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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

Gary North

Then Peter and the other apostles answered and said, We
ought to obey God rather than men (Acts 5:29).

Let every soul be subject to the higher powers. For there is no
power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God
(Romans 13:1).

HE question of resistance to a lawfully constituted

authority is a very difficult one today, and it has been
from the beginning. The New Testament unquestionably
establishes the fact that disobedience to political authority is
valid under those conditions where the civil government is at-
tempting to suppress the preaching of the gospel (Acts 5:29).
To deny this is to deny the history of the church. On the other
hand, obedience to the authorities (plural) is required by
Paul. Christians from the beginning have had to answer ques-
tions like these:

What constitutes a lawfully constituted authority?

Who are “the powers that be” (plural)?

Must we obey every command of “Caesar”?

May we disobey an authority “unilaterally” (autonomously)?
What constitutes the gospel which must always be preached?
What constitutes unlawful infringement on preaching? Lawful?
What are the lawful modes of disobedience? Unlawful?

What if these authorities are not unanimous?

Is a victorious invading army to be obeyed?

How long does it take for an invader to become legitimate?

Answers to these questions have divided Christians for
millennia. Literal wars have been fought over them, such as

the wars against the Anabaptist radicals of the 1520’s and

vii



viil CHRISTIANITY AND CIVILIZATION
30%.! In fact, the Reformation itself can be viewed as a
massive resistance movement against lawfully constituted
authorities, as can the English Puritan Revo%ution and
Cromwell’s reign, 1638-58. Yet both the Reformation and the
Puritan Revolution were grounded in theology. If the Bi-ble
prohibits all forms of resistance against constituted authority,
was the Reformation illegitimate?

Was England’s “Glorious Revolution” qf 1688 lawful? C.an
we take John Locke’s word on this? Classical liberal English
political theory was based to a large extent on Locke’s natural-
law defense of the right of revolution, as was much of the rhet-
oric of the American Revolution. It was a revolution against a
Roman Catholic king, James II, so it had religious underpin-
nings. Furthermore, there is little doubt today that the
American Revolution was to a large extent a religious rebel-
lion, and was known as the “Presbyterian revolt” in British
circles (see the essay by Marina and Cuervo).2 Was this
revolution immoral from a biblical point of view? For that
matter, what about Magna Carta of 12157 Were the English
feudal barons morally and legally justified in demanding
various concessions, including economic and prestige conces-

1. Norman Cohn, The Pursuit of the Millennium: Revolutionary Messianism in
Medieval and Reformation Europe and Its Bearing on Modern Totalitarian Movements
(2nd ed.; New York: Harper Torchbook [1957] 1961), chap. 12. See also
Willem Balke, Calvin and the Anabaptist Radicals (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1981).

2. Archie Jones, “The Christian Roots of the War for Independence,”
The Journal of Christian Reconstruction, “Symposium on Christianity and the
American Revolution,” ITI (Summer, 1976); Carl Bridenbaugh, Mitre and
Scepter: Transatlantic Faiths, Ideas, Personalities, and Politics, 1689-1775 (New
York: Oxford University Press Galaxy Book, [1962] 1967); Nathan O.
Hatch, The Sacred Cause of Liberty: Republican Thought and the Millennium in
Revolutionary New England (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press,
1977); Cushing Strout, The New Heavens and New Earth: Political Religion in
America (New York: Harper & Row, 1974), chaps. 1-3; Alan Heimert,
Religion and the American Mind: From the Great Awakening to the Revolution (Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1966); Alice M.
Baldwin, The New England Clergy and the American Revolution (New York:
Ungar, [1928] 1958); The Christian History of the American Revolution: Consider
and Ponder, edited by Verna M. Hall (San Francisco: Foundation for
American Christian Education, 1976); Bernard Bailyn, “Religion and
Revolution: Three Biographical Studies,” Perspectives in History, IV (1970),
pp. 85-169.
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sions, from their lawful sovereign, King John?3 If it was il-
legitimate, is the right of trial by a jury of one’s peers, Magna
Carta’s great legacy to English common law, also an invalid
principle because it was coercively extracted from an unwil-
ling monarch?

We are the inheritors of traditions of political freedom that
are intimately bound up with the successful and unsuccessful
revolutfons of the past. We are the beneficiaries of a common
law tradition that itself is the product of revolutions. Ulti-
mately, the history of Western civilization is the history of Christians’
struggles against unlawful State power and the anti-Christian theologies
that have undergirded it. Some of the West’s revolutions have ex-
panded State power, others have resisted it. The history of
Western liberty has been the history of the development and
applications of the Chalcedonian creed and its opposition
creeds. R. J. Rushdoony writes:

The Council of Chalcedon met in 451 [a.p.] to deal with the
issue as it came to focus as the critical point, in Christology. If the
two natures of Christ were confused, it meant that the door was
opened to the divinizing of human nature; man and the state were
then potentially divine. If the human nature of Christ were reduced
or denied, His role as man’s incarnate savior was reduced or denied,
and man’s savior again became the state. If Christ’s deity were re-
duced, then His saving power was nullified. If His humanity and
deity were not in true union, the incarnation was then not real, and

3. Writes Painter: “Two fairly distinct types of grievances lay behind the
revolt of the feudal aristocracy against King John. In a feudal state the
political power and prestige and the surplus of goods produced by the labor
of farmers, merchants, and artisans were divided between the monarch and
the members of the feudal class. The political history of every feudal state of
western Europe is essentially an account of the efforts of each of these parties
to increase its share at the expense of the other. This process had been going
on in England since the Norman Conquest [1066]. . . . When Richard I,
“the Lionhearted,” John's older brother] came to the throne, the English
feudal class was still smarting from the crushing defeat inflicted on it by his
father. This fact combined with Richard’s military prestige and personal
popularity saved him from having to face a revolt. But the behavior of the
barons when they learned of Richard’s death showed that they had lost
neither their ambitions nor their rebellious spirit. In short, any king who
tried to increase the power of the crown or even maintain its position as he
found it was liable to be confronted with a baronial rising.” Sidney Painter,
The Reign of King John (Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins University
Press, [1949] 1964), pp. 203-4.
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the distance between God and man remained as great as ever.*

The answer of Chalcedon was this: Jesus Christ is both
fully human and fully divine, two natures in union in one per-
son, without intermixture. Therefore the person of Christ is
the sole link between heaven and earth. No human institution
can legitimately claim to be the final court of appeals, the final
voice of authority, the final anything. No human institution is

divine.

The most important political implication of the Chalcedon
creed, and the biblical truth that underlies that creed, is that
God is always over the State, and so are His decree and His
law. The universe is not a closed universe; God is above it.
Therefore, the concept of authority held by most humanists is
incorrect, namely, that there is no higher court of appeal than
the civil government, the most powerful human institution.3
Rushdoony comments:

Hurmanistic law, moreover, is totalitarian law. Humanism, as a
logical development of evolutionary theory, holds fundamentally to
a concept of an evolving universe. This is held to be an “open
universe,” whereas Biblical Christianity, because of its faith in the
triune God and His eternal decree, is said to be a faith in a “closed
universe.” This terminology not only intends to prejudice the case;
it reverses reality. The universe of evolution and humanism is a
closed universe. There is no law, no appeal, no higher order,
beyond and above the universe. Instead of an open window

4. R. J. Rushdoony, The Foundations of Social Order: Studies in the Creeds and
Councils of the Early Church (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1968] 1978),
p. 65.

5. Some humanists—libertarians, anarcho-capitalists, and utilitarian
classical economists— believe that the State is illegitimate. They hold, how-
ever, that there is no higher earthly institution than the free market, whose
dictates may not be interfered with by institutions claiming a monopoly
power of authority to bring physical punishment or impose fines on evil-
doers, with evil being defined by the Bible. See, for example, Ludwig von
Mises, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics (3rd ed.; Chicago: Regnery,
1966), pp. 146ff. Thus, they divinize “man, the individual decision-maker.”
Throughout history, anarchists have been useful to statist, totalitarian
revolutionaries in the early stages of revolutions against an existing civil
government. Because the totalitarians understand power, and seek it, the
anarchists are easily and invariably dealt with most severely after the
revolutions have transferred power to the totalitarians. The State, after all,
does have the most power of any human institution in 2 world which does not
respect the law of God.
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upwards, there is a closed cosmos. There is thus no ultimate law and
decree beyond man and the universe. In practice, this means that
the positive law of the state is absolute law. The state is the most
powerful and most highly organized expression of humanistic man,
and the state is the form and expression of humanistic law. Because
there is no higher law of God as judge over the universe, over every
human order, the law of the state is a closed system of law. There is
no appeal beyond it. Man has no “right,” no realm of justice, no
source of law beyond the state, to which he can appeal against the
state. Humanism therefore imprisons man within the closed world
of the state and the closed universe of the evolutionary scheme.$

Multiple Sovereignties

Because we are under God, we are also under God’s reve-
lation of Himself in His law. Thus, the Bible says, we are
citizens of heaven. Paul wrote: “Our conversation [citizenship] is
in heaven” (Phil. 3:20a). Yet we are also citizens of this world,
and therefore under lawful authorities (plural) here. This
position of dual citizenship becomes even more complicated
when we face the fact that we are citizens of nations, counties,
and cities. We are citizens of multiple commonwealths.

These commonwealths are not always at peace with one
another. Consider the feudal aristocrat. Painter writes: “The
feudal class of the twelfth century thought of themselves as an
international caste. At one time William Marshall held fiefs
from three sovereigns—Richard I, king of England, John,
lord of Ireland, and Philip, king of France. Moreover, he be-
lieved that he owed the same obligations to each when in his
territory. In war, nobles changed sides as convenience,
limited by feudal custom, dictated.”” Today, the corporate
directors of multibillion-dollar (or mark, pound, or franc)
multinational corporations are in a similar position: they face
multiple sovereigns, multiple law-orders, multiple currency
units, multiple taxes, all of which are humbled by electronic

6. R. J. Rushdoony, “Humanistic Law,” introduction to E. L. Hebden
Taylor, The New Legality (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1967), pp. vi-
vii. The typeset passage dropped two lines from Mr. Rushdoony’s original
manuscript. He revised it for publication in Gary North, Marx’s Religion of
Revolution: The Doctring of Creative Destruction (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1968), pp. 118-19.

7. Sidney Painter, Feudalism and Liberty, edited by Fred A. Cazel, Jr.
(Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1961), p. 14.
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funds transfer wires among multinational banks. (But, then
again, no one is sure just who controls the computer programs
that operate the transmission systems that the banks use.
Adam Osborne, one of the most informed writers in the world
concerning computer technologies, has written that the great
fortunes of the twenty-first century may be held by the heirs of
the great computer thieves of the twentieth century.)

When Christians face multiple sovereignties on earth,
they find themselves in a perplexing position. Whose sover-
eignty at any point in time should take precedence? Whose re-
quirements are closest to the ethical demands placed on us by
the Bible at any point in history? Furthermore, there are
multiple principles of ethical action in the Bible. For example,
we are to be truthful, but not at all times (Rahab’s example).
It is the ethical task which we all face to apply the relevant
biblical principle to the decisions we make daily. Thus, there
is no simple handbook of Christian action, no computerized
program that allows us to punch in the data and that will then
print out a God-approved plan of action.

Selecting the Battlefield

What each man needs, unquestionably, is biblical law-
disciplined intuition, meaning a thorough familiarity with the
whole of biblical law, and a detailed knowledge of the issues of
the day. Men should almost instinctively know the proper
course of personal and communal action for a specific deci-
sion, assuming they have devoted time to a study of the Bible
in this particular area. No Christian can afford to be ignorant
of his Bible and of daily affairs. He has to pick and choose
among the issues on which he will take a stand, depending on
such matters as: his knowledge of the specifics; the likelihood
of success in opposition; his responsibility under the cir-
cumstances; the importance of the issue for the culture at
large, the local culture, and the future; the cost of the
resistance project; and his own personal talents. No man can
take a stand on all issues simultaneously, and devote all of his
resources to dll of them. There is a division of labor principle in
all human action. We are not God; we cannot know all things
exhaustively, nor can we finance all projects exhaustively. But
the church, as the total body of believers, though not neces-
sarily as an ecclesiastical institution, should be able to speak
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with confidence to the issues of the day.

Because we are members of multiple sovereignties, we can
stand and fight, as individuals, where we have the greatest
personal influence and responsibility, not to mention the
greatest self-interest. Politically, this means that for individual
action, local politics comes before state politics, and state
politics comes before Federal politics. Of course, as far as
organized pressure groups are concerned, especially single-
issue pressure groups, national politics probably must take
precedence. You get the “biggest bang for your political buck”
at the national level. But individual political action should
concentrate first at the local level. This is the great training
ground for political action. It is here that we must train our
future troops. Local politics serves as a “boot camp” for the develop-
ment of political skills and organization.

Not all Christians will see all the relevant issues at the
same time. Those who are familiar with numerous social,
political, economic, and military problems, and who then cry
out for resistance, will not agree with each other on the
priorities. Different people will decide to get involved at dif-
ferent times. Any resistance movement which fails to
recognize this fact is bound to be disappointed. Any resistance
movement which fails to deal strategically with this fact is
doomed to failure. Any group whose strategy depends upon “everyone
getting involved” is going to lose.

A good example of this can be seen in the “fundamen-
talism vs. modernism” battle of the 1920s and 1930s.8 In the
institutional struggles of the conservative Presbyterians
against the liberals, good men would go only so far and no
farther. They had to decide, step by step: Was the struggle
threatening the institutional stability of the denomination?
They also had the choice: Was a theological victory worth
upsetting the institutional tranquility of the denomination?
When it became apparent after 1926 that the key denomina-
tional bureaucracies of the Presbyterian Church, U.S.A.,
especially in the field of education, had been captured by the
liberals, a few conservatives began to plan for 2 new seminary
to rival Princeton. When the new independent seminary, West-

8. The rallying cry of this battle was sounded by J. Gresham Machen
[MAYchin] in his book, Christianity and Liberalism (1923), which is still in
print from Eerdmans.
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minster, was established in 1929, some of ]J. Gresham
Machen’s former supporters in the battle left the ranks. By not
coming under the administration of the Presbyterian Church,
U.S.A., Westminster’s very independence seemed to be an
affront to the legitimacy and integrity of the denomination.
Next, in 1933-34, when Machen’s group started the Inde-
pendent Board for Foreign Presbyterian Missions, others
quit; they argued that an independent missionary organiza-
tion was challenging the integrity of the church. (The most
prominent Joss was Oswald T. Allis, the great Old Testameént
scholar, who resigned from Westminster Seminary.) Then, in
1936, when Machen and others who supported the Independ-
ent Board, and who refused to send money to the official mis-
sions board of the P.C.U.S.A., were excommunicated by the
church, others refused to come along with Machen as he
founded the Presbyterian Church of America (which became
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church when the P.C.U.S.A.
took them to court for infringing on the old denomination’s
name). Finally, in 1937, a few months after Machen’s death,
the fledgling one-year-old denomination was split again,
when fundamentalists, under the influence of Carl McIntyre,
left to protest such things as Christian liberty (no booze and
no smoking, saild MclIntyre) and non-premillennial
eschatologies.® At each step of the way, the Presbyterian
resistance movement against liberal Presbyterianism lost
segments of its former supporters.

This example is relevant, since “getting small” is the initial
phase of a comprehensive program of resistance. Lenin’s Bolshevik
principle —developing first a hard core of true believers—is
necessary to long-term expansion for any ideological or
theological movement. He adapted the principle, consciously
or not, from the experience of the early church. Of course,
getting small is not the whole program; there must also be a
dedicated program of long-term conquest. A dominion-
minded movement must first lose or remove the wavering
members of the organization, just as the early church did dur-
ing intermittent persecutions by the Roman Empire. But the

9. The split at the 1937 General Assembly meeting came after the fun-
damentalists’ candidate for Moderator of the General Assembly, Milo F.
Jamison, was defeated by a representative of the “orthodox” wing,
Eschatologically, Rev. Jamison was a dispensationalist.
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goal is not to remain small; the goal is to use the dedicated, hard-core
membership as a base for total conquest.

Resistance for Christian Reconstruction

Resistance movements that are strictly negative are at a
disadvantage to those that are dominion oriented. The anti-
Nazi resistance movements of World War II were filled with
ideological opponents who agreed only that the Nazi menace
had to be destroyed. The Communists used their power base
in the anti-Nazi resistance as part of their continuing, post-
War program of world conquest. The non-Communists did
not plan systematically for the social and political reconstruc-
tion of their nations after the defeat of the Nazis. They did not
understand the true goals of their Communist “allies” in the
resistance movements, and therefore they did not make plans
to counter the post-War tactics of the Communists. This
short-run perspective cost them everything. The Communists
shot some of them after the war, the most famous being
Gen. Mihailovich of Yugoslavia.!® Another example is Jan
Masaryk, Czechoslovakia’s Foreign Minister, who supposedly
committed suicide in 1948, but who was a murder victim of
the Communists.!! The Communist resistance movement
had a program, or a least a long-term motivation; the strictly
negative resisters did not. The Communists took Eastern
Europe; the patriots and democrats did not.!? In short, a suc-
cessful resistance movement needs an optimistic eschatology
for reconstruction.

The problem with strictly negative resisters is that they are usually
short-run thinkers. They will recommend projects that do not
lead anywhere in particular. They are willing to consume
scarce resources, especially time, in order to make a lot of

10. David Martin, Ally Betrayed: The Uncensored Story of Ttto and Mihailovich
(New York: Prentice Hall, 1946).

11. Claire Sterling, The Masaryk Case (New York: Harper & Row, 1969).
On Masaryk’s pre-War reputation, see Emil Ludwig, Defender of Democracy:
Masaryk of Czechoslovakia (New York: Robert M. McBride & Co., 1936).

12. Of course, the United States government helped the process along:
George N. Crocker, Roosevelt’s Road to Russia (Chicago: Regnery, 1959); Jan
Ciechanowski, Defeat in Victory (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1947),
the story of Poland’s capture; Edward J. Rozek, A/lied Wartime Diplomacy: A
Paitern in Poland (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1958).
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noise, or get a one-column article in a newspaper (once), or
get a 20-second slot on the local T.V. station (onc'e). These
stunts are wasteful, unless they are part of an integrated
strategy of publicity and recruitment. The goal 15 not to become
cannon fodder for the humanists’ guns. As Gen. George Patton put
it in his famous speech to his troops: “Your job isn’t to die for
your country. Your job is to get the other poor dumb bastard
to die for Ais country.” Patton believed in victory, not in
becoming a martyr for the sake of making a “heroic gesture.”

What Christians should understand is that the recent in-
terest in Christian resistance has come, on the whole, from
Christian leaders who have only in the past few years become
openly committed to social and political change. Most of them
are premillennialists, and they do not believe that Christians
can win, in time and on earth, prior to the visible, personal,
physical return of Christ in glory. Their idea of a victory is “to
go down fighting and take five of the other side with them!”
But there are too many people in the ranks of the enemy, even
assuming each of us could “take five of them with us.” Our
goal should be to survive over the long term, developing skills
that will enable us to conquer the enemy, society by society,
institution by institution. We need a boot camp experience before we
can achieve a dominion experience. That is the lesson of all the
wilderness experiences of the people of God, from Sinai to
Gethsemane.

Delaying a Frontal Attack

We must be careful to adopt the long-term strategy of the
early church. They did not rise up against the Roman legions.
They did not become guerillas. The Jews did, and they were
scattered, becoming an identifiable minority to be persecuted
throughout the Roman Empire. The Christians adopted a
different strategy, although suffering intermittent persecutions
—a strategy of avoiding a frontal assault on Rome. By 313
A.D., the Christians triumphed; a non-pagan Emperor came
to power. They had become too valuable to ignore or
persecute any longer.

The Christians of the first century faced a formidable
political enemy. The Roman Empire seemed indestructible.
Yet it had feet of clay. It was being subjected to multiple inter-
nal pressures, especially intellectual and religious pressures.
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The world-and-life view of classical civilization was in the
process of disintegration.!3 This was what eventually brought
down Rome, not the external military pressures of the bar-
barians. The church faced a tottering giant. By the fourth
century, the will to resist Christianity had gone out of the
Empire’s leaders. The military was divided, and army fac-
tions kept raising up new candidates for Emperor, who then
battled against their rivals. The Roman Empire became
Christian when classical culture could no longer sustain it.

The insightful political theorist, C. Northcote Parkinson,
has thrown light on the question of successful resistance.
Parkinson is most famous for Parkinson’s Law, a book-length
discussion of modern bureaucracy. The law states: “Work ex-
pands so as to fill the time allotted for its completion.” But he
is a serious thinker. He summarized an important lesson from
successful revolutions:

In studying the history of revolt we find that it seldom occurs,
and still more rarely succeeds, under a regime that is sure of itself.
Our first mental picture may be of brave men plotting against a
crushing tyranny, against a ruthless and cruel despot, against an ex-
clusive group of the heartless and the proud. We soon realize, how-
ever, that men are not as brave as that. They do not rebel against
strength but against weakness and indecision. Revolutions take
place when the regime is wavering and, above all, divided.*

We must learn from history. We will be swallowed up if
we attempt a frontal attack today, for we have few “troops in
reserve.” Why do I say that we have few troops in reserve?
Aren’t there millions of Christians in the United States? Prob-
lem: the millions who profess Christianity in the United
States are little more than occasional church attendees. They
will not get involved in anything more controversial than an
Easter sunrise service. They will, if anything, try to destroy
the work and reputation of a committed resister, for the com-
matment of the “enthusiast” testifies against the complacency of the pew-
sitters. They resent it. The resister tells them that this present
world order 1s evil, and therefore it may soon come under the
judgment of God. He tells them that they have a moral

13. Charles Norris Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture (New York:
Oxford University Press, [1944] 1957).

14. C. Northcote Parkinson, Lgfi Luggage: A Caustic History of British
Socialism from Marx to Wilson (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1967), p. 27.
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responsibility to work for specific political changes. Thi.s is not
what the dedicated pew-sitters want to hear, since their com-
mitment is still to the institutions of this world, in which their
capital —emotional, financial, and philosophical —1is invested.
Their response will be analogous to the response of the
Hebrew kings, court prophets, and masses when the prophets
preached to them about repentance: to ignore them or to
persecute them for bringing news of the righteousness of God
and His standards for human society.

Mobilizing the Remnant

At this point, we should be trying to identify the remnant, those
who will go through the turmoil and persecution without buck-
ling under. Reconstruction is a long-term task, and we have to
identify those who are emotionally and financially committed
to it. This process of identification is preliminary to launching any
series of comprehensive resistance strategies. Ad hoc resistance
projects may be attempted, as necessity requires (defending
this or that Christian school, going into court to protect the in-
tegrity of a particular church’s records from IRS harassment,
etc.), but these are not substitutes for long-term planning.

The next step is to identify those resistance projects that are still
legal and potentially effective. The common law tradition of the
United States and Britain allows citizens considerable latitude
in protesting and challenging the social evils of our day. It is
foolish to call people to risk everything on high-risk, illegal
projects, when there are still lower-risk, effective resistance pro-
grams to get involved in. Furthermore, Christians have, for
three or four generations, ignored the political and judicial pro-
cesses by which the humanists have created today’s social
order. To arrive at long last on the American political scene,
near the end of humanism’s social experiments, and to recom-
mend self-immolating acts of defiance —“setting ourselves on
fire on the steps of the Capitol building” —when we still have
less risky and more effective avenues of resistance open to us, is
almost as suicidal as the original neglect of politics which has
marked twentieth-century fundamentalism. 15

15. George Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of
Twentieth-Century Evangelicalism: 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1980). See also the “Symposium on Social Action,” The Journal of
Christian Reconstruction, VIII (Summer, 1981).
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The visible leadership of today’s Protestant resistance
movements has not yet acquired the political skills, or the com-
mon sense produced by years of experience, to identify either
the high-priority programs or the most likely means of achiev-
ing success in the political struggles. Some of them are aware of
their lack of experience, and they have brought in men like
Paul Weyrich, a non-Protestant, to give them “nuts and bolts”
advice concerning the technical details of winning elections or
getting legislation stopped (though seldom passed) in Con-
gress.1® These Protestant leaders also lack a comprehensive
theology of dominion, which should undergird any program of
Christian resistance.!” At best, today’s tentative calls for civil
disobedience by Christians should be regarded as the begin-
ning of a new political awareness on the part of a handful of
Christian leaders and their tiny bands of unskilled followers.18

Lots of people talk tough when the price of commaitment is low.
Talk is cheap. Action is more costly. But most expensive of all
is long-term planning. Those who commit their futures to
movements led by short-term thinkers who have vast projects
and half-vast ideas are asking for trouble. The biblical pattern
of victory is clear: “But the word of the Lord was unto them
precept upon precept, precept upon precept; line upon line,
line upon line; here a little, and there a little; that they might
go, and fall backward, and be broken, and snared, and taken”
(Isa. 28:13). Step by step, we must build alternatives to a col-
lapsing social order, starting with our families and local
churches, and expanding outward. Like the church elders and
deacons who are first required to rule their households (families
and businesses) well before they rule the church (I Tim. 3), so
are those who would launch a program of comprehensive
Christian resistance. Victory takes practice. First things first.

16. Mr. Weyrich is connected with two organizations, the Committee for
the Survival of a Free Congress, and the Free Congress Foundation. He
operates seminars in the fundamentals of getting elected to political office.
Address: CSFC or FCF, 721 Second St., S.E., Washington, D.C. 20002.

17. Gary North, “Comprehensive Redemption: A Theology for Social
Action,” The Journal of Christian Reconstruction, VIII (Summer, 1981).

18. It is indicative of just how ideologically weak the humanist liberals
are today that they see in the “New Christian Right” a major, immediate
threat to their control of American thought and culture. See, for example,
the book, Holy Terror (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1982). A similar
book is God’s Bullies.
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Let us be sensible: leaders of cultural resistance move-
ments—at least those that are not emergency, ad hoc
underground resistance mOvVEments that are or_ganized
against an invading foreign army —should first have displayed
skills at reconstructing some other institution: a denomina-
tion, a local government, a military command, or something.
People who have spent their lives as ecclesiastical independ-
ents or near-independents, or who have had no successes in
some non-market institutional context, are probably not the
best people to lead a life-and-death political struggle against
humanistic professionals who control civil governments,
non-profit foundations, school districts, the bureaucracies,
and the news media.!® This is why limited resistance in a local
context should be a first priority. Here is where Christians
must get their training. This is the message of I Timothy 3
concerning leadership. Leaders who have not previously par-
ticipated in resistance against bureaucracies should be re-
garded with suspicion when they parade themselves as can-
didates for a national, not to mention international, Christian
resistance movement. Even the native “Field Marshals” of
African dictatorships gained experience as corporals in local
British colonial armies. Christian leaders should at least have
been corporals somewhere, in something, before they ask us
to leave everything and to follow them into a war.

The question of Christian resistance is a complicated
theological matter. It is also personally demanding, for when
the issues become clear, men must commit themselves to a
position: Resist or capitulate? Understanding the fundamen-
tal issues is preliminary to taking action. Without
self-confidence in the legitimacy of the cause of resistance, a
resisting group cannot expect to be successful. Men need a
theology of resistance before they begin to develop a strategy of
resistance. Before a Lenin there must be a Marx — theory be-
fore practice. This issue of Christianity and Civilization is
devoted to a consideration of the theology of resistance. The

19. I stress the non-market aspect of organized resistance. Businessmen
may have been successful in a profit-and-loss world of non-coercive eco-
nomic competition, but these skills may not be easily transferred to a very
different sort of competition, especially when armed resistance may be in-
volved. On the innate differences between profit management and bureau-
cratic management, see Ludwig von Mises, Bureaucracy (New Rochelle,
New York: Arlington House, [1944] 1969).
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next issue will deal with the tactics of resistance within an
overall strategic framework.

The Theology of Reststance

Christianity and Civilization draws on authors from
numerous denominational backgrounds, not to mention
religious traditions. We have found that many conclusions of
people who do not share our opinion of the Puritan and
Reformed tradition are often in agreement with the conclu-
sions of that tradition. At the same time, there are some
writers who are explicitly Reformed in perspective, yet whose
conclusions at various points do not seem to be consistent with
their theology. We offer these essays with a disclaimer: they
have been published in good faith by all parties, but neither
the editors nor the authors agree on all points with each of the
essays in this issue.

Section 1 presents evidence that we are facing a real crisis
in the United States today. The question of resistance to
tyranny is not simply hypothetical. Lawyer John Whitehead
discusses the rivalry between statist religion and biblical
religion. The Bible authorizes resistance against an unlawful,
self-deifying state when that state transgresses biblical law.
Romans 13 has been misinterpreted by many commentators
to mean that we must obey Caesar, whatever he says. He then
discusses Samuel Rutherford’s classic work, Lex, Rex (1644),
in which Rutherford outlined levels of resistance that Chris-
tians can use against the state. Rutherford denied the legiti-
macy of the doctrine of the “divine right of kings,” which
taught that kings are accountable to none but God. This is
why he was placed under house arrest. We can use his
theology to deny the divine right of all civil governments.

Francis Schaeffer argues that the implicit relativism of
the religion of humanism makes it a religion of arbitrary
power. By denying God, the humanists deny absolute law and
therefore the absolute worth of human life. Thus, abortion-
on-demand is a “right” on both sides of the Iron Curtain. He
is not a pacifist, he says, because he is a responsible man. He
has the obligation to resist the bully who is beating up a girl;
similarly, he has the right to resist tyrants who are beating up
whole populations. The time has come for serious Christians
to insist that the government take steps to resist the expansion
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funds transfer wires among multinational banks. (But, then
again, no one is sure just who controls the computer programs
that operate the transmission systems that the banks use.
Adam Osborne, one of the most informed writers in the world
concerning computer technologies, has written that the great
fortunes of the twenty-first century may be held by the heirs of
the great computer thieves of the twentieth century.)

When Christians face multiple sovereignties on earth,
they find themselves in a perplexing position. Whose sover-
eignty at any point in time should take precedence? Whose re-
quirements are closest to the ethical demands placed on us by
the Bible at any point in history? Furthermore, there are
multiple principles of ethical action in the Bible. For example,
we are to be truthful, but not at all times (Rahab’s example).
It is the ethical task which we all face to apply the relevant
biblical principle to the decisions we make daily. Thus, there
is no simple handbook of Christian action, no computerized
program that allows us to punch in the data and that will then
print out a God-approved plan of action.

Selecting the Baitlefield

What each man needs, unquestionably, is biblical law-
disciplined intuition, meaning a thorough familiarity with the
whole of biblical law, and a detailed knowledge of the issues of
the day. Men should almost instinctively know the proper
course of personal and communal action for a specific deci-
sion, assuming they have devoted time to a study of the Bible
in this particular area. No Christian can afford to be ignorant
of his Bible and of daily affairs. He has to pick and choose
among the issues on which he will take a stand, depending on
such matters as: his knowledge of the specifics; the likelihood
of success in opposition; his responsibility under the cir-
cumstances; the importance of the issue for the culture at
large, the local culture, and the future; the cost of the
resistance project; and his own personal talents. No man can
take a stand on all issues simultaneously, and devote all of his
resources to dll of them. There is a division of labor principle in
all human action. We are not God; we cannot know all things
exhaustively, nor can we finance all projects exhaustively. But
the church, as the total body of believers, though not neces-
sarily as an ecclesiastical institution, should be able to speak
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with confidence to the issues of the day.

Because we are members of multiple sovereignties, we can
stand and fight, as individuals, where we have the greatest
personal influence and responsibility, not to mention the
greatest self-interest. Politically, this means that for individual
action, local politics comes before state politics, and state
politics comes before Federal politics. Of course, as far as
organized pressure groups are concerned, especially single-
issue pressure groups, national politics probably must take
precedence. You get the “biggest bang for your political buck”
at the national level. But individual political action should
concentrate first at the local level. This is the great training
ground for political action. It is here thai we must train our
future troops. Local politics serves as a “boot camp” for the develop-
ment of political skills and organization.

Not all Christians will see all the relevant issues at the
same time. Those who are familiar with numerous social,
political, economic, and military problems, and who then cry
out for resistance, will not agree with each other on the
priorities. Different people will decide to get involved at dif-
ferent times. Any resistance movement which fails to
recognize this fact is bound to be disappointed. Any resistance
movement which fails to deal strategically with this fact is
doomed to failure. Any group whose strategy depends upon “everyone
getting tnvolved™ is going to lose.

A good example of this can be seen in the “fundamen-
talism vs. modernism” battle of the 1920s and 1930s.8 In the
institutional struggles of the conservative Presbyterians
against the liberals, good men would go only so far and no
farther. They had to decide, step by step: Was the struggle
threatening the institutional stability of the denomination?
They also had the choice: Was a theological victory worth
upsetting the institutional tranquility of the denomination?
When it became apparent after 1926 that the key denomina-
tional bureaucracies of the Presbyterian Church, U.S.A.,
especially in the field of education, had been captured by the
liberals, a few conservatives began to plan for a new seminary
to rival Princeton. When the new independent seminary, West-

8. The rallying cry of this battle was sounded by J. Gresham Machen
[MAYchin] in his book, Christianity and Liberalism (1923), which is still in
print from Eerdmans.
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minster, was established in 1929, some of J. Gresham
Machen’s former supporters in the battle left the ranks. By not
coming under the administration of the Presbyterian Church,
U.S.A., Westminster’s very independence seemed to be an
affront to the legitimacy and integrity of the denomination.
Next, in 1933-34, when Machen’s group started the Inde-
pendent Board for Foreign Presbyterian Missions, others
quit; they argued that an independent missionary organiza-
tion was challenging the integrity of the church. (The most
prominent loss was Oswald T. Allis, the great Old Testament
scholar, who resigned from Westminster Seminary.) Then, in
1936, when Machen and others who supported the Independ-
ent Board, and who refused to send money to the official mis-
sions board of the P.C.U.S.A., were excommunicated by the
church, others refused to come along with Machen as he
founded the Presbyterian Church of America (which became
the Orthodox Presbyterian Church when the P.C.U.S.A.
took them to court for infringing on the old denomination’s
name). Finally, in 1937,-a few months after Machen’s death,
the fledgling one-year-old denomination was split again,
when fundamentalists, under the influence of Carl McIntyre,
left to protest such things as Christian liberty (no booze and
no smoking, said Mclntyre) and non-premillennial
eschatologies.? At each step of the way, the Presbyterian
resistance movement against liberal Presbyterianism lost
segments of its former supporters.

This example is relevant, since “getting small” is the initial
phase of a comprehensive program of resistance. Lenin’s Bolshevik
principle —developing first a hard core of true believers—is
necessary to long-term expansion for any ideological or
theological movement. He adapted the principle, consciously
or not, from the experience of the early church. Of course,
getting small is not the whole program; there must also be a
dedicated program of long-term conquest. A dominion-
minded movement must first lose or remove the wavering
members of the organization, just as the early church did dur-
ing intermittent persecutions by the Roman Empire. But the

9. The split at the 1937 General Assembly meeting came after the fun-
damentalists’ candidate for Moderator of the General Assembly, Milo F.
Jamison, was defeated by a representative of the “orthodox” wing.
Eschatologically, Rev. Jamison was a dispensationalist.
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goal is not to remain small; the goal is to use the dedicated, hard-core
membership as a base for total conquest.

Resistance for Christian Reconstruction

Resistance movements that are strictly negative are at a -
disadvantage to those that are dominion oriented. The anti-
Nazi resistance movements of World War II were filled with
ideological opponents who agreed only that the Nazi menace
had to be destroyed. The Communists used their power base
in the anti-Nazi resistance as part of their continuing, post-
War program of world conquest. The non-Communists did
not plan systematically for the social and political reconstruc-
tion of their nations after the defeat of the Nazis. They did not
understand the true goals of their Communist “allies” in the
resistance movements, and therefore they did not make plans
to counter the post-War tactics of the Communists. This

short-run perspective cost them everything. The Communists
~ shot some of them after the war, the most famous being
Gen. Mihailovich of Yugoslavia.l® Another example is Jan
Masaryk, Czechoslovakia’s Foreign Minister, who supposedly
committed suicide in 1948, but who was a murder victim of
the Communists.!! The Communist resistance movement
had a program, or a least a long-term motivation; the strictly
negative resisters did not. The Communists took Eastern
Europe; the patriots and democrats did not.!? In short, a suc-
cessful resistance movement needs an optimistic eschatology
for reconstruction.

The problem with strictly negative resisters is that they are usually
short-run thinkers. They will recommend projects that do not
lead anywhere in particular. They are willing to consume
scarce resources, especially time, in order to make a lot of

10. David Martin, Ally Betrayed: The Uncensored Story of Tito and Mihazlovich
(New York: Prentice Hall, 1946). ‘

11. Claire Sterling, The Masaryk Case (New York: Harper & Row, 1969).
On Masaryk’s pre-War reputation, see Emil Ludwig, Defender of Democracy:
Masaryk of Czechoslovakia (New York: Robert M. McBride & Co., 1936).

12. Of course, the United States government helped the process along:
George N. Crocker, Roosevelt’s Road to Russia (Chicago: Regnery, 1959); Jan
Ciechanowski, Defeat in Victory (Garden GCity, New York: Doubleday, 1947),
the story of Poland’s capture; Edward J. Rozek, Allied Wartime Diplomacy: A
Patiern in Poland (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1958).
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noise, or get a one-column article in a newspaper (once), or
get a 20-second slot on the local T.V. station (OHQC)- These
stunts are wasteful, unless they are part of an integrated
strategy of publicity and recruitment. The goal is not to become
cannon fodder for the humanists’ guns. As Gen. George ’Patt01_r1 put
it in his famous speech to his troops: “Your job isn't to die for
your country. Your job is to get the other poor fiumb bastard
to die for his country.” Patton believ.ed in victory, not in
becoming a martyr for the sake of making a “heroic gesture.”
What Christians should understand is that the recent in-
terest in Christian resistance has come, on the whole, from
Christian leaders who have only in the past few years become
openly committed to social and political change. Most of them
are premillennialists, and they do not believe that Christians
can win, in time and on earth, prior to the visible, personal,
physical return of Christ in glory. Their idea of a victory is “to
go down fighting and take five of the other side with them!”
But there are too many people in the ranks of the enemy, even
assuming each of us could “take five of them with us.” Our
goal should be to survive over the long term, developing skills
that will enable us to conquer the enemy, society by society,
institution by institution. We need a boot camp experience before we
can achieve a dominion experience. That is the lesson of all the
wilderness experiences of the people of God, from Sinai to
Gethsemane.

Delaying o Frontal Attack

We must be careful to adopt the long-term strategy of the
early church. They did not rise up against the Roman legions.
They did not become guerillas. The Jews did, and they were
scattered, becoming an identifiable minority to be persecuted
t}}roughout the Roman Empire. The Christians adopted a
different strategy, although suffering intermittent persecutions
—a strategy of avoiding a frontal assault on Rome. By 313
A.D., the Christians triumphed; a non-pagan Emperor came
to power. They had become too valuable to ignore or
persecute any longer.

The Christians of the first century faced a formidable
poht-u:al enemy. The Roman Empire seemed indestructible.
Yet it had feet of clay. It was being subjected to multiple inter-
nal pressures, especially intellectual and religious pressures.
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The world-and-life view of classical civilization was in the
process of disintegration.!® This was what eventually brought
down Rome, not the external military pressures of the bar-
barians. The church faced a tottering giant. By the fourth
century, the will to resist Christianity had gone out of the
Empire’s leaders. The military was divided, and army fac-
tions kept raising up new candidates for Emperor, who then
battled against their rivals. The Roman Empire became
Christian when classical culture could no longer sustain it.

The insightful political theorist, C. Northcote Parkinson,
has thrown light on the question of successful resistance.
Parkinson is most famous for Parkinson’s Law, a book-length
discussion of modern bureaucracy. The law states: “Work ex-
pands so as to fill the time allotted for its completion.” But he
is a serious thinker. He summarized an important lesson from
successful revolutions:

In studying the history of revolt we find that it seldom occurs,
and still more rarely succeeds, under a regime that is sure of itself.
Our first mental picture may be of brave men plotting against a
crushing tyranny, against a ruthless and cruel despot, against an ex-
clusive group of the heartless and the proud. We soon realize, how-
ever, that men are not as brave as that. They do not rebel against
strength but against weakness and indecision. Revolutions take
place when the regime is wavering and, above all, divided.*

We must learn from history. We will be swallowed up if
we attempt a frontal attack today, for we have few “troops in
reserve.” Why do I say that we have few troops in reserve?
Aren’t there millions of Christians in the United States? Prob-
lem: the millions who profess Christianity in the United
States are little more than occasional church attendees. They
will not get involved in anything more controversial than an
Easter sunrise service. They will, if anything, try to destroy
the work and reputation of a committed resister, for the com-
mitment of the “enthusiast” testifies against the complacency of the pew-
sitters. They resent it. The resister tells them that this present
world order is evil, and therefore it may soon come under the
judgment of God. He tells them that they have a moral

13. Charles Norris Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture (New York:
Oxford University Press, [1944] 1957).

14. C. Northcote Parkinson, Left Luggage: A Caustic History of British
Soctalism from Marx to Wilson (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1967), p. 27.
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responsibility to work for specific political changes. This is not
what the dedicated pew-sitters want to hear, since their com-
mitment is still to the institutions of this world, in which their
capital —emotional, financial, and philosophical —is invested.
Their response will be analogous to the response of the
Hebrew kings, court prophets, and masses when the prophets
preached to them about repentance: to ignore them or to
persecute them for bringing news of the righteousness of God
and His standards for human society.

Mobilizing the Remnant

At this point, we should be trying to identify the remnant, those
who will go through the turmoil and persecution without buck-
ling under. Reconstruction is a long-term task, and we have to
identify those who are emotionally and financially committed
to it. This process of identification is preliminary to launching any
series of comprehensive resistance strategies. Ad hoc resistance
projects may be attempted, as necessity requires (defending
this or that Christian school, going into court to protect the in-
tegrity of a particular church’s records from IRS harassment,
etc.), but these are not substitutes for long-term planning.

The next step is fo wdentify those resistance projects that are still
legal and potentially effective. The common law tradition of the
United States and Britain allows citizens considerable latitude
in protesting and challenging the social evils of our day. It is
foolish to call people to risk everything on high-risk, illegal
projects, when there are still lower-risk, effective resistance pro-
grams to get involved in. Furthermore, Christians have, for
three or four generations, ignored the political and judicial pro-
cesses by which the humanists have created today’s social
order. To arrive at long last on the American political scene,
near the end of humanism’s social experiments, and to recom-
mend self-immolating acts of defiance —“setting ourselves on
fire on the steps of the Capitol building” —when we still have
less risky and more effective avenues of resistance open to us, is
almost as suicidal as the original neglect of politics which has
marked twentieth-century fundamentalism.15

15. George Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of
Twentieth-Century Evangelicalism: 1870-1925 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1980). See also the “Symposium on Social Action,” The Journal of
Christian Reconstruction, VIII (Summer, 1981).
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The visible leadership of today’s Protestant resistance
movements has not yet acquired the political skills, or the com-
mon sense produced by years of experience, to identify either
the high-priority programs or the most likely means of achiev-
ing success in the political struggles. Some of them are aware of
their lack of experience, and they have brought in men like
Paul Weyrich, a non-Protestant, to give them “nuts and bolts”
advice concerning the technical details of winning elections or
getting legislation stopped (though seldom passed) in Con-
gress.!® These Protestant leaders also lack a comprehensive
theology of dominion, which should undergird any program of
Christian resistance.!” At best, today’s tentative calls for civil
disobedience by Christians should be regarded as the begin-
ning of a new political awareness on the part of a handful of
Christian leaders and their tiny bands of unskilled followers.!8

Lots of people talk tough when the price of cammitment is low.
Talk is cheap. Action is more costly. But most expensive of all
is long-term planning. Those who commit their futures to
movements led by short-term thinkers who have vast projects
and half-vast ideas are asking for trouble. The biblical pattern
of victory is clear: “But the word of the Lord was unto them
precept upon precept, precept upon precept; line upon line,
line upon line; here a little, and there a little; that they might
go, and fall backward, and be broken, and snared, and taken”
(Isa. 28:13). Step by step, we must build alternatives to a col-
lapsing social order, starting with our families and local
churches, and expanding outward. Like the church elders and
deacons who are first required to rule their households (families
and businesses) well before they rule the church (I Tim. 3), so
are those who would launch a program of comprehensive
Christian resistance. Victory takes practice. First things first.

16. Mr. Weyrich is connected with two organizations, the Committee for
the Survival of a Free Congress, and the Free Congress Foundation. He
operates seminars in the fundamentals of getting elected to political office.
Address: CSFC or FCF, 721 Second St., S.E., Washington, D.C. 20002.

17. Gary North, “Comprehensive Redemption: A Theology for Social
Action,” The Journal of Christian Reconstruction, VIII (Summer, 1981).

18. It is indicative of just how ideologically weak the humanist liberals
are today that they see in the “New Christian Right” a major, immediate
threat to their control of American thought and culture. See, for example,
the book, Holy Terror (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1982). A similar
book is God’s Bullies.
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Let us be sensible: leaders of cultural resistance move-
ments—at least those that are not emergency, ad hoc
underground resistance movements that are organized
against an invading foreign army —should first have displayed
skills at reconstructing some other institution: a denomina-
tion, a local government, a military command, or something.
People who have spent their lives as ecclesiastical independ-
ents or near-independents, or who have had no successes in
some non-market institutional context, are probably not the
best people to lead a life-and-death political struggle against
humanistic professionals who control civil governments,
non-profit foundations, school districts, the bureaucracies,
and the news media.!® This is why limited resistance in a local
context should be a first priority. Here is where Christians
must get their training. This is the message of I Timothy 3
concerning leadership. Leaders who have not previously par-
ticipated in resistance against bureaucracies should be re-
garded with suspicion when they parade themselves as can-
didates for a national, not to mention international, Christian
resistance movement. Even the native “Field Marshals” of
African dictatorships gained experience as corporals in local
British colonial armies. Christian leaders should at least have
been corporals somewhere, in something, before they ask us
to leave everything and to follow them into a war.

The question of Christian resistance is a complicated
theological matter. It is also personally demanding, for when
the issues become clear, men must commit themselves to a
position: Resist or capitulate? Understanding the fundamen-
tal issues is preliminary to taking action. Without
self-confidence in the legitimacy of the cause of resistance, a
resisting group cannot expect to be successful. Men need a
theology of resistance before they begin to develop a strategy of
resistance. Before a Lenin there must be a Marx —theory be-
fore practice. This issue of Christianity and Civilization is
devoted to a consideration of the theology of resistance. The

19. T stress the non-market aspect of organized resistance. Businessmen
may have been successful in a profit-and-loss world of non-coercive eco-
nomic competition, but these skills may not be easily transferred to a very
different sort of competition, especially when armed resistance may be in-
volved. On the innate differences between profit management and bureau-
cratic management, see Ludwig von Mises, Bureaucracy (New Rochelle,
New York: Arlington House, [1944] 1969).
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next issue will deal with the tactics of resistance within an
overall strategic framework.

The Theology of Resistance

Christianity and Civilization draws on authors from
numerous denominational backgrounds, not to mention
religious traditions. We have found that many conclusions of
people who do not share our opinion of the Puritan and
Reformed tradition are often in agreement with the conclu-
sions of that tradition. At the same time, there are some
writers who are explicitly Reformed in perspective, yet whose
conclusions at various points do not seem to be consistent with
their theology. We offer these essays with a disclaimer: they
have been published in good faith by all parties, but neither
the editors nor the authors agree on all points with each of the
essays in this issue.

Section 1 presents evidence that we are facing a real crisis
in the United States today. The question of resistance to
tyranny is not simply hypothetical. Lawyer John Whitehead
discusses the rivalry between statist religion and biblical
religion. The Bible authorizes resistance against an unlawful,
self-deifying state when that state transgresses biblical law.
Romans 13 has been misinterpreted by many commentators
to mean that we must obey Caesar, whatever he says. He then
discusses Samuel Rutherford’s classic work, Lex, Rex (1644),
in which Rutherford outlined levels of resistance that Chris-
tians can use against the state. Rutherford denied the legiti-
macy of the doctrine of the “divine right of kings,” which
taught that kings are accountable to none but God. This is
why he was placed under house arrest. We can use his
theology to deny the divine right of all civil governments.

Francis Schaeffer argues that the implicit relativism of
the religion of humanism makes it a religion of arbitrary
power. By denying God, the humanists deny absolute law and
therefore the absolute worth of human life. Thus, abortion-
on-demand is a “right” on both sides of the Iron Curtain. He
is not a pacifist, he says, because he is a responsible man. He
has the obligation to resist the bully who is beating up a girl;
similarly, he has the right to resist tyrants who are beating up
whole populations. The time has come for serious Christians
to insist that the government take steps to resist the expansion
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of the Soviet Union.

The war is here; on this, our contributors are agreed.
~ Alan Stang tells of the war between the Internal Revenue
Service and Christian churches —specifically, the Church of
Christian Liberty in Brookfield, Wisconsin. Churches are
legally independent of the I.R.S., according to the tax code,
and automatically tax exempt. The I.R.S. no longer is honor-
ing the law. Stang’s article shows the legal grounds on which
the Church of Christian Liberty is taking its stand. Stang
argues that “We are headed toward a time when the govern-
ment would license clergymen and churches; when the
churches would be tolerated and permitted to function, as in
ancient Rome, if the preachers bend their knees and hail
Caesar. Such ‘churches’ would be instruments of government
policy.” He provides information that churches can use to de-
fend themselves legally against such infringements on their
liberty.

Section 2 of the journal presents papers on the biblical
theology of resistance. Anyone who doubts the morality of his
stand will find it difficult to pursue a long-term program of
resistance. This is why we must be certain of the
righteousness of our position. In my essay, I present an
analysis of the ministry of Elijah, a ministry in three stages:
confirmation (invisibility), confrontation, and hiding (in-
visibility). He needed confirmation of the validity of his call
before God; so did his enemy, king Ahab. When he came be-
fore the false priests to challenge them, they had already been
“softened up” by three years of drought. Then he retreated to
a cave, as had 100 other prophets, for God’s history to work it-
self out in Israel. Elijah avoided a premature challenge, and
he beat a hasty retreat when his opponents became too strong.
Throughout the period, the remnant was being built up by
God.

Again and again, Christians return to that classic case of a
rebel against state power, Rahab. She covenanted with the
Hebrew spies, hid them, and helped them escape. Then she
lied to the authorities concerning their whereabouts. Those
who caution against rebellion (not to mention lying, which
really bothers the pietists and legalists in the church) must deal
with the case of Rahab. Jim West makes their job very
difficult. He deals with the problems of lying, the prohibition
on bearing false witness, and the historical circumstances of
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Rahab’s lie. Then he makes some relevant modern applica-
tions, such as lying to one’s captors in a prisoner of war situa-
tion. Conclusion: lying to a tyrant is valid.

What about pacifism? Here is an area of real dispute in
church history. Must resistance always be of the non-violent
kind? If pacifism is the norm for Christians, resistance can
only be non-violent. Is pacifism what the Bible teaches?
James Jordan surveys four pro-pacifist books on the topic,
pacifism in the Old Testament. Jordan’s conclusion: they
have not proved the case that the Bible teaches pacifism, and
their arguments deliberately avoid some damaging biblical
evidence.

Archie P. Jones provides a systematic attack on natural
law theory as the foundation of resistance (or anything else).
The rise of humanism in the West has led to the creation of
civil governments that refuse to honor the law of God. The
world-and-life view of the humanists—that all things have
their origin in chance—has led to an irrational civil govern-
ment. Domestic policy and foreign policy are irrational today.
Legal thought is in a crisis. He outlines the four stages in the
decline of law: 1) biblical law; 2) Christianized natural law;
3) pagan normative law; 4) pagan naturalistic natural law.
The so-called “natural law revival” of American conservatism
cannot hope to succeed in the battle against the modernist
version of natural law; a full-fledged return to biblical law is
the only course left to Christians. As he says: “Autonomous
‘Natural Law’ theory is a slippery slope, which leads naturally
downward to its own destruction, and the destruction of the
cultures and nations which follow its way.” In short, there is
no neutrality in legal theory, just as there is no neutrality
anywhere else. We dare not base our theory of lawful
resistance on the assumption that a “common ground” of
legality undergirds Christian and conservative humanistic
resistance efforts. Christians who reject the myth of neutrality
must also reject any theory of universal, autonomous natural
law. S

T. Robert Ingram goes so far as to deny the concept of
universal human rights. What we have is responsibility under
God’s law, not human rights. As the “human rights” argument
was used by the Carter administration, human rights meant
two things: the right of Soviet citizens to speak out against the
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Soviet state (but not to own property), and the right of citizens
of non-Communist authoritarian societies to revolt. The right
of rebellion is basic to all human rights codes, from the
American Revolution to the present. But what are the
standards of rebellion? The doctrine of human rights cannot
say. Thus, it is a doctrine favoring anarchy, and not Chris-
tian. It is God’s law, not a hypothetical universal human right
of rebellion, which is the biblical norm.

Joseph C. Morecraft III takes issue with the myth of
neutrality in politics. Specifically, he challenges the political
liberalism of the neo-anabaptists, as represented by U.S. Sen.
Mark Hatfield and Stanley Mooneyham of World Vision, a
neo-evangelical parachurch missions organization. These
men have resisted the fusion of biblical law and Christian
political action, for such a fusion undermines the intellectual
foundation of the neo-anabaptists’ antinomian flirtation with
Federal power [and Federal aid programs—ed.], namely, the
myth of neutrality. Morecraft then offers examples of the
heritage of biblical law in American politics.

Section 3 takes up the history of resistance in the West.
First, the question of the idea of resistance in Western history.
One of the most important documents for Protestants is John
Calvin’s final paragraphs in his Institutes of the Christian Religion
(1559 edition), Book IV, Chapter XX, Sections 23-32. Calvin
took the view that the private citizen does not have the right of
armed rebellion against a lawfully constituted monarch, but
lesser magistrates do have this right. Rebellion against the cen-
tral civil government must have the assent and co-operation of
the intermediate or lower civil government. Calvin was clearly
not an anarchist. Michael Gilstrap offers a study of Calvin’s
position on the legitimacy of civil government and the grounds
of resistance, legitimate and illegitimate, by and through the
lesser magistrates. He analyzes Calvin’s Institutes, his commen-
taries on the Bible, and his letters.

The American Revolution was a Christian counter-
revolution against an increasingly centralized and bureau-
cratic British civil government. Parliament claimed absolute
sovereignty over the colonies, and the colonists resisted this
claim.® The colonists also resisted British officials who

20. See the Symposium, “Christianity and the American Revolution,”
The Journal of Christian Reconstruction, 111 (Summer, 1976).
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attempted to enforce this claim. On July 20, 1775, a Con-
tinental Fast Day was held throughout the colonies, and
preachers delivered sermons about the looming crisis. One of
them, Rev. David Jones, a Baptist, had been pressured to
leave a pro-Loyalist congregation that year. He served subse-
quently as a chaplain in the Continental Army throughout the
war, and again in the War of 1812.2! He delivered a sermon
in Philadelphia which summerized the theological case for
resistance to unconstitutional tyranny: “Defensive War in a
Just Cause [is] Sinless.” He pointed out that Abraham fought
the kidnappers of Lot. Moses battled the Canaanites. Israel
revolted against Rehoboam. The Lord will fight on the side of
the colonies, for Britain’s cause is unjust.??

During the American Revolution, the political leaders did
not appeal directly to Calvin’s arguments concerning the
lesser magistrates, although they followed his guidelines by
maintaining the legitimacy of their cause through the action of
colonial legislatures, according to M. E. Bradford. The
American patriots were rebelling against violations of the im-
plicit English Constitution, in order to maintain liberties once
possessed by them, but violated by the King and Parliament.
What they demanded was “the right of self-preservation, tak-
ing the form of a demand for a social and political regime held
together by the rule of law.” They substituted their colonial
legislatures for the older ones that had been under the King’s
governors, but they did not abolish legislatures. “The popular
magistrates, whose offices had the same constitutional sanc-
tion as the Crown, were the keys to what could be attempted.”
They looked to England’s Glorious Revolution of 1688 and
the Dutch Revolt against Spain in the 1580’s. To view the
American Revolution as an aspect of the European Enlighten-
ment is totally erroneous. Yet this is the common interpreta-
tion by the humanistic historians of our day.

On July 4, 1776, the day of the signing of the Declaration
of Independence, the Continental Congress adopted a resolu-
tion that established a three-man committee to design a seal
for the United States. The committee was manned by

21. For a biography of Jones, see Truett Rogers, Bibles and Battle Drums
(Valley Forge, Pennsylvania: Judson Press, 1976).

22. Reprinted in Verna Hall (ed.), The Christian History of the Constitution:
Consider and Ponder (San Francisco: Foundation for American Christian
Education, 1976), pp. 536f.
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Thomas Jefferson, John Adams, and Benjamin Franklin,
perhaps the most prestigious trio of Americans ever to siton a
committee. Even so, it took six years and two committees to
come up with a seal. ‘

What did this trio of Unitarians propose? Some deistic
design? Some humanistic slogan? On the contrary, they
wanted something which would make use of biblical symbols.
Jefferson proposed a picture of the children of Israel in the
wilderness led by a pillar of fire by night and a cloud by day.
As far as we can tell, it was Franklin who proposed that the
seal contain a picture of Moses dividing the Red Sea and the
waters closing over Pharaoh’s chariot. He proposed a motto to
accompany the scene: “Rebellion to Tyrants is Obedience to
God.” Jefferson liked the motto. Almost certainly, it was
Jefferson who proposed it for the seal of the state of Virginia a
month later, along with another suggestion of his own, in-
dicating his high opinion of it.2% As it turned out, none of
these suggestions was adopted for the great seal of the U.S.
But the phrase is important for understanding the attitude of
the Founding Fathers toward their resistance against the
British King and Parliament. They saw themselves as doing
the work of God in resisting an illegitimate expansion of bu-
reaucratic control over their affairs.

The American Revolution provides concrete examples of
how Christians conducted a resistance movement within the
framework of a theory of constitutional government. Especially
remarkable was the case of Bergen County, New Jersey.
William Marina and Diane Cuervo offer a study of a guerilla
insurgency movement that was predominantly manned by
Dutch Christians. The local militia battled successfully for
five years against the British military forces that were head-
quartered in New York City, defending the local region, par-
ticipating with the Continental Army on occasion, and mak-
ing life miserable for the Dutch Loyalist minority. “These
prosperous Dutch farmers were hardly radicals, but a few of
them were from the beginning quite militant in their defense
of American rights. Early in 1775 New Jersey was one of
those states that made the transition from Royal to revolu-
tionary government ‘without the firing of a gun,’ as the Pro-
vincial Congress replaced the Provincial Assembly. . . .” The

23. Monroe E. Deutch, “E Pluribus Unum,” The Classical Journal, XVIII
(April, 1923), pp. 389, 396-98, 403.
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revolutionaries were under the rule of law from the begin-
ning, for the New Jersey legislature had declared itself quite
early as favoring the revolt; in fact, “it was the election of the
new delegation from New Jersey arriving in Philadelphia late
in June [1776], that turned the tide for independence.” The
essay is a case study of a bloody war over the question of
political legitimacy, and how the Bergen County Dutch-
American militia fought as law-governed revolutionaries
against the army of a British Parliament that had overstepped
its bounds to suppress covenantal and constitutional rights.

The Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798 were assertions of
Federal sovereignty. The Sedition Act restricted freedom of
the press. These acts were immediately opposed by Thomas
Jefferson and James Madison, who wrote the Virginia and
Kentucky Resolutions of 1798. These were statements of a
philosophy which later became known as “state’s rights,” but
which are simply an extension of the principle of balanced
power, Federal vs. local, of the U.S. Constitution. Madison
wrote in 1800 a ringing defense of the common law right
to criticize the State, in response to the critics of the Resolu-
tions.2* (Jefferson and his Democratic Republican Party, it
should also be noted, did not remain faithful to the principles
of the Resolutions, once they were voted into power, and the
Federalists became the minority critics sniping at the
victors.25) The defeat of the southern Confederacy in 1865
was equally the defeat of the original covenantalism of the
Constitution.26

24, “Madison’s Report on the Virginia Resolutions” (1800), in Jonathan
Elliot (ed.), The Debates in the Several State Conventions on the Adoption of the Fed-
eral Constitution (5 vols.; Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, [1836] 1970), IV:
546-80. An expensive reprint of Elliot’s Debates is published by Burt
Franklin. A less expensive reprint, under the general editorship of M. 1.
Bradford and James McLellan, is scheduled for publication sometime in
1983 or 1984. For an extended summary and analysis of Madison’s report,
see Leonard W. Levy, Freedom of Speech and Press in Early American History:
Legacy of Suppression (New York: Harper Torchbook, [1960] 1963), pp.
273-82.

25. Levy, Freedom of Speech, pp. 297fF.

26. Perhaps the most brilliant defense of the state’s rights position is
Alexander H. Stephens, 4 Constitutional View of the Late War Between the States:
Iis Causes, Character, Conduct and Results (2 vols., 1868, 1870). Stephens served
as the Vice President of the Confederacy. See R. J. Rushdoony, The Naiure
of the American System (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1965] 1978), ch. 3:
“Alexander H. Stephens.”
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Calvin’s theology is applied by Tom Rose in his d1scussmn
of “The Doctrine of Interposition.” He takes Calvin’s doctrine
of the lesser magistrates and shows how the doctrine of inter-
position has been used by many Christians to resist political
tyranny. Again and again in American history, prior to the
Civil War (1861-65), men used this doctrine to justify their
resistance to constitutionally unwarranted tyranny. It is on
this legal foundation, Rose argues, that Americans should
take their political stand

The final essay is by Pieter Jongeling, one of Holland’s
leading Christian intellectuals and statesmen, one reminis-
cent of the great Abraham Kuyper. He describes the Dutch
resistance movement during the Nazi occupation in World
War 1. He outlines some of the familiar problems in every oc-
cupied nation: How far to cooperate with the enemy, how to
hide citizens sought by the occupying authorities, how to
finance the resistance, how to communicate with each other,
how to keep one’s children from being successfully indoc-
trinated, and how to hamper the enemy’s efforts to suppress
freedom? In addition, he directs our attention to the problem
facing Christians: How to follow the injunction of the Bible to
obey the legitimate authorities, while trying to undermine the
temporary authorities? Again, it is the question of legitimacy
which is crucial to a successful resistance movement.
Especially important is his observation that immediately after
the invasion, the pastors and Christian leaders were silent
about what should be the proper attitude toward the Nazis—a
silence one suspects was born of confusion combined with
fear. One man, Klaas Schilder, spoke out and was imprisoned
for his courageous stand. (Mr. Jongeling graciously avoids
mentioning the unconscionable treatment of Schilder by a
synod committee of his church —which he left after the war—
which in 1943 called him to a trial for his opinions, knowing
that he was a member of the underground and a fugitive from
the Nazis, and then condemned him in absentia when he
prudently failed to appear to defend himself at a public com-
mittee meeting, which the Nazis were watching.) Because
Dutch Christians had failed to understand the Nazi menace
before Germany invaded, and had failed to develop either a
theology of resistance or a strategy of resistance in advance,
they were in disarray when the crisis began. Precious time
and thousands of lives were lost as a direct result of their lack
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of preparation.?’

Readers should consider the following questions as they
read Mr. Jongeling’s essay: Why were the Dutch, especially
the Christians, unaware of the demonic archaic theology and
social theory of Nazism as late as 1940? Was it willful blind-
ness? Was the pacifism of the 1930’s in the Netherlands
responsible, in part, for their lack of resistance? If pastors had
spoken plainly from the pulpit, from 1933 on, and the people
had responded, could the Dutch have taken private as well as
organizational steps that would have enabled them to resist
more effectively when the Germans invaded? Had the pastors
spoken out, would their congregations, seeking a “positive
thinking” outlook, have pressured them into silence or alter-
native employment?

What if the United States should face a situation where
political and economic power is claimed as a sole monopoly of
the central civil government? We already see signs of this
development in the “Regional Government” movement,
which has established seven Federal regions as alternative to
the authority of the 50 states.?® What if the United States is
invaded by a foreign power, such as the Soviet Union? What
if the Soviet Union imposes indirect taxes by capturing the in-
ternational trade “choke points”? What if Latin American
revolutionaries cross our border with Mexico, along with
millions of Spanish-speaking refugees, in an attempt to
destabilize this country? What if a national emergency is
declared by the President, and the hundreds of emergency
powers already on the books are imposed—orders which
transfer virtually total economic control to Washington?2
Will there be any awareness of any of this on the part of

27. For further reading on the conflict between Nazism and Christianity,
see Peter Matheson (ed.), The Third Reich and the Christian Churches (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1981), a collection of primary source materi-
als relating to the years 1933-45.

28. The whole topic of regional government is dealt with in depth by the
monthly Bulletin of the Committee to Restore the Constitution, P. O. Box
986, Fort Collins, CO 80522. The Committee also has published several
books on the subject.

29. On “emergency powers” and “executive orders,” see Gary North,
Government by Emergency (1983), chaps. 7 and 8. Distributed by the American
Bureau of Economic Research, P. O. Box 7999, Tyler, TX 75711.
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American pastors? If a military invasion were to take place
tomorrow —let alone today’s steady, quiet, almost impercepti-
ble takeover by domestic humanists—would pastors have
anything worth preaching that the authorities would not pro-
hibit? In short, if the sermons on the theology and strategies of
resistance are not preached before the crises hat, will they be able to be
preached afterwards?

The symposium concludes with four book reviews. James
Jordan takes a look at John Yoder’s Nevertheless, a book
surveying various types of pacifism. Is “non-violence” really
not violent, or is it simply another kind of violence? Is just war
theory abused by many orthodox Christians to justify any
current war? These are some of the questions Yoder and
Jordan discuss. Secondly, Jordan reviews Werner Packull’s
study of early Anabaptism in Southern Germany and
Austria. Packull finds that the leaders of Anabaptism in these
areas were not Christians but mystics. Jordan points out con-
nections between the kind of thinking these men represented,
and modern American evangelicalism. Theologies tainted
with mysticism have no answer to modern secular humanism.

Lonn Oswalt reviews G. Van Alstine’s The Christian and
the Public Schools. Van Alstine manages to twist Christian doc-
trine so thoroughly that Christianity becomes, for him, a prop
for Satanic humanism. Oswalt devastates Van Alstine’s lines
of argument, which are fairly commonly encountered these
days, and points out that the arena of education is one of the
primary battlegrounds for Christian resistance today.

Finally, Tommy W. Rogers surveys Clarence Carson’s
The World in the Grip of an Idea, a history of secular humanism
in the last 150 years. Rogers concludes that this book is an
invaluable guide to a knowledge of our enemy, secular hu-
manism, in its many forms and guises.



CHRISTIAN RESISTANCE IN
THE FACE OF STATE INTERFERENCE

John W. Whitehead*

NE sure sign of judgment—upon both the church and

society —is increasing state interference in the affairs of
the church and Christian institutions. We see it everywhere
today. It is as if the church is on the eve of being carried off
into Babylon. Clearly, in the face of such government en-
tanglement, we need to consider Christian resistance; that is,
the proper Christian response to illegal acts of the state.

T/ze Church Is At War

It is definitely time to shed the naive idea that the modern -
humanistic state exists to perpetuate good government. It is
there to perpetuate itself at all costs. No bureaucracy works itself
out of a job.

It is also time to shed the idea that Christians can simply
go about their business looking neither to the left nor to the
right, and somehow be freed from the woes to come. Every true
Christian is on an eventual collision course with the modern technologi-
cal state, and he should be prepared for it.

It must also be realized that the technological state has no
need for an active church. Indeed, it requires a silent church.
There is no room for God in such a state. Certainly, Chris-
tians are not here on earth to work out a peace pact with
Satan. At a time when men are crying “peace, peace” we are
assured that there is no peace. '

Christianity, it must be remembered, is at war even in a
world of peace. Christ said He came to bring not peace but a

*Mr. Whitehead is a practicing attorney in Virginia who specializes in
constitutional law and is an author. This paper is adapted from Mr.
Whitehead’s book, The Second American Revolution (Elgin, IL: David C. Cook,
1982).
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sword (Matt. 10:34). Much too often, the modern church has
sought peace and compromise with the world. As a conse-
quence, the church has compromised and allowed the tide of humanism.
to roll over sociely and encompass it. Nowhere has this been more
true than in the Christian community’s silence and ac-
quiescence to the ever growing power and unconstitutionality
of the federal and state governments and their agencies. The
state is abusing its power. It is up to the Christian community,
which knows that the state is not absolute, to stop it.

A Subtle Caesar

Conflict between Christ and Caesar is not inevitable; in
fact, Jesus specifically commanded His disciples to “render
unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s” (Matt. 22:21). Con-
flict becomes inevitable when the secular authority — Caesar
—demands for himself honors that belong only to God. Church
and state can never be entirely separated, for each is in-
terested in a wide range of human concerns, and their in-
terests inevitably overlap. As long, however, as the state does
not claim absolute authority and autonomy, it-can exercise a
lawful role in establishing order and civil justice. In this
capacity, the state is called the servant of God (Rom. 13:4).
The problem arises when the state claims not a relative and
derivative authority, but an absolute and autonomous one.

In modern America, the state does not openly claim divine
worship, as pagan Rome did; it permits churches to carry on
their worship as before. But in effect it is seeking to make itself
the center of all human loyalties, the goal of all human aspira-
tions, the source of all human values, and the final arbiter of
all human destiny. In so doing, without using the language of
religion, 1t is claiming to be divine, and it is creating a potentially
devastating conflict with the church.

The state has become the modern divinity. It is now gen-
erally recognized that Communism, despite its commitment
to atheism, is a religion, and this makes inevitable its bitter
conflict with the church. What is equally true, although less
clearly perceived in so-called “Christian” America, is that gov-
ernment in America 1s also a religion and is already involved in a bitter
conflict with the religion of Christ. A president may declare him-
self to be born again and take an active role in congregational
worship, but that is no guarantee that the state he heads will
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not continue and even intensify its struggle against Christianity
and the churches. Indeed, it was under a professing evangelical
Christian president, Jimmy Carter, that the federal bureau-
cracy made some of its most threatening inroads into areas of
Christian concern.

Obviously, Christianity and the new state religion of America can-
not peacefully co-exist. Since the church cannot claim and do less
than God requires of her, she must call upon the state to back
away from its increasingly explicit pretensions to divinity. Of
course, if the United States’ president were to demand to be
hailed as “divine Caesar,” and the state created an open
religious cult like Roman state paganism, Americans in their
vast majority would rebel. But as long as these claims come in
quietly, and without fanfare, in the form of a shift in the basis of
law and government, Christians may remain tranquil. While
Christians are dormant, the pagan state continues to enlarge
and consolidate its gains. If this continues for much longer,
when Christians wake up it will be too late to do anything but
suffer.

The Bible and Christian Resistance

The silent church does not speak to the issues. And, when
confronted by the state, it either presents a weak protest and,
if pushed, wilts. This stance, however, was not the position of
early Christianity or the position of the biblical writers. The
early Christians went to the lions rather than transgress God’s
law and compromise with the secular power. In this sense
they were rebels. That is how Rome saw them. As Francis
Schaeffer in How Should We Then Live? (1976) has written: “Let
us not forget why the Christians were killed. They were not
killed because they worshipped Jesus. ... Nobody cared
who worshipped whom as long as the worshipper did not
disrupt the unity of the state, centered in the formal worship
of Caesar. The reason the Christians were killed was because
they were rebels.” o

The battle for Christian existence is upon us. As the state
becomes increasingly pagan, it will continue to exert and to
expand its claims to total jurisdiction and power over all
areas, including the church. Inasmuch as only biblical Chris-
tians have a reference point outside the state, it will take Chris-
tian rebels to stem the tide of the humanistic state— Christian rebels
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in the sense that they will resist, challenge, or protest all in-
stitutions and thought forms that are at variance with the
Bible.

There are strong biblical grounds which serve as a founda-
tion for Christian resistance to state paganism. The basic text
for such resistance is found in Romans 13. It is interesting
that Romans 13 is often used by those who claim the state has
authority to mandate anything which the Christian must
blindly follow. This argument can be advanced only if
Romans 13 is used improperly.

In Romans 13:4, the Bible instructs that the state (or state
official) is a “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.” The Greek noun for the
word minister in Romans 13:4 is diakonos which means a ser-
vant, attendant, or deacon. Diakonos is used by Christ in
Mark 10:43 when He states that “whoever will be great
among you, shall be your minister” or servant. It is used by
Paul in I Timothy 4:6 to refer to “a good minister of Jesus
Christ”; in I Thessalonians 3:2 when referring to Timothy as
a “minister of God”; and in Ephesians 6:21 when referring to
Tychicus as “a beloved brother and faithful minister in the
Lord.” In addition, in Romans 13:6 Paul again uses the term
minister to describe a state official. The Greek word used in
this verse, however, is “leitourgos” (from which we get the
word “liturgy”) which describes earthly rulers, who though
they may not act consciously as servants of God, discharge
functions which are the ordinance of God as He so wills.

There is a specific reason these particular Greek words are
used in the Bible. It is God’s way of telling us that legitimate
state officials or civil rulers are to be servants under God, not
lords or sovereigns. When the civil authorities divorce them-
selves from God and the Bible, they become self-styled lords
and lawless as well. As St. Augustine of Hippo (354-430)
pointed out, godless civil rulers are no more than bands of robbers.
Moreover, being lawless in relation to God, they are lawless
and predatory in relation to men.

In Romans 13 the Apostle Paul (10?-64?) describes the
authority but also the limits of civil government. God has ap-
pointed civil magistrates to perform a two-fold function
(which reflects the general purpose of the state). First, the
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state must not destroy or subvert the good of society but protect
and promote it. Second, the civil government must deter crime
and bring to punishment those who foster evil in society.

The state’s function of protecting the good invariably con-
cerns the issue of the source of the state’s authority. Paul states
very clearly in Romans 13:1 that all government is ordained
and established by God. In the Bible, parents, pastors, civil
authorities, employers, and others are said to have received
their authority to govern from God. This authority, however,
is delegated authority. It is not to be exercised independent of
God’s Word. In fact, the Bible recognizes no power independ-
ent of God (Rom. 13:1). For any delegated sphere of author-
ity to speak of itself as a power independent from God is rebel-
lion against Him. For the courts, the Internal Revenue
Service, and other civil agencies to speak of their authority as
being over all areas of life and as being derived from the state, is
blasphemy.

In general, whenever the state is discussed in the New
Testament, the scope and limits of its authority are defined.
For example, in I Timothy 2:1-4 Paul writes:

I exhort therefore, that, first of all, supplications, prayers, interces-
sions, and giving of thanks, be made for all men; For kings, and for
all that are in authority; that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life
in all godliness and honesty. For this is good and acceptable in the
sight of God our Saviour; Who will have all men to be saved, and to
come unto the knowledge of the truth.

Paul makes it clear that as part of its task in protecting the
good, the state is to create an atmosphere where men can be
saved and come to the knowledge of the truth. Paul links this
idea to our prayers and our attitude toward the state. And if
the state limits the church in spreading the gospel, then Chris-
tians are not under a biblical duty to observe such restrictions
on liberty.
In I Peter 2:13-17 we read:

Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake;
whether it be to the king, as supreme; 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. For so is the will of God, that with
well doing ye may put to silence the ignorance of foolish men: As
free, and not using your liberty for a cloke of maliciousness, but as
the servants of God. Honour all men. Love the brotherhood. Fear
God. Honour the king.
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Peter says here that civil authority is to be honored and that
God is to be feared. That state, as he defines it, must comply
with the criterion that it punish the wrong and praise those who do
right. If this is not so, then the whole structure falls apart, and
there is no reason to obey such a government.

If the state is indeed established by God and the state is a
“minister of God to thee for good,” then the question is this:
What about a civil government that acts diametrically op-
posed to the principles of the Bible? Does God also ordain
such a government? If the answer is in the affirmative, then it
can logically be argued that God was in support of Hitler’s
regime and the termination of the Jewish race.

Christians through the centuries have fallen into two fun-
damental errors with regard to the state. The first is to claim
that the civil government represents the “god of this world”
and is totally illegitimate. Christians are to have nothing to do
with it. The second holds that the state is divinely ordained in
all respects and that Christians owe it absolute obedience.
Romans 13 refutes both errors: the state is a legitimate institution,
ordained in principle by God, and intended to act as His ser-
vant to promote justice in the civil and social realm. But s le-
gitimacy s conditioned on s promotion of justice. If the state
becomes totally hostile to the ends for which God has ordained
it, then it becomes lawless. In a pre-Christian society, Paul
found it possible to praise even the corrupt Roman state as a
“minister of God.” Indeed, historians will acknowledge that in
spite of its excesses, imperial Rome was generally committed
to the promotion of justice and civic peace. It could do so
without explicit knowledge of biblical revelation because, as
Paul says earlier in Romans, even Gentiles have the work of
the law “written in their hearts” (Rom. 2:15). Today the
situation is rather different. Once a society has been established
and developed with the Bible as its reference point, deliber-
ately to turn away from that reference point will ultimately
make the state even less legitimate than pagan Rome.

We must not forget that the issue in Paul’s day concerned
Lordship. The question was: “Who is Lord—Christ or
Caesar?” The early Christians went one step further and
queried: “Do we obey a false lord, that is, Caesar?” Paul’s an-
swer in Romans 13 is “yes”—if that false lord is performing
the biblical function of protecting the good. Again, the gov-
ernment Christians are to obey is defined.
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In Acts 17 the Christians were accused of criminal acts. In
Acts 17:6 we read that they had “turned the world upside
down.” In other words, they challenged the basic assumptions
of the pagan culture. But what was their crime? Acts 17:7 tells
us: “These all do contrary to the decrees of Caesar, saying
that there is another king, one Jesus.” This was an act of
political treason.

A popular myth invoked by Christians and non-Christians
alike to justify their refusal to stand against immoral state acts
has been the assertion that Jesus and the apostles were
pacifists. This is not true. The question of pacifism did not
arise, but Jesus was certainly no quietist. Jesus Himself felt
free to criticize not only the Jewish civil leaders (Jo. 18:23),
but also the Roman-appointed ruler Herod Antipas in refer-
ring to him as a “fox” (Lk. 13:32). Jesus whipped the money
changers and chased them out of the temple (Jo. 2:13-17).
Following that, Christ would not allow any person to carry
“any vessel through the temple” (Mk. 11:16). Christ’s act of
whipping the money changers and blocking the entrance to
the temple were crimes. (Ultimately Christ is portrayed in the
Book of Revelation as exercising righteous vengeance on the
secular humanistic state.)

Paul likewise accused one of the members of a grand jury,
who commanded him to be hit on the mouth, of being a
“whitewashed wall,” although he apologized when he learned
that the man who issued the order was the high priest (Acts
23:1-5). And it was Paul who, when confronted with what he
considered to be illegitimate state acts, said, “I appeal unto
Caesar” (Acts 25:11). Moreover, we must not forget that
many of Paul’s epistles in the New Testament were written
from jail cells. Certainly he wasn’t in prison for being a model
citizen. He was in jail because he was considered a perpe-
trator of civil disobedience. It was for doing what was con-
sidered illegal in the eyes of state officials.

Peter’s resistance in Acts 5 is a classic example of standing
for the faith against the illegitimate acts of the state. Peter and
others were thrown in jail for preaching. God himself defied
the local authorities, and an angel opened the doors of the
prison, freeing them. This was highly illegal. God, however, iden-
tified with the men who defied the state. God himself took Peter out
of the prison. He then instructed the apostles to go and stand
in the temple and preach. Again, this was in contradiction to
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the mandates of the state. For doing this, the apostles were
brought before the Sadducees (or religious leaders) to answer
for their “crime.” In response to the charge of preaching in
Jesus’ name, Peter replied: “We must obey God rather than
men” (Acts 5:29, NASB). The apostles were then beaten and
commanded not to preach Jesus. In Acts 5:42, however, we
learn that “daily in the temple, and in every house they ceased
not to teach and preach Jesus.” Nothing could stop them.
They were too intent on turning the world upside down for
Christ (Acts 17:7).

The Bible is also replete with examples of men and women
in the Old Testament who were faced with the choice of obey-
ing God or obeying the state. In every instance, the choice
was made to follow the Word of God over an illegitimate act or law of
the state. The following examples are but a few of the many
found in Scripture.

When Pharaoh ordered the death of every Hebrew male
child, “The midwives feared God, and did not as the king of
Egypt commanded them” (Exod. 1:17)‘ Jochebed, the mother
of Moses, hid her child in a basket among reeds in the river,
contrary to the law.

King Darius ordained that “whosoever shall ask a petition

of any God or man for thirty days . . . he shall be cast into
the den of lions” (Dan. 6:7). Fully aware of this law, Daniel
disobeyed and “went into his house . . . and prayed, and

gave thanks before his God, as he did aforetime” (Dan. 6:10).

In Hebrews 11:31 we read: “By faith the harlot Rahab
perished not with them that believed not when she had received
the spies with peace.” Rahab’s action in protecting the
Israelite spies in Joshua 2 was illegal because her government
was an enemy of Israel, and the spies were there in prepara-
tion for war against her country. Therefore, Rahab’s duty was
to her own king, her government, her own people; or was it?
No, she chose in her heart to follow the God of Israel. She
lied. She hid spies and helped them escape. She broke the fun-
damental laws of her own legal government because behind it
she saw another kingdom. Rahab risked everything in order
to follow the laws of God, including telling lies. As James 2:25
instructs, “was not Rahab the harlot justified by works, when
she received the messengers, and had them sent out another
way?” Francis Schaeffer notes in Joshua and the Flow of History
(1975) that in the book of James, “Rahab is the only person
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paralleled to Abraham” (Jas. 2:21). Great was her faith.

Therefore, it is not foreign to Christianity to protest the il-
legitimate acts of civil government. The Christian must then
say both yes and no to the state. Total silence by the church is
received by the state as an endorsement of all that it does, but
it is viewed as an act of treason by God. In fact, the Bible pro-
claims: “A righteous man falling down before the wicked is as
a troubled fountain, and a corrupt spring” (Pro. 25:26).

Lex, Rex and Resistance

Today most Christians naively accept a kind of
Caesaropapism. The consensus is that civil government belongs
in the realm of God’s providential rule. While we may enjoy
the right to representation and protest, it remains that when
the highest state authority in the land has spoken—be it the
Supreme Court or some other state agency— Christians are
obliged to obey. This mentality, however, was not that of
Samuel Rutherford (1600-1661). Rutherford, a Scot, was
greatly influenced by John Knox. In his classic work, Lex,
Rex: or The Law and the Prince (1644), Rutherford clearly set
forth the proper Christian response to non-biblical acts by the
state. Lex, Rex, through John Witherspoon and others, had a
far-reaching impact in colonial America and formed a basis
for the American Revolution.

Rutherford, a Presbyterian, was one of the Scottish com-
missioners at the Westminster Assembly in London and later
became rector at St. Andrews University in Scotland. The
book, in a society of landed classes and monarchy, created an
immediate controversy. It was banned in Scotland and was
publicly burned in England. Rutherford himself was placed
under house arrest and was summoned to appear before the
Parliament at Edinburgh where a probable execution awaited
him. He died, however, shortly before he could be made to
comply with the order.

The governing authorities’ concern over Lex, Rex was due
to its attack on the undergirding foundation of seventeenth
century political government in Europe —“the divine right of
kings.” This doctrine held that the king or state ruled as God’s
appointed regent and, this being so, the king’s word was law.
Counterbalanced agamst this position was Rutherford’s asser-
tion that the basic premise of civil government and therefore
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law, must be the Bible. As such, Rutherford argued, all men,
even the king, are under the law and not above it. This con-
cept, of course, was considered political heresy and
punishable as treason.

Rutherford argued that Romans 13 indicates that all
power is from God and that government is ordained and in-
stituted by God. The state, however, is to be administered ac-
cording to the principles of the Bible. Acts of the state that do
not have a clear reference point in the Bible were considered
to be illegitimate and acts of tyranny. Tyranny was defined as
ruling without the sanction of God.

Rutherford held that a tyrannical government is always
immoral. He considered it a work of Satan and that “a power
ethical, politic, or moral, to oppress, is not from God, and is
not a power, but a licentious deviation of a power; and is no
more from God, but from sinful nature and the old serpent,
than a license to sin.” The implications of Rutherford’s thesis
are important for it makes the vast majority of civil governments in
the world today illegitimate.

The discussion of Christian resistance is a very serious
matter —especially with the number of mentally disturbed
people living in the world today. Any concept or proposed ac-
tion can, and most likely will, be taken to its illogical conse-
quences by someone. Martin Luther and the other Reformers
faced this problem. In a fallen world, this is to be expected.
Such a fact, however, should not deter us from looking at the
appropriate levels of resistance as outlined by Samuel Ruther-
ford in Lex, Rex. To the contrary, the fact that we may very
well be facing a totalitarian state compels consideration of
these principles.

Rutherford was not an anarchist. In Lex, Rex he does not
propose armed revolution as a solution. Instead, he sets forth
the appropriate response to interference by the state in the
liberties of the citizenry. Specifically, if the state is deliberately
committed to destroying its ethical commitment to God, then
resistance is appropriate. Rutherford suggested that there are
levels of resistance in which a private person may engage. First, he
must defend himself by protest (in contemporary society this
would usually be by legal action); second, he must flee if at all
possible; and, third, he may use force, if absolutely necessary,
to defend himself. One should not employ force if he may save
himself by flight; so one should not employ flight if he can
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save himself and defend himself by protest and the employ-
ment of constitutional means of redress. Rutherford illus-
trated this pattern of resistance from the life of David.

By Christian resistance is not meant that Christians
should take to the streets and mount an armed revolution. In
the modern state, such an action would be ill-advised. The
state’s technology affords it the power to crush armed revolt at
virtually any time. Moreover, there is no example in the Bible
of any man of God who set out with the design to overthrow
his government by violence. The emphasis in Scripture, as il-
lustrated by Peter and Paul, is that by fulfilling the law of
God, without regard for the consequences, a true cultural
revolution will occur.

Just as armed revolution would be a strategic error by the
church, so flight may be also. First of all, due to the immense
power of the modern state, there may be no place to flee. The
Pilgrims could escape tyranny by fleeing to America. But
where do we go to escape? The so-called safety zones, such as
Switzerland, are fading. We live in a shrinking world. Se-
cond, I would not advocate flight at this time because the
church has been taking flight spiritually for the last one hun-
dred years. As I stated earlier, the church must get its head
out of the sand and stop retreating and take a stand and fight
the slide toward totalitarianism.

At this time in history, protest is our most viable alter-
native. This is because the freedom yet exists that will allow
us to utilize protest to the maximum. We must, however,
realize that protest is often a form of force. For instance, Peter
in Acts 5 was ordered not to preach Jesus in the temple. He
ignored such illegitimate commands and re-entered the tem-
ple to preach salvation to the Jews. This is force or compelling
others to listen to something they do not want to hear.

There does come a time when force, even physical force, is
appropriate. The Christian is not to take the law into his own
hands and become a law unto himself. But when all avenues
to flight and protest have closed, force in the defensive posture is
appropriate. This wag the situation of the American Revolu-
tion. The colonists used force in defending themselves. Great
Britain, because of its tyranny, was a foreign power invading
America. Note that the colonists did not cross the Atlantic
Ocean and mount a physical attack against Great Britain it-
self. They defended their homeland. As such, the American



12 CHRISTIANITY AND CIVILIZATION

Revolution was a conservative counter-revolution. The colonists saw
the British as the revolutionaries trying to overthrow the col-
onial governments. If not seen in this light, the American
Revolution does not make sense.

Acting on the Word

Modern Christians face a more powerful foe than ever
faced before by the church. And we must act accordingly. We
must always, no matter the circumstances, protect and defend
God’s people. For instance, a true Christian in Hitler’s
Germany should have defied the state and hidden his Jewish
neighbors from the 8S troops. Christians in the Soviet Union
should do everything in their power to undermine the
atheistic Communist regime. This should be true of all Com-
munist regimes. Christ has proclaimed that all the earth is His
and that His disciples are to preach to all nations. No govern-
ment has any authority in restricting the free flow of God’s
Word. When they do, they should be resisted.
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CONFLICTING WORLD VIEWS:
HUMANISM VERSUS CHRISTIANITY*

Francis A. Schaeffer

HE theme I've been asked to speak on tonight is rather a
double one, but actually these two halves are not in con-
flict. As we shall see, they really make one unity:

The Secular Humanistic World View
versus The Christian World View
and
The Biblical Perspectives on
Mulitary Preparedness.

First of all, we must be very careful to define what we
mean by humanism. By humanism we are not talking about
humanitarianism. Humanitarianism means being kind to
people, and as Christians we should be humanitarian even
more than anyone else. We must be equally careful not to
bring into confusion the difference between humanism and
the Humanities. A study of the Humanities is the study of
human creativity — often related to classical learning, but also
to the whole of human creativeness. And as such Christians
above everyone should be interested in the Humanities.
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Many of my books, films, etc. deal with a Christian con-
sideration of the Humanities —being thankful for the creativ-
ity which is a natural part of Man because people are made in
the image. of God.

Then we must ask what humanism is, which we must con-
trast with great clarity to the Christian world view. We must
realize that the contrast goes back to two different views of
final reality. What is final reality? In the Judeo-Christian
world view, the final reality is the infinite-personal God who
truly is there objectively whether we think He is there or not.
He is not there just because we think He is there. He is there
objectively. And He is the Creator. He is the Creator of every-
thing else. And we must never forget that one of the
distinguishing marks of the Judeo-Christian God is that not
everything is the same to Him. He has a character, and some
things agree to His character and some things conflict with
that character. To this God (in contrast to Buddhism and
Hinduism for example) not everything is the same, and,
therefore, there are absolutes, right and wrong, in the world.

As we come on the humanist side—to the final reality
which is being taught in our schools and which is much of the
framework of the thinking and writing of our day —the final
reality is thought of as material or energy which has existed in
some form forever and which has its present configuration by
pure chance.

The real issue is the question of final reality. The difference lies
in what the final reality is: Either the infinite-personal God to
whom not everything is the same, or merely material or
energy which is impersonal, totally neutral to any value sys-
tem or any interest in man as man. In this view, the final real-
ity gives no value system, no basis for law, and no basis for
man as unique and important.

Beginning about eighty years ago, we began to move from
a Judeo-Christian consensus in this country to a hurnanist
consensus, and it has come to a special climax in the last forty
years. For anyone here who isfifty years of age or more, the
whole dramatic shift in this country has come in your adult
lifetime. And today we must say with tears that largely the
consensus in our country, and in the western world, is no
longer Judeo-Christian, but the general consensus is human-
ist, with its idea that the final reality is only material or energy
which has existed forever, shaped into its present form by
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pure chance. There is no .value system at all from that final re-
ality. No one has said it better than Jacques Monod, the
Nobel prize-winner in biology, a Frenchman, who wrote a
book some years ago, which was very poppl:atr at the time,
called Chance and Necessity. His view is that this is the final real-
itv. He laid down very firmly that with this view there is no
way to determine the “ought” from the “is”—none at all. On
this basts, therefore, Man makes himself the measure of all tfzings.

All the things that have come into our country which have
troubled us are only the inevitable results of this world view.
If you hold this world view, you must realize there is no
source of knowledge except what man can find for himself; all
revelation is ruled out. Knowledge never can be certain; and
there can be no value system except that which is totally ar-
bitrary. This view leaves us with no final value system, and,
therefore, with only personal, arbitrary, relative values. It ism’t
only Fletcher who teaches situational ethics today; it is the
gen'eral concept that we find on the basis of this view of the
final reality.

And more serious than the personal arbitrary value sys-
tems is the fact that it leaves us only with arbitrary law. There is
no basis for law. Law becomes only the decision of a small
group of people, and what they decide at a given moment is
for the good of society. And that is all because the final reality
gives no clue as to what law should be, and it is left up to a
group of people, the Supreme Court, or whoever they are, to
make their own decision as to what is good for society at the
moment. So you have relative personal values and arbitrary
law, and you will also have the loss of any intrinsic value of
the individual person. This is the reason that today in this
country we accept what would have been an abomination just
ten years ago, and that is abortion growing on into infan-
ticide, the killing of babies after they are born if they do not
come up to someone’s standard of value, and on into the drift
toward euthanasia of the aged. This is all a natural result of
the acceptance of this other view concerning final reality and
the lowering, therefore, of any view of human life. In their
view, the final reality has nothing to say about any real value,
any unique value to human life. In our country, this shows it-
self in many ways, but it most clearly shows itself in the syn-
drome of abortion leading to infanticide, leading to the
euthanasia of the aged.
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When Dr. C. Everett Koop, my son Franky, and I worked
on Whatever Happened to the Human Race? and we began to talk
about infanticide, people really thought we were way out in
left field somewhere, but now it has been declared legal in the
case in Indiana where a baby, this Down’s syndrome child,
was allowed to die upon the basis of the parents’ wishes.

And the enthanasia of the aged will also come with speed. If
you think this is extreme, think back on the change from abor-
tion to infanticide and with what speed that came. What is in-
volved is not only a loss of the baby that is killed, but it is a
loss increasingly of a whole view of the unique value of human
life; and it us the loss of compassion. The compassion this country
never has had enough of, but for which it has been somewhat
known, will not stand if we continue to go down this humanis-
tic road, because there is no real value for people intrinsically
and as such it is not only the babies that can be killed with
abortion and infanticide, but there is no real reason for com-
passion toward other people.

I would plead with those of you who are in government not
to allow other things to sidetrack you in the need to stand
against this downplaying of the value of human life. Many
things might distract you, but you must realize, for those of
you who are Christians especially, that there is an absolutely un-
breakable link between the existence of the infinite-personal God of the
Bible and the unique value of human life. And if you allow the uni-
que value of human life to be played down legally, as it is at
the present time in this country, not only does it lead on to
other things such as the euthanasia of the aged, but the whole
basis of compassion is lost. For those of you in government
who think this is a small issue that should be swept under the
rug, I plead with you to think again of the fact of how crucial
and central this issue is. This is a vital issue, which the Judeo-

Christian final reality gives us, and we are losing it with great”

speed. It is where humanism in medicine and in law have
come together at the point of human life, and it naturally
favors abortion, and equally it has no way to put any em-
phasis on the value of human life when we consider it
politically in other countries.

The First Amendment, of course, has been stood on its
head. The First Amendment was that there should be no na-
tional state church for the thirteen colonies, and that the fed-
eral government should never interfere with the free expres-
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sion of religion. Today it has been turned over by the human-
istic society, the American Civil Liberties Union, and so on,
and the First Amendment is made to say the very opposite:
that Christian values are not allowed to be brought into con-
tact with the governmental process.

The terror is, that in the last forty years, civil government
and especially the courts, has increasingly been the vehicle to
force this other world view on the total population. It is gov-
ernment that has done it by its laws and court rulings.

We find as we look at this country that we have now a largely
humanistic consensus, a humanistic culture, a humanistic so-
ciety, but happily we do not have yet a totally humanistic cul-
ture or consensus. It isn’t total; we still have the Christian
memory, although it is moving with titanic speed. Now, this
being so, our calling is clear. It is that we who hold the Chris-
tian world view, we who love human life, we who love hu-
manity, should stand first for the honor of God, but we should
also stand so that humanness will not be lost in all areas.

And then, we must say with sobriety that the United States
does not have an autonomous “manifest destiny.” Conse-
quently, if we continue to insist in walking down this road, at
some point, as God is God and not all things are the same to
God, we who have trampled so completely on all those amaz-
ing things that God has given us in this country, can we ex-
pect that God does not care? So we must not feel that we are
only playing intellectual and political games. If this God exists
and not all things are the same to Him, we must realize as we
read through the Scriptures that those who trample upon the
great gifts of God one day will know His judgment.

The first part of our topic was the secular humanistic world
view versus the Christian world view, and I have dealt largely
with our own country. The second half is “The Biblical
Perspectives on Military Preparedness.” This is related to
what I have just been speaking about; they are really not two
divergent subjects at all. You must realize that the Soviet
Union and the Soviet bloc and all of the Marx-Engels-Lenin
Communism —all of it also has as its base that the final reality
is only material or energy shaped by pure chance. This is the
central thing. The economics of Marxianism really is not that
which is central. It is a dialectical materialism ~you have heard
the term all your life, I am sure. “Dialectical,” and then comes
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the word — “materialism.” In other words, the final reality is
only material, or energy shaped by chance, exactly the same
idea that is a plague in our own country under the term of hu-
manism. Now where does it end? It leads in the Marxist bloc,
therefore, inevitably to a devaluation of human life. As in our
country, humanism leads to abortion, infanticide, euthana-
sia, and a loss of compassion; this view of final reality does so
more totally in the Communist bloc because it is fofally com-
mitted to this view. There is a total emphasis that there are no
fixed values. Therefore, there is a total emphasis that there is
only arbitrary law.

Franky has just made a new film called The Second American
Revolution which we plan to show here in the fall in
Washington. It is a powerful thing, and one of the people in
the film is Stalin, and he says exactly what his position was:
law is only what he arbitrarily sets forth. That’s all. You will
notice that we have a parallel here to what is happening in our
own country, but the difference is that in our country, this
ideology and its effects are not total. In Communist countries
it has become total. This idea of the final reality has come to
its total conclusion, so there is no fixed value; there is totally
arbitrary law, and there is the total loss of the value of the in-
dividual person, and only the State has come to matter. There
is an elite which sets the laws, which says arbitrarily what the
laws are, and which sets forth these things as arbitrary ab-
solutes. So we find in the Soviet bloc a natural direction to-
ward an elite that has more total power in an arbitrary fashion
than any of the old kings.

There is no final value system, and, therefore, we should
not be surprised that they sign the Helsinki Accords and then
go ahead and continue to persecute their people without ever
a wink. Why should they not? There is no absolute standard.
Only the State matters, and the good of the State, as they see
it. We are totally naive if we are surprised that when it is con-
venient the Helsinki Accords or anything like them can be
broken overnight, for “the good of the State.”

It is an interesting thing in regard to their abortion laws
that when the Soviets first came into power, they made easy
abortion laws. Later they found that these laws were not
helpful for the State, so overnight they changed them, and in
the Soviet Union abortion became illegal. Later they changed
them back again, a flip-flop with no problem. Why not? They
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were making arbitrary laws. .

We find that on the basis of their world view, they have a
Jow view of human life concerning the individual person. This
takes two forms: First, domestic oppression, from Lenin onward.
Lenin wrote before he ever came to power that the reason that
one of the early attempts at revolution in France was not suc-
cessful was that the revolutionaries had not killed enough peo-
ple. With their low view of human life, we cannot expect
anything else. You must understand that oppression is not an
incidental thing in their system. From Lenin onward, oppres-
sion was logical — on their own population, as an integral part
of their system. _

The second result is external and that is international expan-
sion and oppression. But I beg you to understand that this is not
a fluke of one moment of their history. It is also a part of the
integral system which they hold. As naturally as humanism in
our country leads to abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia, in
the more total expression in the Soviet system humanism
leads to internal oppression and external expansion and op-
pression.

I must say that I have one admiration for them; that is,
from Lenin on they have been, I think, the only country in the
world that has had a consistent foreign policy. They have
been totally consistent, unhappily so.

We can think of Latvia. Poor Latvia, they did not want to
be overrun, but they were overrun. If you go into Finland
where people have contacts into Latvia and Estonia, there is
sorrow because of this expansion and oppression in these
countries. More close in time, we have the immediate history
of Afghanistan and Poland. This is as natural to the material-
istic world view as is abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia on
this side of the iron curtain. Those of you who understand
what is happening in our own country with regard to the
lowering of standards in these areas ought to be able to under-
stand what it means in Communist countries, where these
concepts are total, and there is total power to bring forth their
natural results.

In the light of this natural expansion and oppression
wherever they go, what should be our Biblical perspectives on
military preparedness? That is the second half of our talk for
tonight. I would say that from my study of the Scripture, not
to do what can be done for those in the power of those who
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automatically and logically oppress is nothing less than lack of
Christian love. This is why I am not a pacifist. I am not a
pactfist, because pacifism in this poor world in which we live, this lost
world, means that we desert the people who need our greatest help. As
an illustration: I am walking down the street. I see a great big
burly man that is beating a little tiny tot to death—beating
this little girl, beating her, beating her. I come up and I plead
with him to stop. If he won'’t stop, what does love mean? Love
means I stop him in any way I can including, quite frankly,
hitting him, and to me this is necessary Christian love in a
fallen world. What about the little girl? If I desert the little girl
to the bully, I have deserted the true meaning of Christian
love, and responsibility to my neighbor. And we have in the
last war the clearest illustration you could have with Hitler’s
terrorism. That is, there was no possible way to stop that
awful terror that was occuring in Hitler’s Germany except by
the use of force. There was no way. As far as I'm concerned,

this is the necessary outworking of Christian love. The world
is an abnormal world, because of the Fall it is not the way
God meant it to be. There are lots of things in this world
which grieve us, and yet we must face them.

Now I want to read tonight a portion from a letter that I
wrote to a certain person that I like very much but who was in
danger of being confused at this very point:

“We all grieve at any war and especially atomic war, but in a
fallen world there are many things we grieve at, yet nevertheless
we must face. From the time of the last World War onward, it is
the Europeans more than the Americans who have wanted the
protection of atomic weapons and have demanded it. They un-
derstood the reality of what Winston Churchill said immediately
after the last war—that is that with the overwhelming forces of
the Soviets they could easily dominate Western Europe to the
Atlantic Ocean if it were not for the fact of being deterred by the
United States having the atomic weapons. We have come to a
crazy place undoubtedly, with far too many of the atomic
weapons on both sides, and where there must be open discussion
and reduction concerning this. But the initial factor is not
changed. Europe would even more today than in Winston
Churchill’s day be subject to either military or political domina-
tion of the Soviets if it were not for the addition of the factor of
the existence of the atomic weapon.

" “Further than this, Europe’s economic wealth, to the level that
some European nations now have a higher standard of living
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than the United States, rests upon the fact that they are spending
less for defense than they normally would have because of de-
pendency on the atomic weapons the United States holds. As the
Soviets, with their lack of care for the individual, have used a
larger portion of their national income for building up their great
military machine, so Western Europeans used less money for
defense and built up their economy.

“If the balance is now destroyed, there is no doubt in my mind
that. either militarily or politically the greatly superior Soviet
Forces in Europe would soon overshadow Western Europe. The
leaders like Schmidt of Western Germany understand this, even
if the left wing of his party and the peace movement do not un-
derstand it.

“Unilateral disarmament in this fallen world, and with the
Soviets' materialistic, anti-God base, would be totally utopian
and romantic and lead, as utopianisms always do in a fallen
world, to disaster. Further, it may sound reasonable to talk of a
freeze at the present level or ‘we won’t ever use atomic weapons
first, but thinking it through, either of these equals practical
unilateral disarmament. The atomic deterrent is removed and
Europe stands at the absolute mercy of the overwhelmingly
superior Soviet forces.

“The world quite properly looks back to the church in Ger-
many during the early days of Hitler'’s rise and curses it for not
doing something when something could have been done.
Churchill said in the House of Commons after Chamberlain
signed the Munich pact:

[The people] should know that we have sustained ‘a defeat
without war. . . . They should know that we have passed an
awful milestone in our history . . . and that the terrible words
have for the time being been pronounced against the Western
democracies: “Thou art weighed in the balance and found
wanting.” And do not suppose this is the end; this is only the
beginning of the reckoning. This is only the first sip, the first
foretaste of a bitter cup which will be proffered to us year after
year unless, by a supreme recovery of moral health and mar-
tial vigor, we arise again and take our stand for freedom as in
olden time.

“I do not always agree with the French theologian-philosopher,
Jacques Ellul, but he certainly is correct when he writes in his
book, False Presence of the Kingdom.:

It was in 1930 that Christians should have alerted the world to
decolonization, to Algeria and to Indochina. That is when the
churches should have mobilized without let-up. By 1956,
those matters no longer held a shadow of interest. The socio-
political process was already in operation, and it could not’
have made an iota of difference whether Christians got into
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the act or not. It would not have lessened a single atrocity
nor resulted in a single act of justice. Likewise it was in 1934
(the occupation of the Ruhr) or in 1935 (the war in
Abyssinia), that Christians should have foretold the in-
evitable war against Nazism. That was when clarity of vision
was essential. After 1937 it was too late. The fate of the world
was already sealed for thirty years or more. But in those ears
the Christians, full of good intentions, were thinking only of
peace and were loudly proclaiming pacifism. In matters of
that kind, Christians’ good intentions are often disastrous.

“] am convinced that if the Bible-believing people now go
along with the concept of ‘peace in our time’ under the plausible
concern and fear of atomic warfare (which we all certainly feel),
our children and grandchildren will curse us quite properly for no¢ doing
something at this moment to restrain the drift toward the loss of Western
Europe and other places lo the Soviet expansion. It is not a bare
theoretical concept. It means more of the world being not only
under tyranny (which the Christian always should resist) but also
means more of the world living in the horrible conditions of our
brothers and sisters under the Soviet Union, with their not only
lack of general freedom, but lack of freedom to teach their own
children about truth and about Christ. I do not want that for my
children and my grandchildren.

“The issue at this moment, I believe, is nothing less than
Churchill versus Chamberlain. We stand with one or the other.”

In conclusion then (I am no longer reading from the letter):
The question comes down to who really is for peace and who
really is for war. And the conclusion on the base of the Bible’s
realism and in the light of even recent history, is that those
who say they are not for unilateral disarmament, but whose
position equals unilateral disarmament, are those who, like
Chamberlain, will bring war.-



WHAT THE WAR IS REALLY ABOUT

Alan Stang

HE most important war now being fought has yet to be

mentioned by network news, as your reporter sets this
down. We are familiar with the war between Britain and
Argentina, from the legal issues involved down to the per-
sonal stories of the troops. We have been told on a daily basis
about the disaster in Lebanon. Those conflicts are supremely
important, and by no means are we trying to denigrate them
here. At the same time, their bluster and violence not-
withstanding, they are dissipating skirmishes beside the war
the moguls of the media studiously won’t tell you anything
about.
. The war your reporter speaks of is being fought in the
United States. It is a religious war as profound as any
recorded in Scripture or history. It is a war that one side ap-
pears ready to fight to the death; but which the other isn’t yet
fully aware it is in. It is 2 war in which preachers already have
been thrown into jail, as was Paul; in which preachers have
quite literally been dragged from the pulpit. It is a war in
which God’s people are systematically being brutalized by the
Satanic instrumentality called the Internal Revenue Service.
At issue is the first and most important issue: who should sit
upon the Highest Throne?

You may well find it difficult to believe that all of this is a

non-story to the people who decide what you are allowed to
see on television, but you will have to, Pilgrim. It is.

Church on Trial

In 1978, the Internal Revenue Service sent a letter to the
Church of Christian Liberty, in Brookfield, Wisconsin, a
suburb of Milwaukee, saying that it wanted to examine the
books. Dated July twelfth, signed by District Director C. D.
Switzer, the letter began: “The Service has the responsibility

24
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for determining whether or not churches and their integrated
organizations are exempt under section 501(c)(3) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code. . . .” That was the first sentence and it
was wrong. Section 508 qualifies 501(c)(3), so that a church,
unlike a mere charitable organization, doesn’t have to apply
for anything. A church is exempt the instant it is created. It
doesn’t have to notify I.R.S. The Internal Revenue Service
says so itself in more than one place. Some churches may have
been operating legally, and fully tax-exempt, for the almost
seventy years since the income tax became law, without the
Internal Revenue Service ever knowing of their existence.

In effect, the Internal Revenue Service wanted proof that
the Church of Christian Liberty is a church. The I.R.S. letter
also asked a plethora of questions about Christian Liberty
Academy, which the Church runs. From the curriculum, to
the faculty, to the building and tuition, I.R.S. wanted to
know. For instance: “A numerical schedule showing the pro-
jected racial composition for the subsequent academic year of
student body, faculty and administrative staff.” Indeed, the
District Director’s mailing explained that an I.R.S. regulation
“sets forth the publicity requirements needed to make known
to the public your non-discriminatory racial policy. Note the
caption and size requirements. Please submit the entire page
of the newspaper containing the publication.”

That’s right; I.R.S. expected the Church to spend scarce
money on newspaper ads to prove it isn’t biased. This is just a
symptom of the madness to which the present federal racist
frenzy has brought us. It would make just as much nonsense
to require doctors, lawyers, used car salesmen, and Richard
Nixon, among others, to advertise the assertion, “I am not a
crook!”

So, the Church of Christian Liberty ignored the I.R.S.
mailing. After a while, I.R.S. called for an appointment, and
Church officials made one for nine a.m., during chapel,
which the agent sat through. They saw classes in session,
books, the curriculum, and so on. They met the members of
the board.

It wasn’t enough. They wanted everything, every scrap of
paper related to the Church. Pastor Dale Dykema recalls the
agents saying this: “How do we know this isn’t a front, draw-
ing out $100,000 a year? How do we know you aren’t carrying
on unrelated business activities?”
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The Internal Revenue Service bases most of its case in this
matter on Section 7605(c) of the Code, which allows limited
examination of the church records only if the District Director
“believes” such activities are present. Section 7605(c) thereby
pays reluctant deferrence to the Fourth Amendment doctrine
of “probable cause,” but at no point in all this has the District
Director ever claimed that he “believed” any such thing. In
short, I.R.S. wanted to do what our liberal friends say is so
outrageous when the government tries to do it to a liberal, or
even revolutionary, group: I.R.S. wanted to conduct a
“fishing expedition.” The Internal Revenue Service wanted to
look through the records in search of something “wrong.”

The Church refused. Pastor Dykema recalls that the agents
were surprised, taken aback, even “flabbergasted.” It is in-
teresting to note that a member of the board asked the agents
for proof of identification and their some addresses — which they
gave. Presumably this means that taxpayers are entitled to
receive such information.

The agents left. There were other meetings, in which the
Church, eager to cooperate, did present some limited
financial information, such as a year’s list of contributions,
without the contributors’ names; and eighteen months of cash
flow, including payroll. The Internal Revenue Service still
wasn't satisfied. '

On the last day of August, 1979, I.R.S. agent Henry
Graner issued a Summons, ordering Pastor Dykema to ap-
pear before him with fourteen different categories of
documents, including: the names of all contributors during
the previous four years; all correspondence during that
period; the names and addresses of all officers, directors,
trustees, and ministers; a// minutes; and, “All documents
reflecting the principles, creeds, precepts, doctrines, prac-
tices, and disciplines espoused by the above-named organiza-
tion.”

Graner also used the phrase, “but not limited to.” This
meant that if the Church had some document he hadn’t
thought of listing, Pastor Dykema was supposed to bring that
along, too. One is reminded of the United States Constitu-
tion. There, the Founding Fathers set forth a long list of the
things the federal government is not allowed to do; ending, in
the Bill of Rights, with the warning that if there is something
the Fathers specifically forget to prohibit, it, too, is forbidden
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to the government. Now, our God-ordained system has been
so perverted that the I.R.S. sets forth a list of what it allows it-
self to do; then adds the warning that whatever it has forgot-
ten is also allowed. This is government by blank check.

The Pastor showed up, but refused to show the records. Ac-
cording to the federal courts and the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice, he has the perfect right to do that. The reason is that an
Internal Revenue Service audit is based upon voluntary com-
pliance. The government cannot use forcibly extracted
testimony against you, so if it requires you to turn your books
and records over to the [.R.S., it can’t use any of the informa-
tion to levy fines or throw you in jail. And this restriction
would destroy the very purpose of the audit; which is precisely
to collect information the government can use against you, if
it likes. So, if you don’t volunteer, you can’t be audited.

For instance, in the 1969 case of Unaited States versus Dickerson
(413 F2nd 1111), the U.S. Court of Appeals said as follows:
“Only the rare taxpayer would be likely to know that he could
refuse to produce his records to I.R.S. agents.” In Boyd versus
the United States (116 U.S. 616), the Supreme Court put it this
way: “It does not require actual entry upon premises and
search for and seizure of papers to constitute an unreasonable
search and seilzure within the meaning of the Fourth Amend-
ment; a compulsory production of a party’s private books and
papers, to be used against himself or his property in a
criminal or penal proceeding, or for a forfeiture, is within the
spirit or meaning of the Amendment.”

Along these lines, at one time in the course of this particu-
lar I.R.S. foray, the agents considered bringing criminal
charges against Pastor Dykema.

The reader may now be thinking that I.R.S. disagrees with
the courts. On the contrary, it says the same thing: “An in-
dividual may refuse to exhibit his books and records for ex-
amination on the ground that compelling him to do so might
violate his right against self-incrimination under the Fifth
Amendment and constitute an illegal search and seizure
under the Fourth Amendment.” Does this emanate from the
headquarters of the “tax rebellion?” Hardly. You will find it in
Section 342.12 of Handbook for Special Agem’s published by the
Internal Revenue Service.

Indeed, that same Section of the Handbook instructs I.R.S.
agents as follows in regard to the summons: “The privilege
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against self-incrimination does not permit a taxpayer to refuse
to obey a summons issued under Internal Revenue Code 7602
or a court order directing his appearance. He is required to
appear and cannot use the Fifth Amendment as an excuse for
failure to do so, although he may exercise it in connection
with specific questions. He cannot refuse to bring his records,
but may decline to submit them for inspection on Constitu-
tional grounds.”

Thats right, Pilgrim. That's what I.R.S. tells its own
agents. In short, the recipient of an I.R.S. summons must
show up, but doesn’t have to show his records. That's what
Pastor Dykema did.

To see all this in proper perspective, you need to know that
in 1976, the Communist Party refused to file the information
on contributions that is required of a// political parties in the
United States. The Federal Election Gommission took the
Communists to court, and federal judge Lee Gagliardi ruled
for the Reds. The Commission appealed, and the Second Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals in New York upheld the ruling. The
Court explained that if the Reds were made to obey the law,
many people would not contribute to the Party, because of
fear of “governmental or private harassment and rebuke.”

So, the Communist Party is exempt from government in-
spection of its records. But the Church of Christian Liberty is
not.

The case went to court. On April first, 1980, I.R.S. agent
Henry Graner testified before U.S. Magistrate Aaron Good-
stein. Graner explained that he visited the Church.
Remember, he was going there to determine whether the in-
stitution is in fact a church. In a version of the Inquisition,
I.R.S. presumes to rule upon theology. Here’s what he found:
“Items, documents reflecting that Pastor Dykema performed
marriages, and he also performed baptisms. . . . I did receive
some pamphlets, namely a document indicating the type of
worship. . . . I received a document where it says theyre
going to have an open house. I received a contract that
extended to teachers which the church considers
ministers. . . .”

Mr. Graner was shocked by this practice. Elsewhere in his
testimony, he explains: “Although, in all fairness, I did see
one thing that’s of question. That is their treating instructors
and teachers as ministers— or just based on the fact of discus-
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sions with Dale Dykema and reading the brochures.

“Q. Can you tell me, Mr. Graner, did you see that on the
financial statements, about the fact that the church considers
teachers to be ministers?

“A. Yes, it’s on the profit and loss statement. The contract
is for pastors and ministers. I even asked, I said, ‘The
ministers are what?’ And I was informed, I believe, by Mr.
Whitehead, that they were the teachers that receive a ‘call’
and they are issued a contract, that’s mentioned earlier, which
I received in blank.”

There is a mountain of evidence that the treatment of
teachers as ministers is scripturally sound. Scripture ad-
monishes us to teach our own. There is, for instance, the doc-
trine of the universal priesthood of believers. It is hard to
come up with something that should be less controversial.

But notice that Mr. Graner was shocked. Remember that
one of the reasons he went to the Church was to find out
whether it really s a church; his testimony makes clear that
this perfectly routine Church practice left him dubious. His
own testimony makes clear the fact that I. R. S. has usurped
the power to rule on theology.

Indeed, even with the best of will, the potential for abuse
in such a system is great. Mr. Graner was shocked because he
is a Roman Catholic, who was inspecting an independent,
fundamental church. Even less surprising than the church’s
treatment of teachers as ministers, is the fact that Mr. Graner
was shocked. No doubt the same potential for abuse would
exist, were the government to send your obedient servant or
Pastor Dykema to inspect the Roman Catholic Church.

In spite of which, toward the end of Mr. Graner’s
testimony, the attorney for the Church elicited this: “Q). During
your tour of the facility, did you see anything in the facility
which would lead you to believe that this was, in fact, not a
church operation?

“A. From the tour of the facilities, no.

“Q. Did you see anything that might have had anything to
do with outside business activities, which would  produce
income?

“A. No.”

Magistrate Goodstein found for the Church, and his recom-
mendation was adopted by U.S. District Judge Myron Gordon,
who ordered the governments petition for enforcement of the -
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summons dismissed. The Internal Revenue Service appealed,
and the case went to the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals in
Chicago. That Court decided in favor of the government, in
one of the most amazing rulings your reporter has ever read.

So you claim you have withstood the temptations of the
flesh! Pilgrim, that may be, but your obedient servant will not
be convinced until you prove you can resist the temptation to
concoct any number of clever takeoffs on the name of Edward
Dumbauld, the judge who wrote the ruling. When you read
it, you will certainly conclude that no jurist could be as dumb
as his honor appears—a statement that, while true, is also
prima facie proof that your obedient servant has faced the
temptation and failed.

So has Pastor Dykema. Why shouldn’t he? He’s a sinner,
too. He tells your reporter that, during the appeal hearing,
Dumbauld wasted substantial time “asking dumb questions.”
For instance, he asked the jurist, “How do we know it isn’t a
macaroni factory?” This is the kind of question judges often
dismiss as “frivolous,” and it certainly is more frivolous than it
would be to ask how we know the Court of Appeals isn't a
loony bin run by the inmates.

Court On Trial

In a footnote on page two, the Dumbauld ruling says this:
“The church is said to be Calvinist in doctrine, but uncon-
nected with any presbytery, synod, or general assembly. It is
said to be composed of approximately only fifteen members,
though a throng of spectators occupied the back rows of the
courtroom during argument of the case.”

The first sentence alone should be enough to throw the
ruling out. Whether it is just plain dumb or wilfully
malevolent, your reporter doesn’t know. Whatever Dum-
bauld’s motive, it is wrong. A church that is Calvinist in doc-
trine doesn’t have to belong to anything. The Church in ques-
tion is Calvinist and independent. Brother Dykema points out
that the Reformed Baptists, for instance, are also Calvinists,
but belong to no synod. Dumbauld seems to be saying that
church independence is “evidence” that an institution may be a
“macaroni factory,” not a church. Where is the /aw that for-
bids church independence? Dumbauld proves here that his
ruling is based not on law, but on religious discrimination, on
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some invisible doctrine of his own.

Now let’s look at the first clause of the second sentence of
his footnote, in which he speaks disparagingly of the “fact”
that the Church has “only fifteen members.” In the first place,
Church counsel Whitehead told the Court that the Church is
composed of fifteen families, not individuals. Pastor Dykema
explains, “We are a covenantal Church, which thinks in terms
of families, like The Bible.” A membership of fifteen families
means that we are talking about fifty people or more. But sup-
pose the Church of Christian Liberty were in fact composed of
only fifteen individuals. Would it cease to be a church? How
many members must a church have? Jesus said that where as
few as two people —yes, two— gather in His name, He will be
there. Presumably this means that a membership of two can
constitute a church. If you are a Christian, you believe this.
What Dumbauld is, your obedient servant doesn’t know, but
he obviously doesn’t.

Indeed, many churches are founded in somebody’s living
room or basement, with considerably fewer than fifteen
members. Dumbauld insinuates that they are somehow il-
legitimate; and that government should and will determine
how many members there must be.

Finally, in the footnote, Dumbauld complains that “a
throng of spectators occupied the back rows of the courtroom
during argument of the case.” In other words, first he’s wor-
ried because the Church has “too few” members; now he’s
worried because there are “too many” spectators in court.
What does the number of spectators have to do with the issues
of the case? Does the Court belong to the people? Should the
spectators not have been there? If not, why does the Court
provide those rows so that the spectators can sit?

This concludes our tour of page two. On page four, Dum-
bauld quotes 26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3), in which the Internal
Revenue Code describes those organizations that are tax-
exempt. It begins: “Corporations . . . organized and
operated exclusively for religious . . . purposes. . . .” Dum-
bauld adds the following thoughts: “Is the organization prop-
erly organized, with a corporate structure suitable for carrying
out religious purposes?

“In this connection the church’s certificate of incorpora-
tion would be relevant and material. Apparently the I.R.S.
has already been furnished this document. Although perhaps
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issued at an earlier date than the tax years under investiga-
tion, the I.R.S. should be able to determine without difficulty
whether the charter had been revoked for any reason or was
still in force during the pertinent period.”

Here, Dumbauld as much as says that a church must in-
corporate to be genuine. Is this true? No, it is false; it is ab-
surd! A church may incorporate if it likes; the Church of
Christian Liberty is incorporated. But there is no law that says
it must. For the present purposes, the best proof of this comes
from the Internal Revenue Service! Remember the July, 1978
letters with which I.R.S. began this absurdity? In those mail-
ings, the Internal Revenue Service told the Church this: “If
you are incorporated, please furnish a copy of your Articles of
Incorporation and any amendments.” So, I.R.S. knows
perfectly well that the Church may not be incorporated. But,
Dumbauld expects us to believe that he doesn’t.

On this page, too, there is a footnote. It says in part: “It
must be remembered that tax exemption is a privileged status
and that the taxpayer claiming it has the burden of demon-
strating entitlement thereto. . . .” But, as we have seen, this
does not apply to churches, incorporated or not. A church does
not have to apply for exemption. Its tax-exemption is
automatic. It is not a privilege, but a right. The Internal
Revenue Service says so itself, in Section 508 of the Code and
elsewhere. Section 508 is just a short distance from 501(c)(3).
Dumbauld expects us to believe that he is aware of one but
not the other. Again he is telling us that the government will
certify the church.

A word should be said about why a church is automatically
tax-exempt. Why does a church have this unique status in our
country? The answer lies in a word the legal system uses every
day: jurisdiction. If entity A can tax entity B, entity A has
jurisdiction over it, is superior to it. Where the government
can tax the church, there is a government-ruled church.
Where there is a government-ruled church, there is a
government-approved church, as in Communist-occupied
Russia; “an establishment of religion,” in the words of the
U.8S. Constitution.

On the next page, Dumbauld drops a blockbuster:
“Typical activities of an organization operated for religious
purposes would include (a) corporate worship services, in-
cluding due administration of sacraments and observance of
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liturgical rituals, as well as preaching ministry and evangeli-
cal outreach to the unchurched and missionary activity in par-
tibus infidelium; (b) pastoral counseling and comfort to
members facing grief, illness, adversity, or spiritual problems;
(c) performance by the clergy of customary church ceremonies
affecting the lives of individuals, such as baptism, marriage,
burial and the like; (d) a system of nurture of the young and
education in the doctrine and discipline of the church, as well
as (in the case of mature and well developed churches)
theological seminaries for the advanced study and the training
of ministers.”

Remember that, according to Dumbauld, the list of ap-
proved and maybe mandatory church activities “would in-
clude” these. Presumably there are others he doesn’t mention.

First, we have “corporate worship,” which apparently is
worship conducted by a corporation. Dumbauld disqualifies
unincorporated worship. Then we have a “preaching ministry.”
Does this disqualify a community of cloistered ascetics? Then
we have “evangelical outreach to the unchurched and mis-
sionary activity i partibus infidelium.” This qualification is
blatantly anti-Semitic, since Jews conduct no such activities.
We hope the Jewish community rightly and righteously will
want to protest. In the Christian community, the Primitive
Baptists consider themselves the original Baptists, from whom
the others broke away. As a matter of basic doctrine, they
have no missionaries, and do not evangelize, things which
they regard as presumptuous. According to Dumbauld, they
are disqualified. In partibus infidelium is of course a Latin
phrase. Lawyers and judges like Dumbauld use such phrases
to conceal meaning, to confuse and frighten laymen; to justify
continuation of the legal monopoly, including payment of
those luscious fees.

According to The New Webster Encyclopedic Dictionary of the
English Language (Chicago, Consolidated Book Publishers,
1971), in partibus infidelium means; “In parts belonging to
infidels or countries not adhering to the Roman Catholic
faith.” Does this mean that Dumbauld disqualifies evangelical
outreach and missionary activity to countries that do adhere to
the Roman Catholic faith? Does it mean that to satisfy him a
church must be Catholic? These are amazing questions, but
they are perfectly serious. Dumbauld is using the power of the
federal government to dictate doctrine.
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And he's still not through. He says an “approved” institu-
tion should have “a system of nurture of the young and educa-
tion in the doctrine and discipline of the church.” But suppose
that very doctrine rejects such a system. The Primitive Bap-
tists, for instance, are opposed to Sunday School. Dumbauld
also stipulates “theological seminaries for the advanced study
and training of ministers.” But suppose a church does not
believe in that? Many don’t. Could Dumbauld supply the
names and addresses of the seminaries attended by Moses,
Aaron, Jeremiah, Paul, Peter, and so on?

After all this, believe it or not, Dumbauld says on page
six: “. . . Indeed, it should be emphasized that no real ques-
tions regarding ‘religion’ as referred to in the First Amend-
ment are involved in the case at bar at all . . .” He directs us
to a footnote which reduces the present, monumental case to
absurdity. In it, he mentions another federal court, which
“will doubtless soon be confronted with the question whether
the First Amendment authorizes perpetration of bank rob-
beries by members of a sect in order to raise money for the
support of their religion. Seventeen members of the New
World of Islam were recently convicted in Newark for such
offenses. . . .” This scurrilous attempt to link the Church of
Christian Liberty with bank robberies is reeking with preju-
dice.

The Internal Revenue Service’s favorite Bible verse is this:
“Render therefore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s
and unto God the things that are God’s.” Dumbauld dutifully
quotes it, but he doesn’t say which is which. He doesn’t get
into the question of which things are Caesar’s. Indeed,
remember that until Jesus said this, everything was Caesar’s!
The assertion that something wasn was a remarkable depar-
ture from totalitarianism. Today, Dumbauld and other
L.R.S. toadies cite this verse to “prove” just the opposite.

By now, you probably figure you've heard it all. No,
Pilgrim, you haven’t. Did you know that Dumbauld even tries
to set the pastor’s salary? He does: “. . . As previously in-
dicated, if the pastor, for example, received an unreasonable
or excessive salary out of the net earnings from the operation
of the church, the organization is not entitled to exempt
status.”

Notice again in passing Dumbauld’s calculated and com-
plete lack of understanding. He speaks of “net earnings,” as if
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the church were just another profit-making business. So how
much should a pastor be paid? “The test of unreasonable
compensation here would be similar to that for determining
deductibility of salaries paid by a business corporation. . . .”
Dumbauld says that “10% of church’s gross income” would
be unreasonable. The average preacher in the United States
is paid $10,000. If a church paid its pastor only half of
that— $5,000—it could lose its tax-exemption, according to
Dumbauld, if its “net earnings” were $50,000. The wishes of
the members don’t count.

He also speaks of scrutiny of the activities of the organiza-
tion in toto, including correspondence and publications, to
determine whether the Church is attempting to influence
legislation to a substantial extent. This is a not so veiled threat
to the Church to shut up about such issues as abortion.

All of this is difficult to believe, even if you read it for
yourself, which your obedient servant recommends you do. If
Dumbauld did a comparable job in any other line of work, he
would now be in court himself, as a defendant, or in jail; but
federal judges, about whom the Founding Fathers warned us,
now have more power than the President. They are absolute
monarchs.

Day Of Judgment

The Church appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court. In his
brief, Church counsel Joseph Weigel told the Supreme Court
this: “. .. To allow the Seventh Circuit decision to stand
would be to provide that the I.LR.S. is free anytime and
anywhere to demand of any church the production of every
written document relating to any aspect of church belief or ac-
tivity, including membership and contributor lists. This is a
monstrous and unprecedented invitation to tyranny which in-
vites blatant and wholly baseless fishing expeditions of the
most comprehensive kind violating every notion of religious
liberty as well as the most fundamental rights of privacy and
association. It lays out a red carpet for the I.R.S. for system-
atic and mendacious harassment that King George III at his
most villainous could only have viewed with envy, and that
Adolph Hitler did not achieve until his dictatorship was
totally secure. It grants Big Brother an unrestricted license to
pry into and profane what are, by very definition, the most
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sacred of men’s beliefs and practices without probable cause
or without even an allegation that the government has any
lawful interest therein. We feel that such a decision is without
precedent in the annals of American Jurisprudence and must
be reversed.”

But the Supreme Court denied certiorari and let the Dum-
bauld decision stand. The Court thereby ruled that the Com-
munist Party has more rights than the Church of Christian
Liberty. The government’s brief told the Court this: “At all
events, even if enforcement of the summons could be deemed
to impose some marginal burden on the First Amendment
rights of the Church’s members, that small burden is fully
justified by the government’s compelling need to conduct an
effective investigation in aid of enforcement of the revenue
laws. . . .” '

And the Court bought it. Notice that what it bought is the
admission that these I.R.S. activities do violate the Church’s
First Amendment rights. It bought the idea that these rights
are conditional, not absolute. It bought the idea that the gov-
ernment is more important than the people who created it.

As your reporter sets this down, the government pre-
sumably is getting ready to go back to the Church for the
records. The Pastor tells your reporter he will not turn them
over. If the Court holds the Pastor in contempt, the Church’s
plan is to start the legal process all over. The Pastor is ready to
go to jail. “We even looked into what jail it would be.” Mrs.
Dykema would get a job. The family has three children, one
of whom is grown. The Pastor isn’t worried. “We look to the
people of God to regard this as their own battle.”

Where We Are Headed

Your obedient servant tried to ask Henry Graner this.
Now retired, he is still living off the income tax, as a “consul-
tant.” He seemed willing to talk, but took the precaution of
consulting with his former colleagues, who apparently told
him to keep his mouth shut. ‘

We can easily answer the question without him. We are
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headed toward a time when the government would license
clergymen and churches; when the churches would be
tolerated and permitted to function, as in ancient Rome, if the
preachers bend their knees and hail Caesar. Such “churches”
would be instruments of government policy. In Communist-
occupied Rumania, for instance, there are “churches.” In
them, worshippers pray to Ceausescu, not to God. Who is
Ceausescu? Didn’t you know, Pilgrim? Nicolae Ceausescu is
the Communist dictator of Rumania. Rumania is where the
real preachers are being tortured in jail. It now becomes as
realistic as it is incredible to speculate about the same thing
happening here.

In Louisville, Nebraska, near Omaha, the Reverend
Everett Sileven recently was in jail. Reverend Sileven is the
Pastor of Faith Baptist Church, which runs the Faith Chris-
tian School, and the Nebraska government doesn’t like it. In
the fall of 1981, a judge ordered the Reverend Sileven to close
the school down. Nebraska wants to certify the teachers.
Pastor Sileven tells your obedient servant that his teachers are
certified —by God. Judge Raymond Case ordered the sheriff
to padlock the church building where the classes were taking
place. Remember, this happened not in Rumania, but in
Nebraska. When your reporter talked with him, the Pastor
was planning to lead a miniature Exodus of the children
across the Missouri River every day to the relatively free state
of Jowa, were they would go to school. Whether any of the
pursuing Nebraska forces were drowned, we don’t know.
Later, the Pastor reopened Faith Christian, the government
threw him into jail, and threatened to throw his wife into jail!
Even the Mob wouldn’t touch a man’s wife. This is reminis-
cent of the Nazis and Communists.

And it is just another example. There are others. Do you
still think your reporter’s fears are far fetched?

Why is this happening? At the beginning of this treatise,
we spoke of a religious war. One good proof of that war is the
exclusivity of the government schools. Along with Mao T'se-
tung, the liberals who run them say, “Let a hundred flowers
bloom, Let a thousand schools of thought contend,” but, in
practice, they won’t let the children who want to do so pray. If
the advocates of Do Your Own Thing were not motivated by
another religion, they wouldn’t care. Their absurd attempt to
exclude the Lord is an expression of the hostility one religion
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has for another. In this case, the religion is Satanic and calls
itself Humanism. We know that Humanism is a religion, not
just because the United States Supreme Court says so, but
because the Humanists say so themselves, in their own
publications.

What kind of religion is it? Karl Marx—in one of the few
places we can be sure he knew what he was talking about—
said that his system and Humanism are the same thing.

So, what should we do? We should be willing to flood the
jails. We should fight to get in. We should get on line. We
should overload the circuits. In short, we should keep the
faith, and stay the course. If we don’t, believers and others will
rightly believe our words are a farce. The Pharisees among us
say this is scandalous advice. It is not socially acceptable, “not
nice.” We must “subject ourselves to the higher powers.” It is
“unbiblical.”

Why, then, was Rahab so honored for defying the king?
Why weren’t Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego burned?
Why was Daniel spared? Why did Paul write those letters
from jail? Our liberal friends tell us government is a two-way
street. For a change, they are right. Blind submission to gov-
ernment leads to Hitler, Mussolini, and Castro. The Lord
mandates submission to government when it is just. Govern-
ment must also obey the Lord’s rules.

One of the reasons we are in such trouble today is the fact
that many strong believers have been subverted by one of the
basic doctrines of the Satanists, who teach that there is no
evil, What else would Satanists teach? “There’s nobody here
but us chickens,” said the thief. “There’s no such thing as
evil,” say the Humanists. “There is just disagreement. We
mean well. Everpbody means well. That’s why we all must be
nice, nice, nice!”

One is reminded of the two men ordered to wait on the
line that led into the gas chamber at the concentration camp.
One of them began to wonder aloud where the line led. The
other shushed him nervously. “Do you want to get us into
trouble?”

Many fine people today have bought this concentration
camp psychology. That is where many fine people already
live, spiritually, because they won’t recognize evil. Yes, there
are well meaning people who “don’t understand” there is sin.
There is also evil. Someone who doesn’t recognize that will
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lose before he ever finds out he was at war. As the present
cliché puts it, “No more Mr. Nice Guy.”

It is important to note that we are all in this thing together,
Protestant, Fundamentalist, Catholic, and Jew. As Pastor
Dykema points out, this is everyone’s battle. We must do
whatever we can to develop allies. Victims of Humanism can
be redeemed, can be brought to realize that the reason for the
approaching disaster at the Church of Christian Liberty is
that the Humanists want the children. The children are the
prize. The Humanists want to use them as the building-blocks
of their dictatorship. There is also the fact that the Founding
Fathers put the news and the Good News in the same Amend-
ment, the First. That is because feedom of the press and of
worship are so close. If the latter falls, so will the former. Look
around the world! Where is this not the case? Even liberals in
the media can be brought to understand this.

Finally, there is the question of what to do about “cults,”
and “phony churches.” As we have seen, Dumbauld’s extraor-
dinary performance indicates that he believes the Church of
Christian Liberty is one of them. The answer, of course, is
that one man’s cult is the next man’s religion. In the begin-
ning, Rome thought Christianity was a “cult.” The federal
government was not constituted to tell us which churches to
trust. Only the Lord can do that. “In God We Trust.”



CONFIRMATION, CONFRONTATION, AND CAVES

Gary North

HRISTIANS who live in a Western, industrial society

that has become officially pluralistic and religiously
neutral — the better to mystify the Christians temporarily —do
not feel a great degree of direct pressure against them. They
may see racks of soft-core pornography at the local “After 77
so-called “convenience grocery store.” Perhaps they read
advertisements in the local newspaper for a “discount abor-
tion clinic” that offers ten percent off if the reader clips the
coupon and brings it to the clinic. They may become angry
when the American Civil Liberties Union successfully
pressures the local town council to remove the scene of Jesus
in the manger during the Christmas season—or “winter holi-
day” season, as it is officially designated by the local public
school systemn. But for the most part, they have not felt direct
threats to their lives and property, as they do in Iron Curtain
nations or in Muslim societies.

There are changes coming. Christian day schools are be-
ing pressured by state boards of education to adopt board-
approved curricula, or subject their students to board-
approved examination, or hire officially certified teachers.
The churches are being threatened by the Internal Revenue
Service, which wants them to apply for tax exemption (which
" Federal law in the United States does not require), or to open
their records apart from criminal charges being brought against
the church (which Federal law specifically prohibits). Serious,
dedicated Christian ministries are facing bureaucratic
pressures that did not exist a decade and a half ago, because the
threat posed to humanist society by a few of these ministries,
especially television ministries, did not exist in the 1960s.

Francis Schaeffer’s book, A4 Christian Manifesto, replaced
one of James Dobson’s books as the best-selling Christian
book in America in July of 1982.! Schaeffer has appeared

1. Published by Crossway Books, Westchester, Illinois.
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on “The 700 Club” in a week-long series of interviews, and he
has brought his message of Christian resistance to millions as
a guest preacher on Jerry Falwell's “Old Time Gospel Hour.”
The Christian community is being challenged by a message
that has not been heard in the American South since the days
of the War Between the States, or Civil War, as it is known in
the textbooks written by the victors. The North has not heard
anything like it since the era of the American Revolution.
Franky Schaeffer’s movie and John Whitehead’s book are aptly
titled, The Second American Revolution (1981).2

Is this message really relevant? Are Christians facing cir-
cumstances comparable to those faced by the Founding
Fathers, when the extension of Parliament’s centralized
political power motivated the thirteen American colonial
legislatures to resist? Or is the rhetoric of revolution mis-
placed? Is there really a valid set of reasons today for Chris-
tians to take a stand, public or conspiratorial, against the
“powers that be”? And if there are valid reasons, what kind of
a stand should be taken?

Confirmation

We need to examine the careers of the Old Testament
prophets in order to get a better understanding of what it
means to take a stand against the accepted practices of the
day. The prophets came before kings and commoners to tell
them that the nation had departed from righteousness, and
that the promised judgments of God on the whole nation
would soon follow if they did not turn back. These messages
were specific in content, which is why the prophets were con-
tinually in trouble. The prophets did not preach against sin
“in general,” which would have enabled them to avoid the
wrath of those who were practicing specific sins that were
about to bring God’s specific judgments.

The reign of Ahab, king of the Northern Kingdom of
Israel, was marked by apostasy from the beginning. He fol-
lowed in the evil footsteps of his father, Omri. He was a Baal
worshipper. He angered God more than any other king in

2. Whitehead’s book was published by David C. Cook Publishing Co.,

Elgin, Illinois. Franky Schaeffer’s movie is available on a videocassette tape
from Word Books, Waco, Texas.
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Israel (I Ki. 16:33). .
God called Elijah to warn Ahab of a coming drought. For

three years, there would be no rain or dew in Israel (I Ki.
17:1). The king had been warned of a specific judgment. The
disaster could not be interpreted retroactively as a “freak of
nature,” an abnormality of the weather that could be explained
by scientific means. A drought can never be ignored; a proph-
esied drought makes it impossible to ignore the messenger
who had brought the prophecy.

Immediately following Elijah’s delivery of the warning to
Ahab, God told him, “Get thee hence, and turn thee east-
ward, and hide thyself by the brook Cherith, that is before
Jordan” (17:3). Elijah was fed there by the ravens (v. 6). The
geography was obviously inhospitable for men. It was a long
way, “as the crow (or raven) flies,” from a source of food. This
would be a place where Ahab’s officers would not think to
search for the prophet.

The brook dried up (v. 7). This was proof that the effects
of the drought were being felt by Israel. Elijah knew at this
point that the prophecy was being fulfilled. This would give
him confidence in the reliability of God’s word. It would be
almost three years before the drought would end. God then
directed him to leave Israel for Zarephath, a city of Sidon (v.
9). There a widow woman will sustain you, God told him,

This prophecy was also fulfilled. A widow and her son
who were almost out of food took him in. Their food was
replenished daily by means of a continuing miracle. It was like
the manna in the wilderness, which not only sustained the
people of Israel for 40 years, but also built up the confidence
in God of the younger generation. Elijah knew that he could
trust God.

The son of the woman died. The woman at first criticized
Elijah, but when God revived the boy through Elijah, she pro-
claimed her faith in the prophet (v. 24). The incident pointed
to the possibility of life from the dead for the son —symbolic of
Israel, God’s son (Ex. 4:23), and the resurrection of Christ,
God’s son. It was also a testimony of the coming resurrection
of the Gentiles. It was an affirmation of Elijah’s ministry to
Israel.

The drought was designed to “soften up” Ahab and the
people of Israel by drying up the land. The effects of the
drought were economically disastrous. The king’s own
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mules and horses were about to die (18:5), which meant that
the animals of the Israelites probably were dead already. Fac-
ing a total disaster, Ahab would be less ready to kill the
prophet who had warned him three years earlier. God’s own
intervention into weather patterns testified to His existence as
a sovereign ruler, one who could overcome the sovereignty of
Ahab and Ahab’s god. The God of Elijah is a God of history.
Elijah’s faith received confirmation in the home of the widow
when the food supply was replenished daily. Ahab also had
received confirmation of the reliability of God’s word in
history. This confirmation was preliminary to a confrontation
between the prophet and the king of Israel.

There are times when the resistors should be in hiding. In
our day, we do not need to escape to a foreign land while we
“wait on the Lord.” Because of the vast increase in modern
communications, newsletters, newspapers, books, and
cassette tapes, the remnant can hide in a crowd, just as they
did in Israel. But not only can the remnant blend in with the
crowd, it is possible for the leaders to do so, at least at this
preliminary stage of resistance. A man like Rev. Jerry Falwell
is visible, but most potential leaders are not. The government
today cannot easily suppress “electronic church” leaders who
can launch a letter-writing campaign. Democracy still pro-
vides pressure groups the ability to resist outright tyranny.
Some small churches can get caught in the bureaucratic vice,
but this is the price of being relatively inconspicuous: it is
easier to get quietly smashed by the State, should some bu-
reaucrat decide to destroy the organization. But the “noise” of
so many conflicting ideological groups drowns out the signals
of any one group. The State cannot monitor everything and
everyone. This gives Christians some breathing room.

The time to begin preparing for the future is now, when
the preliminary skirmishes of the coming confrontation have
already taken place. We know what is coming. The general
public hasn’t seen the shape of things to come, but Francis
Schaeffer’s call in 4 Christian Manifesto has sounded the alarm.
Nevertheless, the civil authorities for the most part have not
understood the threat posed to the modern bureaucratic State
by orthodox Christianity. A few have seen it, most notably
administrators and board members of the government school
systems, but not most of the State’s officials. We have time to
organize. We are so insignificant as an organized political
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force that the State will be unable to locate, let alone stamp
out, a decentralized corps of resistors, if they begin to
organize a communications network now.

Confrontation

When he returned to Israel, Elijah first met Obadiah, a
high official under Ahab. This man was a secret worshipper of
Jehovah, who had hidden a hundred prophets in two caves (v.
4). His very secrecy had therefore enabled him to stay in close
contact to the king, even to the point of executing the king’s
orders (v. 5). Like Joseph in Egypt, Obadiah (not the author
of the book of Obadiah) was the governor of the king’s house
(v. 3). Power flows to those who exercise responsibility and
display competence; Obadiah was clearly a competent man.
He was, unquestionably, part of the resistance movement.

Obadiah fell on his face before Elijah, demonstrating his
subordination to Elijah’s God (v. 7). Elijah instructed him to
go to Ahab and tell him that the prophet had returned.
Obadiah hesitated; the king would kill the messenger, if Elijah
was gone when Ahab came (v. 12). Obadiah knew how
diligently the king had searched for him, inside and outside of
Israel (v. 10). Elijah’s invisibility in the house of a poverty-

“stricken widow had made it impossible for the king to locate
him. After all, who would have suspected a prophet of God to
be living with a widow—a most suspicious relationship,
morally speaking? Who would have expected a Hebrew
prophet to be eating at the table of a Gentile, in violation of
the dietary laws? Elijjah’s seeming immorality had helped to preserve
his life. He had kept quiet, avoiding a confrontation, until the
time was ripe. Obadiah did not tell Elijah that the king was
ready to kill the prophet; but the king did want to find him
more than anyone else on earth.,

Elijah promised to remain where he was, so Obadiah
delivered the message. Ahab came immediately. This demon-
strated that the king knew who was in command of the situa-
tion: the prophet. The king had to come running. Immedi-
ately, the king accused Elijah of ruining Israel. The ethical
rebel generally views God’s messenger of bad tidings as the
originator of the trouble. Elijah reminded him that it was
?hab’; forsaking of the law of God that had brought the crisis

v. 18).
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Elijah gave Ahab a command: to send for 850 of the
prophets, plus “all Israel,” probably meaning representatives
of the tribes, since he later told them to draw near to him, and
they did (v. 30), indicating a representative assembly, not the
entire population. Gather them at Mt. Carmel, he told Ahab
(v. 19). Ahab did as he was told. The 450 priests of Baal, plus
the 400 prophets of the goddess Asherah, the Canaanite
Venus (“of the grove,” the King James mistranslates), who
ate at Jezebel’s table (meaning court prophets), came to Mt.
Carmel. The effects of the drought had made the king com-
pliant. Elijah could now demand a response from him.

Then Elijah spoke to the people: “How long halt ye be-
tween two opinions? If the Lord be God, follow him; but if
Baal, then follow him.” Their response? “And the people
answered him not a word” (v. 21). The nation of Israel
wanted to see who was the more powerful, the prophet Elijah
and his God, or the establishment, with its god. Until there
was a visible manifestation of sovereignty, one way or the
other, the people were leaving their options open. They saw
no reason to speak up prematurely in public; identifying
themselves one way or the other.

So Elijah began his demonstration. He set up a contest.
Whose god would consume a sacrifice by fire? The king’s
prophets went first. They had no success. The fire did not fall,
and Elijah mocked them and their god in front of the assembly
(v. 27). They slashed themselves and called out the whole day,
without success.

Then it was Elijjah’s turn. He repaired a broken-down
altar of the Lord (v. 30). He selected twelve stones, represen-
ting all the sons of Jacob (v. 31). This meant that the
Northern Kingdom’s twelve tribes were still in covenant with
Judah and Benjamin, despite the split politically, and God
was still holding all of them responsible for the terms of the
covenant. It was not geographical and political separation
which were paramount in God’s eyes, but the original
covenant.

He dug a trench around the altar. He poured water over the
bullock and the wood. Then he had them pour water twice
more. The trench filled up with water. In the evening, he prayed
to God to-consume the sacrifice in front of their eyes, to let them
know that He was the God of Israel and that Elijah was His
servant (v. 36). Then the fire came down and consumed
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the bullock, the wood, and the water in the trench. Nothing
remained. “And when all the people saw it, they fell on their
faces; and they said, The Lord, he is the God; the Lord, he is
the God” (v. 39). The pragmatists had at last made up their
minds. For the time being.

The time allotted by God for public debate was over. The
people knew which side to take. Elijah commanded them to
reaffirm their faith in the covenant by capturing the 850
prophets. The people brought them to him, and he killed all
850. They had led the nation into bondage to another god, a
capital offense under the terms of God’s law (Deut. 13:1-5).
There was no neutral ground between God and Baal. They
paid the price of rebellion. The law of the land still was God’s,
not Baal’s, Men were ethically and covenantally bound by
God’s law, not Baal’s. Baal was the usurper, not God. The
court prophets were the revolutionaries, not Elijah.

Consider the nature of the confrontation on Mt. Carmel.
Four possible events could have taken place, and three of
them would have meant the death of Elijah. First, the fire
might have come down on Baal’s altar and not God’s. Second,
there might have been no fire on either. But this would have
kept the people neutral, and the court priests, who possessed
visible sovereignty, could have slain Elijah without fear of the
nation. Third, fire might have consumed both sacrifices,
again leading to the continued neutrality of the people and the
death of Elijah. Fourth, the fire of God could fall on the altar
built by Elijah, leaving Baal’s altar untouched. This led to the
death of the court prophets.

Elijah had to be absolutely sure of God. Equally impor-
tant, he had to be certain of God’s timing. 4 premature confron-
tation could have been suicidal. It took three years of drought to
break down the resistance of the king. To have come to the
king before his will to resist had been broken would probably
have led to the destruction of the prophet. The king would
have felt no need to provide him with an audience for his con-
frontation. The king would have had everything to lose, and
little to gain, from such a public confrontation. But after three
years of drought, he had a lot to lose by refusing to bring the
confrontation to a conclusion. He became compliant.

The prophet allowed the king to return home. The people
had spoken. They would worship God. The king, as the rep-
resentative of the people before God, had been given a stay
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of execution. He had been given an opportunity to reinstate
the law of God as the civil law of Israel. Elijah promised him
that the rain at last would come (v. 41).

Once again, Israel was offered a new beginning, as she
had been offered by Moses at Mt. Sinai. Elijah ran before the
king, as he returned to Jezreel (v. 46). The king and the peo-
ple had come down from Mt. Carmel, the “fruitful place.”
Carmel was a re-creation of the Garden of Eden, which had
also been a garden on a hill (for a river flowed from Eden into
the garden, and from there four rivers flowed out, indicating a
drop in elevation: Gen. 2:10). Once again, Israel would aban-
don its new beginning. Once again, there had to be a confron-
tation.

Caves

The king was a weak man. Like Adam, he was under the
domination of his wife. But this woman, unlike Eve, did not
sin in ignorance. She was like Babylon, the great whore, a
representation of the “strange woman” of Proverbs 5, self-
consciously evil. When he told her what Elijah had done to
the prophets, she sent a message to Elijah telling him that he
would die the very next day, just as the court prophets had
died (19:2).

Here was another confrontation. But this time, it was not
a confrontation with a weak-willed king. It was with his deter-
mined wife, who did not fear God or God’s people. She had
the political power at her command to execute him. He could
continue the confrontation, or he could run for cover. He ran
(v. 3).

Why? He had demonstrated the power of God in front of
the assembly. They had co-operated with him in the slaying of
the court prophets. The king had returned to Jezreel, a
broken man. They had all seen that Elijah’s word was reliable
concerning the advent and the ending of the drought. Why
should the word of this woman bother him? What did she rep-
resent that the others did not?

What she represented was Satan’s self-confident determination
to smash the society of God. Like Pharaoh, she did not learn from
experience. The others in Israel were pragmatists. They
would follow those who seemed to possess power. Jezebel was-
not a pragmatist. She was a consistent, disciplined enemy of
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God. Others might follow; she would lead or die. Further-
more, she understood the Israelites well. She knew that
despite their verbal commitment to God at Mt. Carmel, they
would not take steps to defend His name or His social order.
The history of civilizations is the history of determined leaders who
either follow God or who battle Him, not the history of pragmatic
masses who follow these leaders. She knew that the people were
unprincipled, and would follow her, the bearer of temporal
power.

Elijah also recognized this, and he ran. He would not be
able to muster the people against this woman, who still pos-
sessed the reins of power. He saw himself as a lonely figure.
Even the confrontation between the two priesthoods at Mt.
Carmel had not mobilized the will of the Israelites to resist.
He, and he alone, still worshipped the God of Israel, he
thought (19:10, 14).

At first, he journeyed a day and rested under a juniper
tree. God’s angel fed him twice (vv. 5-7). Then he ran to the
safety of the cave, a journey of 40 days and 40 nights (19:8).
Israel was a small nation; it would not have taken him this
long “as the crow flies.” It was symbolic of a new wilderness
journey, a preparation for yet another deliverance of Israel.
But this time, it was to be a deliverance into the hands of new
rulers—foreign conquerers.

Moses had a similar experience. He fled Egypt after he
had confronted (killed) the Egyptian (Ex. 2). He hid from the
eyes of the king for many years, serving as a shepherd for his
father-in-law, Jethro (Ex. 3). In this period, he received confir-
mation from God that he was called to confront the king, a role
which he resisted (Ex. 4). Then he returned to confront the
king, Pharaoh, challenging the king’s court magicians to a
duel: staffs into snakes, and snakes vs. snakes. Then, after the
numerous confrontations with Pharaoh and his magicians
ended, he and the Israelites left Egypt for the wilderness,
away from the Pharaoh, who had to pursue them in order to
re-establish contact. While the Israelites did not live in a cave,
they survived outside the cities of Canaan, wandering for 40
years (Deut. 2:7), even as Elijah wandered 40 days. Moses
went from isolation to confrontation, and back into isolation.

We see it again when Moses went up on Mt. Sinai to
receive the law from God. He was there for 40 days and 40
nights (Ex. 24:18). His role as law-giver was confirmed. Then
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he returned to the people of Israel, who had rebelled by wor-
shipping the golden calf. He confronted them, slaying 3,000
of them (Ex. 32:28). As Elijah had called the people to wor-
ship God or Baal, so Moses called out, “Who is on the Lord’s
side?” (Ex. 32:26). Moses went up the mountain again for
another 40 days and 40 nights, to engrave God’s law on new
stone tablets (Ex. 34:28). From isolation to confrontation to
isolation: the pattern is a familiar one.

Anointing

God instructed him to anoint Hazael as king of Syria
(19:15). This was a unique instance in the Old Testament of
God’s manifold sovereignty over the nations. He was the
source of the earthly sovereignty of foreign kings. Then he
told Elijah to anoint Jehu as king of Israel, and Elisha as the
next prophet. “And it shall come to pass, that him that
escapeth the sword of Hazael shall Jehu slay; and him that
escapeth the sword of Jehu shall Elisha slay” (v. 17). As
anointed representatives of God, all three would possess the
lawful sovereignty of the sword.? The revolution against Ahab
would be complete. But it would not be a revolution from
below; it was a revolution from above. God would bring
defeat to Israel at the hand of Hazael, the Syrian. It would be
the final judgment on the Northern Kingdom. They would be
judged by God because they would not stand up against
Jezebel and Ahab. The pragmatists would perish because of
their caution. There can be no neutrality.

Saul had been anointed by Samuel. As a prophet, Samuel
became the visible source of visible sovereignty in Israel. He
anointed David later, before Saul's death. Then Saul lost a

3. We are not told when Elijah anointed Hazael. We do not know for
sure if he actually anointed him physically. Elisha met Hazael later and told
him that God had revealed to him that Hazael would replace Benhadad as
the king of Syria, and that Hazael would defeat Israel (II Ki. 8:12). This
was news to Hazael, given his protest (v. 13). It was only after he heard
these words from Elisha that he smothered Benhadad (v. 13), and replaced
him on the throne. The anointing was probably only verbal, and through
the word of Elisha, not through Elijah personally. The anointing was prob-
ably covenantal, by means of Elijah’s successor as prophet, rather than
physical during Elijah’s lifetime. Hazael clearly took this anointing seri-
ously. He took action immediately in terms of it.
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battle to the Philistines. Ahab was to lose a final battle to the
Tyrians (I Ki. 22). The revolution did not come from below;
it came from above, and from an invader. But it was the
prophet who became the earthly witness-bearer to the transfer
of sovereignty from one king to another.

In the era of the New Testament, every converted man
bears the office of New Testament prophet, one who pro-
claims the truth of the gospel, the coming of Christ’s kingdom.
The church is the institutional means of maintaining and
defending the continuity of this message over time—a
message revealed in the Bible, the completed revelation of
God to man. Therefore, the church serves institutionally as
the anointing agency. In the United States, High Federal offi-
cials take their oath of office by placing their hands on a Bible.
In England the monarch is anointed with oil by the Arch-
bishop. This need not be a visible anointing. Elisha did not
publicly ordain Hazael. He simply announced his prophecy of
Hazael's coming kingship. The civil government is always de-
pendent on God, and on the continuing support of the church
as a prophetic ministry.

Court prophets were necessary to Israel to lend a sense of
deep spirituality to the State. The king knew it was a fraud.
When he wanted counsel concerning an alliance between
Judah and Israel against Syria, Ahab knew who a true
prophet was, Micaiah, and he knew the man would prophesy
evil against the venture. When the prophet said, “Go, and
prosper, for the Lord shall deliver into the hand of the king”
(22:15b), the king knew it was a lie, and demanded that the
prophet tell him the truth, which the prophet did. Sure
enough, it was bad news. Israel would be scattered like sheep
without a shepherd. “And the king of Israel said unto
Jehoshephat, Did I not tell thee that he would prophesy no
good concerning me, but evil?” (v. 18).

The civil government is never independent of the ecclesi-
astical government. Every society appeals to some sort of priesthood
Jor support. In modern times, the priesthood is made up of hu-
manistic intellectuals. They are highly favored by the State,
as court prophets always are.* The civil government needs an
anointing. In times of revolution, meaning civil confrontation,

4. Murray N. Rothbard, For a New Liberty: The Libertarian Manifesio (rev.
ed.; New York: Collier, 1978), p. 54f.
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the church withdraws its support for the existing civil govern-
ment in favor of a new civil government. It anoints new
leaders. It supports the “lesser magistrates” in their challenge
to the central government which has broken the covenant
with God and the people.

The question then arises: Which churches constitute the
legitimate anointing agent? All tax-exempt religious organiza-
tions? All denominations? Bible-believing churches? And how
is the resisting civil magistrate or resisting individual Chris-
tian to know whether a new civil government has been
anointed by the lawful church? The Israelites did not know
that Samuel had anointed David while Saul was alive, or that
in principle (though probably not in time), Elijah had
anointed Hazael to replace the line of Ahab. And because
they did not know, they were not called to revolt. How will
Christians know if they are being called to resist by a legiti-
mate anointing agent?

Perfect confidence is like all perfection: beyond attainment
this side of the final judgment. But Christians who believe in
the authority and infallibility of the Bible, and recognize their
theological peers, will have more confidence in the lawfulness
and wisdom of resistance at a given point in history when they
see a majority of church officers of Bible-believing congrega-
tions step out and proclaim the right of resistance to unlawful
State power. Then they must wait to see if those same church
elders will quietly begin to organize a resistance effort, or at
least co-operate with those who do.

This is beginning to happen today. The success of Francis
Schaeffer’s Christian Manifesto points to preliminary stirrings of
concern on the part of Christian leaders and laymen. But the
resistance movement is in its infancy. A premature call to
violence or direct confrontation with the existing religious-
political establishment would inevitably be counter-
productive. There are better ways, more bureaucratic ways,
to achieve a measure of success—ways that will also provide
the necessary training for the politically unskilled Christians
of today. (The next issue of Christianity and Civilization
will explore the tactics of Christian resistance.)

Re-entering the Garden
Ahab desired to buy the vineyard owned by Naboth. It
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was close to the king’s property (21:1-2). Naboth refused, say-
ing that he would not leave the inheritance of his fathers to the
kiﬁg (v. 3). Ahab was displeased by Naboth’s words. Naboth
had told the king that the king’s authority was limited, and
that the integrity of the land was greater than the power of the
king. The family’s heritage is more important than the State,
Naboth understood the law of the Jubilee (Lev. 25). There are
restraints on the accumulation of State power.

These words were displeasing to Ahab. He pouted for
days, lying on his bed. His wife inquired about his feelings.
He told her of Naboth’s refusal to sell. She immediately
reminded him of his power as king: “Dost thou now govern
the kingdom of Israel? Arise, and eat bread, and let thine
heart be merry. I will give thee the vineyard of Naboth the
Jezreelite” (v. 7).

Her plan was simple: hire false accusers to charge him
with blasphemy against God and the king. In short, the Baal-
worshipping king appealed to the religious leaders in the
name of God’s law, while violating that law by bringing false
charges against the victim. They were using God’s word to
violate God’s word. It was exactly the approach of Satan to
Eve. He cited Scripture partially to get her to violate God’s
law.

The incident provided the opportunity for Elijah to con-
front the king once again. The king had been offered a new
beginning for Israel at Mt. Carmel, the garden (fruitful place)
on the hill, a representation of the garden. Now he had turned
against God again, expanding his holdings at the expense of a
man who honored the Jubilee principle. He wanted to cap-
ture the garden on his own terms—terms in opposition to
those set forth by God. It was another instance of the impulse
to autonomy in rebellious man.

God sets forth the hope of a return to the garden at the end
of time (Rev. 21, 22). But prior to that eschatological event,
men can only approach the garden ethically. God placed the
cherubim and the flaming sword to guard any attempted
reconquest of the garden by autonomous man (Gen. 3:24).
Man cannot possess it through his own strength.

Ahab, as a symbolic Adam, under the advice of his wife,
attempted to possess this symbolic garden. Elijah confronted
him and prophesied the destruction of Ahab’s kingdom.
Ahab, a weak-willed man of mixed emotions, tore his clothes
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and publicly repented, humbling himself before God (v. 27).
God pointed this out to Elijah, and told him that the great evil
would fall upon Ahab’s house in the days of his son (v. 29).
The confrontation again had led to the triumph of Elijah’s
word at the expense of the kingdom of Ahab. His wife did not
see her enemy’s death. Elijah did not perish in this act of re-
bellion against a Godless king and his rebellious household.

The Remnant

God told Elijah that there were 7,000 others in Israel who
had not bowed to Baal (19:18). This was a remnant of the
faithful in a land of Baal worshippers who thought they were
only being realistic in adhering to the outward manifestations
of Baal worship. They had not been willing to announce their
adherence to Baal before the ritual confrontation on Mt.
Carmel. They had declared their adherence to God once they
had seen his power. They were worshippers of power. This made
them enemies of God. Only 7,000 were still faithful.

But what about Obadiah? He may have been a Baal wor-
shipper outwardly. If this seems strange, we must remember
that Elisha gave Naaman the Syrian permission to continue to
bow before Rimmon, provided his inward intention was to
worship the Lord God of Israel (II Kings 5:18f.). This is very
hard to understand, but whatever it means (and commen-
tators have wrestled with it for millennia), it happened in the
same historical context as the problem confronting Obadiah.
Neither Naaman nor Obadiah was a prophet; they were civil
servants, and this may play a part in understanding how they
might give token outward temporary service to a false god,
while actually serving the true one. This is not absolutely
clear. Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego were also civil ser-
vants, and not prophets, yet they refused such token worship
(Daniel 3). On the other hand, they were not spies.

Obadiah may have been known as a worshipper of the
God of Israel, but regarded as a foolish old conservative, and
no threat. Jezebel recognized that the prophets were threats,
but Obadiah was a loyal civil servant. She did not think that
his faith counted for much, if he were willing to serve in her
kingdom. Of course, she didn’t know about the 100 prophets
Obadiah was feeding! Obadiah was such a good servant that
he had made himself indispensible to the crown. Ahab needed
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him, and thus was willing to tolerate his eccentricity (worship-
ping the outmoded God of Israel). The fact that Jezebel had
not tried to wipe out all worship of the Lord is seen in I Kings
91, where she used God’s law perversely to kill Naboth. Thus,
worship of the Lord seems to have been tolerated by Jezebel,
provided it was innocuous and pietistic in character. An active,
aggressive, prophetic faith which claimed all areas of life, how-
ever, Jezebel was determined to stamp out.

Obadiah was a spy. He was an agent of God. Whether he was
going through the motions of worshipping Baal, or merely let
on that he was a simple pietist, his life was a daily deception of
the crown. Politically he appeared to accept Baalism. God did -
not count this outward conformity to Baal as actual worship.
Obadiah was taking enormous risks by hiding the prophets in
the caves. His covenant was earthly —the caves—but hidden.
In other words, Obadiah’s faith was a secret faith. It was known to
God, Elijah, and perhaps all of the hundred prophets.

The prophets were hiding in caves. So was Elijah. Their
faith was no less for its invisibility to Ahab. Several thousand
other people were taking a stand, not bowing to Baal, but they
were not leaders. The leaders were not bowing to Baal because
they were being shielded from the external consequences of
their ritual adherence to God. And it was Obadiah, the official
Baal worshipper or compromiser, who provided them their safe
environment which allowed the true worship of God. Had
Obadiah not been a hypocrite to Baal, by appearing to be a fol-
lower, politically at least, of Baal while secretly worshipping
God, the prophets would have lost their safe environment.

It must be recognized that Obadiah was not conforming to
Baalism merely to preserve his life. He was ritually covenant-
ing with God through the financial cost of supporting the hid-
den prophets, and by bearing the risk of being discovered. He
was not conforming to Baalism at zero price. This is always the
position of the spy. He was no pragmatist, waiting to see whose
sacrifice would be consumed. The people who helped Eljjah to
slay the false prophets were not covenanted to God, nor were
they representatives of a nation that was covenanted to God.
Only 7,000 were actually the remnant of faithful people. God
knew the nature of their pragmatic faith; their willingness to as-
sist Elijah in his victory did not count as an act of true faith in
God's eyes. Obadiah’s unwillingness to affirm publicly his faith
in God was not counted by God as an act of true rebellion.
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Patience and Resistance

Elijah fled into the wilderness, to be fed by ravens, waiting
for further instructions from God. Then he was required to be
patient and wait for three years in the household of a widow.
To the extent that he might have been noticed at all, he would
not have been seen as a Hebrew prophet. An aura of sin
covered him. It did not matter. After his great confrontation,
he had to flee into the wilderness and live in a cave, alone, until
God revealed to him the next steps in his ministry.

Obadiah was patient to dwell in the presence of the king
and the court prophets, eating at the table of Baal worshippers.
He hid the prophets in the caves, biding his time until God
would bring either judgment or restoration. He did not seek
out any of the 7,000 who had not bowed to Baal.

The hundred prophets were patient to remain in their
caves. To have come out to take a public stand against the king
might have ended their lives. They were silent prophets. We
think of prophets as unafraid, speaking out against evil in high
places. Yet these prophets were wise prophets. They recog-
nized that it is not the automatic responsibility of the prophet to
speak out at all times, lrrespective of historical circumstances.

The 7,000 worshippers of God were patient to remain
faceless in the crowd of Baal worshippers, appearing to be no
threat to the system. A few here and there might not bow to
Baal. What did this matter to Baal? These people were totally
unorganized. Even the chief prophet of the era, Elijah, did not
know of their existence. They survived because of the patience
of the authorities in ignoring a handful of theological rebels.
The priests of Baal did not bother to make martyrs of them, to
expend resources in seeking them out to make them public ex-
amples. Instead of hiding in caves, they hid in the crowd.

Similarly, the people of Israel were content to worship Baal
until the signs of God’s judgment were visible. They would take
a stand when the time came, for God or Baal, but until then,
they preferred to play it safe and worship the gods of the
establishment. They, too, were waiting patiently. But theirs
was a low-cost patience, or at least seemed to be. They would
co-operate with “the powers that be” until they became “the
powers that were,” at which time, the people would switch their
allegiance.

Patience, in short, is the prevailing atmosphere of society
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for most periods of time. People prefer to avoid confrontations.
There are times, however, when confrontations cannot be
avoided, when men must visibly choose between Baal and
God. But the Israelites’ faith was a faith in patience as such, to
serve the one who possessed outward power for the moment. It
was a faith in continuity as such—the prevailing faith of most
pagans throughout history. It was a faith in civil power.

The patience of God’s people should be different. They are
to have faith in the continuity of God’s decree, not the continuity of
pagan time and pagan civic power. They know that there are
times for remaining invisible, quietly working out their salva-
tion. This is why Paul tells us to pray for authorities in power,
so that the church might experience peace (I Tim. 2:1-2). The
framework of peace allows the church to develop the tmplications of
biblical faith, to gain experience in the tasks of dominion. Then, when
the time is ripe, the church is ready for the period of confronta-
tion, a discontinuous break with pagan culture. The
breakthrough eventually takes place, as it did in the early
fourth century in what remained of the Roman Empire, as it
did in the sixteenth century at the time of the Protestant Refor-
mation, and as it did in colonial America in the 1765-89 period.

Endless patience is suicidal. 4 theology of perpetual patience is a
theology which denies the necessity of an eventual confrontation. As far as
the Bible indicates, the Israelites in Moses’ day held just such a
theology. They had to be driven out of Egypt by the Egyptians.
It is a theology which has abandoned an eschatology of domin-
ion. It is a theology which believes that men can live forever on
a hypothetical spiritual mountaintop while dwelling in Egypt.
It leads eventually to a confrontation, one which the victims of
persecution are unable to win because they failed to plan for
the confrontation successfully.

Armenia’s Lesson

The most tragic example of a culture which failed to come to
grips with the inescapability of an eventual confrontation is
Armenia. The first nation to adopt Christianity as the official
religion (in 301, a decade before Constantine became Emperor
in Rome), the Armenians suffered repeated attacks and
repeated tyrants. They fought the Persians in the mid-fifth cen-
tury, the Arabs from the seventh century on, the Greeks (who
demanded that Armenians change their theology to Greek
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Orthodoxy) in the eleventh century, the Seljuk Turks from the
eleventh century on, and the Mongols in the thirteenth. They
went into bondage under the Ottoman Turks in the fifteenth
century, and (for part of the population) under the Soviet
Union in this century. The Armenians can legitimately claim
to be the most literate and cultured civilization in Asia Minor,
yet Armenia suffered the first modern genocide in 1915-16.

In 1895, the first of the horrendous liquidations began.
Serious persecutions had been going on for two decades, since
the ascension to the Sultinate of Abdul Hamid II in 1876. The
British Consul at Ezerum wrote in 1890: “I believe that the
idea of revolution is not entertained by any class of the Arme-
nian people in these provinces, whatever may be the aims of
those outside them. An armed revolution is, besides, impossi-
ble.”s The secret police was one of the few efficient government
organizations in Turkey.

Despite their obedience, Hamid launched a massive cam-
paign of outright murder against the Armenians which lasted
for a year, 1895-96. Turkey received worldwide criticism, but
no Western nation intervened. England still regarded Turkey
as a linchpin in its international balance of power politics, since
it served as a check on Russia. In 1909, a second wave of mass
murders took place, under the auspices of the new revolu-
tionary Turkish government of the so-called Young Turks.
Estimates by foreign observers revealed that up to 30,000
Armenians were slaughtered in Cilicia and northern Syria. In-
credibly, as Dr. Herbert Adams Gibbons remarked (who was
an eye-witness), the Armenians had previously displayed an
“enthusiastic loyalty” to the new regime. This was their
reward.® They still had not learned. They still relied on hope
rather than realistic assessments of the Turks, after 400 years of
bloody experience. They still remained patient in the face of an
implacable enemy.

The warnings were there. Nevertheless, the Armenians did
not organize resistance movements, nor did those who could
afford to leave the country do so in significant numbers. Their
ties to the land, to their neighbors, and to a dying way of life
were too strong.” In 1915-16, they paid the awful price for their

5. Clifford Lloyd, cited in Dickran H. Boyajian, Armenia: The Case for a Forgotien
Genocide (Westwood, New Jersey; Educational Book Crafters, 1972), p. 36.

6. Ibid., p. 49.

7. One of the most powerful films ever made was America, America, Elia
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unwillingness to see the incomparable confronFation coming,
Boyajian’s comment concerning the Armenians in 1890 applies
even more forcefully to the period immediately preceding the
genocide of 1915-16: “One wonders in fact why the Armenians
exhibited so few signs of disaffection in the light of the harass-
ment they suffered and from which they were never free.”

The Turks began to round up the leaders of Armenia in
April of 1915. This cut off any verbal protests. Hundreds of
thousands of them were deported from three regions, and left
to starve in concentration camps.?® No one knows for certain
just how many Armenians died, but it was at least 800,000,
and may have been as many as two million.!® An American
eve-witness, cited in Johannes Lepsius’ book, Deutchland und
Armenien (1919), and reprinted by Boyajian (pp. 118-20),
reported on what he had seen. Here was Armenia’s price of
perpetual patience:

[t is impossible to render an image of the horrible impressions I
received on my journey through the dispersed camps along the
Euphrates river. I travelled on the right-hand bank of the stream.
To speak of ‘camps’ is actually not possible.

The major portion of these miserable people brutally driven
from home and land, separated from their families, robbed of every-
thing they owned and stripped of all they carried underway, have
been herded like cattle under the open skies without the least protec-
tion against heat and cold, almost without clothing, and were fed
very irregularly, and always insufliciently. Exposed to every change
in weather, the glowing sun in the desert, the wind and rain in
spring and fall, and the bitter cold in winter, weakened through ex-
treme want and their strength sapped by endless marches,
deplorable treatment, cruel torture and the constant fear for their
lives, those that had some shreds of their strength left dug holes at
the banks of the river to crawl into them.

Kazan's 1963 account of a Greek youth in the late 1890’s who sees what the
Turks do to his Armenian friend’s church and community, and who decides to
flee to America, no matter what the costs. He refuses to live under Turkish
rule any longer, knowing that he can never be a free man. His family and
friends cannot understand his motivation. He leaves behind the opportunity
to marry into a successful family. The film ends with the youth in New York,
working as a shoeshine boy, happy to be right where he is. I have never seen
the film on television, although I have watched for it for almost two decades. It
is perhaps the finest Hollywood-produced account of what it meant for im-
migrants of the last century to escape to the United States.

8. Idem.

9. For an account of the horrors, from one who went through them from
1895 on, see Abraham H. Hartunian, Neither to Laugh nor to Weep (Boston:
Beacon, 1968).

10. Boyajian, Armenia, p. 1.
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The extreme few who managed to salvage some clothes and
some money and who are in a position to purchase some flour are
considered fortunate and rich people. Fortunate are those, too,
who could obtain a few watermelons or a sick and skinny goat
from the nomads in exchange for the same weight in gold.
Everywhere one only sees pale faces and emaciated bodies,
wandering skeletons conquered by disease and surely soon vic-
tims of starvation.

When the measures to transport the entire population into the
desert were adopted, no appropriations were made for any kind
of nourishment. On the contrary, it is obvious that the govern-
ment pursued a plan to let the people die of starvation. Even an
organized mass-killing such as during the timies when liberty,
equality and fraternity had not yet been proclaimed in Constan-
tinople, would have been a much more humane measure, since it
would have saved these miserable people from the horrors of
hunger and the slow death and the excruciating pains of tortures
so fiendish that the most cruel of the Mongols could not have im-
agined them. But a massacre is less constitutional than death by
starvation. Civilization is saved!

What remains of the Armenian nation, scattered along the
banks of the Euphrates, consists of old men, women and chil-
dren. Men of middle age and younger people, as far as they have
not been slain, are scattered over the roads of the country where
they smash stones or do other labors for the Army in the name of
the state.

The young girls, many still childen, have become the booty of
the Mohammedans. During the long marches to the destination
of the deportation they were abducted, raped if the opportunity
arose, or sold if they hadn’t been killed by the gendarmes who ac-
companied these gloomy caravans. Many have been carried by
their robbers into the slavery of a harem.

The entrances to these concentration camps could well bear
the legend imprinted on the gates of Dante’s hell ‘Ye who enter
here, abandon all hope’

Gendarmes on horseback made the rounds to punish all those
that tried to escape, to seize and punish them with their whips.
The roads are well guarded. And what roads they are! They lead
into the desert where death awaits the refugee as surely as under
the whips of their Ottoman guards.

In various locations in the desert I came upon six such
refugees lying in the throes of death. They had managed to
escape their guards. And now they were surrounded by half-
starved dogs; the crazed animals waiting for their last convul-
sions so that they could leap upon them and feed on them.

Everywhere along the way one can find remainders of such
unhappy Armenians, who had simply dropped to the ground. There
are hundreds of these mounds of earth under which they rest, the
victims of unqualified barbarism, sleeping without a name.



60 CHRISTIANITY AND CIVILIZATION

On the one hand they are prevented from leaving the concen-
tration camps in search of food, and on the other it is made im-
possible for them to utilize those capabilities characteristic to
their race, namely to adapt themselves to their terrible fate and to
improve their sad lot in their ingenious ways.

One could build some sort of shelter such as stone or earth
huts. If, at least, they would have such shelters they could
perhaps apply themselves agriculturally. But this hope has been
taken from them as well; under threat of death they are con-
tinually dragged from one place to another, to bring variety to
their suffering. They are scared into endless forced marches,
without bread, without water, exposed to fresh sufferings and
new maltreatment under the whips of their overseers, miseries
that would not even occur to a slave dealer from the Sudan; the
entire stretch of the way of a fearsome row of suffering, marked
by the victims of these transports.

Those who still carry some money are constantly robbed by
their wardens, who threaten them with even further-deporta-
tions, and when their small means are exhausted, they execute
these threats. To speak here of ‘one thousand and one nights of
horror’ means to say nothing. I literally believed to cross hell.
The few impressions I would like to report are occasional and
hastily assembled. You can only form a weak impression of the
terrible and gruesome picture that was before my eyes.
Everywhere I travelled I saw the same images; everywhere the
terror-regime of barbarism, which has as its goal the systematic
annihilation of the Armenian race, rampages. Everywhere one
finds the inhuman bestiality of these henchmen, and the self-
same tortures with which these unhappy victims are tormented.
From Meskene to Der-es-Zol—everywhere the banks of the
Euphrates are witness to the same atrocities.

No one came to their defense. No one could. A world war
was in progress. Britain’s balance of power politics had finally
brought the end of nineteenth-century optimism in the worst
war men had ever seen. But even without a war, no one would
have come to their defense. They knew this; no one had come
in 1895 or 1909. Yet they went like lambs to the slaughter.
They did not battle to overpower their guards in one last at-
tempt to escape, or at least one final attempt to inflict losses on
their Turkish enemies. Some fled at last to Russia, but this
escape route was open to very few. The Armenians had for too
long suffered in silence, learning to suffer adversity with
humility. They died as they had lived: brutalized by a
perverse enemy that did not honor their long-term humility.
They never learned the lesson: there must eventually be a
confrontation, culture by culture, between the enemies of
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God and the people of God. The Christian’s task is to prepare
himself and his spiritual allies for this confrontation. Godly
decent people can lose this confrontation when they do not
prepare, or, if preparation really is impossible (a doubtful
proposition over four centuries), if they do not leave to build
for the future in a different nation. This is the lesson the
Armenians did not learn in time. They had adopted a
theology of patience without adopting its mandatory cor-
ollary: the inevitability of confrontation.

The Permanent Remnant Psychology

The kulaks in the Soviet Union in the late 1920s and early
1930s also failed to learn this lesson. The Russians still have
not learned, which is the heart of Solzhenitsyn’s lament.!! The
Jews in Germany in the early 1930s did not learn, when the
Nazis permitted them to leave, so long as they took no money
and few belongings with them. Men hope for better times,
and bear the oppression of the moment stoically. But there
comes a time when continued patience is an inappropriate
response. Christianity is not Stoicism, after all. The period of
patience must be a period of training, as it was for Israel in the
wilderness. This training must be for dominion. If there is no
training for confrontation, patience becomes defeatism.

A defective eschatology, such as that which prevailed in
Armenia and the Eastern Orthodox church, can lead to a
theology of suffering, a kind of spiritual masochism. It always
results in defeat and death. There can be various types of
defeatist eschatologies, but the martyr complex is common to many
of them, especially those that are not of the premillennial and
pretribulational variety. The latter are more escapist in orienta-
tion, hoping for a discontinuous break in history, the physical
return of Christ to set up His thousand-year kingdom. But
where a culture adopts an eschatology of defeat, as Eastern and
Central European Christians did, it becomes a ripe plum for the
picking by dedicated foes of Christian civilization. The Arabs,
the Mongols, the Turks, and the Communists found little or no
resistance as they swept across perpetually patient cultures with
their perpetually defeatist eschatologies.

Rushdoony has referred to the permanent remnant psychology of
modern Christianity. The modern churches, like the doomed

11. Alexander Solzhenitsyn, The Gulag Archipelago, 1918-1965: An Experi-
ment in Literary Investigation (New York: Harper & Row, 1974), I, chap. 1.
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European churches, have not understood that Christians are
called by God to exercise dominion. “Has not the church also
abdicated from reality? Has not church-going become a mere
social ritual in which countless millions regularly participate
without thought or meaning and in flight from meaning? And
are not orthodox Christians to be numbered among the re-
treating in their surrender of life and thought to the devil, or
in their permanent remnant psychology?”!2 Religious leaders
are content to dwell on mountaintops, literal and spiritual,
and withdraw from the crises of life, telling their followers that
there is no literal confrontation coming, at least none that
Christians will go through. Sporadic confrontations, yes; skir-
mishes, yes. The Armenians knew that much. But no, there
will be no inescapable and historically decisive life-and-death
confrontation, culture by culture, between God’s people and
Satan’s. The remnant will always be a remnant, we are told;
God will always protect it in its condition of permanent
earthly helplessness. The permanent remnant must become
permanently patient. The remnant must dwell in caves forever.
There is another form of eschatological defeatism, the atti-
tude which says, “We cannot win, of course, but we can make
it miserable for the conquerers.” This has been the attitude of
the zealots of history. The Zealots were a Hebrew sect that
defied the Romans and helped take Israel into a suicidal con-
frontation with Rome in 70 A. D. The zealot cares nothing for
the long-term effects of rebellion. That Israel would be scat-
tered from the early second century until the mid-twentieth
would not have persuaded the zealots to restrain themselves.
The zealots favor the big show, the headline-grabbing demon-
stration. No dwelling in the houses of widows for three years.
No dwelling in caves. They want a premature confrontation
on some Mt. Carmel, irrespective of historical circumstances,
whether or not a drought has softened up the opposition. This
is a self-fulfilling form of defeatism. It leads to a premature
confrontation that is unlikely to produce a victory.

Resistance Today

The ministry of Elijah testifies against both perpetual pa-
tience and zealotry. Elijah was willing to run when necessary,
become inconspicuous when necessary, and challenge the

12. R. J. Rushdoony, Van Tt/ (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed,
1960), p. 13.
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highest authorities in the land when necessary. He respected
historical conditions. He was neither a quietist nor a zealot.

A popular country music song in the late 1970s in the
United States, Kenny Rogers’s “The Gambler,” compared life
to a game of cards. The gambler’s philosophy was to be taken
as a philosophy of life. His words of wisdom:

You've got to . . .

Know when to hold ‘em;
Know when to fold ’em;
Know when to walk away;
Know when to run.

This strategy for a card game is also applicable to the art
of covenantal resistance. The resistor may not ignore his
historical environment, nor may he ignore the word of God.
He must master the Scriptures, so that his application of the
law in history will “fit” the circumstances. It takes wisdom, as
does any other program of dominion. Covenantal resistance
and revolution are part of an overall strategy of dominion.

A biblical strategy of resistance is simultaneously positive
and negative. It seeks to remove the political and institutional
barriers to God’s law (negative), in order to impose the rule of
God’s law (positive). It must be understood that in most in-
stances, this must be a “bottom-up” program, not a “top-
down” political scheme. Even in the ancient Near East, with
its centralized political kingdoms, this was the rule.! How
much more in modern societies in which representative civil
government is the political and ethical norm. Biblical resist-
ance to tyranny involves the steady reshaping of public opin-
ion, and the enlistment of local and regional magistrates.
Elijah called for the assembling of the nation of Israel, mean-
ing the local, tribal representatives. He wanted to change

13. A seeming exception to this rule in the Old Testament was in the case
of a confrontation between Israel and a foreign nation. The pagan nations
of the ancient Near East were theocratic kingdoms that frequently held to a
theology that linked the ruler’s being with God’s being—a divine-human
continuity. In such a case, the king spoke for the people and for the city’s
gods. The sons of Jacob persuaded the king of Shechem to circumcise the
entire city as a covenantal sign (Gen. 34). But the sign of circumcision was
always given to subordinates in a household, and this was a case of a city-
household, a city called by the same name as the king’s son. Moses con-
fronted the Pharaoh, not the Egyptians as individuals, but Pharaoh was the
owner of Egypt (Gen. 47:20), and therefore the owner of the Hebrew slaves.
There was no reason to go to the people in this instance. Jonah preached to
all the people of Nineveh, and they repented, “from the greatest of them
even to the least of them” (Jonah 3:5). Then the king responded (v. 6).
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their minds. He was not competing for the allegiance of the
court prophets; he was preparing for the df:stmction of the court
prophets (negative), with the co-operation of the.ass.embled
representatives (positive). A resistance move.n.lent wh?ch 15 strictly
negative cannot hope to survive. But a positive philosophy of
resistance which does not acknowledge the inevitability of a
decisive public confrontation between God’s representatives
and Satan’s is also futile. Those who are unwilling to prepare for a
literal, historical, risky confrontation with a rebellious society are as
suicidal as those who refuse to enter a cave temporarily during a time of
danger.

When Christians find themselves being called to resist an
existing civil government, they had better consider the
historical circumstances. First, they should examine the nature of
the call, as well as the minisiry of the person who is issuing the call. Is
he calling for a frontal assault, or a systematic program of bat-
tling the bureaucracy by tying it in knots with its own rules and
regulations? If he is calling for a frontal assault, is he issuing
this call to open, public resistance after years of personal self-
discipline and experience in civic affairs? In other words, does he
know what he is talking about? Has he counted the costs? Further-
more, is he issuing the call to an identifiable group of self-
educated, trained, disciplined, politically aware, self-conscious
resisters who are ready to become organized into a political and
even military fighting force, and who are willing to pay the
price of resistance, or to a silent mob that answers not a word
until they see which is the way of greatest safety? If the latter,
why should the resister call attention to himself prematurely?

Second, are the churches in general ready to support a
new governmental structure, to anoint a new king? If not, are
the Bible-preaching churches willing to declare their lawful
status as the only legitimate churches in God’s eyes, and then
support the resistance movement? In short, are they willing to
eliminate the court prophets, as Elijah did, by working in
principle—though perhaps not prematurely in public—
toward the removal of tax exemption for the liberal denomi-
nations, not to mention the cults? Are they at least willing to
deny the myth of religious neutrality and affirm that such
theologically indiscriminate tax exemption is illegitimate in
principle? Are they willing to affirm that such public, pro-
selytizing religious organizations—religions not confined to
private household worship —would not be tolerated in a fully
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consistent, officially non-neutral, godly social order? If not,
the prospective revolutionary had better question the commit-
ment of the churches, not to mention asking himself just what
kind of Christian society he is being called upon to sacrifice
his fortune and perhaps his life for.

Third, are the lesser magistrates ready to step in and pro-
vide institutional continuity during a period of crisis? If they
do, will they be able to lead the resistors in the battle against
the apostate central government? Are they prepared to
become effective leaders? If not, the rebel is being called upon
to risk everything to create conditions of anarchy, which
almost always leads to the creation of an even more tyrannical
central government.

The answers to these questions do not inspire confidence
in the present-day Christian resistance movement, so-called.
In our generation, we have lacked the eschatological opti-
mism, the respect for God’s law (and the mastery of it), and
the faith in the Bible as the self-attesting word of God in a
world devoid of neutrality. We have not trained our children
in the subtle ways of resistance, nor have we trained them to
exercise dominion across the earth. Our own generation was
not trained in such a manner, nor were the generations of our
parents and grandparents. Thus, the time for open confronta-
tion does not appear to be here. We are still in the wilderness,
still in the widow’s house, still in the cave, waiting for the
opportune time for a successful confrontation. Better to resist
today as Gary Alexander recommends: “If a law is unjust,
quietly disobey it. Take the consequences if necessary, but
return like a dripping faucet to the forehead of the
bureaucrat.”t#

14. Alexander’s Monthly Economic Newsleiter (July, 1981), p. 4.
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Jim West

HEN you leave your home and purposely leave one or

more lights on, pensively ask yourself, “Am I really at
bottom a situation ethicist?!” Situation ethics, you may recall,
is the philosophy that was dished up with a startling alacrity a
few years ago by Joseph Fletcher when he virtually asserted
that morality must be determined by a non-inscripturated stand-
ard of personal love. In holding that there is no law but love
the situationalist says “every man must do what is loving in
his own eyes.” The Bible would put it into the prosecutable
language of “every man did that which was right in his own
eyes.”

Now, of course, we live in the Watergate and Korea-gate
era; it is an age when Presidential commitments suddenly
become “inoperative”; it is a time when judicial perjury as
well as slander and libel have become almost unprosecutable
crimes. One might ask, then, about the legitimacy of writing
an article on Rahab’s justifiable lie (on guard, but not
checkmate!). Perjuries, Watergates, the breaking of conjugal
vows, and certainly deceitful taking of ordination vows for the
Gospel ministry where mental-dissent casuistry exists are
clear examples of the sort of cunning that we do not condone.
But does telling an untruth to a malefactor or even leaving the
lights on in your home fall under the same censure as the ex-
amples previously enlisted?

It would be well for us to provide a montage of the differ-
ent forms of deception that we (often unknowingly) practice
regularly. For example, if one asserts that it is a misuse of
Edison’s light-bulb to deceive a would-be thief, he should
think twice about discontinuing his paper and mail service
while on vacation, and even (assuming a turbulent con-
science) make certain that the living-room drapes are drawn
lest any would-be thief is inadvertently bamboozled. Moreover,
if one interprets the Bible to teach, “Thou shalt never tell a

66
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falsehood,” the practical implications could be easily reduced
to the ludicrous. We are acquainted, for example, with a man
who in conversation tenaciously claimed that it was never
right to tell a lie. Months later when his moral guard was
lowered he was offered a “gift” in the form of a sign etched
with the famous warning, BEWARE OF DOG. Of course,
the one who was offered the gratuity did not have a dog. The
offerer of the gift knew that, but the former did not know that
the whole transaction was a charitable ruse to test the sterling
character of his “never tell a lie” convictions. He smiled,
thought about it, as the bearer of the present waited for the
Trojan to accept his Trojan horse. Then came the climax of
what was expected to be either a valiant refusal or a contradic-
tory acceptance; he said, “I'll have to ask my wife.”

Some Practicalities and Impracticalities

Our sign representing the imaginary canine is more than
just the dramatic kernel of an amusing vignette. What it tells
us is that Christians must realistically face the ramifications of
their theological tenets and that if a believer holds that it is
never right to tell a lie, he may not in good faith even nail a
misleading BEWARE OF DOG sign on his fence. The rea-
son? Because such a sign verbally deceives in that it does not ac-
curately represent the reality of what it claims; it would have
to fall under the censure of the Word of God The “appro-
brium” of our BEWARE OF DOG sign would in fact be com-
pounded by a serious, double aggravation: distant neighbors as
well as scheming thieves would be misled to draw fallacious
conclusions from erroneous premises.

When Rahab told her “fib” at Jericho in order to save the
lives of the spies, she would have been dumbfounded to learn
that her act of faith would become the controversial subject of
increasing discussion for the next three thousand years of
church history. Was Rahab a situation ethicist? Let us
modernize the question. Was Corrie ten Boom a situation
ethicist? Is it right to have a C.I.A.? Should a Christian work
underground in the local police department? Is deception ever
justified in fighting crime? You can see that our BEWARE OF
DOG sign has some far-reaching ramifications into the per-
sonal lives of the people of God. The question is particularly
relevant today when crime has crystallized itself into bureau-
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cracies of totalitarian regimes as well as into the individual
whims of private thugs. So the question about telling untruths
to hoodlums is an intensely pastoral and practical problem.

If we accept as a “given” the elimination of a/l forms of
deception, we are immediately confronted with a reductio ad
absurdum. Football's famous “statue of liberty” play would be
ipso facto eliminated. It would have been gross sin for a Sandy
Koufax to throw a change-up when the batter had been just
mesmerized by that great pitcher’s fastball; a fake jump-shot
from the baseline by Julius Irving would be morally indic-
table; and Roger Staubach would be prohibited from scream-
ing “hut, hut, hut!!!” when specific orders had just been given
for the center not to hike the ball “on hut” in order to draw the
opposing defensive line off-sides. The “jocular lie” would be
an abomination and the refusal to tell a lie could conceivably
lead to the burlesgue of “going the second mile” in order to tell
the truth to your enemy even if it meant placing the lives of
your neighbors in jeopardy.

Logically and Hermeneutically

BEWARE OF DOG signs tell us something more than
what either may or may not be in our backyards: They tell us
to beware of misapplying Biblical generalizations. There is a
Scriptural rule of logic that needs emphasizing — the fallacy of
accident is that process by which we apply a general rule to a
particular case whose “accidental” or providential cir-
cumstances render the rule inapplicable. Many general
statements of Scripture must be open to admitting exceptions
even though those qualifications are not immediately spelled
out. Why are so many generalizations stated without
qualification? Because the exact conditions restricting their ap-
plicability are not known, or because the “accidental” or providential
circumstances that render them inapplicable occur so seldom as to be
practically negligible, or because such a qualtfication has already been
stipulated in another inscripturated context. Jesus tells Peter,
“...All they that take the sword shall perish with the
sword,” but in Romans 13 Paul approvingly speaks of the jus
gladii of civil authority (Matthew 26:52, Romans 13:4).
Prayer is another generalization where Jesus ostensibly
teaches a carte blanche in one place, whereas the unanswered
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prayer of lust is condemned in another (Mark 11:24; James
4:3). Romans 7:1-3 seems to teach that if your husband is
alive but you are married to another man, you are without
qualification an adulteress. But Jesus' statement in Matthew
19:9, where fornication is enlisted as just ground for divorce
and remarriage, is emphatically exceptional. The same ap-
plies to truthtelling, which is qualified by Scriptural precept
and Scriptural example. On the one hand, there are
generalizations that exalt truthtelling (Romans 12:17); on the
other hand, there is the inspired qualification (James 2:23; I
Samuel 16:1-5). So we must register the logical point that
what is right “in general” may not be universally and without
qualification. This is the logical cliche of the exception prov-
ing the rule instead of negating it.

The Stgnificance of the Ninth Commandment

The words, “Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy
neighbor” mean exactly what the words indicate: It is morally
unlawful to speak falsely against your neighbor. The force of
this commandment is to protect human relationships as well
as to foster love. Note: The commandment does not say that
“thou shalt never tell a lie.”

Words are often more visceral than cerebral, and the word
“lying” is not an exception; so a point on terminology: It
needs to be underscored that there does not have to be a one-
to-one correspondence between the English word and the
Biblical word. Why? Because the languages are different. So
we can be flexible on terminology as long as the point is clear.
Connotatively, “lying” is an opprobrious term; denotatively,
“lying” may not always be. For example, one mlght say, “she
lied, but did not bear false witness.” The Bible, and not the
Q_ueen s English, must be our focus. That Rahab spoke falsely
is incontrovertible; but that Rahab spoke falsely against her
neighbor is what is denied. One cannot intelligently discuss
the Ninth Commandment without contrasting the Western
(Greek) and Hebrew conceptions of truth. As Dr. Hendrick
Krabbendam has said:

The former pertains to the exposure of that which is hidden.
The latter denotes dependability; constructive, rather than
destructive ability. The Bible opposes truth as exposure (such as
g0551p1ng) but promotes truth as a constructive entity.
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See also the Ninth Commandment, “You shall not bear false
witness.” That is to say, you shall not illegally jeopardize one’s
standing or position in life. Hence, one must conclude that
Rahab and the midwives were dependable and constructive at
the risk of their own lives, in the face of attemped murder. This is
a prime example of love toward God and their neighbor.!

It is possible to speak the truth “in the Lord” and it is possible
to do so “outside of the Lord” (such as gossipmongering). It is
sometimes argued that Jesus never spoke an untruth, there-
fore we must never utter an untruth. Of course, this proves
too much. If this was valid argumentation then it might be
~ maintained that since there is no record that Jesus disobeyed
Caesar, then we should never, or since Jesus never disobeyed
His parents, we should never. The Apostles’ “We ought to
obey God rather than man” (Acts 5:29), as well as Jonathan’s
disobedience to his earthly head (I Samuel 20:30, 42), effec-
tively counters this specious reasoning. Yet Jesus does com-
mand us to love our neighbor as ourselves, and Rahab’s un-
truth mirrors this agape. The Ninth Commandment, as a
litotes, does not scrap the idea of bearing false witness in behalf
of your neighbor.

The Rahab Precedent

Rahab’s falsehood in Joshua 2:4-6 is not an island by itself
but one of many in a vast archipelago. The midwives lied to
Pharaoh’s gendarmes (Exodus 1:15-20); Jael tricked Sisera to
his doom and received the praise of God’s prophetess ( Judges
4:18-21; 5:24-27); Solomon’s threat to divide the child was in-
tended to trick the harlots and thereby extract the true confes-
sion of the rightful mother, albeit through a disavowal (herein
was “the wisdom of God,” I Kings 3:28); Jeremiah’s lie to the
princes of Jerusalem is noteworthy (Jeremiah 38:24-28);
there is the deception by the Lord Himself to conceal the true
mission of Samuel (I Samuel 16:1-5; and see also I Kings
22:19-23); Michal puts off Saul’s dragoons with some blanket
legerdemain (I Samuel 19:12-17); David feigns a-psychosis
before Abimelech (the occasion of the praise of Psalm 34);
David gives crafty counsel to Jonathan (I Samuel 20:6,

1. Dr. Hendrick Krabbendam, The Book of James, p. 22. This is a syllabus
printed in 1973 for members of the Sunnyvale Orthodox Presbyterian
Church and ministers of that denomination.
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28-29). These are a few of the praiseworthy actions of godly
men and women bearing acceptable false witness.

Rahab’s lie at Jericho is singled out for two important
reasons: it is one of the first examples of pious subterfuge, and
it is the occasion of a two-fold Apostolic imprimatur (Hebrews
11:31; James 2:23). Hebrews 11 states that Rahab “received
the spies with peace.” This was a work of faith. The receiving
of the spies resulted in her not perishing with those who did
not believe. This receiving is a synecdoche: The part stands
for the whole. It certainly would be grotesque exegesis to limit
the reception of the spies simply to their initial entrance into
the house. Remember— Hebrews 11 as a kind of spiritual
“Hall of Fame” records God’s champions who are character-
ized by a valiant faith. The emphasis is not that the falsehood
was a demonstration of a faith that works ( James), or of a faith
that is obedient (I Peter), or of a faith that is justifying
(Romans), but the focus is on a faith that is courageous, since
the issue of Rahab’s life, the lives of the spies, the lives of the
Israelite armed forces, and even the future of the theocracy
and the birth of the Messiah were at stake.

Whom did Rahab receive? She received the spies. And
what is a spy? In the Biblical context a spy is a secret agent
who gains information about an enemy for the purpose of
overthrowing that enemy (Joshua 2:1). A spy by definition
relies upon the strategem of falsehood, whether it be in words,
behavior, or dress. In other words, Israel’s God commissioned
these spies to engage in a cloak and dagger operation, and
Rahab showed the genuineness of her justifying faith by not
only receiving the spies, but by becoming a Fifth Columnist
herself.

James is the other New Testament writer who extols
Rahab. Because James is interested in the fecundity of faith,
he says that Rahab was justified by works (James 2:23-25).
This means she was vindicated by her works; her works
proved that she had been already justified by faith. Here it is
said that she not only received the messengers, but “sent them
out another way.” (Another way —a way other than the way she
told the soldiers of Jericho. Even if it is insisted that the text
means she sent them out by a route other than the one they
used when they entered the city, deception is still in view, for
she let them down the wall by a cord [ Joshua 2:15]. Thus,
whichever way we take it, James is explicitly praising her act
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of deception.) Here is faith bursting out “at the seams!” Here is
a comprehensive summary of faith’s growth and expansion.
Both the receiving of the deceivers and their emancipation is
stressed. And what better way to emancipate a spy than to
employ spy techniques?! Both the words of the deception and the
spies’ cooperation leading to the ensuing deliverance must be treated as
unitive. They are distinctly correlatives, implying and implicating each
other. :

" The spies wilily entered the city, wilily hid in the stalks of
flax, while listening approvingly to Rahab’s wily explanation
to the Jericho authorities. The spies were uncoerced accomplices
to Rahab’s untruth so that when they fled the house they must
have done so only when they were persuaded that their
enemies were convincingly deceived. The mission of the spies
was shrouded in deceit since it was a wartime mission when
normal communication was impossible. Her sending the spies
out “another way” was indeed hinged upon deceit, and hence
could not be wrenched from that deceit. The falsehood then
was not (as some have suggested) simply the fine dross of an
otherwise golden action. The New Testament writers
recognize bullion-gold when they see it, and praise Rahab to
the hilt. R. J. Rushdoony accurately critiques the Rahab
debunkers:

[Their criticism] involves wrongly dividing the word, trying to
divide an act from itself, and denying that God’s praise of the act
was indeed praise.?

Application and Conclusion

Two tasks remain: A disclaimer of situation ethics and an
extension of the moral applications into our present scenario
of living. First, the term “situation ethics” is, per se, one that
we do not find to be repugnant for the simple reason that there
is a situationalism for a/l ethics. The situationalism of the school
of situation ethics, however, is a philosophy which seeks to
promote a contentless love in contexts where normal com-
munication may or may noi have been broken. This has a
double-feature: The love is anchorless since it is defined in
terms other than the law of the Lord, and thus is reduced to

2. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey:
The Craig Press, 1973), p. 545.
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sheer arbitrariness and feeling. Secondly, the situations where
deceit is envisaged may be normal or abnormal, whereas we
have limited them to the abnormal (that is, war against crime
especially when life and possessions are at issue). The words
of John Warwick Montgomery are a telling indictment of the
school of situation ethics:

This brings us necessarily to a corollary of the ancient logical
conundrum, treated at length by Bertrand Russell and others: ‘If
a Cretan tells you that all Cretans are liars, can you believe him?’
Our restatement goes: ‘If a situation ethicist holding to the prop-
osition that the end justifies the means in love, and tells you that
he is not lying, can you believe him?*

The Bible states that love and the commandments of Christ
are mutually affinitive. What is the law of the Lord but an
elucidation of the demands of love? We must echo Mont-
gomery again: in listening to the school of situation ethicists
there is absolutely no way of determining, short of sodium
pentothal, when they are telling the truth. Any degree of
prevarication may be allowed on the basis of homage to love.

Keeping in mind that a Christian is always under a vow to
refrain from speaking evil against his neighbor, we must make
at least a limpid attempt to apply these principles. Lovers of
fictitious canines can rest easier as well as wily vacationers
who set their light to go on and off automatically. The Chris-
tian has no obligation to speak truthfully to those who have
forfeited the right to hear the truth (Bonnie and Clyde
citizen). ‘

Because a Christian is always at war with crime he has the
moral responsibility to lie, if necessary, to protect his
neighbor. Since it is a responsibility mandated by God, it
should not be defined as a “lesser of two evils” either. To make
this contention is not only to deny that a lawful escape is
always open (I Corinthians 10:13), but promote the practical
effect of de-Christianizing the Christian by enslaving him in
the old unconverted state where he is faced once again with
“not possible not to sin” alternatives (Romans 3:10-12; Mat-
thew 7:17-18). So, in what contexts may the justifiable lie be
rightly used? Some suggestions: A Christian may fake a heart
attack if he is about to be robbed; he may speak falsehoods to

3. John Warwick Montgomery, “Situation Morality: The Ethics of
Immaturity,” The Outlook (February, 1972), p. 22.
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totalitarian authorities when life itself is imperiled; he (she)
may tell a rapist that she is a syphiloid or go into a pseudo-
seizure to frighten him off; he may tell a thief that he has no
money, and even place a BEWARE OF DOG sign on his
fence when friendly neighbors as well as would-be thieves
would be fooled. Camouflage in warfare is certainly lawful,
and a Christian may properly engage in espionage. In 1969,
for example, the North Koreans offered to return the crew of
the U.S.S. Pueblo on condition that the United States confess
that the ship was engaged in espionage in North Korean
waters. Before making the “confession” to the North Koreans
at Panmunjom, Major General Gilbert H. Woodward publicly
stated that the admission was false and that he would sign the
“confession” only to free the crew. Thus, he confessed to a lie
before he told it!

The above are just some suggestions; they are not intended
to teach that there may not be (in God’s providence) some
other strategem that may be viable in particular situations.
But let us also conclude with a warning not to use these prin-
ciples as leverage for license to sin, either. Yet, it must also be
concluded: These principles cannot be invalidated by their
liability to abuse.



PACIFISM AND THE OLD TESTAMENT
A Survey of Four Recent Books

James B. Jordan

ISTORICALLY, the Reformed and evangelical churches,

not to mention the Roman Catholic and Eastern Ortho-
dox, have held that the Anabaptist tradition is in error in
holding to pacifism. British and American Baptists, being
modified Presbyterians rather than root-and-branch Anabap-
tists, have concurred with that opinion. Recently, however,
Anabaptist theology has enjoyed a tremendous upswing in
popularity. Among “Reformed Baptists” there has been a con-
siderable movement away from a Spurgeonic “modified Pres-
byterianism” toward more of a wholesale adoption of Anabap-
tist theology, which has resulted in not a little tension between
the two camps. (Roughly speaking, and the situation is quite
fluid, we are speaking of a difference between the “Banner of
Truth” Baptists, and the “Baptist Reformation Review” neo-
Anabaptists.)

At the same time, Mennonite theologians have begun to
be regarded as within the boundaries of acceptable “Christi-
anity Today” evangelicalism, and Anabaptist theology has
had continuing and strident advocacy by “left-wing evangeli-
cals,” the best known of which is Ronald Sider. All of this has
meant that Anabaptist views of war, capital punishment, and
resistance to tyranny have become live issues once again in
Christendom. :

Generally speaking, Anabaptist theologies have had a
tough time incorporating any kind of positive view of the Old
Testament, because of its holy wars and its mandatory capital
punishment. In recent years, however, the development of the
discipline known as “Biblical Theology,” which seeks to un-
derstand the Bible in a more historical, less logicistic fashion,
has been called upon to serve the Anabaptist cause. Recent
writers have argued not that “New Covenant pacifism” is
radically opposed to “Old Covenant militarism,” but that the
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change from “militarism” to “pacifism” in the Covenant rep-
resents a predictable and inevitable development in redemp-
tive history. Thus, they argue, the Old Covenant itself
teaches us pacifism. We are confronted with an Anabaptist
argument which seeks to advocate an Old Testament
pacifism, on the basis of Biblical Theological insights.

The purpose of the four reviews included in this essay is to
explore these new lines of argumentation, as set forth by four
respected authors. If indeed Biblical Theology is pointing us

'in a pacifistic direction, then we must take it most seriously.

Peter C. Craigie, The Problem of War in the Old Testament.
Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1978. 125 pp. $3.95.

Craigie’s book is not a study of Old Testament war tactics,
nor is it a systematic study of the Old Testament laws regard-
ing warfare. Rather, what Craigie addresses is the problem of
how a God of love could ever have become involved in the
horrors of warfare. Craigie, who served in the Royal Air
Force, and who is now Professor of Religious Studies at the
University of Calgary, in Alberta, Canada, is concerned
about the contrast between the loving Christ of the New
Testament and the warring YHWH of the Old Testament.

Historically the Christian Church has dealt with this sup-
posed problem by pointing to the fact that there is plenty of
wrath in the New Testament, by pointing to the eternal fires
of hell as taught by Jesus Himself, and by pointing to the en-
mity between the seed of the woman and the seed of the
serpent— an enmity placed in the heart by God Himself (Gen.
3:15). The horrors and pain of warfare, the orthodox argu-
ment goes, come nowhere close to the horrors and pain of
eternal fire. Sinful man deserves hell; thus, when he ex-
periences war, he is only getting what he deserves.

This is not Craigie’s approach, nor does he even allude to
this line of argument. In the first paragraph of this book, he
writes that the frequent use of the word ‘war’ is “disturbing in
a book which is associated so intimately with the Prince of
Peace.” (p. 9). He writes that “it is disturbing—or at least it
should be — for the Christian to read the ruthless laws of war in
Deuteronomy 20:10-18, or to meditate upon the bloodthirsty
execution of war in the books of Joshua and the Judges” (p.
10). It is hard, he states, to reconcile the Old Testament
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description of God as Warrior with “the New Testament
description of God as loving and self-giving” (p. 11).

Craigie accepts the notion that orthodox Christians tend
to be more violent and warlike than more heterodox groups
(p. 14£.), and he believes that the use of the Old Testament by
orthodox Christians has influenced them in this direction (pp.
26fF.).. Craigie overlooks the intense Phariseeism which often
accompanies pacifistic groups, and does not note the verbal
abuse and violence which has so often been their hallmark.

Craigie’s real problem is with God, however. “Can God be
both loving and warlike? The immediate answer would seem
to be: No!” (p. 35). Craigie asserts his premise on p. 42: “war
is always evil.” Craigie attempts to resolve the dilemma created
by his approach to Scripture by saying that God’s involvement
in Israel’s wars simply shows His identification with His sinful
people. It shows God’s activity, not His moral being (p. 41f.).
As a result, we may seek God, even in our sin (p. 43). This
sounds nice, but does it also mean that we may seek God in
the act of murder, or of adultery? Since God, in Craigie’s
view, employs sinful war to further His purposes, does He
also employ adultery? Scripture nowhere indicates such a
thing. Moreover, if war is always wrong, why does God order
warfare? For God is not only involved in war, He also com-
mands it! Further, we must ask if God identifies Himself with
sin when He identifies Himself with sinners. Surely the
multitude of laws in both Testaments, as well as the carefully
spotless life of the Lord Jesus Christ show that God need not
identify with sin in order to reach down to the sinner!

Perhaps we should say, with orthodox Christianity, that
war is like divorce, slavery, and disinheritance: it is a response
to the evil of sinful man. These institutions are necessary in a
world of sin, or at least occasionally necessary; but the institu-
tions can be abused as well as properly employed according to
Scriptural law. Is war always evil?

Having asserted that was is always morally evil, Craigie
then has trouble with the holy wars of the Old Testament,
particularly the extermination of the Canaanites. “Can the
ruthless requirement for the extermination of the enemy—
men, women, and children —in any way be regarded as holy?
I think that it can not!” (p. 49). Again, Craigie’s argument
boils down to an expression of prejudice. As a matter of fact,
war in the Old Testament was precisely “holy.” When a city
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was burned to the ground under the ban (Num. 21:3, Josh,
6:16-24, Jud. 1:17), the fire was taken from the altar and the
city was considered a whole burnt sacrifice (Deut. 13:16f.).
The fire on the altar, again, was never lit by human hands,
but was fire from heaven, kept burning continually but ini-
tially poured out by God Himself (cf. Gen. 22:7, Lev.
9:94-10:2, II Chron. 7:1, I Kings 18:38). Holy war, then, was
the execution of God’s own fiery judgment against those who
refused to have Christ as their sacrificial Substitute. The fires
and judgments of holy war simply issued the enemies of God
into the fires of hell.

Craigie’s explanation of why God involved Himself in the
evil of Israel’s wars is that war is “a practical necessity for sur-
vival as a state’ (p. 66). He goes on to note that “the form
which the Kingdom of God assumed in Old Testament times
was that of a nation state” (p. 70). Thus, “the state is a form of
human organization through which God worked in the times
of ancient Israel, and war was a form of human activity in-
separably linked to the existence of the state” (p. 74). Since
sinful warfare is the inescapable concomitant of every nation
state, at least God directed it against especially wicked people,
the Canaanites, who deserved it (p. 74). In criticism of this,
the fact is that while it is probably correct to say that war in-
evitably is necessary to secure the civil order of a fallen world,
it is not presented as evil in Scripture. The Divinely inspired
Psalter glories in war and the destruction of the wicked (e.g.
Ps. 58:10; 139:19-22; 149:5-9). It is the presentation of Scrip-
ture, as opposed to Craigie’s theories, that the Canaanites
were God’s enemies, and God used the good tool of holy war
to slay them.

It is also debatable whether the Kingdom of God assumed
the form of a nation state, or whether it was merely tied to and
sheltered by a particular nation state during its time of im-
maturity. If the former be the case, the theocracy must be
seen as a peculiar form of the Church; but if the latter, then the
civil government of ancient Israel is simply a description of
what any just state should be like (cf. Heb. 2:2), with some ad-
ditional peculiarities due to the Church’s tie thereto.

Why would God set up such a state-church in the first
place? Craigie argues that it was so that the Church would
learn the futility of relying on the sinful arm of the fiesh. The
defeat of the Israelite nation state “functions as a parable of
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warning: political institutions may be essential to the exist-
ence of human society, but they cannot be equated with the
Kingdom of God” (p. 81). From this sad history we learn that
the Church is not a state and thus can never be promoted by
war (p. 82). Doubtless this is a legitimate moral lesson, but it
is nonetheless morally problematic. The Church is not propa-
gated by adultery either; should God have created an adul-
terous Church so that its failure would stand as an object
lesson? If war is evil, then the state is itself always evil, just as
adultery is evil.

This being the case, it would seem that an Anabaptistic
retreat from citizenship is the only proper course of action.
Craigie argues that the Christian is inevitably a citizen of both
Church and state, and is thus caught in a dilemma between
good and evil. This is because “the fundamental principles of
the Kingdom are love and non-violence” (p. 108), a ques-
tionable assertion in the light of the doctrine of hell. We shall
return to Craigie’s attempt to resolve this problem below.

The last chapter of his book is entitled “Some Conclu-
sions.” First, Craigie attempts to deal with the problem of
God and war. Essentially he tries to dissolve the problem in
mystery (a popular tact with dialectical theologians and those
influenced by them). “The first point which it is important to
stress in this context is the nature of human language when it
is applied to God” (p. 94). Our limited language points to the
fact that “God participates in human history” (p. 95), but His
participation in warfare points “not to his moral being but to his
will and activity” (p. 96). The Bible, however, presents holy
war as a reflex of God’s righteousness.

Secondly, Craigie deals with the problem of inscriptura-
tion. Why was all this bloodshed recorded for us to read, and
for the orthodox churches to misinterpret? Craigie is unable
to deal with the historicity of the narratives (though he does
not deny them, nor does he deny God’s revelation through
them). All he is able to do is turn Old Testament history into
a parable, so that although his view of the facts is evangelical,
his theology is parabolic and dialectical. “To use an analogy,
the Old Testament’s treatment of war may be seen as a
parable, but the whole parable must be read if the message is
to emerge” (p. 97). This “parable” shows two things: first,
that violence is of the essence of sinful man’s nature, war
being one manifestation thereof; and second, that any
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political form of God’s Kingdom must fail because of its tie to
sinful state warfare. The “parable” thus points to a need for a
Saviour. Christ saves us by submitting to violence (but Craigie
omits to note that the ascended, enthroned Christ poured out
violence on Jerusalem in 70 A. D., and continues to destroy
His adversaries all through history, according to the Book of
Revelation, written by the “love Apostle,” John). Craigie
misinterprets both the Old and the New Testaments, pitting
them against one another, and then can only resolve his self-
made problems by invoking a parabolic heilsgeschichte.

The third problem is the problem is the problem of Chris-
tian ethics, as it grows out of the sinful warfare recorded in the
Bible. Craigie distinguishes between an “order of necessity”
(p. 109) and an order of goodness. The state is necessary, and
necessarily sustained by evil warfare. Thus, evil is necessary
and inescapable. The Christian cannot escape being entangled
in this order of necessity. This is a “paradox,” which Craigie
does not know how to resolve, “yet I affirm both within my
theological perspective” (p. 110). Craigie’s theology, however,
is not merely dialectical; because the order of necessity is evil,
Craigie’s theology at this point is Manichaean. “Now these
remarks may seem to have all the hallmarks of a ‘woolly’ posi-
tion, neither one thing nor the other. In a sense that is true.
Nevertheless, I think it may be inevitable. It is, I believe, one
of the implications of being in the world, but not of it” (p. 110).
Craigie affirms that “to function responsibly in that state in-
volves, directly or indirectly, participation in violence. I can-
not escape that; I must share not only responsibility, but also
guilt, without attempting to justify it” (p. 111).

Craigie’s unfortunate, mystical piety is only a sad mish-
mash of neo-orthodoxy and Manichaeanism. The Christian
doctrine of war is surely an offense, but is only an extension of
the doctrine of eternal judgment; which is also an offense.
Can Craigie believe in the doctrine of hell, given his pre-
Jjudices? What about the doctrine of God’s wrath and the doc-
trine of propitiation? All of these fall to the ground before
Craigie’s all-loving God. Christ is Prince of Peace, true
enough; but not for all men, only for His own sheep.

One is reminded of an oft recounted story concerning
Spurgeon. A woman once approached the preacher and asked
him how he could believe that God actually hated Esau. In
words to this effect, Spurgeon replied: “Madam, it gives me
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no pause for thought that God should hate Esau, or me, or
any other man; what astounds me is that God should love
Jacob.” And so it is. Craigie, like Spurgeon’s assailant, seems
in this book to have no conception of the holiness and wrath of
God, and no conception of the depravity and just deserts of
man. We should marvel that God loves any of us, and should
be astounded that there is any let up in His holy warfare.

Jacob C. Enz, The Christian and Warfare:
The Roots of Pactfism in the Old Testament. .
Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1972. 95 pp. $1.95.

The back cover of this short book states that “the objective
of the author is not to formulate a biblical doctrine of pacifism
but to reexamine the biblical concepts to see just what is
there.” In his preface, Dr. Enz says, “If pacifism is not found
in the very fabric of biblical thought, no amount of proof-
texting will be convincing.” Thus, the intent of these six
chapters, originally lectures delivered at Bethel College in
Kansas, is to provide a Biblical-Theological argument for
pacifism. At the time of publication, Dr. Enz was a Professor
of Old Testament and Hebrew at Mennonite Biblical
Seminary, Elkhart, Indiana.

There is virtually nothing in this book to attract the or-
thodox Christian thinker. First of all, a low view of Scripture
pervades Enz’s discussion. The Bible is seen as contradictory:
“When it [love] narrows down to a nationalistic motivation as
in Psalm 2, the New Testament, in addition to Ruth and
Jonah, corrects it” (p. 15). “Both accounts of creation in
Genesis . . . ” (p. 42). “Hence in the earliest material in the
Pentateuch . . . ” (p. 45). “What could be more haughty and
brutally nationalistic than the two best known Messianic
Psalms . . . ” (p. 70)? [Emphasis added to all quotations.]
Each of these assertions is gratuitous, betrays a low view of
the normativity of God’s holy Word, and indicates influence
from liberal higher-critical methodologies.

Second, the view of the atonement set forth in this book is
not Christian but gnostic.! On p. 39 we find, “Christ nailed

1. On gnostic-anabaptist thinking, see James B. Jordan, “The Moral
Majority: An Anabaptist Critique,” in The Failure of the American Baptist
Culture. Christianity and Civilization 1 (T'yler, TX: GDS Press, 1982).
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Himself to the human race on His cross till the last who wants
it may accept. He demands, but He also descends to the
lowest level of human need to walk upward with those who re-
spond.” There is no notion of the propitiation of God’s wrath
here, or of any kind of legal transaction on the cross. Every-
thing points to the idea of a gnostic savior reaching down the
scale of being to draw up souls caught in the slime. But
perhaps we are being too harsh, reading too much into this
one sentence.

Dr. Enz, however, leaves no doubt as to where he stands.
A plethora of ancient heresies find expression on pp. 62-65.
For instance, “In addition to the incarnation of God in His
people and in Christ there is yet a sin-neutralized incarnation
of God in everyone.” And, “When we destroy others we are
destroying not only God, but also self since in God our own
self cannot be separated from the self we destroy in others.”
This is pantheism, or panentheism. Christ’s incarnation is the
same as everyone else’s. We are all little pieces of God. We are
gods ourselves. Enz’s argument against taking life is identical
to that of the Hindu: all life is God, so to take any life is to at-
tack God.

Again, “We live in a world of right and wrong that has its
own built-in judgment.” No, God is the judge. There is no
such thing as natural law. This is again pantheism, or if Enz
wants to say God created these laws, deism.

Again, Enz’s God not only imputes the guilt of sin to
Christ and punishes it in Him, He actually makes Christ a
sinner: “Here is the God of the second mile, for it means the
toleration of sin (not committed, of course, but taken upon
Himself); that which He has forever set Himself against is
taken into His own nature.” There is more: “I am convinced that
there is a basic evident continuity of both incarnation and
substitution from Jesus to us. Here is a willingness to take or
share in the consequences of the wrong act of another even if
we have had no part whatsoever in the wrong act; this is in
order to help restore integrity in and fellowship with the
wrongdoer. The effectiveness of accepting or sharing those
consequences can only be sure as we share the purity of Christ on
the one hand and completely identify ourselves with the
wrongdoer on the other.” [All emphasis added, except for the
word and.] The work of Christ, in this scheme, is not unique,
but only exemplary. We are all gods, and we can each “atone”
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(whatever that means in this system) for one other. Christ is a
gnostic savior who has come down into the world to infuse
toleration of evil, and a power to avoid evil, into the world.

Thus, third, Enz’s theology has no category of Divine
justice. His God is not even a creator, eternally separate from
His creation. The essence of the gospel is a love which woos
people back to God through toleration (pp. 7ff.). The Chris-
tian gospel is that God hates and punishes sin and sinners,
even calling on men to implement His work (through the
sword). Salvation comes from the vicarious death of the unique
God-man under the fury of God’s wrath:. All men must die for
sin, but the elect die in Christ, and thus are resurrected.
Judgment, then, is the foundation of resurrection, and of the
experience of love.

Enz closes his book with what must be taken as a wholly
Satanic attack on God: “Because he has his own war to wage,
the Christian breaks completely with the earthly strategy of
physical combat. If the Christian is to be true to the Lord
Jesus Christ, he must make a full break with the ancient and ul-
tzmate apostasy. His weaponry is not the belligerent word of ultima-
tum issuing in the thrust of the sword that divides, destroys,
and perpetuates the very evil he is seeking to eliminate. His
weaponry is rather the persuasive word of the gospel issuing
in compassionate concern for liberation, reconciliation, and
celebration of the approaching Christ-ordained age of peace”
(p. 88). [Emphasis added.] The God of Scripture, Who
punishes evil, is obviously the author of “the ancient and ulti-
mate apostasy.” Christ, who came to divide households (Matt.
10:34fF.), is perpetuating evil. The Gospel According to Enz
is but the siren song of Satan, that God ought to love
everybody and excuse sin. In fact, God ought to come down
and taste a little sin for Himself (which Enz says Christ did).
The God of Enz is the Satan of Scripture.

Oh, yes: the Old Testament and pacifism. Well, Enz actu-
ally deals very little with the Old Testament. His sole argu-
ment seems to be that since God miraculously delivered Israel
on important occasions, this militates against the notion that
Israel should ever have taken up the sword to defend itself
(pp. 52f.). Enz thinks that his gnostic God was trying gradu-
ally to lead people away from violence toward tolerance, by
showing them that He could deliver them and so they should
not try to arm themselves to do so. Well, it is true that the
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Bible tells us not to trust to human arms, and to trust in the
Lord, but there is nothing in Scripture to indicate that
trusting in the Lord cannot involve, as an act of faith, training
for defensive warfare. We are to trust God for food and rai-
ment, but we are also told that “a good man leaves an
inheritance to his grandchildren” (Prov. 13:22). There is no
reason to pit these things against each other. Moreover, if Enz
is right, then the recorded commands of God to execute
capital punishment, and to war against Amalek and the
Canaanites, are errors, and the Bible is not trustworthy.
"~ As a work of Christian theology, this book is totally
heretical. As a work of Biblical Theology, it is shabby. The
Mennonite churches have tried to set their faces against the
gnostic aspects of their heritage,? but it is alive and well in this
book.

Vernard Eller, War and Peace, from Genestis to Revelation.
Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1981. 216pp. $8.95.

This book is an updated and revised version of the
author's King Jesus’ Manual of Arms for the Armless (Abingdon
Press, 1973). Eller is a minister in the Church of the Brethren,
and professor of Religion at the University of La Verne, in
California. ‘

We are confronted with a problem in the very introduc-
tion, p. 11, where Eller describes “violence” as including “any
activity that violates the dignity and God-image of persons,
whether physically, verbally, psychologically, socially, eco-
nomically, spiritually, or in any way whatsoever.” C. S.
Lewis, in his classic essay on capital punishment, has pointed
out that treating people as sick and refusing to punish them
for crimes is dehumanizing in essence, while capital punish-
ment (a form of violence, to be sure) treats the criminal as a
real man who has made a real decision.

This ushers us into a basic problem that runs throughout
the book: there is no appreciation, it seems, for the legal foun-
dations of the covenant between God and man. The laws of

2. See the introduction by John S. Oyer of Goshen, Indiana, in Werner
O. Packull, Mysticism and the Early South German-Austrian Anabaptist Movement
1525-1531. Studies in Anabaptist and Mennonite History 19 (Scottdale, PA:
Herald Press, 1977), and the review of this book elsewhere in this
symposium.
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Exodus-Deuteronomy are ignored, though they have much to
say to the issue of pacifism. The atonement is seen as expia-
tion (p. 118), never as propitiation of the wrath of God. In-
deed, Eller tells us that man is not God’s enemy (p. 31). Thus,
a fundamental lack of theological orthodoxy once again colors
everything said about the movement of redemptive history.
“Violence” is not defined and circumscribed by God-given
law, but by what seems to us to be right. Eller rightly points
out, repeatedly, that many crusaders for pacifism are as
“violent” as those they oppose, but he never allows the Bible’s
own laws to define the proper use of force.

In chapter 1, Eller points out that man was created to take
dominion, and this implies “fighting” or wrestling with the
creation. When Eve was brought to Adam, however, it was
not for fighting but for companionship. Then came the Fall.
In historic orthodox Christianity the following propositions
are taken as Biblical and true: 1. God and man are now
enemies, and God’s wrath is against all men (Rom. 1-3), and
His hatred against those outside Christ (Psalm 5). 2. God
poured out His wrath upon Christ, instead of on His covenant
people. Those covenant people are now enlisted as His do-
minion agents, and enthroned over those who will not con-
vert. 3. God has privileged righteous men to execute His
judgments on the earth, to a limited extent. The limits are
prescribed in His law: certain capital crimes, certain occa-
sions of warfare. 4. Evangelism is by persuasion, never by the
sword. 5. Nationalism is idolatry, and most wars are unjust,
though not all.

Now, because of Eller’s theological position, we cannot ex-
pect him to take this ground, but we do have a right to expect
him to argue against it. He does not, however. “God does not
fight against man; man is not the enemy,” he writes (p. 31).
“The enemy is iz man, but man is not the enemy” (p. 31). If
we understand “man” as mankind, we might agree in part
with Eller, but he will not permit that view. “Man” for him
means all men. Eller does not want to be counted as a univer-
salist, as he makes clear toward the end of the book, but he
does want to leave that open as a possibility.

The next step in the discussion is the city of Cain. Eller
says that Cain’s basic motivation was a search for security (p.
32, and p. 147). This, however, is again a fundamental
theological error. The basic motivation for fallen man is
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hatred for God. Cain’s walled city was built first of all to make
a name for himself against God (Gen. 4:17; 11:4), as an act of
defiance. Cain’s problem was moral, not metaphysical, first
and foremost. Modern theology says that man’s basic motive
is fear of non-being, of chaos, so that his basic drive is to find
security. This is based on the being/non-being dualism of all
pagan thought.? In Christianity, however, man’s problems are
ethical. There is no such thing as non-being, since after death
men continue to exist. Man’s basic fear is not non-being, but
judgment. Man only tries to hide from this, and cover it up,
by pretending that he really fears non-being.

Now Eller does say, rightly, that war is not first of all a
political problem, but a theological one. Because, however,
his view of God is askew (wrathless), his understanding of the
nature of the theological problem is also askew.

What other conclusion can we come to when we read in
chapter 2, “Joshua and company had a true perception re-
garding war and peace but misapplied it (and it takes the
remainder of the Bible and Jesus to get that matter straight-
ened out)” (p. 40)? Further, “Now goodness knows, we find
plenty of early Hebrew actions that strike us as being very in-
consistent with what Yahweh’s war actually is all about; and
the remainder of the Bible will work at correcting those incon-
sistencies. Nevertheless, all the evidence suggests that these
people were doing the very best they knew how In getting their
lives hallowed in accordance with Yahweh’s will” (p. 52). I
have emphasized “strike us” because I think it is revealing.
Eller, however, emphasized the phrase “the very best they
knew how.” This is false on two counts. First, God repeatedly
judged Israel, even in Joshua’s time (at Ai), for not doing the
best they knew. Second, what they did do right was in accor-
dance with God’s revealed law, which required “violence” in
holy war. Eller is saying that Joshua and company were right
in siding with God, but wrong in killing other people. God,
however, condemned Saul and Ahab for not killing people (I
Sam. 15; I Kings 20), and made a covenant of peace (yes,
peace) with Phineas because he did kill some people (Num. 25).
But for Eller, “It simply is impossible to reconcile the

3. See Arthur O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being (Cambridge:
Harvard, 1936); and Rushdoony, The One amz’ the Many (Fairfax, VA:
Thoburn Press, 1978).
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savage, city-leveling Yahweh of Joshua with the God and
Father of Jesus. Where —even with their best intentions (bet-
ter than ours)—did these old Hebrews get off the track?” (p.
58). Answer, they did not realize that “man is not the enemy”
(p. 59).

At this point the theological point should be clear: Eller
has an unorthodox view of God and of salvation. If we are
looking for an evangelical Biblical theology of pacifism, we shall
not find it here any more than we found it in Enz.

Quickly, then, some other observations on the book: First,
orthodox Christians must object to the low view of Scripture
that runs throughout the book, most prominently in Eller’s
adoption of the worn out nonsense of two Isaiahs. Second, Eller
interprets Isaiah 30, 31 as teaching that Israel’s military
preparedness was sinful, whereas the text itself identifies the
sin as an alliance with Egypt (p. 70f.). Third, a logical flaw (p.
71): “There is no such thing as a just war, because there are no
peoples who themselves are just enough to fight them.” No,
because (1) God’s grace is sufficient to overcome this problem,
and (2) a just (i.e. defensive) war is measured not by the
motives of the defenders but by the actions of the aggressors.

Fourth, “once Israel had determined that she was going to
fight, God determined that, whether he approved of such
fighting or not, he was going to use it to preserve Israel, give
her a homeland, and lead her in the way toward the peaceable
kingdom” (p. 78). False, for Israel initially refused to fight
(Numbers 14), after God had commanded them to. Eller has his
facts backwards, because he patently does not take the Bible
seriously as God’s inerrant Word.

Fifth, “if the suffering-servant ethic is not meant to apply
in social situations, then the gospel gives not the slightest hint as
to what ethic is to apply; there is no other ethic in the New
Testament” (p. 153). Why just the New Testament? Did not
Jesus come to confirm and enforce all the law (Matthew
5:17-19)? Moreover, Romans 12 and 13 clearly separate per-
sonal from social (civil) ethics in this area.*

In conclusion, two things: One, Eller does make some
good points in this book, well worth considering, such as his

4. On Matthew 5 and Romans 12 & 13, see Greg L. Bahnsen, Theonomy
in Christian Ethics (Phillipsburg, NJ: Craig Press, 1977). Even if Bahnsen is
only generally correct, Eller is in error.
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contention that men who fight against evil, rather than
fighting for the good (God), become evil in the process. Here
is the danger in a political faith, and Christianity is not a
political faith, though (as Eller would agree) it has political
ramifications. In my opinion, however, Eller’s failure to use
an orthodox theological perspective, and his bad view of
Scripture, gut his book of any real value.

Two, at this point we might take up an argument that
runs through Eller’s book, and those of others as well. It is
this: since God fought for Israel, Israel was morally obligated
to do nothing in its own defense. This argument is the same as
saying that since God will take care of the poor, the poor must
do nothing for themselves, and we are obligated to do nothing
for them. In short, it does not wash. God fought for Abram,
but since Abram was a man of means, Abram had to fight,
too (Gen. 14). When David fought, God’s army fought right
above him, but he was still ordered, by God, to fight (2 Sam.
5:23f.).5

Millard C. Lind, Yahweh is a Warrior:
The Theology of Warfare in Ancient Israel.
Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1980. 232pp. $9.95.

Millard Lind is professor of Old Testament at the
Associated Mennonite Biblical Seminaries, Elkhart, Indiana,
and a minister in the Mennonite Church. Lind’s point is that
in the Old Testament God always fought for Israel in a manner
which emphasized the discontinuity between His actions and
those of His people. Either God did all the fighting (as at the
Exodus), or He did the foundational, definitive fighting and
His people only engaged in mop-up activities (as at Megiddo,
Judges 4, 5), or He arranged matters so that in battles where
human action seems to have been paramount, it was clear that
without His activity the battle could not be won.

5. Another example of this argument is in John H. Yoder, The Politics of
Jesus (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1972), p. 199: “Christians are told (Rom.
12:19) never to exercise vengeance but to leave it to God and to wrath.
Then the authorities are recognized (13:4) as executing the particular func-
tion which the Christian was to leave to God. . . . This makes it clear that
the function exercised by government is not the function to be exercised by
Christians.” This peculiar interpretation is contradicted by the entirety of
Scripture.
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There is no problem with this, obviously, except that Lind
overstates his case on the first page of his text (numbered p.
23): “This conviction was so emphatic that Israel’s fighting,
while at times a sequel to the act of Yahweh, was regarded as
ineffective; faith meant that Israel should rely upon Yahweh’s
miracle for her defense, rather than upon soldiers and
weapons.” This implies an opposition between God’s activities
and those of men, which does not square with the Biblical
presentation of the relationship between the two.¢ God’s
actions are the foundation of human action, not a negation of
it. The notion that God’s actions and those of men cannot be
dependently parallel assumes that God and man exist on the
same continuum. Thus, to the extent that God predestinates,
man is a mere puppet, and to the extent that man acts, God
does not act. On the contrary, however; the doctrine of crea-
tion teaches us that God predestinates all things, and acts in
all things, yet the actions of men are genuine free moral
choices, and indeed only have meaning against the back-
ground of God’s sovereignty.

Now, in the case of holy war, this simply means that the
victory is always ultimately ascribed to God, whether any
human actions take place or not. As pointed out above, David
was to follow God’s army into battle, fighting on the ground
while God fought in the treetops (2 Sam. 5:23f.). The actions
are parallel, yet man is wholly dependent on God for the
outcome. ‘

A second problem enters in here, which Lind does not
discuss at all. That is, that there is a distinction between what
we might call “holy war” and “just war,” the former being
salvific and absolute in character (liquidating the Canaanites,
destroying the Egyptians), the latter being defensive and
limited in character (as the laws of Deuteronomy 20:10-20).

6. An example of theological messiness is on p. 38, “If one truly believes
in the promise of grace that God will give the land, then one has no need to
take the way of works by fighting for it. The logic of Paul’s doctrine of
grace—calling for a response of faith rather than -works—is here
prefigured. . . .” On the contrary, grace calls for both faith and faithful
works; it only negates faithless works of the law, done in pride. Moreover, if
God was giving the land in the sense Lind means, why did He tell Israel to
fight also? Jesus said, giving us insight into this, “the gospel of the kingdom

“of God is preached, and every one is forcing his way into it” (Luke 16:16).
Christ’s saving actions on our behalf do not negate our need to strive.
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The stress in the Exodus, that God did everything and that
man was wholly passive, stands as a type of the eternal
redemption wrought when God poured out His “holy war”
wrath against Jesus Christ, and against all His enemies in hell
forever. The stress in later wars, which Lind misses, is on the
outworking of the implications of God’s initial victory. All the
later wars, those of Joshua and David particularly, are mopp-
ing up actions in which man is privileged by grace to have a
hand. That it is a privilege to engage in God’s wars is clearly
seen in the Psalms, perhaps nowhere better than in Ps.
149:5-7, where the saints sing for joy on their beds while they
contemplate warring against God’s enemies, or Ps. 58:10,
“The righteous will rejoice when he sees the vengeance; he
will wash his feet in the blood of the wicked.” Those who can-
not say “Amen” to such sentiments have not yet learned to
think God’s thoughts after Him.

As the New Testament makes clear, the coming of the
Gospel is the coming of God’s justice-judgment to the earth.
This has both positive and negative aspects. The same Christ
who prayed for His elect on the cross, also prayed for the
destruction of His enemies (Ps. 69:20-28). The same Christ
who carried the cross for His people, warned the women of
Jerusalem of the wrath He shortly was to bring upon the city
(Luke 23:27-31). The same Jesus who sent the Holy Spirit at
Pentecost to save the church, sent His wrath at Holocaust to
destroy Jesusalem 40 years later (Matthew 24). Those who
question this do so on the basis of a faulty premise: that the
Gospel is first and foremost a declaration of forgiveness to all
men. This is not the case; first and foremost the Gospel is a
declaration of a theodicy, that God is just, and has im-
plemented His justice while (amazingly!) justifying His peo-
ple (Romans 1-4). When we see that the Gospel age is the age
of judgment, of the Day of the Lord, we have no problem re-
joicing in His judgments, or in seeing it a privilege to be
called to execute them. [So, the question is this, courteous
reader: would you rejoice to be appointed public hangman?]

As a general canon, we may say that “holy war” of exter-
mination does not exist in the New Covenant, since God’s li-
quidation of Egypt is fulfilled at the cross, in 70 A. D., and in
the fires of hell, and since His extermination of the
Canaanites has no corresponding special order in the New
Testament (i.e., “you will totally wipe out such and such
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tribes”). In the Gospel, “holy war” is the evangel, destroying
sinful men by applying to them the death and resurrection of
Christ in preaching and in-.sacraments. On the other hand,
“just war” continues to be relevant. We shall return to that at
the end of this essay.

Returning to Lind, there are good points made in this
study concerning the relation between the deliverer and the
king: that since the Lord is the Deliverer, He is the king.
Again, Lind tends to absolutize this, so that he is unsure
whether the Biblical writers approve of David’s subordinate
kingship or not. All the same, the contrasts Lind draws be-
tween the oriental pagan conception of kingship and the
Biblical one are frequently useful.

Lind points out that when Israel adopted the ways of the
pagan kings, the Lord went to war against Israel. Indeed, one
of the most insightful suggestions Lind makes is that there was
a problem between David’s personal army, a professional
corps which grew up during David’s years under Saul, and
the Israelite militia. Lind suggests that David’s sin of number-
ing the people consisted in an attempt to reduce the voluntary
militia of Israel into a part of his permanent army corps (p.
118f.). The young king David who played the part of God’s
fool and slave by dancing before the Ark, and who earned the
contempt of Saul's daughter (possessed as she was by the
oriental pagan view of kingship), has now become an oriental
tyrant to a great extent himself.

Unfortunately we cannot recommend this book, all the
same. Lind’s method of approaching the Bible is that of radical
redaction criticism. Unless the reader is pretty familiar with the
spurious fantasies of Martin Noth and Gerhard von Rad, he
had best leave this book alone. Radical criticism such as Lind
employs enables the author to pick and choose which parts of
the Bible to hearken to, according to an evolutionary scheme.
The Bible ceases to be the Word of God, and becomes a set of
interwoven theologies of men. As a result, the text is frequently
not examined seriously. There are not enough good insights
scattered through this book to make its purchase worthwhile.

* * * *

In conclusion, we should like to make a number of points.
First, it does not seem as if anyone has taken the Old Testa-
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ment seriously and worked out a pacifistic world-view from it.
If Biblical Theology is to lead us to pacifism, it must do a bet-
ter job. Invariably a less than orthodox theology is brought in
to undergird the pacifist position, and this has been the case
from the early church (with its wholesale borrowing from
Greek philosophy, most notably in Lactantius) until today.

Second, God is a God of wrath, and the blessings of the
Gospel are the blessings of the the implementation of His
justice, and justice means the punishment of the wicked. The
great psalm of peace, Psalm 122, argues that it was the setting
up of God’s throne of justice which led to peace (v. 5). In
short, capital punishment and just war are essential founda-
tions of peace.

Third, a false antithesis runs through much of this
writing, an antithesis between violence and non-violence. In
the Bible, this is never the antithesis. The righteous take the
kingdom by violence, we are expressly told (Luke 16:16). The
antithesis is between obedience to God’s law and disobe-
dience. The unregenerate and disobedient tend to be violent
in the wicked sense, because of their hatred of God and of His
image in other men. The righteous, however, are called by
God’s law to exercise a holy “violence” against certain of
the wicked, thereby manifesting God’s wrath. In essence,
and despite all qualifications, the antithesis “violence/
non-violence” reduces the Gospel from theological to political
terms. ‘

Fourth, while the Bible forbids street fighting, and any
taking of the law into one’s own hands (Ex. 21:18-25), it does
allow for self defense in situations where the officers of law
cannot be called on for help (Ex. 22:2, “If a thief is caught
while breaking in, and is struck so that he dies, there will be
no bloodguiltiness on his account.”). Since the entire premise
of the Sermon on the Mount is that Jesus came not to change
but to “fulfill” (enforce) the law, and since much of the
Sermon consists of turning the people away from Pharisaical
accretions and back to Moses,” nothing in the sermon on the
Mount can properly be read as opposing this principle of
judicious self defense. The principle of just war is but an
extension of this.

7. In this respect, Jesus was doing what all the prophets had done, and
was bringing the prophetic tradition to its culmination.
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Fifth, the extermination of the Canaanites was a special
action, carefully delineated by God, and not repeated. It can-
not be repeated today, for God has given us no list of nations
to destroy.

Sixth, the law of God specifies that war is to be only defen-
sive. The king might maintain no standing army, no horses
(Deut. 17:16). Israel would go to war only when attacked
(e.g., Ezk. 38:10ff.). At such a time, terms of peace were to be
offered, but if these were not accepted, all the men were to be
killed, but the women and children incorporated into Israel
(Deut. 20:10-20). Thus, the most that can be gleaned from
the Old Testament is that Christian nation states may only
fight defensive wars, and surely such wars are just wars.

Seventh, we may question whether some modification in
just war strategy is implied by the coming of the New Cove-
nant. The vanquished nation in the Old Testament was in-
corporated into Israel, either by enslavement or by the
elimination of the men and the simple incorporation of the
women and children (Deut. 20:10-20). In the Gospel age,
however, the integrity of each and every language and people
seems emphasized by the multiplication of tongues at
Pentecost (Acts 2) and by the assurances of worldwide conver-
sion (Rev. 21:24; 22:2). Thus, I should like to propose that in
a Christian just war there would be no aggrandizement of the
defending nation at the expense of the aggressor. Reparations
might be exacted in the form of war debt, but not coloniza-
tion, nor the elimination of the entire male citizenry. Certain
guarantees might be exacted, such as free trade (not neo-
imperial, neo-colonial mercantilistic trade) and safe passage
for Christian missionaries, but no more. This is also
predicated on the Christian view that “national” boundaries
should be drawn along ethnic and lingual lines, not along
lines of conquest.

Finally, evangelism was not conducted by conquest in the
Old Testament, for the Canaanites were not evangelized but
exterminated, and no other nations were conquered save
when they attacked first. Evangelism, the spread of the faith
and of the church, is by proclamation, in both Testaments.



NATURAL LAW AND CHRISTIAN
RESISTANCE TO TYRANNY

Archie P. Jones

T is no secret that we live in a time of profound crisis for

American and Western Civilization, and for the Church.
The crisis is gargantuan and multi-faceted: it is military, eco-
nomic, political, legal, educational, moral, social, and
religious. The proportions of the crisis, and the diversity of its
manifestations threaten us with the onset of a new, true Dark
Age, unless the Lord withholds His hand of just judgment,
and Christians begin to act in accordance with Biblical man-
dates for godly dominion.

The crisis is the consequence of the pride of modern man;
it is the result of Humanist! assaults and Christian com-
promises and retreats. Our current predicament, from the
Christian side, is the result of our abandonment of the whole
counsel of God as the standard for the Church’s teaching and
practice, of our abandonment of God’s law as the standard for
social, economic, and civil governmental practice, and of our
abandonment of God’s dominion mandate (Gen. 1:26-28; Gen.
9:1-17; Luke 19:13; Matt. 28:18-20) as His prescription for
our social action. The other side of this retreat by the Church
has been our acquiescence in the substitution of the myth of
neutrality and the fact of intellectual schizophrenia? for the
authority of the whole counsel of God, the substitution of
Humanistic man-centered law for God’s law as the standard

1. Although it does not conform to accepted grammatical practice, I have
sought throughout this essay to emphasize the religious nature of Humanism
by capitalizing both the noun and its derivatives, just as one properly
capitalizes both the proper nouns and their derivatives which designate
other religions (as in Christian, or Buddhist). Humanism is a religion, and we
ought not to let conventional grammatical standards obscure that fact.

2. See R. J. Rushdoony, The Nature of the American System (Fairfax,
Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1965] 1978), pp. 67-77, and Intellectual
Schizophrenia (Fairfax, Va.: Thoburn Press, [1961] 1978).
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for social, economic, and governmental practice, and the sub-
stitution of the notion that the worshippers of Satan, not the
Church of Christ the Lord, will have dominion over the earth
in history.

Our predicament springs, as do all human predicaments,
from bad theology, but a key vehicle for applying bad
theology to produce the manifold crises of our day has been
the perversion of law. We have gone from a society based
mainly on the Bible, the infallible, inspired word of the auton-
omous, perfect, and unchanging God, to a society based on
‘the pseudo-autonomous, changing, and uncertain mind and
word of man. Hence we have gone from a society grounded
mainly on the bedrock of God’s revealed law-word to a society
grounded on the shifting sands of the pseudo-revelations of
man’s Jaw. Thus we have “progressed” from a society and civil
government under God’s law to a society and government over
law,; from a governmental system in which magistrates make
law under God and under a constitution built upon the pre-
supposition of the lordship of Christ® to a government in
which magistrates are over law and the meaning of the Con-
stitution —regardless of God and His word, and are free to
pervert the intended meanings of the law and the Constitution
in accordance with contemporary fashions and preferences.
We thus have “progressed” from a government of laws to a
government manifestly of men: transitory majorities,* im-
perial executives,® officious and self-serving bureaucrats,®

3. Aside from the Christian principles in the Constitution, the domin-
antly Christian practice of our early government, and the dominantly
Biblical content of our early laws, the concluding words of the Constitution
are often neglected by Christians: “. . . DONE . . . in the year of our Lord
one thousand seven hundred and eighty-seven. . . .”

4. Majoritarianism was feared and despised by the Framers, but has
been glorified by “liberal” Humanists as a fulfillment of the principles of the
Constitution! The classic work on the despotic tendencies of non-Christian
democracy is Alexis De Tocqueville’s Democracy in America, which is therefore
seldom studied in American schools and colleges.

5. “Liberals” have made much of the real abuses of power by leftist
presidential heroes. Victor Lasky’s [t Didnt Start With Watergate (New
Rochelle, N. Y.: Arlington House, 1978) is a valuable corrective on this
point, as is Bill Gulley and Mary Ellen Reese’s Breaking Cover (New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1980).

6. Paul Craig Roberts ably explains the self-interested nature of bureau-
crats in “The Political Economy of Bureaucratic Imperialism,” The Inter-
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and an imperial judiciary.’

The policy decisions of our new Lawgivers, the anti-
nomian, Constitution-perverting presidents, congresses,
judges, and bureaucrats, have been nothing short of irrational
and disastrous. Their pseudo-laws are irrational in their con-
ception, in their content, and in their consequences. Their
conception is irrational because it denies God and His law and
providential control of history, and thus denies the only possi-
ble source of meaning to history and human action. Their
conception is irrational because it supposes that man in an ir-
rational world devoid of the God of Scripture can save himself
from all that ails him, via the centralized, planning state, and
because the very notion of central planning involves the
assumption by the state of an omniscience which only God
possesses.8 Their content is irrational because it seeks to plan
where no adequate knowledge can be obtained, because the
notion of planning as salvation is based on a false view of the
nature of man, and because different statist agencies produce
contradictory regulations (indeed, frequently there are con-
tradictory regulations within a particular agency). The conse-
quences of the pseudo-laws of our would-be-Gods ‘are irrational
(if we are to take their public promises seriously) because the
consequences are contrary to the grandiose and utopian
claims of our would-be saviors.?

All this irrationality should not be surprising: it is

collegiate Review, 12:1 (Fall, 1976):3-10; for some interesting statistical con-
firmation, via an analysis of the growth of the IRS, see James T. Bennett
and Manuel H, Johnson, Jr., “Bureaucratic Imperialism: Some Sobering
Statistics,” The Intercollegiate Review, 13:2 (Winter-Spring, 1978): 101-193.

7. See Rep. Robert K. Dornan and Csaba Vedlik, Jr., Judicial Supremacy:
The Supreme Court on Trial (New York: Nordland Publishing Co., 1980),
Raoul Berger, Government by Judiciary (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1977), and Thomas J. Higgins, S. J., Judicial Review Unmasked (West
Hanover, Massachusetts: Christopher Publishing House, 1981).

8. In order to plan an economy, government must know at least the fol-
lowing: (1) all resources, including that terrible modern term, “human
resources,” currently available, (2) all the resources that will be destroyed or
lost, or that will become available, through discovery or invention, (3) the
current desires of all consumers, and (4) the future desires of consumers.
This is manifestly impossible, for all but God.

9. The best treatment of this is M. Stanton Evan’s Clear and Present
Dangers: A Conservative View of America’s Government (New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1975). Evans is a distinguished Christian convervative.
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precisely the result of the fundamental irrationalism of
Humanism, ancient and modern, an irrationalism which
finds its fruit in arbitrary government and political
pragmatism and absolutism, together with the economic,
political, and social chaos which God visits upon those who
apostatize from His law (Deuteronomy 8; 28).

In domestic policy, American lawmakers have abandoned
the basically Christian restraints of the Constitution for a cen-
tralized planning bureaucratic monstrosity, which seeks to
play God with the economy, society, the education of our chil-
dren, and even the functioning of the institutional church and
the family. The results have been predictably disastrous: huge
and growing federal and state bureaucracies; teeming, un-
predictable, and often' incomprehensible bureaucratically-
concocted-and-enforced regulations with the force of law;
skyrocketing governmental costs, budgets, and taxation; de-
capitalizing governmental borrowing on the investment
capital market; government-created monetary debasement or
inflation; government-imposed inefliciency and increased
costs; counter-productive regulations and declining economic
competitiveness; increasing crime and social unrest; the
murder of more than ten million by abortion; and assaults on
Christian liberty in school, church, and family, as well as in
social and economic life. In the name of “realism,” policy-
makers have abandoned the tried and true—not to mention
the Biblical! —for the illusory and utopian. In the name of
“pragmatism,” they have abandoned the workable for the
disastrous.

American foreign policy has been no better. Christian rep-
resentative government and honest, consultative, constitu-
tional foreign policy formulation has been largely abandoned
for secretive executive agreements, subservience to organs of
international Humanism, such as the United Nations and the
International Monetary Fund, and subversive machinations
by leftists in the State Department and other agencies.!® To

10. From a growing number of fashionable academically neglected works
on the reasons for American foreign policy failures, see John T. Flynn, The
Roosevelt Myth (N. Y.: Devin-Adair, [1948] 1965), on F. D. R.’s abuses of ex-
ecutive power and adherence to the Humanistic myth of peace via interna-
tional organization as prelude to disaster in Europe and Asia; on the Far
East, the best work is Anthony Kubek’s How the Far East Was Lost (Chicago:
Henry Regnery Co., 1963), which details the roles of the Executive, the
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what end? To the end that our allies are treated like enemies,
“neutrals” like friends, and enemies like neutrals or friends.!

To the extent that Congress has been consulted in the for-
mulation of American foreign policy, the dominance of “lib-
eral” Humanists in that body has but swelled the tide of
suicidal policy.!? In the name of democracy, anti-colonialism,
progress, freedom, and peace—Humanistic slogans and
good-words all —we have perverted the principles of our foun-
dation and mocked the God of history, pursuing a threefold
course to national self-destruction. First, we have assaulted or
abandoned our own allies, in favor of anti-American, pro-
communist, and even manifestly communist regimes,!3
thereby both jettisoning allies and strategic positions!4 and
fostering anti-American attitudes, distrust, and disrespect
abroad. Second, we have allowed ourselves to be lulled to

Congress, the State Department, and the Treasury Department in suppor-
ting Mao, the world’s greatest mass murderer, against our ally Chiang Kai-
Shek; on Cuba and Latin America the best work is still Paul D. Bethel’s The
Losers (New Rochelle, N.Y.: Arlington House, 1969); Mr. Bethel’s knowl-
edge of the subject surpassed that of all the “academic experts” who have
had so crucial a role in the formulation and justification of American foreign
policy disasters in the area.

11. Unhappily, this has not changed appreciably under the Reagan ad-
ministration, despite the president’s rhetoric.

12. The best work on the role of “liberalism” as the ideological justifier of
the self-destruction of Western Civilization is James Burnham’s Suicide of the
West: The Meaning and Destiny of Liberalism (New Rochelle, N.Y.: Arlington
House, [1964] 1975). Though the work of a conservative Humanist, this
book should be required reading for all Christians, especially for young peo-
ple going off to avowedly secular or church-affiliated colleges (which main-
tain Christian forms for parental consumption only). The Humanism of
“liberalism” is apparent in Burnham’s survey of its historic function:
“Liberalism permits Western civilization to be reconciled to dissclution; and
this function its formulas will enable it to serve right through to the very
end, if matters turn out that way: for even if Western civilization is wholly
vanquished or altogether collapses, we or our children will be able to see
that ending, by the light of the principles of liberalism, not as a final defeat,
but as the transition to a new and higher order in which Mankind as a whole
joins in a universal civilization that has risen above the parochial distinc-
tions, divisions and discriminations of the past” (p. 305).

13. The Western colonial regimes, China, South Vietnam, Taiwan,
Cuba, Rhodesia, Katanga, etc.

14. The Suez Canal, Cuba, and the Panama Canal are three obvious ex-
amples, with our treatment of the former white regime in Rhodesia and
then the non-communist black regime in the renamed Zimbabwe (locus of
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sleep by communist tactics of “peaceful coexistence”® and
“detente,”1® pursuing trade and aid to our sworn and proven
foes, together with disarmament talks, even while our would-
be destroyers have been undertaking the greatest peacetime
arms buildup in the history of the world. Third, we, together
with our western “allies,” have supplied our active and
dedicated enemies with technological wherewithal to account
for the vast bulk of Soviet economic and industrial growth and
modernization since 1917, and particularly since 1933,
thereby also contributing to the buildup and modernization of
the world’s greatest strategic and conventional military force,
by supplying everything from the world’s largest and most
productive truck (and tank) plant to computers for missile
guidance systems. Anthony Sutton, our foremost expert on
the subject, is not inaccurate when he terms such policies
National Suicide.”

many strategic metals which we surrendered to a pro-communist regime
under the Carter Administration) and our continued adversary relationship
to South Africa running a close second for stupidity and ungodliness. The
Carter Administration’s sellout of our ally Somoza, and of Nicaragua, is of a
plece with past policy; for, having given away our Panama Canal, one of the
four main strategic waterways in the world, to a pro-Castro Marxist, it is
only logical that we should give up Nicaragua, historically the alternate
canal route, to a group of Marxist terrorists, the Sandinistas.

15. Evans, pp. 305-307, reminds us that communist bosses from Lenin to
Brezhnev have affirmed and reaffirmed an intention to use “peaceful co-
existence” as a means of gaining ultimate victory over America and the
West. Lenin stated the basic doctrine with stark clarity: “The existence of
the Soviet Republic side by side with the imperialist states for a long time is
unthinkable. In the end one or the other will conquer, and until that time
comes, a series of most terrible collisions between the Soviet republics and
the bourgeois states is inevitable.”

16. Brezhnev said in 1966: “It goes without saying that there can be no
peaceful coexistence where matters concern the internal process of the class
and national liberation struggle in the capitalist countries or in the colonies.
Peaceful coexistence is not applicable to the relations between oppressors
and oppressed, between colonialists and the victims of colonial oppression.”
In 1972, he said of “detente” that it “in no way signifies a possibility of
-weakening the ideological struggle. . . . On the contrary, we should be
prepared for an intensification of this struggle.” As Evans notes, the
“liberals” have fallen into this communist trap consistently.

17. Anthony Sutton’s National Suicide: Military Aid to the Soviet Union (New
Rochelle, N.Y.: Arlington House, 1973) should be required reading for
every Christian, and for every American. The work is but a distillation and
a sequel to Sutton’s earlier authoritative and scholarly studies which docu-
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We must remember that i was latww which was the vehicle for
most of these domestic and foreign policy failures: law reinterpreted
away from the intentions of the men who wrote and ratified our Consti-
tution and its amendments; law perverted from the settled rules of strict
construction and legal precedent; law tortured from a Constitution inter-
preted, as Woodrow Wilson would have it, “according to Darwinian
principles™8 with the Supreme Court acting as a Constitutional Con-
vention n continuous session.'® Law generated by executive fiat
or secret executive agreement or treaty. Law enacted by the
unchecked votes of faceless radicals in the bureaucracy and
the courts, and ratified by the propaganda of brazen media
men and milquetoast academics.

Four Kinds of Legal Thought

The history of Western legal thought may be seen as the
history of a struggle among four basic kinds of legal thought,
within which there are many kindred but contending sub-
species. There are wanings and waxings of each school, but
there is also a discernible historic drift or current, especially in
the modern era: from Biblical Law, to Christian theories of Natural
Law,° to Pagan Normative (or rather Pseudo-Normative) Natural

ment in exhaustive and enraging detail the (at best) incredible stupidity of
western and American officials and businessmen in building up the Soviet
economy and military machine. See his Western Technology and Soviet Economic
Development, 1917-1930 (Stanford: Hoover Institution, 1968), Western Tech-
nology and Soviet Economic Development, 1930-1945 (Hoover Institution, 1971),
and Western Technology and Soviet Economic Development, 1945-1965 (Hoover
Institution, 1973).

18. See Wilson’s 1912 campaign speech, “What is Progress?”, in
Woodrow Wilson, The New Freedom (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall,
1961), p. 42.

19. This is the manifest consequence of the teaching of Wilson as both
political scientist and popular orator. See Paul Eidelberg, 4 Discourse on
Statesmanship: The Design and Transformation of the American Polity (Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 1974), pp. 279-362, esp. pp. 290-296, 348-352.
Eidelberg’s comment on latter nineteenth and twentieth century legal
thought is telling: “. . . here we see the beginning and true significance of
the ‘pragmatic’ revolt against the Constitution during Wilson’s era, a revolt
which, in our day, has reduced the Constitution to wax work. . .” p. 279n.

20. It is not fashionable to capitalize nalural law, but we shall again delib-
erately violate convention in the interest of truth, emphasizing the nature of
Natural Law as an identifiable, though quite diverse, body of thought by
capitalizing it just as it is fashionable to capitalize Positivism or Pragmatism
as bodies of philosophical and political thought.
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Law, to Pagan Naturalistic Natural Law.?*

The vast majority of American lawyers today are taught a
philosophy of law, but not legal philosophy, much less the true
philosophy of law, God’s law revealed in Scripture. They are
taught Pagan Naturalistic Natural Law as the fundamental
fact of law and as a relatively new discovery of modern legal
“science” or “political science,” although, as any reader of
Plato’s Dialogues or the Bible (Gen. 3:5; 10:8-10) should know,
the fundamental philosophy or this “new discovery” is
thousands of years old. But it is precisely because American
lawyers—and American students in general—are kept ig-
norant of the fundamental issues in legal and political thought
(for the two are obviously bound together) that Christians
should be aware of the issues and history of legal thought.
Ideas have consequences: especially when they have the
power of civil government behind them.

Law means “binding.” All four philosophies of law con-
sider their laws to be authoritatively binding on men. But
three of the four kinds of legal thought can ultimately give no
valid reason why laws passed in accordance with their theories
should be, or are, binding on men, and at least the two ex-
plicitly Humanistic kinds of legal thought lead directly to
statism and tyranny. Now, if law is without ontological basis
in the structure of God’s created and providentially sustained
and directed world, if law has no basis in knowledge, since it
cannot be objectively known by man, it can have no moral
basis and no true basis of authority. Hence, such law can have
no binding authority, can be based only on the vicissitudes of
force and deceit, and in its own terms can admit of no true
right to resist the state, however ungodly, and at the same
time can admit no basis in right for obeying the state, either.
Law without foundation thus opens the way to both tyranny
and anarchy. In order to see why this is so, as well as to un-
derstand the natural and historic drift of Western and
American legal thought, and to attain a fuller understanding
of the consequences of legal thought, it will be helpful to
outline the distinctives of these bodies of legal thought.

21. We shall refer to Pagan Normative Natural Law simply as Pseudo-
Normative Natural Law, and to Pagan Naturalistic Natural Law simply as
Naturalistic Natural Law. It should go without saying that these theories are
anti-Biblical and pagan.



102 CHRISTIANITY AND CIVILIZATION

Biblical Law

Biblical Law has its source in the eternal plan and
righteous will of the triune Creator and Sustainer of all things
(Gen. 1:1; Heb. 1:3; Acts 17:24-28), the Author and provi-
dential Determiner of history,?? who is the sovereign Victor
over the forces of evil in history (I Cor. 15:24, 25; Ps. 110:1;
Heb. 1:13), and the supreme and final Judge of the world and
men (Acts 17:30, 31). The basis of authority for Biblical Law
is precisely the existence and attributes of God, who is the
Sovereign Creator, Sustainer, Ruler, and Judge of man and
the universe, and who as the Unchanging (Malachi 3:6)
Lawgiver (Ex. 20; Deut. 6-8) has revealed His will to man in
all of His<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>