirm 

a moral urge that is sufficient for these things.111 And I will ask the same. How do you know that 

a civil institution is required for these things? 
 

Dr. Gordon Clark says with reference to the Biblical view of Government, “The basic thought is 

that Government is a divine institution. The authority of magistrates does not derive from any 

voluntary social compact, but it derives from God.”112 I would only qualify this by adding that the 

institution of Magistracy per se is ordained of Yah and those who rule lawfully, not every concrete 

magistrate.   

 

Social Contract theorists talk about how individual citizens surrender their rights over to a group 

contract wherein a moral person is created among them. How can the abstract concept of a moral 

person be produced from sensation? That is, where can I see or touch a moral person? If I cannot 

then the Atheistic theory of Empiricism must be abandoned or the moral person theory abandoned; 

you cannot have it both ways. 

 

Moreover, where does a Government or anyone get the authority to coerce someone else? By what 

right does a majority coerce a minority? Is the majority decision distinct from common good? If 

so what is the distinction? Every time I have asked this of Secularists they just look real funny at 

me, like they never even thought of that before. This is why Social Contract demands a unanimous 

agreement in a body politic. Good luck with that one.  No such Government exists or ever has 

existed. If you hold to this theory you must admit that no ACTUAL Government rules by right.  By 

what right does a Social Contract coerce the children of the body politic to contract and surrender 

their rights? How will the Government continue? This is why Messianics Circumcise and Baptize 

their children because they understand the Patriarchal nature of humanity (Baptists reject infant 

baptism as they reject the inherent Patriarchalism of Religion). Covenant obligations are passed 

down to the children through the Patriarch or head of the house. Here we see the inherent Atheism 

ingrained in Baptist Theology. This is why Baptistic and Atheistic views of society are such a 

fringe in the history of the world. They are inhuman and cannot begin to address rudimentary 

issues of human society. 

 

This brings us to the Messianic explanation of the Social Covenant Theory. The following 

quotations are taken from section 11 in the Reformed Presbyterian Catechism  

by William Roberts (1853)113  

 

“Q. Are religious covenants either personal or social?  

                                                           
111 George Woodcock, Anarchism, 15 
112 Christian View, 99 
113 [Still Waters Revival Books Site, available at:  http://www.swrb.com/newslett/actualNLs/prescatcov.htm 

(accessed December 20011)] 
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A. They are both. 1. Personal, when an individual engages, on the one hand, to keep 

the cnmmandments of the Lord, and takes hold by faith, on the other, of God's 

gracious promise. 2. Social, when a society engages with joint concurrence to 

perform certain duties, and to embrace with one heart the precious promises of 

Jehovah.  

 

Q. Is it competent to any society, be it a family, a church, or a nation, to enter with 

common understanding and consent into a federal transaction?  

 

A. Yes. And when this is done by a large corporate body, the transaction is called 

a public social covenant, which is the subject of consideration in this section.  

 

Q. What is public social covenanting?  

 

A. It is a solemn religious transaction in which men, with joint concurrence, avouch 

the Lord to be their God, and engage, in all the relations of life, to serve him by 

obedience to his law, in the performance of all civil and religious duties in the 

confidence of his favour and blessing in the fulfilment to them of all his gracious 

promises. Deut. xxix. 10-13. "Ye stand this day all of you before the Lord your 

God; your captains of your tribes, your elders, and your officers, with all the men 

of Israel. Your little ones, your wives, and thy stranger that is in thy camp, from the 

hewer of thy wood unto the drawer of thy water; that thou shouldst enter into 

covenant with the Lord thy God, and into his oath, which the Lord thy God maketh 

with thee this day: that he may establish thee to-day for a people unto himself, and 

that he may be unto thee a God, as he hath said unto thee, and as he hath sworn unto 

thy fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob." Josh. xxiv. 1,25. 2 Chr. xv. 9,12,15. 

Is. xix. 18. Jer. xi. 10.  

 

Q. By what arguments can it be proved that public social covenanting is of divine 

authority, and so of moral obligation?  

 

A. By numerous arguments. 1. The light of nature. The mariners of Tarshish, Jonah 

i. 16. "Then the men feared the Lord exceedingly, and offered a sacrifice unto the 

Lord, and made vows." Epictetus, a heathen moralist, thus expresses himself: "To 

this God we ought to swear an oath, such as the soldiers swear to Caesar. They, 

indeed, by the inducement of their wages, swear that they will value the safety of 

Caesar before all things; and will you, then, honoured with so many and so great 

benefits, not swear to God? or having sworn, will you not continue stedfast?" 2. 

Scripture precepts. Ps. lxxvi. 11. "Vow and pay unto the Lord your God." Jer. iv. 6. 

"Thou shalt swear the Lord liveth in truth, in judgment, and in righteousness." Also, 

xliv. 26, and Deut. x. 20. 2. Chr. xxx. 8. "Yield (give the hand) yourselves unto the 

Lord-and serve the Lord your God;" and Rom. vi. 13, Mat. v. 33. "Thou shalt 

perform unto the Lord thy oaths." Rom. xii. 1. 3. Scripture examples. Deut. xxvi. 

15-19. "Thou hast avouched the Lord to be thy God-and the Lord hath avouched 
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thee this day to be his peculiar people-that thou shouldst keep all his 

commandments." xxix. 10-13. Quoted above, Josh. xxiv. 1,25-"So Joshua made a 

covenant with the people that day," &c. 2 Kings xi. 17. "And Jehoiada made a 

covenant between the Lord and the king and the people, that they should be the 

Lord's people." xxiii. 1,2; also, Neh. x. 29, &c.  

 

Q. Is not covenanting a duty confined to ancient times, and not obligatory under the 

present dispensation?  

 

A. As it is of moral obligation, it is consequently a duty incumbent upon present 

times; for things which are moral do not diminish in their obligation by the lapse of 

time.  

 

Q. By what arguments can its obligation in New Testament times, be solidly 

proved?  

 

A. By the following. 1. It was obviously a duty under the Old Testament 

dispensation, and being nowhere repealed, and being moral and not typical, it is of 

present obligation. Ps. lxxvi. 11, "Vow and pay unto the Lord your God." 2. 

Scripture prophecies, evidently referring to New Testament times, and even yet to 

be fulfilled. Is. xix. 18,21,23,24,25, "In that day (the latter day) shall five cities in 

the land of Egypt speak the language of Canaan, and swear to the Lord of hosts," 

&c., &c. Jer. iv. 4,5. "In those days (Millennial), and in that time, saith the Lord, 

the children of Israel shall come, they and the children of Judah together, going and 

weeping; they shall go and seek the Lord their God. They shall ask the way to Zion 

with their faces thitherward, saying, Come and let us join ourselves to the Lord in 

a perpetual covenant that shall not be forgotten." 3. The New Testament recognises 

the obligation. Rom. vi. 13. Compare 2 Chr. xxx. 8, 2 Cor. viii. 5. The Macedonian 

churches, says Paul, "Not as we hoped, but first gave their ownselves unto the Lord, 

and unto us by the will of God." Not in the Lord's supper, which Paul certainly 

hoped they would do, but to his surprise, in a public social covenant. Rom. i. 7. 

"Covenant breakers" have a place in the catalogue of sinners, whose conduct is 

denounced as displeasing to the Almighty; which could not be the case, unless on 

the supposition of the continued obligation of covenanting. 4. It was one of the 

distinguishing privileges of the Jews to be in covenant with God. "I am married 

unto you, saith the Lord." The privileges of the New Testament dispensation are 

increased and not diminished. Heb. xii. 18,22. 5. This duty is involved in the 

church's relation to God, as a married relation. Hos. ii. 19,20; Eph. v. 30, iv. 25. 

Covenanting is only a solemn recognition of this relation, and engagement to 

evidence this by a life and conversation becoming the Gospel. Is. lxii. 4, evidently 

alludes to New Testament times, and celebrates not only an ecclesiastical, but 

national marriage. By the marriage of a land unto God, we are not to understand 

that the trees of the forest, the mountains or plains come under engagements. Surely 

it must be the nation inhabiting the land. National marriage implies a national deed 

whereby the inhabitants, in their national capacity, solemnly covenant unto God. 6. 
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The duty, when performed in its true spirit, is a source of unspeakable benefit to a 

people; and, as nations seek the blessing, they should perform the duty. Ps. cxliv. 

15, "Happy is that people that is in such a case; yea, happy is that people whose 

God is the Lord." Bound to God and he to them in "an everlasting covenant, not to 

be forgotten.” 
 

An earlier problem mentioned for Social Contract Theory, is the problem of extending the 

obligation of the Social Contract business agreement to the next generation. Here the Reformed 

Presbyterian Catechism offers a straight answer where the Social Contract view remains forever 

dumb,  

 

“Q. Are public social covenants of continuous obligation? or, are they binding upon 

the posterity of the original covenanters, as long as the corporate body exists; or, 

until such time as the object for which they were framed has been accomplished?  

 

A. They are; and this position is sustained by forcible arguments. 1. We find 

posterity recognised in the transaction between God and Jacob, at Bethel. Gen. 

xxviii. 13; compared with Hosea xii. 4. "He found him (Jacob) in Bethel, and there 

he spake with us." 2. We have another remarkable instance of the transmission of 

covenant obligation to posterity in Deut. v. 2,3. "The Lord our God made a covenant 

with us in Horeb. The Lord made not this covenant with our fathers (only) but with 

us, even us, who are all of us here alive this day." 3. Another example occurs in 

Deut. xxix. 10-15; the covenant is here made with three descriptions of persons. 1. 

With those addressed adults. "Neither with you only." 2. Minors. "Him that standeth 

here with us." 3. Posterity. "Him that is not here with us this day"-for this could 

have no reference to any of the Israelites then in existence, as they were all present. 

It must, therefore, include posterity, together with all future accessions to the 

community. With them, Moses informs us, the covenant was made, as well as with 

those who actually entered into it, in the plains of Moab. 4. Another instance in 

which posterity is recognised in covenant obligation is found in Joshua ix. 15. This 

covenant was made between the children of Israel and the Gibeonites. Between four 

and five hundred years after that time, the children of Israel are visited with a very 

severe famine, in the days of David. 2 Sam. xxi. 1. And it is expressly declared by 

the Lord that, "It is for Saul, and for his bloody house, because he slew the 

Gibeonites." And at the same time, v. 2, that very covenant is recognised, and the 

breach of it is stated, as being the formal reason of the divine displeasure. Now, had 

it not been for this covenant, the extirpation of the Gibeonites would not have been 

imputed to Israel as a thing criminal; for they were comprehended in Caananitish 

nations, which God had commanded them to root out. 5. Posterity are charged with 

the sin of violating the covenant of their ancestors. Jer. xi. 10. "The house of Israel, 

and the house of Judah, have broken my covenant which I made with their fathers"-

by which they are evidently considered as bound. 6. The principle of federal 

representation confirms this doctrine. Thus when Joseph made a covenant with his 

brethren, that they should carry up his bones from Egypt to the land of promise, he 

assumed that those whom he addressed, were the representatives of their 

successors, as he knew well that the whole of that generation should die before the 
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deliverance of Israel by Moses. Posterity recognised the obligation. Ex. xiii. 19. A 

similar case of federal representation, is that of the Gibeonites quoted above. 6. 

Infant baptism is a forcible illustration of the continuous obligation of covenants. 

7. The principle of the transmissibility of the obligations of covenants to posterity, 

is recognised by civilians in civil matters. In the obligations, for example, of the 

heir of an estate, for the engagements of his predecessor in the possession of it. All 

national treaties and other engagements of the corporate body, descend with all 

their weight upon succeeding generations.”   

 

It is for this reason that the Constitution of the United States must be abandoned to 

acknowledge the God of Heaven and our covenant with him, the Solemn League and Covenant, 

and to forever reject the idea that a Government can be lawfully ordained on the authority of the 

people alone.  

 

 

Objections: 

 
1. Prov. 8: 15 “By me kings reign, And rulers decree justice. 16 “By me princes rule, and 

nobles, All who judge rightly. Here God is choosing a king, not the people.  

 

Ans. This also mentions princes and nobles. Are these also without election and irresistible? 

 

2. 2 Kings 8: 12 Hazael said, “Why does my lord weep?” Then he answered, “Because I know the 

evil that you will do to the sons of Israel: their strongholds you will set on fire, and their young 

men you will kill with the sword, and their little ones you will dash in pieces, and their women with 

child you will rip up.” 13 Then Hazael said, “But what is your servant, who is but a dog, that he 

should do this great thing?” And Elisha answered, “The LORD has shown me that you will be 

king over Aram.”  The king is not made by the people but directly from God.  

 

Ans. Elisha anointed and foretold, he did not constitute.   

 

Section 3 

Establishment vs. Pluralism 

 

Since the dawn of mankind it has been understood that a people derive their identity, unity, culture 

and purpose from the underlining and established race and philosophy of their land. Since the 

Protestant Reformation, the Roman Catholic Church’s Counter Reformation has done everything 

it can to attack this principle, so that the power and influence of the Protestant Established Nations 

would crumble and the Roman Church could again gain influence in the West. When the Protestant 

Reformation first gained the victory in northern European nations in the 16th century, their 

intention was not Pluralism and the view of the secular state as it is understood here in America 

was abhorred. They advocated one true Protestant religion to be held among all. In the The 

Augsburg Confession 1530 A.D. Preface to the Emperor Charles V we read, 

 

http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php
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“1] Most Invincible Emperor, Caesar Augustus, Most Clement Lord: Inasmuch as 

Your Imperial Majesty has summoned a Diet of the Empire here at Augsburg to 

deliberate concerning measures against the Turk, that most atrocious, hereditary, 

and ancient enemy of the Christian name and religion, in what way, namely, 

effectually to withstand his furor and assaults by strong and lasting military 

provision; 2] and then also concerning dissensions in the matter of our holy religion 

and Christian Faith, that in this matter of religion the opinions and judgments of the 

parties might be heard in each other’s presence; and considered and 

weighed 3] among ourselves in mutual charity, leniency, and kindness, in order 

that, after the removal and correction of such things as have been treated and 

understood in a different manner in the writings on either side, these matters may 

be settled and brought back to one simple truth and Christian concord, 4] that 

for the future one pure and true religion may be embraced and maintained by us, 

that as we all are under one Christ and do battle under Him, so we may be able 

also to live in unity and concord in the one Christian Church. 

 

And inasmuch as we, the undersigned Elector and 5] Princes, with others joined 

with us, have been called to the aforesaid Diet the same as the other Electors, 

Princes, and Estates, in obedient compliance with the Imperial mandate, we have 

promptly come to Augsburg, and—what we do not mean to say as boasting—we 

were among the first to be here. 

 

6] Accordingly, since even here at Augsburg at the very beginning of the Diet, Your 

Imperial Majesty caused to be proposed to the Electors, Princes, and other Estates 

of the Empire, amongst other things, that the several Estates of the Empire, on the 

strength of the Imperial edict, should set forth and submit their opinions and 

judgments in the German and the Latin 7] language, and since on the ensuing 

Wednesday, answer was given to Your Imperial Majesty, after due deliberation, 

that we would submit the Articles of our Confession for our side on next 

Wednesday, therefore, in obedience to Your Imperial Majesty’s 8] wishes, we offer, 

in this matter of religion, the Confession of our preachers and of ourselves, showing 

what manner of doctrine from the Holy Scriptures and the pure Word of God has 

been up to this time set forth in our lands, dukedoms, dominions, and cities, and 

taught in our churches. 

 

9] And if the other Electors, Princes, and Estates of the Empire will, according to 

the said Imperial proposition, present similar writings, to wit, in Latin and German, 

giving their opinions in this 10] matter of religion, we, with the Princes and friends 

aforesaid, here before Your Imperial Majesty, our most clement Lord are prepared 

to confer amicably concerning all possible ways and means, in order that we may 

come together, as far as this may be honorably done, and, the matter between us 

on both sides being peacefully discussed without offensive strife, the dissension, 

by God’s help, may be done away and brought back to one true 

accordant 11] religion; for as we all are under one Christ and do battle under 

Him, we ought to confess the one Christ, after the tenor of Your Imperial 

http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.1
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.2
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.3
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.4
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.5
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.6
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.7
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.8
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.9
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.10
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.11
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Majesty’s edict, and everything ought to be conducted according to the truth of 

God; and this it is what, with most fervent prayers, we entreat of God. 

 

12] However, as regards the rest of the Electors, Princes, and Estates, who 

constitute the other part, if no progress should be made, nor some result be attained 

by this treatment of the cause of religion after the manner in which Your Imperial 

Majesty has wisely held that it should be dealt with and treated namely, by such 

mutual presentation of writings and calm conferring together among 

ourselves, 13] we at least leave with you a clear testimony, that we here in no wise 

are holding back from anything that could bring about Christian concord,—such as 

could be effected with God and a good conscience,—as14] also Your Imperial 

Majesty and, next, the other Electors and Estates of the Empire, and all who are 

moved by sincere love and zeal for religion, and who will give an impartial hearing 

to this matter, will graciously deign to take notice and to understand this from this 

Confession of ours and of our associates. 

 

15] Your Imperial Majesty also, not only once but often, graciously signified to the 

Electors Princes, and Estates of the Empire, and at the Diet of Spires held A.D. 

1526, according to the form of Your Imperial instruction and commission given 

and prescribed, caused it to be stated and publicly proclaimed that 16] Your 

Majesty, in dealing with this matter of religion, for certain reasons which were 

alleged in Your Majesty’s name, was not willing to decide and could not determine 

anything, but that Your Majesty would diligently use Your Majesty’s office with 

the Roman Pontiff for the convening of a General Council. 17] The same matter 

was thus publicly set forth at greater length a year ago at the last Diet which met at 

Spires. 18] There Your Imperial Majesty, through His Highness Ferdinand, King 

of Bohemia and Hungary, our friend and clement Lord, as well as through the 

Orator and Imperial Commissioners caused this, among other things, to be 

submitted: that Your Imperial Majesty had taken notice of; and pondered, the 

resolution of Your Majesty’s Representative in the Empire, and of the President 

and Imperial Counselors, and the Legates from other Estates convened at 

Ratisbon, 19] concerning the calling of a Council, and that your Imperial Majesty 

also judged it to be expedient to convene a Council; and that Your Imperial Majesty 

did not doubt the Roman Pontiff could be induced to 20] hold a General Council, 

because the matters to be adjusted between Your Imperial Majesty and the Roman 

Pontiff were nearing agreement and Christian reconciliation; therefore Your 

Imperial Majesty himself signified that he would endeavor to secure the said Chief 

Pontiff’s consent for convening, together with your Imperial Majesty such General 

Council, to be published as soon as possible by letters that were to be sent out. 

 

21] If the outcome, therefore, should be such that the differences between us and 

the other parties in the matter of religion should not be amicably and in charity 

settled, then here, before Your Imperial Majesty we make the offer in all obedience, 

in addition to what we have already done, that we will all appear and defend our 

cause in such a general, free Christian Council, for the convening of which there 

http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.12
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.13
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.14
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.15
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.16
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.17
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.18
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.19
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.20
http://bookofconcord.org/augsburgconfession.php#pre.21


  92 

 

has always been accordant action and agreement of votes in all the Imperial Diets 

held during Your Majesty’s reign, on the part of the Electors, Princes, and other 

Estates of the Empire. 22] To the assembly of this General Council, and at the same 

time to Your Imperial Majesty, we have, even before this, in due manner and form 

of law, addressed ourselves and made appeal in this matter, by far the greatest and 

gravest. To this 23] appeal, both to Your Imperial Majesty and to a Council, we still 

adhere; neither do we intend nor would it be possible for us, to relinquish it by this 

or any other document, unless the matter between us and the other side, according 

to the tenor of the latest Imperial citation should be amicably and charitably settled, 

allayed, and brought to Christian concord; 24] and regarding this we even here 

solemnly and publicly testify.”   
 

In Thomas Paine’s Common Sense page 46 he says, 

 
“As to religion, I hold it to be the indispensible duty of all Governments to protect 

all conscientious professors thereof, and I know of no other business which 

Government hath to do therewith. Let a man throw aside that narrowness of soul, 

that selfishness of principle, which the niggards of all professions are so unwilling 

to part with, and he will be at once delivered of his fears on that head. Suspicion is 

the companion of mean souls, and the bane of all good society. For myself, I fully 

and conscientiously believe, that it is the will of the Almighty, that there should 

be a diversity of religious opinions among us: it affords a larger field for our 

Christian kindness. Were we all of one way of thinking, our religious dispositions 

would want matter for probation, and on this liberal principle, I look on the various 

denominations among us, to be like children of the same family, differing only in 

what is called their Christian names.” 

 

Paine’s view was the exact opposite view of Protestant Christianity.  And make no mistake, the 

Roman Church has for centuries been the most intolerant of all Christian communions. In their 

famous papal bull In Coena Domini the Roman Pope boasted of such religious dominance over all 

nations that, in 1770 it had to be repealed due to the gross offense it caused. So what happened 

that changed the views of many Catholics? The Counter Reformation. The primary Order created 

by this Reformation was the Society of Jesus-the Jesuits.  Strangely, they were known for their 

secular humanistic educators. Their crowning achievement was the Philosopher René Descartes 

who was trained at the Jesuit Collège Royal Henry-Le-Grand at La Flèche. He is the Father of 

Modern Secularism.  The Enlightenment or the idea of secular society is a way to control people 

by the Roman Catholic Church. Their primary idea was to destroy the established Protestant 

nations through secular humanistic philosophy. The Roman Church lost control over the western 

world and the Pope was even later usurped by Napolean. Secularism is a way to re-introduce 

Roman Catholicism into western society because the centuries that followed the Reformation all 

understood that Roman Catholicism was a lethal power hungry religion that could not be allowed 

into a civilized nation. Secularism allowed them back into nations where they previously were 

barred by the power of law. Now with this secular system in place they could grow again, increase 

their wealth, and conspire to gain power for the Pope again. Case in point is Rene Descartes. He 

started generations of philosophers that tried to develop ways to get knowledge without appealing 
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to religion. Thus, the age of secular philosophy began and Protestant Nations that once taught their 

people the Bible and ruled them under its laws were usurped through infiltration and Western 

Civilization left the door wide open again for the Roman Beast. John Locke’s secular views of 

Government were all inspired from Rene Descartes. However, even Locke knew that unbridled 

pluralism was madness and he even knew not to allow Romanism into society because,  

 

“That Church can have no right to be tolerated by the magistrate which is 

constituted upon such a bottom that all those who enter into it do thereby ipso 

facto deliver themselves up to the protection and service of another prince. [The 

Pope-DS] For by this means the magistrate would give way to the settling of a 

foreign jurisdiction in his own country and suffer his own people to be listed, as 

it were, for soldiers against his own Government. Nor does the frivolous and 

fallacious distinction between the Court and the Church afford any remedy to this 

inconvenience; especially when both the one and the other are equally subject to 

the absolute authority of the same person, who has not only power to persuade the 

members of his Church to whatsoever he lists, either as purely religious, or in order 

thereunto, but can also enjoin it them on pain of eternal fire. It is ridiculous for any 

one to profess himself to be a Mahometan only in his religion, but in everything 

else a faithful subject to a Christian magistrate, whilst at the same time he 

acknowledges himself bound to yield blind obedience to the Mufti of 

Constantinople, who himself is entirely obedient to the Ottoman Emperor and 

frames the feigned oracles of that religion according to his pleasure. But this 

Mahometan living amongst Christians would yet more apparently renounce their 

Government if he acknowledged the same person to be head of his Church who is 

the supreme magistrate in the state.”114  
 

The whole idea that a nation should be obliged to no established religion and no principle of unity 

is completely absurd and comes straight out of the insanity of Atheism. Even Locke understood 

this.  Baptists, Atheists and most importantly Romanists love it because it keeps them from being 

held accountable for their devilish deceits and most importantly the Roman Catholic Church can 

keep sucking society dry of their money as they hoard up riches for their Beast.  

 

Deborah O'malley wrote a fantastic summary of the debates in Virginia concerning the 

Establishment Principle and Thomas Jefferson’s soon to dominate principles of Pluralism. It is 

entitled, "The Dictates Of Conscience:" The Debate Over Religious Liberty In Revolutionary 

Virginia, Ashbrook Statesmanship Thesis.115 

 

O’malley argues, “One may ask why, according to Jefferson, a man would want to establish a 

religion in the first place.  Jefferson says that such men have “impious presumptions” and that they 

want to have “dominion over the faith of others.”116 Actually, in the Preface to the Augsburg 

Confession, when the kings of Northern Europe appealed to Charles, they sought to establish the 

                                                           
114 A Letter Concerning Toleration by John Locke 1689 Translated by William Popple 
115 Ashland University Ashbrook Site, available at: http://www.ashbrook.org/publicat/thesis/omalley/omalley.pdf; 

[accessed December 2011] 
116 Ibid., 20 

http://www.ashbrook.org/publicat/thesis/omalley/omalley.pdf
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Protestant religion to reject those that had dominion over their faith. I was raised in the United 

States which is arguably the most pluralistic and disestablished nation ever to exist. I have, on my 

own, come to despise this system because I have lost everything through studying my way out of 

a few systems of theology. I was committed to one group who promised to fund my college 

expenses in exchange for certain services and they refused to come through a month and a half 

before I graduated, because I became convinced of certain Presbyterian doctrines. This spiraled 

my life into financial ruin which resulted in the loss of everything I worked for my entire adult 

life. Many other examples could be given. Western Society has left the idea that the end of human 

society is a people with an identity and a culture flowing out of their race and religion to adopt the 

theory that the end of human society is business. They want to tolerate all religions and make the 

state secular because that is good business. Currently, America has no human identity, no culture 

and now the businessmen have extreme power and they are using it to destroy the middle 

class. Didn’t see that one coming did we? God has turned our devices on ourselves and used the 

very things that we replaced him with to destroy us. Sound familiar? Just read your Old Testament. 

I hate living here because there is no Nation; no PEOPLE. This country is a business full of lost 

and confused individuals with so many religions around them they don’t know what to believe.  

 

Section 4 

Kingship of Christ 

 

A traditional basis for establishment is the Kingship of Messiah Yeshua. The Kingship of Messiah 

must first be understood with reference to the covenant between himself and the Father made 

before the world was created.  

 

1. The Covenant of Redemption 

 

The Covenant of Redemption (COR) is a covenant between the Father and the Son made before 

the world was created, according to which the Son became surety (Heb. 7:22) for the elect, 

undertook to obey God's law, suffer in their place and was promised everything that pertains to 

grace and salvation. The Son is the federal representative, the Patriarch, of the elect in the COR 

just as Adam was the federal representative, Patriarch, of mankind in the Covenant of Works. The 

elect are not parties to the COR: 1. Because the COR is a kind of covenant of works, a covenant 

that the elect cannot keep as their federal head Adam broke the original Covenant of Works and 

plunged his progeny into total depravity. 2. The promises of the COR (sitting at the right hand of 

God, divine Kingship over all nations Psalm 2, Heb. 1:8-13 etc.) are not given to the elect but to 

Messiah.  Rutherford says, 

  
“There be two parts (as it were) of the Covenant of Redemption. 1.) A covenant of 

Designation. 2.) Of actual Redemption. The former is eternal...the other part , the Man 

Christ , until he should be Man and have a man's will, he could not in two wills close with 

the covenant of actual redemption."117  

  

                                                           
117 Samuel Rutherford, The Covenant of Life Opened, (Originally published in Edinburgh 1654, Andro Anderson. 

Reprinted by Puritan Publications and edited by Matthew McMahon, 2005), 438 
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Just as there are two aspects to Messiah Sonship divine (pre-creation) and human (post 

incarnational), so there are two aspects to this covenant, one eternal and the other temporal. The 

Son, comprehended by both aspects of his Sonship obeys the decree of the Father.  The work of 

Messiah is a term of the covenant that will be fulfilled.  
 

The Sum of Saving Knowledge states, 

  

"2b The sum of the Covenant of Redemption is this: God having freely chosen to 

life a certain number of lost mankind, for the glory of his rich grace, did give them, 

before the world began, to God the Son, appointed Redeemer, that, upon condition 

he would humble himself so far as to assume the human nature, of a soul and a 

body, to personal union with his divine nature, and submit himself to the law, as 

surety for them, and satisfy justice for them, by giving obedience in their name, 

even to the suffering of the cursed death of the cross, he should ransom and redeem 

them all from sin and death, and purchase to them righteousness and eternal life, 

with all saving graces leading there to, to be effectually, by means of his own 

appointment, applied in due time to every one of them. This condition the Son of 

God (who is Jesus Christ our Lord) did accept before the world began, and in the 

fulness of time came into the world, was born of the Virgin Mary, subjected himself 

to the law, and completely paid the ransom on the cross: But by virtue of the 

foresaid bargain, made before the world began, he is in all ages, since the fall of 

Adam, still upon the work of applying actually the purchased benefits of the elect; 

and that he does by way of entertaining a covenant of free grace and reconciliation 

with them, through faith in himself; by which covenant, he makes over to every 

believer a right and interest to himself, and to all his blessings” 

 

Now this elect group is not just a wandering people. They are a kingdom. Luke 22: 29 and just as 

My Father has granted Me a kingdom. Since the Father is the one who has appointed Messiah as 

a King whose office is covenantal in nature it can be concluded that there is a covenant between 

them.  Zech 6:12 Thus speaketh the LORD of hosts, saying, Behold the man whose name is The 

BRANCH; and he shall grow up out of his place, and he shall build the temple of the LORD: 13 

Even he shall build the temple of the LORD; and he shall bear the glory, and shall sit and rule 

upon his throne; and he shall be a priest upon his throne: and the counsel of peace shall be 

between them both. (kjv)  

 

The title "The Branch" is used in numerous passages referring to the Messiah (Isaiah 4, Jer. 23, 

Zech. 3:8). There are other passages that speak to the same emphasis: 

 

Isa 11: 1 And there shall come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse, and a Branch shall grow out 

of his roots: 2 And the spirit of the LORD shall rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and 

understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the 

LORD;118  
 

                                                           
118 Rom. 15:12, John 1:32-33 John the Baptist shows how this is fulfilled when he saw the spirit rest upon Messiah 
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Revelation 5:5 And one of the elders said to me, “Weep no more; behold, the Lion of the tribe of 

Judah, the Root of David, has conquered, so that he can open the scroll and its seven seals.”119  

 

Jer. 23:5 Behold, the days come, saith the LORD, that I will raise unto David a righteous Branch, 

and a King shall reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth.6 In his 

days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely: and this is his name whereby he shall be 

called, THE LORD OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS.120  

 

The language of the Messiah building the temple of the Church is replete in the NT (Matthew 

16:18, 1 Corinthians 3:17, 2 Corinthians 6:16, Ephesians 2:20-22, Hebrews 3:3). Matthew 16 

proves that it is Messiah who is building the Church, and the apostles provide the data that the 

Church is the temple of God. The Father is denoted by the title "The LORD" and he has a counsel 

of peace with the incarnate Messiah under the title "The Branch." Not only so, but we see that this 

Branch, bears glory upon his throne. He is a King! Here are a number of passages of scripture for 

your consideration: 

 

James R. Wilson says in Prince Messiah’s Claims Essay One,  
 

“The doctrine which we affirm is briefly and perspicuously summed up in the 

following text: Phil. 2:9-11. "God also hath highly exalted him and given him a 

name which is above every name; that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow 

of things in heaven, andthings in earth, and things under the earth: and that every 

tongue should confess that Jesus is Lord, to the glory of God the Father." 

 

Dan 2: 44 In the days of those kings the God of heaven will set up a kingdom which will never be 

destroyed, and that kingdom will not be left for another people; it will crush and put an end to all 

these kingdoms, but it will itself endure forever. 45 Inasmuch as you saw that a stone was cut out 

of the mountain without hands and that it crushed the iron, the bronze, the clay, the silver and the 

gold, the great God has made known to the king what will take place in the 

future; so the dream is true and its interpretation is trustworthy.” 

 

Dan 7: 13 “I kept looking in the night visions, And behold, with the clouds of heaven One like a 

Son of Man was coming, And He came up to the Ancient of Days And was presented before Him. 

14 “And to Him was given dominion, Glory and a kingdom, That all the peoples, nations and men 

of every language Might serve Him. His dominion is an everlasting dominion Which will not pass 

away; And His kingdom is one Which will not be destroyed. 

 

Rev. 1:5 and from Jesus Christ, the faithful witness, the firstborn of the dead, and the ruler of the 

kings of the earth. To Him who loves us and released us from our sins by His blood 

 

Ps. 89:27 "I will make him my first born, higher than the kings of the earth."   

 

                                                           
119 Jesse was David’s Father 
120 1 Cor. 1:30 But of him are ye in Christ Jesus, who of God is made unto us wisdom, and righteousness, and 

sanctification, and redemption 

http://www.openbible.info/labs/cross-references/search?q=Revelation+5%3A5
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1 Cor. 15: 24 then comes the end, when He hands over the kingdom to the God and Father, when 

He has abolished all rule and all authority and power. 25 For He must reign until He has put all 

His enemies under His feet. 26 The last enemy that will be abolished is death. 27 For HE HAS 

PUT ALL THINGS IN SUBJECTION UNDER HIS FEET. But when He says, “All things are put 

in subjection,” it is evident that He is excepted who put all things in subjection to Him. 

 

Luk. 22: just as My Father has granted Me a kingdom, I grant you 30 that you may eat and drink 

at My table in My kingdom, and you will sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel. 

 

Acts 5:29 But Peter and the apostles answered, “We must obey God rather than men. 30 The God 

of our fathers raised up Jesus, whom you had put to death by hanging Him on a cross. 31 He is 

the one whom God exalted to His right hand as a Prince and a Savior, to grant repentance to 

Israel, and forgiveness of sins. 

 

Psalm 110:1 The LORD says to my Lord: “Sit at My right hand Until I make Your enemies a 

footstool for Your feet.” [Compare with-DS] Hebrews 1:13 But to which of the angels has He ever 

said, “ SIT AT MY RIGHT HAND, UNTIL I MAKE YOUR ENEMIES A FOOTSTOOL FOR YOUR 

FEET”? 

 

Acts 2: 29 “Brethren, I may confidently say to you regarding the patriarch David that he both died 

and was buried, and his tomb is with us to this day. 30 And so, because he was a prophet and knew 

that GOD HAD SWORN TO HIM WITH AN OATH TO SEAT one OF HIS DESCENDANTS ON 

HIS THRONE, 31 he looked ahead and spoke of the resurrection of the Christ, that HE WAS 

NEITHER ABANDONED TO HADES, NOR DID His flesh SUFFER 

DECAY. 32 This Jesus God raised up again, to which we are all witnesses. 33 Therefore having 

been exalted to the right hand of God, and having received from the Father the promise of the 

Holy Spirit, He has poured forth this which you both see and hear. 34 For it was not David who 

ascended into heaven, but he himself says: ‘THE LORD SAID TO MY LORD, “SIT AT MY RIGHT 

HAND,  35 UNTIL I MAKE YOUR ENEMIES A FOOTSTOOL FOR YOUR FEET.”’ 36 Therefore 

let all the house of Israel know for certain that God has made Him both Lord and Christ—this 

Jesus whom you crucified.” 

 

As he was anointed the King and ruler of all the Earth Jesus received the anointing of the Holy 

Spirit by which he bequeaths the benefits of the Covenant of Grace. 

 

Heb. 1:8 But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever: a sceptre of 

righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. 9 Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; 

therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows. 10 

And, Thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foundation of the earth; and the heavens are the 

works of thine hands: 11They shall perish; but thou remainest; and they all shall wax old as doth 

a garment; 12And as a vesture shalt thou fold them up, and they shall be changed: but thou art the 

same, and thy years shall not fail.13But to which of the angels said he at any time, Sit on my right 

hand, until I make thine enemies thy footstool? (kjv) 

 

The Westminster Larger Catechism describes Messiah’s Kingship,  
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Q. 45. How doth Christ execute the office of a king? 

 

A. Christ executeth the office of a king, in calling out of the world a people to 

himself,[174] and giving them officers,[175]laws,[176] and censures, by which he 

visibly governs them;[177] in bestowing saving grace upon his 

elect,[178] rewarding their obedience,[179] and correcting them for their 

sins,[180] preserving and supporting them under all their temptations and 

sufferings,[181] restraining and overcoming all their enemies,[182] and powerfully 

ordering all things for his own glory,[183] and their good;[184] and also in taking 

vengeance on the rest, who know not God, and obey not the gospel.[185]121  

 

                                                           
121 [174] Acts 15:14-16. Simeon hath declared how God at the first did visit the Gentiles, to take out of them 

a people for his name. And to this agree the words of the prophets; as it is written, After this I will return, 

and will build again the tabernacle of David, which is fallen down; and I will build again the ruins thereof, 

and I will set it up. Genesis 49:10. The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his 

feet, until Shiloh come; and unto him shall the gathering of the people be. Psalm 110:3. Thy people shall be 

willing in the day of thy power, in the beauties of holiness from the womb of the morning: thou hast the dew 

of thy youth. [175] Ephesians 4:11-12. And he gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; and some, 

evangelists; and some, pastors and teachers; For the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry, for 

the edifying of the body of Christ. 1 Corinthians 12:28. And God hath set some in the church, first apostles, 

secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers, after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, Governments, 

diversities of tongues. [176] Isaiah 33:22. For the LORD is our judge, the LORD is our lawgiver, the LORD 

is our king; he will save us. [177] Matthew 18:17-18. And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the 

church: but if he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto thee as a heathen man and a publican. Verily I 

say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever ye shall loose on 

earth shall be loosed in heaven. 1 Corinthians 5:4-5. In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when ye are 

gathered together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus Christ, To deliver such an one unto Satan 

for the destruction of the flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus. [178] Acts 5:31. Him 

hath God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to give repentance to Israel, and 

forgiveness of sins. [179] Revelation 22:12. And, behold, I come quickly; and my reward is with me, to give 

every man according as his work shall be.Revelation 2:10. Fear none of those things which thou shalt suffer: 

behold, the devil shall cast some of you into prison, that ye may be tried; and ye shall have tribulation ten 

days: be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee a crown of life. [180] Revelation 3:19. As many as I 

love, I rebuke and chasten: be zealous therefore, and repent. [181] Isaiah 63:9. In all their affliction he was 

afflicted, and the angel of his presence saved them: in his love and in his pity he redeemed them; and he bare 

them, and carried them all the days of old. [182] 1 Corinthians 15:25. For he must reign, till he hath put all 

enemies under his feet. Psalm 110:1-2. The LORD said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my right hand, until I make 

thine enemies thy footstool. The LORD shall send the rod of thy strength out of Zion: rule thou in the midst 

of thine enemies. [183] Romans 14:10-11. But why dost thou judge thy brother? or why dost thou set at 

nought thy brother? for we shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ. For it is written, As I live, saith 

the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God. [184] Romans 8:28. And we 

know that all things work together for good to them that love God, to them who are the called according to 

his purpose. [185] 2 Thessalonians 1:8-9. In flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know not God, and 

that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: Who shall be punished with everlasting destruction from 

the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of his power. Psalm 2:8-9. Ask of me, and I shall give thee the 

heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession. Thou shalt break them 

with a rod of iron; thou shalt dash them in pieces like a potter's vessel. (Center for Reformed Theology and 

Apologetics Site, Available at: http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/ [accessed December 

2011] ) 

 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn173
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn174
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn175
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn176
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn177
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn178
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn179
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn180
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn181
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn182
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn183
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_fn_001-050.html#fn184
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB173
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB174
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB175
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB176
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB177
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB178
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB179
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB180
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB181
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB182
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB183
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/WLC_001-050.html#fnB184
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wlc_w_proofs/


  99 

 

 

2. The enemies of Christ’s kingdom will all be destroyed. 

 

Isa. 60:12 For the nation and kingdom that will not serve thee shall perish; yea, those nations 

shall be utterly wasted. 

 

Psa 2: 7 “I will surely tell of the decree of the LORD: He said to Me, ‘You are My Son, Today I 

have begotten You. 8 ‘Ask of Me, and I will surely give the nations as Your inheritance, And 

the very ends of the earth as Your possession. 9 ‘You shall break them with a rod of iron, You 

shall shatter them like earthenware.’” 10 Now therefore, O kings, show discernment; Take 

warning, O judges of the earth. 11 Worship the LORD with reverence And rejoice 

with trembling.12 Do homage to the Son, that He not become angry, and you perish in the 

way, For His wrath may soon be kindled. How blessed are all who take refuge in Him! 

Isa 49:23 “Kings will be your guardians, And their princesses your nurses. They will bow down 

to you with their faces to the earth And lick the dust of your feet;  And you will know that I am the 

LORD;  Those who hopefully wait for Me will not be put to shame. 

 

James R. Wilson says in Prince Messiah’s Claims,  
 

"And it shall come to pass, that every soul that will not hear him, shall be destroyed 

from among his people." Acts 3:23…We know that Christ does not say to kings, 

"your subjects must obey me, but I exempt you from all obligation to honor me." On 

the other hand, God the Father, says: "Be wise now, O ye kings, be instructed O ye 

judges of the earth. Serve the Lord with fear, and rejoice will trembling. Kiss ye the 

Son, lest he be angry, and ye perish from the way when his anger is kindled but a 

little." Ps. 2:10-12…3. When rulers refuse to hear, so will the people, generally.—

"On each side walk the wicked, when vile men are high in place." [Ps. 12:8.] When 

the king who occupied the throne of Israel was an idolater, the people followed him. 

Hence, it is not in the nature of human society, that when the Government dishonors 

the crown of Emmanuel, the people will walk according to his law…His honor must 

be promoted by excluding his open enemies from office. "When the wicked beareth 

rule the people mourn." Prov. 29:2…"He that ruleth over men must be just, ruling 

in the fear of God." 2 Sam. 23:3.” 
 

The first enemy of this Kingdom was the Jews and they were destroyed with the sack of Jerusalem 

by the Romans in 70 A.D. The second enemy was the pagan Roman Empire which was conquered 

by Messiah’s Church as they suffered under great persecution and were martyred in great number 

singing praises to the name of God demonstrating the divinity and undeniable truth of the 

Messianic religion. The third enemy was the Antichrist, that man of sin and lawlessness the Pope 

of Rome who in that audacious 14th Century Papal Bull In Coena Domini boasted to be 

the monarch of the world in direct defiance to the kingship of Messiah. Yet in 1517 Martin Luther 

posted the 95 Theses against the selling of indulgences which began Europe’s Freedom from 

Roman tyranny. This led up to 1798 when Napolean took away Papal Primacy from the Pope. 

Arising around the same time as the papacy was Islam which has been the fourth great enemy of 

Messiah’s Kingdom.  
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In Revelation 15-17 we have the Historicist explanation of this period up until our own time and 

it is this: 

 

1. The fragmented kingdoms of the old Roman empire that were once united under the Roman 

Pope titled the Holy Roman Empire, is the beast of revelation and the Scarlet Whore  who 

rides the beast is the Papacy.   

2. A Romish-led modern movement toward inter-religious syncretism will be united in 

purpose.   

3. The Papacy will trick this movement into giving him their nations. But upon seeing his 

intention to dominate them, they will rebel against him.  

4. This has already begun to a great degree during and after the Reformation. More nations 

are still to throw off the cusps of Rome.  

 

This is then the summary of the fall of Romanism as given in John's Revelation Unveiled by 

Dr. Francis Nigel Lee,  

 

“This receiving of sovereignty by the in-John's-time ten future Kingdoms refers to 

the fragmentation of the Roman Empire after the fall of the Imperial Rome of 

Caesar Romulus Augustulus to Odoacer in A.D. 476, and its subsequent division 

into the ten Kingdoms later to become the so-called 'Holy Roman Empire.' This 

corresponds to the development of those 'Kingdoms' later gaining sovereignty (as 

ten crowned Horns). So the ten Horns represent ten Kingdoms. Thus Irenaeus, 

Osiander, Bale, Bellarmin, Blasius Viegas, Pareus, Grotius, Hammond, John 

Cotton, Roger Williams, Holyoake, Increase Mather, Matthew Poole, Samuel 

Sewall, Cotton Mather, Noyes, Matthew Henry, Bishop Thomas Newton, John 

Brown of Haddington, Timothy Dwight, G.S. Faber, Thomas Scott, Cunninghame, 

James Begg, Jenks's Comprehensive Bible, Louis Gaussen, Albert Barnes, B.H. 

Carroll, and many others. More specifically, those ten 'Horn-Kings' are countries 

specifically in Western Europe. Adam Clarke identifies the Beast's ten Horns with 

"future Latin Western Europe." So too even the A.D. 400 Jerome, the ninth century 

Berengaud, the 1560 Geneva Bible, the 1639 Dordt Dutch Bible, and even the 

1650f Roman Catholic commentator Bossuet. Yet it was only later that those thus-

crowned Nations would achieve unification of purpose by surrendering some of 

their sovereignty to (and thus jointly reigning with) the international political Beast 

as such. Cf. Emperors Pepin and Charlemagne and the mediaeval Popes Innocent 

and Boniface). Only when that had finished happening would the great Whore of 

the Babylonian Papacy mount the Beast and steer it (Horns and all), in a papal 

attempt to dominate the Kings of the whole World. For the Babylonish Papacy is 

"the great Whore that keeps on sitting upon many waters." It is also "that great city 

which keeps on reigning over the Kings of the Earth" (as even papal coins 

proclaim). As the Angel with one of the seven last plagues told John: "The waters 

which you saw where the Whore keeps on sitting, are peoples and multitudes and 

Nations and tongues. How existentially relevant all this is, in our own time! For 

today, the Papacy is again making a most determined effort to gain control of the 

whole World through promoting both religious syncretism (under her leadership) 
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and internationalism (under her influence). But how comforting it is to know, as 

Mauro notes, "that God's hand will be the active agent in it; that He will 'put in 

their hearts to fulfil His will and to agree, and give their Kingdom to the Beast' 
(the League of Nations or something similar)" such as the United Nations 

Organization, "until the words of God shall be fulfilled!" [pg. 218]… It should be 

noted that all such Papal efforts will not prevail! For, some time before the Vatican 

has achieved her objective of ruling the entire World (as Nimrod of old tried to do 

in Ancient Babylon) God will pour out the seventh and last vial of His wrath on the 

Great City and on the cities of the Nations. As a result, the ten [leading] Kingdoms 

of the international political Beast will rebel against the Papal attempt to dominate 

them internationally. Thus the Angel said to the Apostle John: "The ten Horns 

which you saw upon the Beast...shall [start to] hate the Whore; and shall make her 

desolate and naked, and shall eat her flesh, and burn her with fire."  

 

As a result, the ten [leading] Kingdoms of the international political Beast will 

rebel against the Papal attempt to dominate them internationally. Thus the Angel 

said to the Apostle John: "The ten Horns which you saw upon the Beast...shall [start 

to] hate the Whore; and shall make her desolate and naked, and shall eat her flesh, 

and burn her with fire. [218-219]… Albert Barnes…"The ten Kingdoms on the 

Beast would ultimately hate the Harlot and destroy her.... The Nations of Europe 

embraced within the limits of those ten Kingdoms, shall become hostile to the 

Papacy..... France...has already struck more than one heavy blow on that power; 

England has been detached from it; many of the states of Italy are weary of it.... 

Nothing is more probable than that Spain [and] Portugal...will yet throw off the 

yoke forever...."Europe needs but little farther provocation, and the fires of liberty 

which have been so long pent up will break forth.... That storm of indignation which 

has expelled the Jesuits from all the courts of Europe; which has abolished the 

Inquisition; which has more than once led hostile armies to the very gates of Papal 

Rome will again be aroused in a manner which cannot be allayed.... The period will 

come  and that probably not far in the future when those powers that have for so 

many ages sustained the Papacy will become its determined foes, and will rise in 

their might and bring it forever to an end.... That mighty power, which has 

controlled so large a part of the Nations of Europe for more than a thousand years 

of the World's History, will come to an end." [220]…John had described how, as a 

result of God's outpouring of the last vial of His wrath, the ten Kings would 

ultimately turn against the religious Whore called 'Babylon.' This Whore we saw to 

be the Romish-led modern movement toward inter-religious syncretism.”122
 

 

Lee says on page 201,  
 

“Comments Jonathan Edwards: "In this last great opposition which shall be made 

against the Church to defend the kingdom of Satan  all the forces of Antichrist, and 

Mahometanism, and Heathenism, will be united...through[out] the Whole World.... 

It is said that 'spirits of Devils shall go forth unto the Kings of the Earth and of the 

                                                           
122 Pg. 225 
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whole World, to gather them together to the battle of the great day of God 

Almighty'...."These spirits are said to come out of the mouth of the Dragon, and out 

of the mouth of the Beast, and out of the mouth of the False-Prophet....There shall 

be the spirit of Popery, and the spirit of Mahometanism, and the spirit of 

Heathenism  all united. By the Beast, is meant Antichrist.... By the False-

Prophet...an eye seems to be had to Mahomet, whom his followers call the 'Great 

Prophet'.... Christ and His Church shall in this battle obtain a complete and entire 

victory over their enemies. They shall be totally routed and overthrown [pg. 201-

DS]… Thomas Brightman taught (in 1614f) that the passage Revelation 16:16 to 

18:24, marks not the end of History  but the fall of Romanism and of Islam. He 

believed it would also mark the conversion of the Jews, and the erection of long-

lasting Christian-international harmony throughout the World. [pg. 206]…Indeed, 

Papal Rome has even continued in those ancient Babylonian Iniquities. She has also 

reproduced similarly-iniquitous apostate and Pseudo-'Protestant' Daughters. Those 

apostate Pseudo-'Protestant' Daughters, are Rome's 'Fellow-Harlots.' In fact, even 

now, she is in the process of trying to become re-united with them. [214] ” 
 

3. Messiah’s Kingship is seen in his right to judge.  

 

James R. Wilson says, “He will judge, at the last day, all earthly potentates; for "the Father judgeth 

no man, but hath committed all (pasan—pasan,) judgment to the Son." John. 5:22. To him who 

will judge them, they are now made subject.” Calvin commenting says in agreement on John 5:22,  
 

“22. For the Father judgeth no man. He now states more clearly the general truth, 

that the Father governs the world in the person of the Son, and exercises dominion 

by his hand; for the Evangelist employs the word judgment, agreeably to the idiom 

of the Hebrew language, as denoting authority and power We now perceive the 

amount of what is stated here, that the Father hath given to the Son a kingdom, 

that he may govern heaven and earth according to his pleasure. But this might 

appear to be very absurd, that the Father, surrendering his right to govern, should 

remain unemployed in heaven, like a private person. The answer is easy. This is 

said both in regard to God and to men; for no change took place in the Father, when 

he appointed Christ to be supreme King and Lord of heaven and earth; for he is in 

the Son, and works in him. But since, when we wish to rise to God, all our senses 

immediately fail, Christ is placed before our eyes as a lively image of the invisible 

God. There is no reason, therefore, why we should toil to no purpose in exploring 

the secrets of heaven, since God provides for our weakness by showing himself to 

be near in the person of Christ; but, on the other hand, whenever the inquiry relates 

to the Government of the world, to our own condition, to the heavenly guardianship 

of our salvation, let us learn to direct our eyes to Christ alone, as all power is 

committed to him, (Matthew 28:18,) and in his face God the Father, who would 

otherwise have been hidden and at a distance, appears to us so that the unveiled 

majesty of God does not swallow us up by its inconceivable brightness.”123 

 

                                                           
123  Christian Classics Ethereal Library Site 

http://www.ccel.org/study/Matthew_28:18
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Section 5 

Toleration Related to Human Nature 

 

The great Calvinist Congregationalist John Cotton’s Limitation of Government clearly shows that 

the Calvinist view of human nature, which sees men as totally depraved, is a strong basis of limited 

Government. However, it also provides a strong basis for the Establishment Principle. I have 

touched on this issue a bit in the Chapter on the Separation of Powers. O’malley argues, 
 

 “This raises an important question about Jefferson’s view of human nature.  Does 

he believe that this desire for power is an innate part of human nature, or does he 

think that just a few corrupt men have it?  His opponents will argue that men have 

a depraved nature which makes Government intervention in religious matters 

necessary…Yet, if man has an innate moral sense, why are some men led by corrupt 

desires, such as the desire to gain power over the rights of other men? Jefferson 

argues that these desires arise as a result of self-love.  In this letter, he says:  

 

Self-love, therefore, is no part of  morality.  Indeed it is exactly its counterpart.  It 

is the sole antagonist  of virtue, leading us constantly by our propensities to  self-

gratification in violation of our moral duties to others…Take from man his selfish 

propensities, and he can have nothing to seduce him from the practice of virtue.”124  
 

Jefferson’s problem is that this self-love is also the same basis for self-defense and the right to bear 

arms. However, we see Jefferson qualifying himself,  

 

“Society must place a check on the moral instinct of individuals because the moral 

senses of some are flawed, and some men do not even have them at all: 

 

It is true they (moral senses) are not planted in every man, because there is no rule 

without exceptions; but it is false reasoning which converts exceptions into the 

general rule…The want or imperfection of the moral sense in some men, like the 

want or imperfection of the sense of sight and hearing in others, is no proof that it 

is a general characteristic of the species.”125  

 

Yeshua made it very clear that natural man is under a general rule: John 3:19 This is the judgment, 

that the Light has come into the world, and men loved the darkness rather than the Light, for their 

deeds were evil.  

 

O’malley qualifies, “In this way, he [Jefferson-DS] is saying that self-love is not necessarily evil.  

Though it causes some men to be immoral, it can still be used for good by inspiring these men to 

do good”.126 O’malley and Jefferson alike are completely confused. The Bible makes very clear 

why men act immoral: Original Sin. O’malley says again, “Thus, Jefferson believes that immoral 

                                                           
124 Page 20, Jefferson quotation: Letter to Thomas Law, June 13, 1814, Jefferson  Writings, pg. 1336 
125 Ibid., 22, Jefferson quotation: Letter to Thomas Law, June 13, 1814, Jefferson Writings, pg. 1338 
126 Ibid., 23 
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people will not necessarily always act viciously out of self-love.”127 Neither does the Calvinist! 

Total depravity does not mean that men are as evil as they could be. Robert Shaw defines Total 

Depravity,   

 

“the corruption of nature of which they speak is any depravation of the soul, or 

any essential attribute, or the infusion of any positive evil. The Confessions of the 

Reformers teach "that original righteousness, as a punishment of Adam's sin, 

was lost, and by that defect the tendency to sin, or corrupt disposition, or 

corruption of nature, is occasioned. Though they speak of original sin as 

being, first, negative; i.e., the loss of righteousness—and, secondly, positive, or 

corruption of nature, yet by the latter, they state, is to be understood, not the 

infusion of anything in itself sinful, but an actual tendency or disposition to evil, 

resulting from the loss of righteousness." …Another branch of original sin is the 

imputation of the guilt of Adam's first transgression. This is rejected by many who 

admit original corruption. By the imputation of Adam's first sin, it is not intended 

that his personal transgression becomes the personal transgression of his 

posterity; but that the guilt of his transgression is reckoned to their account. And 

it is only the guilt of his first sin, which was committed by him as a public 

representative, that is imputed to his posterity, and not the guilt of his future sins, 

after he had ceased to act in that character. The grounds of this imputation are, 

that Adam was both the natural root and the federal head or representative of all 

his posterity. The former is the only ground mentioned in this section of the 

Confession, probably, because the representative character of Adam in the covenant 

of works has not yet been brought into view; but in the succeeding chapter this is 

distinctly recognised. And both in the Larger Catechism (Quest. 22), and in 

the Shorter (Quest. 16), the representative character of Adam in the covenant 

made with him, is explicitly assigned as the principal ground of the imputation 

of the guilt of his first sin to all his posterity…We do not see how the universal 

corruption of mankind can be accounted for, without admitting that they are 

involved in the guilt of his first transgression. It must be some sin which God 

punishes with the deprivation of original righteousness; and that can be no other 

than the first sin of Adam. The doctrine of imputation is clearly taught in Scripture; 

particularly in Rom. v., it is so plainly stated, so often repeated, and so formally 

proved, that it must be acknowledged to be the doctrine of the apostle. In support 

of this doctrine, we might appeal to the universality of the effects of sin; especially 

to the death of infants…. The judgment that we are guilty is transferred to us 

from the actual guilt of the one representative, even as the judgment that we are 

righteous is transferred to us from the actual righteousness of the other 

representative. We are sinners in virtue of one man's disobedience, independently 

of our own personal sins; and we are righteous in virtue of another's obedience, 

independently of our own personal qualifications…Adam is not merely the corrupt 

parent of a corrupt offspring, who sin because of the depravity wherewith he has 

tainted all the families of the earth; but who have sinned in him, to use the language 

                                                           
127 Ibid., 24 
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of our old divines, as their federal head—as the representative of a covenant which 

God made with him, and through him with all his posterity.”128 

 
Section 6 

Pluralistic Toleration vs. Unified Religion 

 

O’malley says, “First, Jefferson believes that the civil magistrate’s powers do not extend at all into 

the field of opinion.  This is because the end of Government has nothing to do with the shaping of 

men’s opinions.”129 This is utter nonsense. Every Government shapes the people to believe certain 

things. I was brainwashed with a 2400 years old refuted Greek theory called Atomism growing up, 

so the state could mold me into a complete Atheist and it worked well. I often questioned my 

parents on Dinosaurs and the age of the Earth, because what I was hearing at school and what I 

was hearing at Sunday School in the Lutheran Church I grew up in were very different.  James R 

Wilson says in his Prince Messiah’s Claims Essay 2,  
 

“The interests of personal morality, social order, and Christianity—all that respects 

the improvement and comfort of our race, in this life; all that prepares for immortal 

glory, are intimately connected with the form, the principle, and the administration 

of civil Government. One of the great advantages derived from the reading of 

history, is the instruction received, relative to the moral influence which different 

forms, and diversified administrations of magistracy, have on the citizens.” 
 

The First Amendment of the Bill of Rights operates on the preconceived idea that there is no true 

religion as John Locke argued for in his Letters on Toleration. This has proved to produce a 

comprehensive Atheistic nihilism among the populous of the United States.  Americans for the 

most part, and even most Christians could care less about the philosophical truth of things.   

 

“According to Jefferson, the only acts which the Government can control are those 

that harm others.  “The legitimate powers of Government extend to such acts only 

as are injurious to others.  But it does me no injury for my neighbor to say there 

are twenty gods, or no god…”130  

 

I have touched on this before but it needs repeating, years ago I was committed to one group who 

promised to fund my college expenses in exchange for certain services and they refused to come 

through a month and a half before I graduated, because I became convinced of certain Presbyterian 

doctrines. This spiraled my life into financial ruin which resulted in the loss of everything I worked 

for my entire adult life. I know of others who have been persecuted for being Sabbatarian, but I 

am a Sabbatarian and I have had to take huge debts which resulted in the loss of a career and my 

health because this society’s economy ipso facto rejects the Sabbatarian’s rights to practice his 

religion. I believe that general work and business on the Sabbath is prohibited and because of this 

I have been refused employment on scores of occasions. I have filled out or sent thousands of 

resumes and applications to employers during the last semester of college and after I graduated. 

                                                           
128  The Reformed Faith, 6.3-4,  http://www.reformed.org/documents/Robert Shaw/ 
129 O’malley, 26 
130 Ibid., 26, referring to Jefferson’s Notes on the State of Virginia, Query XVII in Jefferson: Writings, pg. 285 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/shaw/


  106 

 

The only jobs I could get were positions that paid little more than minimum wage. I had to get 

multiple jobs to survive which ended up destroying my health.  I know many other people who 

believe the same thing and have been threatened to lose their jobs if they don’t work on the 

Sabbath. No nation allows freedom of all religion. Its people through their own actions develop 

economies that inherently prejudice the religion of others. 

 

O’malley summarized Jefferson,  
 

“Truth does not need the assistance of Government to prevail… Locke also argues 

that Truth can stand on its own:  “For Truth certainly would do well enough, if she  

were once left to shift for herself”. 131  

 

Chastity does not need the assistance of Government; does that mean we make all sexual activity 

legal? How about, incest, bestiality, pederasty, child pornography, child molestation? Sobriety 

does not need the assistance of Government does that mean that we should legalize all drugs; 

Crack, PCP, LSD? Secondly, he is assuming that men naturally seek truth. Messiah said above 

that men love darkness rather than light. Does error thrive or die with no authority to restrain it? It 

thrives. Just take a look around in our culture. Maybe my location is prejudiced but I see the most 

idiotic mindless nonsense fly for the Biblical religion on TV and in my city, and it is everywhere: 

People convulsing on the floor, Charlatans waving their hands over huge crowds of people as they 

swoon backwards and even vomiting, laughing and barking “in the spirit”.  Obviously truth does 

need Government assistance because no one knows what to believe. O’malley responds, “It only 

needs conversation between individuals since “free argument and debate” are its weapons.”132 

Interesting because that is exactly the opposite of what goes on here. Secondly, it was the 

established nation of England that invited the best theologians in the world to debate theology in 

Westminster abbey as have all Christian kings during religious crisis’. They host the best debates. 

In my city I made effort to contact scores of the Pastors to discuss the issues of the Trinity in the 

Original Nicene Creed and not one of them would speak with me. They must be forced to be held 

accountable for what they teach and unless we have an established state to do it, these know-

nothing predators that call themselves Christian clergy, will continue to prey upon society as the 

Government allows them a long leash to do it. O’malley says, “There will certainly be many people 

who will believe false things, but they will become fewer as enlightenment spreads through free 

debate.”133 First, I have tried to get these people to debate here and they will not do it. Second, 

they do not know what to debate. The history of Christianity, especially the Reformed and Eastern 

Church’s history is almost unknown in my city.  They need a shepherd and this system eliminates 

the benefit that professional state sponsored theologians could provide. Thomas Jefferson said, 

“Difference of opinion is advantageous in religion.  The several sects perform the office of a 

Censor morum of each other.”134 Paul already admitted that factions were necessary in God’s 

decree: 1 Cor 11: 18 For, in the first place, when you come together as a church, I hear 

that divisions exist among you; and in part I believe it.19 For there must also be factions among 

you, so that those who are approved may become evident among you. However, did that give Paul 

                                                           
131 Ibid., 27, FN 145 referring to Locke, A Letter  Concerning Toleration, 46 
132 Ibid., 27 
133 Ibid., 28 
134 Ibid., 28 referring to Jefferson’s Notes on the State of Virginia, Query XVII in Jefferson: Writings, pg. 286 
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reason to allow them as something good? No. 1 Cor 1: 10 Now I exhort you, brethren, by the name 

of our Lord Jesus Christ, that you all agree and that there be no divisions among you, but that you 

be made complete in the same mind and in the same judgment.  

 

O’malley states,  

 

“The previous paragraph shows the great faith that Jefferson had in reason.  He 

argues that the only thing necessary for Truth to prevail is free reason.  However, 

this view was not orthodox among Christians of his time.  Many Christians then 

and now believe that men discover the truth of Christianity not because their own 

reasoning abilities led them to discover God, but because God revealed Himself to 

them through the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures.”135 

           

Here we see the flagrant Atheism of Jefferson’s system. I have actually had people doubt me when 

I have asserted that the American system is ipso facto Atheistic. How else is Jefferson to be read 

here? Omalley states, “Once a religion is established, men become hypocrites and join that religion 

because it will gain them political power and prestige.”136 This is the same argument that was used 

against Rutherford in Free Disputation. Rutherford replies,  

 

“If therefore this argument be good, neither can the external preaching of the word 

be a lawful Ordinance, for God only gives repentance; the preaching of the Word 

without the Spirit, can but produce a carnal repentance, and the Bounder may cry 

down all preaching of the word, if he but change the word Magistrate, into the word 

Preacher, or Ambassador, for this course of Preaching by men, may lay a 

stumbling (I speak in his words) in every man’s way, to profane the things of 

God, by doing them out of obedience to men, (that are but earthen vessels) not to 

God. If he say, that is by accident, because men, look to men, as men, and not to 

God, whose word men carry. So say I, men’s abstaining from doing violence and 

murder, which the Magistrate forbids, may infer God, hath given no power to the 

Magistrate to forbid murder and adultery; for men may so profane the sixth 

Command, and abstain from murder because the Magistrate forbids it, not because 

God forbids it in the sixth Commandment. And the preaching of the word may bear 

down errors, so long as a man sound in the faith preaches; but when there ariseth a 

corrupt teacher, a Pharaoh, that knew not Joseph, errors shall walk on every side, 

and that not by permission, but by commandment. Now this is the reasonless reason 

of the Bounder, against the coercive power of Magistrates, these men argue ever, 

from the abused power of a Magistrate, and from persecution, to prove heretics 

ought not to be punished, as if punishing of false teachers were persecution; which 

they can never prove.”137  
 

It is very clear that Jefferson did not understand the Protestant Establishment Principle and argued 

against a straw man in his writings that received civil ratification. The Statute of Virginia for 

                                                           
135 Ibid., 28 
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137 Free Disputation, Chapter 27 
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Religious Freedom Drafted By Thomas Jefferson in 1777 And Adopted By The General Assembly 

In 1786,  

 

“Whereas, Almighty God hath created the mind free; that all attempts to influence 

it by temporal punishments or burthens, or by civil incapacitations tend only to 

beget habits of hypocrisy and meanness, and therefore are a departure from the 

plan of the holy author of our religion, who being Lord, both of body and mind yet 

chose not to propagate it by coercions on either, as was in his Almighty power to 

do, that the impious presumption of legislators and rulers, civil as well as 

ecclesiastical, who, being themselves but fallible and uninspired men have assumed 

dominion over the faith of others, setting up their own opinions and modes of 

thinking as the only true and infallible, and as such endeavouring to impose them 

on others, hath established and maintained false religions over the greatest part of 

the world and through all time; that to compel a man to furnish contributions of 

money for the propagation of opinions which he disbelieves is sinful and 

tyrannical; [As the Pluralistic American Government has done everyday of its 

existence and continues to do as does every Government does; this is juvenile 

nonsense. My mandatory tax money is used to perform abortions and other insane 

and murderous institutions to this day that I despise-DS] that even the forcing him 

to support this or that teacher of his own religious persuasion is depriving him of 

the comfortable liberty of giving his contributions to the particular pastor, whose 

morals he would make his pattern, and whose powers he feels most persuasive to 

righteousness, and is withdrawing from the Ministry those temporary rewards, 

which, proceeding from an approbation of their personal conduct are an additional 

incitement to earnest and unremitting labours for the instruction of mankind; that 

our civil rights have no dependence on our religious opinions any more than our 

opinions in physics or geometry, that therefore the proscribing any citizen as 

unworthy the public confidence, by laying upon him an incapacity of being called 

to offices of trust and emolument, unless he profess or renounce this or that 

religious opinion, is depriving him injuriously of those privileges and advantages, 

to which, in common with his fellow citizens, he has a natural right, that it tends 

only to corrupt the principles of that very Religion it is meant to encourage, by 

bribing with a monopoly of worldly honours and emoluments those who will 

externally profess and conform to it; that though indeed, these are criminal who do 

not withstand such temptation, yet neither are those innocent who lay the bait in 

their way; that to suffer the civil magistrate to intrude his powers into the field of 

opinion and to restrain the profession or propagation of principles on supposition 

of their ill tendency is a dangerous fallacy which at once destroys all religious 

liberty because he being of course judge of that tendency will make his opinions 

the rule of judgment and approve or condemn the sentiments of others only as they 

shall square with or differ from his own; that it is time enough for the rightful 

purposes of civil Government, for its officers to interfere when principles break out 

into overt acts against peace and good order; and finally, that Truth is great, and 

will prevail if left to herself, that she is the proper and sufficient antagonist to error, 

and has nothing to fear from the conflict, unless by human interposition disarmed 
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of her natural weapons free argument and debate, errors ceasing to be dangerous 

when it is permitted freely to contradict them: 

 

Be it enacted by General Assembly that no man shall be compelled to frequent or 

support any religious worship, place, or ministry whatsoever, nor shall be 

enforced, restrained, molested, or burthened in his body or goods, nor shall 

otherwise suffer on account of his religious opinions or belief, but that all men shall 

be free to profess, and by argument to maintain, their opinions in matters of 

Religion, and that the same shall in no wise diminish, enlarge or affect their civil 

capacities. And though we well know that this Assembly elected by the people for 

the ordinary purposes of Legislation only, have no power to restrain the acts of 

succeeding Assemblies constituted with powers equal to our own, and that therefore 

to declare this act irrevocable would be of no effect in law; yet we are free to 

declare, and do declare that the rights hereby asserted, are of the natural rights of 

mankind, and that if any act shall be hereafter passed to repeal the present or to 

narrow its operation, such act will be an infringement of natural right.” 

 

Full stop! Does the Messianic Establishment principle compel man to believe a certain religion, or 

compel the mind of man by temporal punishments? Does the Protestant Establishment Principle 

compel men by force to attend public worship services? Rutherford denies them all! Americans 

need to re-read Protestant History. It goes triple for the Presbyterians who have fallen for the same 

lies. John Robbins’ lectures about Government, Economics and Religion have serious Anabaptist 

elements. Robbins frequently used Roger Williams’ arguments against the Establishment Principle 

with 2 Cor. 10:3-5 The weapons of our warfare are not carnal. The following quotation from 

Rutherford cleans things up nicely. Rutherford says in his book Free Disputation Chapter 4, “The 

state of the question of compulsion of conscience, and toleration”, 

 

“5. The question is not whether religion can be enforced upon men by the 

Magistrate by the dint and violence of the sword, or only persuaded by the power 

of the word. We hold with Lactantius that religion cannot be compelled, nor can 

mercy and justice and love to our neighbour commanded in the second table, be 

more compelled then faith in Christ. Hence give me leave to prove two things. 1. 

That Religion and faith cannot be forced on men. 2. That this is a vain 

consequence, Religion cannot be forced but must be persuaded by the word and 

Spirit, Ergo the Magistrate can use no coercive power in punishing heretics and 

false teachers. 

 

For the first, we lay hold on all the arguments that prove the word preached to be 

the only means of converting the soul, begetting of faith and that carnal weapons 

are not able, yea nor were they ever appointed of God, to ding down strong holds, 

nor can they make a willing people: and Lactantuis said well, What is left to us, if 

another’s lust extort that by force, which we must do willingly? And that of 

Tertullian. It is of the law or right of man and of his natural power what every man 

worships, what he thinks he should worship, nor doth the religion of one either do 

good or do evil to another man, nor is it religion to compel religion, which ought 
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To be received by will not by force: since sacrifices (of worship) are required of a 

willing mind. In which I observe. 1. Tertullian speaks not of the true Christian 

religion which is now in question: but of religion in general as it is comprehensive 

of both true and false religion. Because he speaks of that religion which by the law 

of nature a man chooseth, and is humani juris and naturalis potestatis: but it is not 

of the law of man or natural power, nor in flesh and blood’s power to choose the 

true Christian religion, that election is Supernatural faith Tertullian there and else 

where often, as also the Scripture. John 6.44. Math. 16.17. Math. 11. 25, 26, 27. 2. 

Religion is taken two ways 1. for the inward and outward acts of religion as seen 

both to God and man as Lactantius, Tertullian and others say, so it is most 

true. Christians ought not with force of sword, compel Jews, nor Jews or pagans 

compel Christians to be of their religion, because religion is not begotten in any, 

by persuasion of the mind, nor by forcing of the man. Again religion is taken for 

the external profession and acting and performances of true religion within the 

church or by such as profess the truth, that are obvious to the eyes of Magistrates 

and pastors, and thus the sword is no means of God to force men positively to 

external worship or performances. But the sword is a means negatively to punish 

acts of false worship in those that are under the Christian Magistrate and profess 

Christian society, in so far as these acts come out to the eyes of men and are 

destructive to the souls of these in a Christian religion, Tis even so (and not 

otherwise punishable by the Magistrate;) for he may punish omissions of hearing 

the Doctrine of the Gospel and other external performances of worship,  as these 

omissions by ill example or otherwise are offensive to the souls of these that are to 

lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty; nor does it follow that 

the sword is a kindly means to force outward performances, for the Magistrate as 

the Magistrate does not command these outward performances as service to God, 

but rather forbids the omissions of them as destructing to man… These are of a 

wide difference, to kill blasphemers, and false teachers for spreading heresies 

and blasphemies; and to compel them by war, and fire and sword to be of our 

Christian religion. As I hope to prove, for the former is lawful, the later unlawful. 

Its true Lactantius speaks of all religion true and false, that we are to compel none 

with the sword to any religion, but he no where saith that the Magistrates may not 

kill open and pernicious seducers and false teachers who pervert others, for the 

Magistrate is not to compel yea not to intend the conversion of a pernicious seducer, 

but to intend to take his head from him, for his destroying of souls. And Lactantius 

denies religion after it is begotten, can be defended, that is nourished and conserved 

in the hearts of people by the sword, but by the word and spirit. Those are far 

different tormenting and piety (saith he) nor can violence be conjoined with verity, 

nor justice with cruelty… I. Because the Magistrate cannot, nor ought not to compel 

evil doers , murderers, adulterers, robbers, liars, to be internally peaceably, chaste, 

content with their own as well as they must be such externally, no more than he can 

compel them to inward fear, love, faith in God, and to the external performances 

thereof. But it doth not follow that therefore the Magistrate cannot command 

external acts of mercy, chastity, self-contentedness, and should not punish murder, 

adultery, theft, robbery, perjury, for to punish these makes many hypocritically 
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peaceable, chaste, content with their own, true in their word, as well as punishing 

false teachers and heretics maketh many hypocritically sound in the faith so 

Augustine contra Petilian.1.3. c. 83.” 

 
Section 7 

American Christian Constitutionalists 

 
Whenever someone like myself, who sees the inherent Atheism interwoven into the American 

system, protests that the Constitution is anti-biblical, some Christian Constitutionalist tries to 

defend America with appeal to state’s rights. One such exchange was had between Andrew Sandlin 

and Reg Barrow.138   

 

The Center for Cultural Leadership’s Andrew Sandlin said,  

 

“It is because we no longer think in terms of state sovereignty that we make the 

mistake of assuming that the omission of mention of the Faith in the Federal 

Constitution implies a secular intent on the part of the Framers. Nothing could be 

further from the truth. It was largely *because* of intense religious belief that such 

an omission exists.” 

 

Mr. Sandlin’s view is erroneous.  

 

1. James R. Wilson shows that the content of the Federal Constitution was morally obliging upon 

those states that ratified it, in Prince Messiah’s Claims Essay Two,  
 

“1. The moral aspect of the constitution.—The complexion of the United States 

Constitution in this respect, strongly resembles that of all the twenty-four state 

constitutions. 

 

Were that remarkable instrument to be viewed in the mere light of a business 

transaction, and not as a political sovereignty, perhaps all, and more than all that 

has been uttered in its praise, might be admitted. But it claims to be a true and 

proper civil magistracy. Some, indeed, have affected to regard it merely in the light 

of a business-association—a partnership in trade, a mere treaty. The object of some, 

who, (honestly, perhaps,) say they view it in that light—is nullification—the 

elevation of the state sovereignties, over the general Government. The object of 

others is, to flatter the occupants of power, by apologizing in this way for the 

dishonor done Israel’s God, by refusing to recognize his claims on this land. The 

former are misguided politicians, the latter culpable ecclesiastics. "And his tail 

drew the third part of the stars of heaven, and did cast them to the earth."  

 

Rev. 12:4. "Let him that readeth understand." 

 

                                                           
138 SWRB Site, “Debate on the US Constitution”; Available at: http://www.swrb.com/newslett/actualNLs/uscon.htm 

[Accessed December 2011]  
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  112 

 

That this constitution claims to found a true and proper political sovereignty, 

appears from the following reasons: 

 

1. The Convention was called and convened for the express purpose of forming a 

national Government, instead of the old confederacy. Under the old Articles of 

Confederation, Congress could legislate for states only, and not forindividual 

persons. In that respect it resembled the confederation of the Seven United 

Provinces [The Netherlands], and that of the Swiss cantons.—This had been found 

inadequate. The act of Congress, recommending the call of the convention, has 

these words:—"Whereas experience hath evinced, that there are defects in the 

present confederation; as a mean to remedy which, several of the states, 

and particularly the state of New York, by express instructions to their delegates in 

Congress, have suggested a convention for the purposes expressed in the following 

resolution; and such convention appearing to be the most probable means of 

establishing in these states, a firm national Government." 

 

"Resolved, That in the opinion of Congress, it is expedient that a convention of 

delegates be held—for the express purpose of revising the articles of 

confederation—and reporting such alterations and provisions therein, as shall, 

when agreed to in Congress, and confirmed by the several states, render the federal 

constitution adequate to the exigencies of Government, and the preservation of the 

union." From all this, Mr. Madison argues, Federalist, No. XL, p. 211, that the 

convention assembled in order "to form a national Government." 

 

2. The three great departments of a true and proper Government enter into the 

organization of the federal power—the legislative, the judiciary and the executive. 

 

3. By the Constitution, the people and the States by their ratification as States, 

transferred to the federal magistracy, all true and distinctive attributes of 

nationality. "No state shall enter into any treaty—coin money," &c. "No state shall, 

without consent of Congress, lay any imports," &c. U.S. Con., Art. I, sec. VIII, X. 

Congress is vested with power to lay taxes, borrow and coin money, regulate 

commerce with foreign nations, establish a uniform rule of naturalization, secure 

copyrights, punish piracies and felonies, make war, raise armies, maintain a navy, 

and exercise exclusive legislation over such domains as are properly national. They 

have the power of life and death, which cannot be claimed without Governmental 

authority. 

 

4. Hence the people, and all writers speak of the United States as the nation. No one 

ever says the nation of Pennsylvania—the nation of New York, &c. 

 

5. All the best standard writers treat of it as a real Government. Madison, Hamilton, 

and Jay, wrote The Federalist, to convince the people, that the convention were 

justifiable in framing, and that the condition of the commonwealth require what the 

convention had framed—"a firm national Government." Chancellor Kent, in his 
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elaborate commentaries, affirms that the United States Government "is 

endowed with all the principal attributes of a true and proper political sovereignty." 

Now, if it is true, that civil Governments are bound to acknowledge "the Lord and 

his Christ," and the United States have not done so, it will not avail to set up the 

defence that the federal constitution is a mere treaty. This apology was, indeed, 

made some years ago, by a writer in Pennsylvania, in reply to a very learned essay 

entitled "The Sons of Oil," by the Rev. Dr. [Samuel B.] Wylie, professor of 

languages in the Pennsylvania University. He might as well have plead, that 

because the twelve tribes were confederated together under one Government, they 

were, on that account, not bound, as a confederated nation, to acknowledge Him 

that dwelt between the cherubim.” 

 

2. The U.S. Supreme Court Case CANTWELL V. CONNECTICUT, 310 U. S. 296 (1940) No. 

632 Argued March 29, 1940 Decided May 20, 1940 states,  

 

“1. The fundamental concept of liberty embodied in the Fourteenth Amendment 

embraces the liberties guaranteed by the First Amendment. P. 310 U. S. 303. 

 

2. The enactment by a State of any law respecting an establishment of religion or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof is forbidden by the Fourteenth Amendment. 

P. 310 U. S. 303.”139  

 

The moral person of this nation has spoken clearly on this issue and has clearly rejected the Crown 

Rights of the messiah EVEN AT THE STATE LEVEL. This is why The Auchensaugh Renovation 

of the National and Solemn League and Covenant 1712, Ordained at Philadelphia, 1880 by the 

Reformed Presbytery states,  
 

"The nations throughout Christendom, continue in league with Antichrist  and give 

their strength to the beast. They still refuse to profess and defend the true religion 

in doctrine, worship, Government and discipline, contrary  to the example of the 

kingdoms of Scotland, England and Ireland in the  seventeenth century (in the days 

of the Solemn League and Covenant -- RB). Some of them have waged wars of 

conquest, under pretence of  opening a way for the spread of the gospel; and 

disregarding international  law, have violated solemn treaties among themselves, 

and all of them  practically disregard divine authority; habitually profaning the 

Christian  Sabbath, by carrying the mail, commercial traffic, and parties of pleasure  

on land and water. Acknowledging the righteousness of divine judgement upon 

ourselves and others for manifold violations of God's law and breaches of our own 

and fathers' solemn vows in our domestic, ecclesiastical and civil relations; we 

desire to humble ourselves before God for these sins, and for others not contained 

in this enumeration. Seeing that God hath punished us less than our iniquities 

deserve, and hath left us a small remnant in his sovereign mercy, our prayer to him 

is that he may enable us by his grace to bring forth fruits meet for repentance, to 

                                                           
139 US Supreme Court Center Site, Available at: http://supreme.justia.com/us/310/296/case.html ; [Accessed 

December 2011]  

http://www.covenanter.org/Wylie/twosonsofoil.htm
http://www.covenanter.org/Wylie/samuelbrownwylie.htm
http://supreme.justia.com/us/310/296/case.html#303
http://supreme.justia.com/us/310/296/case.html#303
http://supreme.justia.com/us/310/296/case.html
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the glory of his great and holy name, and the commendation of his pardoning 

mercy."140  

 

God has appointed Messiah King and Lord over all nations (Psa. 2, Rev. 1:5). Yah commands all 

nations to worship him (Psa. 2, Isa 49:23, Isa. 60:12).  He is our King whether we acknowledge 

him to be or not. He earned it. The fact that our Constitution omits his Kingship is indicative that 

this nation, from its inception is a treasonous rebel against Messiah.  Its attempts to give lip service 

to God are outright pathetic.  How can America deny in the First Amendment of the Bill of Rights 

establishment of religion and then assert the God of Nature and the Creator who bequeaths 

inalienable rights in the Declaration of Independence? When you speak of God and his operations 

you are establishing a Religion. This is completely incompetent. 

 

If you are at all familiar with my criticisms of the US Government you will read me frequently 

point to the fact that the idea of a pluralistic nation came straight from the Atheism at the 

foundation of the French Revolution. I point out frequently that the only hope for the Baptist 

religion was the success of Atheist ideas. These ideas, have been the bread and butter of the Baptist 

Religion that is so dominant here in America.   History of the English Calvinistic Baptists by 

Robert Oliver states,  

 

“Robinson shared Ryland’s and Turner’s (All Baptist Theologians-DS) political 

views. He supported the American cause in the War of Independence, and 

the French Revolution he was to describe as “a truly wonderful work and 

interesting in every view”.  

 

So here is the question: When and where does the French Revolution contact America? The answer 

is Thomas Paine and Thomas Jefferson. John Fiske in his book The American Revolution, Volume 

1, page 173 states, “Thomas Paine had come over to America in December, 1774, and through the 

favour of Franklinhad secured employment as editor of the ‘Pennsylvania Magazine.” In 1776 

Paine published his work Common Sense which Fiske himself admits is full of stupid and 

erroneous arguments, yet was fundamentally influential to the American Revolution. Paine also 

wrote The Age of Reason which was a scathing criticism of Christianity and the unquestioned 

consensus of the establishment principle in the history of the Christian Church. He moved to 

France in the 1790s and was intimately involved in the French Revolution. The following is 

from Common Sense: Addressed to the Inhabitants of America IV-V, by Thomas Paine with 

Explanatory Notice by J. Watson 1848. In Watson’s Explanatory Notice he described the pretext 

and beginning of the American Revolution, 

 

“From the time that the commerce of the North American Colonies became worth 

the notice of the British Government, it was put under the most pernicious and 

absurd restraints, for the supposed advantage of the mother country, and laws were 

occasionally passed here to regulate their internal affairs. 

 

                                                           
140 The Auchensaugh Renovation of the National and Solemn  League and Covenant..._ [1712, 1880], Still Waters 

Revival Books, reprinted 1995 

http://books.google.com/books?pg=PR9&dq=thomas+paine+common+sense&id=e0oqAAAAYAAJ#v=onepage&q=thomas%20paine%20common%20sense&f=false
http://books.google.com/books?pg=PR9&dq=thomas+paine+common+sense&id=e0oqAAAAYAAJ#v=onepage&q=thomas%20paine%20common%20sense&f=false
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In the war which preceded the peace of 1762, the Colonists took a very decided 

part, and greatly contributed to the conquests made from the French. Canada, which 

had been taken from that people, was retained by the British, and Florida was ceded 

to us by Spain. Thus secured from attack by foreign neighbors, Great Britain and 

her Colonies were more than ever attached to each other. The Americans were 

proud of the land of their ancestors and gloried in their descent from Englishmen. 

This state of harmony was, however, of short duration. The unexampled expenses 

of the war required additional taxes to a large amount, and the difficulty this 

occasioned led the Government in 1764 seriously to contemplate the levying of 

taxes in the colonies. This was objected to by the colonists, unless they were 

permitted to send representatives to the British Parliament; to this the 

Government would not consent, and a dispute commenced which ended in the 

separation of the two countries. 

 

Some at least if not all the colonies contended that j they possessed every legislative 

power not surrendered f by compact: whilst in Britain it was contended on the part 

of the Government, that “Parliament possessed the power of binding them in all 

cases whatever.” 

 

The dispute became serious, but so contemptible was the power of the colonists 

considered in the eyes of the English Government, that in a debate in the House of 

Commons, General Grant, who should have known better, declared that “with five 

regiments of infantry he would undertake to traverse the whole country and drive 

the inhabitants from one end of it to the other.” This contempt was not only 

entertained by the Government and its adherents, but by the people, who were eager 

to compel their American brethren to submission by force of arms, against which 

the voice of a few wise men was of no avail. The colonists continuing to refuse the 

unconditional submission demanded, recourse was had to arms, and on the night of 

the 18th of April, 1775, they were attacked by the king’s troops at Lexington, and 

here the first American blood was spilt by their English brethren. The Americans 

repelled the aggression, appointed GEORGE Washington Commander-in-chief, 

and a desultory civil war desolated the colonies. The people were undecided in 

opinion; some were for submission, and others who deprecated the conduct of 

Government, and publicly declared their detestation, disapproved of resistance as 

useless, and few were disposed to risk their lives and property in a contest of which 

none appeared able to foretell the consequences. The doctrine of independence was 

a novelty hitherto but slightly advocated by its friends, and they, from the want of 

numbers and the timidity always attendant on newly started notions, were looked 

upon as rash and dangerous, or treacherous and designing men, more deserving of 

suspicion and censure than of applause and imitation.”  
 

Now this is the point at which so called Christian Constitutionalists will start proselytizing their 

theory that Calvinistic Protestant principles began to be heralded as the salvation of the colonies. 

Rutherford and Junius’ Brutus’ spirit is revived and the echoes of the St. Bartholomew’s Day 

massacre are heard once again. Is that what happened? Watson says, 
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“It was in this crisis, this interval between fear and principle, that Thomas 

Paine, then unknown as a public character, published the pamphlet Common 

Sense. Taking a broader and longer view than his contemporaries, seeing the 

inevitable consequence of submission, the probable result of a declaration of 

independence, correctly appreciating the reasons which could be urged on either 

side, and pre-eminently possessing the power of clearly stating what he strongly 

conceived, he addressed himself to the Americans in language which everyone 

could understand, and none could successfully controvert. This remarkable and 

inestimable production may be described from the anathemas of the enemies of 

liberty. It has received the highest possible praise from the pen of Cheetham, one 

of Thomas Paine’s most venal and shameless calumniators, who thus characterizes 

the work: 

 

‘This pamphlet of forty-seven octavo pages, holding out relief by 

proposing Independence to an oppressed and despairing people, was published 

in January, 1776. Speaking a language which the colonists had felt, but not 

thought, its popularity, terrible in its consequences to the mother country, was 

unexampled in the history of the press. At first involving the colonists, it was 

thought, in the crime of rebellion, and pointing to a road leading inevitably to ruin, 

it was read with alarm and indignation, but when the reader, (and everybody read 

it), recovering from the first shock, re-perused it, its arguments, ravishing his 

feelings and appealing to his pride, re-animated his hopes and satisfied his 

understanding, that Common Sense, backed by the resources and force of the 

colonies, poor and feeble as they were, could alone rescue them from the 

unqualified oppression with which they were threatened. The unknown author, in 

the moments of enthusiasm which succeeded, was hailed as an angel sent from 

heaven to save from all the horrors of slavery, by his timely, powerful, and unerring 

councils, a faithful but abused,—a brave but misrepresented people.’ 

 

When Common Sense arrived at Albany, the Convention of New York was sitting 

there. General Scott, a leading member, alarmed at the boldness and novelty of its 

arguments, mentioned his fears to several of his distinguished colleagues, and 

suggested a private meeting in the evening, for the purpose of writing an answer. 

They accordingly met, and Mr. McThesson read the pamphlet through. At first it 

was deemed necessary and expedient to answer it without delay, but casting about 

for the requisite arguments, they concluded to adjourn and meet again. In a few 

evenings they re-assembled, but so rapid was the change of opinion in the colonies 

at large in favor of independence, that they agreed not to oppose it.” 

 

Dr. Gordon in his History of the American Revolution, writes thus, “The 

publications which have appeared have greatly promoted the spirit of 

independency, but no one so much as the pamphlet under the signature 

of Common Sense, written by Thomas Paine, an Englishman. [Not Rutherford? 

Not Calvin? Not Brutus?-DS] Nothing could have been better timed than this 

performance—it has produced astonishing effects.” 
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Testimonies of this sort from friends and enemies could easily be multiplied, and 

proofs almost without end could be adduced to show how much the cause of 

mankind was promoted by Thomas Paine in thus assisting to lay the foundation of 

the American Republic,— the example of which will in time be followed by every 

people on the earth. 

 

The principles maintained in Common Sense are applicable to all times, and to all 

mankind. They should be carefully studied by every one who is at all desirous to 

possess that information without which he must ever remain a slave at heart.” 

 

Oh the bitter reality of the so-called Jeffersonian Bible-Believer. It is a contradiction in terms. In 

typical Jeffersonian “Christian Constitutionalist” form, Monty Collier argued for the Calvinistic 

roots in Thomas Paine’s Political Theory. No you did not misread me. I said Thomas Paine! He 

argued that long after Paine’s work in Common Sense and the American Revolution he then has a 

change of heart and attacks Christianity. True, Paine appealed to his Protestant audience to 

convince the Calvinists to make the same conclusion from Scripture as his Deistic and Atheist 

friends had from nature, namely the tyranny of Divine Right. Listen to what Thomas Paine says 

about himself since he was a young child: The Age of Reason page 37, 

 

“From the time I was capable of conceiving an idea, and acting upon it by reflection, 

I either doubted the truth of the Christian system, or thought it to be a strange affair; 

I scarcely knew which it was: but I well remember, when about seven or eight 

years of age, hearing a sermon read by a relation of mine, who was a great 

devotee of the church, upon the subject of what is called redemption by the death of 

the Son of God. After the sermon was ended, I went into the garden, and as I was 

going down the garden Steps (for I perfectly recollect the spot) I revolted 

at the recollection of what I had heard, and thought to myself that it was making 

God Almighty act like a passionate man that killed his son, when he could not 

revenge himself any other way; and as I was sure a man would be hanged that did 

such a thing, I could not see for what purpose they preached such sermons. This 

was not one of those kind of thoughts that had anything in it of childish levity; it 

was to me a serious reflection, arising from the idea I had, that God was too good 

to do such an action, and also too almighty to be under any necessity of doing it. I 

believe in the same manner to this moment; and I moreover believe, that any 

system of religion, that has anything in it that shocks the mind of a child, cannot be 

a true system. 

 

It seems as if parents of the Christian profession were ashamed to tell their children 

anything about the principles of their religion. They sometimes instruct them in 

morals, and talk to them of the goodness of what they call Providence; 

for the Christian mythology has five deities—there is God the Father, God the Son, 

God the Holy Ghost, the God Providence, and the Goddess Nature. 

But the Christian story of God the Father putting his son to death, or employing 

people to do it (for that is the plain language of the story) cannot be told by a parent 

http://books.google.com/books?pg=PA37&dq=thomas+paine,+the+age+of+reason,+%22greek+church%22&ei=8SPLTvitMuXn0QGm7eQu&ct=result&id=mHpbAAAAQAAJ#v=onepage&q&f=false
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to a child; and to tell him that it was done to make mankind happier and better, is 

making the story still worse, as if mankind could be improved 

by the example of murder; and to tell him that all this is a mystery, is only making 

an excuse for the incredibility of it. 

 

How different is this to the pure and simple profession of Deism! The true Deist 

has but one Deity; and his religion consists in contemplating the power, wisdom, 

and benignity of the Deity in his works, and in endeavoring to imitate him in every 

thing moral, scientifical, and mechanical.” 

 

Don’t let Monty fool you. Paine did not believe Christianity from the time he was a child.  

 

For some strange reason, many American Christians think that they have religious solidarity with 

the “Founding Fathers” of our nation. I would like to begin dispelling these myths beyond 

refutation, because I know even some Reformed people who will fight tooth and nail 

to preserve their Constitutionalist fantasy that they hold so dear. The following is a letter written 

by Thomas Jefferson where he fully demonstrates that he is an enemy of Messiah in Thomas 

Jefferson, The Writings of Thomas Jefferson, Memoir, Correspondence and Miscellanies, ed. 

Randolph, Vol. IV 2nd Edition, (New York: Gray and Bowen, 1830), pages 325-329,  

 
 

“LETTER CLIII 

TO WILLIAM SHORT. 

Monticello, August 4, 1820. 

Dear Sir, 

 

I owe you a letter for your favor of June the 29th, which was received in due time; 

and there being no subject of the day, of particular interest, I will make this a 

supplement to mine of April the 13th. My aim in that was, to justify the character 

of Jesus against the fictions of his pseudo-followers, which have exposed 

him to the inference of being an impostor. For if we could believe that he really 

countenanced the follies, the falsehoods, and the charlatanisms which his 

biographers father on him, and admit the misconstructions, interpolations, and 

theorizations of the fathers of the early, and fanatics of the latter ages, the 

conclusion would be irresistible by every sound mind, that he was an 

impostor. I give no credit to their falsifications of his actions and doctrines, 

and to rescue his character, the postulate in my letter asked only what is granted in 

reading every other historian. When Livy and Siculus, for example, tell us things 

which coincide with our experience of the order of nature, we credit them on their 

word, and place their narrations among the records of credible history. But when 

they tell us of calves speaking, of statues sweating blood, [Sounds like he knew 

some Roman Catholics who still claim to see these images. They are called weeping 

statues-DS] and other things against the course of nature, we reject these as 

fables not belonging to history. [As do Protestants-DS] In like manner, when an 

historian, speaking of a character well known and established on satisfactory 

testimony, imputes to it things incompatible with that character, we reject them 
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without hesitation, and assent to that only of which we have better evidence. Had 

Plutarch informed us that Caesar and Cicero passed their whole lives in religious 

exercises, and abstinence from the affairs of the world, we should reject what was 

so inconsistent with their established characters, still crediting what he relates in 

conformity with our ideas of them. So again, the superlative wisdom of Socrates is 

testified by all antiquity, and placed on ground not to be questioned. When, 

therefore, Plato puts into his mouth such paralogisms, such quibbles on words, and 

sophisms, as a school-boy would be ashamed of, we conclude they were the 

whimsies of Plato’s own foggy brain, and acquit Socrates of puerilities so unlike 

his character. (Speaking of Plato, I will add, that no writer, ancient or modern, has 

bewildered the world with more ignes fatui, than this renowned philosopher, in 

Ethics, in Politics, and Physics. In the latter, to specify a single example, compare 

his views of the animal economy, in his Timaeus , with those of Mrs. Bryan in her 

Conversations on Chemistry, and weigh the science of the canonized philosopher 

against the good sense of the unassuming lady. But Plato’s visions have furnished 

a basis for endless systems of mystical theology, and he is therefore all but adopted 

as a Christian saint. It is surely time for men to think for themselves, and to throw 

off the authority of names so artificially magnified. But to return from this 

parenthesis.) I say, that this free exercise of reason is all I ask for the vindication of 

the character of Jesus. We find in the writings of his biographers matter of two 

distinct descriptions. First, a ground-work of vulgar ignorance, of things 

impossible, of superstitions, fanaticisms, and fabrications. Intermixed with these, 

again, are sublime ideas of the Supreme Being, aphorisms, and precepts of the 

purest morality and benevolence, sanctioned by a life of humility, innocence, and 

simplicity of manners, neglect of riches, absence of worldly ambition and honors, 

with an eloquence and persuasiveness which have not been surpassed. These 

could not be inventions of the grovelling authors who relate them. They are far 

beyond the powers of their feeble minds. They show that there was a character, the 

subject of their history, whose splendid conceptions were above all suspicion of 

being interpolations from their hands. Can we be at a loss in separating such 

materials, and ascribing each to its genuine author? The difference is obvious to the 

eye and to the understanding, and we may read as we run to each his part; and I will 

venture to affirm, that he who, as I have done, will undertake to winnow this 

grain from its chaff, will find it not to require a moment’s consideration. The parts 

fall asunder of themselves, as would those of an image of metal and clay. 

 

There are, I acknowledge, passages not free from objection, which we may, with 

probability, ascribe to Jesus himself; but claiming indulgence from the 

circumstances under which he acted. His object was the reformation of some 

articles in the religion of the Jews, as taught by Moses. That sect had presented for 

the object of their worship, a being of terrific character, cruel, vindictive, 

capricious, and unjust. Jesus, taking for his type the best qualities of the human 

head and heart, wisdom, justice, goodness, and adding to them power, ascribed all 

of these, but in infinite perfection, to the Supreme Being, and formed him really 

worthy of their adoration. Moses had either not believed in a future state of 
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existence, or had not thought it essential to be explicitly taught to his people. 

Jesus inculcated that doctrine with emphasis and precision. Moses had bound the 

Jews to many idle ceremonies, mummeries, and observances, of no effect towards 

producing the social utilities which constitute the essence of 

virtue; Jesus exposed their futility and insignificance. [This is inherently 

Baptistic-DS] The one instilled into his people the most anti-social spirit towards 

other nations; the other preached philanthropy and universal charity and 

benevolence. [Sure Tommy. Yeshua said, Mat 23:33 You serpents, you brood of 

vipers, how will you escape the sentence of hell?-DS] The office of reformer of the 

superstitions of a nation, is ever dangerous. Jesus had to walk on the perilous 

confines of reason and religion: and a step to right or left might place him within 

the gripe of the priests of the superstition, a blood-thirsty race, as cruel and 

remorseless as the being whom they represented as the family God of Abraham, 

of Isaac, and of Jacob, and the local God of Israel. [Wrong again Tommy. John 

7:   19 “Did not Moses give you the Law, and yet none of you carries out the Law?-

DS] They were constantly laying snares, too, to entangle him in the web of the law. 

He was justifiable, therefore, in avoiding these by evasions, by sophisms, by 

misconstructions, and misapplications of scraps of the prophets, and in 

defending himself with these their own weapons, as sufficient, ad homines, at 

least. That Jesus did not mean to  impose himself on mankind as the Son of God, 

physically speaking, I have been convinced by the writings of men more learned 

than myself in that lore. [Wrong again Tommy-Yeshua said John 10: 35 If he 

called them gods, to whom the word of God came (and the Scripture cannot be 

broken), 36 do you say of Him, whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world, 

‘You are blaspheming,’ because I said, ‘I am the Son of God’?-DS] But that he 

might conscientiously believe himself inspired from above, is very possible. The 

whole religion of the Jews, inculcated on him from his infancy, was founded in the 

belief of divine inspiration. The fumes of the most disordered imaginations were 

recorded in their religious code, as special communications of the Deity; and as it 

could not but happen that, in the course of ages, events would now and then turn 

up to which some of these vague rhapsodies might be accommodated by the aid of 

allegories, figures, types, and other tricks upon words, they have not only preserved 

their credit with the Jews of all subsequent times, but are the foundation of much 

of the religions of those who have schismatized from them. Elevated by the 

enthusiasm of a warm and pure heart, conscious of the high strains of an 

eloquence which had not been taught him, he might readily mistake the 

coruscations of his own fine genius for inspirations of an higher order. This 

belief, carried, therefore, no more personal imputation, than the belief of 

Socrates, that himself was under the care and admonitions of a guardian 

Daemon. And how many of our wisest men still believe in the reality of these 

inspirations, while perfectly sane on all other subjects. Excusing, therefore, on these 

considerations, those passages in the gospels which seem to bear marks of weakness 

in Jesus, ascribing to him what alone is consistent with the great and pure character 

of which the same writings furnish proofs, and to their proper authors their own 

trivialities and imbecilities, I think myself authorized to conclude the purity and 
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distinction of his character, in opposition to the impostures which those authors 

would fix upon him; and that the postulate of my former letter is no more than is 

granted in all other historical works. 

 

Mr. Correa is here, on his farewell visit to us. He has been much pleased with the 

plan and progress of our University, and has given some valuable hints to its 

botanical branch. He goes to do, I hope, much good in his new country; the public 

instruction there, as I understand, being within the department destined for him. He 

is not without dissatisfaction, and reasonable dissatisfaction, too, with the piracies 

of Baltimore; but his justice and friendly dispositions will, I am sure, distinguish 

between the iniquities of a few plunderers, and the sound principles of our country 

at large, and of our Government especially. From many 

conversations with him, I hope he sees, and will promote, in his new situation, the 

advantages of a cordial fraternization among all the American nations, and the 

importance of their coalescing in an American system of policy, totally independent 

of, and unconnected with that of Europe. The day is not distant, when we 

may formally require a meridian of partition through the ocean which separates the 

two hemispheres, on the hither side of which no European gun shall ever be heard, 

nor an American on the other; and when, during the rage of the eternal wars of 

Europe, the lion and the lamb, within our regions, shall lie down together in peace. 

The excess of population in Europe, and want of room, render war, in their opinion, 

necessary to keep down that excess of numbers. Here, room is abundant, population 

scanty, and peace the necessary means for producing men, to whom the redundant 

soil is offering the means of life and happiness. The principles of society there and 

here, then, are radically different, and I hope no American patriot will ever lose 

sight of the essential policy of interdicting in the seas and territories of both 

Americas, the ferocious and sanguinary contests of Europe. I wish to see this 

coalition begun. I am earnest for an agreement with the maritime powers of Europe, 

assigning them the task of keeping down the piracies of their seas and the 

cannibalisms of the African coasts, and, to us, the suppression of the same 

enormities within our seas: and for this purpose, I should rejoice to see the fleets of 

Brazil and the United States riding together as brethren of the same family, and 

pursuing the same object. And indeed it would be of happy augury to begin at once 

this concert of action here, on the invitation of either to the other Government, while 

the way might be preparing for withdrawing our cruisers from Europe, and 

preventing naval collisions there which daily endanger our peace.” 
 

Then there are the infamous Barbary Treaties:  

 

“The Barbary Treaties 1786-1816 

 

Treaty of Peace and Friendship, Signed at Tripoli November 4, 1796 

 

Treaty of Peace and Friendship, signed at Tripoli November 4, 1796 (3 Ramada I, 

A. H. 1211), and at Algiers January 3, 1797 (4 Rajab, A. H. 1211). Original in 

Arabic. Submitted to the Senate May 29, 1797. (Message of May 26, 1797.) 
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Resolution of advice and consent June 7, 1797. Ratified by the United States June 

10, 1797. As to the ratification generally, see the notes. Proclaimed Jane 10, 1797. 

 

The following fourteen pages of Arabic are a reproduction of the text in the original 

treaty book, first the pages of the treaty in left-to-right order of pagination, and 

then the ” receipt ” and the ” note ” mentioned, according to the Barlow 

translation, in Article 10. Following the Arabic and in the same order, is the 

translation of Joel Barlow as written in the treaty book-the twelve articles of the 

treaty, the “receipt,” and the “note”; and after these is the approval of David 

Humphreys from the same document, which is fully described in the notes. 

Following those texts is the annotated translation of 1930… 

 

ARTICLE 11 

 

As the Government of the United States of America is not in any sense founded 

on the Christian Religion,-as it has in itself no character of enmity against the laws, 

religion or tranquility of Musselmen,-and as the said States never have entered into 

any war or act of hostility against any Mehomitan nation, it is declared by the parties 

that no pretext arising from religious opinions shall ever produce an interruption of 

the harmony existing between the two countries.” 
 

Jeffersonianism is a system that is purposefully and knowledgeably setting itself against 

the Messiah. 

 
Endnotes: 

[5] 2CH 26:18 And they withstood Uzziah the king, and said unto him, It appertaineth not 

unto thee, Uzziah, to burn incense unto the Lord, but to the priests the sons of Aaron, that 

are consecrated to burn incense: go out of the sanctuary; for thou hast trespassed; neither 

shall it be for thine honour from the Lord God. MAT 18:17 And if he shall neglect to hear 

them, tell it unto the church: but if he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto thee as 

an heathen man and a publican. MAT 16:19 And I will give unto thee the keys of the 

kingdom of heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: 

and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 1CO 12:28 And God 

hath set some in the church, first apostles, secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers, after that 

miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, Governments, diversities of tongues. 29 Are all 

apostles? are all prophets? are all teachers? are all workers of miracles? EPH 4:11 And 

he gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; and some, evangelists; and some, pastors and 

teachers; 12 For the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry, for the edifying 

of the body of Christ. 1CO 4:1 Let a man so account of us, as of the ministers of Christ, 

and stewards of the mysteries of God. 2 Moreover it is required in stewards, that a man be 

found faithful. ROM 10:15 And how shall they preach, except they be sent? as it is written, 

How beautiful are the feet of them that preach the gospel of peace, and bring glad tidings 

of good things! HEB 5:4 And no man taketh this honour unto himself, but he that is called 

of God, as was Aaron. [6] ISA 49:23 And kings shall be thy nursing fathers, and their 

queens thy nursing mothers: they shall bow down to thee with their face toward the earth, 
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and lick up the dust of thy feet; and thou shalt know that I am the Lord: for they shall not 

be ashamed that wait for me. PSA 122:9 Because of the house of the Lord our God I will 

seek thy good. EZR 7:23 Whatsoever is commanded by the God of heaven, let it be 

diligently done for the house of the God of heaven: for why should there be wrath against 

the realm of the king and his sons? 25 And thou, Ezra, after the wisdom of thy God, that is 

in thine hand, set magistrates and judges, which may judge all the people that are beyond 

the river, all such as know the laws of thy God; and teach ye them that know them not. 26 

And whosoever will not do the law of thy God, and the law of the king, let judgment be 

executed speedily upon him, whether it be unto death, or to banishment, or to confiscation 

of goods, or to imprisonment. 27 Blessed be the Lord God of our fathers, which hath put 

such a thing as this in the king's heart, to beautify the house of the Lord which is in 

Jerusalem: 28 And hath extended mercy unto me before the king, and his counsellers, and 

before all the king's mighty princes. And I was strengthened as the hand of the Lord my 

God was upon me, and I gathered together out of Israel chief men to go up with me. LEV 

24:16 And he that blasphemeth the name of the Lord, he shall surely be put to death, and 

all the congregation shall certainly stone him: as well the stranger, as he that is born in 

the land, when he blasphemeth the name of the Lord, shall be put to death. DEU 13:5 And 

that prophet, or that dreamer of dreams, shall be put to death; because he hath spoken to 

turn you away from the Lord your God, which brought you out of the land of Egypt, and 

redeemed you out of the house of bondage, to thrust thee out of the way which the Lord thy 

God commanded thee to walk in. So shalt thou put the evil away from the midst of thee. 6 

If thy brother, the son of thy mother, or thy son, or thy daughter, or the wife of thy bosom, 

or thy friend, which is as thine own soul, entice thee secretly, saying, Let us go and serve 

other gods, which thou hast not known, thou, nor thy fathers. 12 If thou shalt hear say in 

one of thy cities, which the Lord thy God hath given thee to dwell there, saying, etc. 2KI 

18:4 He removed the high places, and brake the images, and cut down the groves, and 

brake in pieces the brasen serpent that Moses had made: for unto those days the children 

of Israel did burn incense to it: and he called it Nehushtan. (1CH 13:1-8; 2KI 24:1-25) 

2CH 34:33 And Josiah took away all the abominations out of all the countries that 

pertained to the children of Israel, and made all that were present in Israel to serve, even 

to serve the Lord their God. And all his days they departed not from following the Lord, 

the God of their fathers. 2CH 15:12 And they entered into a covenant to seek the Lord God 

of their fathers with all their heart and with all their soul; 13 That whosoever would not 

seek the Lord God of Israel should be put to death, whether small or great, whether man 

or woman. [7] 2CH 19:8 Moreover in Jerusalem did Jehoshaphat set of the Levites, and 

of the priests, and of the chief of the fathers of Israel, for the judgment of the Lord, and for 

controversies, when they returned to Jerusalem. 9 And he charged them, saying, Thus shall 

ye do in the fear of the Lord, faithfully, and with a perfect heart. 10 And what cause soever 

shall come to you of your brethren that dwell in their cities, between blood and blood, 

between law and commandment, statutes and judgments, ye shall even warn them that they 

trespass not against the Lord, and so wrath come upon you, and upon your brethren: this 

do, and ye shall not trespass. 11 And, behold, Amariah the chief priest is over you in all 

matters of the Lord; and Zebadiah the son of Ishmael, the ruler of the house of Judah, for 

all the king's matters: also the Levites shall be officers before you. Deal courageously, and 

the Lord shall be with the good. (2CH 29-30) MAT 2:4 And when he had gathered all the 
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chief priests and scribes of the people together, he demanded of them where Christ should 

be born. 5 And they said unto him, In Bethlehem of Judaea: for thus it is written by the 

prophet. 
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Chapter IV 

Sense and Goodness Without God: A Defense of 

Metaphysical Naturalism by Richard Carrier 

Reviewed 
 

1. Dr. Carrier vindicates my concern that Atheism is an extension of the Ancient Monasteries and 

does not reflect any kind of Evolution, Enlightenment or Progress of mankind. After praising the 

Taoist and Buddhist traditions and the ecstatic experience he enjoyed as a Taoist he states,  

 

“More and more I found I agreed with Confucians against the Taoists, but still sided 

with the Taoists against the Confucians on other issues, and in the dance of thesis 

and antithesis I came to my own synthesis, which can now be described as a 

science-based Secular Humanism rooted in Metaphysical Naturalism, which this 

book shall describe and defend. More and more I found brilliant wisdom in Western 

philosophers like Epicurus or Seneca, or Ayer or Hume, and so my worldview 

became more eclectic and for that reason more complete: by drawing the best from 

many points of view, I was purging myself of the faults of relying on only one, all 

the while seeking carefully for a coherent and complete philosophy of life.” (Pg. 

14) 

 

… 

 

“In time two things happened. On the one hand, my studies led me to a more 

Western humanist philosophy. Though I never abandoned the best of my Eastern 

intellectual heritage, I fell in love with knowledge and science and logic and the 

quest and fight for truth.” (Pg. 18) 

 

Dr. Carrier in his naivety maintains that the Monastic systems are in accord with nature: 

 

“Above all, the Tao told me the simple truth: that my humanity was a good and 

natural thing. From sex to humor, all had an accepted place, without being forced 

into unnatural modes of thought or behavior. Sin was the artificial deviation from 

the harmony of nature, and if you would simply stop meddling with things you 

would be free of sin.”  (Pg. 13) 

 

Then why the Monasteries? Why the Celibacy? The Monastery is anything but natural.  

 

2. Dr. Carrier in typical Yankee Piety, feigns his disgust for violence stating,  

 

“I figured now, with my greater understanding and maturity, I might receive more 

from it than I did as a child. Instead, now that I could understand it, I was able to 

see far worse things in it than I ever did before. I saw a terrible, sinful God by the 
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standards of the simple, kind wisdom of Taoism—a jealous, violent, short-

tempered, vengeful being whose behavior is nonsensical and overly meddlesome 

and unenlightening. Later I was to find that the vast majority of Christians never 

actually read the Bible, and have no idea what is really in there, and the hypocrisy 

of them telling me I had to read the whole thing before I could make an informed 

choice is still palpable. 

 

In all I can say that the Old Testament disgusted me, while the New Testament 

disappointed me.” (Pg. 15) 

 

As I have already proved the Atheist Regimes of the past 150 years were more violent than 

anything the world has ever seen. The Roman Catholic Inquisition took 605 years to kill 50 Million 

people. The Atheist regimes needed less than one century to claim 120 Million plus.  

 

3. Dr. Carrier’s knowledge of the Bible and its textual transmission, an issue many think him quite 

qualified to speak about, is actually quite embarrassing.  

 

“I set down to read it all through, every word, front to back, Old Testament and 

New (I have since read the entire New Testament in the original Greek).” (Pg. 15) 

 

The New Testament was not originally written in Greek but Semitic languages.141  

 

4.  Dr. Carrier exemplifies the exact logical fallacy of the Scientific Method: Affirming the 

Consequent. 

 

“The seed from which the success of science was born is a simple three step 

process: adduction, deduction, induction. In general, we identify a problem, gather 

relevant data, formulate a hypothesis (usually an explanatory model of what is 

really going on), and test the predictions entailed by that hypothesis—looking for 

whatever would have to be the case, and whatever could not be the case, if our 

model were correct. In other words, we creatively “adduce” an hypothesis from 

some collection of data and questions about that data, then we logically “deduce” 

what new facts that hypothesis must entail if it is true, and then employ any of a 

variety of empirical (“inductive”) methods to test that hypothesis by seeing if these 

new predictions hold up.” (Pg. 214) 

 

5. Dr. Carrier feigns honest inquiry stating,  

 

“Philosophy is therefore no idle pastime, but a serious business, fundamental to our 

lives. It should be our first if not our only religion: a religion wherein worship is 

replaced with curiosity, devotion with diligence, holiness with sincerity, ritual with 

                                                           
141 The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis. Nazoraeans, 29. Against Nazoraeans 9,4; Eusebius, Church History, Book 

III, Chapter 24, 6;  Chapter 38, 2; Chapter 39, 16; Book V, Chapter 10, 3; Book VI, Chapter 14, 2; Jerome, Lives of 

Illustrious Men, Chapters III and V; Edward Gibbon, History of Christianity, 185-186, FN 152 

 



  127 

 

study, and scripture with the whole world and the whole of human learning. The 

philosopher regards it as tantamount to a religious duty to question all things, and 

to ground her faith in what is well-investigated and well-proved, rather than what 

is merely well-asserted or well-liked. Instead of keeping her nose ever in one book, 

she reads widely and constantly. Instead of aligning herself with this or that view 

and keeping only like-minded company, she mingles and discusses all views with 

everyone. And above all, she commits herself to the constant study and application 

of language, logic, and method, and seeks always to perfect, by testing and 

correcting, her total view of all things.”  

 

This is a disgusting piece of psychological manipulation, for we know Atheists liberals are all to 

intolerant and belligerent to curiosity and questions when men like me question their ideas of racial 

equality. Men like Jason Richwine and Nobel Prize winner James Watson know all too well the 

complete belligerence of men like Dr. Carrier are to probing questions. Probe into the history of 

the Sexual Revolution, and the lies and rape of the Kinsey Institute it was based on; probe into the 

absolutely ridiculous Helicoentric model; the history of Materialism and all its failed constructions 

such as Atomism and Aristotelianism142; the logical fallacies of the Scientific method; the 

supposed idea that human beings are inherently good and desirous of truth and perfection; the 

sophistry of equality and the equal sophistry and ambiguity of the idea of value; etc. and you will 

face the greatest belligerence and religious dogmatism coming from the regime of Dr. Carrier. This 

paragraph is a load of complete bullshit and simply reading it brings me to nausea.   

 

6. Dr. Carrier shows he has no knowledge of the Religion he is criticizing, or that he is using 

deliberate psychological manipulation when he states: 

 

“Wherever we have been able to look, beyond what we have made with our own 

hands, the explanation for every form of order we have ever found in nature has 

turned out to be just such mindless, natural forces—and nothing else. The most 

logical conclusion is that there is nothing else.” (Pg. 88) 

 

The Biblical Hebrew tradition has been well known, even by Dr. Carrier’s own tradition, to be the 

traditional Western basis for not seeing natural phenomenon as having mind and will. Western 

Civilization: Ideas, Politics, and Society, Volume I: To 1789 by Marvin Perry, Myrna Chase, 

James Jacob, Margaret Jacob, Theodore Von Laue states on page 37-38,  

 

“Therefore, when the Hebrews confronted natural phenomenon, they experienced 

God’s magnificent handiwork, not objects with wills of their own. All natural 

phenomenon-rivers, mountains, storms, stars-were divested of any supernatural 

quality. The stars and planets were creations of Yahweh, not divinities or the abodes 

of divinities. The Hebrews neither regarded them with awe nor worshipped them. 

This removal of the gods from nature is a necessary prerequisite for scientific 

thought.” 

                                                           
142 Dr. Carrier suggests G. L. Kane, The Particle Garden: Our Universe As Understood by Particle Physicists (1996); 

Timothy Smith, Hidden Worlds: Hunting for Quarks in Ordinary Matter (2003); and Kenneth Ford, The Quantum 

World: Quantum Physics for Everyone (2004). 
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7. Dr. Carrier never explained why human beings are the only species on this earth with written 

language, grammar, dictionaries and Mathematics.  

 

8. Dr. Carrier glories in the accomplishments of Artificial Intelligence and then steps on his own 

tongue by saying,  

 

“Beyond that, the same conclusion can be reached by several other independent 

lines of observation. For instance, as we have shown (III.6, “The Nature of Mind”), 

there are no minds without complex physical brains, therefore there can be no 

divine mind, since there is clearly no gigantic brain for it. On the other hand, if God 

can have a mind without a physical brain, it is inexplicable why we need them. It is 

far more probable that such a god would create beings with minds like His, minds 

that could not be damaged or destroyed, rather than minds needlessly dependent on 

something so fragile as a brain.” (Pg. 256) 

 

If intelligence requires a brain then how can you claim the accomplishments of Artificial 

Intelligence?  

 

9. Dr. Carrier protests the exact Anarchy his movement is built on: 

 

“First, rather than see their oppression as a mandate to reform how laws are 

changed, thus securing them the peaceful access to power they lack, such radicals 

often choose violent means directly to their desired ends instead, and thus 

irrationally choose anarchy over order, which is self-defeating. Second, rather than 

acknowledge that they cannot get what they want because they have failed to 

persuade others to agree to it, and instead of seeking such agreement by improving 

their arguments and evidence and their diligence in communicating this to society, 

they often abandon the very principle that the law is what all agree to, and resort 

instead to compulsion, the very tool of the tyrant, the epitome of what they are 

supposed to be standing against. And third, sometimes, rather than acknowledge 

that they have failed to secure the agreement of their peers because they are wrong, 

or at least lack sufficient evidence and valid argument to know they are right, they 

abandon reason and take up arms instead, which is a fundamental rejection of even 

the idea of a social contract, a degeneration from “man the rational animal” to just 

“man the animal.” (Pg. 377) 

 

Isn’t this exactly what John Brown and Nat Turner of Dr. Carrier’s liberal tradition did? Argument? 

Did Dr. Carrier’s beloved Communist US Government come to power through argument here in 

my Southern homeland? No! It came to power by invasion, rape, pillage and murder. Basically all 

of Dr. Carrier’s pietistic hypocrisy is easily refuted with a basic knowledge of Southern History.  

 

10. Dr. Carrier exposes his own Materialist tradition and Occam’s Razor: 
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“Earlier (III.3.6, “Time and the Multiverse”) I described how the universe is 

patterned in such a way that complex things are the accumulation of simpler things 

across a span of time, and this is the case even in space, where complex structures 

are at once comprised of the integration of simpler ones (see III.5.5, 

“Reductionism”). As a result, the quest for scientific truth has often benefited from 

a preference for simplicity, even though this is not always what we find. Science’s 

quest for the simpler is, of course, an obvious product of the fact of reduction. 

Because complex things are made of simple ones, to explain the complex scientists 

must look for its simpler causal and structural roots. Hence, since physics is a 

science at the most reductive level, simpler causes and components are naturally 

the very thing physicists are seeking. But this is far less so in, say, biology or 

geology. 

 

Even in the reductive quest, the hunting for the simpler origin or basis of complex 

things, the truth often frustrates the assumptions of scientists. The Standard Model 

of particle physics is far more complicated than anyone expected, finding over a 

hundred sub-atomic particles altogether, far more than the simple few that 

physicists once thought there were. And while scientists had tried for centuries to 

simplify the number of basic elements to four or five, it turns out there are over 

ninety!” (Pg. 224) 

 

11. Dr. Carrier fails to justify the Atheist basis for Humility: 

 

“This is often what people get out of the popular religions, painting a far less 

humble picture of man than Metaphysical Naturalism does. It is ironic that, as if 

engaging in a classic Freudian “projection defense,” theists attack Atheists for 

escaping fears and arrogantly trying to make themselves the center of the universe, 

when in fact Atheists, at least Naturalists, do the exact opposite. In our worldview, 

we are just another tiny byproduct of nature, special in no sense to anyone but 

among ourselves, subject to a plethora of random accidents and forces, and there is 

no perfect or supreme being at all, least of all us. In contrast, it is theism that often 

encourages arrogance, making man the center of the universe, exaggerating his 

importance in the grand scheme of things, asserting his immortality and divine 

backing, making him more (and more important) than he really is, granting him the 

dangerous feeling that he has the Authority of the Almighty behind him, and that 

everything that happens is somehow deserved. In many ways like this, religion 

dazzles you with sweet talk, making it easy to forget (or you unwilling to admit) 

that it isn’t true.” (Pg. 258-259) 

 

It is no projection defense. When I criticize the Scientific method and show the logical fallacies of 

the entire Secular worldview, the Atheists I have spoken to claim a right to complete skepticism 

and rest on a platform of absolute intellectual autonomy, literally making themselves the center of 

the Universe. If indeed you believed you were just a by-product of nature, the very possibility of 

freethinking would be precluded. And yet you rest on a platform of freethinking that places you at 
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the center of the Universe. These people think they know more than all the Human Civilizations 

to have ever existed put together and they think they are humble?  

 

12. Dr. Carrier’s sections: 2.2.6 Moral Relativism and Moral Controversy and 2.2.7 Defining 

Good and Evil totally fail to construct a theory of Morality as I demonstrated in the Chapter on 

Ethics. Here Dr. Carrier shows how ignorant of innate forms he is when he says,  

 

“Finally, how does naturalism account for the facts of human moral experience? 

For not only are we capable of reasoning through ethical issues, but of intuiting the 

correct solutions. Where does this innate moral sense come from, and can we trust 

it? The naturalist answer (as described in detail in III.9.1, “Reason vs. Intuition”) is 

that any form of intuition is a skill, like any other, honed through long enculturation, 

habit and experience.” (Pg. 339) 

 

Something innate by definition, precedes experience.  

 

13. Dr. Carrier’s Materialist theory of individuation was already refuted in Chapter III.  

 

“Once upon a time matter and energy were thought to be two different things. That 

has changed. The advent of the atomic age has demonstrated beyond all reasonable 

doubt that matter is simply another form of energy, one among many. In fact, there 

is really only one fundamental substance out of which every material thing is made: 

energy. Light is energy. Heat is energy. A magnetic field is energy. Gravity is 

energy. An atom is energy, as is a proton or a quark. A Dodge Caravan is energy. 

So is a pencil. The only thing that makes each of these different from the others is 

the physical, spatio-temporal arrangement of that energy—the way it is bound up 

or set free.” (Pg. 120) 
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Chapter V 

Submission to Lawful Authority and Civil 

Disobedience 
 

Psa. 94:20. 20 Can a throne of destruction be allied with You, One which 

devises mischief by decree?  

 

 Prov. 28:15. 15 Like a roaring lion and a rushing bear Is a wicked ruler over a 

poor people.  

 

 Hos. 5: 10 The princes of Judah have become like those who move a boundary; On 

them I will pour out My wrath like water. 11 Ephraim is oppressed, crushed in 

judgment, Because he was determined to follow man’s command.  

 

Hos. 8:4. They have set up kings, but not by Me; They have appointed princes, but 

I did not know it.  

 

2 Kings 1:9 Then the king sent to him a captain of fifty with his fifty. And he went 

up to him, and behold, he was sitting on the top of the hill. And he said to him, “O 

man of God, the king says, ‘Come down.’” 10 Elijah replied to the captain of fifty, 

“If I am a man of God, let fire come down from heaven and consume you and your 

fifty.” Then fire came down from heaven and consumed him and his fifty. 

 

Jos. 2:3 And the king of Jericho sent word to Rahab, saying, “Bring out the men 

who have come to you, who have entered your house, for they have come to search 

out all the land.” 4 But the woman had taken the two men and hidden them, and 

she said, “Yes, the men came to me, but I did not know where they were from. 5 It 

came about when it was time to shut the gate at dark, that the men went out; I do 

not know where the men went. Pursue them quickly, for you will overtake 

them.” (Compare with Heb. 11:31 that commends her for this lying and resisting 

of her Government) 

 

Resistance by Fleeing  

 

2 Cor. 11:32 In Damascus the ethnarch under Aretas the king was guarding the 

city of the Damascenes in order to seize me, 33 and I was let down in a 

basket through a window in the wall, and so escaped his hands. 

 

Jer. 26: 21 When King Jehoiakim and all his mighty men and all the officials heard 

his words, then the king sought to put him to death; but Uriah heard it, and he was 

afraid and fled and went to Egypt… 24 But the hand of Ahikam the son of Shaphan 

was with Jeremiah, so that he was not given into the hands of the people to put him 

to death. 
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Mat. 10: 23 “But whenever they persecute you in one city, flee to the next; for truly 

I say to you, you will not finish going through the cities of Israel until the Son of 

Man comes. 

 

Pro. 8 15 “By me kings reign, And rulers decree justice.  16 “By me princes rule, 

and nobles, All who judge rightly.  

 

 

Section 1 

The Biblical and Rational Basis of Lawful Resistance 
 

Glasgow says in Alexander Craighead’s Renewal of the Covenants, National and Solemn 

League; A Confession of Sins; An Engagement to Duties; and a Testimony; as they were Carried 

on at Middle Octorara in Pennsylvania, November 11, 1743 (1748) Edited by W. M. GLASGOW,  

 

“John Knox asserts in his first Confession of Faith "the right and duty of the people 

to resist the tyranny of their rulers." The General Assembly of the Church of 

Scotland, in 1649, declared: "1st. That as Magistrates and their power are ordained 

of God, so are they in the exercise thereof, not to walk after their own will, but 

according to the law of equity and righteousness. * * * A boundless and unlimited 

power is to be acknowledged in no king or magistrate. 2nd. That there is a mutual 

obligation betwixt the king and his people. As both of them are tied to God, so each 

of them is tied the one to the other for the per     formance of mutual and reciprocal 

duties. 3rd. That arbitrary Government and unlimited power are the foundations of 

all the corruptions in Church and State."…In November, 1743, one hundred years 

after the signing of the Solemn League and Covenant, Mr. Craighead gathered 

together all the Covenanters in Eastern Pennsylvania, at Middle Octorara, Lancaster 

County, and, after the dispensation of the Lord's Supper, led them in the renewing 

of the Covenants. Here they declared, with uplifted swords, their independence of 

an ecclesiastical body that strangely upheld Erastian prelacy; and also declared their 

separation from the Crown which had so impiously violated Covenant engagements 

on both sides of the Atlantic. The proceedings of this interesting occasion are given 

in the following pages by those who participated in the transactions. The 

proceedings were first printed in Philadelphia, in 1744, and re-printed in 1748, 

evidently by Benjamin Franklin, who editorially, in the Pennsylvania Gazette, 

refers to the matter…For seven years Mr. Craighead labored among the Covenanter 

societies; but, failing to receive assistance from Scotland, he removed, in 1749, to 

Virginia, thence to Mecklenberg County, North Carolina. There he became 

identified with the Presbytery in connection with the Presbyterian Church. Being 

thoroughly imbued, however, with the principles of the Scotch Covenanters, Mr. 

Craighead taught them to his people around Charlotte. They in turn formulated 

them into the First Declaration of Independence, emitted at Charlotte, N.C., May, 

1775. According to a reliable author, [Wheeler's Reminiscences, p. 278-DS] 

Thomas Jefferson says in his autobiography that when he was engaged in preparing 

the National Declaration of Independence, that he and his colleagues searched 
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everywhere for formulas, and that the printed proceedings of Octorara, as {4} well 

as the Mecklenberg Declaration, were before him, and that he freely used ideas 

therein contained… In July, 1777, according to an order, and after an appropriate 

sermon by Rev. Cuthbertson, the Covenanters in Eastern Pennsylvania swore 

fidelity to the cause of the Colonists. They considered it right and duty to resist the 

tyrannical authority of an unscrupulous king and oppressive Government, and 

especially so when that authority had persecuted their fathers and martyred their 

ancestry in the maintenance of the truth which the same authority had solemnly 

sworn to uphold.” 

 

The Centennial Celebration of the Theological Seminary of the Presbyterian Church in The United 

States of America By Princeton Theological Seminary 1912, pages 521-522,  

 

“I should like, before I close, to indicate another service which our people rendered 

to this Republic. George Canning, one of the most brilliant of British foreign 

secretaries, clasped hands with Thomas Jefferson across the Atlantic in the 

bonds of international peace, convinced that Britain and America could stand 

against the possible coalitions of the world, and declaring as premier, "I called a 

new world into existence to redress the balance of the old". George Canning only 

recognised the existence of the new world and induced George IV to do likewise in 

the King's Speech of 1825; but the Ulster Presbyterians did their part in calling that 

new world into existence. The National League of Scotland and Ulster prepared the 

way for the Declaration of Independence. A century after the adoption of the 

Solemn League and Covenant by Scotland and Ireland, the Rev. Thomas 

Craighead led in its renewal by his people, who, with uplifted hands, declared their 

separation from the Crown which had violated the Covenant. The Mecklenburg 

Convention, which was the outgrowth and embodiment of Craighead's spirit, and 

which consisted of Ulster men, announced in 1775 the principles of the Declaration 

of Independence before Jefferson stamped its words with the impress of his genius, 

or Charles Thompson of Belfast committed it to the handwriting in which it is 

preserved; before another Ulster man read it to the people, or a third gave to it the 

wings of the press. In that period of a nation’s birthpang’s, the Ulster Presbyterians 

were American; and in their stand they had the sympathy and the powerful moral 

support of that illustrious Irish statesman, Edmund Burke.”  

 

The Westminster Confession Chapter 23.IV says,  

 

 It is the duty of people to pray for magistrates,[8] to honor their persons,[9] to pay 

them tribute or other dues,[10] to obey their lawful commands, and to be subject 

to their authority, for conscience' sake.[11] Infidelity, or difference in religion, does 

not make void the magistrates' just and legal authority, nor free the people from 

their due obedience to them:[12] from which ecclesiastical persons are not 

exempted,[13] much less has the Pope any power and jurisdiction over them in 

their dominions, or over any of their people; and, least of all, to deprive them of 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn5
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn6
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn7
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn8
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn9
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn10
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their dominions, or lives, if he shall judge them to be heretics, or upon any other 

pretence whatsoever.[14] 

 

GP says,  

 

“Subjection for conscience sake, tribute, fear, and honor is wholeheartedly due to 

civil magistracy that can be identified as "the minister of God to thee for good" 

(Rom. 13:4). This alone is "the ordinance of God" (Rom. 13:2 [Deut.17:18-19, 2 

Sam. 5:12, Psa. 78:70-71-DS])… 

 

It is a flagrant violation of God's moral law (the fifth commandment) to resist the 

ordinance of civil magistracy, for in so doing, one is resisting God ("Whosoever 

therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist 

shall receive to themselves damnation" Rom. 13:2)…To submit to civil authority 

"for conscience sake" certainly implies that the civil magistracy in question is 

approved both by God's moral law and by the people within the kingdom….[Only-

--DS] lawful magistrates (not tyrants) are "the ordinance of God", and therefore are 

to be given the submission required by the apostle Paul in Romans 

13…Christopher Goodman ( a contemporary of Knox), who received the wrath 

and threats of Mary Tudor of England for his uncompromising stance as to what 

constituted lawful civil magistracy, has written: 

 

Otherwise, if without fear they [i.e. civil magistrates--GLP] transgress God's laws 

themselves and command others to do the like, then have they lost that honor and 

obedience which otherwise their subjects did owe unto them: and ought no more 

to be taken for magistrates: but punished as private transgressors. . . .[ 25. 

Christopher Goodman, How Superior Powers Ought To Be Obeyed (Geneva: John 

Crispin, 1558), pp. 118,119. Emphases added. The spelling in this excerpt has been 

edited from the original document.] 

 

“The ordinance of God” (Rom. 13:2) is not equivalent to every civil authority that 

God in His providence places upon a throne. That which God directs in history by 

His providence is not necessarily that which He orders by His moral precepts (and 

it is by His moral precepts that civil magistracy is instituted). Therefore, it must be 

maintained that "the ordinance of God" is determined by the moral and revealed 

will of God (rather than by His providential will)... 

 

Tyrants who claim regal authority to rule over a kingdom cannot receive the 

conscientious subjection of Christians… [Gen. 14:13-16, Ex. 7-14, {These are 

both before the theocracy}Judg. 3:8-11, Judg. 3:12-30, Judg. 3:31, Judg. 4, Judg. 

6-8, Judg.11-12, Judg. 13-16,1 Sam 14:43-45, 2 Sam. 16:15; 2 Sam. 18:6-8, 1 Kgs. 

17:3; 1 Kgs. 19:3,1 Kgs. 18:40, 2 Kgs. 1:9-13,1 Chron 12: 1-18 {God helped David 

resist Saul} 2 Chron. 23:12-15, Hos. 8:4, Mt. 10:18, 10:23, Rev. 12:14---DS],  

GLP says "The prince of this world" (Jn. 14:30) is to be resisted 

by Christians (Jms. 4:7). If Satan (who grants power to wicked tyrants to rule) is 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn11
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to be resisted, should not tyrants who rule by Satan's wicked power also be resisted? 

If we cannot be subject for conscience sake to Satan, how can we be subject for 

conscience sake to those who rule by his power?” [i] 

 

Romans 13 is to be understood in the way George Buchanan describes,  

 

“Paul, therefore, does not here treat of the magistrate, but of the magistracy--that 

is, of the function and duty of the person who presides over others, nor of this nor 

of that species of magistracy, but of every possible form of Government. Nor does 

he contend against those who maintained that bad magistrates ought to be punished, 

but against persons who renounced every kind of authority; who, by an absurd 

interpretation of Christian liberty, affirmed that it was an indignity to men 

emancipated by the Son of God, and directed by God's Spirit, to be controlled by 

any human power. To refute this erroneous opinion, Paul shows that magistracy is 

not only a good, but a sacred and divine ordinance.”143 

 

Rutherford acknowledges a complaint, “He wrote it when the senate of Rome had power to declare 

Nero an enemy, not a father as they did.”144 Then replies,  

 

“Bodine (de repub. L.2 c.5 p.221,) proveth that the Roman emperors were but 

princes of the commonwealth, and that the sovereignty remained still in the senate 

and people. ..The emperors might do something de facto, but Lex Regia was not 

before Vespasian’s time…yet there were Senatus-consulta, and one great one is, 

that the senate declared Nero to be an enemy to the state.”145  

 

GP says,  

 

“Therefore, it is affirmed that the habitual tyrant who flagrantly violates the moral 

law of God is not "the ordinance of God", but rather "the ordinance of God" and 

"the minister of God to thee for good" is he who upholds God's moral 

law…Furthermore, it is the moral duty of all Christians to resist civil Governments 

which rule by tyranny and establish their thrones by wickedness. The habitual 

tyranny of unlawful civil Governments against God's moral law and against His 

Christ is manifested in their framing "mischief by law" (Ps. 94:20). The following 

are just a few of the many notorious and habitual violations of God's moral law 

which are legally protected by national constitutions and civil ordinances in nations 

today. 

 

                                                           
143  George Buchanan, De Jure Regni Apud Scotos; A Dialogue Concerning The Rights Of The Crown In Scotland 

(Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle Publications, [1579] 1982), p. 269. This quote can also be found in the 1843 

edition of Lex Rex on page 269. Referenced from GP’s work. 
144 Lex Rex, 174 
145 Ibid.,178 
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a. Legal protection of idolatry and false worship within a nation that has been 

enlightened by the gospel, together with a refusal to establish the true reformed 

religion as the only established religion within that nation. 

 

b. Refusal to affirm in constitutional documents that God's moral law is the supreme 

law of the  

land (within a nation enlightened by the gospel), but to the contrary, the legal 

declaration of an immoral constitution to be the supreme law of the land. 

 

c. Refusal to nationally acknowledge Jesus Christ as the supreme Ruler of the 

nation whom all civil magistrates are obligated to "kiss" (i.e. to publicly honor) in 

their official functions (Ps. 2:12). 

 

d. Legal protection of public blasphemy against the name of the Lord in all forms 

of media. 

 

e. Refusal to prohibit all unnecessary work on the Lord's Day. [Correction: the 

Sabbath] 

 

f. Tyranny exercised over families in prohibiting corporal discipline and home 

education without Government certification. 

 

g. Legal endorsement of the slaughter and murder of unborn children. 

 

h. Legal protection of gross immorality, sexual perversion and heinous 

pornography. 

 

i. Habitual theft through unjust and excessive taxes and through inflated paper 

currency.” … 

 

“Lawful resistance (not revolutionary anarchy) against habitual tyrants is the duty 

of all Christians, for subjection for conscience sake is due only to him who is "the 

ordinance of God" and "the minister of God to thee for good." Lawful resistance 

will most certainly involve the following particular convictions and actions…. 

 

The habitual tyrant must be refused the honor which "the ordinance of God" alone 

is to be given…The habitual tyrant must be refused subjection for conscience sake. 

Though the Christian should obey all the lawful commands of even an unlawful 

Government (both because the command is agreeable to the Word of God and 

because Christians ought to seek to maintain as much order as possible in a 

nation until biblical changes can be made; for "legalized" tyranny, i.e. tyranny 

that has the consent of the people, is ordinarily better than revolutionary anarchy), 

there can no more be conscientious subjection to a tyrant's authority as "the 

ordinance of God" than to a murderer's authority or to a thief's authority as 'the 

ordinance of God."…An immoral national constitution which protects and defends 



  138 

 

the habitual and flagrant violation of God's moral law (in both tables) cannot be 

upheld and defended by solemn oaths nor can allegiance in any way be given to 

it…A Christian must resist all unlawful commands of the civil magistrate (whether 

the one issuing the command is a lawful king or an unlawful tyrant): "We ought to 

obey God rather than men" Acts 5:29…It is the duty of Christians both to testify 

against tyrannical civil Government and to affirm the moral duties of civil 

magistracy and subjects under God's law. Civil reformation within a nation cannot 

occur without a faithful proclamation of the gospel of Jesus Christ. For it is the truth 

of Jesus Christ that sets people free from sin, from ignorance, and from tyranny. 

Thus, the position of civil Government espoused and defended herein strongly 

affirms that the primary resistance offered by Christians against tyranny in civil 

Government is by means of moral persuasion accomplished in the power of the 

Holy Spirit. [Mar 13:9 , Rev 11:7, Mat 28:19,20]…Christians should resist 

tyrannical civil Governments by earnestly praying that God would destroy the 

throne established by wickedness, that He would be pleased to convert unlawful 

magistrates who presently are His enemies, and that He would hasten the day when 

righteousness would shine forth from the scepter of the civil magistrate…It is the 

duty of Christians to flee the unlawful authority of the tyrant when his opposition 

to the faithful testimony of truth brings persecution to the Christian. It is necessary 

to make clear that Christians are not to suffer for error or for wicked behavior. If a 

Christian must suffer, it must be for the testimony of the truth in Jesus Christ alone.” 

[Mat 5:10-12, 1 Pet 3:14,17, 1 Pet 4:14-16---DS] … 

 

Rutherford says,  

 

“Christ, the prophets, and apostles of our Lord, went to heaven with the note of 

traitors, seditious men, and such as turned the world upside down: calumnies [i.e. 

slanders--GLP] of treason to Caesar were an ingredient in Christ's cup, and 

therefore the author [i.e. Mr. Rutherford--GLP] is the more willing to drink of that 

cup that touched his lip, who is our glorious Forerunner: what, if conscience toward 

God, and credit with men, cannot both go to heaven with the saints, the author is 

satisfied with the former companion, and is willing to dismiss the other. Truth to 

Christ cannot be treason to Caesar”. [83. Samuel Rutherford, Lex, Rex, or The 

Law And The Prince (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle Publications, [1644] 1982), 

p. xxi. Emphases added.] … 

 

 “When persecution for the sake of the truth becomes the providential lot of 

Christians, they must resist the tyrant by fleeing from his unlawful authority and 

pretended jurisdiction. Fleeing the unlawful authority and unjust sentences of a 

tyrant is not passive subjection; to the contrary, it is active resistance against 

tyranny. Samuel Rutherford (one of the Scottish delegates to the Westminster 

Assembly) states clearly the duty of Christians in such circumstances: 

 

Flying [i.e. fleeing--GLP] from the tyranny of abused authority, is a plain 

resisting of rulers in their unlawful oppression and perverting of 
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judgment. [68. Samuel Rutherford, Lex, Rex; or The Law And The 

Prince (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle Publications, [1644] 1982), p. 159. 

Emphases added.] 

 

As the king is under God's law both in commanding and in exacting active 

obedience, so is he under the same regulating law of God, in punishing or 

demanding of us passive subjection, and as he may not command what he will, but 

what the King of kings warranteth him to command, so may he not punish as he 

will, but by warrant also of the Supreme Judge of all the earth; and therefore it is 

not dishonourable to the majesty of the ruler, that we deny passive subjection to 

him when he punisheth beside his warrant, more than it is against his majesty and 

honour that we deny active obedience when he commandeth illegally; else I see not 

how it is lawful to fly [i.e. flee--GLP] from a tyrannous king, as Elias [i.e. 

Elijah--GLP], Christ, and other of the witnesses of our Lord have done; and, 

therefore, what royalists say here is a great untruth, namely, that in things lawful 

we must be subject actively,--in things unlawful, passively. For as we are in things 

lawful to be subject actively, so there is no duty in point of conscience, laying 

on us to be subject passively, because I may lawfully fly [i.e. flee-- GLP], and 

so lawfully deny passive subjection to the king's will, punishing unjustly…[69. 

Ibid. p. 232. Emphases added.]”  

 

Royalists object from John18:11-12 that we must submit to suffering as Christ did. But Jesus does 

not flee which is lawful for royalists, therefore it must be unlawful to flee from these examples if 

it is unlawful to resist upon these verse in context. Mat. 10:23, 2 Cor. 11:33 provide clear Scriptural 

grounds for fleeing.  

 

GP says again,  

 

“As a last resort against tyrannical civil Government which embarks upon a reign 

of terror against its own people, Christians may use force in self-defence to subdue 

the violent rage of the civil magistrate. It has been previously demonstrated both 

from Scripture…and from history…that tyrants may be subdued by force. The 

intensity with which such resistance should be maintained against a tyrant is 

appropriately stated by Junius Brutus: 

 

If their [i.e. the civil magistrate's--GLP] assaults be verbal, their defence must be 

likewise verbal; if the sword be drawn against them, they may also take arms, and 

fight either with tongue or hand, as occasion is. . . .[ 70. Junius Brutus, Vindiciae 

Contra Tyrannos; A Defence of Liberty Against Tyrants (Edmonton, Alberta: Still 

Waters Revival Books [1579] 1989), p. 7.]… 

 

It is affirmed by our reformed forefathers that resistance by means of force in cases 

of self-defence is not contrary to biblical commands which call Christians to be 

subject to lawful magistrates (and not to resist them), or biblical commands which 

call Christians to suffer patiently under harsh rulers. Samuel Rutherford has 
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faithfully expounded such biblical passages (as those found in Romans 13:1,2 and 

1 Peter 2:13-20), and clearly demonstrates that these passages cannot be made to 

contradict the rest of God's Word (where resistance by means of force in self-

defence is approved), and that these texts themselves do not contradict biblical 

resistance (whether resistance without force or resistance by means of force). 

Rutherford reasons: 

 

(1) Patient suffering under wicked men and resisting them by means of force are 

not incompatible, but may very well stand together. 

 

One act of grace and virtue is not contrary to another; resistance is in the children 

of God an innocent act of self-preservation, as is patient suffering, and therefore 

they may well subsist in one. . . . The scope of the place (1 Pet. ii.) is not to forbid 

all violent resisting, as is clear he speaketh nothing of violent resisting either one 

way or other, but only he forbiddeth revengeful resisting of repaying one wrong 

with another, from the example of Christ, who, "when he was reviled, reviled not 

again; when he suffered, he threatened not;" therefore, the argument is a falacy. . . 

therefore, the servant who should violently resist his master in the aforesaid case 

[i.e. when his master should seek to kill him--GLP] should, and might patiently 

suffer and violently resist. . . . [71. Samuel Rutherford, Lex Rex, or The Law And 

The Prince (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle Publications, [1644] 1982), p. 153. 

Emphases added.] 

 

(2) Suffering while under wicked tyranny and yet offering a passive non-resistance 

is nowhere found to be the moral duty of a Christian, except under two 

extraordinary conditions: 1. The passive obedience of Christ in which He was 

commanded to lay down His life for His people, and thus could not resist tyranny; 

2. The positive command of God not to resist while suffering as in the extraordinary 

cases of Christ and the Israelites under Nebuchadnezzar (where the Israelites are 

commanded to serve the king of Babylon for seventy years as just recompense for 

their flagrant sin against God, Jer. 27:12) . 

 

All these places of God's word, that recommendeth suffering to the followers of 

Christ, do not command formally that we suffer; therefore, suffering falleth not 

formally under any commandment of God. . . . they prove only that 

comparatively we are to choose rather to suffer than to deny Christ before 

men . . . . and therefore neither Rom. xiii., nor 1 Pet. ii., nor any other place in God's 

word, any common divine, natural, national or any municipal law, commandeth 

formally obedience passive, or subjection passive, or non-resistance under the 

notion of passive obedience. . . . [72. Ibid. p. 155.] 

 

(3) The passage in 1 Peter 2:18 calls a Christian servant not to retaliate against his 

master by doing to the master as the master has done to him, and in so doing the 

Christian is to suffer after the example of his Lord who when he was reviled, did 
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not revile in return. However, the passage does not imply that resistance by means 

of force is unlawful in cases of self-defence. 

 

(4) When resistance (by means of force) is necessary in self-defence against the 

violence of an unlawful civil magistrate, it is not the lawful office or the lawful 

power of the civil magistrate that is being resisted (Rutherford refers to the lawful 

office of the magistrate as "the king in abstracto "), rather it is the abuse of office 

or the tyranny in the man who is in office that is resisted (Rutherford refers to this 

abuse of power as "the king in concreto"). Thus, Rutherford explains: 

 

We must needs be subject to the royal office for conscience, by reason of the fifth 

commandment; but we must not needs be subject to the man who is king, if he 

command things unlawful. . . but Paul (Rom. xiii.) forbiddeth us to resist the 

power, in abstract; therefore, it must be the man, in concreto, that we must resist. 

[73. Ibid. p. 145. The italics are in the original document] 

 

It can be easily demonstrated from the various struggles of reformed Christians in 

resisting tyrannical rulers that they did not understand Romans 13 and 1 Peter 2 (or 

Titus 3:1) either to refer to a tyrant as "the ordinance of God" to whom Christians 

must subject themselves for conscience sake, nor to forbid active resistance for 

conscience sake against a tyrant who happens to call himself a civil magistrate.”  

 

The right to be acknowledged as a lawful magistrate cannot be purchased by conquest alone.146 

The Israelites lead by Joshua conquered the land of Canaan, and had divine right to rule over it not 

by the sole title of conquest but by a special act. God did forbid Israel to conquer Edom, which 

restricts the conclusion. The conquest of Canaan was a judgment of God for idolatry, not a normal 

pursuit of land and dominion.147 In John 19:11 Yeshua answered, "You would have no authority 

over Me, unless it had been given you from above; for this reason he who delivered Me to you has 

the greater sin." Does this mean that Pilate, who had authority by conquest had lawful authority 

as God’s constituted magistrate over Messiah? No. Rutherford says,  

 

“Pilate’s power is merely a power by divine permission, not a power ordained of 

God, as are the powers spoken of, Rom xiii”.148  

 

Nebuchadnezzar, was God’s servant by a special providence and his dominion was by way of 

permission (Jer. 43:10) not by nature or true constitution.  

 

I affirm that every conquest made by violence may be dissolved by violence. Rutherford 

acknowledges an objection,  

 

“An ill king is a punishment of God for the sins of the people, and there is no 

remedy but patient suffering.”  

                                                           
146 Gen 10:10 Kingdoms established without conquest; union was voluntary.  
147 Duet. 18:12 
148 Lex Rex, 152 
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Answer: Amos 4:7  "Furthermore, I withheld the rain from you While there were still three months 

until harvest. Then I would send rain on one city And on another city I would not send rain; One 

part would be rained on, While the part not rained on would dry up.  Amos 4:8  "So two or three 

cities would stagger to another city to drink water, But would not be satisfied; Yet you have not 

returned to Me," declares the LORD.”  

Famine is also a judgment for sin. In this case are we to willingly starve? Rutherford acknowledges 

another objection,  

 

“Under an ill king God’s people are not obligated to do anything but God, “he 

would rather work extraordinary and wonderful miracles; and therefore would not 

authorize the people to deliver themselves from under Pharaoh, but Made Moses a 

prince, to bring them out of Egypt with a stretched-out arm.”149 

 

First, Pharaoh was not a sworn and covenanted ruler of Israel.  Second, the reason God’s people 

did not raise up arms against Pharaoh is that at this time wars were entered into by God’s direct 

command and guidance.  We do not have this direct communication in this dispensation seeing we 

have the completed cannon.  Third, if we are to make parallels in all these examples, all wars by 

Messianic nations must receive direct verbal guidance by God before commencing and this 

violates the doctrine of Cessationism.150 I have spoken to this above.  

 

Section II 

Every Man by Nature is a Free Man 

 

I. Introduction 

  

What is the relationship of a man to his Government by nature?  What are the similarities between 

the authority of a man’s parents and the authority of a man’s Government?  These are the questions 

that I have asked myself when discussing the subject of civil Government with my peers. Though 

many other questions arise when discussing this subject, these two are perhaps the most difficult 

and yet intriguing to pursue.  Samuel Rutherford took this task upon himself in the seventeenth 

century when he wrote Lex Rex, which is a rebuttal of the doctrine of the Divine Right of 

Kings.  Sadly, many Protestants today hold to this doctrine of the Divine Right of Kings and defend 

it by equating the authority of a father to the authority of Government.  In some sense there is 

similarity between the two, but there are grave differences that need to be understood to avoid 

error.  As the great divine Samuel Rutherford said, “Every man by nature is a freeman born, that 

is, by nature no man cometh out of the womb under any civil subjection to king, prince, or judge, 

to master, captain, conqueror, teacher…because freedom is natural to all, except freedom from 

subjection to parents.”151
  

  

II. The Nature of Paternal Authority Over a Man 

                                                           
149 Ibid., 133 
150 Ibid., 134 
151 Lex Rex, 51 
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Even if Adam had never been beguiled by the serpent in the beginning, man would by nature be 

subject to his parents.  By nature, from the very innocence of creation God has established order 

and rank.  Paul speaks of God being the head of Messiah, Messiah being the head of man and man 

being the head of woman, who by nature was born under subjection. Admittedly, woman was made 

for man and under his authority because she originates from him (1 Corinthians 11:8-12).  In our 

ordinary generation we originate from our parents and therefore by nature are subject to 

them.   Messiah is begotten of the Father and has the Father as his head.  Man was made lower 

than the angels in rank (Hebrews 2, Psalm 8) and have these beings as superiors though not directly 

under their authority.  So it is clear that by nature, there is order and authority given by nature 

outside of sin.  However, is this the case with civil Government?  What is the difference between 

the office of father in a family and the office of a king when Isaiah calls him “a nursing father 

(Isaiah 49:23)?”  The answer is given by Samuel Rutherford: “As a man cometh into the world a 

member of a politic society, he is, by consequence, born subject to the laws of that society; but this 

maketh him not, from the womb and by nature, subject to a king, as by nature he is subject to his 

father who begat him, no more than by nature a lion is born subject to another king-lion; for it is 

by accident that he is born of parents under subjection to a monarch, or to either democratical or 

aristocratical governors, for Cain and Abel were born under none of these forms of Government 

properly.”152  The distinction being made by Rutherford is the difference between natural law and 

positive law.  This distinction is defined by Webster’s Dictionary: “In laws, that which is natural, 

bindeth universally; that which is positive, not so.  Although no laws but positive are mutable, yet 

all are not mutable which are positive.”  Therefore, it is clear that paternal authority is different 

from civil in that paternal authority is universal and therefore natural, while civil authority, 

wielding the power of the word and of death, a consequence of sin,  is regional and temporal in its 

forms and legislation and therefore positive, mutable and has its origin from the consequences of 

sin.  
  

III. The Nature of Civil Authority Over a Man 

  

The nature of civil authority is given in Romans 13.  The Divine Right of Kings doctrine interprets 

this passage as descriptive.  This view is incorrect due to the key terms that regularly describe 

Government for most are not “a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.”  Romans 13 

is prescribing the authority in much the same way the constitution of the United States is described 

as “an express powers document.”  This method of delegation is a “regulative principle” and the 

only authority that it has is that which has been expressly stated by God.  To this statement some 

will object that Government has authority in the same way a father does when he tells his son to 

take his feet off the coffee table.  They will argue that there is no command or prohibition in the 

Word contrary to one’s foot on the table, but the father has authority to forbid such.  This objector 

fails to see the distinction between paternal and civil authority. Rutherford pointed out that kings 

are called fathers metaphorically in the scriptures and tyrannous leaders are metaphorically called 

leopards and lions in Ezekiel 22:27, and Zephaniah 3:3; “If then, tyrannous judges be not 

essentially and formally leopards and lions, but only metaphorically, neither can kings be formally 

fathers.”153 Civil power and fatherly power are not of the same essence as this objection implies 

                                                           
152 Ibid. 
153 Ibid., 62 
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and “It is answered,- that the argument presupposeth that royal power and fatherly power is one 

and the same in nature, whereas they differ in nature, and are only one by analogy and proportion; 

for so pastors of the Word are called fathers, 1 Cor. iv. 15, it will not follow, that once a pastor, 

evermore a pastor; and that if therefore pastors turn wolves, and by heretical doctrine corrupt the 

flock, they cannot be cast out of the church.”154
  

                     

Conclusion 

  

Therefore, by the clear exposition of the nature of paternal authority contrasted with civil authority, 

man is born under paternal authority, yet man is free from all civil authority that is not given clear 

authorization in the Word of God.  However, this does not mean that it will be always expedient 

to resist without exception.  

 

Section 3 

Suffering is Not Commanded it is Decreed 
 

Introduction 

 

What is the basis for a king’s authority? Are Messianics commanded to suffer under tyrannical 

kings? What is the Divine Right of Kings? These are some of the questions I have asked myself in 

relation to Believers and Government.  Many able men discuss these issues with many questions 

and fewer answers.  Truly, this subject is one in which demands a lifetime investment of a man’s 

time and mental fortitude.  In God’s providence Samuel Rutherford took this task upon himself in 

the seventeenth century when he wrote Lex Rex, which is a rebuttal of the doctrine of the Divine 

Right of Kings.  The Divine Right of Kings is an ancient doctrine that sovereigns of nations receive 

their authority directly from God irregardless of the consent of the people being ruled.  Under this 

doctrine their authority is not to be resisted and to do so is a sin. In Lex Rex, Samuel Rutherford 

quotes Divine Right advocates “Barclay, Ferne, Grotius, Arnisaeus, the P. Prelate following them 

saith, ‘An ill king is a punishment of God for the sins of the people, and there is no remedy but 

patient suffering.”155 This paper will rebut this claim under two points: 1. This claim has no 

scriptural support; 2. Suffering for Messianics is not commanded but only under two occasions. 

  

Certainly, God judges his people for their sins by sending them wicked and tyrannical rulers. We 

read in Isaiah 10:5 “Woe to Assyria, the rod of My anger And the staff in whose hands is My 

indignation.”  However, does this mean that these kings are not to be resisted?  Later we read in 

Jeremiah 50:17-18 that God was displeased at these nations for what they did to 

Jerusalem. Furthermore, as we read in Amos 4:7-8 sometimes famine is a judgment for sin.  Does 

this mean we cannot look for food and find refuge for ourselves and our family at such an 

occasion?  To these clear answers Royalist advocates will object from the example of Israel under 

captivity in Egypt: 
 

“Before God would authorize rebellion, and give a bad precedent thereof forever, 

he would rather work extraordinary and wonderful miracles; and therefore would 

                                                           
154 Ibid. 
155 Ibid., 75 
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not authorize the people to deliver themselves from under Pharaoh, but made Moses 

a prince, to bring them out of Egypt with a stretched out arm.”156  

             

First, if we must suffer under Kings like Israel did under Cyrus then we cannot flee either, for the 

people did not flee. The reason God’s people did not raise up arms against Pharaoh is that at this 

time wars were entered into by God’s direct command and guidance while we in a different 

dispensation have the completed cannon for all matters of faith and practice. Furthermore, at this 

time God was doing something by a special act of divine providence to show to the world his 

divine power (Romans 9:17).   If we are to make parallels in all these examples, all wars by 

Messianic nations must receive direct verbal guidance by God before commencing and this has 

passed away with the completed cannon.  A good parallel for Messianic nations in this dispensation 

is the fact that before the completed cannon rulers and church leaders were chosen by prophetically 

inspired men (Or God Himself) while we choose them based on gifts, learning, industry, and 

ecclesiastical call by a congregation, etc.  Therefore, in the light of God’s purposes in this 

dispensation we make judgments upon rulers who have obligation to “kiss the Son” who has come 

to give: 
 

“Salvation from our enemies, and from the hand of all who hate us; To show 

mercy toward our fathers, and to remember His holy covenant, the oath which He 

swore to Abraham our father, to grant us that we, being rescued from the hand of 

our enemies, might serve Him without fear, in holiness and righteousness before 

Him all our days.”(Luke 1:71-75) 
 

 The Royalist advocates object again: 

 

“So in the book of Judges, when the people were delivered over to the hand of their 

enemies, because of their sins, he never warranted the ordinary judges or 

community to be their own deliverers; but when they repented, God raised up a 

judge. The people had no hand in their own deliverance out of Babylon; God 

effected it by Cyrus, immediately and totally. Is not this real proof God will not 

have inferior judges to rectify what is amiss; but we must wait in patience till God 

provide lawful means, some sovereign power immediately sent by himself in which 

course of his ordinary providence, he will not be deficient.”157 

 

The answer to this objection includes that which was said earlier of the way rulers and deliverers 

were called of God under an abrogated dispensation.  Furthermore, these texts prove too much, for 

fleeing was not done either and therefore fleeing must also be under the definition of resistance, 

which is contrary to the Royalist view. Therefore these arguments and texts are used in vain. 

 

Judges 3:20 Ehud came to him while he was sitting alone in his cool roof chamber. 

And Ehud said, “I have a message from God for you.” And he arose from his 

seat. 21 Ehud stretched out his left hand, took the sword from his right thigh and 

thrust it into his belly.  

                                                           
156 Ibid., 133 
157 Ibid., Q. 26 
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Here we see this king, though a judgment of God, was a tyrant and unlawful and worthy of 

resistance blessed by God. The same can be seen here:  

 

Jer. 51:35 “May the violence done to me and to my flesh be upon 

Babylon,” The inhabitant of Zion will say; And, “May my blood be upon the 

inhabitants of Chaldea,” Jerusalem will say. 36 Therefore thus says the LORD, 

“Behold, I am going to plead your case And exact full vengeance for you; And I 

will dry up her sea And make her fountain dry. 37 “Babylon will become a heap of 

ruins, a haunt of jackals, An object of horror and hissing, without inhabitants.  
 

II. No Believer is Commanded to Suffer but Under Two Scriptural Occasions. 
 

When I mention that Messianics are not commanded to suffer, many people respond with a 

dubiously raised brow.  Many people willingly subject themselves to certain hardships and reject 

other views with the question, where is the suffering in that?   Samuel Rutherford says, “God hath 

not said to me in any moral law, Be thou killed, tortured, beheaded; but only, Be thou patient, if 

God deliver thee to wicked men’s hands, to suffer these things.”158 This statement is a general 

statement in reference to the general life of a Messianic.  However, there are two circumstances 

where God did and does command suffering.  The first was the sufferings of our Lord and savior 

Messiah Yeshua.  This point is not debated so we will not suffer this point long.  The second is the 

suffering of a Messianic when he is tempted to deny Messiah or suffer. In this case, God commands 

that we not deny him but suffer (Mat. 10:28; Rev. 2:13 ).  The reason why this distinction is so 

important is that God has commanded self-preservation.  When God says, “love your neighbor as 

yourself”, he is speaking negative things and positive.  For our purposes we will focus on the 

positive command of self-preservation.  In the context of tyrannical rulers we must have a sequence 

of resistance. First, our resistance must be with words. If that fall on deaf ears we must flee.  If the 

means to flee are not available, our last resort is violence.  To lay down my life for my brother is 

a show of great love (John 15:13), but not commanded except in the case of our Lord.  However, 

to die at the hands of a tyrant for the mistaken belief that his authority derives from God is rank 

ignorance and self-murder.  Therefore, when Paul says in Eph. 5:29 “for no one ever hated his own 

flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it, just as Christ also does the church”, this is an exposition of 

the second table of the law and a command of self-preservation.  This self-preservation is a direct 

contradiction to commands of suffering in general and especially under the hands of a Royalist.  

 

To this some will object that Matthew 26:52 “for all those who take up the sword shall perish by 

the sword”, is a prohibition against self-preservation. To this, Rutherford says, “He that taketh the 

sword without God’s warrant, which Peter had not, but the contrary, he was himself a Satan to 

Christ, who would but counsel him not to die”.159 This objection would contradict so many other 

statements in the Bible where God commanded to use the sword in defense, in war, and in civil 

Government which have already been considered.  

  
Conclusion 

                                                           
158 Ibid., 141 
159 Ibid., 154 
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Therefore, seeing the unfounded dogmatism of the Divine Right of Kings and the multiple 

refutations from scripture, Messianics are not commanded to suffer under tyrant Governments.  To 

the contrary, when the time is right and preparations are made these tyrants should be supplanted 

in the name of Messiah’s crown and covenant! 

  

  

Objections 

 

1. GP says,  

 

“The Westminster Confession of Faith (23:4) states, "that infidelity, or difference 

in religion, doth not make void the magistrate's just and legal authority, nor free the 

people from their due obedience to him." Isn't this contrary to the position affirmed 

in this book? 

 

Answer: No, it is not. Some of the men quoted throughout this book (e.g. George 

Gillespie and Samuel Rutherford) were Scottish delegates to the Westminster 

Assembly, and knew very well the position endorsed concerning the civil 

magistrate in the Confession of Faith. Rutherford's classic treatment of civil 

magistracy, Lex, Rex agrees with the Confession's position concerning the civil 

magistrate. The following explanation summarizes well the meaning and intent of 

the Westminster divines. 

 

They distinguished between reformed and enlightened lands, and those that were 

unreformed and unenlightened. In the latter [i.e. in unreformed and unenlightened 

lands--GLP], many things may be borne with, which ought not to be suffered in the 

former [i.e. in reformed and enlightened lands--GLP]; particularly, when by a 

solemn national act, they have made scriptural qualifications essential to the civil 

constitution. This our ancestors did in their Covenants National and Solemn 

League. All ranks and conditions in the realm solemnly swore to use every lawful 

endeavour to extirpate [i.e. uproot--GLP] popery, prelacy, &c. . . . Let the authority 

of the magistrate be just and legal, we will then hold ourselves conscientiously 

bound to yield obedience. No authority can be just and legal, with which a 

contradiction to the moral law is essentially incorporated. Simple infidelity will 

not render it unjust, either in a heathen country, or in one emerging from Pagan 

darkness. Neither will simple difference in religion make it void, when the nation 

have not, by their own solemn act and deed, made conformity [of the religion of 

the magistrate--GLP] an essential article of their constitution. There may be many 

defects in a civil constitution, and yet [it--GLP] is morally binding upon a nation: 

but where plain immorality, or a solemn obligation to support what the Legislator 

of the universe prohibits under the severest penalties, is essentially incorporated 

therewith, it cannot bind the conscience.”? 
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Secondly, we see the private sins of kings as men to be judged by God privately (2 

Sam 12:10). Yet public sins of men as magistrates to be judged by God publicly (1 

Chron 21:1)” 

 

 

2. Concerning Messiah’s comments "Render therefore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar's; 

and unto God the things that are God's" (Mt. 22:21), GP says,  

 

“This question was proposed by the enemies of Christ (the Pharisees and the 

Herodians) in order to "entangle him" (Mt. 22:15). If Christ were to answer, 

"Render the tribute to Caesar", the Pharisees (who strongly opposed Roman 

complicity) would have slandered Christ as a Roman sympathizer. However, if 

Christ were to answer, "Render not the tribute to Caesar", the Herodians (who 

strongly supported Roman alliances) would have slandered him as being an avowed 

enemy to Caesar. But the Lord Jesus "perceived their wickedness" and essentially 

gave them a non-answer to their question. Since it was not an honest question, 

Christ did not play into their trap by answering their question. In fact, "they could 

not take hold of his words before the people" (Lk. 20:26)…Such evasion to 

entrapment was used by Christ on other occasions as well (cf. Mk. 11:27-33; Jn. 

8:1-11). Even if Christ did endorse the paying of tribute to Caesar, that is not an 

oath of allegiance paid to Caesar, nor a declaration concerning the lawfulness of 

Caesar's authority. For tribute exacted by an unlawful Government is simply 

extortion required by a thief who threatens to take all your property if you don't pay 

him part of your property. Furthermore, even foreigners and aliens pay taxes to 

nations in which they work without declaring any allegiance to the civil 

Government of that nation. Thus, the payment of taxes is not an oath of allegiance.” 

 

3. Concerning Paul's appeal to Caesar in Acts 25:11, GP says, 

  

“Paul's appeal to Caesar is no declaration on Paul's part that he recognized the 

lawfulness of Caesar's court. Because the Lord had revealed to him that he would 

give testimony of Christ in Rome, and because Paul knew the Jews had plotted to 

murder him if he returned to Jerusalem as planned, he prudently appealed to Caesar 

as a means of self-defence as well as a means of taking the truth to Rome. In fact, 

it might be argued that Paul in another text describes the Roman magistrates in their 

courts as being unjust (1 Cor. 6:1-8). The following summary from Plain Reasons 

For Presbyterians Dissenting From The Revolution Church In Scotland will 

suffice: 

 

As, (1.) He was brought before the Seat of Judicature, he did not voluntarily come 

to them, Acts 23:23; (2.) He being threatened to be murdered by his Country Men, 

who lay in wait by the Way for him, Acts 23. 14. Chap. 25. 11. as though one should 

appeal to a Thief, to save his life from the Murderer. (3.) His Appeal to Caesar 

might be, to get an Opportunity to testify of Christ, and to preach the Gospel at 

Rome, as the Lord had declared to him he should, Chap. 23. 11, and as he 
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accordingly did.” [85. Andrew Clarkson, Plain Reasons For Presbyterians 

Dissenting From The Revolution Church In Scotland (no publisher cited, 1731), p. 

262. This is one of the best treatments on biblical presbyterianism as it was believed 

and practiced by our reformed and covenanted forefathers of the Second 

Reformation in Scotland (1638-1649).] 

 

4. Cyrus is designated as God's "anointed" and God's "shepherd" (Is. 44:28; Is. 45:1) as a special 

providence as in Isa. 13:3, 1 Kings 19:15 and 2 Kings 8:12. The same can be said of  the prohibition 

God gave to Israel not to resist the military conquest of Nebuchadnezzar (Jer. 27:12).   

 

5. Some object that David did not kill Saul when he had a chance to acknowledging his authority. 

Rutherford answers,  

 

“To kill the enemy in a just self-defence, must be, when the enemy actually doth 

invade, and the life of the defendant cannot be otherwise saved. A sleeping enemy 

is not in the act of unjust pursuit of the innocent.”160 

 

If David had no intention of killing Saul as a Tyrant why then did he take Goliath’s sword (1 Sam. 

21:9-10)? Rutherford complains, “Royalists make David’s act of not putting hands on the Lord’s 

anointed an ordinary moral reason against resistance, but his putting on of armour they will have 

extraordinary”.161 

 

6. Objection: We may resist when the Government makes us sin but that is all.  

 

Ans.  1 Sam 14: 24 Now the men of Israel were hard-pressed on that day, for Saul had put the 

people under oath, saying, “Cursed be the man who eats food before evening, and until I have 

avenged myself on my enemies.” So none of the people tasted food. 25All the people of the land 

entered the forest, and there was honey on the ground. 26 When the people entered the forest, 

behold, there was a flow of honey; but no man put his hand to his mouth, for the people feared the 

oath… 43 Then Saul said to Jonathan, “Tell me what you have done.” So Jonathan told him and 

said, “I indeed tasted a little honey with the end of the staff that was in my hand. Here I am, I must 

die!” 44 Saul said, “May God do this to me and more also, for you shall surely die, 

Jonathan.” 45 But the people said to Saul, “Must Jonathan die, who has brought about this great 

deliverance in Israel? Far from it! As the LORD lives, not one hair of his head shall fall to the 

ground, for he has worked with God this day.” So the people rescued Jonathan and he did not 

die. 46 Then Saul went up from pursuing the Philistines, and the Philistines went to their own 

place. 

 

The people resisted their King’s tyrannical legislation because he had no authority to make that 

oath. To abstain from honey is not a sin yet the people lawfully resisted him.  

 

7. Objection: Exo. 22:28 forbids cursing the ruler of your people.  

 

                                                           
160 Ibid., 167 
161 Ibid., 169 
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Ans. Does that then mean he cannot be rebuked or resisted at all?  

 

1 Sam 13: 13 Samuel said to Saul, “You have acted foolishly; you have not kept the 

commandment of the LORD your God, which He commanded you, for now the 

LORD would have established your kingdom over Israel forever. 

 

1 Kings 18: 18 He said, “I have not troubled Israel, but you and your father’s 

house have, because you have forsaken the commandments of the LORD and you 

have followed the Baals  

 

8. Objection: Yeshua commanded the people to render to Caesar and he was a tyrant by conquest.  

 

Ans. First, Yeshua’s answer, Mat. 22:21 “render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s; and to 

God the things that are God’s”, is ambiguous and can be taken as a rhetorical reply in evasion of 

an unimportant issue. Secondly, Rome was decreed to crucify Messiah (Acts 2:23, 4:28). 

Obedience to it was a positive law.    

 

Endnotes: 

 
[i] GP says,  

 

“The following quotations from reformed forefathers and creeds also confirm that habitual tyranny 

upon a throne is not "the ordinance of God", and must be resisted…. 

 

 Christopher Goodman… 
 

But where as the kings or rulers are become altogether blasphemers of God, and oppressors and 

murderers of their subjects, then ought they to be acconpted [i.e. accounted--GLP] no more 

kings or lawful magistrates, but as private men: and to be examined, accused, condemned and 

punished by the law of God, whereunto they are and ought to be subject, and being convicted and 

punished by that law, it is not man's but God's doing: who as he doth appoint such magistrates over 

his people by his law, so doth he condemn as well them as the people transgressing against the law. 

For with God there is no respect of persons. . . .[Christopher Goodman, How Superior Powers Ought 

To Be Obeyed (Geneva: John Crispin, 1558), pg. 139] 

 

 …Samuel Rutherford 

 

That power which is contrary to law, and is evil and tyrannical, can tie none to subjection, but is a 

mere tyrannical power and unlawful; and if it tie not to subjection, it may lawfully be resisted. 

[Samuel Rutherford, Lex, Rex; or The Law And The Prince (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Sprinkle 

Publications, [1644] 1982), p. 141. Emphases added.] 

 

That to resist the king or parliament, is to resist them while as they are doing the thing that 

appertaineth to their charge, and while they vigilantly travel in the execution of their office. But 

while king and parliament do acts of tyranny against God's law, and all good laws of men, they do 

not the things that appertain to their charge and the execution of their office; therefore, by our 

Confession [i.e. the Scottish Confession of Faith, 1560--GLP], to resist them in tyrannical acts is 

not to resist the ordinance of God. [Ibid. p. 220. Emphases added.] 

 

…The General Assembly of the Church of Scotland 
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But if his Majesty [Charles II--GLP], or any having, or pretending power and Commission from 

him, shall invade this Kingdom, upon pretext of establishing him in the exercise of Royal power, as 

it will be an high provocation against God to be accessory or assisting thereto, so will it be a 

necessary duty to resist and oppose the same. . . . That as Magistrates and their power is ordained 

of God, so are they in the exercise thereof, not to walk according to their owne will, but according 

to the Law of equity and righteousnesse, as being the Ministers of GOD for the safety of his People; 

Therefore a boundless and illimited power is to be acknowledged in no King nor Magistrate; Neither 

is Our King to be admitted to the exercise of his power as long as he refuses to walk in the 

Administration of the same according to this rule, and the established Laws of the Kingdom, that 

his Subjects may live under him a quiet and peaceable life in all Godlinesse and honestie. . . . In the 

League and Covenant which hath been so solemnly sworne and renewed by this Kingdom, the Dutie 

of defending and preserving the Kings Person and Authority is joyned with, and subordinat unto the 

dutie of preserving and defending the true Religion and Liberties of the Kingdoms: And therefore 

his Majestie standing in opposition to the just and necessary publick desires concerning Religion 

and Liberties, it were a manifest Breach of Covenant, and a preferring of the Kings interest to the 

interest of Jesus Christ, to bring him to the exercise of his Royal power. . . . [The Acts Of The 

General Assemblies Of The Church Of Scotland: From the Year 1638 to the Year 1649 Inclusive,  

 

"A seasonable and necessary Warning and Declaration, concerning Present and Imminent dangers, 

and concerning duties relating thereto; from the Generall Assembly of this Kirk, unto all the 

Members thereof", 27 July 1649, Session 27, pp. 456-458. Emphases added. The original spelling 

and capitalization have been retained.] 
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Chapter VI 

A Nazarene’s Lawful Participation In the State 

 
The Westminster Confession of Faith Chapter 23 section II says,  

 

“It is lawful for Christians to accept and execute the office of a magistrate, when 

called thereunto:[2] in the managing whereof, as they ought especially to maintain 

piety, justice, and peace, according to the wholesome laws of each 

commonwealth;[3] so, for that end, they may lawfully, now under the New 

Testament, wage war, upon just and necessary occasion.[4} 162  
 

GP says, 

 

“When a national constitution within a land that has been enlightened by the gospel 

omits any mention of the name of God or Christ, and defends the "right" of the 

Atheist, the papist, the muslim, or the satanist to hold office, it is an anti-Christ 

document and cannot morally be the object of an oath of allegiance…Since a 

Christian cannot take an oath of allegiance to an immoral national constitution, two 

consequences must necessarily follow: 

 

                                                           
162 [2] PRO 8:15 By me kings reign, and princes decree justice. 16 By me princes rule, and nobles, even all 

the judges of the earth. ROM 13:1 Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power 

but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God. 2 Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the 

ordinance of God: and they that resist shall receive to themselves damnation. 4 For he is the minister of God 

to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the 

minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. [3] PSA 2:10 Be wise now therefore, 

O ye kings: be instructed, ye judges of the earth. 12 Kiss the Son, lest he be angry, and ye perish from the 

way, when his wrath is kindled but a little. Blessed are all they that put their trust in him. 1TI 2:2 For kings, 

and for all that are in authority; that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty. PSA 

82:3 Defend the poor and fatherless: do justice to the afflicted and needy. 4 Deliver the poor and needy: rid 

them out of the hand of the wicked. 2SA 23:3 The God of Israel said, the Rock of Israel spake to me, He that 

ruleth over men must be just, ruling in the fear of God. 1PE 2:13 Submit yourselves to every ordinance of 

man for the Lord's sake: whether it be to the king, as supreme. [4] LUK 3:14 And the soldiers likewise 

demanded of him, saying, And what shall we do? And he said unto them, Do violence to no man, neither 

accuse any falsely; and be content with your wages. ROM 13:4 For he is the minister of God to thee for good. 

But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, 

a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. MAT 8:9 For I am a man under authority, having 

soldiers under me: and I say to this man, Go, and he goeth; and to another, Come, and he cometh; and to my 

servant, Do this, and he doeth it. 10 When Jesus heard it, he marvelled, and said to them that followed, Verily 

I say unto you, I have not found so great faith, no, not in Israel. ACT 10:1 There was a certain man in Caesarea 

called Cornelius, a centurion of the band called the Italian band, 2 A devout man, and one that feared God 

with all his house, which gave much alms to the people, and prayed to God alway. REV 17:14 These shall 

make war with the Lamb, and the Lamb shall overcome them: for he is Lord of lords, and King of kings: and 

they that are with him are called, and chosen, and faithful. 16 And the ten horns which thou sawest upon the 

beast, these shall hate the whore, and shall make her desolate and naked, and shall eat her flesh, and burn her 

with fire.” (CRTA) 

 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn1
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn2
http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/XXIII_fn.html#fn3


  154 

 

(1) A Christian cannot serve in any civil capacity that would require him to give 

conscientious subjection to or to swear an oath of allegiance to an immoral civil 

Government or its national constitution. However, this does not preclude Christians 

from seeking the reformation of an immoral civil Government if conscientious 

subjection to it (as "the ordinance of God") and an oath of allegiance are not 

required. In fact, if the Christian were not required to take an oath of allegiance 

to an immoral civil Government, he would be free to cooperate with an immoral 

Government in bringing biblical reformation to that nation (and even in 

assuming positions of authority and administration within that nation as did 

Joseph, Daniel, Mordecai, and Nehemiah)….  

 

Any office may be held, or service engaged in, upon the three following conditions: 

 

1st. That the duties belonging to it be right in themselves. 2d. That they be regulated 

by a just law. 3d. That there be no other oath of office required, but faithfully to 

execute official duties... 

 

(2) The second consequence that must necessarily follow from a Christian's refusal 

to violate God's moral law by taking an oath of allegiance to an immoral national 

constitution is that he will not consent to (nor participate in) the sins of others by 

voting for and electing people to civil office who will be required to take an 

unlawful oath to an immoral national constitution… Those who, directly or 

indirectly, consent to the evil deeds of others are partakers in their criminality. 
[Samuel Wylie says of Psalm 50:18,---DS] 

 

"When thou sawest a thief, then thou consentedst with him," which God severely 

reprehends. If, therefore, the constitution be essentially at war with the religion of 

Jesus, an homologation [i.e. an approval or ratification--GLP] of it is striking hands 

with his enemies. No oath of allegiance, therefore, can we swear, because we 

believe the constitution [i.e. the national constitution of the United States--GLP] to 

be contrary to the moral law, and our covenant engagements. Farther, we cannot 

elect public functionaries to fill the various offices in the state; for, between 

the elector and the elected, there is a representative oneness; so that every official 

act, done constitutionally by the latter [i.e. the elected official--GLP], 

isvirtually done by the former [i.e. the one who elected the official--GLP], through 

his representative organ. He must, also, be introduced to office by an oath, 

homologating [i.e. approving and ratifying-- GLP] the constitution. Whatever, 

therefore, we cannot do ourselves, on account of its immorality, we ought not to 

employ others to perform.” [65. Samuel Wylie, Two Sons Of Oil; or, The Faithful 

Witness For Magistracy And Ministry Upon A Scriptural Basis (Pottstown, 

Pennsylvania: Covenanted Reformed Presbyterian Publishing [1803] 1995), pp. 

43,44. The italics are original, the bold has been added for emphases.] 
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Chapter VII 

Ethics 

 
I. Orientation 

 

Secular people are completely baffled to know what standard they are to use to determine 

good from evil, or moral and immoral actions, except when they deal with white people who 

believe the Bible. Everything is up for grabs for them and completely arbitrary unless they are 

talking to white people who want to preserve their own identities. The standard in this case is, 

whatever these people believe is evil, and so we can compromise everything we do and contradict 

every right of man we believe in when dealing with them.  

 

Every Political Theory must have an ethical foundation. Dr. Clark defines ethics as “the study of 

right and wrong, of the most desirable manner of life, and of the most worthy motivation.”163 There 

are three primary theories of ethics: Teleological Ethics, Ateleological Ethics and Revealed Ethics, 

i.e. Religion.  

 

 

Teleological Ethics 

 

Teleological Ethics asserts that the morality of an act is dependent on its purpose. An act is virtuous 

if it is a means to that end. Clark objects, 

 

“At the outset someone might object that this type of theory is not worthwhile 

discussing because it is false. The moral value of an act cannot be judged by its 

consequences for the reason that the agent cannot control them. A man may have 

the best intentions and he may do what is right, and yet through some accidental, 

unforeseen circumstance, the consequences are unhappy. For example, he might 

make a generous donation to a charitable organization that has been highly 

recommended to him. But because of some recent change in the board of directors 

or for some other reason of which the donor is unaware, the money is used foolishly 

or even wickedly. Does this unforeseen consequence make the donation evil? 

Should not its moral value depend on the intention of the donor and not on the 

consequences of the act? Or, conversely, a wicked man may intend to do harm, but 

for similar reasons the results turn out to be good. Do not motives, the objector asks, 

bear on moral values as much as or even more than consequences do?…There is a 

second preliminary objection to teleological ethics…Far from being a theory of 

morality, one might declare it a theory of immorality. For, it will be said, if we 

decide on the basis of consequences, and if virtue is only a means, then this theory 

is reduced to the execrable position that the end justifies the means. And is there 

anything more vile than this principle-a principle that has justified the worst crimes 

                                                           
163 Essays on Ethics and Politics, 50 
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in history?…The Roman Catholics wanted to rid France of the Protestants, and the 

massacre accomplished this end.”164 

 

One form of Teleological Ethics is the ethical theory called Psychological Hedonism. This theory 

asserts that the Good is pleasure. On this view all people always desire pleasure and nothing else 

but pleasure. This theory is an illusion. Will the Psychological Hedonists refuse bitter medicine or 

a discomforting trip to the dentist to cure their ailment? Will they not suffer the pains of 

employment? All these do not give pleasure at the moment. If not an immediate pleasure, maybe 

then all people always desire or act towards a future pleasure. Clark objects, 

 

“There are many evidences that this is not true. A drunkard may know that guzzling 

his liquor will make him sick and give him a headache, but he guzzles. He desires 

the immediate pleasure and sacrifices the pleasure of tomorrow.”165 

 

The difficulties continue for secular theories because it can never be determined how a good desire 

is distinguished from a bad desire. And finally, the definition of pleasure as sensation falls prey to 

the hundreds of criticisms Clark has made to the entire endeavor of Empiricism. 

 

Another form of Teleological Ethics is the ethical theory called Utilitarianism. This is the ethical 

theory that affirms that the proper moral action is one that produces the overall happiness for the 

greatest number. This has been the ethic of many tyrannical nations. The execution and torture of 

the inferior race gives pleasure to the superior race therefore it is the right thing to do. This theory 

also caters to totalitarian systems. In Utilitarianism, the individual must sacrifice his own interests 

for the interests of the whole or the state.  Clark summarizes the problem with teleological theories: 

 

“It would be necessary to know not merely the immediate results of a given choice, 

but the more remote, and the still more remote into an indefinite future. It would be 

necessary to know the effects of the proposed action on every individual who might 

possibly be involved. And all these effects in their various degrees would have to 

be balanced against the same calculations made for each of the other proposed 

policies. Only after all these calculations had been completed could it be said that 

such and such ought to be done. But obviously these calculations cannot be 

completed. Therefore, a teleological system cannot conclude that one action rather 

than another is a moral obligation.”166 

 

Ateleological Ethics 

 

This theory of Ethics denies that moral excellence is found in its purpose or that a certain act is a 

means to a good end.  This theory affirms that morality is found in the act itself irrespective of its 

consequences. The primary proponent of this view was Immanuel Kant. Kant’s construction is 

based on logical consistency. Immoral action is logically fallacious and self-deceiving. This is a 

replacement of Teleogy’s theory that morality is based in consequence. Clark says, 

                                                           
164 A Christian View of Men and Things, 114-115 
165 Ibid. 118 
166 Ibid., 124-125 
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“Truth telling is right, so Kant argued, because everyone can tell the truth without 

any logical impossibility arising in the total situation, while lying is wrong because 

it is logically impossible for everyone to tell lies. But what about suicide? Of 

course, Kant believed that suicide is wrong. But is it not logically possible for me 

to commit suicide and at the same time to will that everyone else should commit 

suicide? If I will to break a promise, I desire to make myself a exception. I want 

other people to keep their promises to me; I want faithfulness to be universal, with 

myself an exception. Because of such an exception, argues Kant, the act 

contemplated is immoral. But no such exception is logically necessary in the case 

of suicide. I may believe, without contradicting myself, that life is evil, that suicide 

is the solution, and that everyone ought to commit suicide.”167 

 

This system of ethics is strenuously against the idea of incentive because man should perform 

moral actions because they are good actions, not to gain a reward. This is where Biblical revealed 

ethics improves. 

 

To consider a couple more popular items:  

 

Many people, consider the rule of right and wrong to be a mechanistic and secularized view of the 

Golden Rule. This is unsatisfying. Does this interpretation of the Golden Rule imply that a Warden, 

in charge of executing a convicted Serial killer, should release the Serial killer, because if the 

Warden were in the place of the Serial killer, and the Serial killer in the place of the Warden, the 

Warden would desire freedom? This view of the Golden Rule would only serve, as it has, to justify 

the enfranchisement of pure evil.  

 

Another item that I have come across is to appeal to innate knowledge. Aside from the arbitrarity 

of this position, it is also baseless when coming from the mouth of an Empiricist. Locke presented 

the classic Empiricist rejection of Innate Knowledge in his An Essay Concerning Human 

Understanding. If knowledge comes only by experience, innate knowledge, which affirms 

knowledge before experience, is ipso facto precluded. Noam Chomsky and B.F. Skinner advanced 

the debate in the past few decades. Chomsky, well known as the most influential philosopher of 

our time, resoundingly rejected the classical Empiricist position, presenting a basis for innate 

knowledge through genetics.  

 

Another item that I have heard from Anarchist philosophers is compulsion. Evil is identified in the 

act of compulsion. This position can only be adhered to by people completely unwilling to indulge 

in the most ridiculous hypocrisies. To be a parent, one must compel. A child’s life is dominated 

by the compulsions of his parents, even the most liberal of them. From forced citizenship, 

education, culture, environment, language and medicine, a child’s life is necessarily compelled to 

conform to the ideas and will of his parents. I distinctly remember being held down my Atheist 

“liberal” father and the nurses at my pediatrician’s office as I screamed at the top of my lungs in 

horror as I was being repeatedly stabbed with my pre-pubescent vaccinations.  

 

                                                           
167 Ibid., 129-130 
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Revealed Ethics 

 

Revealed ethics avoid all the problems of secular theories. The omniscient creator of the universe 

knows all the consequences of an action. His commands are universal. Natural law, universal 

ethical norms, cannot be deduced or induced from sensation. Einstein’s Relativity theories tell us 

everything is in a constant state of flux and change. Secondly, induction is a formal fallacy. Also, 

the authority of their obligation is unquestioned. Thus saith the Lord is how we know these 

commands are right and good.  Moreover, the Biblical view gives man promises of reward for 

obedience, and a purpose to live and to continue human society, while secular theories can give us 

no reason to believe life is even worth living. Not every command in the scripture is easy to 

understand. However, that does not eliminate the possibility of knowing right from wrong in some 

cases. The other theories cannot even get off the ground. Also, the authority of their obligation is 

unquestioned. Thus saith the Lord is how we know these commands are right and good.  Moreover, 

the Messianic view gives man a purpose to live and to continue human society, while secular 

theories can give us no reason to believe life is worth living. Not every command in the scripture 

is easy to understand. However, that does not eliminate the possibility of knowing right from 

wrong in some cases. The other theories cannot even get off the ground. 

 

The Biblical Theory of ethics is found in the Torah. I will not go into detail on this right now as I 

am preparing an entire book against Ebionism which will deal with these issues in full.  

 

I have exposed the mistakes of the Christians regarding the Torah in my book Why I Left the 

Christian Church. I will be writing a book in the next few years concerning exactly what 

changed between the Old and New Covenants in my writings against the Ebionites.  

 

The summary of the Protestant Christian theory of ethics is found in the Westminster Larger 

Catechism questions 98 to 148.  Anthony Burgess’ Vindiciae Legis : or, A Vindication of the Moral 

Law and the Covenants, from the Errors of Papists, Arminians, Socinians, and more especially, 

Antinomians (1647) is a series of thirty lectures preached in London during the Westminster 

Assembly concerning the Torah. I will be addressing both of these documents in my dealings with 

Ebionism along with Sherman Isbell’s, The Divine Law of Political Israel Expired: General 

Equity, which is an authoritative explanation of the Torah in the Church that I departed from a few 

years ago and of course Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical Law.   
 

As a summary statement in this progression I will simply say that Yeshua was not contradicting 

the Torah. He was simply clearing away the false Pharisaic interpretations of the Torah.  

 

When Messiah  says “swear not at all” (Mat 5:4) this is against profane swearing and using Yah’s 

name unnecessarily. It does not abrogate the command to swear oaths before God in the Old 

Testament. This is buttressed by the example of the Early Christian Fathers.  A Dictionary of 

Christian Antiquities, Vol. 2, by William Smith and Samuel Cheetham, page1416 says,  

 
“2. Coming to the direct evidence that oaths were employed and sanctioned in the early church, 

Tertullian {Apolog. c. 32) repudiates the charge that Christians could swear by the genius of Caesar, 

for the genii are nothing else than demons; but, he adds, they do swear by the emperor's safety; and 

he defends the oath, on the ground that in kings men reverence the appointment of God, and he holds 
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that to be a great oath which involves the safety of what God hath willed. The same oath… is 

mentioned by Athanasius {Ep. ad Monachos, t. i. p. 866, ed. Colon.). Compare the oath of Joseph 

(Gen. xlii. 15), "By the life of Pharaoh”…This form of oath, which was probably adopted as an 

indirect answer to the charge of disloyalty, so freely cast at the early Christians, was evidently 

subject to abuse. So the fourth council of Carthage, A.D. 398, c. 61, orders a clergyman swearing 

by any creature (per creaturas) to be severely reprimanded, and, if obdurate, to be 

excommunicated. Athanasius required of Constantius {Apolog. ad Constant, t. i. p. 678) that his 

accusers should be put upon oath. In Vegetius, who lived at the close of the 4th century, there is a 

form {Instit. rei Militar. i. 5) of the oath required of Christian soldiers. They swear by God, by 

Christ, by the Holy Spirit, and by the majesty of the emperor. Other illustrations of the use of oaths, 

cited by Bingham, will be found in Aug. {Ep. cliv.) ad fublicol.; Id. Serm. xxx. De Verbis 

Apost.; Greg. Xaz. {Ep. ccxix.) ad Theodor.; Basil, in Psalm. xiv. t. i. p. 133; Hieron. in Matt. v. 

The laws of the Christian emperors contain frequent mention of oaths. Constantine confirms {Cod. 

Theod. ix. i. 4) a promise of reward to those who will inform against the corrupt practices of his 

ministers by the adjuration, "So may the Almighty be ever merciful to me, and keep me safe." One 

of the statutes of Arcadius {Cod. Theod. ii. ix. 8), shews that contracts were usually confirmed by 

an oath, either by the name of God or the emperor's safety. In the conference between the Catholics 

and Donatists in the time of Honorius {Co'.lat. Carthag. die i. c. 5; Hard. Cone. i. 1052), the 

emperor's delegate swore to judge impartially by the marvellous mystery of the Trinity, by the 

sacrament of the Incarnation, and by the emperor's safety." And indeed, whatever may have been 

the scruples of individual fathers, there can be no doubt that oaths were invariably required both in 

civil and criminal causes under the Christian emperors. Constantine laid down a general law {Cod. 

Theod. II. xxxix. 3) that all witnesses before a court were to bind themselves by an oath before 

giving evidence. The Justinian Code not only confirmed this law {ibid. IV. xx. 9), but added a clause 

to it{ibid. IV. lix. 1), that both plaintiff and defendant must swear upon the Gospels; the one, that 

he brought his action not for the purpose of calumny, but on legitimate grounds; the other, that he 

had a just defence. By a further enactment, the parties to a cause swore (Justin. Novel. exxiv. 1) that 

no bribe had been or would be given to the judge or any other person. Nor was the obligation of 

an oath confined to lay causes. To check simony in cases of ecclesiastical preferment, the electors 

were required (Justin. Novel, exxiii. 1) to take an oath that they did not select their nominee from 

any improper motive. Also, at the time of ordination, the candidate swore upon the Gospels 

(Justin. Novel, exxxvii. 2) that he had given no money to the bishop ordaining him. Among the 

privileges of the bishops was an exemption from appearing in person to give evidence in the public 

courts. It is not quite clear whether the privilege, as originally conferred by Theodosius, extended 

so far as this. It was, however, distinctly granted by Justinian{Novel, exxiii. 7); and the same law 

enacted, that whenever bishops were examined in private their testimony should be taken not 

upon oath, but upon their word in presence of the holy Gospels, as becomes priests. With the 

exception of some of the Spanish synods, scarcely any mention is found of oaths in decrees of 

councils. In the decree which concludes the acts of the fourth council of Toledo, A.D. 633, 

the oath of allegiance to kings is insisted upon; and the eighth council of Toledo, A.d. 653, c. 2, has 

a long dissertation on the sanctity of oaths, and insists upon the necessity of an oath in making 

treaties, in the reconciliation of friends, and in giving evidence; and adds, that if no evidence is 

forthcoming against an accused, then his oath is sufficient to establish his innocence.” (See Burgess, 

pg. 188) 

 

Capital punishment, war and civil justice are not contradictory to the long suffering of Messiah in 

the New Covenant as contrasted to the Law of the Old. In Matthew 5, Yeshua is not criticizing the 

Torah when he says, “Mat. 5:38  "You have heard that it was said, 'An Eye For An Eye, And A 

Tooth For A Tooth.' Mat. 5:39  "But I say to you, do not resist an evil person; but whoever slaps 

you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also.” This was the Lex Talionis of the civil law 

which was being used to justify sinful bitterness towards an enemy in an individual context which 

contradicts Leviticus 19:17 which clearly taught love and long suffering to your intra-tribal enemy. 

Yeshua also says, “Mat 5:43  "You have heard that it was said, 'YOU SHALL LOVE YOUR 
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NEIGHBOR and hate your enemy.' Mat 5:44  "But I say to you, love your enemies and pray for 

those who persecute you” The law does indeed say to love one’s neighbor and in a sense there are 

passages such as Psalm 139 that mention hating the enemies of God. However, Messiah was 

rebuking a bitter, selfish, and sinful hatred of a tribesman prohibited by such passages as: 

  
“Exo 23:4  "If you meet your enemy's ox or his donkey wandering away, 

you shall surely return it to him. Exo 23:5 "If you see the donkey of one 

who hates you lying helpless under its load, you shall refrain from leaving 

it to him, you shall surely release it with him. 

  

Pro 24:17  Do not rejoice when your enemy falls, And do not let your heart 

be glad when he stumbles; 

  

Pro 25:21 If your enemy is hungry, give him food to eat; And if he is thirsty, 

give him water to drink” 

 

When the Law is said to be abrogated to the believer in the New Covenant, it is abrogated: 

 

i. As a means to attain justifying and eternal life. (Rom. 10:4) 

 

ii. As a condemning curse. (Rom. 8; Gal. 3:13) 

 

iii. In sin offerings.  (Eph. 2:15, Heb. 9:10) 

 

iv. As an increase to iniquity (Rom. 7:8). Without the Spirit, the law arouses boiling frustrations  

in us.  We know what is right but find no ability to do it.  This aggravates us all the more and 

frustrates our mind as we ponder why God would leave us to such a condition. When a man is 

regenerated by the Spirit, there is a new desire and ability to practice the law.168  

 

However, the Torah is still our rule of life. It is the way we are to live.169 I will explain this in great 

detail in my coming book against Ebionism.  

                                                           
168 Burgess, pg. 219-222 
169 Acts 6: 11 Then they secretly induced men to say, “We have heard him speak blasphemous words against Moses 

and against God.” 12 And they stirred up the people, the elders and the scribes, and they came up to him and 

dragged him away and brought him before the  Council. 13 They put forward false witnesses who said, “This man 

incessantly speaks against this holy place and the Law 

 

Acts 18:21 but took leave of them, saying, “I must by all means keep this coming feast in Jerusalem; but I will 

return again to you, God willing.” And he sailed from Ephesus. 

 

Acts 24:14 “But this I confess to you, that according to the Way which they call a sect, so I worship the God of my 

fathers, believing all things which are written in the Law and in the Prophets. 

Acts 25:8 while he answered for himself, “Neither against the Law of the Jews, nor against the temple, nor against 

Caesar have I offended in anything at all.” 

 

Rom. 2:12 – For as many as have sinned without Law will also perish without Law, andas many as have sinned in 

the Law will be judged by the Law 
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Rom. 2:17 – Indeed you are called a Jew, and rest on the Law, and make your boast in God, 18 and know [His] will, 

and approve the things that are excellent, being instructed out of the Law, 

 

Rom. 3:20 – Therefore by the deeds of the Law no flesh will be justified in His sight,for by the Law [is] the 

knowledge of sin. 

 

Rom. 3:31 Do we then make void the law through faith? Certainly not! On the contrary, we establish the law. 

 

Rom. 4:7 “Blessed [are those] whose Lawless deeds are forgiven, And whose sins are covered; 

 

Rom. 6:15 – What then? Shall we sin because we are not under Law but under grace? Certainly not! 

 

Rom. 6:19 – I speak in human [terms] because of the weakness of your flesh. For just as you presented your 

members [as] slaves of uncleanness, and of Lawlessness [leading] to [more] Lawlessness, so now present your 

members [as] slaves [of] righteousness for holiness. 

 

Romans 7:7 – What shall we say then? is the Law sin? Certainly not! On the contrary, I would not have known sin 

except through the Law. For I would not have known covetousness unless the Law had said, “You shall not covet.” 

 

Rom. 7:12 Therefore, the law is holy, and the commandment holy and just and good. 

 

Rom. 7:14 For we know that the law is spiritual [Not merely national and political], but I am carnal, sold under sin. 

 

Rom. 7:22 For I delight in the law of God according to the inward man. 

 

Rom. 7:25 I thank God through Yeshua the Messiah our Master! So then, with the mind I myself serve the Law of 

God, but with the flesh the Law of sin. 

 

Rom. 8:4 That the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. 

 

Rom. 8:6-7 For to be carnally minded is death, but to be spiritually minded is life and peace. Because the carnal 

mind is enmity against God; for it is not subject to the Law of Yahweh, nor indeed can be. 

 

Rom. 12:19 Beloved, do not look for revenge but leave room for the wrath; for it is written, “Vengeance is mine, I 

will repay, says the Lord.” 

 

Rom. 13: 8 Owe nothing to anyone except to love one another; for he who loves his neighbor has 

fulfilled the law. 9 For this, “You shall not commit adultery, You shall not murder, You shall not steal, You shall not 

covet,” and if there is any other commandment, it is summed up in this saying, “You shall love your neighbor as 

yourself.” 

 

1 Cor. 5:1 It is actually reported that there is immorality among you, and immorality of such a kind as does not exist 

even among the Gentiles, that someone has his father’s wife. [Lev. 18:7-8] 

 

1 Cor. 5:7 Clean out the old leaven so that you may be a new lump, just as you are in fact unleavened. For Messiah 

our Passover also has been sacrificed. 8 Therefore let us celebrate the feast, not with old leaven, nor with the leaven 

of malice and wickedness, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth. 

1 Cor. 5:13 But those who are outside, God judges. Remove the wicked man from among yourselves. 

 

1 Cor. 7:39 The wife is bound by the law as long as her husband lives; but if her husband be dead, she is at liberty to 

be married to whom she will; only in the Lord. 
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Yeshua appealed to rewards and punishments as incentives to human behavior often. Yeshua says,  

 

Mat 5:3 “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of 

heaven.4 “Blessed are those who mourn, for they shall be comforted. 5 “Blessed 

are the gentle, for they shall inherit the earth. 6 “Blessed are those who hunger and 

thirst for righteousness, for they shall be satisfied. 7 “Blessed are the merciful, for 

they shall receive mercy.8 “Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God. 

9 “Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God. 10 “Blessed 

are those who have been persecuted for the sake of righteousness, for theirs is the 

kingdom of heaven.11 “Blessed are you when people insult you and persecute you, 

and falsely say all kinds of evil against you because of Me. 12 Rejoice and be glad, 

for your reward in heaven is great; for in the same way they persecuted the prophets 

who were before you. 

                                                           
1 Cor. 9:8 I am not speaking these things according to human judgment, am I? Or does not the Law also say these 

things? 9 For it is written in the Law of Moses, “You shall not muzzle the ox while he is threshing.” God is not 

concerned about oxen, is He? 10 Or is He speaking altogether for our sake? Yes, for our sake it was written 

 

1 Cor. 9: 20 To the Jews I became as a Jew, so that I might win Jews; to those who are under the Law, as under the 

Law though not being myself under the Law, so that I might win those who are under the Law; 21 to those who 

are without law, as without law, though not being without the law of God but under the law of Christ, so that I 

might win those who are without law. 

 

1 Cor. 14:34 The women are to keep silent in the churches; for they are not permitted to speak, but are to subject 

themselves, just as the Law also says. 

 

2 Cor. 6:14 Do not be unequally yoked together with unbelievers. For what fellowship has righteousness with 

Lawlessness? And what communion has light with darkness? 

 

Eph. 6:1 Children, obey your parents in the Lord, for this is right. 2 Honor your father and mother (which is the first 

commandment with a promise), 3 so that it may be well with you, and that you may live long on the earth. 

 

Gal. 3:21 Is the Law then contrary to the promises of God? May it never be! 

 

Gal. 5: 14 For the whole Law is fulfilled in one word, in the statement, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” 

 

Gal. 6:2 Bear one another’s burdens, and thereby fulfill the law of Christ. [He says this right after quoting Lev. 

19:18 in Gal. 5:14] 

 

Col. 2:16-17 So let no one judge you in food or in drink, or regarding a festival or a new moon or sabbaths, which 

are a shadow of things to come, but the body of the Messiah. [Here we see Paul encouraging the Colossians not to 

be intimidated by the judgments of their Gentile Pagan tribesmen for becoming like Jews and showing them that the 

Feasts are not shadows of things in the past but of the future, and that is why they should still keep them!] 

 

1 Tim. 1:8 But we know that the Law is good, if one uses it lawfully 

 

2 Tim. 3:16 All Scripture [is] given by inspiration of God, and [is] profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 

correction, for instruction in righteousness,17 that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly equipped for every 

good work. 
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Moses was no different,   

 

Heb. 11: 24 By faith Moses, when he had grown up, refused to be called the son of 

Pharaoh’s daughter, 25 choosing rather to endure ill-treatment with the people of 

God than to enjoy the passing pleasures of sin, 26 considering the reproach 

of Christ greater riches than the treasures of Egypt; for he was looking to 

the reward. 

 

Messianic revealed ethics are clearly egoistic at least to some degree. Desire for reward is 

legitimate motivation.  Some object that the Pharisees were selfish, incentive driven men who 

wanted the praise of men. Clark replies, “If Jesus objected to the Pharisees, it was not because they 

wanted a reward but because of the measly reward they wanted.”170  

 

Yah ordained Israel as an example to the heathen nations around them because God held the 

Gentiles accountable to same moral/natural law as the Jews even in the Old Testament.  

 

Deut. 4:6 So keep and do them, for that is your wisdom and your understanding in 

the sight of the peoples who will hear all these statutes and say, ‘Surely this great 

nation is a wise and understanding people.’ 7For what great nation is there that 

has a god so near to it as is the LORD our God whenever we call on Him? 8 Or 

what great nation is there that has statutes and judgments as righteous as this whole 

law which I am setting before you today? 

 

Exo. 12:12 For I will go through the land of Egypt on that night, and will strike 

down all the firstborn in the land of Egypt, both man and beast; and against all the 

gods of Egypt I will execute judgments—I am the LORD.  

 

Deut. 18:  12 For whoever does these things is detestable to the LORD; and because 

of these detestable things the LORD your God will drive them out before you. 

 

Jer. 48:42 “Moab will be destroyed from being a people Because he 

has become arrogant toward the LORD 

 

Jer. 46: 25 The LORD of hosts, the God of Israel, says, “Behold, I am going to 

punish Amon of Thebes, and Pharaoh, and Egypt along with her gods and her kings, 

even Pharaoh and those who trust in him. 

 

Jer. 48: 35 I will make an end of Moab,” declares the LORD, “the one who 

offers sacrifice on the high place and the one who burns incense to his gods. 

36 “Therefore My heart wails for Moab like flutes; My heart also wails like flutes 

for the men of Kir-heres. Therefore they have lost the abundance it produced.  

 

                                                           
170 Essays on Ethics and Politics, 143 
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Jer. 50:17 “Israel is a scattered flock, the lions have driven them away. The first 

one who devoured him was the king of Assyria, and this last one who has broken 

his bones is Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon. 18 Therefore thus says the LORD of 

hosts, the God of Israel: ‘Behold, I am going to punish the king of Babylon and his 

land, just as I punished the king of Assyria. 

 

Jer. 51: 47 Therefore behold, days are coming When I will punish the idols of 

Babylon; And her whole land will be put to shame And all her slain will fall in her 

midst. 

 

Isa. 10:10 “As my hand has reached to the kingdoms of the idols, Whose graven 

images were greater than those of Jerusalem and Samaria, 11 Shall I not do to 

Jerusalem and her images Just as I have done to Samaria and her idols?” 

 

Isa 19:  1 The oracle concerning Egypt. Behold, the LORD is riding on a swift cloud 

and is about to come to Egypt; The idols of Egypt will tremble at His presence, And 

the heart of the Egyptians will melt within them.  

 

The Torah’s theory of ethics is in direct contrast to the ascetic view of ethics that is found in the 

anchoretic Churches and presents the fundamental vindication of the Protestant Reformation. The 

Protestant Reformation was a radical departure from what the world had previously understood 

Christianity to be. For 1400 years plus, Anchorism had dominated the theological system of the 

Church and had culminated in a Tyrannical institution that plunged the Western world into poverty, 

ignorance and superstition. Ancient Christianity and the Doctrine of the Oxford Tracts by Isaac 

Taylor documented this in detail. I wrote a summary of it in my recent book Conquering the Verbal 

Sorcery of Trinitarianism.  

 

Natural Law 

 

First, I would like to explain the pagan idea of Natural Law explained by Plato and then give an 

exposition of the Reformed Christian view of Natural Law.  

 

Plato’s philosophy is mostly known by the objects of knowledge, the Ideas. Plato argues that these 

objects must be non-corporeal. The clearest argument he gives is the cube argument. Let’s say you 

have two dice and one wooden block. If the Idea, Cube, was one physical object, say one of the 

dice, the other dice and the block could not be Cube because they are not that one dice. If Cube 

was the sum total of all cubes no individual cube could be Cube because each individual is not the 

sum total or aggregate of them all.  If all dice, blocks and other cube shaped objects were destroyed, 

the Idea Cube would still remain. Therefore, Cube is not corporeal. Cube must be a single, eternal, 

unchangeable, object of thought, above the realm of the senses, in the world of Ideas. These Ideas 

are then the real essences and the objects of knowledge.171 There is an important point to 

understand why the Ideas are superior to sense objects. Sense objects, even on their own admission 

constantly change (Heraclitian flux) and objects of knowledge must be stable. If you want the 

                                                           
171 Of course, I reject Plato here because thoughts are activities of a mind, not things in themselves.  
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words you use to mean the same thing before and after you speak a sentence, sense objects simply 

will not do. These eternal and unchangeable Ideas of Plato prove themselves, indispensable.172 

 

Plato’s Cave Allegory 

  

To describe the relationship of the lower visible world we live in to, sensation and the Ideas, Plato 

constructed his famous cave allegory. Plato describes human kind like a number of people in a 

cave, facing the back of a cave with their necks chained so they cannot turn around. Behind them 

is a roadway, and behind the roadway is a fire. When a person walks down the roadway and passes 

by the cave the person’s figure casts a shadow on the back wall. This shadow is all the shackled 

people see of the person.  In the same way, when we observe the visible world we live in, we 

observe a half reality; a shadow of that which is real. The true reality is the world of Ideas, or in 

the allegory, the persons walking by.  When we have a sensation of that shadowy reality, we are 

reminded of what we know already, but in an incomplete sense. 
 

The world of Ideas is itself the supreme Being in-ousia and a living mind. The Ideas that compose 

this world are an ordered system with the Idea of the Good as the supreme principle, huper-ousia. 

It is through the Good that all the subordinate concepts are to be understood and only in relation 

to the Good. Therefore, we understand Justice and become just for the purpose of the Good, not 

for Justice in itself. In this sense the Platonic system is teleological in contrast with Democritus’ 

system which was mechanical.   

 

The Chain of Being 

 

As was stated earlier the world of Ideas is the Supreme Being in-ousia. Below this world there is 

the Demiurge.  The Demiurge is god, an independent and eternal Being, the maker of heaven and 

earth. Below the Demiurge is chaotic Space and Matter, also independent but Space is non-Being. 

Good and evil is discerned by how much Being something has: The more Being and simpler in 

composition the better, the less Being and less simple (more distinct) the worse.  The same goes 

for false and true propositions. Plato would say that, “the true opinion is the real opinion, and the 

false opinion is its contrary; the real opinion grasps the object, but the false opinion apparently 

grasps nothing. In other words, it is no opinion at all, or, conversely, all opinions are true.”173 Plato 

classed all things as either “Being” or “Becoming”; that which is (Being) is the subject of rational 

statements, discussions and truths. That which is becoming is the realm of opinion and science. 

Plato would be an Operationalist in his Philosophy of Science. That which is becoming is always 

changing and can never be an object of knowledge.  Therefore, if certain scientific procedures 

seem to invent things and help people, fine and good but these procedures are never true. As a 

matter of fact the procedure is actually false the moment after the concept is grasped.  

 

A Biblical Philosophy can never allow anything above Yah. In Platonism, abstract moral ideas are 

superior to the god who created heaven and earth. On the Biblical view, the ultimate basis of good 

and evil is the nature of Yah. Francis Turretin says, “God’s will is regulated, not indeed 

                                                           
172 Of course, I reject Plato here because thoughts are activities of a mind, not things in themselves. 
173 Gordon Clark, Ancient Philosophy (The Trinity Foundation, 1997), 126 
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extrinsically but intrinsically…by his most holy nature”.174 Natural law, universal ethical norms, 

cannot be deduced or induced from sensation, they are revealed either innately or by special 

revelation. Sensation would tell us there are no norms for Heraclitus and Einstein maintain that all 

physical objects are in constant flux, so a fixed norm would ipso facto be impossible. Secondly, 

induction is a formal fallacy. On the Biblical view, the law of nature was originally imprinted upon 

the conscience of Adam in his unfallen state, and was subsequently summarized in the decalogue, 

Ex. 20:3-17. I still have many questions in this regard but my present study leads me to believe 

that Yah placed a genetic program into our DNA to make all this possible. The Soul doctrine of 

traditional Christianity I have found to be pagan and baseless from Scripture.  

 

Calvin’s Institutes, 2.8.1,  
 

“1. I believe it will not be out of place here to introduce the Ten Commandments 

of the Law, and give a brief exposition of them…Moreover, the very things 

contained in the two tables are, in a manner, dictated to us by that internal law, 

which, as has been already said, is in a manner written and stamped on every heart. 

For conscience, instead of allowing us to stifle our perceptions, and sleep on 

without interruption, acts as an inward witness and monitor, reminds us of what we 

owe to God, points out the distinction between good and evil, and thereby convicts 

us of departure from duty. But man, being immured in the darkness of error, is 

scarcely able, by means of that natural law, to form any tolerable idea of the worship 

which is acceptable to God. At all events, he is very far from forming any correct 

knowledge of it. In addition to this, he is so swollen with arrogance and ambition, 

and so blinded with self-love, that he is unable to survey, and, as it were, descend 

into himself, that he may so learn to humble and abase himself, and confess his 

misery. Therefore, as a necessary remedy, both for our dullness and our contumacy, 

the Lord has given us his written Law, which, by its sure attestations, removes the 

obscurity of the law of nature, and also, by shaking off our lethargy, makes a more 

lively and permanent impression on our minds.” 
 

In commenting on Hab. 1:13 (Your eyes are too pure to approve evil, And You cannot look on 

wickedness with favor) John Owen says, 

 

“The prophet here ascribes to God the greatest detestation, and such an immortal 

hatred of sin that he cannot look upon it, but, with a wrathful aversion of his 

countenance, abominates and dooms it to punishment. But perhaps God thus hates 

sin because he wills to do so, and by an act of his will entirely free, though the state 

of things might be changed without any injury to him or diminution of his essential 

glory. But the Holy Spirit gives us a reason very different from this, namely, the 

purity of God’s eyes.”175   

 

Fisher and Boston,  

                                                           
174 Francis Turretin, Institutes, Third Topic, The Will of God, xviii, Vol 1, pg. 233, (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: P&R 

Publishing), 1994  
175 Dissertation on Divine Justice, Works, 10:513 
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“For answer hereunto, I pray you consider, that the Ten Commandments being the substance of the 

law of nature engraven in the heart of man in innocency, and the express idea, or 

representation of God's own image, even a beam of his own holiness, they were to have been a rule 

of life both to Adam and his posterity…And then, being as it were razed out of…[Footnote-

DS](h) The Ten Commands being the substance of the law of nature, a representation of God's 

image, and a beam of his holiness, behoved for ever unalterably to be a rule of life to mankind in all 

possible states, conditions and circumstances; nothing but the utter destruction of human nature, and 

its ceasing to be, could divest them of that office, since God is unchanging in his image and 

holiness… One will not think strange to hear, that the Ten Commands were, as it were razed, 

out of man's heart, by the fall; if one considers the spirituality and vast extent of them, and that they 

were, in their perfection engraven on the heart of man, in his creation; and doth withal take 

notice of the ruin brought on man, by the fall. Hereby he indeed lost the very knowledge of the 

law of nature; if the Ten Commands are, to be reckoned, as certainly they are, the substance and 

matter of that law; although he lost it not totally, but some remains thereof were left with him. 

Concerning these the apostle speaks, Rim. i. 19, 20. and ii. 14, 15. And our author teacheth expressly, 

That the law is partly known by nature, to wit, in its corrupt state.”  (I took the liberty of modernizing 

his  spelling-DS)176  

 

 

Capital Punishment 

 

This punishment is specified in Gen 9:6 and Rom 13:4 among many other places in the Torah. 

Paul puts all doubts to rest that the New Covenant has abrogated the authority of this penalty when 

he states in Acts 25:11, If, then, I am a wrongdoer and have committed anything worthy of death, 

I do not refuse to die; but if none of those things is true of which these men accuse me, no one can 

hand me over to them. I appeal to Caesar.  God also shows in the direct execution of Ananias and 

Sapphira in Acts 5:1-6 that to put to death men for their faults is not repugnant to the spirit of the 

gospel. Those in the Eastern Orthodox Church complain that Yeshua did not come to judge and 

did not meddle in such legalistic temporal matters in his ministry. Anthony Burgess replies, “Christ 

in his first coming was not as a Judge, and therefore did not take upon him to meddle in temporal 

punishments only as a minister”.177 Yet in his second coming he is a judge.178  

 

The same principles that the Eastern Church rejects about penal substitution also play a role in 

their view of Capital Punishment. The idea of vindicating justice has been removed from their 

conception of God and so inevitably the vindicating justice behind Capital Punishment has been 

denied as well. Joining the company of the Eastern Church is the modern liberal movement that 

has rejected justice for rehabilitation and parole, such as John Dewey’s Instrumentalism.  A 

primary objection to this punishment is that it does not deter crime. Well it deters it for the one 

killed!  Second, the law itself cannot deter crime but enforcement of that law will. The problem is 

the law is rarely enforced and it has been this way for decades in this country.  

 

                                                           
176 Edward Fisher and Thomas Boston, The Marrow of Modern Divinity, Vol. 2, 18th Edition (Berwick: Mary 

Lane, London, 1781) 
177 Burgess, 192 
178 Mat. 25:31-46 
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However, God did make an exception for the murderer Cain (Gen. 4). Therefore, it is not a 

necessity to execute every murderer. The question is, is capital punishment ever the course to 

follow or is it never to be considered?  

 

Usury 

 

2 Thess. 3:10 if anyone is not willing to work, then he is not to eat, either 

 

What is usury? Usury is the practice of taking interest on a loan or the gain of anything above the 

principal of a loan. Usury is not taking excessive interest. It is taking any interest at all. Gary North, 

a usury apologist, admits, “The word in no way implies "excessive." It means any extra payment 

at all.”179 This practice is so common today and so foundational to our modern banking system 

and our economy that many reading this tract will wonder why I am even writing this. As I am 

writing this, our Government is officially shut-down due to the failure of our Representatives to 

agree on a budget for the following fiscal year.  In the past few years our country faced the worst 

economic recession since the Great Depression. The city of Detroit, once known to be the capital 

of Industry in our country, recently filed Bankruptcy. Our Country is in $17 Trillion in debt. Over 

40% of the wealth in this country is in the hands of only 1% of the population!180  Our country is 

on the verge of financial collapse and it seems no one knows what to do. Modern Philosophy has 

failed. So what does the Bible have to say about our problems? It may shock the reader to know 

that the Bible has much to say about our problems and even includes scenarios exactly like our 

own. The problem is, most of these scenarios are in the Tanakh and Christianity has succeeded in 

convincing people that the Tanakh, so far from being divine wisdom, is actually a curse! Christians 

hate the Torah. They reject the Shema, the Sabbath day, the Kosher Laws, the Feast Days, and the 

totality of the Mosaic social order. The Messiah stated clearly that he did not do away with the 

Torah181, so Christians have no excuse. It took me 14 years of being a Christian to realize that it is 

impossible for Christianity to be the fulfillment of Judaism.  

 

Some apologists for usury complain that the Torah’s prohibitions against usury only apply to the 

poor.182 The problem with this is that the Torah commanded that all the people were to be governed 

the same, whether they were rich or poor, native or alien.183 Secondly, Deut. 23:19-20 forbids 

usury but there is no mention of the poor. It is a general prohibition against usury. Jewish usury 

apologists claim that Jews may take usury from Gentiles pursuant to Deut. 23:20.  This was a huge 

part of the rise of modern banking from the time of the Renaissance. Girolamo Savonarola 

preached passionately against the financial and moral corruption under the Borgia Pope Alexander 

VI (Rodrigo Lanzol Borgia-Papacy: 1492-1503), giving specific emphasis to the common use of 

usury. In 1492 Jews were expelled from Spain and some 9,000 Iberian Jews were welcomed into 

the Papal States in Rome by Borgia Pope, Alexander VI. He did the same with expelled Jews from 

Portugal in 1497 and from Provence in 1498. Under the Borgia Pope Alexander VI, the Jews made 

a fortune off of excessive usury. It was in the 14th and 15th centuries that the rise of the Marrano 

                                                           
179 http://www.garynorth.com/public/4007.cfm 
180 Wealth, Income, and Power by G. William Domhoff 
181 Mat. 5:17-19 
182 Deut. 15:7-11, Exo. 22:25, Lev. 25:35-37 
183 Num. 15:15-16, Exo. 12:49 
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Jews (Jews forcibly converted to Christianity) were creating problems for the Catholics as this new 

demographic was producing a number of “Judaizer” heresies. However, the Jesuits (Usurious 

Financiers themselves), in the 16th century, allied themselves with the Marranos. And let the 

reader not forget the earlier Borgia House connection because the co-founder of the Jesuit Order 

was Don Francis Borgia. Thus, the Borgia House-Jesuit-Jewish Zionist-Usury Financed- 

International Banking Cartel came into its own. Is it not strange that the Charging Bull on Wall 

Street looks exactly like the Family Crest of the House of Borgia and the crest of the Duke of 

Valentois, a title of nobility first given to Cesare Borgia in 1498? Is it just a coincidence that the 

Salamancan Jesuits like Molina and Juan de Mariana laid the foundations for Libertarianism and 

the Austrian School of Economics?184  Carl Menger, the founder of the Austrian School, relied 

heavily on them. Yet we are supposed to believe that the Libertarians are the suppressed heroes of 

our age. Maybe not. The Jewish argument is baseless. There were three types of strangers 

mentioned in the Torah: (1) Gentile converts to Judaism. They were to be treated just like Jews.185 

(2) A Gentile who was visiting in Israel for secular purposes. He was to be treated just like a Jew.186 

(Here a naturalized stranger is distinguished from a sojourning stranger). (3)  The Canaanite 

nations who were subject to absolute destruction.187 The Hebrew word translated stranger in Deut. 

23:20 is different than the Hebrew word translated stranger in Exo. 12:48-49, Lev. 24:22, Num. 

15:15-16, Lev. 25:35-36 and Lev. 19:33.  This command to take usury from the Canaanite nations 

was an act of war so that Yahweh, “By little and little…will drive them out from before you”.188 

This sin of the Jews was the occasion of great animosity and outcry against them and further aided 

Western Anti-Semitism. Usury was forbidden among Christians and Muslims alike. The erroneous 

Jewish exception enraged European Gentiles against Jews for centuries.   

 

The prophets condemned usury.189 The most striking passage is in Nehemiah 5. Here we have the 

national poverty of God’s people blamed on usury and the solution was immediate reparations. 

This lays out for us the primary evil of usury: It centralizes wealth into the hands of a few and 

produces widespread poverty. What is wrong with this? The people consented to it. What is wrong 

about it is that the Sociological principle behind it is absolute Self-Interest. This is a contradiction 

to the Social Dynamic of the Torah. The Torah teaches the principle of Tribal-Interest.190 Here we 

see the inherent evil of Atheism and Capitalism. Remember, modern-day Capitalism was a 

production of Herbert Spencer’s Darwinism.191    

 

Christian Churches have blotted out the teachings of Messiah on this issue. Mat. 6:12 records 

Messiah’s command to forgive debtors. The Church I grew up in changed the word debt to 

trespass. In Mat. 25, usury is mentioned. The context of this chapter is judging, condemning or 

                                                           
184 Huge defenders of usury 
185 Exo. 12:48-49, Lev. 24:22, Num. 15:15-16, Lev. 25:35-36. 
186 Lev. 19:33-34, Lev. 25:35-36 
187 Exo. 23:23-32, Exo. 34:10-12 
188 Exo. 23:30.This is exactly what is happening to us. The Banks are little by little destroying our nation and the 

employees of Banks are nothing less than the soldiers of an occupying military force. They are traitors whether they 

know it or not.  
189 Jer. 15:10, Ezek. 18:1-17, 22:7-12 
190 1 Kings 21:3 
191 Implying a strong emphasis on competition 
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rewarding lazy or diligent service to one’s master. Verse 27 mentions an unjust master demanding 

usury. This is no different than the Torah’s teaching on this issue.  

 

Objections 

 

1. If there is no usury there will be no trade.  

 

Ans. International trade was conducted in mass during the reigns of David and Solomon192 who 

both wrote against usury.193 Not only so, but for centuries the Muslim nations have conducted 

trade under Sharia law which also forbids usury. Maybe that is why our corporate owned media 

wants us to hate those people so much. We learned much from the Muslims in the century 

preceding the Renaissance. Maybe it is time to learn something from them again.    

 

2. You are just trying to demonize the rich!  

 

Ans. The Bible does not absolutely condemn rich people, and actually appeals to wealth as a reward 

for righteous behavior.194 However, these verses are exceptional. The Bible demonizes the rich as 

a rule, not an exception.195  

 

 

Alcohol 

 

I would like to preface this article by stating outright that any excessive use or dependency on 

alcohol is sin. However: 

 

The following verses catalog the Hebrew uses of alcohol: 

 

Gen 14:18  And Melchizedek king of Salem brought out bread and wine( ןייב, yayin); now he was 

a priest of God Most High. 

 

Gen 14:19  He blessed him and said, “Blessed be Abram of God Most High, Possessor of heaven 

and earth; 

 

In the LXX this word yayin is translated: οινον, OINOS, which is the word for wine in the NT. 

 

Exo. 29:38-41- and there shall be one-tenth of an ephah of fine flour mixed with one-fourth of a 

hin of beaten oil, and one-fourth of a hin of wine ( ןייב, yayin);  for a drink offering with one 

lamb. 

 

                                                           
192Read the sections in the Tanakh on the building of      the Temple and the materials shipped in.  
193 Psalm 15:5, Prov. 28:8 
194 Prov. 22:4, Psa. 112:1-3 
195 Mat. 19:24, Prov. 23:4, 28:20, Luke 6:24, 12:19-21, 1 Tim 6:9 
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Lev. 10:8  The LORD then spoke to Aaron, saying, Lev 10:9  “Do not drink wine (yayin) or 

strong drink (רכש, shekar), neither you nor your sons with you, when you come into the tent of 

meeting 

 

This prohibition was during a special time of formal priestly duties, not at all times. 

 

Num. 28:7  ‘Then the drink offering with it shall be a fourth of a hin for each lamb, in the holy 

place you shall pour out a drink offering of strong drink (shekar,  רכר )to the LORD . 

 

Deu. 14:26  “You may spend the money for whatever your heart desires: for oxen, or sheep, or 

wine ( ביין, yayin) , or strong drink (shekar,  רכר ) , or whatever your heart desires; and there you 

shall eat in the presence of the LORD your God and rejoice, you and your household. 

 

Judg. 9:13  “But the vine said to them, ‘Shall I leave my new wine(  יירררי, tiyrosh)which cheers 

God and men, and go to wave over the trees?’ 

 

2 Sam. 13:28  Absalom commanded his servants, saying, “See now, when Amnon’s heart is 

merry with wine( ןייב, yayin) and when I say to you, ‘Strike Amnon,’ then put him to death. Do 

not fear; have not I myself commanded you? Be courageous and be valiant.” 

 

Esth. 1:10  On the seventh day, when the heart of the king was merry with wine ( ןייב, yayin), he 

commanded Mehuman, Biztha, Harbona, Bigtha, Abagtha, Zethar and Carkas, the seven 

eunuchs who served in the presence of King Ahasuerus 

 

Neh. 5:18  Now that which was prepared for each day was one ox and six choice sheep, also 

birds were prepared for me; and once in ten days all sorts of wine ( ןייב, yayin);  were furnished 

in abundance. Yet for all this I did not demand the governor’s food allowance, because the 

servitude was heavy on this people. 

 

Psa. 104:14  He causes the grass to grow for the cattle, And vegetation for the labor of man, So 

that he may bring forth food from the earth, Psa 104:15  And wine ( ןייב, yayin), which makes 

man’s heart glad, So that he may make his face glisten with oil, And food which sustains man’s 

heart. 

 

Ecc. 9:7  Go then, eat your bread in happiness and drink your wine ( ןייב, yayin),  with a cheerful 

heart; for God has already approved your works. 

 

Ecc. 10:19  Men prepare a meal for enjoyment, and wine ( ןייב, yayin), makes life merry, and 

money is the answer to everything. 

 

Amo. 9:14  “Also I will restore the captivity of My people Israel, And they will rebuild the ruined 

cities and live in them; They will also plant vineyards and drink their wine ( ןייב, yayin)  , And 

make gardens and eat their fruit 
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Zec. 9:15  The LORD of hosts will defend them. And they will devour and trample on the sling 

stones; And they will drink and be boisterous as with wine ( ןייב, yayin),; And they will be filled 

like a sacrificial basin, Drenched like the corners of the altar. 

 

Zec. 10:7  “Ephraim will be like a mighty man, And their heart will be glad as if from wine ( ןייב, 

yayin),; Indeed, their children will see it and be glad, Their heart will rejoice in the LORD. 

 

Isa. 1:21  How the faithful city has become a harlot, She who was full of justice! Righteousness 

once lodged in her, But now murderers. Isa 1:22  Your silver has become dross, Your drink 

diluted with water. 

 

Here having one’s alcohol diluted wine with water is a sign of God’s judgment. 

 

Isa. 25:6  The LORD of hosts will prepare a lavish banquet for all peoples on this mountain; A 

banquet of aged wine ( ריריׁש, shehmer)  choice pieces with marrow, And refined, aged 

wine   ריריׁש  ) ,  shehmer) 

 

Vs 8 will wipe tears away from all faces, with alcohol? God is comforting his people with sin? 

 

Now to the New Testament 
 

Rom. 14:21  It is good not to eat meat or to drink wine  (οινον,oinos) or to do anything by which 

your brother stumbles. 

 

1Tim. 3:8  Deacons likewise must be men of dignity, not double-tongued, or addicted to much 

wine (οινον, oinos)  or fond of sordid gain, 

 

The implication is obvious that it is an addictive substance, not grape juice. 

 

Tit. 2:3  Older women likewise are to be reverent in their behavior, not malicious gossips nor 

enslaved to much wine (οινον,oinos), teaching what is good 

 

Again, the implication is obvious that it is an addictive substance, not grape juice. 

 

Joh. 2:9  When the headwaiter tasted the water which had become wine οινον, OINOS , and did 

not know where it came from (but the servants who had drawn the water knew), the headwaiter 

*called the bridegroom 

 

Luk. 7:33  “For John the Baptist has come eating no bread and drinking no wine οἶνον, OINOS, 

and you say, ‘He has a demon!’ Luk. 7:34  “The Son of Man has come eating and drinking, and 

you say, ‘Behold, a gluttonous man and a drunkard, a friend of tax collectors and sinners!’ 

 

Why the assumption of drunkenness if it is grape juice? 
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Objection 
 

Pro. 20:1  Wine is a mocker, strong drink a brawler, And whoever is intoxicated by it is not 

wise.  

 

Pro. 23:29  Who has woe? Who has sorrow? Who has contentions? Who has complaining? Who 

has wounds without cause? Who has redness of eyes? 30  Those who linger long over wine, 

Those who go to taste mixed wine. 31  Do not look on the wine when it is red, When it sparkles in 

the cup, When it goes down smoothly;  32  At the last it bites like a serpent And stings like a 

viper. 

 

These passages are directed towards a habitual drunk, not all peoples. Take for instance many 

passages that make a blanket condemnation of something but it is not meant to be taken 

absolutely: 

 

1. Deu. 21:20 “They shall say to the elders of his city, ‘This son of ours is stubborn and 

rebellious, he will not obey us, he is a glutton and a drunkard.’ 

 

So should we abstain from food? 

 

2. Pro. 23:21 For the heavy drinker and the glutton will come to poverty, And drowsiness will 

clothe one with rags. 

 

So should we abstain from food? 

 

3. Rom. 13:13  Let us behave properly as in the day, not in carousing and drunkenness, not in 

sexual promiscuity and sensuality, not in strife and jealousy. 

 

So should we abstain from sex at all times? 

 

4. 1 Tim. 6:9  But those who want to get rich fall into temptation and a snare and many foolish 

and harmful desires which plunge men into ruin and destruction. 10  For the love of money is a 

root of all sorts of evil, and some by longing for it have wandered away from the faith and 

pierced themselves with many griefs. 

 

So should we abstain from money? No!  Job 42:10 says, The LORD restored the fortunes of Job 

when he prayed for his friends, and the LORD increased all that Job had twofold. 

 

God has no problem with a man being wealthy. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Enjoy your beers, your brandy, your wine and your cigars and do it all to the glory of God! 
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Divorce and Remarriage 
 

Martin Bucer was a 16th Century Protestant Reformer in Strasbourg, a contemporary and friend of 

Luther, Calvin and Zwingli. He wrote voluminously on the issues that concern the application of 

Theology to society. The following will be based on his Of the Kingdom of Christ quoted in The 

Prose Works of John Milton, Volume 1. In this treatise we must first keep in mind the way the 

relationship between two covenanted parties is understood. Just as in the Divine Right of Kings 

debate in Rutherford’s Lex Rex, we are going to find that the Biblical idea of a conditional 

covenant, as opposed to a mystical, superstitious and therefore tyrannical sacramental relationship, 

is key in escaping the conscience searing effects of Anchorism. Just as in the Anchoretic 

superstitions regarding ceremonies, candles, incense, robes, vestments, altars, relics, prayers to 

dead saints, and homage paid to rotting corpses “It is a trap for a man to say rashly, “It is holy!” 

(Prov. 20:25). Marriage is not a sacrament. It is a conditional covenant that only the civil 

authorities can ultimately dissolve as this issue pertains to the sphere of secular authority; a 

category that Rome adamantly despises because this is just another attempt by the Anchoretic 

Churches to completely control the state and all of human life. An over solemn attitude towards 

marriage is based on a typical Roman Catholic view of arbitrary authority. But that is the point 

isn’t it? As Protestants we believe in a real distinction between the secular and the sacred. We 

believe in a real distinction between Church and State. Rome wants the Church above the State. 

The Anglicans want the State above the Church, but we Protestants believe the Church and State 

to have distinct authorities and functions.  

 

Marriage is not a sacrament therefore it may be dissolved if the terms of the covenant are not met, 

just like we saw in the Scottish Reformation, where if the King does not meet the terms of the 

covenant between the people and himself he may be resisted and overthrown with violence if 

necessary.  Covenants have terms and obligations, they are not unconditional. 

 

I am going to quote the primary passages of scripture that deal with these issues of divorce and 

remarriage and immediately give necessary commentary and consideration, all in defense of the 

idea that physical adultery is not the only grounds for the right to divorce and remarry and the 

desertion spoken of by Paul in 1 Cor. 7 can be extended to other sins or impotencies giving full 

right to the innocent spouse to divorce and remarry after all attempts to correct the abuse through 

Church and State fail. 

 

Isa. 50:1 Thus says the Lord, “Where is the certificate of divorce By which I 

have sent your mother away? Or to whom of My creditors did I sell you? Behold, 

you were sold for your iniquities, And for your transgressions your mother was sent 

away 

 

I wanted to begin this little discourse by reminding us that God himself divorced Israel for their 

sins and so we should not think of Divorce as something evil in itself. If that was so, God is evil 

for divorcing Israel. 

 

Deut. 24:1 When a man hath taken a wife, and married her, and it come to pass 

that she find no favour in his eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness in her: 
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then let him write her a bill of divorcement, and give it in her hand, and send her 

out of his house. 

 

Mat. 5: 31 “It was said, ‘ Whoever sends his wife away, let him give her a certificate 

of divorce’; 32  but I say to you that everyone who divorces his wife, except 

for the reason of unchastity, makes her commit adultery; and whoever marries 

a divorced woman commits adultery. 

 

Mat. 19: 7 They *said to Him, “Why then did Moses command to give her 

a certificate of divorce and send her away?” 8 He *said to them, “Because of your 

hardness of heart Moses permitted you to divorce your wives; but from the 

beginning it has not been this way. 9 And I say to you, whoever divorces his wife, 

except for immorality, and marries another woman commits adultery.” 

 

Rom. 7:1 Or do you not know, brethren (for I am speaking to those who know the 

law), that the law has jurisdiction over a person as long as he lives? 2 For the 

married woman is bound by law to her husband while he is living; but if her 

husband dies, she is released from the law concerning the husband. 3 So then, if 

while her husband is living she is joined to another man, she shall be called an 

adulteress; but if her husband dies, she is free from the law, so that she is not an 

adulteress though she is joined to another man. 

 

The first axiom that we must accept is that Yeshua’s teaching does not contradict Moses’ 

teaching.196 Second, considering Deut. 24, John Gill points out, “This word “uncleanness” does 

not signify adultery, or any of the uncleannesses forbidden in (Leviticus 18:6-19 ) ; because that 

was punishable with death”. So I want to be clear that this passage was not given by Moses to 

appease the emotional turmoil of a person who has been betrayed through their spouse’s sexual 

unfaithfulness or desertion. That is not what Christ means by hardness of heart.   The Jews were 

putting away wives THAT MET ALL QUALIFICATIONS FOR A LAWFUL SPOUSE. This 

sinful attitude was tolerated (not morally sanctioned) to maintain the commonwealth of Israel at 

that time. So let it be clear that when Yeshua addresses this issue, it is in the context of a wife who 

meets the necessary qualifications and obligations for a lawful spouse, JUST LIKE IN DEUT 

24.197 This is not the same thing as a person who physically abuses their spouse and refuses to 

meet necessary marital obligations. In Fisher’s Catechism, Q.72, he says, 

 

“Q. 20. Why then does our Lord tell the Pharisees, Matt. 19:8, “Moses, because of 

the hardness of your hearts, suffered you to put away your wives?” 

 

A. The meaning is, Moses, because of the wicked and malicious disposition of the 

Jews, and in order to prevent a greater evil, namely, the ill usage, or even killing 

of their hated wives, (if they could not be separated from them) permitted processes 

of divorce to be legally commenced.” 

 

                                                           
196 Mat. 5:17-19 
197 (See Bucer pg. 280; That is why Messiah does not mention desertion as a grounds for divorce but Paul does)! 
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Do people not have hard hearts anymore? Does the greater evil of remaining bound in a miserable 

and wretched marriage which can only lead to adultery not exist anymore? This is preposterous, 

of course it does and I find it fascinating that Fisher does not say a word about the meaning and 

extents of the desertion spoken of in 1 Cor. 7! Bucer speaks in detail on the great extents of the 

evils produced by the Roman Catholic Church’s refusal to grant divorces and the multiplied evils 

that were produced by it. It is the same sinfulness today as in the days of Moses, and we have the 

same greater evil to avoid stemming from the same rights and obligations of men as in the time of 

Moses.  So how could someone make the argument that Deut. 24:1 no longer applies to Christian 

societies? This is the attitude of the Romanists: a person being beaten and refused marital benefits 

(When they do not have the gift of celibacy-Mat. 19:11) which leads to adultery is better than 

divorce and remarriage. I wonder why a Romanist would say something like that? Maybe they 

want their people to live under despair and moral depravity pursuant unto an ecclesiastical and 

civil agenda. Maybe those sins are used by the Church to keep their societies morally depraved so 

that they will never investigate what is going on behind closed doors in their Churches. 

Hmm…………(See Bucer on page 267 where he attributes a denial of divorce and remarriage as 

a popish antichristian doctrine) 

 

Ezra 9:1 Now when these things had been completed, the princes approached me, 

saying, “The people of Israel and the priests and the Levites have not separated 

themselves from the peoples of the lands, according to their abominations, those of 

the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Jebusites, the Ammonites, the 

Moabites, the Egyptians and the Amorites.2 For they have taken some of their 

daughters as wives for themselves and for their sons, so that the holy race has 

intermingled with the peoples of the lands; indeed, the hands of the princes and the 

rulers have been foremost in this unfaithfulness.”…10: 3 So now let us make a 

covenant with our God to put away all the wives and their children, according to 

the counsel of my lord and of those who tremble at the commandment of our God; 

and let it be done according to the law. 

 

I have failed to find a single OT commentator give this verse much detailed explanation with 

regard to its relationship to 1 Cor. 7. Some erroneously allege that Paul’s 1 Cor. 7 passage overrides 

this passage in Ezra. Such talk is Gnostic and quite frankly stupid. In 1 Cor. 7 Paul is speaking to 

people who married as unbelievers and then subsequently one of them became a believer. In that 

situation divorce was not to be immediately pursued but only pursued if the unbelieving spouse 

deserted. This law is required because the Covenant of Grace is now extending to nations 

historically alien to God. That was not the case with Ezra 9 and 10. You had a believing people 

taking unbelieving spouses. That was directly forbidden in Deut. 7:3.  The marriage was null and 

void because it was an unlawful vow. It is the same teaching for OT saints as NT saints. Same law. 

Same religion! Paul clearly forbids marrying unbelievers just like Moses did in the OT (1 Cor. 

7:39, 2 Cor. 6:14), and no vow is binding that is unlawful! This is the exact issue that the first 

Reformers had to deal with when their vows of celibacy were revoked as unlawful and Luther for 

instance having acknowledged the unlawfulness of that vow took a wife. 

 

Mal. 2:14 Yet you say, ‘For what reason?’ Because the Lord has been a witness 

between you and the wife of your youth, against whom you have 
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dealt treacherously, though she is your companion and your wife by 

covenant. 15 [But not one has done so who has a remnant of the Spirit. And [what 

did that one do while he was seeking a godly offspring? Take heed then to your 

spirit, and let no one deal treacherously against the wife of your youth. 16 For I 

hate divorce,” says the Lord, the God of Israel, “and him who covers his garment 

with wrong,” says the Lord of hosts. “So take heed to your spirit,  that you do not 

deal treacherously.” 

 

Kiel & Delitzsch’s Commentary on the Old Testament, Malachi 2:13-16 may be referenced to 

introduce you to the flow of thought, and the use of these terms through Malachi’s prophecy which 

all agrees with John Calvin’s commentary on Deut. 24 when he states, 

 

“Still, God chose to make a provision for women who were cruelly oppressed, and 

for whom it was better that they should at once be set free, than that they 

should groan beneath a cruel tyranny during their whole lives. Thus, in Malachi, 

divorce is preferred to polygamy, since it would be a more tolerable condition to 

be divorced than to bear with a harlot and a rival. (Malachi 2:14.)” 

 

1 Cor. 7: 1 Now concerning the things about which you wrote, it is good for a man 

not to touch a woman. 2 But because of immoralities, each man is to have his own 

wife, and each woman is to have her own husband. 3 The husband must fulfill his 

duty to his wife, and likewise also the wife to her husband. 4 The wife does not have 

authority over her own body, but the husband does; and likewise also the husband 

does not have authority over his own body, but the wife does.5  Stop depriving one 

another, except by agreement for a time, so that you may devote yourselves to 

prayer, and come together again so that Satan will not tempt you because of your 

lack of self-control. 6 But this I say by way of concession, not of command. 7 Yet I 

wish that all men were even as I myself am. However, each man has his 

own gift from God, one in this manner, and another in that. 8 But I say to the 

unmarried and to widows that it is good for them if they remain even as I. 9 But if 

they do not have self-control, let them marry; for it is better to marry than to burn 

with passion. 10 But to the married I give instructions, not I, but the Lord, that the 

wife should not leave her husband 11 (but if she does leave, she must remain 

unmarried, or else be reconciled to her husband), and that the husband should 

not divorce his wife. 12 But to the rest I say, not the Lord, that if any brother has 

a wife [Already at the time of conversion-DS]  who is an unbeliever, and she 

consents to live with him, he must not divorce her. 13 And a woman who has an 

unbelieving husband, and he consents to live with her, she must not send her 

husband away. 14 For the unbelieving husband is sanctified through his wife, and 

the unbelieving wife is sanctified through her believing husband; for otherwise your 

children are unclean, but now they are holy.15 Yet if the unbelieving one leaves, 

let him leave; the brother or the sister is not under bondage in such cases, but 

God has called us to peace. 16 For how do you know, O wife, whether you will save 

your husband? Or how do you know, O husband, whether you will save your wife? 
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This passage truly is an all-out indictment against miserable marriage. Theodosius I, a great 

Christian Emperor from the 4th Century, extended 1 Cor. 7:15 to many areas of sin as was pointed 

out in the Encyclopaedia Americana, Volume 4  by Gamaliel and Vethake that divorce was lawful 

if your spouse was a witch, a murderer a slave trader, sacrilegious, a thief, a robber, overly 

flirtatious, refusal to regular cohabitation, a frequenter of illicit plays, or a traitor.  On page 277 of 

Bucer, he says that offenses that by the civil laws of God or man require death or long term 

imprisonment constitute an abandonment or an infamy and therefore are grounds for divorce and 

remarriage. He adds on page 274 that a refusal to provide conjugal duty is grounds for divorce 

(Better to marry than to burn is no less true of the deserted or divorced person) as is physical abuse 

as Bucer shows on page 275. Wouldn’t such teaching also condemn such contemporary sins such 

as a refusal to work and support the family, refusal to bear or care for children, unrepentant 

addiction to pornography, alcoholism or drug abuse as grounds for divorce? 

 

Objections: 

 

1. If you have a situation where there is abuse a separation is required not divorce! 
 

Ans. First there is no difference between a desertion and a separation. Second, if the abused mother 

separates how is she going to provide for the children? If she appeals to the state she will have to 

first divorce the man for the state to grant her child support privileges. 

 

2. Well, ok you can divorce but you can’t remarry, that would be adultery! 
 

Ans. The right to divorce is the same as the right to remarry (Bucer, pg. 280). The whole point of 

1 Cor. 7:15 is that if you are deserted you are not bound to misery as a single person. You have a 

right to divorce, which means you have a right to remarry. 

 

3. Divorce defiles the person (Deut. 24:1-3) and is even on your own terms simply a deterrent to 

a greater evil! Is that not sin? 
 

Ans. In the sense that God’s law allows it, it is not a sin. However, in a societal sense there is a 

social reproach that comes with divorce and remarriage. Lev. 21:7 does not allow a man who 

married a divorced woman to be a priest. Picking up off of this passage, a Roman Bishop named 

Leo only removed a man from the priesthood for marrying a divorced woman, he did not dissolve 

the marriage or excommunicate him.198 Therefore, the male spouse of a couple where one person 

has been divorced should not hold positions of Church leadership (The female spouse of course is 

not eligible for Church office). 

 

Addendum 

 

The Jewish Encyclopedia, on Divorce states, 

 

                                                           
198 (Bucer, pg. 270- Leo, Ep. 85, to the African Bishops of Mauritania Caesariensis) 
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“In the Mishnaic period the theory of the law that the husband could divorce his 

wife at will was challenged by the school of Shammai. It interpreted the text of 

Deut. xxiv. 1 in such a manner as to reach the conclusion that the husband could 

not divorce his wife except for cause, and that the cause must be sexual immorality 

(Git. ix. 10; Yer. Soṭah i. 1, 16b). The school of Hillel, however, held that the 

husband need not assign any reason whatever; that any act on her part which 

displeased him entitled him to give her a bill of divorce (Giṭ. ib.). The opinion of 

the school of Hillel prevailed. Philo of Alexandria (“Of Special Laws Relating to 

Adultery,” etc., ch. v.; English ed., ii. 310, 311) and Josephus (“Ant.” iv. 8) held 

this opinion. Jesus seems to have held the view of the school of Shammai (Matt. 

xix. 3-9).”199 
 

 

 

 

End

                                                           
199 http://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/5238-divorce 

 



 

 


