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 What Is Covenantal Thinking? 
Assigned reading: Herbert Schlossberg’s Idols for Destruction  

 

[Welcome to Episode 1 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov.] Twenty years ago, I was at a lecture organized by an American Reformed 
missionary in Eastern Europe where he talked about “being a spiritual man.” The lecture was 
the typical “pious gush” of which R.J. Rushdoony speaks in his description of modern 
ChurchSpeak: the missionary boiled spirituality down to feelings and simple moralisms. Some 
of his points, I remember, were outright bizarre and he made spirituality look like some sort of 
modern asceticism – he even had some ideas that bordered occultism. I had a feeling his 
listeners didn’t buy into it; after all, they were all Protestant believers in a traditionally Eastern 
Orthodox country and they had seen all those ides at work in Eastern Orthodox monasticism. 

At the end, one of the listeners asked that Reformed missionary if he could point to Bible 
verses that speak of true spirituality. The missionary gave some verses, but when I checked 
those verses later, none of them actually gave a description of a spiritual man or spirituality. 
His interpretation of them, I must say regretfully, was rather divorced from the specific 
meaning of the text. 

Just on the side, over the years, I have learned to distrust Reformed missionaries who 
came out of American Reformed seminaries. Most of them have the same pietistic and 
moralistic approach to many issues. A Bulgarian Pentecostal pastor went once, following my 
recommendation, to a conference organized by a Presbyterian missionary. His reaction after 
the conference was, “Presbyterians are just like Pentecostals, they just don’t speak in 
tongues.” Anyway, this is another problem, for another time. 

The truth is, there is a Biblical passage that describes true spirituality and a true spiritual 
man. The problem with that passage is that it doesn’t fit the pietistic, moralistic, sensationalist, 
occult narrative of the modern seminaries. 

That Biblical passage is 1 Cor. 2:14-15: “But a natural man does not accept the things of 
the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him; and he cannot understand them, because 
they are spiritually judged. But he who is spiritual judges all things, yet he himself is judged 
by no one. For WHO HAS KNOWN THE MIND OF THE LORD, THAT HE WILL INSTRUCT HIM? But we have the mind 
of Christ.” 

So here we see an amazing statement, largely ignored by our modern teachers and 
preachers who pretend to be teaching us “true spirituality.” The spiritual man judges all things 
and he himself is not judged by anyone. And this is the only verse in the Bible that has a 
description of what a true spiritual man is. He judges! He has the mind of Christ, and therefore 
he judges, because . . . Christ judges. Spirituality, then, is related to judgment, to discerning 
between good and evil in . . . all things! 

But it doesn’t stop there. At the beginning of the next chapter, 1 Cor. 3:1, Paul tells the 
Corinthians, “And I, brethren, could not speak to you as to spiritual men, but as to men of 
flesh, as to infants in Christ.” You are still infants, says Paul, still immature. The meaning is, a 
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spiritual man is a mature, grown-up man. What is it to be a grown-up man? What is it to attain 
that maturity of the faith? 

The author of Hebrews tells us in chapter 5:11-14: “Concerning him we have much to 
say, and it is hard to explain, since you have become dull of hearing. For though by this time 
you ought to be teachers, you have need again for someone to teach you the elementary 
principles of the oracles of God, and you have come to need milk and not solid food. For 
everyone who partakes only of milk is not accustomed to the word of righteousness, for he is 
an infant. But solid food is for the mature, who because of practice have their senses trained to 
judge both good and evil.” 

Here is this word “judge” again. The spiritual man is one who judges all things. Being 
spiritual is the opposite to being immature and childish; and being mature – as is to be 
expected – is to judge both good and evil. In all things. Thus, “spiritual man,” “mature man,” 
both describe a man who can judge both good and evil, in all things. It is righteous judgment 
that defines a spiritual, mature man. He is a man who knows the difference between good and 
evil and has trained his senses to discern good vs. evil in everything that comes his way. 

But a spiritual man is a man under God’s Covenant. No one can have the Holy Spirit 
unless he is a member of God’s Covenant, because it was Jesus’ sacrifice on the cross of the 
New Covenant that secured the Holy Spirit for us. And even before that, man has always been 
a covenantal being and spiritual men in the Old Testament era were men of God’s Covenant. 
A couple of years ago I wrote a few articles for a symposium on the nature of the Millennium 
where I pointed out that from his very creation, man is a covenantal being. He was created 
through a covenant, in a covenant, under a covenant, and was conditioned by a covenant. One 
of the participants in the discussion, a pastor and professor, objected that since the word 
“covenant” didn’t appear in the first 7 or 8 chapters of the Bible, therefore there was no 
covenant in the creation. I had to show him that he was wrong. For the Bible clearly speaks of 
the Creation as a covenant: Jeremiah 33:20, 25 says, “This is what the LORD says: 'If I have 
not made my covenant with day and night and established the laws of heaven and earth,. . . .” 
Hosea 6:7 speaks of Judah and Ephraim, “Like Adam, they have transgressed my covenant.” 

Man is inescapably covenantal; therefore, it is in his very nature. And the spiritual man is 
a man of God’s Covenant of Dominion and Covenant of Grace and Redemption. And the 
spiritual man judges all things based on the standards of that Covenant. Covenantal thinking, 
therefore, is ethical/judicial thinking. 

It is thinking entirely concerned with issues of good vs. evil, justice vs. injustice, 
obedience to God vs. rebellion against God, worship of God vs. worship of idols. The 
covenantal man judges all things based on sovereign ethical standards for good and evil. All 
other considerations – beauty, pragmatism, expediency, human legislation, loyalty to the 
group or to the collective, heritage, historical habits and inertia – are secondary to the 
covenantal man. All these – beauty, pragmatism, expediency, etc. – may be important in 
particular situations only as auxiliary to the main issue, good vs. evil. And in other situations, 
we may need to reject falling for beauty, pragmatism, expediency, human legislation, loyalty 
to the group or to the collective, heritage, etc., because the ethical/judicial principles of the 
Covenant of God, the issues of good and evil, demand it. Satan, as we all know, can appear as 
an angel of light (2 Cor. 11:14), and Isaiah in 53:2 describes Jesus as having “no beauty that 
we should desire.” 
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Covenant thinking, therefore, being ethical/judicial, leaves aside all these other 
considerations, or always subjects them and scrutinizes them – as well as everything else – 
with the following questions: 

First, what god does this serve? Does it serve God as God, or does it serve man and his 
man-made gods? Does this policy or scientific theory or business practice etc. follow from a 
worldview based on the Biblical narrative of a Sovereign God Creator or from a worldview 
based on a belief in autonomous man, or autonomous nature, or dualistic reality manipulated 
by a multitude of spiritual beings, or an impersonal monistic universe? 

Second, what view of man is there behind it? Is it man as a creature, under God and His 
Covenant, as God’s steward over God’s Creation? Is it his institutions limited within their 
lawful spheres by the boundaries of the Law of God? Is man and his institutions both mindful 
of their limitations, and of the man’s fallen condition, and therefore striving to comply with 
the demands of Christ’s redemptive work? Or is it man as a prideful, autonomous being, with 
his institutions claiming divine status and tyrannical power over men? 

Third, what ethical standards are involved? Is it the law of God, which is the character of 
God, applied to every area of life and action? Or is it man’s laws, a mockery of God’s Law, 
man’s autonomous attempt to define good and evil apart from God? 

Fourth, who gets rewarded and who gets punished? What ethical actions are allowed to 
prosper and grow, and what are discouraged and stopped? 

And fifth, what do we expect God to do in history? Who does the future belong to, in 
history? Does it belong to the covenant-breakers, or does it belong to the people of God, as 1 
Cor. 3:21-22 says, all belongs to you, the world, the present, the future? 

These are the questions the spiritual man, the mature person, the covenant thinker asks. 
And, conversely, idols are the things and spirits and ideologies which work to sway our minds 
away from these ethical/judicial questions. To make us obsessed with questions that have 
nothing to do with good and evil, righteousness vs. wickedness, justice vs. injustice. Things 
and spirits that try to boil the world down to questions of beauty and harmony, for example – 
whether it is Hollywood or liturgical trappings in the church. Or to issues of pragmatism and 
expedience: our politics today is full of those. Or to issues of human legislation and 
formalism. (Ever heard someone justify the murder of innocent people by the cops because 
there was some procedural legal formal reason for the cop to shoot at an innocent unarmed 
harmless person? The cop felt insecure, etc.?) Or to issues of loyalty to a group or collective: 
whether an economic group (Marxism), or a genetic group (racism), or a cultural group (us 
Americans against them everyone else). Or to issues of sensationalist occult expectations (like 
the chip of the number of the Beast). Etc., etc., etc. Everything, every spirit, every ideology 
that tries to lead your thinking away from the clear ethical/judicial issues of the Bible: worship 
of God, God’s institutional order, God’s ethical rules, God’s covenantal sanctions, and the 
victory of the Gospel in history, is an idol which a spiritual, mature, covenantal man must 
reject and rebuke. 

It is on this ground we must view everything: theologies, books, world events, policies, 
scientific and technological developments, court rulings, economic and business endeavors. 
To think covenantally in everything we do, not as idolaters; laying a covenantal, 
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ethical/judicial foundation for our life, and all aspects of our lives. And with God’s grace, we 
will do it. 

The book I will recommend to you to read this week is Herbert Schlossberg’s Idols for 
Destruction. An amazing book which, if your pastor hasn’t read it, you’d better force him to 
do it. If he refuses, find another pastor. The book will give you a very detailed breakdown of 
all these idols in our society today which lead us away from a covenantal culture and a 
covenantal service to God. Reading it, you may be surprised how close some of them are still 
to your heart. 

And help me deal with them in Eastern Europe. Visit bulgarianreformation.com and 
donate to my efforts to build the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization in 
Bulgaria. 
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 The Created Nature of Man, the Individual, the War on 
Self-Government  

Assigned reading: Charles Norris Cochrane’s Christianity and Classical Culture.  

 

[Welcome to Episode 2 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov.] With the election campaign going full steam these days, a quote has been 
dug out of Hillary Clinton’s book, It Takes a Village, a book that was very self-consciously 
written to oppose the growing popularity of the homeschool movement. What most of us 
don’t realize is that Hillary Clinton didn’t write this book to influence conservatives or 
Christians; she is too smart for deluding herself in such a pathetic way. The book was 
designed to stop the growth of familistic individualism among the leftist voters, where many 
parents who grew up out of the hippie movement of the 1960s, and therefore naturally 
suspicious of any government, started imitating Christian homeschoolers. It was this trend that 
was – and still is – alarming for liberal politicians, for the children who grow up as individuals 
in a home will always be instinctively anti-statist and anti-establishment, no matter what their 
political convictions are. Hillary’s book was designed to restore the vision of a collectivist 
society among these leftist parents – a collectivist society based not on voluntary, independent 
communes but on the coercive and taxing power of the state.  

The quote said this: “I believe the primary role of the state is to teach, train, and raise 
children. Parents have a secondary role.” 

I haven’t read the book so I can’t say whether the quote is real or not. It certainly sounds 
like something Hillary Clinton would say or write. The love for collectivism, and the hatred 
for individualism and the nuclear family is a foundational tenet of the political left. After all, 
how do you carry out progressivist policies where the state regulates all of life if you have a 
society of rugged individuals who have learned from their early age to depend on themselves 
entirely, and never learned to adjust their brains to the collective brain of the herd? Many 
people know about the concentration camps of the Soviet Union; what is less known is that 
the same government agency – the Gulag – also operated children camps, and millions of 
children were sent there for re-education, training, and brainwashing, to be made into 
brainless cogs of the government machine. And witnesses say that these camps had inmates as 
young as 3 or 4 years old; and capital punishment was carried out for some who were 12 years 
old; that was officially, and unofficially for children much younger. It’s the collective that 
mattered; the individual was just human material.  

However, if you think that collectivism is only characteristic of the leftist side of the 
political spectrum, you are not paying attention. In the US, the right side, the so-called 
“conservatives” (whose ideology doesn’t go beyond “conserving” the liberal policies of 20 
years ago) are no less collectivist in their mentality than their political buddies, the leftist 
“liberals.” Oh, yes, they hate the specific “leftist” types of collectivism – welfare, government 
education (may be; most of them love it), taxes, gun control. But their agenda is not to replace 
it with individualism, practical or ideological; only with another form of collectivism. The 
blind support for the military; or the blind support for police – especially against certain 
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groups, because inner city black males are always guilty by default and deserve to be shot or 
imprisoned, no matter what, and because you always obey a cop, whatever that defunct Bill of 
Rights may say (but it’s OK to claim it in our favor) – the fear and hatred campaign against 
immigrants, all these are examples of right-wing collectivism, of deep hatred for the values of 
that rugged individualism which characterized the founding of the United States. These are 
fake conservatives, real collectivists and socialists who say that a cop can shoot a person with 
a gun just because the cop felt threatened. In the individualist days of America, everyone had 
a gun and carried it openly. When a “conservative” politician declares that if elected, he 
would carpet bomb whole populations, and “conservatives” applaud, we know we have 
collectivists. And yes, folks, those of us who have military experience, we value it very much, 
but keep in mind, the military doesn’t produce individualists, it’s very mindset is collectivist 
and socialist.  

This hatred for individualism and love of collectivism is also obvious in the church. I 
have heard more than my share of sermons where pastors – even of “conservative,” Bible-
believing churches – inveigh against individualism, and declaring it to be one of the reasons 
for the social and moral decline today. (As if the collectivist Soviet Union prospered, and the 
individualist early America declined.) Modern pulpits in many places have become soap 
boxes for socialism and collectivism, of either variety, leftist or rightist. And all of them not 
only support but also encourage and help the celebrity worship cult: a modern American 
collectivist religion where a person of influence becomes a moral authority above any scrutiny 
or criticism, and subjects to his leading other people, through different forms of manipulation.  

Now, granted, there is a form of individualism that is evil and should be preached against. 
But that individualism is theological individualism: the belief that the demands of the Law of 
God, and therefore the redemption of the Gospel of Christ, apply only to individuals, but 
cultures, institutions, governments are free of its demands. This is the Satanic version of 
individualism which frees from the demands of righteousness and justice all institutions of 
man, shrinking the Gospel to a few propositions for personal morality. Culture, government, 
institutions, economy, business practices, media, science and technology, art, literature, all 
these areas where man is involved culturally and collectively must be left morally neutral, and 
not subject to the rule of the Kingdom of God. “God,” this theological individualism declares, 
“never called us to change the culture or bring the culture under the rule of Christ; He only 
commanded us to be personally and individually righteous.” What about injustice in the 
culture, on a government and corporate level? That we should leave alone.  

Now, this theological individualism is evil and should be preached against. But that is not 
what the vast majority preachers and churchmen mean; and this is not what the politicians 
mean. What politician would want to hear, after all, that politics should be subject to the Law 
of God? To the contrary, this very theological individualism is the operational ideology of the 
modern churches and seminaries; and it is the preferred theology of both left and right: the 
theology that whatever faith we have, should be kept to ourselves, and the culture should be 
governed according to what the statist elites in Washington DC says. 

The individualism the statist churchmen speak against is the individualism of self-
government: the freedom of the individual to be a morally responsible agent under God and 
obey or disobey human powers and institutions only based on the Law of God and not on any 
human considerations, agendas, or, programs – whether they are government’s or church’s. 
The individualism which, by making the individual free to obey God, makes him free do 
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disobey men; and by this, makes human powers responsible and diminishes their power from 
magisterial – that is, ruling over men – to ministerial – that is, serving men. It is that same 
principle that was hinted at in the Declaration of Independence, that governments are only 
allowed to serve, never to dominate: “That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted 
among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed. . ..”  

Our modern politics today, whether church or state, is simply a modern version of the 
older paganism. The paganism of old, that paganism that Ancient Israel had to deal with, and 
the paganism the early Christianity had to deal with, was collectivist to the core. It had no 
respect for the individual because it had no definition for the individual, no place for the 
individual, no use for the individual, no purpose for the individual. The pagan worldview – 
and therefore its social theory as well – sees the world either as a monolithic unity where no 
individuality is allowed, or, if there is individuality, it is all melted into a great chain of being 
from the gods above to the lowest creature below. And in that chain of being, the monarch 
(king, pharaoh, emperor) is the mediator between gods and men; any individual who wants to 
reach to the gods must be emptied of his own individuality and subject to a king. Even in 
republics and democracies, like Greece and Rome, a man had to belong to the community if 
he was to be man at all. “Man is a social animal,” Aristotle said, “and he needs the society. A 
man who doesn’t need the society of other men is either a beast or a god.” Real humanity, 
therefore, is in sacrificing one’s individuality in joining and identifying with the collective in 
everything.  

We cannot understand the history of Egypt, Assyria, Babylon, Greece, Rome, the Muslim 
Caliphate, the Aztec and the Inca Empires, the Soviet Union, unless we understand this 
fundamental characteristic of all paganism: it is collectivist and therefore statist to the core. It 
considers the individual to be nothing and treats him like it. And if we see a reaction against 
the original American rugged individualism in our modern politicians and churchmen, it is 
because the ancient paganism has been revived, both in the political arena and in our pulpits. 

Speaking of the most important and novel sociological and legal doctrine Christianity 
brought into the world, the Canadian historian Charles Norris Cochrane, in his book, 
Christianity and Classical Culture (1940), says of that great theologian of the early church, St. 
Augustine, that in the Trinity he discovered a fresh foundation for what we have called the 
values of personality. The personality, the individuality of man, of course, was not discovered 
with Augustine. 400 years before Augustine the New Testament clearly established the 
individual as an independent moral agent, one who is individually responsible to obey God, 
and therefore individually allowed – and even commanded – to disobey men when men’s 
agendas and policies disobeyed God. Even Paul, in his high authority of an apostle to the 
Gentiles, when he praises his readers in Corinth for their imitating him and following firmly 
the traditions he as an apostle had delivered to them (1 Cor. 11:2), immediately continues in 
the next verse, “But I want you to understand that the head of every man is Christ, and the 
man is the head of the woman, and God is the head of Christ.” The highest authority in the 
Christian church at the time declared a simple hierarchy which subjects every man directly to 
Christ and to no earthly authority whatsoever! And it is not just a New Testament thing. The 
Law of God in the Old Testament established a society of self-government of individuals in 
which there was no central power and no government policies whatsoever. In fact, if anything, 
it was against such earthly hierarchy: in 1 Sam 8, God told Samuel, “They want a king 
because they don’t Me to rule over them.” And the prophetic promises of the New Testament 
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said that “no one will have to teach his brother anymore” (Heb. 8:11) and that every man will 
sit under his own grapevine and his own fig tree (Micah 4:4; Zech. 3:9).  

Before Augustine developed the doctrine of the Trinity to derive from it our modern 
individualism, his master and mentor, Ambrose, bishop of Milan, told the Roman Emperor 
Theodosius, “You don’t even have the right to enter a private home without permission. What 
makes you believe you can enter the house of God.” It was in response to a threat by the 
Emperor that he would personally come and seize Ambrose’s church. Such talk to an emperor 
was unknown in the pagan world; but a Christian bishop had to talk this way, because his faith 
told him he had to disobey earthly powers in order to obey God. 

God doesn’t equate power with government. To the contrary, in God’s economy, the 
fundamental and most important level of government is self-government: the individual works 
to fulfill his purpose in God’s plan of dominion and redemption, under God. The greater the 
power, the less government God entrusts to it. The King of the Universe, Jesus Christ, came to 
serve, not to boss people around, and thus gave the ultimate example of godly government. 
Government must be self-government first and foremost; because God is glorified not in 
mighty empires who toss people around and send them to their death or tax them to oblivion, 
but in the “little people,” every one of which work on his calling before God. Man can be part 
of the society but man doesn’t have to be part of it in order to be human; contrary to Aristotle, 
man can be alone and still remain a human – as long as he is in his place in God’s Dominion 
Covenant of subduing the earth to the glory of Christ. And that Dominion Covenant will be 
fulfilled by individual, self-governing men working under God, in covenant with one another 
and in mutual, voluntary submission to one another.  

And this is what the anti-Christian elites of our day are afraid of. In fact, this is what the 
anti-Christian elites of any era have been afraid of and have hated with all their hearts and all 
their minds, and all their policies and regulations and legislation. Self-government plus 
voluntary mutual submission – even among unbelievers – eventually works for the Kingdom 
of God; because there is only one God Who can directly and personally lead and guide every 
single individual through His Holy Spirit, without leaving His place as the King of the 
Universe. The political elites can’t do it; they can’t work through self-government; they have 
to work through destroying the individuality of men in order to be able to rule. God can rule 
perfectly effectively through free, independent, self-governing individuals. And the pagan 
elites of our day know they can’t beat that. And they are scared of it.  

A restoration of our Christian culture will only start with a restoration of the concept of 
self-government – because it is in the created nature of man to be self-governed and subdue 
the earth under God. Self-government, of course, as the ethical self-discipline to obey the Law 
of God as individuals. But not only that. Self-government also as the moral courage to stand 
against the attempts of collectivists and socialists of both sides of the political spectrum and 
thwart their attempts to subdue our society and us to their ungodly agendas. Self-government 
as the ethical wisdom when and how to disobey and oppose the powerful of the day when they 
disobey and oppose Christ. The Covenant of God is comprehensive, it includes every single 
area of life, every individual, and every institution and activity of man; but at the center of that 
Covenant, there is no central human institution which subjects people to its will. In the center, 
there are free individuals, self-governing, under Christ, each under his own grapevine and his 
own fig tree. Self-governing also to the point of knowing exactly when they are supposed to 
obey human institutions and when they are supposed to disobey them in order to obey God.  
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The original American rugged individualism didn’t come out of the blue. It was the 
product of 17 centuries of development of Christian doctrine and worldview, as well as the 
teachings of the Reformation and its view of the priestly status of the individual man under 
God. Our politicians and churchmen today hate it; they hate it because they hate the Christian 
doctrine and the Christian worldview that created that individualism. In order for the modern 
elites to thwart God’s Dominion Mandate to man, they need to replace it with the state’s 
power domination over man. But a self-governing man under God is not subject to power 
domination; and this made Christianity dangerous for the Roman Empire, and for the modern 
pagan tyrants as well. 

And we better keep it dangerous. 

The book I will recommend this week is Charles Norris Cochrane’s Christianity and 
Classical Culture. Prof, Cochrane shows in great detail how the worldview of the West 
changed between Augustus and Augustine. He goes into great detail about philosophy and 
culture, at times it looks like he has taken too many rabbit trails, until the reader realizes that 
what is revealed to his eyes is a comprehensive picture of the mind of the ancient Roman, and 
how it was changed into the mind of an early Christian. It’s worth your time. 

And don’t forget to consider donating to BulgarianReformation.com. There is a mission 
field out there that still doesn’t have all the books we all have available in English. A mission 
field that has proven abundantly fertile even with the small quantity of seeds we have been 
able to plant in the last 20 years. Please help us continue to sow and harvest on the mission 
field of Bulgaria. BulgarianReformation.com. 
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 The Prison-Industrial Complex and Institutional Racism 
Assigned reading: Gary North’s Economic Commentary on the Bible, vols. 3 and 
4 of Authority and Dominion (previous title Tools of Dominion) 

 

[Welcome to Episode 3 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov.] With about 600,000 African American males between the ages of 25 and 60 
in federal and state prisons, the United States is the nation with the highest percentage of its 
black male population enslaved, er, pardon me, imprisoned. But don’t let that sink in yet, we 
have much more and much worse to say about it. And what we will say today about it will go 
against the established “conservative” stereotypes. In fact, it will go against the established 
churchian and evangelical stereotypes – which means, idols – of our day. We will see where 
our society and our civil governments have stood in direct opposition to the Law of God; and 
because they have violated the Law of God, our governments have been involved in a mass 
scale injustice: not injustice as defined by Marxists and socialists, as in “not giving money to 
the poor,” but injustice as defined by the Law of God, as in “enforcing man-made laws with 
the purpose of oppression of one group and favoring another.” We will see that the church, led 
by its blind or corrupt shepherds, have remained studiously ignorant of the issue, refusing to 
look into it from a Biblical perspective, and therefore studiously silent, abandoning her task to 
speak for justice and righteousness in the name of Christ. I know I’m in trouble when 
speaking on this issue, because I know that most Christians have been conditioned to have 
certain beliefs and interpretations on it. But trouble or not, folks, there is a Biblical rule: 
Behind every case of injustice, there is a case of idolatry. And where there is systemic 
injustice in a system, this is only because there is systemic idolatry embedded in that system. 
And if the church is not speaking against injustice, then the church is not speaking against 
idolatry, and therefore the church is not preaching the Gospel.  

Let me repeat this: With about 600,000 African American males between the ages of 25 
and 60 in federal and state prisons, the United States is the nation with the highest percentage 
of its black male population enslaved. To place it in perspective, these 600,000 black males in 
productive age constitute about 6 to 7% of the total adult black male population in this age 
bracket, 25 to 60. Which means, 1 out of 14. This figure, of course, doesn’t include those that 
are in county jails, and it doesn’t include those on parole or already released. Statistically, one 
of every three black American males born today can expect to go to prison in his lifetime, 
according to government sources.  

Yes, yes, I know the conservative stereotypical explanations: it’s a culture of dependence 
and laziness, “Where are the fathers?” etc., etc. 

But I am a Christian, and I think covenantally, not in mindless stereotypes. And thinking 
covenantally means thinking in terms of ethical/judicial realities. And thinking in terms of 
ethical/judicial realities, there is absolutely no way that one out of three black men is a 
criminal. I am not saying that there is no crime in the black neighborhoods of America. I am 
not denying that most of the crime there is black-on-black crime. I am not denying that there 
are cultural issues with the ghetto culture, and that there is much dependence, lack of vision 
and lack of entrepreneurship in the inner cities. I am not denying that the breakdown of the 
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family is at disastrous levels. I am not shifting the blame for all that is happening in the inner 
cities to the white suburbanites of America. But folks, this is one out of three black males is a 
criminal, or will be at some point of his life??? And keep in mind, this is not limited to those 
who live in the inner cities; these statistics includes all black males, including those living in 
middle-class neighborhoods, including those who are among our nation’s elite. When we take 
them all together as a whole, one out of three is a criminal, if we trust our justice system.  

Let me share some experience. Part of my mission work was among the Gypsy minority 
in Bulgaria. Gypsies are the most despised minority in Europe. And for a reason: Gypsies are 
the longest surviving thoroughly and self-consciously pagan culture in Europe. Their level of 
social organization and cultural morality is at the levels of our European ancestors 2,000 years 
ago, when my Slavic ancestors were pillaging the eastern part of the Roman Empire, and in 
the western part Cicero advised his fellow Romans to not buy Celtic slaves because they were 
hopelessly dumb and weren’t good for any work. For all practical purposes, Gypsies are a 
Stone Age tribe among a Computer Age population. If the surrounding culture disappears, the 
Gypsies would return to a Stone Age subsistence simply because their culture lacks what it 
takes to maintain a complex civilization with all its production, supply, entrepreneurship, 
communications, etc. Their morality is at pre-Christian levels as well. This is a culture that 
doesn’t see a problem in crippling newborn infants with the purpose of making them beggars 
when they grow up or sell their daughters to prostitute. This is a culture where theft is 
assumed as a normal way of making a living. Etc., etc.  

It is among such people that I spent part of my ministry, and it is among them that many 
courageous and faithful missionaries are working in Bulgaria and have amazing success by 
the grace of God. 

But even before we had those successes, even with the low morality and no Christian 
influence among the Gypsies, the criminal rate was not that high as our justice system makes 
it to seem among American blacks. I have been in black neighborhoods in the US, and I have 
been in Gypsy neighborhoods in Bulgaria. Black neighborhoods in the US are incomparably 
safer. And yet, among the Gypsies I knew, when we take it to individual level in that immoral, 
disgusting, pagan culture, not more than 10% had committed crimes that deserve punishments 
as harsh as prison time. Yes, most of them did petty thievery and pickpocketing. Yes, most of 
them got drunk or drugged very often. Yes, they treated their wives and children awfully. But 
serious violent crimes or serious thievery were only done by about 10% of their male 
population – and this is considered incredibly high for a separate, defined culture. 

And our justice system makes it look like among the black male population – all of it, not 
just the poor, inner city neighborhoods – the crime rate is three times higher than that of the 
Gypsies! Forgive me if I – with my experience on the mission field with cultures much worse 
than anything America has ever seen in its recent history – remain unconvinced. I don’t have 
to agree with the leftists and the socialists and with their ideology to see that there is a 
problem with justice here. I don’t have to agree with everything the Black Lives Matter 
movement stands for to see that there is a problem here. I don’t have to agree with the Marxist 
calls for the so-called “social justice” to see that real justice is not served here, and that the 
data show a serious problem which can’t be simply pinned on the black community. One 
criminal to two non-criminals in impossible, and it cannot be accepted as indicative of one-
sided problem only. No matter how much wickedness we postulate among the black male 
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population of this country, it can’t explain the numbers. There must be wickedness on the 
other side of the equation as well.  

In order to discern if there is wickedness on the other side of the equation, we must judge 
the other side – our civil government and especially our law-enforcement and justice system – 
by the Biblical standards. That we have failed to do as Christians for many generations now, 
and it is time to start, and now is the best time. (Yesterday would be even better, if we had a 
way to travel back in time.)  

When we go to the Law of God to find out whether our justice, and law-enforcement, and 
prison system are really doing their job, we find something unexpected for the vast majority 
of Christians today: The Law of God doesn’t provide for professional law-enforcement 
structures, it doesn’t provide for a prison system, and it doesn’t provide for government laws 
and policies which control non-criminal individuals or regulate non-criminal actions. Correct, 
you heard it: The Law of God doesn’t allow for prisons, police, or government policies and 
regulations. None of it, completely. We are used to believe that our modern system of 
government can be found in the Bible, that it is in principle good and Biblical, except for a 
few bad apples who make it look bad; or for a liberal conspiracy which abuses this otherwise 
good and Christian system. But this picture is incorrect. Our modern system, first of all, is not 
the Biblical system, and very little of what our government is and does today can be found in 
the Bible or even justified by the Bible. And second, not only that, our current system is a 
radical departure from the original intent of the Founding Fathers, and from the original state 
of the American Republic in the first two generations after the War for Independence. The 
story of our departure from the original intent I will leave for another time and another 
podcast. Today we will stick to the Bible and its principles, and.  

When I tell modern American Christians and churchmen – especially churchmen – that in 
the Bible and in the Law of God specifically there is no executive branch of government, there 
are no government policies and regulations, there is no professional police, and there are no 
prisons, I often get the response, “But the Bible doesn’t specifically forbid them, right?” This, 
of course, is a humanistic and pharisaic response, and it has nothing to do with covenantal 
obedience to the Word of God. What such response is saying is this: “We have our own man-
made ideas of how a society should be organized and how the civil government should 
operate, we have our own ideas of what justice is and how it should be administered, and even 
though our ideas are not supported by the Biblical evidence, they are OK as long as there is no 
literal, direct command in the Bible against them.” But this is not how covenantal thinking 
operates. Covenantal thinking works ethically/judicially; it is concerned first and foremost 
with the Biblical concepts of righteousness and justice, and then, within that context, with the 
proper role and place of man’s institutions. As Christians, we can’t first make institutions, 
assign them roles in the society according to our autonomous ideology, and then try to adjust 
the practice of those institutions to isolated Biblical verses. Our practice – individual and 
social – must be based on a comprehensive understanding of the Biblical view of justice. It is 
on that concept that we built; not the other way around.  

Our ideas of government today are based on the ideology of the Enlightenment, and 
specifically the ideology of the French lawyer Montesquieu: that such government is 
constituted well which separated in three branches: legislative, executive and judicial. One 
branch of the government makes the laws; another branch makes policies and executes them, 
and a third branch watches over the other two and judges them if they have violated the laws 
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they have themselves made and vowed to enforce. So, deeply ingrained in us is this concept of 
the Enlightenment that we as Christians have adopted it as if it’s God’s view of human 
government, and we have designed theologies to read in into the Bible. And when we 
eventually can’t read it into the Bible, we say, “Well, at the least the Bible doesn’t say 
anything against it.” But it does.  

Biblically, there is only one function of the civil government: justice. There is no 
legislative function of the civil government; only God is the legislator. No one else is allowed 
to make laws, and no laws that are not the Law of God are acknowledged as laws in the Bible. 
The Bible has only two categories for law systems: The Law of God (Torah) and lawlessness 
(anomia, in Greek). (Read my article on this, “Torah vs. Anomia: rule of Law vs. Rule by 
Permit.”) There is a system of righteousness and justice in the Bible that covers – in a 
comprehensive and yet succinct form – all possible situations of how man treats God and how 
man treats other men. It is a case law; that is, it encodes ethical/judicial principles under the 
form of specific cases and expects human judges to apply these ethical/judicial principles to 
specific cases at hand today. Nothing can be encoded as law that is not already encoded in the 
Bible; human governments are not allowed to declare legal something God has declared 
criminal (like killing an unborn baby), and human governments are not allowed to declare 
criminal what God has not declared criminal (like selling or using narcotics, crossing national 
borders without government permission, doing business without a license, etc.) When 
governments create such legal rules, they are not laws, they are encoded lawlessness, a 
violation of the Law of God, and therefore idolatry and abomination before God.  

There is no executive function of the government either. The executive function of 
government is left to the individual and the family – because property in the Bible is entrusted 
to the individual and the family. The executive function of the government is by its very 
definition and nature a claim to ownership over resources, because any executive action 
requires the use of resources for certain purposes. Which means – pay attention now – that 
executive action by the government which involves regulating people and their behavior for 
certain purposes of the government is a claim to ownership over people! That’s what the 
prophet Samuel, in 1 Sam. 8, told the people of Israel who wanted an executive government 
(king over them): He will take your sons and daughters, he will take your fields, and produce, 
and servants, and flocks, and the end, you will become his slaves. Such ownership of 
individuals by the government is not allowed in the Biblical law; the government is not 
allowed to have an executive function, only the individuals and the families are. Owning 
property, managing resources, making economic decisions, this is all left to individuals and 
families, and even there owning slaves and making executive decisions concerning them is 
limited and subject to different rules than owning property.  

The government we see in the Bible is only judicial: courts and judges. These courts and 
judges are passive, they only sit and wait for individuals to come to them for solving issues. 
They may sit in the city gates, they may sit in the Tabernacle (like Eli and Samuel), they may 
sit under a tree (like Debora), but they sit. The don’t go around to execute or enforce policies; 
there are no government policies to start with. They don’t go around to “protect” people or 
offer “security” or “safety.” Safety and security are executive functions and are therefore left 
to the people themselves, not to the government. The government’s role is simply justice: 
when one man commits a crime against another man, and his victim demands a restitution. Or 
when two men have a dispute over legal or economic matters. The government itself is not a 
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side to a court trial; there is not such trial as “the state of Israel vs. someone” in the Bible. 
Only justice, and only between individuals or between families (or between private legal 
entities like companies). Our modern professional police today that goes actively around 
“maintaining order” and looking for trouble to fix is not Biblical; such institution is essentially 
pagan and anti-Christian in its very purpose and nature, even if it’s manned by the best 
Christian men in the country.  

Also, the punishments in the Bible are all based on the principles of the Victim’s Rights 
and Restitution. There is no imprisonment in the Law of God, and there are no fines to the 
state, and there are no regulations by the state. If it’s a dispute, the court divides between the 
two parties. If it’s a damage, the court decrees restitution. If it’s theft, the court decrees 
double, 200% restitution (with the option of only 120% in case of pre-trial confession and 
repentance). Unlike the other nations, Israel had no prisons or dungeons; in Jeremiah 38 the 
city rulers had to drop Jeremiah in an empty water cistern to stop him from prophesying. 
Locking up people for a certain period of time as a means of punishment was a pagan, 
barbaric practice, and God never decreed it. Thus, our modern prison system and the laws that 
support it are pagan and barbaric, and there is nothing Biblical or just about them. The 
existence of both professional police and of prisons is a sign of institutional idolatry in 
America today, of institutional injustice, and therefore of institutional rebellion against the 
God of the Bible. No matter how many good and righteous people serve in these institutions, 
no matter how lofty the intentions of people in these institutions are, professional police and 
prisons as systems are pagan and wicked.  

(As a side note, the United States at the beginning were much closer to the Biblical 
model. The courts were the only civil institution, with the Sheriffs being only agents of the 
courts. Most court cases were between individuals, and restitution was the most common 
resolution. The emergence of police and prisons came with the emergence of socialist/statist 
ideologies in the US.)  

It should be clear that if an institution is by its very nature pagan and wicked, no matter 
how righteous and well-meaning the people in it are, it will eventually start producing 
injustice. Those conservatives and Christians who believe that the cases of injustice in the 
police and the justice system are only isolated cases, “a few bad apples,” don’t understand the 
nature of God’s reality. Any deviation from God’s Law will by nature produce injustice; when 
we set up institutions that have the monopoly of power and executive privilege that the Law 
of God doesn’t allow, these institutions will inevitably produce injustice. God is not mocked; 
once we break His Law, His judgment will start breaking our society. And systemic injustice 
will be one of the first signs for it.  

In the name of “security” (which is not a function of the civil government according to 
the Bible), our legislation adds more and more actions to the list of crimes that demand 
imprisonment. Imprisoning more and more people is a good excuse for the government 
appropriating more funds by taxation. Private companies are then hired to build prisons and 
maintain them, at the expense of the taxpayers. Then professional police is assessed based on 
the number of arrests they make, or on the number of revenue-collecting tickets they write. At 
every level of our wicked, anti-Biblical system of justice and law-enforcement there are 
financial incentives – paid by the taxpayers – for the government institutions and their buddies 
in the private crony companies to make more laws, declare more and more acts “criminal,” 
and fine or imprison people for them, so that there is more and more excuse for more and 
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more money flowing to the system. We all understand incentives when it comes to 
government welfare: of course, when the government hands out free money to the needy, the 
incentive for many people will be to stay “needy.” Do we apply the same principle to 
government institutions and private cronies hired by the government? If the system pays for 
every arrest, or ticket, or imprisoned convict, wouldn’t police, prisons, and even courts catch 
up with the incentives and start producing more and more arrests, tickets, and imprisoned 
convicts? And since there is no higher power that can judge that system – the system is its 
own prosecutor and judge – there are no negative sanctions for cops, prisons, and judges. That 
is, no expenses, and free money for injustice. What can go wrong?  

The only thing that can go wrong is public opinion: if too many people are affected by the 
injustice of the system, there will be a mass movement against it. So, the solution is in the 
good old principle of “divide and conquer” used by every tyrannical system in history: don’t 
apply injustice to the whole society but only to one group. That group needs to be large 
enough to provide the necessary human material, and yet not that large as to have serious 
influence on public policy. Ideally, the group must have some stigma attached to it, like some 
common perception about its cultural inferiority compared to the other groups, so that the 
broader society doesn’t have compassion to it and won’t be willing to associate with it. If such 
a group exists, it can be safely made an object of injustice without endangering the 
government’s approval among the broader population. Remember Niemoeller’s words: 

When the Nazis came for the communists, 
 I remained silent; 
 I was not a communist. 
  
 When they locked up the social democrats, 
 I remained silent; 
 I was not a social democrat. 
  
 When they came for the trade unionists, 
 I did not speak out; 
 I was not a trade unionist. 
  
 When they came for the Jews, 
 I remained silent; 
 I wasn't a Jew. 
  
 When they came for me, 
 there was no one left to speak out. 

And since the broader population won’t normally object when injustice is done to a small 
group with an attached social stigma, and since money is to be made out of that injustice, we 
should expect to see such injustice in our society. And what group fits the description better 
than inner-city black males? The group is large enough to provide the material, and yet small 
enough to not be politically dominant. There is a social stigma attached to it (they are all 
thugs, right?), and there are established stereotypical responses to their complaints. (Where 
are the fathers? It’s a culture of dependency and laziness. What about black-on-black crime? 
Etc., etc.) A group that is an easy target, and lucrative target as well, for it provides the 
justification for more money taken from taxpayers and funneled to a corrupt law-enforcement 
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and justice system and their cronies. And when some black men respond with violence in 
desperation again it, this is taken as an additional “proof” that, “see? It must be their fault.”  

Do we see any real signs for such injustice? Sure enough. Multiple sources from within 
the police departments across this country have testified that planting drugs on black 
“suspects” is a regular practice. There are also multiple testimonies that police are specifically 
trained and encouraged to escalate innocent encounters to fabricate reasons for arrests – they 
even have the ludicrous accusation of “resisting arrest” when that arrest itself has no reason 
for it at all. Police laboratories have been caught multiple times fabricating evidence against 
suspects with the purpose of conviction. Prosecutors have ignored and even hidden evidence; 
and have manipulated juries and grand juries. And judges have been investigated – and some 
even convicted – of selling convicts to the prison system. We may prefer to close our eyes to 
these examples of injustice and corruption (until we become victims of them) but they are 
there, and they clearly show that a system established contrary to God’s Law produces 
nothing else but injustice.  

Yes, most Americans today are personally and individually not racist, nor know anyone 
who is personally and individually racist. But the system can still be racist – not because of 
some inherent ideology but because of its inherent corruption and rebellion against the Law of 
God. As I said earlier, every case of injustice is a case of idolatry; and every systemic injustice 
is systemic idolatry. And when we as Christians fail to acknowledge and stand against 
injustice, we are guilty of being silent in the face of idolatry. And we are not preaching the 
Gospel.  

It’s about time for the church to arise and address this injustice and idolatry. We have lost 
cultural influence because of our silence. We blame the moral condition of our country on the 
liberals and the left, but the reality is, it is our own fault that as Christians, we have remained 
silent, and we have allowed our pulpits to be manned by false teachers who have remained 
silent in the face of idolatry and injustice. There is institutional racism in the system: driven 
not by ideological but by financial considerations. It robs everyone: it robs black men of their 
liberty, it robs everyone else of their taxes, in favor of a small group of government tyrants 
and their cronies. And unless we as a church stand against this idolatry, we won’t see a 
restoration of Christian America.  

The book I recommend to you today is Gary North’s Economic Commentary on the Bible. 
All 31 volumes . . . nah, just kidding. The volumes relevant to our topic this week are vols. 3 
and 4 of Authority and Dominion, previous title Tools of Dominion, covering the case laws of 
Exodus 21-40. As you read it, pay attention to two principles in the Law of God: first, 
restitution, and second, victim’s rights. Then compare them to our system today. And then 
you will know what needs to change for justice and liberty for all to triumph.  

And don’t forget to go to bulgarianreformation.com and prayerfully consider supporting 
my work in Bulgaria. If you think there’s injustice in the US, wait till you see Eastern Europe 
with its history of Communism. Idolatry is still alive and well in many places, and therefore 
injustice is alive and well. We have work to do, and your help will be of extreme value.  
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 Putin’s Russia and the Dutch Disease Curse 
Assigned reading: Peter Thomas Bauer, Dissent on Development  

 

Welcome to Episode 4 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about Putin, Russia, and the 
Dutch Disease Curse. Don’t get lost yet. We will go through a short history of Russia in the 
last 40 years, then we will see what the Dutch Disease is, and then we will look at the 
covenantal meaning and lessons for us today as Christians. 

The Russian President Vladimir Putin seems to have built for himself a very high 
reputation among American conservatives and even many Christians. A Russian friend of 
mine, when I told him about this high reputation Putin has in the US, retorted wryly, “May be 
that’s where he is planning to flee to, when the time comes.” Putin’s photogenic masculinity is 
frequently compared in conservative media to Obama’s girliness. He is shown in a military 
uniform, even though the man never served in the military, his career was from the beginning 
with the KGB, which made him exempt from military service; one can say that joining the 
KGB was sort of a draft dodging for privileged children of families loyal to the Soviet regime. 
(Putin’s father was a member of the murderous “exterminators’ battalions” in WWII, charged 
with exterminating any opposition to the Soviet authority in the illegally annexed Baltic 
republics.) He is shown hunting with a rifle, or flying a fighter jet, or in the gym, etc., etc. 
Putin is also credited by many American conservatives and many church-goers with being a 
“protector of Christianity” around the world, on account of some of his statements and of his 
military venture in Syria. In general, as a European newspaper declared recently, the world is 
a stage, and Putin is an actor on it; we may add, he is playing the role of that powerful 
conservative Christian leader that conservatives and Christians in America and in Europe have 
been looking for decades, with no success.  

This desperate quest for a leader, of course, speaks volumes about the lapse into political 
idolatry by the Western Christians. That we are looking for political leaders and calling them 
“benefactors,” then we have become like the Gentiles in Jesus’ words in Luke 22:25: “The 
kings of the Gentiles lord it over them; and those who exercise authority over them call 
themselves Benefactors.” Reformed Christians – and especially Reformed Christians in 
America – who for the last three centuries have steadily undermined the aristocratic view of 
society and government, have now returned to a pagan, idolatrous view of culture: powerful 
political leaders who use their political power as benefactors for the right side of the 
population: protecting the family, protecting the church, fighting the bad guys around the 
world, enforcing laws against liberals and hippies, etc. We seldom stop to think that such a 
view presupposes losing the political and economic freedoms our Christian forefathers fought 
for. They considered those freedoms a far more important application of the Gospel than 
having a powerful leader and benefactor who imposes the right laws with an iron fist. Yes, 
sometimes protecting the Christian liberty will mean protecting the liberty of pagans and 
sinners whose sins are not crimes according to the Biblical Law. Yes, sometimes protecting 
Christian liberty will mean that we are not going to have a homogenous society made up only 
of people who think and believe like we do. Yes, sometimes protecting Christian liberty will 
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mean accepting refugees of a different culture, and we as Christians will have to make the 
effort to evangelize them and convert them and teach them the cultural demands of 
Christendom. Yes, Christian liberty means more responsibility, more inconveniences, and 
even more dangers; but that’s what liberty is all about. And when we abandon the concept, 
when we turn to political saviors and benefactors, when we are looking for that powerful 
leader and benefactor who will save us from that responsibility, inconveniences, and dangers, 
we have surrendered ourselves and the future of our children to political idolatry. But political 
idolatry we will leave to future episodes. Now we want to look at Putin’s Russia, and see what 
covenantal lessons we can learn from it. Because, from the perspective of Christian 
Reconstruction, there is no neutrality, and there is not a single inch in the universe where God 
doesn’t act according to His Covenant which He has established in the Creation and has 
restored and confirmed in the Gospel.  

Looking a little bit deeper below the idolatrous surface, at a level that is more essential 
and important, there have been a few positive developments in Russia under Putin. First, in 
2001, Russia introduced a flat tax of 13%. It made the tax system simpler and more flexible, 
and it made it easier for foreign private investors to invest in the country. (Prior to 2001 most 
of the foreign investments were in the form of loans from governments and the International 
Monetary Fund.) Within the period between 2001 and 2015, the Russian government 
gradually removed the government monopoly on education, allowing more freedom for 
private educational institutions as well and homeschooling. In consecutive steps after 2008, 
also, military draft was severely cut, with plans to abolish it completely. You may wonder 
why this is an important development, but it is. Military conscription has been one of the 
sacred cows – if not the most sacred cow – of the traditional Russian and Soviet imperialism 
and militarism, and one of the main components of statist propaganda. These and other 
developments make some outside observers to believe that the ideology of the Russian 
government is changing towards more conservative and libertarian views.  

But the truth is, most of these are simple pragmatism, forced on the Russian government 
by the circumstances, not by some change of ideology. The flat tax helped the administration 
streamline tax collection but it was not followed by removal of the tens of thousands of 
government regulations that choke entrepreneurship in Russia. So, it didn’t really help the 
business. Besides, as we will see, the Russian government doesn’t rely much on tax revenues 
from private business. Most of its revenues come from oil and gas (controlled entirely by the 
government) and from import duties. By the standards of modern economics, Russia is not 
really an economy; it is a gigantic mining colony town where the mining business is the only 
real business. And everything else is like a convenience store in the town: formally a private 
business, de facto controlled by the mining company.  

The freedom in education and homeschooling was forced by the fact that the old schools, 
built in the Soviet era, deteriorated faster than the government could build new ones. It is a 
bureaucratic decision to build a new school, you know, and a bureaucratic decision takes time; 
private companies need to have time to bid on those under-the-table benefits, if you get what I 
mean. So bad is the situation with schools in Russia that as of now, parents have to bribe local 
education officials to secure a place for their children in the local school. Since this started to 
become a serious problem, the central government was forced to free the educational market 
from the government monopoly: one of those examples where the government couldn’t meet 
its own promises. The situation is still not resolved, of course. There is no history nor tradition 
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of homeschooling in Russia, and unlike the US, or the UK, or some Eastern European 
countries, there are no significant groups whose ideology drives them to homeschooling (like 
Protestant Christians, libertarians, or hippies).  

The sharp cut of military conscription – and plans for future abolition of the draft – were 
forced by the lack of funds, and by the realities of modern warfare where small professional 
armies achieve better results than large conscripted masses. This, and some problems with the 
personal and sexual ethic always present in a conscript military, forced the government to 
consider abandoning the draft completely.  

There are some rather popular myths about government legislation in protection of the 
family or against sexual perversions like sodomy, but these are quite limited. They are done 
for the PR effect, and not really enforced. Abortions are legalized in Russia and have always 
been since Stalin’s times; Russia has among the highest abortion rates in the world. Sodomy 
remains rampant. Russia has the same divorce-to-marriage ratio as Europe and the US. In 
reality, there is nothing in Russia that conservatives could look up to as an example. There is 
nothing in Putin’s policies that could make him even remotely close to a Christian or a 
conservative, leaving the propaganda stunts aside.  

So, let’s now turn our attention to the Russian economy and the covenantal lessons we 
can learn from it. Let me give you a short historical introduction. Before the fall of 
Communism in 1991, no one really knew how large the Russian economy was. There was a 
heavy smoke screen of government propaganda, and everyone on the other side of the Iron 
Curtain knew that the official numbers were lying. On the Western side of the Curtain, 
though, many economists believed the propaganda. The Canadian-American socialist 
economist John Kenneth Galbraith, for example, came to the conclusion, sometime in the 
1980s, that the economy of the Soviet Union was about 2/3 of the US economy. I remember 
how much I laughed when I first heard that. I am sure the Soviet leaders must have been in a 
quandary themselves, “Does Galbraith know something about our economy we don’t know?” 
When the Soviet Union disintegrated and a more unbiased assessment was made, it was 2/3 
alright, but of the economy of Belgium, not of the US. You know, that little 10-million-
population country between France and Germany which today is the capital of the EU? It had 
a larger economy than the Soviet Union. Anyway.  

Boris Yeltsin, after the fall of Communism and the disbanding of the Soviet Union, 
started a process of liberalization of the Russian economy, and the economy grew. For a 
while, he had real pro-free market advisers and government executives. Between 1992 and 
2000, the legislation of the Russian Federation moved really forward towards more market 
freedom. Not everything was fine in the culture and in the economy, of course, for legislation 
doesn’t solve problems, people do. And most people were born and lived in a society without 
private property, without responsibility, without entrepreneurship, etc. But little by little, step 
by step, as people learned, the economy grew.  

When Putin took over from Yeltsin, this process was reversed. Putin had a reason for it. 
After the year 2000, the prices of oil and gas started going up, and there was no limit in sight 
about how high they may go. Russia has the largest oil and gas reserves in the world (most 
still undeveloped, unlike those in the Middle East), and in 2000 her natural gas production 
was still in the hands of a government monopolist, Gazprom. Oil production was 
decentralized and privatized, but within a couple of years Putin’s government forged a 
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number of fake accusations against private oil industrialists, and by 2005, most of the oil 
industry was back in government hands. By 2008, about 60% of the government’s revenues 
came from oil and gas. Another 20% came from import duties. So, this leaves only about 20% 
revenues from the rest of the economy. Imagine this, if you could: the government of a huge 
country, 140 million population, makes 80% of its revenues from oil and gas mining and 
import duties, and the rest comes from the totality of the domestic economy. As I said earlier, 
Russia today is nothing more than a gigantic mining colony where everything rotates around 
the mining operations, and the rest is like a convenience store in the middle of a mining town: 
formally free, but in reality, controlled and dependent on the mining cartel.  

Putin’s government – I should say, a gang of close friends in power – saw this as an 
opportunity for remaining in power forever. The oil and gas business are easily centralized in 
government’s hands. With money coming in, the government budget will have enough 
surpluses to both fund an ever-increasing military to terrorize the neighbors and bribe the 
population to vote the same guys in power forever. Putin started his own party, Edinnaya 
Rossia (United Russia), which soon became the party of government apparatchiks. 
Predictably, the party has won all the elections from the very beginning of its existence. And 
all the money for this political conspiracy came from oil and gas. So, important is the sale of 
oil and gas that the Russian natural gas monopolist, Gazprom, is the unofficial foreign 
ambassador for the Russian government. Such is the political power of Gazprom that in 2005 
it hired as a second-level director Gerhard Schroeder, who up to that year was, for eight years, 
the Chancellor of Germany, and before that, for another eight years, the Prime Minister of 
Lower Saxony. The socialist Schroeder had spent his entire 8 years as a Chancellor working 
hard for the Russian interests in Europe. You know, any corporation can go shopping for 
prime ministers in places like the Balkans, Africa, or Latin America. Gazprom bought itself a 
German Chancellor. Putin looked unstoppable. In 2007 and 2008, commentators in Europe 
were already talking about the possible resurrection of the old, pre-Soviet Russian Empire.  

And then came the fall of 2008. Fall it was, for the price of oil collapsed to a little over 
$40 per barrel. This was deadly news for Putin: The Russian government budget, entirely 
geared toward bribing the Russian population and expanding the military, was predicated on a 
price of $70/barrel. (For comparison, the price in June 2008 was $145/barrel, so the fall was 
$100, or 70%, within 4 months.) After basking in oil and gas money for 8 years, the Russian 
government was now running a serious deficit. The recession lasted only for several months 
and the prices were back to $100, but the Russian government saw the writing on the wall. In 
2009, Putin declared that his new course is to develop the Russian industry and agriculture. A 
needed step, given that the next fall of oil and gas prices could be fatal.  

The problem is, he couldn’t develop anything. Russia’s economy – outside the oil and gas 
industry – couldn’t move an inch above its levels of 2008. To this day, there is nothing that 
Russia produces in its industrial plants, offices, or fields, that the rest of the world wants and 
is willing to pay money for. In fact, even Gazprom, the Russian natural gas giant, buys its 
equipment from American companies. Russian industrial companies produce for their 
domestic market, and even there, even with the high import duties, they are barely competitive 
against imported goods – whether in price or in quality. And as of now, there is no hope on 
the horizon that the Russian economy would be able to rise above that level.  

And then, 7 years after the slump in 2008, the oil and gas market collapsed again. And 
it’s different now. The collapse in 2008 was due to oversupply and excess stocks – so it had a 
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short-term solution. This time it is different: new technologies, fracking and liquefied gas. 
And also, Texas and North Dakota with their large fields and their private ownership of gas 
wells and oil rigs. This time even the OPEC surrendered, let alone the underdeveloped Russia. 
The low prices are here to stay for a long term. And the Russian government budget is still 
calculated on $70/barrel. 

Stay with me, we are getting close to our covenantal lessons from this history. 

What Russia experienced was a heavy case of the economic phenomenon known as the 
Dutch disease. This is its most popular name, but another name would be the Resource Curse. 
The Dutch disease appears when a vast reserve of some natural resource is discovered in a 
country or a region; and specifically, when that resource, (1) can be easily mined or extracted, 
and (2) enjoys a high demand and therefore high price on the world markets. That is, it has 
high marginal return on the investment. What does our instinct tell us about the economic 
development of such a country? Normally, we all think, “Lots of easily mined natural 
resources, increased export, mucho dinero, economic growth,” right? Wrong. The opposite is 
true. The influx of lots of easy money in an economy in fact slows down the economic 
development and can easily produce even economic recession. Yes, folks, easy money 
produces economic recession. Keep that in mind.  

The phenomenon has been present throughout human history but was first observed and 
described in the 1960s in relation to the discovery of the Groningen Natural Gas field in 
northern Netherlands in 1959 – the tenth largest natural gas field in the world. (Hence the 
name Dutch disease.) It was a blessing that the field was not discovered 20 years earlier. If the 
Nazis could take advantage of it, they would have had the fuel reserves to continue the war for 
much longer. And also, the Netherlands would have been devastated, for Groningen is within 
easy striking distance for both the Royal Navy and the Royal Airforce; the Allies wouldn’t 
have left such strategic supply remain intact in the hands of the Nazis. By 1963 the field was 
operational. The Netherlands were producing between 3 and 4 trillion cubic feet of gas for a 
continent which was still recovering from the devastation of the World War. Within the next 
10 years Royal Dutch Shell and Exxon Mobile tapped the whole field and maximized 
production . . . just in time for the fuel crisis in 1974 and the steep rise of energy prices by 
300%. The Netherlands were awash in natural gas money.  

And contrary to the expectations, this didn’t produce an economic boom. To the opposite, 
the rest of the Dutch economy struggled, and in fact, during that period it even experienced a 
recession. Germany, Belgium, and France were pulling ahead in terms of economic 
productivity and investment; the Netherlands were lagging behind, despite all the money 
poured in the small republic. What has happened? 

What happened was that with the influx of natural gas money, the price levels in the 
Netherlands went up. When you have an oversupply of one resource, its market price falls. 
When that resource is money, the prices of everything else rise. Wages went up, resource 
prices went up, rents went up. Or, put it in economist’s slang, the Dutch currency was “too 
strong” compared to the other currencies. (It’s the outward expression of high prices in a 
nation. When the currency is “strong,” its domestic prices are higher than everyone else’s 
prices.) This made the Dutch industry and agriculture unable to compete against the rest of the 
European countries; so, the levels of investment in the Netherlands were low. (Who wants to 
invest in a place where all the resources are expensive?) When in the mid-1980s energy prices 
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collapsed, the Dutch economy had to go through a severe bout of readjustment. And, as we 
will see, Russia’s situation is even worse.  

Natural gas and oil are not the only factors that can produce Dutch disease. Precious 
metals like gold and silver are another factor. Spain’s and Portugal’s lagged severely behind 
England and the Netherlands when the galleons with plundered gold and silver started arriving 
from the New World. Mexico’s rich deposits of silver in the 18th and the 19th centuries can 
be partially blamed for the failure of that country to develop a strong manufacturing sector, 
despite the fact that it had a better starting point than the US. Signs of Dutch disease could be 
detected in California in the second half of the 19th century because of the gold rush, and later 
because of the discoveries of oil. China had a similar experience with its monopoly and 
control over the production first of silk and then of tea. (The emergence of alternative 
production in Europe and India caused severe damages to the Chinese economy.) Keep this in 
mind also: foreign aid is a major factor for the Dutch disease, for it involves an influx of 
money that is much easier than money from oil and gas. In every country in the world where 
there has existed a source of easy money, the economy has suffered. And, on the other end of 
the spectrum, nations with little to no natural resources at all have been leading in productivity 
and economic development – see Switzerland, Hong Kong, or Singapore.  

But there’s more to it. The devastation from the Dutch disease is even worse when the 
economy is controlled by the government. When the influx of excess easy money comes into 
private hands, the market responds to it by raising prices but at least private individuals are 
generally focused on either saving the money or investing it in economically profitable 
enterprises. This mitigates at least somewhat against the damage of the Dutch disease. When 
the money comes into the hands of government bureaucrats, their “investment” is in 
politically profitable enterprises: bribing voters, rewarding cronies and lobbyists, and huge 
construction and military projects that produce no economic value but siphon money into the 
right bank accounts. Government intervention always distorts economic data and misinforms 
economic decisions. When the government controls a vast stream of easy money, the 
distortion is devastating to the economy. Venezuela is the ultimate modern example of such 
an economy; not only is the country unable to produce anything for export anymore (even 
their oil rigs are shut down, for the most part), it can’t even produce food for domestic 
consumption! The country with the best climate in South America and with the largest oil and 
gas reserves in the world!  

And similar thing happened to Russia. It would have been bad enough if the over-reliance 
on oil and gas had happened in the context of a free market and unhampered economy. But 
Russia basically made itself into a mild version of Venezuela. The huge stream of foreign 
currency that entered the country in the last 15 years produced no growth in any sector of the 
national economy. In fact, it didn’t even produce growth in the oil and gas sector; 
technologically, these two sectors relied on the size of their fields, not on better technologies, 
which makes them uncompetitive against producers in Texas and North Dakota today. With 
the world’s oil prices well below $40/barrel, and with no developed economy, Russia is 
struggling. And the Russian government is in a quandary, seeing its monetary reserves 
dwindle away in payments for unrealistic promises. And there is no possible solution on the 
horizon. Yes, I know, from the outside Russia seems like a monolithic unity, and Putin seems 
to be on top of everything. From the inside, the picture is quite grim, if even Russian 
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commentators are beginning to speak of “what comes after Putin” and the possible breakdown 
of the Russian Federation.  

So, what is the covenantal lesson in all this? I am sure you are wondering.  
The covenantal lesson starts in the Old Testament, in Daniel’s interpretation of 

Nebuchadnezzar’s dream in chapter 2 verse 44:  
In the days of those kings the God of heaven will set up a kingdom which will 
never be destroyed, and that kingdom will not be left for another people; it 
will crush and put an end to all these kingdoms, but it will itself endure 
forever.  

And then, previously, in verses 34-35, the specifics of the dream were, 
You continued looking until a stone was cut out without hands, and it struck 
the statue on its feet of iron and clay and crushed them. Then the iron, the 
clay, the bronze, the silver and the gold were crushed all at the same time and 
became like chaff from the summer threshing floors; and the wind carried 
them away so that not a trace of them was found. But the stone that struck 
the statue became a great mountain and filled the whole earth. 

The fifth kingdom, of course, the stone cut without hands, is the Kingdom of Christ 
established in the days of those kings, that is, in the days of the last of the previous empires, 
Rome. Note well, the stone not only destroyed the previous empires, it also filled the whole 
earth.  That is, it would prevent other empires from being established against it on the earth. 
Keep in mind, that vision was given in a time when all that most people knew as political 
reality was oppressive empires which always tried to expand as far as they could, bringing as 
many nations and people as they could under their power. The spirit of Nimrod, the “first of 
the line of might men om the earth” according to Genesis 10:8, was alive and well in the 
world before the Cross. Large or small nations, they all wanted to be empires and to rule over 
other nations. Where the small nations couldn’t expand, local kings ruled over their own 
populations. Nebuchadnezzar’s dream described exactly that: a sequence of empires whose 
brutality increases with every step (Rome is described there as an empire which “crushes and 
shatters all things”). And yet, their moral quality decreases: the progression is from gold, 
through silver and bronze, and finally just iron, and then even iron mixed with clay. This is 
not just a prophecy for the Middle East before Christ, it is also a symbolic picture of the 
political reality in a world without the Cross: empires that are worth less and less, but their 
brutality is crueler and crueler.  

When the Kingdom of Christ comes, was the promise of the dream, human empires won’t 
rise on the earth anymore. This doesn’t mean fallen men won’t try and may be for a short time 
even do some damage. But in the world after the stone has hit the statue, the world will be 
gradually filled with that stone. After the cross, God works constantly to fulfill His promise in 
Psalm 2: The kings of the earth may rise against the Lord, but He laughs and scoffs at them, 
and says to His Son:  

Ask of Me, and I will surely give the nations as Your inheritance, 
 And the very ends of the earth as Your possession.  

You shall break them with a rod of iron, 
 You shall shatter them like earthenware. 
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And indeed, as we see from history after the Cross, earthly empires have greater and 
greater problems remaining in power. Governments that overstep their boundaries established 
by the Law of God almost immediately hit a wall in our day and cannot continue expanding 
their power. Hitler’s Germany, so powerful at the beginning, was reduced to nothing within 
12 years of its existence. Communist Russia, with more natural resources and territory than 
any other nation and empire in history, had to survive on handouts from the hated West, and 
eventually surrendered in 1991, after a little over 70 years of existence. Communist China 
abandoned Communism in practice as early as 40 years after its establishment. Any dictator 
who wants to build his own empire in our days finds out that he is running out of resources 
faster than he can plunder his victims. Even milder forms of dictatorship – also known as 
“socialism” – fail quickly and spectacularly in our day; France’s socialist government under 
Francois Hollande went into a bankruptcy mode just a few months after the first socialist 
measures were introduced. It’s getting tougher and tougher to be a dictator or an emperor 
these days. And the Dutch disease is one of God’s methods of dealing with candidates for 
empires. 

You see, folks, a wicked government has the same motives and desires as a wicked 
individual. The same ethical principles apply to both. A wicked person is a gambler, he wants 
as much profit as possible for as little effort as possible. He wants to find that magical formula 
that would make him rich without having to spend anything for it. A wicked imperial 
government is the same way: it wants that magical resource that will give it all the money it 
wants. In the middle ages, this made many kings sponsor not science but alchemy, because 
alchemy promised to create gold out of base metals. And in our days, politically powerful men 
use valuable mineral resources – especially oil and gas – to finance their thirst for more 
power.  

But God laughs at them. Any time such a powerful state arises based on a monopoly over 
a resource, the Dutch disease makes sure that that state remains economically crippled in 
everything else. It’s not felt right away, but eventually, God makes the price of that resource 
collapse overnight. Then they are left with nothing. And the Son then crushes them like 
earthenware. Kings and princes will be forced, more and more, to act as God’s servants, that 
is, ministers of liberty, if they want to remain in power. Power and authority have been re-
defined on the Cross, and that re-definition of power, and Christ has been steadily enforcing 
this new definition of power through His Gospel. No more free lunches for dictators and 
bureaucrats, is where our world is heading to. And Putin’s government is in the process of 
discovering it.  

But let me tell you this: Not just Putin’s government. Every government in the world is 
discovering the same thing. Lady Margaret Thatcher said that socialism is a good idea until 
you run out of other people’s money. But modern socialist and statist policies are running out 
not just of other people’s money, but of God’s patience as well. If in the past such policies 
could continue for a generation or two without visible failure, these days they collapse almost 
immediately. We live in a world in which, more and more, it becomes impossible for 
government to continue the same wicked policies forever, without losing power. And Russia 
in the last one year is a good example.  

We, American Christians, and often paralyzed by fear. We don’t admit it, or don’t even 
realize it, so habitual it has become to us to fear the future. We look at the developments in 
our own country and we say things like “this is how the end begins,” or “these are signs of 
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worse things to come.” We are convinced that there’s nothing good on the horizon for 
America with the political power in the hands of God-haters, both Democrat and Republican. 
It is for this reason we succumb to the idolatry I talked about earlier: looking for a powerful 
leader. Behind every idolatry, there is fear, and every fear leads to idolatry. We see the visible 
things, and we are losing hope for our world. 

But the truth is, in the world after the Cross, God has planted a mechanism of self-
destruction into every institution of authority, be it family, church or state. And every 
institution of authority, when it trespasses God’s boundaries for it, triggers that mechanism, 
and it starts ticking. Whether it is Putin’s Russia, or the Islamic State, or Saudi Arabia, or the 
Obama administration, any political potentate who wants to get more power has to do it 
through acts that are ultimately suicidal for himself and for his plans. The greater the thirst for 
power, the greater the danger. And the more history progresses, the faster this mechanism 
ticks. Eventually, the wicked will find their plans thwarted even before they are put to action. 
Far from losing hope, all we as Christians need to do is what the Psalmist says in Psalm 91: 
“You will only look with your eyes, and you will see the reward of the wicked.”  

Putin’s Russia is an example of this reward. And it is also a warning to other would-be 
dictators. And it is also a head-lifting reminder for us: We live in a time when the 
opportunities for the Gospel are greater than ever, and the laughter of God against His 
enemies in high places is louder than ever. There’s no place for despair or pessimism.  

The book we will be assigning today is Peter Thomas Bauer, Dissent on Development. 
Lord Peter Bauer spent his career as an economist studying the so-called developing countries 
in Africa and Latin America, and specifically the impact of foreign aid on their economies. 
And what he has discovered concerning the factors affecting economic development goes 
directly against the accepted stereotypes of today. But guess what: it agrees completely with 
the Biblical covenantal analysis of man and his society.  

So, go, and conquer the world for Christ, through His Gospel. 

And help me do the same in Bulgaria in Eastern Europe. There’s a mission field there. A 
little over 20 years ago, it was freed from an oppressive empire. And it is a fertile field, 
bringing forth 100-fold. Visit bulgarianreformation.com and donate. God bless you all.  
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 Modern Presbyterianism: Under the Feet of Men 
Assigned reading: Ben House, Punic Wars and Culture Wars: Christian Essays 
on History and Teaching  

 

Welcome to Episode 5 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about modern 
Presbyterianism, how salt loses its savor, and is trampled under the feet of men. If you are a 
Presbyterian, by the end of today’s episode you will either hate me – because you are loyal to 
the current institutional system and you don’t see any problem with it – or you will be deeply 
disturbed by the picture of reality I present here. If you are not a Presbyterian – you may be a 
Baptist, or a Pentecostal, or a Charismatic, or Episcopalian, or just generally a good 
Evangelical, you may want to hit that shut-down button now, ’cause it’s about them Presbies. 
But you may also want to stay and eavesdrop. For what you will hear, may apply in full force 
to your own group and denomination: it may either tell you why it has been trampled under 
the feet of men, just like the Presbyterians, or it may tell you how it may rise to being 
culturally victorious, as Presbyterians were in the past.  

Let’s start with the obvious, which is not so obvious to many people today: This nation 
was started as a Presbyterian nation. No, I am not trying to denigrate any other denomination 
here. I am not trying to deny the contribution and the hard work and sacrifice and commitment 
of Baptists, Methodists, Quakers, Congregationalists, Huguenots, Dutch Reformed, 
Episcopalians – well, Episcopalians were rooting for the King in the Revolutionary War, so I 
am not sure about that one. Even the small number of Roman Catholics in the colonies had 
adopted the liberty mentality of the generally anti-Catholic population and gave the 
Continental Army and Navy at least a dozen distinguished commanders. Yes, I know the 
Puritans and the Pilgrims came here two generations before the Presbyterians; during the 
Puritan Revolution in England, the American colonies barely had any Presbyterians. Yes, I 
know the first presbytery in America was not founded until 1706, more than 80 years after the 
first Pilgrim settlement, and the first synod was established as late as 1717. There is no doubt 
in my mind that compared to everyone else, Presbyterians were rather late comers.  

But then, after 1717, their influence on the American culture grew exponentially. By the 
start of the First Great Awakening in the 1730s, the Presbyterian churches in America were 
the leading force in colonizing and evangelizing the “back country” regions in the South and 
in Pennsylvania. By the second half of the 18th century not only the back country, but the 
developed coastal areas were experiencing the influence of Presbyterianism. In 1746 
Princeton University was established; and in 1768, John Knox Witherspoon, a Scottish 
Presbyterian, became its president. For the next 25 years, Witherspoon would be the main 
spiritual and intellectual influence on the colonies in their war for independence. British 
intelligence officers blamed the rebellious spirit of the colonies on him alone. Because of him 
and the new generation of Presbyterian ministers he produced, King George would call the 
Revolution the “Presbyterian rebellion,” and Horace Walpole would announce the news of the 
rebellion in the British Parliament with the words, “Cousin America has run off with a 
Presbyterian parson.” And indeed, while many of the Founding Fathers claimed to have gotten 
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their Republican ideals from classical Greece and Rome, in reality, the majority of the 
population learned Republican political practices in their local Presbyterian churches, 
sessions, and presbyteries.  

Throughout the 19th century, the influence of Presbyterianism on the American culture 
was complete to the point where the political debates were simply a reflection of theological 
debates within Presbyterianism. For better or for worse, Presbyterians were the top influence 
on both sides of the War between the States. Business in NYC was largely controlled by 
Presbyterians, even if the government of the city was in Irish, Roman Catholic hands. When 
John D. Rockefeller moved to NYC in 1884, he was a lone fundamental Baptist 
multimillionaire among Presbyterian magnates. So, strong was the Presbyterian church there 
that the Roman Catholic bishop of New York complained that a large number of Irish Roman 
Catholic immigrants ended up converting to Presbyterianism; Presbyterian missionaries were 
taking the new arrivals right off the docks and provided for them shelter, employment, and 
adjustment courses. In the West, even though Presbyterian churches lagged behind the other 
denominations in missions and church planting, they still commanded a major presence 
among the economic and government elite in the western territories. As late as the 1930s the 
splits and the controversies within American Presbyterianism made headlines in the 
newspapers.  

And then suddenly, the decline came. So, abrupt was it that by the end of the 1940s 
Presbyterianism was now in the periphery of the American society where it remains today. So, 
insignificant is it, and so outside the mainstream of our lives that the media don’t even bother 
to register scandals in it anymore. In fact, if we borrow the dispensationalist idea of the 
rapture, if the Presbyterian churches in America are raptured tonight, hardly anyone will 
notice their absence the next day. We have become irrelevant and insignificant.  

No, worse. We have become salt that has lost its savor. This loss of cultural influence can 
be only blamed on Presbyterianism itself. Something shot it up to the top of its cultural 
influence 300 years ago; some spiritual and covenantal value that made it relevant, vibrant, 
practical, and influential. And if Presbyterianism today is trampled under the feet of men, it 
must be because that value has been lost.  

And I want to talk to you today about the five things Presbyterianism has lost over the last 
300 years. As I said, at the end, you may hate me. That’s OK. Hate me or not, though, don’t 
ignore my words. Give them a day in court. Study history. Study the Bible. You may discover 
that there is some truth in what I am saying. And perhaps, there is in my words a hint to the 
solution to our cultural problems, and to the restoration of the prominence of the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ in our culture. So, five characteristics, five aspects that were lost, or rather, 
abandoned, which destroyed our influence. Let’s see what they were.  

The first fundamental characteristic – first, because when it was lost, it affected the very 
concept of the sovereignty of God – were the Charismatic views of the early Presbyterians. 
Now, if you are a blue blood Presbyterian, born and bred with the Westminster Confession – 
or, I should say, with the modern interpretations of the Westminster Confession, you would 
laugh at this statement. You were always taught that the early Reformed were cessationists all 
the way through, and Charismatics were nowhere to be found at the time except among some 
heretical Anabaptists and Quakers. I have a surprise from history for you: Cessationism is a 
fairly novel doctrine in the church, only about 150 years old. Theological cessationism 
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appeared in the church only with the spread of the rationalism of the Enlightenment, and 
systematically developed cessationism came with the rise of dispensationalism.  

In the 16th and the 17th centuries the Reformation in Scotland and England was 
developing steadily, and with the Reformation, the two nations experienced a very high level 
of prophetic gifts and miraculous experiences. As early as the mid-16th century John Knox 
and George Wishart delivered prophecies to their nation and were known among their 
followers and listeners as real prophets of God. Knox was called by his spiritual heirs “the 
prophet and apostle of our nation,” and Puritan missionaries among the Indians in the 
American Colonies were known as apostles. Robert Bruce had a healing ministry for 
epileptics and insane and healed people by laying hands on them and praying for them. The 
later Covenanters not only acknowledged the validity of the spiritual gifts in our era, they also 
incorporated their Charismatic views of the Holy Spirit in their documents. In 1998, a 
discussion panel of the Puritan Reformed Church of Edmonton was charged with the task to 
study the views of the original Covenanters in respect to the revelatory gifts. It came to the 
conclusion that not only their views were in favor of the continuing validity of the miraculous 
gifts today, but also that any denial of that validity – that is, cessationist beliefs – would be a 
violation of the covenant documents of the Scottish Kirk and is therefore an excommunicable 
offense. (This means that the majority of today’s Presbyterians and especially the modern so-
called “covenanters” would be excommunicated from the original Presbyterian Church.) 
Samuel Rutherford specifically affirmed the validity of the prophetic gifts, mentioning Luther 
and Knox among the modern prophets; his only argument against the other Reformed groups 
was that prophets should prophesy only under ordination, within the church. And even earlier, 
John Calvin himself said about the only verse in the Bible speaking of cessation of gifts, 1 
Cor. 13:8, that it is about the end of the world, and it is STUPID to apply it to an intermediate 
time.  

John Howie’s book, The Scots Worthies, one of the most detailed descriptions of the 
personal lives of many Scottish Reformers, written in the late 18th century, describes a 
number of instances of prophetic and miraculous gifts among the Scottish Reformers in the 
16th and the 17th centuries. Based on this and other historical evidence of that period, we can 
safely say that there has been no region and time in the history of Christendom that has seen 
so many manifestations of the power of the Holy Spirit in both miraculous deeds and special 
revelation; and there is certainly no other nation that has had so much of their individual and 
social life influenced and guided by special direct prophetic revelation. If even a woman 
prophetess could enter the highest military council of Cromwell’s generals and deliver a 
prophecy, and the council took several days conscientiously examining that prophecy, we sure 
know there were no cessationists in that time. (Read the story of Elizabeth Poole and her 
visions from God.)  

But what about the Westminster Confession? True, it doesn’t specifically defend their 
Charismatic views. But it’s only because there was nothing to defend them against; there were 
no cessationists around. But it does contain an acknowledgment of those views: It is in the 
clause that places “private spirits” on the same level as “decrees of councils, opinions of 
ancient writers, and doctrines of men,” all to be examined by Scripture. Under modern 
cessationism, private spirits wouldn’t even be mentioned, let alone examined on the same 
level as decrees as councils.  
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Why is this important? Were the early Reformed occult? Did they try to deny the 
sufficiency of Scripture? No. Their Charismatic views followed from their belief in the 
Sovereignty of God. God was Sovereign for them not only in an abstract, remote way. As if 
He has written His Word and has left it to men and their powers to apply it to present use. 
John Calvin said in his description of the prophetic gift that it is “applying scripture to present 
use,” and explicitly warned, “it is not just bare interpretation, but special revelation.” God was 
transcendent, He had a general, canonic revelation for His covenant people; He was also 
immanent, that is, intimately present and participating directly in everything happening in his 
church and on the earth. An intimately present God can’t only speak through a remote Word; 
He must also speak directly in applying that Word to the specific circumstances of the day.  

In his book, Systematic Theology, R.J. Rushdoony speaks of the importance of a high 
doctrine of the Holy Spirit and the relation between Calvinism and the Charismatic doctrines: 

A Charismatic emphasis should be highly Calvinistic but it is not normally so. . 
.. Likewise, those who are Calvinistic and who stress God’s sovereignty should 
logically be very emphatically given to a high emphasis on the doctrine of the 
Spirit. This, however, is clearly not the case. 

He explains why:  
It may be that sovereignty is confused with an exclusive transcendence, so 
that immanence is seen as a compromise. 

I would add: That’s exactly how Enlightenment rationalism and Deism operate: God is 
only transcendent but never immanent. And when in the mid-19th century Enlightenment 
rationalism hit the church, and cessationism became the dominant Reformed doctrine, God’s 
sovereignty was limited to His transcendence. God became an abstract entity who never 
speaks an immanent word. Man replaced God’s immanence. From being a faith in an 
immanently present God, Presbyterianism became an abstract doctrine of an abstract God who 
is silent concerning immanent matters. When it comes to application to present use, man is 
now who speaks in God’s place.  

This leads us to the second important characteristic of early Presbyterianism which is lost 
today: the principle of plurality of elders. If you are a member of a Presbyterian church, you 
will jump at this one, “I got you now, Bo, this is not true. Plurality of elders is not abandoned 
and our church practices is.” Of course, you say it because you think that plurality of elders is 
having many elders in your church session, and they all make their decisions by voting; so, 
voilà, you have plurality of elders. Not so quick. Plurality of elders is not in decisions by 
majority vote. It is in veto by individual dissenters. The purpose of the principle is not giving 
legitimacy to church rule and government; the purpose is protecting the flock and imposing 
accountability on the rulers themselves.  

I won’t be able to present to you the full case here today; we don’t have enough time. 
Earlier this year, I spent several months studying the historical Presbyterian and Covenanter 
practice and theory of church government; and I studied the Books of Church Order and of 
Discipline of most major Presbyterian organizations in the US today. The main line of my 
discoveries is presented in an article I posted in my blog, ChristendomRestored.com. The title 
is, “Modern Presbyterianism and the Destruction of the Principle of Plurality of Elders.” Read 
that article for more information. My conclusion in it is this: Not only is the principle of 
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plurality of elders abandoned in modern Presbyterianism, it is in fact actively opposed, 
rejected, and legally stamped out from modern Presbyterianism. It is replaced with a rival 
principle: the principle of the dictatorship of the majority, or what I call, the “singularity” (as 
opposed to plurality) of the majority in the session.  

The plurality of elders was never meant to mean rule by a majority vote in the session – 
imposing the will of the majority over dissenting elders. An elder – as an individual elder, not 
as a member of a collective – in the Bible is a position of authority, and no group of elders 
was meant to have a greater authority in the government of the church than any individual 
elder. (Augustine’s principle of the Trinity: no Person is greater than another Person, and no 
combination of two Persons is greater than the third.)  

Plurality of elders involves three separate principles. First is accountability for the 
session. This one is based on the principle of balance between power and responsibility. If the 
session has executive power as a body, it must have executive accountability as a body – 
whether to a higher court (presbytery) or to the congregation. Which means, acts, decisions, 
and verdicts of a session as a body which are found to be sinful, unjust, or damaging to the 
church, must lead to sanctions against the session – from restitution (including financial, that 
is, the elders pay out of their own pockets to the party they have wronged) to collective 
excommunication for the session as a body.  

Second, the spiritual authority of the elders. Each elder must be a man of gifting and 
ministry that are independent from his institutional power in the church. Only such a man of 
real spiritual authority would be able to stand alone against the majority in the session to hold 
them responsible for their actions and protect the flock from tyranny. Just like Paul stood up 
to Peter and the whole church in Gal. 2. The principle doesn’t allow for faceless bureaucrats; 
it requires that ordination is only an acknowledgment of already operating authority and 
ministry, not a creation of a new one.  

And third, the power of the dissenting veto. An individual elder must be able to block 
decisions by the majority which he finds harmful to the health and liberty of the flock. Thus, 
the session will always be forced to either make corporate decisions by common agreement 
(no political factions), or, if such an agreement is not possible, work through the individual 
authority and influence of the individual elders to resolve the situation, not by bureaucratic 
decree. In addition, that individual dissenting elder must be protected and immune against 
persecution by the other elders.  

These three were at the foundation of the early republican views in the colonies. Those 
who fought in the Revolutionary War learned republicanism from their local Presbyterian 
congregations. And this was what made Presbyterianism so important and culturally dominant 
– one of the factors. The Reformed doctrines of God, man, and society gave America the 
ideology of liberty which was at the foundation of the Revolution. Presbyterianism gave it the 
practical ideology of government, implemented and practiced in Presbyterianism for several 
generations before the Revolutionary War.  

These three principles are lost today, and in my article, I have shown that plurality of 
elders has been abandoned even in the very legal documents of the modern Presbyterian 
denominations. First, modern Presbyterian sessions are not accountable to anyone. At best, 
they can see their decisions repealed by a higher court; but there are no legal repercussions on 
a session if those decisions are sinful or unjust, or based on deliberate false witness. Second, 
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elders are elected based on bureaucratic principles, not on the basis of proven authority from 
God, gifting, or existing ministry. Presbyterian churches today are led by faceless bureaucrats, 
like a government administration. And third, individual dissenters who dare try to protect the 
flock against injustice are not only not given a voice, they are also persecuted by the 
majorities in the sessions. From example for responsible, republican government, 
Presbyterianism has become an example for tyrannical, irresponsible, oligarchic government. 

The third characteristic that was lost was the theonomy of original Presbyterianism. For 
those who don’t know what the word means, “theonomy” means simply, “God’s Law.” 
Presbyterianism in its early days was not the pietistic, gnostic, out-of-this-world truncated 
doctrine only concerned with our individual salvation, spending countless of hours on the 
TULIP and on making fancier and fancier verbal description of the same basic truths of 
salvation, baptisms, predestination, laying on of hands and eternal life. It didn’t have 
irrelevant seminaries where students spent two years studying obscure topics like “pastoral 
hermeneutics” or “counseling.” It didn’t have expensive conferences dealing with “tough” 
questions like “Did Jesus have to die?” or “Do our unconverted loved ones go to heaven or 
not?”  

Instead, it had a world to conquer and reform. And conquering and reforming the world 
meant that Presbyterianism had to have a comprehensive ethics of how the world is supposed 
to operate. Ethics not just for the individual man and his personal conduct, but ethics for his 
institutions as well – family, church, courts, government, military, businesses, taxes, finances, 
etc. In order to make sense be practically applicable, such ethics had to be consistent across 
the board: the same moral principles that applied to the individual had to apply to his family, 
his church, his business and his government. That is, God’s throne among His people was to 
be based on both righteousness and justice (Ps. 89:14). It made no sense to establish ethical 
boundaries of behavior for an ordinary man, if a man in power could break those rules using 
his power.  

And where is a committed, Bible-believing Christian to find such comprehensive, 
consistent ethics for both man and his institutions? 

That’s right. In the Bible. In the Law of God, where the rules and boundaries of conduct 
for both man and his institutions are established. The moral law of God – which includes 
morality both for individuals and institutions – is of continuing validity. The early Reformed 
groups – and especially the Presbyterians – took it very seriously in shaping the new legal 
systems of their nations. To understand how seriously they took it, keep in mind that their law 
books of the time contained both the civil laws and the Biblical verses from the Law of God in 
the Pentateuch. In England and Scotland in the 17th century, a commentary on Exodus 21-23 
became very influential: Johannes Piscator’s Disputations on the Judicial Laws of Moses. The 
Westminster Divines quoted Piscator extensively, and laws and judicial decisions were self-
consciously modeled on those judicial laws of Moses. Presbyterians in the 17th century – and 
not only Presbyterians, but also Independents, Baptists – went straight to the Law of God to 
get informed about the laws of their lands. True, they were not always consistent in the details 
and in their practical applications. In many cases the legacy of Romanist scholasticism marred 
their legal interpretations. But officially – and to a great extent in practice – theonomy was the 
accepted ethical and judicial standard, for both individuals and governments.  
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This gave the early Reformed churches – and especially Presbyterianism – a level of 
relevance far above their Romanist opponents. Relevance not in the sense preached by the 
modern childish parodies of churches and preachers – with focus on certain brands of clothes 
or music. Relevance in the sense of practical social and legal theory, of encoding the Biblical 
concept of good and evil in the very fabric of society, both for individuals and for institutions. 
Again, they didn’t get all the details right. But they got the spirit right, and that made 
Presbyterianism indispensable as a social force. Just as Calvin as a legal consultant and expert 
was indispensable for his theological opponents who ruled Geneva, Presbyterians were 
indispensable for the whole American society throughout the 18th and the 19th centuries; they 
had the solutions.  

And, predictably, when theonomy was dropped, that relevance was lost. Modern 
“Reformed” seminaries who not only never mention theonomy but train their students to 
judiciously avoid going to the Law of God when discussing governments and institutions, are 
only contributing to the increasing irrelevance of modern Presbyterianism. 

But law without sanctions is a dead law. And sanctions in the Bible are not only human 
sanctions but also direct sanctions of God in history. Covenantal sanctions; sanctions that God 
metes out to people and institutions and communities for their obedience or disobedience to 
His Law. My favorite example of it is Sunday morning of September 4, 1650, when during 
church service in Edinburgh, Scotland, a messenger arrived from the battlefield at Dunbar 
with the news that Oliver Cromwell’s small expeditionary corps had just defeated the much 
larger and better supplied Scottish army led by the experienced general David Leslie, a man of 
20-years military experience on the battlefields of Germany, Sweden, Poland, and Russia. 
Church ministers in Scotland immediately ascribed the defeat on the moral and judicial 
failures of Scotland and called the nation to repentance. Granted, they may have judged 
wrongly on some failures, and may have failed to acknowledge others. But in their covenant 
theology they had no doubt that sanctions in history are indicative of God’s judgment – 
positive or negative – on a nation.  

For these early Reformed, God was intimately close and involved not only in a 
Charismatic way – directly revealing specific applications of His Word to the present 
circumstances. He was also intimately present in a covenantal way – in correcting nations, or 
rewarding them, depending on their obedience of disobedience to His Law. History was the 
history of God’s covenant with man, both individually and corporately. And therefore, society 
was an inescapable member of God’s covenant – with its duties and privileges under that 
covenant. And not only privileges, but also punishments.  

This gave early Presbyterians a very clear and systematic way of interpreting history, one 
that was present in Christian thought as early as Athanasius and Augustine who saw history as 
God’s court and verdict on mankind and on the city of man. It was never developed, though, 
until John Calvin in his sermons presented a very systematic, covenantal reading of 
Deuteronomy 28; the chapter which lays out the blessings or curses of God on a nation for 
obedience or disobedience. The Puritans and the Presbyterians took the systematics from 
Calvin and developed it into a philosophy of history. History now had meaning. And, as we 
will see later, the future had meaning. And whoever can explain the past, controls the future.  

Between the 17th century and today, this covenant view of history has been lost. It is not 
just lost, it is actively opposed in the “Reformed” seminaries. Meredith Kline, of the most 
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influential theological voices in the “Reformed” seminaries of the second half of the 20th 
century, specifically insisted that history doesn’t present any discernible pattern or connection 
between covenantal obedience or disobedience and covenantal sanctions. His specific words 
about the course of history were: “. . . prosperity and adversity being experienced in a manner 
largely unpredictable because of the inscrutable sovereignty of the divine will that dispenses 
them in mysterious wisdom.” History, that is, doesn’t mean anything for modern 
Presbyterianism. Yes, it is controlled by God, but from a human point of view that control is 
mysterious and abstract; and it contains nothing of covenantal value. Presbyterianism has lost 
its view of history, and therefore it has lost its ability to change and direct history.  

Once that view of history is lost, the view of the future is lost. And specifically, the 
optimistic view of the future. Early Presbyterians and Puritans were known for their bright, 
unapologetic postmillennial optimism. Iain Murray wrote his book The Puritan Hope about 
the Puritans, but the same spirit and optimism was shared by the Presbyterians as well. We 
cannot understand the theological, missional, economic, political, technological, business, 
social, and other developments in Presbyterianism in the 18th and the 19th centuries without 
their belief in a history that progresses to greater and greater influence of the Gospel in the 
world’s affairs and culminates in the final victory of the Gospel in all the world before Christ 
comes. Naturally, if God punishes the wicked in history, and if He rewards the righteous in 
history, then history will see more and more success for the covenant-keepers and more and 
more defeat for the covenant-breakers. If history is a manifestation of the judgment of God, 
then it is also a manifestation of the victory of the Gospel and of Christ’s redemption.  

It is commonly assumed that the present determines the future. Reality is opposite to this 
belief; the truth is that the future determines the present. The expectations of the future of a 
person, group, or society, determine the actions of that person, group, or society today. And 
when there are positive, optimistic expectations of the future, then men will cut their 
consumption today and invest in the future. And will prosper economically, intellectually, 
politically, and in many other ways. And will be culturally dominant.  

Thus, postmillennial hope and optimism helped early Presbyterians to prosperity in 
everything they did, and helped their societies prosper. It was not the fake financial prosperity 
of the modern-day fiat money systems. It was the real, substantial, social, intellectual, and also 
economic prosperity of the covenant of God.  

As late as 1909, Presbyterian missionaries were confident that the world is ripe for the 
Gospel, and that the Gospel will bring not only personal conversion but also conversion of 
whole cultures. Find the book Students and the Present Missionary Crisis, a collection of 
lectures and reports of missionaries to the Student Society for World Missions in 1909. You 
may be surprised by their expectations and optimism. The PDF of the book is free online.  

And this has also changed. After 1910, pessimism gradually crept into the Reformed and 
Presbyterian churches, and by the 1930s the majority of Presbyterian seminaries were 
officially amillennial or premillennial in their eschatology. (J. Gresham Machen was the last 
postmillennialist of the older generation.)  

To wrap it up, for the last 3 centuries, Presbyterianism lost (1) its view of God 
sovereignty in God’s direct involvement in guiding His covenant people; God became an 
abstract entity, and man’s interpretations and application of God’s Word to present use 
became dominant; (2) its doctrine of government; from republican government where those in 
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authority had a greater accountability than everyone else, it became an oligarchic government 
of bureaucrats who force accountability on everyone else but not on themselves; (3) its 
doctrine of the present validity of the Law of God as the only Biblical comprehensive and 
consistent ethics for individuals and governments; (4) its covenant theology, the doctrine of 
God’s Covenant as the frame for all history, and God as constantly and intimately involved in 
judging people and cultures in history; and (5) its postmillennial optimism which gave it the 
energy to look to the future with hope and confidence, and invest accordingly.  

And today, Presbyterianism is not even a pale shadow of its former glory. If a person 
doesn’t know history, there is nothing in modern Presbyterianism that can tell him that just 
100 years ago it was the central influence on the American culture. Nothing whatsoever. It is 
the perfect modern example of salt that has lost its savor and was thrown out and is trampled 
under the feet of men.  

The book we will assign for reading today is by Ben House, a historian and Presbyterian 
pastor, the title is, Punic Wars and Culture Wars: Christian Essays on History and Teaching. 
The book is a collection of essays on different periods of history, and the cultural lessons for 
our own experience today. Ben House is a history buff and he is amazingly capable of mining 
historical details and finding their rightful place in the big covenantal picture of history. This 
book is both delightful and instructive for true Christian Reconstructionists.  

And don’t forget to pray and support my work in Bulgaria. As far as it lies with me, I am 
committed to not only learn the lessons from history but also apply them to my mission field, 
so that my heirs in Bulgaria do not make the same mistakes American Presbyterianism made 
in the last 300 years. That’s why we are building an intellectual foundation through translating 
the right books in Bulgarian. Pray for this work, and also, visit bulgarianreformation.com, and 
donate to help our efforts of placing these books in the hands of Bulgarian Christians. God 
bless you all.  
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 Denethor Ministries 
Assigned reading: Gary North’s Millennialism and Social Theory 

 

Welcome to Episode 6 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about the cultural war in 
America today, and the responsibility of the churchian leaders and celebrities for the situation 
today. We will cover especially what I call Denethor ministries – a specific type of Christian 
ministries that have become very popular, entrenched in the church, and well-supplied with 
funds, when these same ministries not only did nothing to prevent the cultural defeats of 
Christianity in the last decades but also actively worked towards those defeats and encouraged 
them.  

I will start with a quote from a recent interview on NPR, in relation to the current election 
campaign and the role of the evangelicals – or what passes for “evangelicals” – in it:  

We have taken comfort in the fact that there have been millions and millions 
of us in America. Now we’re having to face the fact that, evidently, 
theologically-defined—defined by commitment to core evangelical values—
there aren’t so many millions of us as we thought. 

Now, it’s a fair statement. Yes, we as Christians have always thought that there were 
millions of us who have the same view of reality because we had the same theological 
definitions for everything. And since Christians are supposed to view the world through their 
Biblical understanding, we have supposed that there are many who think like we do, because 
these millions go to all these churches where they hear all these sermons based on the same 
theology – with some insignificant difference between the denominations. And yes, the rise of 
Donald Trump and his success among Evangelicals clearly show that we have been wrong 
about it. Most of these people don’t know what they believe in, and how what they hear from 
the pulpits bears on what is happening in the culture. So, yes, the sentiment seems to be 
correct, after all, at least judging from the developments of the last couple of years.  

What’s problematic, though, is where the statement came from. Or, more precisely, who 
the statement came from. It came from Albert Mohler. Yes, the President of the Southern 
Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky. The man who, for more than 2 
decades, has held the position of the highest theological authority in the largest Evangelical 
denomination in the United States – 16 million memberships as of today. As such, he is the 
man who has been responsible for training the majority of that denomination’s pastors, 
preachers, seminary professors, etc. The man who has been allotted an annual budget of over 
$30 million to train a full-time equivalent of 2,000 students for the ministry, which means 
individual cost of about $15,000 per student per year. (To compare, Georgia Tech’s annual 
budget per student is about $35,000, but at least 1/3 of it goes to scientific, engineering, and 
technological research, so the cost per student is close to that of the Southern Baptist 
Seminary. And, of course, Georgia Tech has to maintain world-class scientific and 
engineering laboratories as part of the educational process.) This is the man who has every 
support of the largest Baptist denomination in the world to make his teaching and theological 
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views available to every corner of the world, and train evangelists and preachers anywhere, at 
any time. This is Albert Mohler, after all, who, according to The Economist, is one of 
America’s most influential evangelicals.  

Isn’t it quite strange, then, that the man who has at his disposal a greater abundance of 
resources to spread the Gospel and train ministers than all the Christian missionaries in the 
first 19 centuries of the Christian church, after two decades of work, would so casually declare 
the defeat of his own task and mission. He has been at the wheel all this time, commanding 
resources that could do miracles in other parts of the world, he could train and prepare 
ministers who could turn the world upside down, and yet, he states just matter-of-factly, we 
don’t have that many evangelicals in America today, at least not that many that would be 
theologically self-conscious enough to make a difference in our society.  

The irony of the situation is stunning. If we translate the problem to the world of cars, and 
let’s say I complained that I can’t find a good car that is worth the price, and that the 
automobile industry has declined severely in the last 20 years, that would be alright. Imagine 
if the CEO of Toyota Corporation said it. Or in the world of technology: if the president of the 
MIT declared that we have seen a decline in technological development. You’d think it is the 
greatest joke ever, right? And how in the world is it possible that Albert Mohler can’t see the 
irony in his own words?  

Apparently, he can’t. Because he has said it many times in his podcasts and his blog, and 
in other interviews. But there’s more. In some of his podcasts and blogs, when speaking about 
Christians engaged politically and running for political office, his concern is that many 
Christians are incompetent for office. His favorite dictum is “I’d rather be governed by a 
competent Turk (that is, Muslim) than by an incompetent Christian.” He ascribes the words to 
Luther although there is no evidence Luther ever said them; they were ascribed to Luther by 
later authors. Now, whatever one thinks of that dictum, the question remains: how is it that 
after centuries of competent Christian leadership in the Western world, we don’t have 
competent Christian leaders today, 23 years after Albert Mohler took over the leadership of 
the largest Christian seminary in the US? How is it that his leadership failed to produce the 
Christian ministers who would train the Christian leaders for every area of life? One Scottish 
immigrant back in the 1700s, John Witherspoon, was responsible for the training of a whole 
generation of American leaders who turned the world upside down – and Witherspoon didn’t 
have at his disposal anything close to what Mohler has, in terms of funds and technology. 
What happened to these $30+ million that Mohler’s seminary has been spending every year 
for the last 23 years? 

However, don’t be left with the impression that I am simply picking on Albert Mohler. 
There is a general principle here. Mohler is just one of the more visible examples of a general 
phenomenon in the American church today, hundreds of similar ministries which I dub with 
the Middle Earth name “Denethor Ministries.” Mohler is one example of such ministries, but 
there are others. Similar statements about the decline of the cultural influence of 
evangelicalism were publicly shared by Franklin Graham; and his Billy Graham Evangelistic 
Association burns through $100 million of donations every year. John MacArthur has been 
burning through $70 million every year combined donations and tuition for his Grace 
Community Church, The Master’s College, and The Master’s Seminary; and yet, MacArthur 
has said it many times that if there was any cultural influence of Christianity in America, it is 
declining. This decline has been noted by professors at both Westminster Seminaries – in 
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Philadelphia and in Escondido – and yet, both seminaries have been burning through $10 
million a year combined, for many years now.  

If we sum up all the money spent on these ministries – churches, seminaries, Christian 
colleges, evangelistic associations, missionary organizations – it will amount to billions of 
dollars every year. And yet, the very top leaders, those whom we have entrusted with the task 
of applying this money to good use, just casually tell us that all their efforts have failed, that 
Christianity is in decline, and there is nothing in their statement to indicate that they are aware 
of or willing to admit that they may be responsible for this gigantic waste of resources. It’s 
just business as usual, you know, give us more money to spread the Gospel, and, by the way, 
the Gospel is even less influential with the money you gave us last time.  

No matter how you look at it, no matter what excuses you make up, it is obvious that 
Christians in America are supporting their own cultural defeat. There is no other way to 
describe the willingness to waste billions of dollars on organizations and ministers who just 
casually declare that after decades of work, America has become even less Christian, and 
Christians have become less theologically-conscious and less competent than ever. This is one 
very pricey cultural defeat, folks. We could have spent all these billions of dollars on bourbon 
and the results would have been about the same. In fact, I really harbor the suspicion that if 
we had spent that money on bourbon, we would have had better results. At least we would 
have seen the real nature of our misery and would have been motivated to do something, not 
just delegate it to men who specialize in wasting billions of dollars.  

Why Denethor ministries? Who is Denethor anyway? Denethor, from J.R.R. Tolkien’s 
The Lord of the Rings, is the last Steward of Gondor, right before the return of the rightful 
King of Gondor, Aragorn. Now, if you just watched the movies and haven’t read the book, 
keep in mind that Denethor was there presented in a much worse light than in the book. In the 
book, he is a man of strong will, profound wisdom and intelligence, of foresight, of leadership 
skills, and of great personal strength, ethics, sense of honor, and commitment. Unlike 
Saruman, he is strong enough to oppose Sauron’s attempts at corrupting him. He raises his 
two sons, Boromir and Faramir, to be worthy of their calling – men of courage and strength, 
and leaders as their father. For a long time, the two brothers organize the defense of Gondor 
against her enemies and are able to keep the enemy at bay. In all respects, Denethor, as 
described in the book, is an extraordinary man of extraordinary character.  

And yet, all his strengths notwithstanding, Denethor is incapable of reversing the decline 
of Gondor, the realm under his Stewardship. The population of the Kingdom continues 
dwindling, even in times of relative peace and prosperity. At the same time Mordor is again 
filled with Orcs and is again expanding its power and its influence, making gains in both 
military strength and allies. Despite the wisdom and the leadership skills of Boromir and 
Faramir, the enemy continues rolling back the border defenses closer and closer to the capital 
at Minas Tirith. During the rule of Denethor, Ithilien, the easternmost territory of Gondor, 
across the Great River, is completely abandoned, and only Gondor’s Rangers go there. 
Osgiliath, the ancient capital of Gondor, on the Great River, is left uninhabited, only border 
ruins, harder and harder to retain, and eventually these ruins are taken over by the enemy. The 
plains to the north and northwest (the border with Rohan) are so depopulated that Orcs are left 
to roam freely. Gondor under Denethor is a shrinking kingdom, with its effective borders 
being pushed more and more back to the very walls of its capital city. When the final battle 
comes, and his sons are not with him anymore (Boromir is dead, and Faramir is mortally 
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wounded), Denethor proves incapable of leading his men in the defense of the city because of 
what we can call a failure of nerve, and eventually commits suicide. The command of the 
forces of Gondor in the final battle falls to a stranger, Gandalf, and then to a ruler of lower 
rank, the Prince of Dol Amroth.  

Why is that? Why is it that a man of such foresight, knowledge, wisdom, and moral 
strength, aided by the most extraordinary pair of sons a living man can boast of, is incapable 
of producing the progress and growth his realm needs in order to stand firm against its 
enemies? 

The simplistic answer is that in his pride, Denethor failed to recognize the presence of the 
true King of Gondor, Aragorn. And there is some truth to it, and there is also a spiritual lesson 
for us all in it – and there is a spiritual lesson for all these modern ministries I mentioned 
above, that they all fail to recognize the present reality of Christ’s Kingdom. 

But there is also a deeper reality behind Denethor’s failure; and this reality is rather 
ideological – or, rather, eschatological. In all his strength, knowledge, foresight, and wisdom, 
Denethor carries in himself deep pessimism about the future. His expectations are always 
grim and negative. He sees no hope for a long-term victory. His statements show that the best 
he expects of the future is restraining action against evil, not a victorious campaign which 
would eradicate it. In his superior knowledge of the enemy and his strength, Denethor sees no 
weaknesses in the enemy, and sees nothing that could stop the enemy’s advance. When he 
sends his son Faramir to his certain death, it is only because he doesn’t see any other hope but 
heroic sacrifice which would delay the inevitable defeat. And when his son is returned to him 
mortally wounded from that last heroic effort, Denethor loses all hope and commits suicide.  

Denethor expects the world to get worse and worse. While he doesn’t say this openly, and 
probably doesn’t even realize it, his eschatology takes its toll on his mind. None of his actions 
or words indicate any hope of victory, or any hope of improvement whatsoever. His 
relationship to his sons is marred by this pessimism. His relationship to his people is marred 
by it. His relationship to Gandalf and other foreign leaders who later take over from him is 
marred by it. And yes, even his rejection of the true King is the consequence of Denethor’s 
grim expectations of the future. Eventually, he withdraws more and more in his escapist 
individualist world of misconceived personal honor.  

Denethor, in other words, is invested heavily in defeat. And this personal investment in 
defeat has influenced those under him. For all his wisdom and strength and knowledge and 
power, his personal expectations of the future bears heavily on their collective attitude. The 
period of peace and prosperity fails to produce growth. It fails to produce progress and 
conquest. When the leader is invested heavily in defeat, his people accept defeat as inevitable, 
and they work toward defeat as well. So, much are they invested in defeat, that in the final 
account, it is foreign leaders and troops who save Gondor from final ruin.  

Invested in defeat is exactly the most conspicuous characteristic of our modern American 
Denethor Ministries. For many American Christians who have grown up with these ministries 
and have listened to them for many years, this fact is not that visible – just as the water in the 
aquarium is not that visible to the fish in it. Every time I point to this investment in defeat, I 
meet bewilderment, “But wait, I have heard Mohler, or Graham, or MacArthur, talk about 
victory.” But for those of us who have lived through Communism and have seen its fall and 
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have seen the rise of societies driven by historical optimism, these ministries are heavily 
pessimistic, and heavily invested in defeat.  

Yes, yes, every now and then they would mention victory. But their “victory” is always 
hyper-spiritualized, it always has to do with personal emotional or spiritual or moral issues. 
Or it has to do with Christ’s First or Second Coming. It’s always a “victory” of some cliché, 
like “We have victory on the Cross,” or “Our victory is in Christ,” or “our victory is when 
Christ comes,” etc. It is never victory in history, it’s never in the world outside our personal 
spiritual and emotional cloisters. The very slang of these ministries is specifically designed to 
create a dichotomy between the personal emotional and spiritual life of a person and the world 
outside. Phrases like, “here and not yet,” “we are royal exiles,” or “living a Kingdom life,” or 
“a redeemed life, in a fallen world,” or “living a Christian life in a post-Christian world,” etc., 
etc. . . . all these phrases have one purpose: to limit whatever victory and optimism there is to 
individual salvation, while at the same time proclaiming that the culture as a whole, or the 
society as a whole, or the institutions in that society, are doomed to remain unredeemed, 
wicked, and hostile to God.  

More than that. The rhetoric of such celebrities and ministries is specifically geared 
toward rejecting any possibility for any cultural change to the good, in favor of the Gospel. 
Yes, in the last two years, Franklin Graham suddenly discovered that our culture has become 
more and more pagan. And we saw his excessive political activism in favor the political party 
that traditionally has most evangelicals like him in its back pocket. But just six years ago, that 
same Graham said in an interview that, “First of all, the Bible didn’t tell me to do that. I can’t 
Christianize this culture. The god of this world is Satan – this is his culture. He is the god of 
this age. I’m to preach the gospel. …. God is calling a people for Himself. I don’t know whom 
He’s calling, I just have to be faithful and preach.” This was in December 2009. And it wasn’t 
an isolated statement. He has made statements like that since the very beginning of his career: 
“I can’t Christianize the culture, I am here just to preach the Gospel.” His father made such 
statements regularly in his career of an evangelist. When speaking of Christian Europe and 
Christendom in the past, Billy Graham liked to say, “You must remember that the worst part 
of history was in the Dark Ages, when the church ran everything.” (This is recorded in 
Marshall Frady’s biographical work, Billy Graham: A Parable of American Righteousness, p. 
245.)  

Albert Mohler is not far behind. In fact, due to his adoption of the dualism of the Two 
Kingdoms rhetoric that has been recently revived by the Westminster Seminary at Escondido, 
he has said many times in his podcasts and interviews, that “Christian culture is impossible 
and is not the purpose of the Gospel.” In an interview with Peter Wehner over a book Wehner 
wrote on politics, Albert Mohler made sure he specifically mentioned this. Accordingly, he 
doesn’t have much optimism about the future; in his several commentaries on the pro-sodomy 
laws, regulations, and court decisions of the last several years, Mohler was sure to always add 
that these are signs of worse things to come upon the church. Of course, with such open 
pessimism about the future, and with such belief in the impossibility of Christian culture 
based on the Gospel, all of Albert Mohler alleged “Biblical worldview” boils down to helpless 
observation of what is happening, without any clear call to action as to how Christians can 
turn history around. Turning around history is not even an option in his so-called “Biblical 
worldview.”  
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And again, this is only the tip of the iceberg. Every single week, hundreds of ministries in 
America repeat the same sentiments on TV shows, radio shows, on the internet, in blogs, etc. 
“This is how the end begins,” “persecution is coming,” “you don’t polish the brass on a 
sinking ship,” “the new world order is here,” etc., etc., etc. I remember some time ago when I 
still used to attend Brannon Howse’s Worldview Weekend event when he would come to 
Houston, I was excited when Howse developed an assessment of modern events based on a 
Biblical worldview. Soon, though, it became clear that his point was not to issue a call to 
action for Christians to reverse the trend, but only to tell them what is going on while they 
helplessly watch the forces of the enemy take over the culture in the last days. At some point 
he even criticized the postmillennialists who thought that the trends of the last days can be 
reversed towards a victory of the Gospel in history. At that point I realized that the true name 
for Brannon Howse’s ministry should be not Worldview Weekend but World-end Week-view 
and I stopped attending it. And it goes to the lowest levels. The pastor of a small Baptist 
church we used to attend some time ago, when, one day, I shared with him my optimism 
about the future, looked at me astonished, “You believe anything can be turned around, with 
all that is happening around us?” And this is still nothing; missionaries go to the mission field 
with the same attitude, my friends, yes, missionaries. I have met missionaries who, after many 
years on the field, haven’t had much success, tell me, “But that’s exactly what we are 
supposed to expect in the last days.” And if you ask them, “Why are you then on the mission 
field, wasting other people’s money on an undertaking you know is hopeless?”, they will be 
very, very offended. But the pessimism they have been imbued with from their seminaries and 
pastors and the whole Christian attitude in the US will always prevent them from seeing the 
obvious and thinking logically about the connection between their beliefs and the fruit they 
bear in their ministries.  

And the same applies to the tens of millions of Christians in the United States who 
diligently write the checks for those ministries, billions of dollars every year. For an outside 
observer this is madness: Christians pour billions of dollars into men and ministries who 
believe in defeat, and thus subsidize their own defeat. Like Denethor, we are all, as a church, 
invested in defeat, billions of dollars every year. We have accepted the inevitability of defeat . 
. . no, worse than that, we have accepted that defeat is so normative that we should even 
subsidize it.  

Is it then strange that after so many years of pro-life efforts, gun rights efforts, 
homeschool lobbyism efforts, anti-statism efforts, we continue losing cultural and legislative 
battles? We as a church haven’t invested in victory; we don’t believe victory is possible. Our 
own ministries have told us so, our own teachers and preachers and seminary professors and 
Christian book authors have told us so . . . and when we go to the voting booth, we go with the 
firm conviction that nothing of what we do in that booth actually matters, because we know, 
deep in ourselves, that nothing can reverse the course of history. We don’t believe it is 
possible to get the government out of education and leave homeschoolers alone; therefore, we 
don’t do anything toward that end. We don’t believe abortion can be abolished and treated 
legislatively and judicially as murder; therefore, we don’t do anything toward that end. We 
don’t believe it is possible to ban government attempts at destroying the Second Amendment; 
therefore, we don’t do anything toward that end. All that we believe in is rearguard action 
while we retreat toward deeper cultural irrelevance and obscurity. And of course, as if it is not 
sufficient to waste billions of dollars on church and parachurch ministries to produce nothing 
but decline and retreat, we also willingly waste money on lobbyist gangs of lawyers – like the 
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NRA, the HSLDA, various pro-life organizations, the ADF, etc., not to mention hundreds of 
professional Republican politicians – whose agenda is to perpetuate the cultural and 
legislative problems so that they can have talking points each year when they ask for our 
continuing donations. Ever thought how it is that in the last 40 years we had 20 years of 
Republican Presidents and 24 years of Republican majorities in Congress, and things still get 
worse, legislatively? Ever thought how it is that all these lobbyist gangs of lawyers who are 
supposedly conservative and Christian has nothing to show for their money except for a few 
small imaginary successes here and there?  

It’s our own fault. We have believed our church celebrities, and we have invested heavily 
in defeat. Invested, in the real meaning of that word: we have put our money into it. Let that 
sink. If we have not invested in defeat, we wouldn’t get defeat. When the homeschool 
movement in the 1960s invested in victory, it got victory. Ironically, it took 40+ years for 
most Denethor ministries to even acknowledge its existence, let alone speak in its favor. It 
was too “triumphalist” for their taste, y’know, too much focused on a better future in history, 
for them to be willing to support it. But now that its visible success is obvious, many of these 
Denethor celebrities are beginning to express, half-mouth, some thought that perhaps it may 
be proven expedient for Christian parents to prayerfully consider pulling their kids out of the 
government schools. Just in case, y’know. But the homeschool movement is a clear example 
that when even a small portion of Christians invest in victory in history, what they get is 
victory in history. And that defeat is not normative; it is the logical consequence of investment 
in defeat.  

Yes, folks, you heard that. Defeat is not normative. Not even decline is normative. In fact, 
if anything, we have a promise in Isaiah 9:7, which is a promise for the world after the First 
Coming of Christ, that “of the increase of Christ’s government and peace there shall be no 
end.” Of the INCREASE. Yes, yes, limited regions of the world, for limited periods of time 
will experience some decline; but such decline is only the result of the church’s investment in 
defeat. In the final account, future generations will look with astonishment at this generation 
of Christians in America and be astonished at how much we had, and how little we 
accomplished – if we have accomplished anything at all. And the reason for this is our 
willingness to support and follow Denethor ministries and adopt their Denethorian ideology of 
the future: certain defeat and no chance of victory. 

And the next generation better take notes. 

The book we will assign for reading this week is Gary North’s Millennialism and Social 
Theory. In many ways, this book follows the lead of that most unique and most important 
book ever written in Christendom. R. J. Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order. (We 
will talk about that book in another episode.) Gary North takes up the task of showing how 
our eschatology affects our social theory. And therefore, how it affects our social action. And 
therefore, if we want to be consistent and connect the dots in our thinking and practice today, 
we should look at the dismal results we have been getting and trace the source back to the 
dismal theology and eschatology we have been buying . . . literally buying, making its 
peddlers millionaires and billionaires. The book will open your eyes to that connection and 
will give you the ideas of what needs to be changed in your eschatology – and in the 
eschatology of your pulpit – in order to see history turned around. 
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And don’t forget me and my work and my mission field in Bulgaria. When I started 20 
years ago, I started with the full confidence that the future of Bulgaria will be a demonstration 
of the power of the Gospel to change history. No matter how small our resources were, I knew 
there will be growth. I just didn’t expect it so quick. I thought it would come after several 
generations. Well, I was surprised. It came much earlier. Donating to 
BulgarianReformation.com is not donating to a Denethor ministry, but to a ministry that is 
invested in growth victory, and already has much to show for the money. 
BulgarianReformation.com. 

God bless you all, as you turn your minds from defeat, and then turn history around. 
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 The Nature of Economic Growth 
Assigned reading: Gary North’s Inherit the Earth: Biblical Principles for 
Economics  

 

Welcome to Episode 7 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about basic economics; 
specifically, how does economic growth happen? What is the nature of economic growth? 
And then, we will ask, why are some nations economically more developed than other 
nations? What does modern worldly wisdom say about economic growth? What does the 
Bible say about it? What is the place of technological progress in economic growth? And how 
does technological progress come about, anyway? 

And of course, the first question we need to answer is this: why are we asking these 
questions as Christians? Is there a Biblical, covenantal significance to the issue of economic 
growth? Should Christians care about economic growth, what it is, and how it comes around? 

The present state of the American church and of its seminaries is such that most of our 
thinking as Christians is captured in the quagmire of a modern form of dualism. That modern 
form of dualism believes that special, salvific grace, can only be applied to the individual’s 
soul – and may be to his church. The individual is saved by this grace, and perhaps – only 
perhaps – his ethical conduct is changed and redeemed, to a certain extent. But when we come 
to the life of his society and institutions, they are only under common grace, and there is no 
redemption applied to them. We are going to talk about common grace and special grace in 
another episode in the future, and we are going to cover the nature of common grace and 
special grace, and we are going to see how the modern Reformed churches, in their limiting 
special grace to the individual, in reality elevate common grace as the sovereign grace, while 
special grace is only subservient and secondary. That theological issue needs an episode of its 
own, for we will have to explain all its practical implications. 

For now, though, the important part in our narrative today is this: because of that dualistic 
theology that limits special grace only to the individual, the world outside the individual heart 
of man is rather left outside the scope of the theological interest of the church. We don’t have 
any place for economics in our theology. We don’t have any place for theory of government, 
social theory, science, history, business, etc. These things are left to the world, and our 
seminaries never speak of them from a Biblical perspective. Since they are assumed to be 
“common” to believers and unbelievers, which actually means “morally neutral,” there are no 
attempts by our theologians, seminary professors, and pastors to push any antithesis between 
the Christian worldview and the pagan worldviews. Most of our own Christian intellectual 
elite is not even aware that the Bible has economic theory, or social theory, consistent with its 
concept of God, man, law, judgment and the future. Most of those who man our pulpits 
couldn’t tell you what the difference is – ethical or covenantal – between the Biblical view of 
business and the anti-Biblical view of business. I said “most,” but the correct phrase would be 
“all of them with a few very precious exceptions.” Our own so-called “Reformed” seminaries 
crank out multitudes of graduates every year who can’t produce a coherent Biblical thought in 
any area of life except in speculative theology and academical hermeneutics. It is as if Christ 



ARP#7. The Nature of Economic Growth  49 

and Satan basically agree on everything, and have the same views and same agendas on 
everything in respect to man’s society, and their only real conflict is over the eternal state of 
human souls. 

It is for this reason we as Christians never challenge the prevalent economic theories of 
the day – and in fact, we most often subscribe to them. We are not even aware that they are 
anti-Biblical, for they make the society follow ethics that is anti-Biblical. We don’t care. The 
Bible just can’t be used as a book on economics. Not even as a book on the ethics of 
economic doctrines. There is no economic theory in the Bible, our own churchian celebrities 
tell us. 

It is this silence of the church on the comprehensive application of the Gospel to every 
area of life – including economics and economic policies – that has led to the rise of economic 
theories that do nothing else but institutionalize greed and envy. And I mean Keynesianism 
and Marxism, and all of their modifications in the last 40 years. All these theories have been 
based on a worldview hostile to the Bible, and therefore a worldview that views man, man’s 
psychology and ethics, and man’s society and institutions, and specifically economic growth, 
through lenses hostile to the Bible. But faith has consequences. When man views the world 
through a worldview hostile to the Bible, this worldview produces practice hostile to the 
Bible. The church has been silent on what the Bible says about economics and economic 
growth, and therefore a pagan view of economics and economic growth has prevailed, and 
therefore we have been led into economic policies and practices that have been eating away 
the wealth and the development our Christian forefathers have built. 

So, the question now is: How do we restore the Biblical worldview in the field of 
economics? And, specifically for this episode, what is the Biblical view of the nature of 
economic growth, and how does it compare to the prevalent anti-Biblical views and practices? 

Now, to make a disclaimer, what I am going to share here is not something new. I have 
talked about it before, in sermons and lectures and articles. And people greater than me have 
written about it: R.J. Rushdoony and especially Gary North. So, this is not something new, 
and you may have heard it or read it before. Don’t expect me to always be original. 

My favorite starting point is Robinson Crusoe, the famous fictional character of the 
English author Daniel Defoe. Robinson Crusoe as a character doesn’t need any introduction to 
any native English speaker, I hope, nor to any non-English speaker, for that matter; the novel 
is translated in virtually every language on the planet. May be a short introduction to the 
author is needed, since most people don’t realize the worldview behind the novel. Daniel 
Defoe was born in the family of Presbyterian dissenters, and he received his education at a 
Puritan dissenter school. I use the word “dissenter” because for the first almost 30 years of his 
life he grew up in England where dissenters were persecuted. He even took part in the 
unsuccessful Protestant Monmouth Rebellion against the Roman Catholic king James II. The 
rebellion was defeated, but he was saved from repercussions by the successful Glorious 
Revolution and the establishment of the Protestant rule of William and Mary. Defoe created 
his Robinson character to represent the Puritan worldview of a man who, despite his 
circumstances, is capable of conquering and civilizing the world, and conquering and 
civilizing the pagan savages. This significance of the novel Robinson Crusoe is often missed 
even by Christians: it’s popularity shows the power of a truly Biblical worldview in the 
application of the Dominion Covenant. Given that, it is not difficult to see the reason for the 
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decline of Christianity in the last one century: we have lost – or, rather, rejected – that original 
idea of God’s Dominion Covenant to man. But we will talk about this in another episode. 

So, let’s use the concept, and imagine our Robinson who has just been cast on an island, 
and needs to start creating his own “economy” from scratch in order to survive. And let’s 
place him in the worst of the circumstances: a situation of bare survival and subsistence where 
his only option is to work enough to fill his basic needs of nourishment, and nothing else. 

So, our Robinson is on that island, there are a few tools he has, but all of these tools are 
only good in an already developed economy, an economy of division of labor. (After all, you 
know, if you are stranded on an uninhabited island and you have a Ferrari, it is of no value to 
you; the same applies to all the other things that may have certain value in our society today 
but don’t have value outside an economy of division of labor and infrastructure.) Robinson 
needs to meet his basic need: he needs to eat. And let’s imagine he is lucky to have at least his 
basic need met: There are fruit trees on the island, very near to the beach where he landed, and 
these trees grow berries that are edible and meet his basic needs. 

There is only one problem: In order to meet his daily ration, Robinson needs to climb 
these trees 12 to 16 hours a day. After 12-16 hours a day, he is exhausted. He has enough 
strength to go to the nearest fresh water spring, have a few swallows of water, and go to sleep. 
Nothing more. Unless he gets rescued from the island, his prospects of the future are bleak: 
With age, he will grow weaker and weaker, and one day he won’t have the strength to climb 
those trees to get enough for his survival, and then starvation comes. 

The only solution for him, then, if he assumes that the rescue party is not coming soon, is 
to do something to grow his economy. That is, he needs to find a way to make his economy 
produce more value – that is, more value than he needs for his survival, so that he can start 
saving some of it for his advanced age. But what can he do to make his economy grow? What 
is the nature of economic growth, and therefore, what can he do to produce that economic 
growth? 

If we look to the modern dominant economic theories, the answer of Keynesianism is 
this: He needs to increase his consumption. Wait, what?, you will say. Yes, you heard well. 
Keynesianism, the theory behind all modern economic and financial policies of all the 
governments in the world, says that the way to produce economic growth is by making people 
consume more. The more people consume, the more activity there is, and therefore the better 
the economy is. What Keynesian economists never say is this: Increased consumption without 
previous economic growth will only consume more of what has already been produced and 
will decrease the value of the economy. Increased consumption doesn’t produce economic 
growth, it only redirects resources from economic growth to consumption. And when 
everything that is accumulated is consumed, the economy will return to Robinson’s condition: 
nothing to consume, except what we produce. Thus, in the final account, we will be back to a 
lower level of consumption, except that the accumulated assets will have been destroyed. And 
how would Keynesianism work in Robinson’s case? The man already consumes everything he 
produces. How is this going to lead to a better economy? 

Marxism and socialism have no answer to this question. They never discuss Robinson as 
a theoretical case. Why? First, because for Marxism, the definition of economy is exchange; 
no value is economic value for Marxism unless it is meant for exchange. What a person 
produces for himself is not economic value. I know you are deeply surprised, but yes, that’s 
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Marx’s definition of economic value. Remember Aristotle who said that main is a social 
animal, and a man who doesn’t need a society is either a beast or a god? Well, that’s Marx’s 
view of man too. Marx was such a committed collectivist that not only couldn’t he imagine a 
man like Robinson Crusoe, he refused to apply his economic analysis to a one-man economy. 
And there’s a second reason, which is better known among many of us: Marxism, and any 
socialism whatsoever, never assumes a world without already developed economic resources. 
Socialists, as you all know, never think in terms of where these resources come from. They 
only assume they exist just like that, out of the blue, and then they just want to re-distribute 
them. Thus, the example of Robinson is rather troubling for them: Wait, you mean there are 
no existing economic resources? In their world, economic growth can be produced only after 
some economic growth has already been produced, and then socialists come to re-distribute it. 
Yes, that’s how stupid socialism is. But while you are laughing at its stupidity, keep in mind 
that many of your pastors and churchian celebrities fall for it. No, not just the liberal variety. 
Those of the supposedly “conservative,” Bible-believing, Reformed persuasion, very popular, 
also fall for it. And some openly defend it. We will talk about some of them in future 
episodes. 

So, Keynesianism has a ridiculous solution that makes no sense whatsoever; and 
socialism can’t even analyze the situation because it has no definition for it. What is then the 
Biblical solution for economic growth? 

The Biblical solution is best described in the principle of John 12:24: “unless a grain of 
wheat falls into the earth and dies, it remains alone; but if it dies, it bears much fruit.” While 
for most, this verse applies to economics only marginally, a careful reading of the Bible from 
an economic perspective shows clearly that the Bible expects economic growth to happen 
only where something is given up, sacrificed, or – in the economic sense of “sacrifice” – 
invested. Because investment is just that: restraint from current consumption of a certain 
resource, with the purpose of putting it to work and produce fruit in the future. It’s a sacrifice 
of sorts, it is dying for your present satisfaction in order to produce future growth. This is the 
only real solution to the problem of economic growth. Now, as we will see, just restraint from 
current consumption is certainly not enough; but whatever other steps are needed, this step is 
unavoidable, if we want to produce growth. 

Thus, what Robinson needs to do to break the hopeless grim cycle of foraging for berries 
is forbear consumption for a certain period of time. That’s not enough, of course, just going 
hungry for a day doing nothing is not going to change anything. The time he will spare from 
foraging must be put to some productive use which will help him produce more berries the 
next day. But whatever he plans to do, there must be some sacrifice. If it’s not a sacrifice of 
food consumption, it must be sacrifice of sleep. He may decide to do it in one day, or he may 
decide to spread it over several days, just eating a little less every day. Or sleeping a little less 
every day. He has four options: not eating one day, not sleeping one night, eating less every 
day over a period of time, or sleeping less every day over a period of time. All these options 
have their relative advantages and relative disadvantages. Not eating for a whole day may be 
more painful than eating less for several days, but then, over several days he risks losing more 
and more of his strength if he hasn’t calculated his schedule well. Either way, he needs to 
sacrifice, and he has to take risks. 

That, of course, is not enough. He needs to do something with the time taken away from 
foraging and sleeping. Robinson’s idea is to use his knife and some cords from the ship to 
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produce a 15 ft pole to shake the berries off the trees instead of climbing the trees. It takes him 
exactly half a day – 12 hours – to find a few good limbs, cut them, prune them, and rope them 
into a good solid 15ft long pole. Them he goes to sleep. The next day he is hungry and weak, 
but he has a better technology which requires less strength to operate and produces more 
output for the same work time. 

When he tries his new technology, he discovers that he can shake off the trees the same 
quantity of berries within half a day. He has an abundance of options before him now. He can 
choose to work half day, gather what he needs to survive, and then rest the other half of the 
day. That’s the socialist utopia. He won’t accumulate wealth this way, but he will have fun 
several hours every day. Another option is to spend the whole day working, and then consume 
everything he has gathered, twice the ration of what he needs to survive. That’s the Keynesian 
utopia. He won’t accumulate wealth this way either, but at least, he’ll add weight. 

He has another option, then; the Biblical option. That is, consume less than what he 
produces. He can work the whole day, but only eat what he needs to survive, and save the rest. 
If he finds a way to dry the saved berries so that their nutritional value is preserved, he may be 
able to solve the problem with weakness in his old age: he can work 20 years and accumulate 
enough food for another 20 years. Of course, all other things being equal, like no spoiled stock 
of dried berries, no need to build a house, etc. But all other things are never equal. 

Our Robinson, being a good and conscientious Puritan, decides to ignore the socialist 
solution and the Keynesian solution, and goes for the Biblical solution. He works hard for 
several weeks, gathering more berries than he eats, and saves and dries what he doesn’t eat. 
Then one day, while working, he notices an animal: too far away for him to be able to chase 
it, but close enough to see that the animal is a goat. He figures that a lonely goat can’t exist on 
an isolated island, so there must be a whole colony of wild goats somewhere on the island. 
And then he realizes there is an opportunity in it. The next day he leaves his little patch close 
to the beach for the interior of the island, stocked with two weeks worth of dried berries, and 
armed with a musket from the ship, with some dry powder. His Biblical choice – work more, 
consume less – has made it possible for him to embark on this journey. Had he chosen a 
socialist policy (work only as much as needed to survive), he wouldn’t have the resources. 
Had he chosen a Keynesian policy (work a lot and consume everything he produced), such a 
trip would be equally impossible. Only because he chose to sacrifice something – work more, 
consume less – he is able to make that trip. 

Two days later, he finds the colony, and shoots two goats. He brings them back home, 
cuts the meat, dries it, and now he has more than just berries: he has a source of fat and 
proteins. The game is not survival anymore; it’s prosperity. But it doesn’t stop there. While 
enjoying his goat steak, he thinks of milk. The next day he embarks on another trip, and this 
time he returns with two live goats, one male and one female. He now has enough saved 
resources to build an enclosure for them. Within a couple of months, he has captured more 
goats, and he now has milk. And he also has a house. And he is also capable of sewing some 
new clothes from goatskins. Etc., etc., etc. You can project where this is going. The limit of 
the growth of his economy is his ability to devise better and better technology to produce 
more and more value (nutrition, clothes, construction) for the same period of time. 
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Then, one day, Friday comes. The small economy now is faced with a choice: division of 
labor (everyone works) or administrative control (some work, some oversee, to make sure 
government policies are implemented). 

Taking the first option, Robinson discovers that Friday is a seasoned fisherman. He just 
needs a small boat and a net. Making the boat and the net is not a problem now that Robinson 
has his small economy going. The two men have enough to eat for several days until the net 
and the small boat are ready to use. The next day Friday starts adding more value (protein and 
oil) to the economy of the small colony. We don’t need to continue. Everything is clear from 
there. 

But what if they choose the course of administrative control, er, social justice and 
economic rationality? After all, we can’t allow any market chaos there, can we? What if the 
two men decide to actually exchange their produce, voluntarily. Complete market chaos, 
right? 

So instead of that chaos, Friday decides, being the stronger of the two, to introduce some 
order. He decides to become a government supervisor (and a legislator, and a judge, and a 
cop, and a regulator) over Robinson, telling Robinson what to do, and also confiscating some 
of Robinson’s produce as a fee for Friday’s “services.” 

If you thought such “policy” would be met by Robinson with severe resentment, then you 
have quite a realistic idea of human nature. He knows he can produce economic growth 
without supervision; and therefore he knows that such supervision is useless and 
counterproductive – because now Robinson will have to spend some time reporting to Friday 
about his activities during the day. Given that Friday is not familiar with the details of the 
workings of Robinson’s different enterprises (government bureaucrats are usually clueless 
about real work), Robinson will have to spend additional time explaining many of his 
activities and how much of real increase he has had. The time that could be spent on 
producing more value is spent now on producing reports which have no value to anyone at all. 
Not to mention that Friday doesn’t produce value but consumes it. Robinson’s righteous 
resentment of that will drive Robinson to even more unproductive activities: like concealing 
data from Friday so that Friday takes less of his produce. At some point the productivity of the 
only working person is below the total consumption of the two. 

You think that can’t happen? 
Look at Europe, with its economic growth in the negative for several years in a row. No, 

it has nothing to do with the price of oil or with the weather. It has to do with the disbalance 
between productivity of some vs. consumption by many. Economic growth is only produced 
when someone, out of their free will, decide to sacrifice something – nourishment, sleep, etc. 
– and then do something with the resources saved. Something that would lead to better 
productivity, that is, more output for the same input of resources (time, labor, raw materials). 
But keep in mind, there can be sacrifice which doesn’t lead to economic growth: when the 
sacrifice is forced, it destroys the spirit and the desire for building new things. And then such 
forced sacrifice leads to economic stagnation. 

There’s one little problem to solve, though. We said that economic growth can only be 
produced by sacrifice and thrift. That’s the Biblical view. And indeed, there has never been 
economic growth where there has been no sacrifice and thrift. The rise of capitalism in Europe 
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indeed started with sacrifice and thrift. The rise of the modern developed societies in East 
Asia – Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore – indeed started with sacrifice and 
thrift. In Europe, the attempts of triggering economic growth with injecting capital – as in 
Greece – have failed; there is no sacrifice and thrift. Sacrifice and thrift seem to be the 
necessary prerequisite to economic growth; and economic growth that doesn’t start with 
Robinson going hungry for a day, and then producing more than he consumes, is fake 
economic growth. Within a generation such economic growth stalls and disappears. 

But while sacrifice and thrift seems to be a necessary prerequisite, it doesn’t seem to be a 
sufficient prerequisite. Several years ago in the UK, a homeless beggar passed away, and the 
authorities discovered that the man had a bank account with one million pounds in it? All 
saved and increased money from his begging. And yet, he never progressed above his 
homeless existence. There are cultures where sacrifice and thrift are traditional and 
established values – like China, for example. During the 19th century, as a result of the tea 
trade, China saw a great influx of Mexican silver pesos in their economy. British merchants 
were making a killing off the trade triangle Britain-Mexico-China. The main trip in that 
triangle was the sale of tea from China to Britain. But the Chinese merchants were not 
interested in anything Britain produced; they only wanted “specie,” that is, precious metals, 
gold and silver. Mexico, as the largest producer of silver in the world, had what they wanted. 
So, British merchants would take industrial goods to Mexico, sell them for silver pesos, then 
take the pesos to the Chinese producers of tea, and take tea for them. The Chinese didn’t act 
as per the established mercantilist economic theory of the day. (We will talk about 
mercantilism as an economic theory in another episode.) They didn’t use their wealth to buy 
something they didn’t have. They didn’t crave anything to consume. All they wanted was to 
hoard their silver. And they did. They hoarded so many of those pesos that the British fought 
two wars (The Opium Wars, google it) to force them to start spending them on consumption. 
The Mexican peso of the 19th century became legal tender in Siam (today Thailand), China 
and Japan. In fact, the modern name of the Chinese currency – yuan – was in the 19th century 
the Chinese name for the Mexican silver peso. Billions of silver pesos were saved in personal 
safes in the Chinese Empire and later in the Chinese Republic. Even today, families in China 
who have managed to preserve some inheritance from two generation before (despite 
Communist confiscations of gold and silver), still keep Mexican silver pesos. And yet, China 
never developed the economic growth Europe and America developed, despite the gigantic 
amount of savings. 

So what else is missing? 

What is missing – and what is missed by most economists today – is that non-material, 
non-political, non-financial element of faith in the future. 

You see, savings in themselves can be done for two reasons. One reason can be positive 
faith in the future. The other reason may be fear of what the future may bring. How do we 
know the difference? 

We know it by what they do with these savings. There’s the man who buried the talent. 
Why? He was afraid of what the future may bring. And there were the men who put their 
talents to work. Why? They had certain . . . faith . . . about the future which prompted them to 
overcome their fear of risk and failure and act. That’s what Jesus told the good servant, that he 
was faithful – that is, his actions had to do with faith. There has to be a specific faith that 
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would trigger not only the desire to sacrifice and save, but also the confidence that efforts 
towards the future matter, and that there is a mechanism in our world that reliably and 
predictably rewards those who take risks and invest in better productivity. It is this faith that is 
the dividing line between a thrifty society like China and a thrifty society like Scotland or 
Switzerland. Without such faith, Robinson wouldn’t even take the pain of staying hungry for 
one day: Why would he, if his expectations of the future deny any return on his sacrifice? 
Even if he took the pain of staying hungry for several days (like many religious fanatics in 
India), he wouldn’t make the effort of making the pole. Why would he, if his expectations of 
the future tell him that nothing he does can change the future? There has to be an underlying 
faith and underlying presuppositions behind his sacrifice, which will make him use the time 
and the saved resources to invest in the future. And then the question is: what religion 
provides such a faith in a predictable world and optimistic future? 

We are running out of time here, and therefore we will leave the analysis of this 
economically beneficient religion, so important for economic growth, to another episode in 
the future. To get a glimpse at what we will be talking about, y’all can read my article adorned 
with the long title, “The Rhetoric at the Foundation of Capitalism, and the Ethics at the 
Foundation of that Rhetoric.” There is a reason for the long title, and it is in the article. The 
article can be found on my blog, ChristendomRestored.com. Suffice to say here, without the 
development of that very special religion, and the development of the worldview following 
from it, the world today would have still been as poor as it was 1,000 years ago. But we will 
leave this to another episode. 

To wrap it up, some time ago a pastor of a small church I used to attend told me that he 
had no idea how to decide among the multiple economic theories, and which is Biblical and 
which not. “I am not a trained economist,” he said. I told him, “You don’t have to be one. All 
you need to remember in order to assess an economic theory is this simple ethical rule: What 
does it say about economic growth? If it says that economic growth is produced by 
consumption, or re-distribution – which is theft – or by magical manipulation of reality 
(inflation), it is an anti-Biblical economic theory. But it says that economic growth is 
produced by sacrifice, work, and faith which lays the foundation for confidence and optimism 
of the future, it is close to the Biblical view of economics.” It’s that simple. 

The book I will assign today is Gary North’s Inherit the Earth: Biblical Principles for 
Economics, part of the Biblical Blueprint Series. As all the book in the Biblical Blueprint 
Series, it is concise, simple, and even has questions for study at the end of each chapter. You 
can read it yourself, and you can make it part of your children’s homeschool as well. 

And I want to turn your attention, again, to my ministry. It is important to me, because 
my heart is still there. On the mission field. America has become prosperous because she has 
had that faith that provided the conditions for economic growth. I want to bring that same 
faith to Eastern Europe, and I need y’all’s help. Please visit BulgarianReformation.com and 
consider donating. There are books to be translated and published, and especially books on the 
true nature of economic growth, in obedience to Christ and His Gospel. Just a little help will 
go a long way where the fields are white for harvest. God bless you. 

[RJR on Crusoe: “An interesting early expression of the anarchistic ideal is to be found in 
an early and seminal book, Daniel Defoe's Robinson Crusoe, still excellent reading. We are 
often told that Crusoe represented the expression of the spirit of private enterprise, of 
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capitalism, turning a desolate island into an ordered world. There is more than a little truth to 
this opinion, but another strand of thought is also apparent. The most compelling fact about 
Defoe's day was the great wealth capitalism was bringing to the cities. One reason for the 
growth of and poverty in cities was the influx of the poor to the cities to get jobs in this area of 
wealth. A continual influx meant a continual new class of poor as the earlier arrivals gained 
status in the growing middle class. The slums, in brief, were a first station on the road up, and 
people crowded into them readily in hopes that their ride would be upwards. The city was thus 
a focal point of the new world of capitalism; out of the confusion, crowding, and poverty of 
the city, capitalism was shaping an amazing new world. But Defoe chose a deserted island, a 
primitive and savage one, a condition of radical autonomy rather than the intense community 
of the city of his day. The element of anarchism was thus strongly present. The only other 
man in Crusoe's world was not a capitalist competitor, but a savage to emphasize his 
autonomy and dominion.” Chalcedon Report No. 57, May 1, 1970]  
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 The Anti-Covenantal Nature of Racism 
Assigned reading: The New Jim Crow by Michelle Alexander  

 

Welcome to Episode 8 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about racism. I know, racism 
is a politically charged word in the US today, and even the very mentioning of the word 
already produces certain reactions in people; and that even before they know what it’s all 
about. Liberals, of course, are wont to call “racism” everything that disagrees with their 
current emotions. When talking about the past, they call segregation racism. Today leftist 
students of some racial minorities want their segregated spaces, because now integration is 
racism. Although, to be honest, I find this completely consistent, because even in the past, 
segregation was enforced by liberals, not by conservatives; after all, it was the Democrat Party 
who voted against de-segregation many times. But, keep in mind, my point here is more than 
just unloading on a particular political party. Conservatives are not blameless either; they have 
developed an automatic shutdown response everytime someone points out that some of their 
reactions may be driven by latent racism. “Oh, yeah, you must be a liberal, if you speak of 
racism.” And they stop listening. Between these two emotional and mindless reactions devoid 
of any moral sense and commitment to real justice is the Biblical, covenantal view, which 
always looks at individuals as independent moral entities, which need to be judged based on 
their own individual covenantal standing before God. Such covenantal thinking is never afraid 
to address an issue from the position of justice, it refuses to treat people as animal units in a 
herd, and it always considers any charge of racism not from the position of political 
stereotypes but from the position of ethical/judicial principles. It always asks: are the Biblical 
principles of righteousness (ethical) and justice (judicial) violated because of our stereotyping 
of an individual because he belongs to a genetic group? Or because of our ascribing moral 
qualities on a group because of a few individuals we have met – or statistics we have been 
served? 

Covenantal thinking always returns the Christian man to the fundamental unit of all 
government – the individual. As we have seen before, collectivism is not simply a social or 
political theory; it is a self-conscious war against God’s fundamental level of government, 
self-government. And racism in all its forms – ideological, practical, institutional, legislative – 
is collectivism. Its ultimate purpose is destruction, and eventually it destroys both sides in the 
conflict it creates. 

It is, though, quite attractive as a mentality, especially when the other side can be accused 
of similar racism. We just love to put people in collectivist boxes, and then justify it by 
pointing that other people put us in their collectivist boxes. Because Hispanic students made 
their own Hispanic students club, white students find it justified to make their own white 
students club. Or because blacks are wont to speak disparagingly of each other, that somehow 
justifies others of speaking disparagingly of them. Etc., etc. There are always good reasons, 
y’know, to ignore the Biblical view of the individual and of self-control and speak as a 
collectivist, and put people in collectivist boxes, and then ascribe cultural and ethical 
characteristics, and covenantal standing to individuals based on their box. Now, if you ask me, 
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I agree with R.J. Rushdoony’s opinion that the Christian answer to all the racial and economic 
and metaphysical divisions – that is, class and caste – is the communion of the saints. (We 
will talk in a future episode about the Christian view of class and caste, and how Rushdoony’s 
words on it have been taken out of context and he has been accused of believing in something 
he has actually criticized many times.) So I don’t care if everyone in the world makes their 
own little stupid clubs by skin color, or by economic status, or by place of birth, or by how 
long their nose is, or with which foot they touch the floor every morning, and I don’t care if I 
am excluded from their stupid little clubs; my only real club of any significance will be the 
communion of the saints, that is, those who believe in Lord Jesus Christ and profess Him 
according to the testimony of the Bible. And in it, there are no differences that deserve 
mentioning. Neither are there differences deserving mentioning out of it. 

But racism is a real issue, and we need to talk about it. It’s a real issue theologically and 
ideologically; it is a heresy, and it should be denounced and excommunicated by the church. It 
is also a real issue ethically, for it creates conditions for complacency and self-righteousness. 
And, as we will see, it is a judicial issue, for it creates the atmosphere needed by tyrannical 
governments to enforce their agendas on the population. 

We need to understand, first, that there are two kinds of racism. 
One kind is the more primitive, more visible, direct, and brutal racism: the racism that 

declares that different human genetic stocks define human groups which are different in 
everything, including culture and morality. And, if they pretend to be Christian, even 
covenantal standing before God. These are groups that speak about “miscegenation” – that is, 
marriage between different races – as sin or at least undesirable, and call for government 
regulation of such marriages. Mixing of people of different genetics they consider 
“multiculturalism,” because genetics determine and define culture, for such ideologues. Man 
is entirely or at least partially defined by his genetics, declares such racism, and therefore 
there is an ethical and cultural part of man that he can’t change by his choice; a white man 
will always remain a white man and make cultural and ethical choices as a white man 
(whatever that means), and a black man’s cultural and ethical choices will always be a black 
man’s cultural and ethical choices (whatever that means). In a conversation some time ago 
with one such racist (who pretends to be a Reformed Christian) who has a Scottish last name 
(nobody knows if he has Scottish genes, though, he hasn’t done a genetic analysis of himself), 
I asked him what culture he would build if he was given to Russian parents and raised as a 
Russian, and had absolutely no knowledge of his genetic origin. His immediate answer was, “I 
would be building a Scottish culture and I would be acting as a Scotsman.” It makes sense, 
doesn’t it, after all, that’s how we pick our dogs: different breeds have different characters, 
and we can tell their internal character by their external looks. Our dog is a blonde retriever, I 
mean, a golden retriever although she is rather Scottish, I mean, gingerish, and that determines 
her character. Our neighbor’s dog is darker, with flat nose and curly hair, and he has a 
character that fits his race. We do that for dogs, and natural law tells us we can do the same 
for humans. We just need to keep different breeds of humans separated so that the moral 
characters and the cultures don’t get mixed. We don’t want multiculturalism, after all. 

I said this is a primitive kind of racism only because of its rather primitive doctrine that 
equates humans to animals. In terms of historical existence, this specific type of racism has 
been around in Christendom only for about 2 or 300 years. A fully developed belief in the 
cultural significance of genetics has been at the foundation of India’s caste system for several 
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centuries, and probably for a millennium. In its more animistic and occult form the belief was 
present among primitive tribes in the Americas, Australia and Polynesia; the concept of a tribe 
originating from some animal, and defining the culture based on that origin was just a more 
spiritualized version of the modern, allegedly “scientific” racial theories of culture. Similar 
pagan racism is still at the official mythology of the origin of Japan; and in fact, the history of 
Japan is a history of racism made into an imperial policy: from the extermination of the Ainu 
people (the original inhabitants of the islands) to the atrocities committed by the Japanese 
military during WWII. Racial views of culture existed in ancient Greece although they died 
out due to Hebrew influence. (Yes, Greek philosophy had Hebrew roots, but we will talk 
about it in another episode.) 

The Old Testament itself acknowledged no cultural transmission through physical 
heredity, and indeed, a recurring theme in it is the apostasy of the children from the religion 
and culture of the fathers. In fact, the Old Testament doesn’t even acknowledge the modern 
symbolic connection between blood and heredity; as in when people say, “the blood of his 
fathers flows in his veins.” Such symbolism is purely pagan; the Bible is in agreement with 
reality on this issue: blood doesn’t transmit heredity. With the growth of the popularity of the 
Law and the religion of Moses in the ancient world, racist theories gradually disappeared in 
the ancient world. Early Christianity dealt the final blow on the ancient, pagan racism. 

Ironically, while the Gentile world was being freed from its remaining racist beliefs by 
the victorious march of Christianity, racism as an ideology was revived in the writings of 
Talmudist rabbis in the Middle East. The theory of the “curse of Ham” came from the 
Babylonian Talmud in the 3rd century. This theory said that the descendants of Ham, Noah’s 
son, were cursed with black skin, innate immorality, and passive acquiescence with tyranny 
and enslavement. The use of the Biblical curse on Canaan (not on Ham), of course, is 
arbitrary, for the Bible doesn’t mention anything about black skin, and the descendants of 
Canaan were quite white. The reasons for this resurgence of a thoroughly pagan and anti-
Biblical theory in Judaism are not very clear, but it is not a surprise either. Gary North has 
explained in his book, Judeo-Christian Tradition, that contrary to the beliefs of many modern 
Christians, modern Judaism is not a Biblical religion but a self-conscious attempt by the 
rabbis to steer away from the Law of God, and adopt pagan views while baptizing them to 
look good. Whatever the reasons were, Muslim scholars – influenced by Aristotle – eagerly 
adopted the concept of the curse of Ham; after all, it helped them justify the growing slave 
trade in black Africans from Sub-Saharan Africa. The Quran doesn’t distinguish between 
races, so the Muslim rulers needed a theological excuse for their raids and slave trade. The 
Babylonian Talmud provided the excuse. 

During that same period Christian Europe had no trace of racism or of racial 
consciousness based on skin color or other genetic features. The concept of the communion of 
saints was the only concept of ethical and cultural division; the world was divided between 
Christians and non-Christians, and divisions of skin color had no identifiable meaning. In the 
Byzantine Empire, converting to Christianity made one a full-fledged citizen, even eligible for 
the highest civil post, that of the emperor. Several emperors were of Armenian descent, one 
was a Khazar. Ethnic origin had no meaning in the Byzantine thought. In Rome, the Jewish 
quarter – all converted Jews – gave several popes to the medieval Roman Church. “Nation” as 
an ethnic term didn’t exist in medieval Europe; the “natus” meaning of “nation” (that is, born) 
was related to judicial allegiance of the place of birth, not to family connections. Thus, 
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cousins of the same family could be of different nations if they were born across the border 
between two judicial polities. The Russian poet Pushkin was the great-grandson of Abram 
Gannibal, a black slave from Cameroon presented as a gift to Peter the Great. Gannibal was 
freed by Peter, then given an extensive military and engineering training and education. As 
part of this training he fought in the armies of several European nations, as a Russian. Another 
Russian poet, Lermontov, was of Scottish descent himself, but he never thought of himself as 
anything else but Russian. During the medieval period, the legend of Prester John was very 
popular both among the population and among the learned elite; a mythical Christian ruler of 
a great empire somewhere on the earth. He was often depicted as a black African by many 
painters. The Ethiopian delegates to the Council of Florence in 1441 were received with a 
pompous ceremony, for the European church believed them to be ambassadors of that Prester 
John. Even the early slave trade was racially motivated but religiously motivated; there was 
no idea of racial superiority or inferiority in Europe at the time. At the same time Portuguese 
traders were loading Black pagan slaves from the coast of West Africa; Cristovao da Gama, 
Vasco da Gama’s younger son, was fighting for the black Christian queen of Ethiopia against 
superior Muslim forces. 

Racial theories of culture re-entered Europe only in the early 16th century, through the 
Muslim and Judaist influence in Spain. It was the Spanish monarchy in the 16th century 
which encouraged the spread of the “blue blood” theory of the European nobility, in order to 
maintain the elaborate social stratification in Spain, as well as the brutal treatment of the 
Native populations in America. And it was in the Spanish colonies in the New World where 
the first openly racial slavery laws were introduced. 

The Enlightenment gave a new impetus to the ideology of racism. The covenant was 
abandoned as a sociological foundation for culture. In order to reject God, the Enlightenment 
philosophes resorted to looking for materialistic and metaphysical definitions of culture. They 
didn’t directly attack the concept of God; they attacked the concept that culture had anything 
to do with religion. (Voltaire, for example, had exactly the same views of Christianity as the 
modern “Reformed” seminaries: he believed in God, he believed that the Christian faith 
produced good personal morality, but in his most important novel, Candide, he rejected both 
Christian optimism of history and the idea that there can be such a thing as Christian culture. 
Keep this in mind: your “Reformed” pastor is most probably educated in a seminary by 
professors whose views are not awfully different than those of Voltaire.) The Enlightenment 
philosophes fell in love with the racial view of culture; so much that a theory became popular 
in France that the French nobility originated from Nordic Germanic warriors who conquered 
the genetically inferior Celtic and Latin peasants. Ironically, under the same love for racial 
theories. German nobility was trying to find a Latin racial origin for itself, as coming from the 
Roman conquerors. In Poland, the nobility tried to trace their genetic origin to Sarmatian 
nomadic warriors. Etc., etc. Modern genetics was known at the time, so different materialistic 
explanations for the origins of races were brought forth, specifically the concept that climate 
affects the human seed and thus produces both different physical characteristics and different 
cultures. The theory was clearly refuted when black Africans brought to Europe continued 
producing black African children in the European climate, but the ideology of the 
Enlightenment had no place for inconvenient facts. 

But the real modern ideology of racism started developing only at the end of the 18th 
century when Christian Europe couldn’t afford to ignore the growing slave trade and slavery 
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in the Americas; and neither could it afford to ignore the blatant contradiction with the 
Biblical standards. German philosophers and natural scientists like Christoph Meiners and 
Samuel Thomas von Sommering spoke of the “beautiful white race” and the “ugly black 
race,” and tried to prove the inferiority of the non-European races. 

In the 1780s and the 1790s, one of the most meticulous and conscientious anthropologist 
of the 18th century, Johann Friedrich Blumenbach, published his studies on human skulls, and 
divided the human species into five races according to comparative skull measurements: 
Caucasian, Mongolian, Ethiopian, Malayan, and American. Blumenbach specifically warned 
that his studies were only about physiology, and he criticized the theories of those who were 
trying to find signs of superiority or inferiority between the different races. He also pointed 
out that culturally, some regions in Europe were quite backward compared to regions in 
Africa or in Asia, so there was no base for the racial theories of culture. Even before the 
discovery of modern genetics, Blumenbach opposed the theory of the different and parallel 
genetic origin of the races, and held to the Biblical narrative that all races were simply 
different varieties of degeneration from one original race. (A theory that is today confirmed 
and proven by modern genetics, but rejected in his time by most scientists.) Despite 
Blumenbach’s views, though, his study became popular in the American colonies exactly as a 
confirmation for the inferiority of the Negro race. It wasn’t, of course, but together with the 
revived Talmudist mythology of the curse of Ham, it gave a nice excuse for the continuation 
of slavery and the slave trade. So, popular, in fact, that even as late as the 1950s, racial 
theorists in the US still used – or rather misused – Blumenbach’s study of cranial (that is, 
skull) features as a proof for the moral and intellectual inferiority of the Negro race. 

The revival of paganism by the Enlightenment led to a revival of racism, and racists of all 
kinds tried to attach themselves to different popular theories. Evolution – even if the theory is 
not innately racist – became a favorite excuse for racism. I already mentioned the theory of 
the climate determinism. With the rise of the theories of Freudism, behaviorism, and the 
psychology of Carl Gustav Jung, different racist authors adopted the rather artificial IQ tests 
as their proof of inferiority. Racists have also tried to attache themselves to different Christian 
groups in their attempt to gain legitimacy. 

The anti-covenantal nature of this type of racism should be obvious: It is, in its very 
foundation, materialistic determinism. It declares that genes – or blood, or flesh, or whatever 
other material racists can think of – produce culture. It declares that man is ultimately – or 
may be just partially – a product of his flesh, and that his spirit is shaped and defined and 
controlled by his flesh. Marxism is the other popular form of materialistic determinism in the 
19th and the 20th centuries, except that the material factor in Marx’s analysis was the 
economic conditions of man. Different economic classes, Marx held, having different 
economic power and living in different economic conditions, will build different cultures and 
will have different systems of morality. But Marx himself was not a stranger to the racial 
argument either; he himself held strong racist views, and he praised the French racial 
ideologue Gobineau. He also highly praised Darwin’s The Origin of Species, and again for the 
same reason. Materialistic determinism was at the foundation of most new theories in the 19th 
century. After all, they were all following Hegel, and in Hegel’s view, even God defined 
Himself and evolved His own being through the material power of the state. 

The church, of course, must reject such racism as heretical. The Biblical view of culture is 
that it is covenantally defined: the dominant ideology in a society is what determines the 
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dominant culture of that society. In the same society, sometimes, several different cultures 
emerge, based on the different religious views in that society. Henry Van Til gave the Biblical 
definition of culture in his book, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture: “Culture is religion 
externalized.” That is, what we see in the culture around us, is only a visible manifestation of 
the religious and ethical choices of men. Not of their genes, and not of their economic 
conditions. Men of different skin color and of different economic means will have the same 
culture if they are all gathered in the only Biblically valid Christian gathering: the communion 
of the saints. On the other end of the spectrum, brothers in the same family will fight against 
each other, culturally, if they have chosen to follow two opposing religions. Man’s flesh 
doesn’t command man’s spirit; his ethical commitment and choices are what define man as a 
man under God. Thus, the church must from among itself those who promote such 
materialistic determinism, even if – and especially if – they are trying to use the name of 
Christ in its support. 

Then there is another kind of racism, not so heretical but just as collectivist. We are all 
prone to it – myself included in this number – for we are all prone to stereotype people and 
put them in boxes. Especially when putting them in boxes helps us in our self-righteousness. 
We ascribe cultural characteristics to individuals based on their skin color – not because we 
consider genetics determinative, not because we consider them inferior, but because we have 
been served certain statistics which tell us that specific individuals must behave in a specific 
way because they belong to a group. 

Some time ago a friend of mine and I were talking to a non-American Christian, and he 
asked us, very seriously, “How do you guys deal with all the Hispanics down in Texas?” We 
were a little confused. “Deal . . . about what?” “Well,” he said, “isn’t it dangerous to have 
such a large share of the population loyal to Mexico?” We laughed, of course, “Why would 
they be loyal to Mexico? What is there in Mexico to be loyal to, that is superior to Texas 
culture? The corrupt political establishment? The exorbitant taxes and bureaucratic 
regulations? The brutal and corrupt police and military? The drug cartels?” “Well, their 
culture is the same.” Well, it is true that on the surface, their culture is the same, but our friend 
made a logical leap from the external similarity of cultural trappings to the ethical/judicial 
choices of all Hispanics in Texas. It came as a deep surprise to him that a significant and 
rising percentage of Hispanics – especially among the young – has converted to Protestantism, 
and many have conservative political views. In his view, if he saw a Hispanic, he would 
automatically assume that the person is Roman Catholic, and probably a Democrat voter. 
Well, yes, stats do seem to lead in that direction, but stats speak of aggregates. Making 
assumptions about individual Hispanics based on these stats would be just as wrong as 
making assumptions about individual whites. 

In another example, earlier this year, a radio preacher popular among certain evangelical 
fundamentalist audience ranted about a black kid he saw, who flipped off a police car and then 
threw away his plastic bottle without disposing it in a container. The preacher was offended 
by the actions of the kid – which is normal – but then he continued his rant by projecting the 
future life of that kid based not on the stats for people who flip off police cars and litter. His 
projections were based on the official statistics for black males: 70% chance to be a deadbeat 
dad, 60% this, 65% that, all projections and predictions of how the life of that kids is going to 
go, because he belongs to a specific skin color group. He didn’t make any projections that 
would include in the stats white kids who flip off police cars or litter: the numbers wouldn’t 
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be so radically against the kid, then, would they? He didn’t mention that his stats include 
black males who never flipped off a police car – that may have led to some inconvenient 
conclusions. He also gave as example of moral uprightness his own generation and his own 
group – which should be white suburbanites, I suppose, as opposed to the black males group 
his stats is about – who never flipped off a police car and if they littered, they felt guilty. 

Technically, in terms of fundamental theology, this is not racism: it doesn’t involve an 
ideological belief in the inferiority or superiority of a certain genetic class. This is what makes 
many people object when this is called “racism,” because they do not see any ideological 
commitment to racial supremacy in it. But then again, these same people are eager to call 
many actions or agendas of modern civil governments with the name “Marxism,” even though 
these actions and agendas are based on ideologies that are technically and ideologically 
unrelated to or opposite to Marxism. Why? Because they perceive that even if Marxism is not 
the official ideology behind modern taxation, monetary policies, climate policies, it is still true 
that the motives and the goals are the same. So, when we take the examples of collectivist 
thinking I mentioned, why should it be wrong to call it racism, if the motives and the agenda, 
and the ethical/judicial consequences are the same as if there was a full-fledged racist 
ideology behind them? 

And the ethical/judicial consequences are certainly the same as they are of full-fledged 
racism. 

One ethical consequence, of course, is the impact such racism has on the targeted 
minority – impact that we as Christians are under obligation to always take in account, 
according to Paul’s words in 1 Cor. 9:22, “I became all things to all man.” We as Christians, I 
said, but especially those of us who are considered ministers of the Gospel and therefore men 
of authority. Impact mainly on the individuals within that minority, and especially on the 
younger generation in it. Paul also says in Eph. 4:29 that no rotten word should come out of 
our mouth; it is generally assumed that he is talking about cussing, but the truth is, it includes 
much more than just cussing – any non-redemptive talk, especially by men in authority, is 
forbidden. Fathers are not allowed to provoke their children so that they don’t get discouraged 
(Col. 3:21; Eph. 6:4). Speaking in hopeless terms to a young person, especially by a men of 
authority, certainly qualifies as provocation and as rotten words. When a whole generation of 
young men are spoken in terms of hopelessness because of their belonging to a certain genetic 
group, and if this is everything they hear every day in the news, and by their neighbors, and by 
the official statistics, eventually they tend to live with the idea that there is little hope for 
them. 

If you don’t believe me, try it on your children. Start telling them from an early age that, 
as children of white suburban parents, there is 95% chance that they would grow obese and 
morally and culturally apathetic, and will get to care for nothing more than just their paycheck 
and the next football game. Tell that to them every day, show them movies where white 
suburban kids like them grow to be morally apathetic and selfish, show them studies that 
explain the reasons for such inevitable trend, tell them that this is because they have grown in 
a family of two white parents, that it is the suburban culture that has left its imprint on them, 
and that there is little chance for them to change it. Continue doing that for 18-20 years. What 
do you think will come out of your kids, if not selfish, self-absorbed, apathetic brats who care 
for nothing much but their own comfort? Well, this is what we do to black kids in the inner 
cities when we continue the same racist rants of statistics and projections – racist not because 
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we officially believe in genetic inferiority, but racist because the final result is the same. And 
a black kid has not much chance – especially if he doesn’t have a father. After all, if the father 
has left, what is the kid to do, except hear day after day the same statistics how there is little 
hope for a kid like him who hasn’t had the chance to grow under a loving father in his home? 
Aren’t we as Christians to lift those that are fallen? Why are we instead trampling on their 
minds and hopes? And when the target is a racial minority, how is that not racist? Would we 
do it to our own kids? 

Another ethical consequence is what such attitude does to our own conscience. We are so 
good because we never flip off a police car. (We, I mean, generically. I have flipped police 
cars and cops, to be honest.) So what advantage is it to us as a group, that we should give 
ourselves as an example? White suburbanites of our generation who have not flipped off a 
police car in their lives and never gotten in any greater trouble than a speeding ticket, are also 
the most morally and culturally apathetic generation in the history of the US. After all, it is on 
our watch that abortion has been legalized, and it is still on our watch that politicians play 
games with the slaughter of the unborn, and we continue voting and then go about our own 
business. And we have been the dominant political group for the last 50 years and longer. Our 
focus on the speck in the eyes of one minority group prevents us from seeing the huge beam 
in ours. Yes, yes, we would issue a formal confession that we are all sinners, but then 
practically, we would proudly give ourselves as example to those other groups, as if their sin 
is so bad and ours is only an insignificant issue. 

And to be honest, the more I study the issue, the more I wish white suburbanites start 
flipping off not only police cars but all other levels of the crime syndicate that parades as 
“civil government” in our country. There is something we can learn from those black kids in 
the inner cities, and that is the distrust of power structures who have long ceased to be 
legitimate civil government, and have filled the cup of their iniquity. It took our forefathers in 
1775 much less to flip off a whole empire; that we have not started yet is a clear testimony to 
our moral decay. 

And finally, there is a judicial issue with this kind of racism. Because we are so superior 
to them – culturally, of course, not racially – we are unwilling to address the issues of 
government injustice against minorities. When a black man is killed by cops, our first reaction 
is always in favor of the cops: he must have deserved it. Michael Brown was killed, we took 
the side of the white cop, even though we all knew that shooting after retreating unarmed 
person without a court warrant is illegal under all circumstances, as per two decisions of the 
Supreme Court. If only we could have a video, but since we didn’t have it, the cop is innocent 
by default. Then we had a clear video of the murder of Eric Garner, and then it was 
insufficient; sure there must be more to that story. Even those who admitted, half-mouth, that 
it was murder, remained silent when the Grand Jury exonerated the murderous cop. Then 
Freddie Gray was arrested for just owning a pocket knife, and then killed, we said nothing. 
Why would a black man want to have a pocket knife? We all talk about the Second 
Amendment, then we freak out when the Black Panthers want to have their communities 
armed to defend themselves against police brutality. Yes, I agree, the Black Panthers are 
Communist in their ideology, but should we disarm black neighborhoods because of that? 
Should we remain silent when they are indeed assaulted by cops, and when those cops have 
our tacit approval in the fact that we never protest against police brutality in black 
neighborhoods? And no, there is no supremacist ideology behind this silence, but there is still 
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racism – because we have accepted that the inferior culture in the black neighborhoods 
deserves police brutality, and therefore we are not going to stand for justice in these cases. In 
the final account, we are just as passive and apathetic concerning the legitimate complaints of 
the black community as we are about everything else. And while we don’t ourselves harbor 
any racist thoughts, with our silence, we are complicit in the institutional racism of our civil 
government; that same civil government that we should have started flipping off long ago – 
and worse than just flipping off – if we had only a tenth of the spirit of our forefathers. 

This sort of attitude – automatically ascribing the statistical categories of group to its 
individual members, is what Joel McDurmon in his book on logic calls “fallacies of 
composition.” As we said before, such collectivising of individuals is not Biblical; it is a war 
against self-government, and it eventually destroys both those who practice it and those who 
are their targets. it’s about time we stop thinking of people as members of groups, and only 
allow one division between people: a covenantal division between the communion of the 
saints and the world of the lost. And treat every lost person as a potential convert. 

The book I will assign this week is a book written by a black female liberal. When you 
read the book, ignore the ideological bias – what’s important in the book is the historical facts 
of the transformation of racism into its modern form – more subtle, more politically correct, 
but just as brutal and unjust and profitable for the elites as its previous version. The book is 
The New Jim Crow by Michelle Alexander. There I much we can learn from our ideological 
enemies – because, as many of us know, very often our worst enemy is ourselves. 

And don’t forget to visit BulgarianReformation.com and prayerfully donate to our 
mission. America is an important battlefield of the Kingdom of God; but the war is going to 
be won in many battles in many places in the world. And Bulgaria has been a very favorable 
battlefield for the Kingdom; a field where a little effort produces serious outcome. Help me 
continue the work there, and God bless you. 
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 Why Is Islam Taking Over Europe? Or, Is It? 
Assigned reading: God’s Continent by Philip Jenkins  

 

Welcome to Episode 9 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about Islam, Europe, and the 
reality of the situation with Islam there. And keep in mind, here at Axe to the Root we are 
looking at everything through covenantal eyes; which means ethical/judicial eyes. We don’t 
care about political motivations; we are studying politics through the eyes of God’s Covenant. 
We don’t care about alleged facts and numbers; we know from our studies of presuppositional 
epistemology that facts and numbers in themselves don’t have any recognizable meaning; 
facts and numbers must be read within the context of a covenantal philosophy in order to 
make any sense. We know that any commentator who claims to just look at the facts and the 
numbers without first explaining his philosophy of life and the world is either clueless, or is 
trying to deceive us about his real philosophy and his real motives. And keep in mind, when it 
comes to Islam and Europe, the last 10-15 years such commentators have been on a roll 
everywhere on the mainstream media and in internet blogs and websites, speaking of 
supposed facts and numbers and making conclusions out of them, and then trying to convince 
us to make practical steps – especially in voting and political support – based on those 
conclusions. And many Christians and Christians leaders who have no understanding of the 
presuppositional nature of all thought – because they think and reason and speak as pagans – 
have bought into the rhetoric of these commentators, and have adopted their conclusions, and 
have called for the same practical actions and voting and support by Christians. 

Thus, by the end of today’s podcast, I will be in trouble with many of you all; because the 
avalanche of news and analyses and commentaries is so overwhelming, telling us how Europe 
has been overtaken by Islam, we have accepted it as almost an article of faith. And no, I am 
not kidding; in quite a few discussions where I expressed doubt about the numbers and the 
scary projections about the Muslim takeover of Europe, I was declared “not a Christian,” and 
may be even an atheist. This is as close as humanly possible to similar experiences I have had 
back in the 1990s, when dispensationalists thought I was not a Christian because I didn’t buy 
into their proclamations that the Antichrist had already been born and would reveal himself to 
the world any moment now; in fact, to add insult to the injury I didn’t even believe any 
Antichrist was coming, but that the word signified a spirit present in the church in the first 
century and throughout the whole history of the church. The spirit of pessimism and fear 
hasn’t changed; it’s the same today, and it continues to thrive on all kinds of bombastic scares. 
Pessimism sells; and fear sells even better. In fact, as we will see in another episode, fear not 
only sells well, it is the main merchandise of governments who are trying to convince their 
people into subjection. Fear, as I argue in my article, “Terrorism: Biblical Analysis and 
Solutions,” is a form of idolatry, and like any other idolatry, leads to tyranny. Thus, statists 
and would-be tyrants will always sell fear. And an idolatrous people will always buy it, to 
their own destruction. 

So I will be in trouble with many of you all, for the simple reason that I don’t buy the 
currently widespread fear and panic of Islam, and I look at the situation through Biblical eyes, 
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and I don’t see such growth or expansion of Islam in Europe as many commentators see. 
When I say “through Biblical eyes,” it is not to say that I ignore the facts and the numbers; in 
fact, as we will see, real facts and numbers actually confirm what I see through Biblical eyes. 
I will give examples of how the alleged facts and numbers of the fear-mongers are not real, 
and they are either deliberately wrong, or their interpretations are twisted through their 
pessimistic expectations of the future. And then we will talk about the real situation with 
Islam, and with its battle with Christianity for the fate of Europe. Be prepared for some 
surprises. 

So, what is the commonly accepted narrative about Islam in Europe? It is this: Europe is 
overrun by Muslims. Most of those Muslims are of the religiously active part of Islam, and 
their explicit goal and purpose is to conquer Europe. There is no such thing as a moderate 
Muslim, they are all devoted to spread their religion, and they all have an optimistic 
eschatology about the future, and in their future they all see a world dominance of Islam. 
Europe already has a large percentage of Muslims in Europe, and the European governments 
support that large and growing minority, and in many places the European cities have no go 
zones where Christians can’t go, because those zones are controlled entirely by Muslims and 
even the cops can’t go in them. The growth of the Muslim populations in Europe also has lead 
to increased rape stats, with many more women being raped, and that mainly by Muslim 
immigrants. Sweden is reported to have their rape stats up by over 1,000% by some agencies. 
For some countries, like Norway, all the registered rapes are done by Muslims, or at least, as 
some say, “men of Middle Eastern descent.” In the last one year, there has been an influx of 
Syrian refugees, which made the situation even less tenable. And these Muslims can’t be 
integrated in any possible way, because they simply refuse, and they can’t even be converted. 
In Britain and in Belgium, for example, the most common name for newborn boys is 
Mohammed, in all its different spellings and versions. Etc., etc., etc. 

This is what the news and the pundits say. 

There is only one problem here: Most of it is not true or is exaggerated. Where the 
numbers or the facts are correct, they are not given in the context of the total numbers, so that 
their significance is seen in the context of the whole. Many of the reports are based on alleged 
personal testimonies which can’t be traced back to any reliable source. And in fact, when one 
goes to reliable sources, the picture is quite different. 

Right here, I know, I am already defined and declared non-Christian by many of our 
listeners. Or at least clueless about reality. Or ignorant about Islam. Before I continue, let me 
say this: I know what Islam is, and I know it in detail, unlike many alleged experts on Islam in 
America. I come from the nation in Europe with the third highest share of its population being 
Muslim: Bulgaria, 14% Muslims. (Only Bosnia and Albania have a higher percentage.) I grew 
up among Muslims, in a predominantly Muslim neighborhood. When I became a Christian, I 
shared the Gospel with Muslims, and some were converted to Christ. Later, when I started my 
mission work, part of it was in predominantly Muslim neighborhoods, and I have preached to 
former and current Muslims. I have a few articles on Islam and Shariah – for example, find 
my article on “Civilization and Self-Control,” and another one, “Putting the Claim that 
Theonomy Is Like Shariah to Presuppositional Rest.” I am not a stranger to Islam, I 
understand it, I have studied it, I have fought it on the mission field. And I know what a 
dangerous and disgusting religion it is, ethically and culturally. And exactly because I know it, 
I am saying the things I am saying. So, don’t condemn me yet, stay with me, for we will not 
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only learn the truth about Islam in Europe, we will also learn the covenantal lessons from that 
truth. 

Where do we start from? Let’s start from Sweden, the nation that has become a proverb in 
the mouths of all those who warn about the Muslim takeover of Europe. 

Sweden has 9.5 million population. At the most, 451,000 of them, close to 5% of the 
population, are Muslims. This number is the highest available estimate, but where does it 
come from? It comes from a report by the PEW Research Center, which provides no clear 
methodology for this number. Swedish independent—and free-market-oriented—sources 
criticize this estimate noting that the PEW’s estimate for Sweden includes “people with roots 
in Muslim countries.” This, of course, is not a very reliable indicator, given the fact that 
Christians are disproportionally more represented among the immigrants from Muslim 
countries. For example, Arabic Christians in the US are 63% of the total Arabic population of 
the US, compared to 5.5% in the Arab countries. In Sweden, the largest immigrant community 
with “roots in Muslim countries” are the immigrants from Iraq, a total of 130,000 which 
would be included in the PEW’s report. But of these, 120,000 (92%) are Assyrians who are 
traditionally Christian, not Muslim. Right there, folks, 25% of the PEW Research number is 
not even Muslim, but comes from a community that has been traditionally Christian for longer 
than England has been England! The second largest immigrant community in Sweden “with 
roots in Muslim countries” is the Iranian community—about 68,000 people—but it is 
comprised mostly of dissidents and opponents to the Islamic regime in Tehran, and most of 
them profess to be secular and agnostic/atheist in their views. There is another 15% of PEW’s 
numbers that are wrong. The most realistic assessment about the number of people of Muslim 
background in Sweden, then, would be no more than 200,000, and by the assessment of 
Muslim scholars in Sweden, only 100,000 are “religious,” of which only 25,000 are “devout 
Muslims,” that is, practice their religion according to its rules. Which means, for Sweden, 1% 
religious Muslims, ¼ % practicing Muslims. Which is about the same percentage as for 
Houston Metropolitan Area, with its 60,000 practicing Muslims out of a population of a little 
over 6 million. 

And yet, the Internet in the last several years is full with reports of how the Muslim 
immigrants of Sweden are taking over the country. The Swedish police reportedly has given 
up on maintaining order in 55 “no-go” zones throughout the country, which correspond to the 
areas with highest percentage of Muslim immigrants. There is an “explosion of rape in 
Sweden” which most observers connect to the Muslim presence in the country; and the 
government doesn’t seem capable of dealing with it. Anti-Muslim attitudes are on the rise in 
Sweden, as they are in all the other countries in the European Union. 

All this because of 1% of the population. 

What about France, which has the second highest percentage in the European Union of 
Muslim population? (The highest is Bulgaria with 14%.) The estimates, of course, are still not 
definitive, they vary from 5 to 10% (the highest figure is by the US Department of State, the 
lowest by the French government). There again, since the government census agencies can’t 
legally ask about religious adherence, the estimates are based on country of origin. The 
question of whether the person practices their religion or not is allowed, and only one-third of 
the immigrants from Muslim countries declared to be practicing their religion. Which, if one 
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takes 6 million as the number of immigrants from Muslim countries, gives a total of 2 million 
practicing Muslims in France, or around 3% of the total population. 

What is less known to the general public is that while the immigrant communities in 
France are blamed for the spread of Islam in France, the truth is that these immigrant 
communities have a thriving Christian, church-centered culture that is outpacing Islam on all 
fronts. For example, Greater Paris (4 départements) has about 75 mosques and prayer centers, 
the largest of which can take about 1,000 people; the estimated Muslim population of Greater 
Paris is 1.6 million. This is a very low number of mosques compared to Houston which has 
over 40 mosques and prayer centers for only 60,000 Muslims. To take the comparison back to 
Paris, only one of the Greater Paris’s départements, Seine-Saint-Denis, has over 250 
evangelical churches—and that in a nation that is traditionally Roman Catholic and secular 
agnostic. Let me repeat the difference: All 4 départements (districts) of Paris have a total of 75 
mosques and prayer centers. Only one of those départements has 250 Evangelical churches. 
The list of those only who have decided to register for the online catalog of churches far 
outnumbers the list of all mosques in Paris. The majority of these evangelical churches serve 
the immigrant community, and they are much more influential in both evangelism and in 
forming the culture of the immigrant community than anything Islam can offer. On that list, 
there is even a Portuguese Assembly of God, a Laotian Evangelical Church, several 
Cambodian evangelical churches, several Gypsy churches, etc. 

And yet, France has become a proverb in the mouth of many French and foreign 
observers as a nation that has almost surrendered to Islam. The riots of several years back 
were widely reported as almost another French Revolution—or Muslim Revolution, if you 
wish. Just like Sweden, France is now reported to have 150 “no-go zones” where no European 
can go into, and the police are helpless. 

All this because of 3% of the population. 
Right here we need to stop and consider this important fact: these numbers about the two 

countries alleged to have the worst impact of Muslim immigration should be enough to make 
us doubt the narrative of the panickers. Do we have some reliable data, then? Yes, we do. 
Official, real, proven data: Switzerland 

Let’s look at Switzerland. Unlike Sweden and France, the government agencies of the 
Helvetic Confederation not only can, but by law they do ask about the religious adherence of 
the population. The reason is simple: while there is no state church in Switzerland, most 
cantons tax the population to support the religious establishments, and the amount of support 
is based on the number of adherents. So, unlike Sweden and France, we don’t have to 
“guestimate” the percentage of Muslims in Switzerland: It is officially declared to be 4.9%. If 
we take the maximum estimates about Sweden, it’s about the same percentage as Sweden. If 
we take the realistic estimates about Sweden, Switzerland has 5 times as many Muslims as 
Sweden, percentage-wise. And about the same percent and France. Which is to be expected, 
given that Switzerland has the highest percentage of immigrants of all European countries, 
and it has kept its borders open to immigration. Unlike Sweden and France, the Muslim 
minority in Switzerland doesn’t seem plagued by economic discrimination and 
unemployment; to the contrary, Muslims are fairly middle-class in Switzerland. Given that 
Switzerland is a small country, with this high percentage of Muslims, one would expect that it 
will have the same problems with its Muslim population as France and Sweden. 
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Guess what. It doesn’t. There are no “no-go” zones, no increased crime due to Muslim 
immigration, no isolated communities, no burned cars nor raped local women. In fact, when in 
2009 the Swiss voted in a national referendum in favor of a ban on the construction of 
minarets, the Swiss Muslim minority took it very calmly. And that despite the urging by 
political and religious leaders of Muslim countries to protest the decision. More than 400,000 
Swiss Muslims went about their business without uttering anything more than regret for the 
results of the referendum. Quite a different picture from we are fed by the mainstream media, 
isn’t it? 

But isn’t it true, after all, that the most common name for newborn boys in Britain, for 
example, is Mohammed? And if it is true, isn’t it a proof that Muslims are breeding by an 
alarming rate in Europe, showing that they want to take over the continent? 

Yes, technically, it is true that Mohammed is the most common name for new-born boys 
in the UK: In all its spelling variations, in 2014 it reached the number 7,200. To compare, the 
second most common name is Oliver: about 6,600 boys were named Oliver in 2014, which is 
about 8% less than Mohammed. Of course, taking all the versions of Oliver – for example, 
Ollie – as we did for Mohammed, Oliver goes to the top with about 7,600, about 6% over 
Mohammed. But this contest of numbers is still misleading, for it fails to present a picture in 
the context of the whole. Given that the United Kingdom has about 800,000 live births every 
year, the name Mohammed accounts for less than 2% of all those newborn boys. While it is 
popular among Muslims – predictably – there is no name of such singular popularity among 
Christians, or nominal Christians. In fact, in general, the name catalog in most European 
nations is much longer and much more diverse than the name catalogs of Arabic or Urdu 
names. That one name is so marginally popular still doesn’t show the full picture. 

All that it indicates is that there is a higher birth rate among the small Muslim minority in 
the UK. Of course, then, the question is, “What stops Christians in the UK from having a high 
birth rate?”  But that’s a topic for another podcast. 

But what about rape? Isn’t it true that rape is at historical highs in Europe, and all because 
of Muslim immigrants? Last year The New American Magazine reported – in all seriousness – 
that rape in Sweden has increased by 1,472% since 1975. But there is no statistics whatsoever 
to support such a number, and the number is completely fabricated. The real numbers are 
rather different. Sweden, indeed, has a rape rate much higher than the US – 5 times higher per 
capita – but then, this is the case in all of Europe, and this has been for a long time now, long 
before 1975. The reasons are obvious: gun control, not Muslims. In 1975 Swedish courts 
convicted 109 people of rape; Sweden then had about 8 million population. In 2014, with a 
population of 9 million (13 % increase), 195 people were convicted of the same crime. That is 
79% increase in rape given 13% increase in population. That’s still a significant increase, but 
it doesn’t tell the whole story. The whole story is that rape remained at the same levels until 
2005 when Swedish legislation broadened the definition of rape – that is, more things are 
classified as rape now than before, and also, what before would have been recorded as one 
case of rape, is now broken in many different court cases. Within a couple of months, the rape 
stats jumped up to the current levels, and remained stagnant until this day. This, of course, is 
convictions. Reported rapes have also increased, but again, it is rather because of the changed 
legal definition of rape – changed to the point that if a wife lived with her husband for a year 
before he was accused of domestic abuse, that would be reported on the books as 365 different 
instances of rape for the whole year. 
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The reports are similarly false for countries like Denmark, Norway, and Britain. 
Germany is another major example where rape is blamed on the Muslim immigrants. 

Some declared that Muslims immigrants bring a culture of rape to Germany. But most people 
outside Germany are unaware of a dirty secret that German women know and most of the 
world doesn’t: the culture of rape has always existed in Germany, with or without Muslim 
men – in fact, perpetrated mostly by German men. A reported 7-10,000 women are raped 
every year in Germany – a percentage much higher per capita than the US – and German 
courts have always been astonishingly soft on rapists: only 10% conviction rate historically, 
which has even declined in the last 20 years. International human rights organizations have 
been criticizing Germany for decades now, on this particular issue. A study of the last 10 
years showed than 35% of the women in Germany have suffered some grave form of sexual 
abuse – a percentage too high to be blamed on the Muslims, and high enough to rival places 
like Iran or India. Muslims may have some marginal share in this, but the reality is, gun 
control and the laws for self-defense – which place a liability on the victim if she harms her 
attacker – as well as the reluctance of the courts to convict rapists, are the real factors for the 
rape culture. True, Islam is a disgusting religion, but blaming Muslims for an ethical and 
judicial flaw of the German apostate state and culture only makes us as bad as Muslims. Our 
job is to take the beam out of our own eyes first. 

There are many more real facts that show that the current fear campaign about Europe 
being taken over by Islam is rather manipulative. Given the sources where it comes from – 
neo-conservative warmongers – the purpose of the manipulation is clear: to keep the Western 
public sufficiently scared of Islam to support any kinds of wars in the Middle East. 

But, wait. Manipulation requires two – a manipulator and a manipulated. How is it that 
these multitudes in the West have bought into this panic ideology and have accepted as true 
claims that are false? It’s not like the facts are hidden. We live in the age of the Internet, after 
all, everyone can easily check the facts and discover that the scare campaign about Europe and 
the supposed rise of Islam to dominance is based on total fabrications. Why are so many 
people buying into it? And, even worse, why are so many Christians so gullible? And even 
worse, why are so many Christians, when presented with the facts, eager and willing to ignore 
them and even condemn those who present the facts? 

The answer is: presuppositions. Most Christians today have a presuppositional 
commitment to defeatism and despair. Such is their theology of the Gospel: that the Gospel is 
powerless in changing cultures and achieving total victory in history. Such is their 
eschatology, that is, their view of the future in history: they believe that history will 
degenerate towards worse and worse, until the church and the Gospel are limited to small 
spiritual ghettos, and then the end will come. Within this presuppositional framework, any 
optimistic belief in the victory of the Gospel, and any sober analysis of the weaknesses of the 
enemy and his religions and ideologies, are considered a grave impiety and heresy: “How dare 
you even suggest that Christ can conquer history, contrary to our beliefs that history leads to 
nothing better than total apostasy?” You know, that scary “triumphalism” of the 
postmillennialists. Within this framework, piety and faith are expressed in more and more 
despair about the salvation of the world; even when these same people quote John 3:16-17, 
where the focus is clearly the salvation of the world, and the saved individual souls are only a 
means towards that greater goal and purpose. Optimism and faith in the comprehensive power 
of the Gospel are considered “worldly”: the spiritual thing is to believe that the fallen heart of 
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man can overcome the work of the Holy Spirit – and yes, even among the majority of the so-
called “Reformed.” (In fact, especially among them.) When the church has made an ethical 
and presuppositional commitment to defeat, every false claim about defeat looks true, and 
every doubt and rejection of such defeatism looks detestable. Thus, no matter how much you 
try to present the real facts to American Christians, they will reject them. Presuppositions. 

The truth about Islam is that it is a toothless dog. It cannot build a civilization, and it 
cannot maintain a civilization, on its own. And it can’t be a threat to any existing civilization 
except to those who have already lost the will to live and prosper. It is true that Islam started 
quite strong and within a short period of time conquered a significant part of the world. But 
those victories were due not to Islam’s inner strength but to a legacy of civilizational memory 
inherited from Christianity and Judaism. In its beginning, not being epistemologically self-
conscious and consistent, Islamic culture was a mixture of Islamic political power, built on the 
pillars of a basically Christian civilization. For the first 600 years of its existence, until the end 
of the Crusades, the majority of the subjects of the Islamic Caliphates were Christians; 
Christians were not subject to forced conversion, and neither were Jews. Jews and Christians 
comprised the majority of the learned elite of the Caliphate in Baghdad; when St. Cyril (the 
creator of the Cyrillic alphabet) went to Baghdad in the first half of the 9th century to discuss 
the Trinity with Muslim theologians, the capital of the Caliphate was still predominantly 
Christian. In fact, as Phillip Jenkins shows in his book, The Next Christendom, before the 12th 
century, the bulk of the Christian population in the world lived not in Europe, in Christian 
lands, but under Muslim rulers. If we are to run an average profile of a Christian family of that 
period, the sparsely inhabited Europe would be an outlier; the average Christian family before 
the 12th century tilled a piece of land along the Nile or in Mesopotamia, not in Europe. 
Christians also supplied the technological base and development of the Muslim world; when 
in 1187 Saladin took Jerusalem, he spared the Christian population of the city; not because of 
some tolerance or mercy, as some imagine; Christians were needed for his new empire as 
tradesmen and specialists in fields where Muslims didn’t bother to develop any knowledge or 
skill. (That Saladin wasn’t awfully merciful is known by the fact that in his career he saw no 
problem with slaughtering tens of thousands of Muslims in order to establish his own power; 
he saw Muslims as useless compared to Christians.) So dependent was the Muslim world on 
Christian technology – and also, Jewish social theory and organization, for most of the 
political and social and medical advisers of the Caliphs were Jewish – that the siege of 
Constantinople in 1453 was successful only because of the services of a Hungarian (Christian) 
engineer who built the enormous guns needed to breach the walls of the city. For a Muslim 
civilization or society to survive, it needs to feed off a Christian base and a Christian 
worldview. Muslims depend for their survival and their prosperity on a thriving Christian 
civilization. Even a civilization that is apostate from Christianity and still carries the cultural 
influence of Christianity is much better than anything the Muslim world can muster; and 
Muslims depend on it. They cannot challenge the European culture in any possible way. 

Since its early days, Islam has become epistemologically more conscious – just as 
Christianity has become so as well. Thus, if in its early stages Islam had the cultural inertia to 
adopt many Christian values in its culture, over the last century, especially, the committed 
adherents to the Muslim religion have become more and more self-conscious of the purity of 
their faith. Saudi Arabia’s Wahabbism and ISIS and other radical movements are a rather 
novel development in the Muslim world; they are simply a sign of the epistemological 
consistency that is growing among Muslims. But as it is with all anti-Christian religions, 
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intellectual consistency is deadly and suicidal; only orthodox, Trinitarian, covenantal, 
potmillennial, theonomic Christianity can afford to stay consistent with its presuppositions 
without borrowing from other religions or ideologies. As Cornelius Van Til taught us, any 
non-Trinitarian religion has to borrow presuppositions from Christianity in order to stand on 
its feet. Any non-Christian religion, therefore, faces a grave dichotomy: become intellectually 
consistent with itself and die; or, continue lingering by adopting more and more of 
Christianity’s presuppositions. But adopting Christianity’s presuppositions only prolongs the 
agony; it doesn’t prevent death. Every religion or ideology lives with the life of its believers. 
Eventually, those believers see its schizophrenic character and begin abandoning it. 

And contrary to the claims about some civilizational strength of Islam which threatens 
Christianity, the reports from the mission fields both in Europe and in Muslim lands are quite 
positive. Muslims are converting to Christianity in great numbers. Churches in Germany and 
Britain report of an increased number of newly baptized former Muslims among the refugees 
from Syria. Concerning France, Muslim sources themselves admit that 15,000 Muslims a year 
defect to Christianity, especially in its Protestant and Evangelical varieties. Spain has a 
community of Pentecostal and Baptist churches of Moroccan immigrants. On the Balkans – 
where the traditional bulk of European Muslims live, Evangelical missions are especially 
active in places like Albania, Bosnia (both traditionally Muslim), and in Bulgaria (and I had 
the personal privilege to take part in that activity). In the Middle East, Christianity is in 
decline only where the US has invaded – in Afghanistan and Iraq. In Syria – and especially 
among the Kurds and other populations, Christian missions report astounding successes. In 
fact, the atrocities of the Islamic State were the main reason for certain formerly Muslim 
groups to turn to Christianity. The same situation is reported in Indonesia – the most populous 
Muslim country in the world – and in all of Northern and Western Africa. Islam is far from 
advancing; if anything, it’s losing ground everywhere, and the only culture threatened by it is 
that humanistic apostate culture in Western Europe which has lost the will to live anyway. 
Why would Muslims have a higher birth rate than European atheists and nominal Christians? 
Isn’t it because Europeans have lost their optimism for the future? 

And, contrary to many claims and fake photos on the Internet, Islam doesn’t have any 
optimism for the future and doesn’t have any plans to conquer the world. Islamist eschatology 
is not even close to Christian postmillennialism; it is in fact an almost exact copy of historic 
premillennialism. It believes in general apostasy from Islam in the last days, it believes in the 
rise of a political figure, the False Messiah, the counterpart of the premillennial Antichrist. 
The Beast, and Gog and Magog will also appear. It believes in a final physical battle between 
the Redeemer and the False Messiah. There are 66 signs that will point to the end, and all of 
them are pessimistic and apocalyptic – apostasy, sin, pestilences, disasters, etc. Islam’s 
eschatology is premillennialism on steroids, and there is nothing optimistic about history in it. 
Muslims do not expect Islam to conquer the world; to the contrary, they expect its influence to 
wane. 

So, is Islam taking over Europe? Or the world? 

The answer is, it isn’t. It is in retreat on all fronts. It has failed to create a civilization to 
challenge Christendom, or even the apostate humanist Western civilization that still carries a 
lot of its historical Christian cultural legacy. It has failed to produce individual purpose and 
personal maturity and productivity – and without purpose and maturity Islam cannot produce 
the type of man needed to build a civilization. Islam needs Christianity to survive – and every 
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time it rebels against Christianity it only sinks deeper and deeper in the drain of history, and 
loses more and more ground to that very Christianity it rebels against. Islam cannot produce 
any of the advances of the Western civilization – whether technological or social or political 
or psychological. The reactions of some radical groups against Christianity are simply the 
agony of a dying animal; the more violent those reactions are, the more energy is lost, and the 
nearer its death is. A few terrorists are not a cultural threat; and when we fret about those few 
terrorists, we are only declaring our own weakness and fear. But in reality, there is no reason 
for fear. And there is no reason for statist solutions and government enforced security and 
endless wars in the Middle East. A period of peace and evangelism will bring about the death 
of Islam faster than any government programs or defenses. The future, as Paul said in 1 Cor. 
3:21-22, belongs to Christianity. 

The book I will assign for reading today is God’s Continent by Philip Jenkins. Jenkins is 
a well known myth-buster, and in this book, he busts the myth of Europe taken over by Islam. 
To the contrary, he carefully documents numbers and facts, and he shows that if there’s a 
religion thriving and expanding in Europe, it is Biblical Christianity. Not the dead religion of 
the traditional Romish and state churches in Europe, but the living, vibrant, optimistic, 
expanding Christianity of the new movements, very often below the radar in many countries, 
but real and active, especially among the immigrant communities. What about Islam? Not so 
much. It’s growth has stagnated, and even where Islam doesn’t lose against Christianity, 
Muslim children surrender to the secular humanistic culture. It’s a toothless dog. 

I have seen it myself. And I have preached among Muslims, and I have seen many 
converts from the Muslim religion, and we continue working among Muslims in Bulgaria. So, 
as always, I will ask you all to visit BulgarianReformation.com and prayerfully consider 
supporting our work in Bulgaria. There’s a fertile field, and a little seed can produce 
abundantly. And no, we don’t expect defeat. We are planning for victory. 
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 The Self-Induced Uselessness of Modern Church 
Sacraments 

Assigned reading: Martyn Lloyd-Jones: The Sovereign Spirit.  

 

Welcome to Episode 10 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about church sacraments, their 
meaning, their effectiveness, and their uselessness as well. Or, rather, their modern 
uselessness within the context of the theology of the modern church. 

I want make this disclaimer at the very beginning: I generally stay away from arguments 
about sacraments. In fact, I don’t even like the word “sacraments,” and I prefer “ordinances,” 
for the obvious reason. Ordinances, because they are ordained, or commanded, by Christ. 
Sacrament in its modern meaning would presuppose some form of magic or liturgy behind it. 
Sacramentum is the Latin word for oath, and oath were considered a special form of magic in 
the pagan world. Now, of course, if we take the Christian meaning of “oath,” an 
ethical/judicial binding involving invoking God’s curse for breaking the oath, it would be 
better. The problem is, most, if not all, modern churches have abandoned the meaning of the 
sacraments as vows or judgment; even in the most anti-liturgical ones, the sacraments 
continue to be rather liturgical, even if no one calls them liturgy anymore. Also, modern 
Reformed churches have abandoned the belief in the spiritual reality behind judicial oaths. 
Yes, yes, I know, they pay lip service to the belief in the spiritual, but their “spiritual” is 
always rather abstract, happening somewhere in the background. And it better stay there in the 
background and in the shadows, while we have a theology that bans it from our churches and 
from our practice. No matter what their leaders claim from the pulpit, the real ideology of the 
majority of Reformed churches today is Enlightenment rationalism. God is just added to this 
ideology as a sort of an insurance company, making sure nothing extraordinary happens to our 
neat programs and pageants. 

My personal preferences are generally on the Presbyterian side of the debate over the 
sacraments. I believe the children of believing parents are by default members of the 
Covenant and not little pagans living in a covenant home. I believe there is a corporate aspect 
to the Covenant of Grace which allows for representative inclusion in the Covenant of Grace; 
therefore, children of covenant parents should receive the sign of the Covenant. Nevertheless, 
I seldom participate in debates between Presbyterians and Baptists. Why? Because I can see 
that the majority of Presbyterians are absolutely clueless of the covenantal foundation of their 
argument. Thus, they argue in a fragmented way, not in a covenantal way. In the final 
account, all the arguments between Presbyterians and Baptists are on a level that is either 
rationalist or mysticist. And when I say “all the arguments,” I don’t mean only amateurish 
arguments on FB. I mean argumentation brought forth between theologians and writers and 
preachers. Yes, I must say, most of what comes out of our modern seminaries is pure 
childishness – including the theological arguments. The celebrities we have elevated for 
ourselves – on both sides, Presbyterian and Baptist – are quite simplistic and fragmented in 
their understanding of theology. Yes, yes, I know, you will tell me, but these guys write fat 
books and they preach so many sermons and write blogs and briefings, etc. I am not 
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impressed. Quantity doesn’t make up for the lack of quality. The multitude of words can’t 
make up for the lack of covenantal thinking. So, I generally stay away from those debates. 

I differ with my Baptist friends on baptism, but keep in mind, on the Lord’s Supper, I find 
the position of the majority of my Presbyterian brethren fragmented and indefensible. 
Specifically, their rationalist view of the communion: that communion is a judgment of our 
intellectual capabilities of rationally conceptualizing the church as the body of Christ. And the 
belief following from it that children should be excluded from it. My children, again, are not 
little pagans living in my home – they are not pagans morally, and they are not pagans 
intellectually. They are members of the covenant judicially (contrary to my Baptist brethren), 
and they are members of the covenant intellectually and in deed (contrary to my Presbyterian 
brethren). 

So, now that I have offended both groups, I should add, I know that there are nuances 
within each group, and some people wouldn’t agree with some specific terminology I have 
used so far. That’s OK. It doesn’t matter. I have a worse offense for you all, one that 
establishes an even worse divide between me and the two modern camps: I don’t believe the 
debate as it is today is even relevant to the Christian faith. Yes, you heard me well, and let me 
repeat it again: The debate over the sacraments is not even relevant to the Christian faith. 
Most of the debate today is predicated on presuppositions about the sacraments that are not 
even in the Bible; the Bible doesn’t seem to have such a focus on the significance and the 
details of symbols or efficacy of the sacraments. Such focus comes not from the early church 
– in fact, based on the writings of the early church fathers, there was a significant liberty in 
the early church concerning the methods and the beliefs about the sacraments. It’s not that the 
early church has specific evidence of subscribing to one or another doctrine of the meaning 
and the efficacy of the sacraments; it just has very scanty evidence and focus on these issues. 
True, the early church authors wrote on the issues of the sacraments – but judging from the 
volume and share of such writings, the early church seems to have relegated these issues to a 
place of secondary importance. They didn’t even include baptism and the Supper in most of 
their creeds! Whether they baptized children or not, and whether they allowed children to 
partake of the communion or not, or whether their mode of baptism was sprinkling or 
immersion, or whether the true meaning of baptism was a covenant sign or a confession of 
faith, or whether the Lord’s Supper was a symbol or real presence – these questions were 
discussed so rarely in the writings of the church fathers that we today have to glean bits and 
pieces from them in order to get the whole picture. There was no systematic theology of the 
sacraments in the early church. In fact, it wasn’t until the church started developing a special 
aristocracy of priests that it started developing different theories sifting out the gnats about 
rituals and symbols. And when such theories started developing, they ignored a number of 
camels that the church swallowed happily. And, I must say, continues to swallow today. 

I know you are not used to hearing this about the sacraments; I know that the majority of 
Christians today have been conditioned to believe that the correct view of the details of the 
sacraments – liturgical and symbolic – is so important, that it deserves enormous attention. I 
will challenge this view here. I will show that Biblically, the sacraments have no meaning in 
themselves, and there is a higher reality behind them, and a deeper context which is 
specifically and self-consciously avoided by modern theologians. Avoided because they have 
invested in a truncated gospel limited to the church and the individual, a gospel of no victory 
in history, and, most of all, a gospel of a deist god who may have given his word to man some 
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time in the past but is today silent and passive. Unless we send that truncated gospel to the 
garbage heap of history, we won’t understand the meaning of the sacraments, and we will 
have useless rituals – which they are today, in the vast majority of churches. Yes, I said it: the 
sacraments as the church preaches and practices them today are useless, and have no efficacy 
at all, no matter what your view of them is. And it is time to return to the Bible, and start 
reading what the Bible says about baptism and about the Lord’s Supper. 

Let’s start with baptism. And let’s try for a moment to forget everything we have learned 
in sermons, books, and seminary lectures about baptism. Let’s be consistent with the most 
important clause our confessions of faith, and judge the opinions of authors, the decisions of 
councils, and private spirits by what Scripture says on the issue of baptism. And let’s try to 
visualize a realistic picture of those first baptisms performed by John the Baptist at the river 
Jordan. 

We have John the Baptist who preaches repentance and redemption, which is not unusual 
in a nation that has been the guardian of the Scriptures of God for over a millennium. There 
was a multitude of preachers and teachers in Israel at the time, some legitimate, some not so 
legitimate. Very early in Jesus’s ministry, there were even religious activists who started 
imitating Him; see, for example, Luke 9:49-50, where the disciples met a man who cast out 
demons in Jesus’s name. While Athens was known for her babbling empty philosophizers, 
Israel was known for her preachers. They had a global fame; just a year after Jesus started 
preaching, Greeks from Athens came to hear Him. So, John the Baptist’s preaching was not 
something unusual. The world at the time was used to listen to preachers of morality and 
redemption from Israel. After all, even Julius Caesar considered Israel so important that he 
freed the Jews of taxes every seventh year. Don’t forget the number of Roman soldiers 
described in the Gospels and Acts who either converted or at least acknowledged the 
truthfulness of Jesus’s claims. (Even Pilate himself did.) 

But with that ordinary and normal activity – preaching repentance and redemption – John 
does something which has no analog in the OT: he baptizes for the remission of sins. 

Where did he get that idea from? 

The idea is not in the Old Testament. No one is baptized there. There is the concept of 
going through water, but it certainly is not of repentance for the remission of sins. When the 
people came to John to get baptized, in his preaching, he used terminology which pointed 
back to the Flood and the waters of the flood: “Who warned you to flee from the coming 
wrath?” But in the Flood, those who were saved, Noah’s family, were neither immersed nor 
sprinkled; it was the unbelieving world that was really baptized. In the same way, when Paul 
speaks about an OT baptism, Moses baptizing the Israelites in the sea, in 1 Cor. 10:2, the word 
applies to people who were neither immersed nor sprinkled; Exodus 14:22 specifically says 
that they “went through the sea on dry ground.” It was the Egyptian army that was properly 
baptized, if we take the literal meaning of the word. Obviously, the NT doctrine of baptism is 
not so awfully concerned about the literal meaning of the word baptizo, that is, immerse. To 
add insult to the injury, it’s not so concerned about the literal application of water either. 
Thus, at least part of the modern argument between immersion and sprinkling is irrelevant. 
We argue about the exact physical form of a symbol, when we have missed the real meaning 
behind that symbol. We have strained out a gnat, while we have swallowed a herd of camels. 
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Either way, there is no mention of baptism for the remission of sins in the OT. There is no 
mention of such a ceremony either. Remission of sins was through shedding of blood (Heb. 
9:22: “without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness”). So, where did John take his 
idea from? 

Even more important: how come his listeners, who for generations were trained to look to 
the Law and especially its ceremonies as their guide, all of a sudden accepted as valid a 
ceremony that was not in the Law? Even Pharisees and Saducees, those experts in the 
minutest details of the Law, came to be baptized (Matt. 3:7), without questioning the validity 
of the sacrament. Others who didn’t take John’s baptism still didn’t question its meaning, they 
only asked if John was the Messiah; they somehow knew that when He comes, Messiah will 
baptize. In John 1:25 they specifically asked him, “Why do you then baptize if you are not 
Christ, nor Elijah, nor the Prophet?” But where did they get that idea from? Certainly not from 
the OT. How is it that John comes up with a totally new ceremony, changing the very central 
tenet of the old religion, remission of sins through shedding of blood, and no one questions its 
meaning? 

So, there was no teaching on the meaning of baptism in the OT, except for a few highly 
symbolic references which didn’t even include immersion of the faithful but rather of the 
enemies of God. And John didn’t start a new school, developing a body of literature on the 
meaning of baptism. Not that he was illiterate; his father was a member of the priestly tribe, 
after all. John simply started preaching baptism on the remission of sins, out of the blue, in the 
wilderness, and people started coming to him, and he just baptized, without bothering to ask 
them if they understood the real meaning of baptism, and whether it pointed to regeneration or 
was simply a symbol, or a covenant sign, etc. remember, these people didn’t have centuries of 
teachings on the baptism; they had other teachings that were their tradition for over a 
millennium, and these teachings had nothing about baptism. Why wasn’t John concerned 
about creating a detailed body of knowledge and literature on the real meaning of baptism? 

Compare this to our modern situation. After centuries of teachings on baptism, our 
seminaries and theologians and preachers and pastors produce tons of materials, going into all 
the obscure and arcane details of the ceremony, of the meaning of the ceremony, of the 
meaning of its detailed ceremonial parts, of the symbolism involved, of the necessary qualities 
of the ministers. . . . Teaching baptism, folks, can qualify as environmental disaster; who 
knows how many forests we have destroyed on fat volumes or lengthy chapters on baptism? 
We have special instructions for the people baptized, in some churches they are made to go 
through a special period of learning about the meaning of the ceremony. After they have been 
baptized, the teaching continues – lectures, conferences, sermons, seminars. How come, after 
2,000 years of Christian teaching, we still need all this, and the people in John’s time knew it 
without all this? Could it be that they were smarter than us and didn’t need all this waste of 
energy of teaching them all these details? 

Or could it be that in the worldview of the Biblical writers, baptism in itself didn’t have 
such a primary importance, and was only one part of a greater picture? 

We have a good reason to believe that this is the case. And that reason is that in all four 
Gospels, when water baptism is introduced, it is always introduced in the context of a phrase 
that point to its secondary importance, compared to something of much greater importance. 
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Let’s look now at Matt. 3:11, the words of John the Baptist himself: “As for me, I baptize 
you with water for repentance, but He who is coming after me is mightier than I, and I am not 
fit to remove His sandals; He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.” 

I baptize you with water, but there’s a mightier and more worthy one than me, He will 
baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire. How does that sound? Does that sound like water 
baptism has a central place, over and above any other baptism? Or does it sound like it is only 
a prelude to another, more powerful baptism? 

Mark 1:7-8: “And he was preaching, and saying, ‘After me One is coming who is 
mightier than I, and I am not fit to stoop down and untie the thong of His sandals. I baptized 
you with water; but He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit.’” Again, we see, water baptism 
is given only in the context of something much greater, and mightier, and worthier: baptism in 
the Holy Spirit. 

Luke 3:16: “John answered and said to them all, ‘As for me, I baptize you with water; but 
One is coming who is mightier than I, and I am not fit to untie the thong of His sandals; He 
will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.’” Here it is again. 

John 1:25, the Pharisees asked him, “How come you are baptizing, if you are not Christ, 
nor Elijah, nor the Prophet?” They knew that Messiah would baptize; they didn’t know – or 
didn’t acknowledge – that John was the Prophet, of course. John answered them about another 
one coming after him. And then, the next day, vv. 29-34, he continues his answer, and from 
his answer it is apparent that the whole point of his ministry is to identify the Messiah, who 
will baptize in the Holy Spirit! 

Apparently, if we read our Bibles, water baptism was not enough; it was only an earlier 
step to something much mightier, more powerful, and greater than water baptism: baptism in 
the Spirit. In Luke 24:49 Jesus told them to wait in Jerusalem until they are clothed with 
power from on high. What was that clothing with power from on high that required that they 
just wait passively? These people were already baptized, they had already seen and believed 
the resurrection. They even had received the Holy Spirit; in John 20:22, Jesus breathed on 
them and told them to receive the Holy Spirit. Why did they have to wait? What was that 
power? 

In Acts 1:4-5, the matter becomes clearer: “Gathering them together, He commanded 
them not to leave Jerusalem, but to wait for what the Father had promised, “Which,” He said, 
“you heard of from Me; for John baptized with water, but you will be baptized with the Holy 
Spirit not many days from now.” And even clearer a few verses later when he says, “you will 
receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and you shall be My witnesses both 
in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and even to the remotest part of the earth.” 

From these verses, it should be obvious that water baptism should lead to the greater 
baptism, that in the Spirit, and that without baptism in the Spirit there can’t be any effective 
testimony. If all four Gospels repeat the same thing about the ministry of John, if Jesus also 
confirms it after His resurrection, if He tells His disciples – already believers, already baptized 
in water, already witnesses of His resurrection and already received the Holy Spirit – to wait 
until they are baptized in the Spirit . . . there’s a good reason to believe that baptism in the 
Holy Spirit should be a very important doctrine for those who claim to be “sola scriptura,” 
right? And not only important, but our Reformed preachers and teachers should preach and 
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teach it every time they preach and teach water baptism, and encourage their listeners to seek 
from the Lord baptism in the Spirit just as they sought from the church water baptism. Right? 

Apparently, though, sola scriptura doesn’t seem to work in this case, not when modern 
Reformed ministries and churches are involved. To the flood of teaching about water baptism, 
the quantity of material on baptism in the Spirit is quite meager. I made the effort to run 
through the archives of a few major celebrity Reformed ministries to see what they have about 
baptism in the Holy Spirit. Very little. John MacArthur has a couple of sermons. Ligonier 
Ministries has 3 or 4 articles. The NT or systematic theology syllabi of several Reformed 
seminaries don’t even mention baptism in the Spirit. (They do have detailed courses on water 
baptism, though.) Reformed sermons on baptism in the Spirit are very few. Of those I have 
been able to find, most of the energy is spent on attacking modern Charismatics, and only 
small portions of them are devoted to attempts for Biblical exegesis of the concept. 

The quantity is meager, but so is the quality, even from those ministries considered to be 
most reliable. The 3 or 4 articles on the Ligonier Ministry’s website contradict and refute each 
other. One warns against believing in a second, more perfect baptism – that is, baptism in the 
Spirit – and argues that this would create second class citizens in the Kingdom of God; even 
though several texts in the Gospels and Acts clearly speak of two different baptisms. Then 
another article, again on Ligonier’s website, says exactly the opposite: that we must clearly 
distinguish between conversion and baptism in the Spirit. John MacArthur is also self-
contradictory. In one sermon he says that being filled with the Spirit is the same thing as being 
baptized in the Spirit. In another he insists that the two are different. Neither Ligonier, nor 
MacArthur, nor any other Reformed ministry I checked, really bother to address the 
connection between water baptism and baptism in the Spirit, emphasized by John the Baptist, 
ordained by Jesus, and described practically in Acts. No ministry bothers to make the 
connection between baptism in the Spirit and the supernatural manifestations of the Spirit 
described in Acts: speaking in tongues and prophesying. No ministry mentions baptism in the 
Spirit as the defining sign of Jesus’s greater ministry as over against John’s lesser ministry; 
nor do they comment on Jesus’s command to postpone their evangelism to after they had 
power from above. 

And it doesn’t stop there. When one goes into the details of their teaching on baptism in 
the Spirit, the things get even more bizarre. Some teach that baptism in the Spirit means 
simply baptism in the church: once we are members of a church, we are automatically 
baptized in the Spirit, ignoring passages like Acts 19:1-7 where there were disciples who were 
not baptized in the Spirit. Others claim that the supernatural element of baptism in the Spirit 
has ceased and today it has nothing to do with supernatural power – without offering a single 
Scriptural verse to prove such discontinuity. Others explain that baptism in the Spirit is not an 
experiential event, because the baptized person doesn’t feel anything; therefore it must be just 
some natural occurrence or something; forgetting, obviously, that in the Biblical account it 
was the people around who certainly felt something and could testify that there was baptism in 
the Spirit. Etc., etc., etc. When it comes to baptism in the Spirit – as well as on many other 
topics – modern Reformed theology is a complete mess of contradictions and human 
inventions, having nothing to do with the Bible. 

The question of course is, how do these guys get away with it? How come we have 
allowed our theologians and teachers and preachers and celebrities who are professedly sola 
scriptura ignore the plain teaching of Scripture on this issue. How is it that the baptism which 
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the Bible clearly describes as the lesser ministry by the lesser man, is elevated to such 
prominent position, while we ignore the greater baptism by the greater man, which is made 
the mark of the New Covenant itself? How is it that we take water baptism isolated from the 
real meaning of the work of Christ: to give us the gift of the Holy Spirit? Why have allowed 
our celebrities to mislead us so badly, when the Bible speaks so clearly on this issue? 

The answer to it may take another podcast; but here it is in short: Our modern Reformed 
theology – or what passes for “Reformed theology” – is rather Enlightenment rationalism, 
peppered with a few theologically correct propositions about God’s grace in personal 
salvation. In everything else, it is a self-conscious rejection of the direct, spiritual, 
supernatural involvement of God in history and in the life and work of His Church. Yes, yes, 
the supernatural work of the Spirit is somewhat paid lip service to; but it is always relegated to 
the realm of the abstract; never allowed to have direct manifestation in the life of the church 
or of the individual believer. I mean, imagine if everyone in the church is filled with the Holy 
Spirit and has that power from above as the believers in the church in Acts had; what will 
happen to the tradition and the programs and the liturgies of the modern Reformed churches? 
And how would the sessions maintain their authority? We can’t afford that, can we? We have 
our own theology that is designed to keep the Holy Spirit in His place. Yes, yes, sometimes 
we may allow Him to give some sort of some foreboding or illumination or dream; as long as 
He keeps them conveniently vague and abstract; and that’s about it. But the church needs to 
be run by men, and these men are serious, rational men; they have no time for supernatural 
shenanigans. 

Again, we can continue talking about this Enlightenment rationalism in another place. 
Here, it is important to understand what it does to our view of baptism: it destroys the 
meaning of baptism. If water baptism is taken out of its proper Biblical context and 
interpreted in isolation from that context, we should expect that eventually, baptism would 
have no meaning whatsoever. And therefore, would have no efficacy. It doesn’t matter how 
many books we write on it, how many lectures we deliver on its efficacy, it doesn’t matter if 
we masterfully prove one or another of the popular views of it – covenant sign, confession, 
remission of sins, regeneration, or you name it – we won’t know what baptism is and what it 
means. If we don’t teach that it is only the beginning and it leads to a greater baptism by 
Jesus’s greater ministry, we have failed our listeners. Paul said in 1 Cor. 10:2 that Moses 
baptized his people in the cloud and in the sea. The baptism in the sea was not the end goal of 
it, and was not even the main baptism. They had to be lead by the cloud which was the Spirit 
of God; and at night it became a pillar of fire. It was the Spirit that led them into the Promised 
Land, not the water. Modern Reformed theology, with its excessive focus on water baptism 
and with its ignoring baptism in the Spirit – or misinterpreting it grievously, as it does – 
would have the Hebrews just stop on the other side of the Red Sea and live in the desert, 
center their culture around the narrative of their passage through the Red Sea, about the real 
nature of the water and of the passage, retell stories about the Pharaoh’s army and their death, 
and declare salvation to anyone who simply crosses the Red Sea and comes to live with them 
in the desert. Indeed, judging from the state of the Reformed churches today – Baptist or 
Presbyterian – the modern Reformed churches do indeed live in the desert, and there is no 
purpose nor intent of going all the way to the Promised Land and taking it. The cloud is still 
there, turning into a pillar of fire at night, waiting for us to follow it to victory, but we have a 
nice theology about why it shouldn’t be paid too much attention. We even re-interpret it to be 
anything else but what it is and what God says it is. We don’t even follow it to Sinai anymore; 
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we have an abundance of theologies why even Sinai is not needed anymore. Our baptism has 
led us to the desert and has left us there. 

And the result is obvious in the culture. Our churches are apathetic and dead, even where 
the people in the church were taught everything about the meaning of baptism – supposedly. 
There is no growth, no development. Within the last hundred years we lost the American 
culture. On the mission field, Presbyterian and Baptist missions are among the best funded of 
all; Presbyterian missions are rich compared to any other missionaries out there. And yet, the 
underfunded Pentecostal and Charismatic missions are eating their lunch in every nation 
where they compete. I have seen Presbyterian missions funded well enough to have all of their 
missionaries live American lifestyles in a third-world country and still spinning their wheels 
for 20 years without any impact in the culture. Meanwhile, Charismatic individual 
missionaries who use their personal savings to rent small apartments and live like the locals, 
plant a church within a year, and then several more within the next 5 years. True enough, 
neither has any cultural impact because neither has the theology for such impact, but the 
Charismatics are still showing a much better bang for the buck. We are still in the wilderness, 
as Presbyterians. And our botched view of baptism is one factor for this fiasco. It’s time to re-
assess it, and it’s time to actually pay attention to the real meaning of water baptism and its 
proper place in the bigger picture of God’s Covenant. It’s time to let God be God, and let Him 
intervene in our neat but useless programs and pageants and ceremonies, and ask him to move 
us with His Holy Spirit. And if that means we start speaking in angelic tongues, so be it, sola 
scriptura. Whatever it is, we need baptism in the Holy Spirit more than we need to be 
sprinkled or dunked in water; for without it, we are salt that has lost its savor. 

The situation is not any better with the Lord’s Supper. 
A few years ago I was at a service in a Presbyterian church where the elders, before 

administering the Lord’s Supper, specifically instructed the congregation to examine 
themselves before taking the Supper, and if they believed they would be taking it in an 
unworthy manner, to refrain from taking. They also specifically didn’t allow children to take. 
Yes, I know, there is a long tradition behind these practices and warnings. After the service, in 
a rather casual conversation with one of the elders, I asked him if he could show me where in 
the Bible he could point me to an admonition of not taking the Supper if the person believed 
he was taking unworthily. The elder was pretty sure it was 1 Cor. 11, in the passage about the 
Lord’s Supper. 

Again, I know very well, there is a long tradition behind this belief, and behind such a 
practice. That tradition is not Reformed, though, it dates several centuries before the 
Reformation, and it comes from times when the Roman church started going more and more 
ritualistic and occult in its sacraments. When we go to the Bible, 1 Cor. 11 doesn’t advise 
anyone to refrain from participating in the Communion. There is no such thing as voluntary 
self-excommunication in the Bible. The text in 1 Cor. 11:27-28 says the following: “Therefore 
whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner, shall be guilty of 
the body and the blood of the Lord. But a man must examine himself, and in so doing he is to 
eat of the bread and drink of the cup.” So the text doesn’t say, ‘Don’t take.” It says, “First 
examine yourself, and then take.” 

I also asked the elder if he thought if that verse applied to children: that children could be 
“guilty of the body and the blood.” His reply was that probably not, but since they couldn’t 
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discern the body, they were not qualified. To my question how he knew who could discern the 
body his reply was that they had to have intellectual understanding of the meaning of the 
body, and the meaning of the Lord’s Supper. In the final account, he said, “We as elders have 
the responsibility to guard the table from unworthy eating. And this is good for the people, 
because, as Paul said, they would be eating and drinking judgment to themselves.” 

But in 1 Cor. 11 that judgment is expressed in visible, discernible events: people eating 
and drinking became sick and some died. And these events were not natural, for in an age 
when sickness and death were much more natural than they are today and happened at much 
earlier ages than today, such judgments were still quite obvious and supernatural for the 
people in the church in Corinth to notice them. And to also notice the connection between 
these cases of sickness and death and the Lord’s Supper. And even Paul, who wasn’t with 
them, knew about these cases from reports, and pointed to them as manifestations of 
judgment. Obviously, he didn’t expect anyone to say, “These were natural occurrences.” It 
was clear to everyone that these people got sick and died because of some unnatural – or 
supernatural – reason. Something like Ananias and Saphira. 

Do we have such cases today in our churches, where people got sick and died because 
they ate unworthily? I can’t think of a single one. And I have never heard any report from 
anyone about such a case. I know many people who – in retrospect – were exposed as not 
even being believers, and yet, not a single one of them got sick and died because of partaking 
in the Communion. When it comes to children, I never heard of children who have taken of 
the Communion and got sick or died. (Actually, I know of children who were sick – even of 
terminal illnesses – and were healed after partaking.) Why is that? Is that judgment not 
applicable to our day anymore? Has it ceased, like some say other manifestations of the Holy 
Spirit have ceased? (Apparently, cessationism, to be consistent, must takes us to some really 
weird conclusions.) Or may be the judgment is not miraculous anymore, but stays only in the 
abstract and intellectual realm, just like the abstract “supernaturalness” of our modern 
theologians that is only somewhere in the background but never expressed in direct 
discernible intervention of God in the church? But what verses in the Bible could justify such 
radical cessationism? 

The answer, I believe, is somewhere else. And it is in the fact that just as with water 
baptism, our modern theology has missed the meaning of the Lord’s Supper. It has presented 
the Lord’s Supper to us as a mixture between a magical ceremony and a seminary exam. The 
mood is always like at a funeral service – as if the death of Christ was the end of all, not the 
victory of a new covenant. People are excluded – or advised to self-exclude – based on 
standards that are not even in the Bible. Not to mention the practice in many churches to serve 
the Supper only once every several months – because, supposedly, its significance would be 
devalued if it was too often, like the first day of the week. 

The Biblical view of the Lord’s Supper is covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial. The Supper 
is a judicial declaration, a court verdict. It is not a ritual of magical significance which can get 
polluted by the unclean participation of uninitiated people. It is not a university exam or 
diploma for those who can recite certain propositions of the faith and express intellectual 
agreement with them. It’s a court room, a place of separation where everyone must come, and 
will either be thrown out by the Lord Himself, or be accepted and healed. 
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Notice that the verses in 1 Cor. 11:30-32 do not say, “Do not eat.” There is not a single 
word in Paul’s admonition to suggest such a thing. Paul’s words are, “Eat only after you have 
examined, that is judged, yourself.” Because if you judge yourself rightly, you won’t be 
judged. But even if you are judged, listen to Paul’s words: “You are disciplined by the Lord so 
that you are not condemned with the world.” 

What is Paul saying here? He is saying, “You better eat and be judged with the Lord, so 
that you are not judged with the world.” Don’t refrain from eating, or you are in a worse 
trouble than if you don’t eat. Just make sure you judge yourself before you stand before that 
Judge, just as Jesus said in Matthew 5:25. 

That the Lord’s Supper is a judicial procedure is obvious from that whole passage. In 
different versions, the word “judge” appears in it seven times: But a man must judge himself, 
and in so doing he is to eat of the bread and drink of the cup. For he who eats and drinks, eats 
and drinks judgment to himself if he does not judge the body rightly. For this reason many 
among you are weak and sick, and a number sleep. But if we judged ourselves rightly, we 
would not be judged. But when we are judged, we are disciplined by the Lord so that we will 
not be judged along with the world. 

The idea that a man can escape judgment by not participating is not a Biblical idea. One 
is either judged in the Supper or judged outside it. And when in the Supper, he is judged not 
for his intellectual agreement but for his being able to recognize (or judge) the body for what 
it is, a body. The people judged there were not people who didn’t know their TULIP or have 
committed sins. These were people who used the Lord’s Supper to fill their own stomachs, 
because they didn’t recognize other Christians to be part of the same body. The context in the 
next chapter, 12, speaks clearly of the body and its unity. We are judged for our belonging to 
the body, not for our intellectual assent with theological propositions. Children belong to the 
body by default. They are not judged outside the body. They should participate. 

Everyone is judged in the Supper, and those who belong to the body are judged not only 
not guilty, they are also declared victors and judges themselves. Thus, the Lord’s Supper is 
also a victory feast, not a funeral feast, and not a time of subdued silence for the people of 
God. Subdued silence is for the pagan temples where the gods must not be disturbed by 
human noise, or the rituals won’t work manipulating the gods to do man’s bidding. The 
modern Reformed too often overemphasize their own depravity, making up fancier and 
fancier terminology to demonstrate verbal humility: “I am such a wretched, miserable sinner, 
we are simply exiles here, we just mourn by the rivers of Babylon,,” etc., etc. Most of it, of 
course, is an attempt to drown in self-pity and fake humility their refusal to act and bring the 
redemption of the Kingdom of God to every area of life. This over-emphasis on depravity and 
this ignoring the power of redemption contributes to the wrong concept of the Lord’s Supper, 
making it a somber, almost occult experience of mental self-flagellation. The Supper is a 
declaration of victory, and it is supposed to be joyful and triumphant, not somber and self-
pitying. Keep in mind, it is supposed to have enough food and wine for some people to get 
full and even drunk. If there is any symbol in it, it is that we have everything in abundance 
now, in Christ’s victory. And what do we have today? The servings of several average 
churches combined today couldn’t get one person full or drunk, let alone many persons. In 
what way exactly do we believe our modern communion follows the example of the early 
church? 
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This self-defeating, self-deprecating, individualist, rationalist, occult, ritualistic supper we 
have today in our churches is certainly not the Biblical supper. I am not saying the churches 
are not true churches, only that the churches do not have a supper rightly conceived and 
rightly constituted; a supper that is a court of judgment and also a victory feast. A supper that 
includes everyone who is a member of the body, not just the theologically and intellectually 
astute. No matter how much church leaders today strive to supposedly “guard the table,” the 
Holy Spirit is not involved in it. We won’t hear any soon that people have gotten sick or have 
died because of unworthy eating of the Supper. For all practical purposes, the modern 
communion in the churches is an empty ritual game. 

To use the imagery of the Old Testament, our churches’ supper doesn’t point to any 
victory, and doesn’t point to any judgment on God’s enemies. But then, I guess, it’s only 
fitting, given that our baptism doesn’t point to following the cloud and the pillar of fire to the 
Promised Land. Spending our entire life in the desert doesn’t qualify as victory anyway. 

As I said, I don’t like to get involved in arguments about the sacraments. Not that I don’t 
believe the sacraments – or the ordinances – are not important. But the modern debate – on 
both sides, Presbyterian and Baptist – is irrelevant to the Biblical faith. It revolves around 
issues that are not even Biblical to start with. Its focus is far from the Biblical focus. It ignores 
God as the direct immediate reality behind the sacraments. It ignores the work of the Holy 
Spirit – far more important than the work of the individual or the church leadership. It ignores 
the ethical/judicial issues involved – especially the judgment part. And it ignores the victory 
of the Gospel in history. Modern sacraments are the symbolic equivalent of crossing the Red 
Sea and settling in the desert on its eastern shore, feeding on manna forever. Actually, I take 
that back: the manna was sweet. The correct symbol would be feeding on rusk forever. 
Modern sacraments are a useless exercise, without any spiritual or judicial reality behind 
them. If some day I get back into that debate, it will be only when the Biblical focus is 
restored, and with it, the efficacy and the usefulness of the sacraments. 

The book I will recommend today is a short collection of sermons by Martyn Lloyd-
Jones: The Sovereign Spirit. That great Reformed teachers and pastor had something to say 
about baptism in the Spirit. Just pay attention to his arguments. 

And help me continue the work in Bulgaria. Visit BulgarianReformation.com and 
prayerfully contribute to the work of building an intellectual foundation for the future 
Christian civilization in Bulgaria. We have tried to follow the cloud and the pillar of fire to the 
land. We need your help in the work of judging God’s enemies. God bless you. 
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 Who Is to Blame for the Effeminate Culture of Today? 
Assigned reading: Henry Van Til, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture  

 

Welcome to Episode 11 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about our modern effeminate 
culture in all its manifestations; and we will also try to see where exactly the reason for the 
rise of that culture is. Hold fast to the arms of your chair; you may discover that those who 
have been most vociferous in denouncing that culture have actually been the main culprits in 
its creation and nurturing. 

To think about it, it hit us all of a sudden, didn’t it? Just a few years ago sodomites and 
other sexual perverts and monsters were still noisy but rather absent from most of American 
life and limited to a few dens of sexual depravity. If anything, their influence seemed to be 
waning. In November 2009, in the same week the progressive Air America announced it was 
ceasing operations, another network declared bankruptcy: Window Media LLC, a financial 
group specifically focused on financing and operating newspapers and magazines geared 
toward the sodomite community. It shut down several publications in South Florida, Atlanta, 
Houston, and Washington DC. The group’s market forecasts for a growing market of 
sodomite demand didn’t materialize; the assessments about the sodomite community 
amounting to at least 3% of the population proved to be wrong. Earlier that same year both 
Obama and Hillary Clinton, when asked about sodomite so-called “marriage,” said they were 
not going to support it nor push it. Apparently, their assessment of the numbers was not in 
favor of it. It would take lots of imagination in 2009 or 2010 to predict that the miniature 
share of sexual perverts in the US will go on offensive in just a couple of years, and within 4 
years will not only turn the tables but will also exercise social and political influence widely 
disproportional to their small numbers. If, of course, we are talking about sexual perverts, 
indeed, and not about political and legislative initiatives of groups who care nothing for the 
sexual perversion itself but are using it for other purposes. (And most probably will eventually 
throw the sodomites in the next dumpster once their agenda is accomplished.) 

Either way, the hits came so quickly and unexpectedly that today, no one really knows 
what to do. Among most Christians, the mood is that this can’t be stopped nor reversed; all we 
can hope for is some rearguard action, to slow down the assault. Kim Davis who simply 
obeyed her state’s laws was kidnapped by federal thugs while the Sheriff of her own county 
remained passive and uninvolved. A few Republican politicians started incorporating the issue 
in their repertoire of talking points, under the meaningless heading of “religious liberty,” but 
we know how effective that is, when it comes to real action; how many Republican states 
have banned abortion so far, and what have Republican majorities in Congress and the Senate 
done in this regard? Most Republican politicians have already surrendered, as have the 
supposedly “conservative” TV big mouths, also known as “pundits.” (Remember how Ann 
Coulter happily jumped at the opportunity to speak to some sodomite “conservative” 
organization?) No more than a couple of months after the Obergefell decision, the issue of 
men in dresses who want to have access to the ladies’ restrooms suddenly became a big 
legislative and judicial issue. Pedophiles are preparing for action too. Where does this end? 
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No one knows, and Christians not only don’t have a plan, they don’t have any faith nor hope it 
can be stopped. Remember my podcast about the Denethor ministries to which American 
Christians contribute billions of dollars every year? Go through their websites and find me a 
single one of these ministries that offers anything of value for its money, saying that we will 
win this battle and here’s the plan to win it. There isn’t one. They are all convinced that this 
trend is unstoppable. They have all surrendered to it, psychologically, and they are teaching 
and leading their listeners to surrender as well. Why not, after all, they have been teaching 
surrender when America was still at least outwardly decent in its culture and legislation and 
politics. Now that all pervert hell is breaking loose, what should make them change the tune? 
Remember Denethor’s cry, “Abandon your posts”? 

The situation is even worse, as a matter of fact. Not only no one has any hope or any plan 
for victory, neither do they have any understanding of what caused all this. Yes, yes, all these 
ministries repeat these days that America will be judged by God for this apostasy. Strange that 
they would say that, though. When Christian Reconstructionists first preached and taught the 
covenantal character of history – that God judges in history nations, cultures, collectives, and 
individuals for their obedience or disobedience – these same ministries, 20 or 30 years ago, 
opposed it and objected that God doesn’t judge anyone or any nation in history. Meredith 
Kline established the foundational tenet of the modern Two Kingdoms rhetoric, “prosperity 
and adversity being experienced in a manner largely unpredictable,” because God dispenses 
them without any regard for men’s obedience or disobedience. Today, even the staunchest 
two-kingdoms theologians have abandoned in practice what they taught just a few years ago, 
and believe that America, after all, will be judged for this apostasy. 

But still, there is no answer to the question: what brought us this far? Where did this 
apostasy come from? Why is it that suddenly Christians are so weak and powerless, and the 
enemies are so bold and powerful and victorious? How did the culture change so abruptly? 
How did our culture suddenly forget the difference between the sexes, or chooses to ignore it . 
. . nay, worse than that, actively – through legislation and court action – seeks to suppress it? 
And why blame it on legislation when the very society adopts the same mentality in its 
cultural habits and mores. Men – even those men who are not perverted – are more and more 
effeminate, more and more exhibit behavior and conduct that we used to associate with 
women in the past. Forget about the perverts, it’s the straight men who look like women more 
and more, and act like women more and more. Men used to value action and purpose and 
work and toughness, used to brag about their achievements and exploits, they even bragged 
about their scars and survivals and how many hits they took in a brawl and still stood firm and 
fought back. And just the other day I read an article titled, “39 Things Women Will Never 
Understand About Being a Man”! And the author goes on and on in listing in how many ways 
his little tender sensitive soul finds offensive in being a man, things like “We never get 
complimented for our looks,” or “We are hardly ever allowed to express any emotion,” or 
“We don’t have anyone to hug us when we are hurt or down.” Seriously. And the article had 
something like half a million shares. And no, it’s not just the liberals. Try to say any harsh 
truth in an only mildly harsh way in any church today and see how many men will have their 
feelings hurt and will ignore the truth you are saying; and you will have buried under an 
avalanche of “corrections” of how to tell them the same truth in a way that won’t make them 
feel bad about it. Seems like the sodomites and other perverts are our least problem. Our 
greatest problem – present everywhere around us – is the effeminate culture of our straight 
men. 
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How did we get to this? 
I remember the Hollywood movies back in the 1980s. Bulgaria was a former Communist 

country so we were not free to buy and watch Hollywood movies – certainly not Hollywood 
movies that would depict the greatness of America, or her liberty, or her economic prosperity, 
or her superiority over the Communist regimes. Rambo, Rocky, Top Gun, and many other 
ideologically incorrect movies of the 80s were simply not allowed. Tapes were smuggled 
through the borders, nevertheless, copied, and these copies of low quality and disastrous 
translations at times were sold on the black market. Some were, those that were judged to be 
harmless in terms of the ideology of class warfare. So, for us, watching Hollywood movies – 
even of the lowest quality – was a sort of defiance to the regime. Looking back through my 
Christian faith now, none of these movies were Christian or had any Christian worldview 
attached to them – with the exception, I suppose, of the optimistic endings of all of them, very 
typical American from the perspective of European audiences; and yet, that optimism came 
from an earlier era of Christian influence on the American culture, when the modern Denethor 
ministries – amillennial and premillennial – were not yet the dominant influence on the 
church. Save for the optimism and for a few moral lessons of self-sacrifice, though, nothing 
else was pointed to a Christian worldview. Back in the 1980s, Hollywood was just as 
thoroughly pagan as it is today. 

And yet, in these movies, men were men and women were women. The established 
stereotype for a male protagonist would be strong, purposeful, and capable of taking hits and 
punches without flinching or complaining. A scarred face was a badge of honor; men brawled 
in bar rooms and then drank together. Women were far from the fleshless pale creatures of 
romanticism but they were just as far from the genderless creatures of our modern third-wave 
feminism; these were women of beautiful femininity as much as they were of vigor and 
strength. If there were effeminate men or masculine women, they were either antagonists, or 
ridiculed; and perhaps even subjects of redemption – and that applied to all kinds of movies, 
drama, action, or comedy. 

How did the culture change so abruptly? How did Hollywood transform from celebrating 
manhood and strength to hating them, and to celebrating genderless, non-distinct creatures 
and sodomites that were ridiculed just 30 years ago? Modern churchian celebrities place the 
blame on the “world” or on the depraved heart of man. But this explanation can’t hold water. 
For the last 19 centuries the world and the depraved heart of man were not able to prevent the 
spreading of the Gospel and the turning of the world in an essentially Christian world. (How 
else can our modern celebrities speak of a post-Christian world?) There must be another 
reason for this sudden turn in the culture, specifically in America. A reason that is very 
specific for the last one hundred years, in the West. 

And that reason is the church itself, and these very celebrities who now ostensibly decry 
the rise of the effeminate and sodomite culture. The ball started with them. 

In order to see how this happened, we need to go back to a book I have advertized for 
quite a few years now, a book that I believe is the most unique book ever written in the history 
of Christendom: The Foundations of Social Order by R.J. Rushdoony. Nothing like it has 
been written before, and nothing like it has been written since, although I do hope we will 
eventually see more such books written. The uniqueness of the book is in its thesis: In it, R.J. 
Rushdoony makes the case for the true origin of the Western civilization and everything good 
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and righteous and just it encompasses in the creeds and the councils of the early church. In the 
book, he examines in detail the theological principles developed in the creeds and the 
councils, and from there, the philosophical, ethical, judicial, political, social, scientific 
principles at the foundation of the Western civilization. 

It is difficult to not notice the revolutionary character of his thesis. See, from the 
perspective of most non-Christian historians, the Western civilization may be unique, but its 
development came from natural factors: whether genetics, or geography, or some haphazard 
combination of material and historical factors. Modern historians, with a very few exceptions, 
are overtly or covertly Marxist: they believe in the sovereignty of impersonal “historical 
forces” – whatever that means – in shaping history. As a matter of fact, most modern 
theologians are practical Marxists when it comes to history and interpretation of history, 
because they too have a rather impersonal interpretation if history. Yes, yes, I know, they say 
that God moves history, but then their God moves history in such a mysterious and 
unpredictable way that He really doesn’t differ from the impersonal historical forces of 
Marxism. 

In the book, Rushdoony followed to its logical conclusion the Calvinistic concept of 
culture so beautifully summarized by Henry Van Til in his groundbreaking book: “Culture is 
religion externalized.” Or, to rephrase it, if you want to understand a culture, follow its 
religious presuppositions. Rushdoony laid that as the foundation of his book, and instead of 
looking for the sources of the Western culture in material, social, economic, genetic, or other 
such factors, he found those sources in the religious presuppositions uniquely developed in the 
West: the Trinity, the nature of Jesus Christ as God and Man, the ontological distinction 
between the Creator and His creation, the concepts of man’s sin and God’s redemption, the 
sacrifice of Christ on the Cross, and the eschatology of victory in history and final 
consummation in the final judgment. It is this uniqueness of the religious presuppositions 
developed in the West that produced the uniqueness of the Western civilization. All we hold 
dear today – liberty, limited government, the value of the individual, rule of law, habeas 
corpus, just measures, protection of private property, freedom of conscience, due process, 
universality of ethics and law, science and the scientific method, technological development 
and optimism for the future, the value of the family, the protection of the weaker members of 
our society, true charity, entrepreneurship, decentralization – economic and political – all 
these followed from the Creeds and the Councils. Man is as he believes, and his beliefs 
determine his practical actions. He may not always be self-conscious about every single 
detailed link between his presuppositions and his practical actions, but in the bigger picture, 
whether he is aware of it or not, he will create a culture that exactly corresponds to his most 
fundamental beliefs. 

Again, Rushdoony’s thesis was – and still is – revolutionary. It still sounds foreign even 
to the so-called “Reformed” theologians and celebrities today. “Reformed” today is made to 
mean a few simple propositions about individual soteriology, about the personal salvation of 
man. If you can quote the TULIP and if you can say that it is God who saved you and 
predestined you to salvation, you pass for “Reformed” these days, even if in everything else – 
your view of society, culture, history, law, and everything else – your view doesn’t differ from 
any pagan ideology out there. We have today “Reformed” celebrities whose interpretation of 
history is no different from the Marxist interpretation of history; they view the rise of 
Christendom in purely technical or materialistic terms (The two Westminster seminaries and 
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the Southern Baptist seminary in Kentucky come to mind when I mention such Marxist 
interpretation of history). We have others for whom such interpretation is not even needed 
because they do not see any connection between the development of the Christian doctrine 
and history, or between the development of the Creeds and the rise and fall of civilizations. 

But from a Biblical perspective, as I argued in a lecture to the Mid-Atlantic Reformation 
Society a few years ago, history is not only not independent of the Creeds of the church, 
history is defined by the Creeds, and history is nothing more than the perfection of the creeds 
over time. (That is the very title of the lecture, “History Is Nothing More Than the Perfection 
of the Creeds Over Time.” You can find it on my web-site, ChristendomRestored.com.) 

Now, of course, some would say, we knew that the faithfulness of the church to God 
changes history, nothing new about it. If we are obedient to God, God will send His blessings, 
if we are disobedient to God, He will send His judgment. 

While that is true, it is not my point here. The issue here is not whether God judges or 
blesses a culture, the issue is how a culture develops in the first place. We know that the 
Classical civilization was in rebellion against God and was eventually judged and replaced 
with the Western, Christian civilization. But how did it develop in the first place? What gave 
the beginning, the impetus, the foundation for it? Why were Rome and Greece what they were 
and not something else? Same about any other civilization, China, Japan, India, the pre-
Columbus civilizations in America. And of course, that unique civilization which we now call 
the West. 

The West, therefore, was born in the creedal faithfulness of the Church in its first 5 
centuries of its existence. Not necessarily in the moral perfection and uprightness of 
Christians: in fact, if anything, in those early centuries the church had to deal with a number 
of ethical and judicial leftover habits from the older, pagan civilization. (Just read what Paul 
had to deal with in the Corinthian church and keep in mind all the missionaries had to deal 
with similar abominations among their newly converted listeners.) This moral imperfection, 
though, was a lesser factor compared to the greater factor, the creedal faithfulness of the 
leaders of the church. They weren’t all perfect, and many of them made mistakes for which 
they had to repent later, but their zeal for the Biblical doctrines was unsurpassed, and these 
early church leaders were willing to bring upon themselves the wrath of the Empire but not 
budge on the issues of doctrinal and creedal purity. Christendom was born not in the moral 
perfection of the church but in the doctrinal faithfulness of her leaders, and consequently, of 
her members. History is nothing else but the perfection of the creeds over time, and therefore 
the history of the West was entirely predicated on the creedal formulation of the Christian 
faith. 

But this influence wasn’t limited to the emergence of the Western civilization. The 
church’s creedal faithfulness became the major factor which determined the ups and the 
downs of that civilization. As long as the church held true to its creeds and developed them 
and perfected them faithfully, the West prevailed. Where and when the church abandoned its 
commitment to them, the civilization waned and retreated. The best example is the fate of the 
Eastern Empire: as long as the Eastern church held fast to the doctrinal decisions of the early 
councils, the Empire stood strong against its pagan and Muslim enemies. The decline started 
in the 7th century when the creeds were modified to encode subordinationism in the Trinity, 
worship of images, and dualistic views of salvation. (See my article on “The Filioque Clause: 
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Why the West Is West and the East Is East.”) By the 10th century, the Empire was spending 
more resources on fighting internal heresies that were splitting it than on its external enemies. 
By the 12th century, it had lost its demographic and military superiority. By the 15th century, 
only a shadow of its former glory had remained. The loss of creedal faithfulness led to the loss 
of the cultural force and vigor which had created and sustained the civilization. 

The West wasn’t safe of it either. While many today believe that sodomy has never been 
so rampant in the West, and there have never been sodomite “marriages” before in history, the 
truth is, sodomy was much more rampant, and that among the European elite, in the 14th 
century, a little over 100 years before the Reformation. Sodomy was so rampant that it was 
openly and unashamedly depicted in paintings and engravings of that era; some even depicted 
Biblical scenes in sodomite interpretation. (One prominent example is a depiction of the Magi 
in an obviously sodomite position in Taymouth Hours, a popular illustrated devotional book 
in 14th-century England.) The sodomite drive behind the Renaissance is acknowledged today; 
what is less known is that originally, it was promoted under the auspices of the church. In fact, 
many of those sodomite paintings and engravings are still surviving today in cloisters and 
churches in Italy, France and Germany. Sodomy was rampant in the monasteries, it was also 
popular among the ruling classes of Europe; there were quite a few sodomite marriages 
performed by priests. The cities of the Italian principalities had quarters separated for 
sodomite prostitution. 

The Western civilization received its judgment for this abomination, eventually, in the 
form of the Turkish advance in the Balkans and the Mediterranean, and also in the several 
breakouts of the plague. The question, though, is the same as for today: How did it get there? 
Just 200 years before that the West was pounding the much larger and richer Muslim world to 
smithereens; small groups of crusaders were turning large Muslim armies to flight, and the 
role model of the West were the knights protectors of the City of God, Jerusalem. How come 
just a couple of generations after Richard the Lionhearted, the West was celebrating 
effeminate men and perversity, becoming worse in its wickedness than the pagan Romans and 
than its Muslim opponents? 

The answer is: the church had abandoned its original commitment to creedal faithfulness 
and orthodoxy. By the 12th century, theology and scholarship in Europe returned to the pagan 
presuppositions of the Greek philosophy, and the intellectual formulation and defense of the 
faith was increasingly surrendered to a worldview hostile to the Word of God. Scholasticism, 
which started well by trying to correct certain formulations and beliefs, soon degenerated into 
empty philosophizing no different than the idle habits of the Athenians described in Acts 
17:21. Once the formulations of the faith were surrendered, every single definition of the faith 
was surrendered – including the definition of manhood. It doesn’t matter how righteous and 
upright the scholasticists were – and some of them were exemplary men. Their intellectual 
apostasy from the Biblical presuppositions and formulations, and their adoption of pagan 
presuppositions in their thought led to the decline. 

Christendom only recovered with the rise of the Reformation and the restoration of the 
original creedal formulations. Ironically enough, the revival of the Reformation restored the 
civilization not only in Protestant lands but in Roman Catholic lands as well. By the 17th 
century, both Protestants and Roman Catholics were again back to the original creeds – at 
least formally – and the West was back to valuing Biblical manhood as a civilizational choice 
and as a drive to action. We cannot understand the mission explosion of the 17th and the 18th 
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centuries, and we cannot understand the European colonization impetus without looking at the 
restoration and the perfection of the creedal formulas in the Reformed confessions of the 16th 
and the 17th centuries. The Western civilization was planted in the creedal faithfulness of the 
church, and it was watered and nurtured in the development and perfection of the creeds. 
When solid creedal theology was abandoned, the Western civilization withered and almost 
died. When it was restored and perfected, the Western civilization was back on its feet, 
kicking and conquering the globe. 

Contrary to the two kingdoms doctrine, history is not moved or shaped by common grace. 
There is no principle of commonness that is neutral or independent of God’s redemptive 
purpose for His Covenant people. History is entirely defined and moved and shaped by God’s 
special, redemptive, salvific, covenant grace. As the church goes, so does the civilization. 
When the church perfects her faith and doctrine and confession, the civilization around the 
church externalizes that faith and doctrine. When the church abandons her faith and doctrine 
and confession in favor of pagan or heretical doctrines and presuppositions, the civilization 
externalizes those pagan or heretical doctrines and presuppositions. 

In short: If you don’t like the world, blame it on the church, and on her leaders. 

Fast forward to our own times. No, pause for a moment in the 1980s. That same 1980s 
when Hollywood men were still men and the women were still women. Not awfully Christian 
either of them, but at least men had a purpose, a cause, and didn’t do selfies because they 
didn’t care how they looked but rather what they did and what they achieved. The era of 
cultural dominance of men of strength and purpose and a cause to fight for; and of women 
who didn’t have to lose their beauty and femininity to be strong. What we need to remember 
is that while Hollywood was putting out these movies, an institution in the American society 
was promoting selfishness, self-absorption, self-focus, and, most important of all, safe spaces. 
While Hollywood was still preserving and celebrating some form of masculinity and 
femininity and gender distinction, there was an institution at war against it, teaching men that 
they didn’t have to get hurt, that the world revolves around themselves and their little precious 
souls, that they have the moral right to shun anyone who speaks harshly and challenges their 
tranquility and bliss, and that the highest good for man is to separate himself from the battles 
of the world around him into a nice comfortable emotional ghetto of other men and women 
like him, committed to the same comfortable existence without any pain, harsh words, or even 
uncomfortable feelings. 

That’s right, folks. That institution that stood against Hollywood’s old-fashioned gender 
distinction was the American church. In the 1980s, when the world was fighting the last 
battles of the Cold War, when President Reagan was calling in Berlin, “Mr. Gorbachev, tear 
down this wall!”, when in the Middle East a formerly Christian country, Lebanon, was being 
destroyed in a civil war, when Christians in Africa were fighting dictators and Communist 
guerillas, when the whole world had a short-term cause to defeat Communism and a long-term 
cause to deal with wars and oppression and poverty, the American church was conveniently 
retreating in its ghetto, and was teaching its men that all that mattered was their salvation, and 
that there wasn’t much that could be done about the world, except to “learn to live a kingdom 
life (whatever that means) in a fallen world.” And no, this refrain was coming not only from 
the dispensationalist churches; it was actively preached in supposedly Reformed churches and 
taught in supposedly Reformed seminaries and by supposedly Reformed ministries. As the 
world was coming out of a long winter and was in dire need of real men taught to real 
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manhood, the American church had already dropped the ball, turning its men into sensitive 
tender creatures focused on themselves and their own salvation and emotional well-being, 
ready to crack down under the most miniature contradiction against themselves. 

And, just as it was before, back in history, this change in cultural commitment was not 
independent of the creedal commitment of the church. For just two generations before that, 
the church had abandoned the main Biblical doctrine that defines the Biblical man and 
Biblical manhood: The Dominion Covenant. And without the Dominion Covenant, there is no 
restoration of Biblical manhood. 

I know, there has been a lot of effort in the last 20 years in churches and ministries to 
restore Biblical manhood. Sermons, seminars, lectures, books, articles, etc. unfortunately, 
most of it stillborn and useless. And it is stillborn and useless because most of it is based on a 
faulty theology that has specifically ignored the very Biblical doctrine that is at the foundation 
of the Biblical definition of man. I have heard celebrity preachers trying to look and sound 
tough and brash and even obscene from the pulpit, because that is how a real man is supposed 
to be and look like and sound like, right? I have seen others try to find the nature of Biblical 
manhood in something they call “family leadership,” that is, a real man is supposed to lead his 
wife and children – not clear where exactly, mainly in a family version of empty church 
rituals. All these predictably degenerate to a point where the brashness and the obscenity lack 
any substance, and the “family leadership” develops into humiliation and patronizing and 
treating the wife and even the adult children as perpetual imbeciles. The reason for this 
degeneration and this failure to restore Biblical manhood is in the fact that man is not defined 
according to the Biblical definition of him, and that is, according to his purpose in the 
covenant. The Biblical man is a man of purpose, and that purpose is the Dominion Covenant, 
conquering the world for Christ. That purpose was given to him even before he had a wife, so 
the definition of man cannot be found in his relation to his family, and less than that in some 
“family leadership” which didn’t come until the curse. I have explained this Biblical 
definition of man in my sermon on “What Is Man?” (somewhere on SermonAudio), but in 
short, man is not defined by what he is, he is defined by what he is created to do: to take the 
formless and void world and re-create it to be an ordered, organized, productive, capitalized 
world for Christ. Only when this doctrine of the Dominion Covenant is restored, Biblical 
manhood can be restored. 

But in the 20th century, this doctrine was not only abandoned, it was actively opposed by 
the church, and specifically by the so-called “Reformed” part of it. All kinds of excuses were 
given by seminary theologians why we are not called to dominion anymore, but we should 
abandon the world to the enemy. All kinds of fancy terminology was invented to convince 
men to abandon their dominion - “royal exiles,” “mourning by the rivers of Babylon,” “here 
but not yet,” etc., I have talked about it before, no need to repeat it all here. 

When the only concept that defines the Biblical man was taken away from the pulpits and 
the minds and the hearts of the church, inevitably, the church lost the concept of Biblical 
manhood. And while the world – and Hollywood – were still in the inertia of an earlier 
Christian era, when man was defined by his purpose and therefore was a true man, the church 
pulpits were setting the stage for the loss of manhood and for the creation of the modern 
concept of a genderless society of no real men and no real women. The church had a 40-year 
head start on Hollywood. The modern culture of perverts and effeminate men was born not in 
the studios of Hollywood or in the meetings of cultural Marxists but in the faculties of the 
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modern Reformed seminaries, and in the pulpits of our own churches. Because culture is 
religion externalized, and an effeminate religion will inevitably create an effeminate culture. 

Welcome, therefore, to the world created by the same ministries we have supported for 
decades now. And the same ministries that are so genuinely surprised by the culture of 
perversity, and so vociferously against it. 

And make your conclusion of how we can bring about a reversal in the culture. 

The book I will recommend this week is that great and revolutionary book by Henry Van 
Til, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture. When he wrote it back in the 1950s, almost no one in 
Reformed circles paid attention to it. And for a reason – while it was strictly an academic 
book, the conclusions were too damning for the churchian establishment. But one man paid 
attention: R.J. Rushdoony. We better follow his example, if we care for what world we are 
going to leave to our children. 

And do not forget my work in Bulgaria. In the mission field there, our mission has been 
faithful to the concept of the Dominion Covenant – a concept not easy to convey to a nation 
that has had 45 years of Communist domination. But by God’s grace, we have not abandoned 
it. Consider supporting our work. BulgarianReformation.com, Donate. 
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 Christian Economics and the Caravel 
Assigned reading: Medieval Technology and Social Change - Lynn White, Jr.  

 

Welcome to Episode 12 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about a unique contribution 
the Christian worldview gave to the world of economics, warfare, and exploration: the 
caravel. Well, not just the caravel, but all the ship designs that followed from it: the carrack, 
the galleon, and the later ship designs that became the mainstay for the Age of Sail. That 
whole era between the 15th and the 19th centuries, the era of discovery, evangelism, conquest, 
slave trade, abolition of the slave trade, commerce, colonization, mass migration, and 
technological and scientific development, that era literally passed under the flapping of the 
sails. So, important the sailing ship was that in the late 18th and the early 19th centuries, every 
single able-bodied male in the British Isles was expected to have spent at least a month of his 
life under the sails of a ship, whether as a sailor, a soldier, a merchant, an explorer, or simply 
as a traveler. To a certain extent it can be compared to our age where everyone has been on a 
plane at least once, except that at the time, even simple travelers were expected to know the 
basic duties of sailors and join the crew in times of emergency. And this era, which looks so 
romantic to us today, started with a simple, low-cost, and yet ingenious, sturdy, defensible, 
and economically efficient design, the caravel. The caravel can easily be numbered among the 
true miracles of Christendom, a technological development that is way too ingenious to be the 
product of natural development; to those of us who know the history of navigation and naval 
warfare, there is nothing natural nor evolutionary in its development. Its uniqueness is such as 
to demand a spiritual, covenantal explanation of its origin. And indeed, we will see in the next 
30 minutes, it was really a product of a unique worldview and a unique civilization based on 
that worldview: Christendom. The caravel couldn’t just develop in any other civilization, for it 
required a very specific faith, and a very specific concept of man, the world, economics, and 
the moral value of the individual, in order to develop. 

I know, most of you never thought about it, and most of you never thought that there were 
covenantal lessons to learn from the caravel. But that’s only because we have all been under 
the influence of rationalistic and naturalistic worldviews; worldviews that self-consciously 
avoid noticing the supernatural causes in history, even where every single clue points to a 
cause that is above nature, and above rationalistic interpretations. If you try to learn about the 
history of the caravel in Wikipedia or any other non-Christian book on history, you will be 
served with explanations of how the caravel developed in some evolutionary way, just 
naturally from previous ship designs and from a natural technological development (which is, 
by the way, the Marxist view of historical causation: technology – or the evolution of the 
means of production – as an independent factor, and from it, the historical changes in 
economic relationships, and then the change in law, religion, philosophy, etc.) But these 
explanations do not explain why the same design didn’t develop in China, or in India. The 
several individual technological developments combined in the caravel – and we will look at 
each one them in detail – have existed for many centuries in China, India, the Muslim world; 
some were even known to the pre-Roman Celts, as we will see. But the caravel didn’t develop 
with those cultures, even though they had all the material factors for its development. 
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Something in those cultures prevented them from taking the next step and creating the caravel, 
even though they had had the technologies for centuries. And there was something in the 
Western culture that made Europeans immediately make the connection and create the single 
most important design that became the technological prerequisite for the global dominance of 
Christendom. And it is very clear, from the historical data, that that something was not a 
material nor a social factor. It was something else. 

It is the same mistake Murray Rothbard made more than two decades ago in his criticism 
of Gary North: he disagreed with Gary North that there was no neutrality in any area of life, 
and asked the misplaced question: “Is there a Christian way to fly a plane?” For all his 
amazing insight and understanding and contributions in other areas of thought an action, 
Rothbard’s professed agnosticism betrayed him in the crucially important area of 
epistemology; he failed to ask the question that is obvious to Christians who understand 
presuppositionalism: “How did we get to have planes in the first place?” Several years ago, I 
responded to Rothbard’s question in an article for AmericanVision.org: “Is There a Non-
Christian Way to Fly a Plane?” And I showed that the assumption that flying a plane is a 
religiously and morally neutral issue is missing some clearly obvious connections: That the 
very existence of planes is predicated on certain faith and its specific presuppositions. Without 
that faith and without those presuppositions, modern science wouldn’t develop, modern 
technology wouldn’t develop, and the modern systems of financing, production, and 
economic infrastructure wouldn’t develop. People have to believe certain thing in order to 
develop planes and make them economical and useful. It takes a belief system even to trust 
the scientists and the engineers to even pay money for a ticket and get on that plane, let alone 
to operate it. And the fact that people of different religions are now operating and planes and 
using the services of airline companies only show that that specific faith that made planes 
possible has now become dominant around the world, in changing and shaping the 
fundamental presuppositions even of those who formally do not subscribe to it. Not only is 
there a Christian way to fly a plane, there is no other way than a Christian way to fly a plane, 
and even non-Christians have to adopt it in order to fly planes. (On a side note, just as there is 
only a Christian way to defend liberty, and Rothbard himself had to borrow presuppositions 
and fundamental principles from Christianity to write his books. And he stood faithful to 
liberty only to the extent he borrowed them.) 

Returning to the caravel, the best way to show its revolutionary superiority over all the 
other floating craft at the time is to tell the story of an early voyage. No, it’s not the voyage of 
Christopher Columbus in 1492 which remains the most popular and well-known voyage done 
on caravels ever; and the Santa Maria, which was rather a carrack, and upgraded version of a 
caravel, is one of the most well-known ships of that era. In Columbus’s voyage, the caravel 
only exhibited two of its superior qualities – sea-worthiness and constant speed. We will now 
look at another voyage, five years later, in which three carracks (upgraded versions of the 
caravel) and one caravel were placed in the worst possible conditions and were strained to the 
maximum to show their superior qualities. And they passed the test with flying colors, laying 
the foundation for the expansion of Christendom around the world. 

On July 8, 1497, the Portuguese explorer Vasco da Gama and a crew of 170 of Portugal’s 
finest seamen left Lisbon with the Sao Gabriel and the Sao Raphael, two carracks of the same 
type, 178 tons each, the Berrio, a caravel of 90 tons, and the Sao Miguel, a carrack of 200 tons 
tonnage, used as a supply ship. The objective of the expedition was to sail around Africa and 
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reached India. The first two carracks, The Sao Gabriel and the Sao Raphael, were very 
special; their construction was based on recommendations – and also overseen – by 
Bartolomeu Dias, another captain who 10 years earlier had reached the southern tip of Africa 
and had confirmed that Africa could be circumnavigated. Dias joined da Gama’s expedition 
until the Cabo Verde islands. He probably wanted to see how his babies were going to behave 
on high seas. As the expedition proved eventually, they held admirably against overwhelming 
odds. 

(It would be interesting to mention that Dias was 37-years old when he made his voyage 
in 1488. At the start of his voyage, Vasco da Gama was in his early 30s. Keep that in mind.) 

The first feat of the four ships came as they were still in the Atlantic. Da Gama chose to 
not follow the coast of Africa on his way south but to continue deep into the Atlantic Ocean as 
far south as he could until he reached the latitude of the southern tip of Africa, and then turn 
east. The reason for taking this risk was that he knew from Dias that the prevailing winds and 
currents along the coast of Africa were from the south, so his ships would have to struggle 
with both wind and current to reach their destination. Da Gama reasoned that the area in the 
ocean west of Africa should be like a giant pool where air and water move in a circular, 
counter-clockwise pattern, so he took the route that would move him along the direction of the 
movement in the circle. 

Now, while such move today seems rather logical and safe, it wasn’t so at the time. 
Waves and storms on the high seas are much more brutal than those close to the shore. In 
addition, from a navigational perspective, being out of sight of land deprives the ships of the 
opportunity to determine their position; it was an age of imperfect star tables, no 
chronometers, and, the southern hemisphere’s navigational stars were not yet charted and 
tabled. So, from the perspective of safety, the ships had to be sea-worthy, that is, sturdy 
enough and with the right shape in order to stand ocean waves. On the other hand, for the 
purposes of navigation, they had to be able to make consistent speeds in all kinds of weather, 
at minimal drift. From the perspective of ship-building, these requirements are self-
contradicting. Sea-worthiness requires that the ship has a lower length-to-beam ratio, that is, 
shorter from bow to stern and wider from side to side. On the other hand, consistent speed in 
all kinds of weather requires exactly the opposite: a higher length-to-beam ratio, that is, a ship 
that is longer and narrower. In addition to it, there two more conflicting demands on the 
design: the caravel and the carrack had to be able to explore shallow waters and sail up rivers 
(which required shallower keel) and yet withstand ocean storms (which required deeper keel). 
Right there we have the first seemingly unresolvable problem which previous ship-builders 
had given up on. Europe either had long shallow keel oar galleys in the Mediterranean or deep 
keel but unwieldy ocean-going sailing ships in the North Sea, called cogs. The first test of the 
design had come. 

The four ships passed it with flying colors. Vasco da Gama led the expedition into the 
open space of the South Atlantic, and that in the winter and spring in the south hemisphere. It 
took him over three months to reach South Africa, the longest recorded journey out of sight of 
land so far. (Columbus’s first voyage, by comparison, was only a little over a month from 
shore to shore.) When the ships finally reached the coast of Africa at the St. Helena Bay, they 
were only 90 nautical miles north of the Cape of Good Hope where Dias had reached 10 years 
earlier. From a navigational perspective, da Gama had tried a ricochet shot at a target a 
thousand yards away which he couldn’t directly see, entirely on mathematical calculations, 
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with the first shot ever with a brand new rifle. And he almost hit the bull’s eye. And the ships 
arrived in a perfect condition, after three months sailing the high seas. 

Having reached the southern tip of Africa, the expedition stopped and broke up the supply 
ship, the Sao Miguel, and distributed the supplies to the other three ships. No, there was 
nothing wrong with the ship; the move seems to have been planned from the very beginning 
with a view of crossing the Atlantic. This was another example of the uniqueness of the 
caravel: the design that was so effective in both crossing oceans and maintaining constant 
speed in adverse conditions, was at the same time so low cost that an expedition or a trade 
convoy could afford to lose a ship or two and still make profit. Within the next year and a half 
Vasco da Gama would lose one ship – he would have to scuttle the Sao Rafael – and yet the 
net economic revenue from the expedition would amount to 60 times its total cost. There are 
not many examples in history where a trading enterprise could afford to lose half of its fleet 
and yet turn out such immense profit. The caravel was both efficient and low-cost, even for its 
time. 

But the real challenges were still ahead. 
On March 2, 1498 the expedition reached Mozambique and enter the harbor of the capital 

of Mozambique, an Arab-controlled Muslim sultanate which was a major strategic point for 
the Arab trade in the Indian Ocean. For the next one year, the three ships would be sailing, 
fighting, and trading in waters entirely controlled by Muslim Arabs, and completely unknown 
to and unexplored by European navigators. And that at a time when back home, the 
Mediterranean was boiling with the battles between Christendom and the Muslim world. Fifty 
years earlier, the Ottoman Turks had defeated the last European crusade of Ladislaw, the King 
of Poland, and then had taken Constantinople. Six years earlier, the Spanish joint monarchy of 
Ferdinand and Isabella had taken over the last Muslim stronghold in Western Europe, 
Granada; and the Spanish forces were taking the fight over to the coast of Africa. The Knights 
of St. John were still holding the island of Rhodes and harassing the coast of Asia Minor. The 
wars with Islam would continue for another 4 centuries. In fact, forty years later, the two sons 
of Vasco da Gama himself would use fleets of caravels and carracks to assault the Ottoman 
Empire in the Red Sea as far north as Suez; and his younger son, Cristovao, would die a 
heroic death defending the Christian Queen of Ethiopia against Muslim invaders. In a period 
of history when Islam was immeasurably more powerful than Christendom in terms of 
economic resources and population, and in time of a merciless conflict between the two, 
Vasco da Gama sailed right in the very backyard of the Muslim world with only three ships, 
and not only lived to tell the tale, but also returned fabulously rich, with enough resources to 
do it over again. 

In Mozambique, he pretended to be a Muslim merchant. He was soon unmasked, but he 
managed to leave the harbor unharmed with all three ships. The harbor fortress couldn’t stop 
him, for his ships fired their heavy canon at it, creating enough chaos to slip away without 
problems. He would have to repeat the same feat of leaving a hostile harbor unharmed at least 
three more times in Muslim ports, and one time in an Indian port. This is an important 
testimony to the value of the caravel, and we will see why shortly. While sailing in waters 
heavily infested with Muslim ships, he resorted to looting and piracy; in those days of 
constant warfare, this was considered a legitimate activity as long as it targeted the enemy; 
and where da Gama was, there were no friends within thousands of miles, only enemies. In all 



ARP#12. Christian Economics and the Caravel  99 

his encounters, his ships were victorious; he didn’t suffer any defeat, and he was able to load 
his ships with a lot of precious cargo. 

It was this part of the voyage that exhibited some other amazing advantages of the caravel 
design, unparalleled by anything the rest of the world had at the time. 

First of all, not only was the caravel sea-worthy, it was also extremely maneuverable in 
shallow waters and small spaces. Navigators and pilots know very well the extreme 
challenges of maneuvering a ship within a harbor or a port – and we are talking about sailing 
ships here, not the modern motor vessels. Most harbors then, and all harbors today, did not 
allow ships to maneuver on their own power; they were, and are today, supposed to use tug 
boats, and specially trained harbor pilots. (Keep in mind that a ship is not like a truck. A ship 
can’t just press on the brakes if it can’t take a curve; there is no solid surface against which it 
can brake. Maneuvering a ship – let alone a sailing ship – in narrow waters is a complex 
science.) Leaving a hostile port with three ships unharmed would have meant not using tug 
boats, and also being able to maneuver in such a way as to avoid being exposed to coastal 
artillery – or, always being in a position to suppress any fire from the shore. The caravels 
proved up to the task of maneuvering, because they not only had a unique hull structure but 
also a unique rigging – a combination of square and triangular sails on two or three masts 
which allowed them to both beat upwind and quickly pick up speed downwind. 

But they also had the firepower to suppress opposition. This was another unique 
characteristic of the caravel. While it was built for exploration and commerce, it could also 
carry heavy cannon turning it into a true fortress on water. This took an engineering miracle 
unheard of in other parts of the world. On one hand, there was the problem of having enough 
space for cargo and for the heavy cannon and the cannonballs and the gunpowder. But there 
was a greater issue to resolve: For a ship to remain stable on the water, its center of gravity 
has to be as low as possible. But for the cannon to be effective in battle, it has to be mounted 
as high above the water line as possible. And heavy cannon is, well, heavy, which means 
placing it higher would move up the center of gravity of the ship, making the ship unstable. 
When the recoil from a broadside is added to the equation, the problem seems unresolvable, 
for no ship at the time could mount ten heavy guns on its deck, fire a broadside against an 
enemy, and not capsize under the combined effect of their weight and of their recoil. 

And yet, the caravel did it. And it did it because the engineers and ship-builders of 
Christendom had discovered and applied in practice the engineering concept of metacentric 
height, that is, the distance between the center of mass of the ship and the geometric center of 
its submerged volume. I will leave you, folks, to read up on this interesting engineering 
concept, but in short, it is an application of the Archimedes’ Principle, integrated to take in 
account the geometry of the floating body. It is not a concept that can come just naturally and 
intuitively to the human mind; it takes serious scientific effort to formulate it and apply it in 
practice. That mechanical balance could be created by counterposing geometry to mass 
seemed like black magic at the time. The Chinese did understand the principle and used it to 
build tumbling mandarin dolls (or the okiagari-koboshi dolls in Japan, or the modern roly-
poly toys and the Russian nevalyashka dolls). We don’t know if their engineers applied it to 
ship-building. If they did, they never used it to mount heavy cannon on their junk boats. It was 
European engineers who first thought of ships as roly-poly systems and used it to build their 
ships into floating fortresses. Eighty years after da Gama’s voyage, this engineering concept 
won the battle at Lepanto: the six gigantic galleases built by the Arsenal in Venice, with 
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several decks above the water level, with mounted heavy canon, won the battle for 
Christendom. The Turkish captains believed that these large ships couldn’t be anything else 
but merchant ships, and happily surrounded them with their galleys, ready to board and loot 
them. By the time they realized that all these decks above their heads were bristling with 
cannon, it was too late. Six galleases, built on the same principle of mechanical balance and 
gun mounting as the caravels, sank a third of the Turkish fleet even before the battle started in 
earnest. 

With his three ships thus armed, Vasco da Gama could face no serious opposition on the 
sea lanes between Africa and India. The technological superiority of the caravel made him 
almost invulnerable, and the numerical superiority of his enemies meant nothing. Eventually, 
he found a pilot who took him across the Indian Ocean to Calicut in India. Calicut brought 
some disappointment to da Gama, in the fact that the local merchants showed little interest in 
the European goods; the European economy wasn’t developed enough to be able to offer 
anything of significant value to the Indian market. Still, even the meager trade he was able to 
do produced results that back in Europe would amount to enormous profit. Eventually, the 
relation between da Gama and the King of Calicut deteriorated, which prompted da Gama to 
flee the port in the same way he fled the Muslim ports, forcing his way out, using the superior 
maneuverability and firepower of his ships. (This time he even took hostages from the 
personal guard of the King.) 

Immediately after that, da Gama made his only serious tactical mistake: he ignored the 
local knowledge of the monsoon seasons and tried to sail back to Africa before the winter 
monsoon pattern had set in. This meant that while the trip from Africa took him only 23 days, 
the trip back took more than four months – longer than his trip through the South Atlantic. We 
don’t know why he made that decision; he may have been afraid of remaining near the coast 
of India after his quarrel with the king of Calicut. But even on that journey, the caravels 
proved their superiority: they were still able to beat the unfavorable winds – a feat that few 
ships at the time could do. Again, the unique rigging of the caravels was responsible for this. 

On the coast of Africa, he scuttled the Sao Rafael and continued back the same way 
around the southern tip. In the Atlantic, the two remaining ships lost sight of each other during 
a storm. The Berrio reached Portugal earlier. Vasco da Gama stopped at the Azores to tend for 
his brother who had fallen terminally ill. After the death of his brother, he returned to 
Portugal, with a treasure that was 60 times the total cost of the expedition – even after 
counting the cost of the two scuttled ships and the pensions of the those of the crew who died 
on the voyage. He had proven his worth as a captain. 

And the caravel had proven its unique worth as a ship. It could safely sail the high seas, 
and yet maneuver in narrow straits and shallow waters. It could maintain steady speed for 
long distances, and it could beat the wind. It could carry enough cargo to make it 
economically profitable, and yet mount heavy guns on its deck to make it an unassailable 
fortress. And it did all this at the lowest possible cost – for it was cheap to build, cheap to 
maintain, and it could do all these tasks with the minimum number of crew. Improving on the 
caravel, Christendom now had the means to conquer the world. Within a century, the oceans 
of the world would become a province of Europe. 

The question now is, why was this unique ship design developed in Europe, and not in 
China, or the Arab world, or in Indochina, or in Japan, or in the Mezoamerican civilization? 
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The different technological elements combined in the caravel were not all discovered in 
Europe. Europe wasn’t even so well developed economically in the 15th century; remember, 
among the trade goods Vasco da Gama brought with him, there wasn’t much the Indian 
merchants would be interested in. Sea-worthy ships were made by the Chinese as early as the 
second century AD, and they had several masts and also had triangular, fully battened sails, 
capable of withstanding serious storms. From Julius Caesar’s The Gallic Wars we know that 
the Veneti tribe and the other Celtic tribes along the Atlantic made sturdy, ocean-going sailing 
ships. (In his book, America B.C., Barry Fell shows that Celts and Phoenicians and Hebrews 
traded with North and South America long before Julius Caesar.) China and India had heavy 
artillery long before Europe had it; they also made use of rockets and missiles as early as AD 
11th century; but they never made it a habit to mount them on their ships. The Chinese also 
had some knowledge of the concept of metacentric height and the use of geometry to balance 
mass but used it only for toys. The Arabs knew and applied Archimedes’ Principle to building 
large merchant ships. 

But none of these civilizations, despite their superiority in numbers, scientific knowledge 
and technological discoveries, and economic resources, made the effort to put all these 
advantages together and produce the miracle of the caravel. They didn’t even bother to copy it 
and perfect it after they saw its clear superiority – the way Europeans copied and applied in 
practice artillery, the paper, missile technology, the Arabic numbers, and many others. 
Throughout the 16th century these civilizations still had the economic and technological 
opportunity to catch up with Christendom and beat Europe in her own game. But they never 
did. To the contrary, in the face of a growing threat, they stagnated further, until in the 17th 
century it was too late. Portuguese, Spanish, Dutch, English, Swedish, French explorers, 
merchants, adventurers were roaming the seas in ships even better than the caravel, and there 
was no force capable of stopping their advance. Why did European engineers and ship-
builders invest the money and effort to find all the solution to problems that would face future 
explorers, merchants, and conquerors? People don’t just naturally take the risk to invest in the 
future, in discovering and production of new things that may not even prove beneficial; they 
need to have something to create the impetus for taking the risk of going beyond the zone of 
comfort and habit. What was it that Europe had that the rest of the world didn’t? 

It was her worldview founded on and nourished by her Christian faith. A worldview that 
the non-Christian nations didn’t have. A worldview that made her ignore the comfortable 
complacency of the present and the known, and dive into the world of the unknown future, 
despite her disadvantages in terms of population and economic resources. 

First, it was the drive to expansion characteristic to her worldview, which was lacking in 
any other civilization. Modern historians and sociologists give different reasons for that drive 
to expansion. Atheist – and especially Marxist – historians blame it on either demographic 
pressure or greed for gold. But such interpretation is ludicrous. First, Europe was not nearly as 
densely populated as, for example, India or China, or the valleys of the Nile or Mesopotamia, 
which had a monstrous density of their populations at the time compared to Europe. Even in 
Mexico, the Aztec Empire had 3 to 4 million population squeezed in a few cities around a 
lake, and their military exploits had nothing to do with colonizing more lands or trade but just 
looting and capturing material for the human sacrifices. And to propose that only Europeans 
were so greedy as to want expansion, while everyone else was free of greed shows a serious 
lack of understanding of the human nature. Of course, trade and the desire for riches can be 
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said to have been a major motivation for many people, but still, the same desire for riches 
didn’t make Japan or China have a mind focused on expansion. Christian historians – like 
John Eidsmoe, in his Columbus and Cortez: Conquerors for Christ – explains the expansion 
drive with evangelism. This is a more probable cause, given that evangelism is unique to the 
Christian faith. (There is a sort of evangelistic drive in Islam, but much weaker, for it is 
combined with a fatalistic worldview.) I have my own version for the motives for the 
expansion drive, but that version needs to be developed in a bit more detail. It is that the drive 
to expansion was eschatological; specifically, finding the empire of Prester John. I think this 
motive is much more universal, given that not all explorers expressed desire to evangelize or 
convert the pagans, but for two centuries all of them were officially supplied by their 
governments with accreditation letters to Prester John. We will talk about it in another 
podcast. 

But all of these – demographic pressure, trade impetus, evangelism, eschatology – were 
based on a Christian worldview. Yes, even the trade impetus and the demographic pressure. It 
was the Christian worldview that informed them that the meek shall inherit the earth and 
therefore the righteous were supposed to leave their comfortable lives and go out and conquer 
the earth. The expansion mindset was possible only in a Christian context. 

But the expansion motive was not solely responsible; there was more than that. Namely, 
that Europe expected that expansion to happen through individuals, families, and private 
economic entities. Pagan Rome also had a drive to expansion for a time, as did China, as did 
some of the ancient empires. But that expansion was an expansion of the state’s borders, not 
an expansion of a civilization or faith. The expansion of Christendom was to be expansion of 
wealth and dominion of individuals; Christianity, even in its darkest days, viewed the 
individual as the basic unit of government, and therefore the individual as the basic unit of 
civilization. It trusted the individual, it taught the individual to be self-governing and 
responsible, to be a moral entity of his own, before God. And consequently, the technology 
and the economy of Christendom took it as their mandatory task to produce the best tools of 
dominion at the lowest cots possible so that as many individuals as possible could take 
advantage of then and expand their personal and individual borders – in wealth, land, 
commerce, industry, etc. The Chinese had magnificent ships and knowledge of ship-building 
and engineering but they never applied that knowledge to reduce the cost of building their 
ships; large-scale ship-building was affordable only for the state and its rulers. The lower 
classes couldn’t afford more than simple boats for fishing or personal transportation. In 
Europe, even though kings and princes invested in the development of new and better ship 
designs, the knowledge and the opportunity were open to everyone with heart and desire to 
take it to the seas. 

And not only the ship designs, but the weapons too. The caravel and the subsequent ship 
designs wouldn’t be of much value for private individuals if the heavy cannon needed to make 
it a fortress on water weren’t also available for purchase by private individuals. Between 
China, India, and the Arab world, Europe was the last to place heavy guns on the battle field. 
But pretty soon European arms manufacturers were producing them in large quantities and at 
prices low enough for small ship owners to be able to afford dozens of them. A private 
businessman shopped for guns in the same way we today shop for tools: He’d just order them 
and have them delivered to his ship. That was Christendom, folks, and that was liberty. We 
argue and fight today for open carry for little handguns. Our Christian forefathers could open 
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carry mortars and 42-pounders. Keep that in mind. This concept of the private individual as a 
responsible, self-governing moral agent, worthy of trust and delegated to expand Christendom 
on his own private initiative, through commerce and conquest, was unique to Christianity. 
Without understanding this unique concept, we can’t understand neither the development of 
the caravel, nor that whole period of the history of the world between the 15th and the 19th 
centuries. 

And of course, their optimistic view of the future, characteristic only to the Christian 
faith. European engineers wouldn’t apply their talent and skill to creating the miracle of the 
caravel if it wasn’t for expectations of the future that told them that it will be better and more 
developed than the past. People do not normally get out of their comfort zone, or out of their 
habits, to risk, innovate, explore, invest effort, unless they are moved by a faith that not only 
tells them that success is possible but also, that it is mandatory. The concept that there is 
always a solution to every legitimate problem before man is not a natural concept; it must be 
nurtured by a supernatural faith. Why would anyone invest time and effort to solve a 
seemingly unsolvable problem – like the conflict between stability and defensibility of a ship 
– unless he has the faith that there is a solution to every problem? Why would anyone believe 
there is a solution to every problem unless there is an underlying faith that both problems and 
solutions are created by the same Creator, who has created mankind with the purpose of 
taking dominion, that is, solving problems? This explains why non-Christian civilizations, 
even when they had superior scientific and technological knowledge, didn’t bother to apply it 
in practice. It also explains why Europeans, immediately after making a discovery, rushed to 
apply it to practice and mass production and make it available to everyone at the lowest price 
possible. Without Christianity, no one would bother to design such a unique ship as the 
caravel. 

Thus, when historians say that European dominance was caused by Europe’s superior 
technology, they are right. But this doesn’t tell the whole story. For behind that superior 
technology, there was a superior faith with a superior worldview, which made both the 
science, and the technology, and the economic infrastructure possible. Without this 
understanding, we can’t understand history. 

We tend to take technology for granted these days, but we shouldn’t. There is no natural 
evolutionary origin of technology, and there was no such natural origin of the caravel. The 
caravel was not simply another ship design. By the standards of the age, it was a monster. It 
combined several technologies that were previously thought incompatible within the same 
design. It solved problems related to navigation, safety, exploration, commerce, and defense, 
that were previously thought unsolvable. And it did it at a cost so low that any middle-class 
private entrepreneur could afford to buy and dispose of the ship when needed, and still make a 
profit. Its development was so unique that to the world outside of Christendom it was nothing 
less than magic. Magic it wasn’t, but its engineering wasn’t natural either; it was the 
supernatural product of a supernatural worldview that laid the foundation for expansion, 
profit, and success, and that not only for the powerful of the day but for individual men and 
private businesses as well. The caravel was the start of the global dominance of Christendom, 
and the origin of the caravel was in the Christian worldview of Europe. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is a very short but informative book: 
Medieval Technology and Social Change by Lynn White, Jr. The book is not about the 
caravel, it is about three earlier technological developments. The value in the book is not so 
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much in its worldview – for it is not explicitly Christian – as it is in showing that what we take 
for granted today was in fact history changing. We need to stop taking things for granted and 
see God’s direct involvement in history, through His Gospel and through the worldview 
created by His Gospel. And for this, we need to learn to see the important details where we 
haven’t seen them before. 

And I will return you again to my work in Bulgaria. We just recently published in 
Bulgarian R.J. Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order: the book that I consider the 
most unique book ever written in Christendom. And that book is exactly about that: how the 
worldview of Christianity changed history. I need your help to publish more books. Visit 
Bulgarian Reformation.com and help me create the intellectual foundation for the future 
Christian civilization in Bulgaria. 
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 Is Finland’s Education System So Good as They Claim? 
Assigned reading: Arkady and Boris Strugatsky: 

1. The Final Circle of Paradise  

2. The Second Invasion from Mars.  

 
Welcome to Episode 13 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about the educational system 
of Finland, about the multiple praises it has received over the last two decades from many 
quarters, about the value of these praises, and about the real situation with education in 
Finland. 

In case you missed that show, education in Finland has been the perennial propaganda 
pitch in the mouths of socialist educators, government bureaucrats, leftist politicians, and 
leftists whatever else you may find out there, and occasionally, not just leftist but also 
supposedly conservative types, those of the our-schools-are-different sort. Education in 
Finland is splendid, it’s a modern miracle of the collectivist mindset, the kids are all happy, 
and indeed, the very system is designed to make them happy. There are no exams for students, 
there is no assessment for teachers. Politicians are not allowed in the schools, and teachers 
enjoy a very high social status. And Finland is always number one in education, compared to 
the rest of the world. Oh, I almost forgot, it’s an entirely government-organized and tax-payer 
supported system; homeschooling is not allowed in Finland. See? We don’t need 
homeschooling and private schools. The government can provide good education, after all. 

And in this episode, we will try to get to the bottom of this and see how much these 
claims are real, and what’s behind the supposed Finnish socialist miracle in education. 

People and cultures have short memories. Very short. And not only short memories but 
also serious cognitive dissonance – which is only a nicer way of saying “schizophrenia.” It 
was just 70 years ago that Europe lived through one of the worst nightmares in its history: a 
war that murdered 60 million people and left the continent in ruins. It wasn’t a natural disaster 
like the plague, where no one knew where it came from and why. It was caused by very 
deliberate and systematic human ideologies which elevated the collective to the level of a god 
and denigrated the individual to the level of a cog in the big machine of the state. Obviously, 
murder and robbery and torture on a large scale cannot become the norm unless the worth of 
the individual is destroyed; and that’s what these ideologies in Europe did, before their 
proponents were able to commit their atrocities. Europe in the early 20th century wasn’t a ripe 
field for murderous dictators – there was too much of a Christian legacy of belief in the worth 
of the individual. It had to take a generation for the populations of Europe to accept the 
normality of mass murder. 

So, how did the dictators do it? How did they change the cultural legacy of a whole 
continent? 
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By noble, commendable, and beautiful means: education. Or, to put it in different words, 
“It’s for the children,” probably the second most popular defense of government tyranny, the 
first being, “But who will build the roads?” By the beginning of the 20th century, 
Christendom had produced the most literate, educated, and scientifically and technologically 
advanced civilization in history, and it was obvious that given its natural development based 
on the Christian worldview. And yet, when the dictators of the 1920s and the 1930s came to 
power, their most popular propaganda point was, “Here’s free government education, it’s for 
the children, we want the children to be happy.” You don’t say no to that, do you, if you don’t 
want to appear as being against happiness for children. Seriously, what kind of a heartless 
brute are you? The state just wants to make children happy. Are you against it? 

It didn’t take long to see what the purpose of state-provided happiness for children was: 
about the same as the purpose of farmer-provided happiness for his pigs. The children 
educated by the state in the 1920s and the 1930s were then, in the 1940s, sent to their 
slaughter by the same state that educated them to happiness. A total of 60 million of them died 
in that state-produced happiness. That, without counting another 50-60 million that are not 
considered war casualties because they died in peacetime death camps . . . er, scratch that, re-
education camps. Education – and re-education as well – is an important issue, after all, and a 
good government will always take care of it, if it wants to secure the loyalty of its people. We 
saw it in China where the Communist party educated to happiness the children of the 1950s, 
in order to make them cannon fodder for its Cultural Revolution in the 1960s and the 1970s. 
The Communist governments in Eastern Europe also educated the children to happiness, and 
while Eastern Europe was spared the same carnage as Hitler’s Germany, Stalin’s Russia, and 
Mao’s China, by the 1980s many these educated-to-happiness children were more unhappy 
than any children before in history, and were living in the same living conditions as their 
feudal serfs ancestors a hundred years earlier. 

It’s not like this connection between government education and tyranny is some obscure 
and secret part of history. To the contrary, it is known even today in Germany that the laws 
governing education are in principle the same as those passed by the Nazis in the 1930s. In 
1999, Rabbi Daniel Lapin posted in The American Enterprise his essay, “Adolph Hitler.” 
Openly paying homage to C.S. Lewis in the beginning, the essay was an imaginary letter from 
hell written by Adolph Hitler to Julius Streicher, one of the propaganda chiefs of Nazi 
Germany, hanged after convicted in the Nuremberg trials. In the letter, Hitler gloats over the 
fact that the same America which in the 1930s and the 1940s was horrified by many atrocities 
of Nazi Germany, is now adopting the same atrocities as “liberal policies.” One specific 
paragraph deserves our attention here: 

Finally, dear Julius, you will remember what I frequently said and wrote in 
Mein Kampf: “The state must declare the child to be the most precious 
treasure of the people.” I explained that as long as the government is 
perceived as working for the benefit of children, the people will happily endure 
almost any curtailment of liberty and almost any deprivation. It is truly 
heartwarming to see how well this lesson has been learned by the American 
government. In the name of children, incursions into the private lives of 
American citizens have been made that we Nazis would have gazed at with 
open-mouthed admiration. Does it matter that our bodies failed as long as our 
spirit still triumphs? 
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I mean, what could be more obvious than the fact that when a government elite wants to 
educate the children, its real purpose is to indoctrinate the children into obedient slaves to that 
elite’s agenda? 

And yet, all over Europe, including Finland, government education is considered without 
alternative. If in some places private education is allowed, it must be run like government 
education. Only in a few places are home education and independent allowed or at least 
tolerated: the UK (understandably, with its long history of relative liberty and private 
initiative), the formerly Communist nations in Eastern Europe (understandably, given their 
direct recent experience), and France (don’t ask me about that one, I have no idea how and 
why the French government has allowed homeschooling). In all the other countries – 
especially Germany and Scandinavia – homeschooling is not allowed. Only the government is 
allowed to educate. And Finland is a very specific, and one could say, a very radical example 
of it. 

For the last 15 years we have been hearing only good things about the education in 
Finland – which is, by law, only government education, for there is no homeschooling and 
almost no private education. No, good things in an understatement. Splendid things would be 
better. Awesome things. Wonderful things. Finland is the future of education. The kids are so 
happy. There are no drop outs. Everyone is educated. Everyone does what they want best. 

And, keep in mind, teachers are happy as well, and everyone in Finland wants to become 
a teacher. They are very respected in Finland. And they make as much as the doctors in 
Finland. And you can’t become a teacher unless you have a Master’s degree in a relevant 
discipline. Finland has found the solution to education. 

And of course, Finland is ranked number one, in everything, when it comes to education. 
Mathematics, reading, literature, science, you name it, those Finnish kids just excel over 
everyone; and while excelling, they manage to be very happy in school, because the very 
system is geared to make them happy. Finland is the best, and we don’t need private 
education, nor homeschooling. Those of us who have been promoting homeschooling in 
Europe know very well the answer of European socialists and bureaucrats: “No, we don’t 
need homeschooling, we just need to make it like Finland. They are number one. See, there is 
an example of government education that has gone right.” 

All the praises for Finland’s educational system, of course, come from leftist 
publications: The New York Times, The Smithsonian, The New Statesman (the publication arm 
of the British Fabian Society), etc. There is a slide show by Business Insider but it is only 
parroting points found in The New York Times. As much as I looked around, I couldn’t find 
any comments on Finland’s education system from real business or technology entities who 
would take advantage of that top-quality educational system. The only highly visible Finnish 
company on the world markets – Nokia – has been doing rather mediocre in the last 20 years, 
since the beginning of Finland’s government’s educational experiment. I haven’t seen 
multitudes of Finnish graduates hired around the world by multinational companies – whether 
business or technology. Nor is there any serious rise in interest by those companies towards 
moving to Finland, where those graduates are. Thus, as of now, these praises – coming from 
leftist ideologues and government entities – are rather in the sphere of political propaganda. 
We still don’t have any real data, from the real world, of whether the Finnish experiment is 
that successful, after all. I mean, I lived the first 19 years of my life under a government that 
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constantly praised and congratulated itself for everything it did, from educational system to 
technologies, to manufacture, to agriculture, etc. When the chips fell in 1989 and numbers 
were compared to the real world, it turned out the economy of all of Eastern Europe was about 
equal to the economy of Belgium. 

There are specific numbers, though, on which all these leftists base their praises of 
Finland’s education: the results of the surveys of a project known as PISA, that is, Program 
for International Student Assessment, organized and run by the inter-government 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. (Now, as a side note, I find it 
ironically symbolic that a project can be named after a city whose most popular building is a 
leaning tower built on soft ground. But, that may be just me.) PISA was started in 1997 and 
published its first results in 2000. After that, studies were published for several years in a row 
starting in 2003 through 2009, and then, finally, in 2012. The PISA results have been quoted 
widely by government and inter-government entities, and especially by high-level UN-
bureaucrats. In short, if there is a place where top educational bureaucrats go to get the data 
for their propaganda and promoting their agendas, it is PISA. And government bureaucrats are 
very self-conscious of the fact, given that the study is entirely sponsored from the budgets of 
the participating countries. And they pay big money to participate. It is not clear how much 
the study costs: such information is not posted on the PISA website, and I couldn’t find it 
anywhere else. I could find several companies that brag on their websites about getting grants 
for participating in the PISA project from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development – and the sums are in the ballpark of $20+ million each grant. And who knows 
how much is spent that is not even accounted for, which is the regular mode of operation of 
government bureaucrats. Our governments are very eager to spend hundreds of millions of our 
dollars for their own propaganda efforts, folks. 

And no wonder, for the PISA project was specifically designed to support the concept of 
government education. When one looks – from an unbiased perspective – at the methods of 
the study and the specific spin of the results, it is very clear that the study has no intention 
whatsoever to actually measure educational results and help educators find the best methods. 
The study is simply designed to promote government agenda. 

The most obvious sign of the real agenda behind PISA comes when we see the target of 
the so-called “study”: Only students in government schools. That’s right, folks, 
homeschoolers and students in private schools are explicitly excluded. Not just tacitly 
excluded, but explicitly excluded; in the very first edition of the PISA reports back in 2000, 
this was very explicitly said. That is, from the very beginning, the bureaucrats running PISA 
declared, in practice, “We want to measure education results, but we want to make sure we 
exclude those methods of education that have shown outstanding results in all categories. Like 
homeschooling.” Why? Well, obviously, what government will pay money only to make it a 
public knowledge – and confirm by international studies, at that – that the homeschoolers in 
the country outperform the government schools by light years? Like one of the Murphy’s 
Laws of science says, “When doing an experiment, it’s always beneficial to know the results 
ahead of time.” When that experiment covets the money of a sponsor, it’s always beneficial to 
avoid results that the sponsor wouldn’t like. That much should be clear to all. 

There are other, little things in the study that are also indicative of its nature as pure 
government propaganda: like measuring the availability of free transportation to school, or of 
free lunches, and the calories content of those free lunches, etc. One wonders what that has to 
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do with education; and I can’t see any other explanation for including those in the study, 
except to make sure homeschoolers and private schools – if some country makes the mistake 
of including them – have a good balance to their outstanding academic results. 

For all practical purpose, then, the PISA study is nothing more than pure, unadulterated 
government propaganda. There is no other explanation why an organization would run a study 
of educational performance and would avoid the best examples of achievement. Imagine 
McDonald’s paying for a study of the food in the best restaurants in the world, and 
specifically excluding all those that are not fast food, comparing only between McDonald’s, 
Chick-Fil-A, Burger King, and a few other fast food chains. Imagine China running a study on 
the best developed economies in the world that includes only Communist countries like 
China, Vietnam, North Korea, Cuba, Venezuela, Zimbabwe, etc. And in fact, the national 
bureaucrats whose countries participate do know the study is government propaganda, and 
they do expect it to act as government propaganda. No one has any delusions about the 
objectivity of the study; and most of the participants expect to see the study praising their own 
country, irrespective of the results. After the results in 2009, India and China withdrew from 
participation; The Chinese ministry of education didn’t explain why, but the Indian 
government accused PISA in using standards that were “culturally unfair to Indian students.” 
Both countries had scored quite low, and under normal circumstances one would think that the 
local educational bureaucrats would use the survey to find the gaps and improve the quality of 
education. But that wasn’t their purpose in the first place. Their purpose was to use another 
world-government organization to praise their own system, whether it was good or not. When 
it didn’t work, they saw no reason for participation. The Chinese Communists, though, made a 
smarter move: They did return to participation, but this time only for specific isolated regions 
– like Shanghai. And in those specific isolated regions, only certain schools were chosen as 
being part of the school system; in Shanghai, for example, about 2/3 of the schools were 
excluded, because they supposedly were not part of the government school system. Under 
Communism, 2/3 of the schools are not government schools? Yeah, right. Predictably, in the 
2012 survey those Chinese regions scored the highest of all participants. The Chinese 
Communists know how to do propaganda. 

In the first several issues of the study, though – 2000, 2003, 2006 – Finland scored the 
highest in all categories; especially in the academic categories. What more could the socialists 
of the world ask for? There it is, a heavily socialist country of total government control over 
education, and, there, it scored the highest. For about a decade, everyone was studying the 
Finnish miracle of education. Then came 2009, and Finland’s score fell a little. And then 
came 2012. Finland’s score almost collapsed, marking significant drops in all academic 
categories. Oh, but this was not the worst to come. The 2012 study included a question, “Do 
you feel happy at school?” Not really a question one cares about when children need to be 
prepared for life, but then again, the PISA study wasn’t really concerned about real 
preparation for real life anyway. Besides, with Finland’s falling scores of the previous three 
years, it should have helped Finland, right? 

Guess what. It didn’t. On that specific question, Finland scored 4th or 5th from the bottom 
– a little over 50% of the children surveyed said that they felt happy at school. Compared with 
the majority of the participating countries where more than 80% felt happy at school, this was 
a disastrously low result. 
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It was a smashing “wait, what?” moment. Finland’s children are unhappy in school? You 
mean, the children who are lucky to live in the only country in the world that places emphasis 
on happiness over academic achievement – these kids are unhappy? Children who are 
basically free to do whatever they want in school, children who have no exams to pass, no 
homework to do, no contests to be stressed about, no special schools for better students? 
Children whose recesses are 75 minutes, and whose every single need and desire is met and 
paid for by the state? These children are not happy in school??? 

To add insult to the injury, when we ask the adults, they are the happiest nation in the 
world. Several international surveys place Finland at the top of the ladder in terms of the 
happiness of its population. The rest of the world complains about lots of stuff, people in other 
nations are always unhappy and discontent with their lot in life, but when it comes to the 
Finns, they are always happy and satisfied – even among their fellow Scandinavians in 
Sweden and Norway. As a Swedish newspaper declared several years ago, “The Finns have 
found the fountain of happiness.” 

But their kids are among the least happy children in the world? How is this possible? 
This left the world’s community of educational bureaucrats speechless. After 2012, there 

were a few ignorant newspapermen who didn’t get the message and continued babbling about 
Finland’s supposedly miraculous educational experiment. But in general, Finland is not given 
as an example anymore. The Finnish ministry of education, which in previous years just 
casually claimed they didn’t care for any results of any studies, suddenly decided that the 
2012 study is quite disturbing, and called for re-thinking the system. Some voices in Finland 
itself even suggested that a system that doesn’t assess its teachers will inevitably lead to 
complacency and stagnation among the teachers – seems like the Finns have begun 
discovering hot water, any average American business owner could have told them so. In 
general, no one knew what to say. The supposedly miraculous socialist experiment with 
government education collapsed within 15 years of its beginning and failed to deliver not only 
on academic achievements – which was the focus of the PISA study – but also on what 
supposedly was the main focus of the Finnish educational bureaucrats, namely, happy 
children. 

No one had an answer to this mystery. And no one still has. 

But a covenantal analysis of the situation in Finland gives us the answer. And it not only 
gives us the answer, it also shows that contrary to the cheerful image socialists are presenting 
of Finland, the Finnish society is morally rotten to the bone. And the Finnish educational 
experience was a hopeless attempt to fill the gap and provide for the children of Finland 
something that the society is not capable of providing anymore. And it shows that the inability 
of the educational system to deliver on its promises over a long term only shows that even 
with the best intentions, what government bureaucrats can’t deliver, they can’t deliver, 
because in God’s ethical/judicial reality, it has to be delivered by another institution. And 
therefore, eventually Finland’s education will collapse to the state of everyone else, unless 
there is a spiritual revival and a turn to the cultural solutions of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

Before we even get to an analysis of the educational system, we need to start with another 
statistic, one which clearly shows the Finnish attitude to children. And that is that the fertility 
rate of Finnish women is 1.7 children per woman, well below the replacement rate for the 
population. It’s not as bad as Germany with its 1.4 children per woman, but it is still very low 
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and decreasing rapidly over the last 10 years. For the last 10 years, death rate in Finland has 
been greater than the birth rate, and the gap has been widening. The birth rate has been low in 
Finland for several decades now, so low that the population pyramid is entirely reversed. In 
any demographically healthy society, the largest age group is that of children up to 15 years of 
age. In Finland today, the largest group is adults between 55 and 60 years of age – they 
outnumber the children by about 50%. For all practical purposes, Finland is a childless 
society. 

There are all kinds of nativist and racist and nationalist groups in Europe and in Finland 
who blame it on “Jewish” conspiracies: somehow some Jewish world elites work to stop 
white Europeans from having children while encouraging the growth of other races. But the 
truth about Finland is that not only aren’t people discouraged from having more children, 
Finland actually has the best conditions and the most encouraging government policies for 
families who want to have children. This is a country that ranks in the top ten in the world in 
terms of individual income. It has very low population density. It has a number of government 
policies that literally push money and benefits and privileges in the hands of mothers who 
give birth and raise children. This is not Germany or the UK with their monstrous population 
density. This is not Eastern Europe with its low living standards from the decades of 
Communism. This is Finland where the people have all they need, and the country side – 
fertile and productive – is literally depopulated for the lack of people. 

And they prefer to not have children. There is no way to blame this on a world 
conspiracy. There is a severe problem with the very soul and the moral character of the 
Finnish nation. 

And keep in mind, these are the same Finnish people who also rank very high in the 
world in their professed happiness. They have the money, they have the high living standard, 
they have the living space, they have the benefits, everything they need to have children, they 
choose to not have children . . . and they are awfully happy that way. The baby-boomers’ 
generation is about to retire, there are not enough young people to take care of them and still 
keep the economy running . . . and they are still very happy about their own lives. These are 
people happy with themselves, without children, and self-consciously preparing to live off the 
back of their children. These are not people who are unhappy and would like to have more 
children but they just don’t have the means. Theirs is the happiness of selfishness and self-
indulgence, not the happiness of a life of work, self-sacrifice, and accomplishment. True, the 
Finnish culture has deep Christian roots. But of those roots they have only kept the legalistic 
part: Keeping certain rules of conduct. (The Finnish society, according to even British 
observers, is religiously committed to many restrictions on personal expression.) What the 
Finns never learned from Christianity, apparently, is future-orientation and self-sacrifice. Or, 
if they have in the past, they have forgotten it; it’s all about themselves now, even the external 
self-controlled are obedience to legal rules. 

The obvious conclusion is this: Children are a burden. The Finns don’t need them. They 
are happy without them. And, of course, even where they have them, they are all too happy to 
send them off to the government to educate. “Leave it to the experts” means, “We don’t want 
to bother.” Ship the little rascals to the government, let’s enjoy life. And ostracize parents who 
love their children too much and prefer to keep them home and educate them. No matter what 
the Finns may say, the Finnish society is a society that is in love with its present, and at war 
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against its own future, and it has no love in its heart for those who will live in the future, its 
own children. 

And anyone who thinks the children don’t notice it, has absolutely no idea of child 
psychology. Children know when they are unwanted and ignored; they know when they are 
considered a burden and a hassle. They may not be able to express it with the literary 
categories of the adults; and they may not even be self-consciously aware of what they feel 
and know. But they feel it and they know it very well. And in their still immature state of 
lower self-control, their perception of being unwanted will heavily influence their behavior 
and their motivation. It is not by chance that on that bottom of the list of most unhappy 
children, Finland is joined by other countries – like Germany and the Czech Republic – of 
high living standards but low birth rates. Children know. 

To be honest, whoever designed Finland’s educational experiment, was a genius. He 
realized what the children lacked and needed: a family. Thus, the experiment – at least at the 
beginning – drew heavily on the experience of homeschoolers. Yes, folks, the deepest irony at 
the bottom of this most praised by all socialists’ educational system were principles borrowed 
from homeschooling. The lack of assessment of teachers was just an institutional form of 
parental authority: In a homeschooling family, no outside authority assesses the qualifications 
of the parents, right? They are teachers by default, by the very nature of their parental 
authority. The lack of exams and grades and competition and rigid curriculum in the early 
stages was also borrowed from homeschoolers, and particularly from the unschooling 
movement. The extensive focus on individual assistance was entirely a homeschooling thing: 
after all, any institutional educational system is based on mass production; teachers have no 
time for individual students and their personal development. The long periods of play and 
personal liberty to pursue topics of personal interest – well, gee, where did that idea come 
from, if not from homeschooling? If bureaucrats could have thought of it independently, why 
couldn’t they think of it for 200 years, and it only appeared to them after the first generation 
of homeschoolers demonstrated its effectiveness? 

It was then natural and inevitable that in the first several years of the experiment it will 
produce outstanding results. Not in comparison to homeschooling, of course – only 
homeschooling can compete with homeschooling, institutional schools are lagging far behind 
– but in comparison to other government systems which still work under the factory, 
conveyor-belt model. Of course, when children in Finland are being treated as something 
more than just cogs in a vast machine, they will feel – comparatively to what they felt before – 
more wanted, more loved, and more encouraged. Any little step you take towards 
homeschooling will inevitably produce such results, period. More wanted, more loved, more 
encouraged will produce a higher level of motivation and commitment. And, as every teacher 
knows, the child’s motivation and commitment are 95% of the process of learning. In such a 
system, the teachers didn’t even have to be all Masters – after all, homeschooling mothers 
with very little formal education produce miracles with their children in the US. We could say 
that Finland actually spent way too much to produce the effect; the concept of making the kids 
feel at home was enough. 

But it was also to be expected that it couldn’t continue forever. The system tried to mimic 
the home, but it did it not as a family, it did it as a hive. The main ethical problem remained 
unresolved. Children are still a burden to their parents. The home is still not the place where 
the children belong. They belong to a hive where surrogate fathers and mothers are paid to 
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professionally make them feel like home; professionally produce in them motivation, 
commitment, and purpose. The children eventually will figure out that the school reform is 
only designed to mask the fact that their parents are happy without them, and the whole world 
of adults is happy without children; the school – for all its attractiveness – is only a form of 
friendly concentration camp where the undesirables of the society are kept so that the majority 
is kept happy. And when the children figure that out, they will lose their motivation, and will 
deteriorate academically. And also, will be a generation of unhappy children in a world of 
happy, selfish adults. Did I say “will”? My bad. They already are. 

Because there is no place like home. And when you are a 6-7-8-9-year-old kid, and your 
parents kick you out of their home to preserve their happiness, you are a homeless kid. It 
doesn’t matter if they send you to the nicest school system ever designed, with the most 
careful and qualified teachers, all with Master’s degrees – you are still a homeless kid, period. 
And when you are a homeless kid, in the minority among a population of adults who are all 
too happy of their selfish present, never really thinking of their future, then you grow up with 
the idea that you have no future, and no purpose. Yeah, for a short time, your bureaucratic 
well-paid surrogate mothers and fathers in school may be able to manipulate you to have a 
surrogate purpose and surrogate future. But eventually, it is fake, and it thins out, and you are 
left again like the little match girl in the Andersen’s story, in a cold world of selfish adults too 
busy celebrating their happiness. 

In the final account, no matter how well it started, Finland’s educational experiment will 
end in ruins, just like any other educational experiment that has tried to substitute a 
government institution for the family. No matter how bright he teachers, no matter how well-
paid they are, no matter how much they try to produce happiness in their students, and no 
matter how much they copy from homeschooling . . . none of these external things will solve 
the real internal problem of the Finnish society. And that problem is in the hearts of the Finns 
themselves, in their selfish love for themselves, and their utter lack of interest in the future, 
and therefore in their own children. Finland may continue the inertia from its Christian past 
for a time, until a generation comes which is so bitter against its parents for their selfishness 
that it eventually breaks with their conventions and rebels against the past – because it has no 
future anyway. 

God is not mocked. 
This week I will assign for reading two books, not just one. The books are short, but they 

are laden with meaning, and they are written by two Russian brothers, science fiction writers, 
Arkady and Boris Strugatsky. The first book is titled The Final Circle of Paradise (in its 
English translation; the original Russian title was Predatory Things of Our Age). The other 
book is The Second Invasion from Mars. Strugatsky’s style is enjoyable, but keep in mind, 
they are more philosophers than they are fiction writers. Follow the stories carefully. You may 
discover in them Finland as I described it earlier. And, well, you may discover the modern 
American society also. 

And I will again ask you to consider helping me in my mission in Bulgaria. It’s a fertile 
field, and we need seed to put in it. The seed is there – hundreds of books that will help us lay 
that foundation for a Christian civilization. Visit BulgarianReformation.com and donate. We 
have the opportunity to out-write, out-publish, and out-speak the opposition to the Kingdom 
of God. Help me use that opportunity. 
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 Should We Have Police? 
Assigned reading: Roger Roots. “Are Cops Constitutional?” 

http://hourofthetime.com/1-LF/AreCopsConstitutional.pdf  

 

Welcome to Episode 14 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about police, standing armies, 
pagan law enforcement, Biblical law enforcement, and how Christians of our day have been 
duped into supporting wholeheartedly a social order and its institutions which are blatantly 
opposed to the Biblical social order and to the Biblical concept of social order. As a result, we 
as Christians have allowed not only the perversion of justice but also open institutional 
idolatry in the land; and in many cases, we have willingly joined that idolatry in sincere 
adoration of its gods. 

I have to start here with pointing to a historical blind spot of many American Christians in 
the last couple of decades, a blind spot that has been carefully nurtured and developed by the 
enemies of God through propaganda and political action: The belief that modern liberalism in 
America and the destruction of the old Christian social order started in the 1960s. America, 
the majority of Christians believe, started on a downward spiral with the sexual revolution and 
the hippie movement and the post-modernism of the flower generation. Before that, the nation 
was supposedly decent and Christian nation, and everything was nice and good. Many 
Christians, therefore, instinctively side with the conservative side of the political spectrum, 
because they see that our society has been changed radically; they want a return to an earlier 
society, earlier times that were less radical and more “traditional,” which would mean 
“Christian.” And the conservative side of the spectrum points to that time before the 1960s – 
preferably the 1950s, when men were men, women were women, crime and debauchery were 
kept off the streets, public schools allowed prayers, judges and politicians paid lip service to 
Christian values, everyone respected authority, and the economy was prosperous beyond 
anything the world had seen up to that time. This is the real motive behind modern 
conservatism, and many Christians imagine that it is a Christian motive – after all, it was the 
world before the hippies and the sodomites appeared, right? 

There is only one problem in this motive: It is based on a fallacious view of history. 
America of the 1950s was not a Christian society, nor a Christian social order; and it had 
nothing to do with the original America of the Founders – nor even with the Constitutional 
order established in 1789. America of the 1950s was just as radically leftist as America of the 
1960s, and, as a matter of fact, as America of today. It was not a conservative nor a 
Constitutional nor a Christian social order in any meaning of these words. If anything, there 
was even less Christianity around than there is today; the only traces of Christianity could be 
found in the personal work ethic and beliefs of many individuals and perhaps in some pulpits. 
But as social order, civil government, legal structure, principles of government and 
economics, taxation, justice, liberty, America of the 1950s was very deliberately anti-
Christian and anti-Biblical. 
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The real Marxist, anti-Christian revolution in America happened not in the 1960s, it 
happened much earlier, in the first half of the 20th century, under Presidents that are today 
hailed as some sort of heroes, like Teddy Roosevelt, FDR, Woodrow Wilson, and yes, even 
Calvin Coolidge, for all the right and good ideological views he had. The radical Left took 
over America much earlier than the 1960s; and when it took it, the churches remained silent. 
The revolution of the 1960s was not a leftist revolution against a Christian social order; it was, 
as Robert Nisbet points out in an article for the Encounter Magazine in 1972, titled 
“Radicalism as Therapy,” an in-house struggle between the Old Radical Left of the 
rationalists vs. the New Radical Left of the mysticists. Both sides were – and still are – anti-
Christian to the core. Both sides worked hard – and continue to do so – to co-opt gullible 
Christians to their respective sides, using rhetoric that would attract specific layers within the 
churchian circles. In the final account, today, the Old Radical Left calls itself “conservative,” 
has the Republican Party as its political arm, and has managed to put in its hip-pocket the 
“conservative” share of the church-goers in America; on the other side, the New Radical Left 
calls itself “liberal,” has the Democrat Party as its political arm, and has managed to put in its 
hip pocket the “liberal” share of the church-goers in America. In the final account, the church 
in America has become a tool in the hands of the Left – in both of its varieties – and celebrity 
preachers on both sides of the fence build their careers on either dulling the resistance against 
the Left in general (by calling for cultural non-involvement and retreat), or actively recruiting 
useful idiots by endorsing radical leftist candidates, Old and New Left, Republican and 
Democrat, and calling their followers to vote for them. 

Knowing this historical and ideological context is important to our understanding of how 
far American Christians have gone in their idolatry on many issues – including police. Most 
of the modern political and social and economic practices considered “conservative” and 
eagerly defended and supported by modern Christians were in fact introduced by this Old 
Radical Left. Some of these practices are more obviously leftist: Social Security, the IRS and 
Federal taxes, government regulatory agencies, government schools and the National 
Education Agency, the ban on prayer in schools and the separation of civil government from 
morality, etc., etc. Others, though, are not so obviously leftist and radical and seem quite 
“conservative” and even “Christian” to many Christians, to the point that Christian celebrities 
concoct systems of interpretation to try to fit these practices into the Bible. I have mentioned 
before that such are the laws restricting and controlling immigration (listen to my three 
lectures on immigration to see why such government control is pagan and anti-Christian), but 
there are many more: foreign wars and empire and standing armies, the prison system, the 
War on Drugs and regulation and control of substances and non-criminal behavior, the 
propaganda concept of “respect to authority” (which was rejected and fought against by 
earlier generations of Americans), the Pledge of Allegiance, the political centralism of 
Washington DC, and many others that today pass for “conservative” policies and practices but 
were in fact introduced by radical leftists. 

And among these radical leftist practices is the introduction of a standing army with 
executive privilege with the purpose of controlling the population – allegedly to prevent crime 
– enforcing government policies, collecting revenue in taxation and fines, and bossing around 
innocent people. That is, police. That’s right, folks, the creation of police in the US and the 
West was an initiative of radical leftist politicians; and therefore, those Christians who support 
the police are only supporting the destruction of the Christian social order of our ancestors. 
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But let’s start from the beginning: from the Word of God and what it presents as a Biblical 
social order. 

I will here quote directly from an article I wrote about a year and a half ago, on the 
murders of Michael Brown and Eric Garner; the title of the article is “Brown, Garner, and the 
Application of Biblical Law to Homicide and Murder.” In it, I started with the Biblical view 
of what a law-enforcement a righteous society should have. 

The Bible doesn’t allow for the creation of a government’s specialized standing 
army for any purposes, whether for permanent warfare against foreign nations 
or for “maintaining order” at home. Aggressive wars were forbidden as a 
government policy, and kings were forbidden from maintaining specialized 
offensive forces (Deut. 17:16; see also 1 Sam. 8:11-12). Also, there was no 
provision for a centralized executive power in the land which would determine 
what “order” was and enforce it. The executive function of government was 
left to the families and local communities to maintain and enforce, and 
therefore any “order” in the society was to be voluntary and based on private 
action and transactions. The function of the civil government was limited to 
the judiciary, local courts with appellate courts above them, with either the 
King or the High Priest acting as Supreme Court at the top of the judiciary 
pyramid. Prevention of crime was not delegated to the government; the Bible 
recognizes that crime is a moral issue first and foremost, and therefore there 
would be no institutional solution to its prevention. Prevention therefore was 
left to moral instruction in the family and in the church, and ultimately, since 
only God could read the heart of a person, to God Himself. Human courts were 
only allowed to act when crime was committed and the guilt of the perpetrator 
could be reliably established by the word of witnesses (Deut. 19:15). 

In such a system, a law-enforcing agency is not executive (enforcing rules and 
regulations) but judicial (carrying out orders of the courts), similar to the US 
Marshals Service. It doesn’t “maintain order,” arbitrarily deciding on the spot 
what “order” is; it only executes court orders following court verdicts or 
decisions. Thus, the concept of “power of arrest” doesn’t exist as an executive 
privilege; and neither does the multitude of artificial and arbitrarily made up 
“crimes” related to the “power of arrest,” like “resisting arrest,” “obstructing 
government administration,” etc. (Ever thought about the idiocy of a crime like 
“resisting arrest,” when the “criminal” is not guilty of anything else but 
resisting unlawful arrest?) Thus, the category of “suspect” doesn’t exist in the 
legal language, and therefore all the rights related to it that the cops have 
don’t exist. How does a police officer know who is a suspect and who isn’t? 
The Bible doesn’t allow for such arbitrary legal power given to a special class 
of people. Without such arbitrary power of arrest and designating “suspects,” 
thousands of innocent lives would have been spared in the US, who were 
murdered in cold blood by police officers. 

The only time when a person can be legally apprehended and detained is when 
caught in the very act of the crime, to prevent him from committing a crime, 
and to make sure he is taken to court. Outside direct prevention of crime on 
the spot, the only action should be through the courts. Christian Europe after 
12th century, until the rise of the modern socialist state in the 20th century, 
specifically forbade actions against criminals that were not in direct self-
defense or following a court decision. The legal category of “suspect,” used 
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today to justify police action, did not exist: a person was either caught in the 
act, or sentenced on the basis of testimonies, or considered innocent. 

This distinction between an executive government and a judiciary government is very 
important for our understanding of the Biblical view of government. To understand how 
important it is, I need to return you back to my podcast on the war against self-government. 
The Biblical social order is based on self-government. Thus, a self-governing man, a man who 
is obedient to the Law of God, has no other head above himself but Christ (“The head of every 
man is Christ,” 1 Cor. 11:3). No government should be given the legal power to control non-
criminal individuals: Romans 13, the passage so widely misused and abused by modern 
statists in the pulpits, specifically says that rulers should have authority – or being “terror” – 
only over evil, not over good. And the difference between a judiciary government and an 
executive government is exactly that: a judiciary is passive, and it is only activated when there 
is a crime committed. It only has power over those who have committed crimes. On the other 
hand, an executive government by definition is a government with its own life, goals, 
purposes, and its own ideas of order. And since non-criminal individuals also have their own 
lives, goals, purposes, and order, an executive government by definition must end up 
controlling non-criminal individuals. 

And more than that. Since in the Bible God leaves the executive decisions in the society 
to individuals and families, any government that appropriates executive functions for itself 
must by definition wage a war against individuals and families, and appropriate for itself the 
authority to be a surrogate family to the society. We have to understand: The war against the 
family today is a war by the executive government against its rival, the family. This war – a 
Satanic attempt to substitute the state for the family – is at the very foundation of the concept 
of executive government. When the French Enlightenment thinker Montesquieu laid out his 
views for division of powers within the government – legislative, executive, judiciary – his 
purpose was not to limit government, it was to expand government so that it takes over the 
executive decisions from the family. (I have explained it in a lecture I delivered many years 
ago to a Worldview Superconference organized by American Vision: “Europe as a Mirror to 
America.”) A judiciary government is passive, and only has control over criminals. An 
executive government competes against the family for control over the executive decisions in 
the society – and therefore, an executive government will always consider the family – and 
especially the Christian family – its arch-enemy. 

The difference in clear in the Bible, in 1 Samuel chapter 8. The people already had a 
government – a vertical system of judiciaries, of appellate courts designed by God to maintain 
justice. When they wanted a king, they wanted an executive government, as in the pagan 
nations around them. But in the pagan nations around them, there were no laws; everything 
happened by permission of the king. In my article, “Torah vs. Anomia: Rule of Law vs. Rule 
by Permit,” I have shown the difference in respect to immigration. In order to immigrate to 
Egypt or to pass through Edom, one had to have a permission by the King. There were no 
laws, just personal whims of an executive authority. In Israel, there was no government 
institution to give permits for immigration and passage, and thus anyone was free to pass or 
settle, as long as they didn’t commit a crime. Immigration is only one example of many. In 
everything, Israel was a free land, and there was no king to ask for permission, and no 
government to issue permits, licenses, visas, and other executive orders. 



ARP#14. Should We Have Police?  118 

Why is this important to know in our talk about police? Because police, by its very 
ideology, design, and nature, is an executive institution. Many Christians today think of 
modern police as the Sheriffs of old. It isn’t; it is radically different. The Sheriffs of 100 years 
ago were only an arm of the judiciary: they were only serving warrants, and they had no 
executive authority. When one looks at the photos of Texas sheriffs of 100 years ago, not a 
single one of them is in uniform, and they were all armed as much as the average guy on the 
street. Modern police is not an institution of justice on criminals; it is an institution for control 
over non-criminals, to make sure that the executive government doesn’t meet any competition 
from individuals and their families. It is a pagan, Satanic institution by its very inception, and 
therefore any pastor who tries to justify it by using Romans 13 is only preaching idolatry 
similar to that of the people of Israel in 1 Samuel 8: He has rejected God from being King. 

Thus, when Christianity became dominant in Europe, one of the most important legal and 
political consequences were that it destroyed the concept of an executive government. And 
with it, it destroyed the legal authority of the military castes. 

You see, every pagan society by necessity eventually ends up being run by a caste of men 
in uniforms, by a professional standing army which has in its hands both the executive power 
to force the population to do its bidding, and the legislative power to define the laws of the 
land and thus legitimize its own use of that power. It is inevitable for a pagan society; there is 
no escape from a military dictatorship when God is not King of a culture. That military caste 
may be a specific ethnicity within the Empire – as it was with the empires of the Aztecs, the 
Incas, the Mongols, or the Ottoman Empire. It may be a special class of citizens, as in the 
Greek city-states, and especially in Sparta. It may be the Roman legions and specifically their 
elite troops, the Praetorian Guard, which killed and made emperors throughout the whole 
history of the Empire and later of Byzantium. It may be an official caste based on genetic 
origin, like the Kshatriyas in India. It may be a nobility of the sword as in China or in Japan. 
In all these cases, when God is rejected from being a King, the empires of man try to establish 
an executive government where they control the destiny and the decisions of millions of 
individuals for the purposes of the rulers. And this requires a standing army; not a standing 
army for defense of the borders, but a standing army for oppression and control of their own 
people. 

Christian Europe, of course, was not perfectly Biblical, so it inherited the concept of 
professional soldiers and a standing army from the pagan Roman past. What it changed, 
though, was the legal status of that class. In Rome – as in all pagan societies – the power of 
the sword coincided with the power of the law. In Europe, the church changed this. The men 
in power were gradually stripped of their authority to make laws. The legislative process was 
decentralized and taken away from them. It was given to the church and to the local non-
military elders. The nobility of the sword made laws for themselves. The law of the land was 
left in the hands of non-military, non-aristocratic bodies – like the church, the local village 
councils, or the provincial parliaments. The rule of the rulers was limited to their judicial 
functions as courts of justice; and where they tried to act as legislative or executive power, 
local Parliaments kept to themselves the right to annul the king’s decrees. (I talk about the 
function of the Parlement of Paris to annul the decrees of the King of France in my lecture, 
“Europe as a Mirror of America.”) A great part of that transformation was accomplished by a 
grass roots movement in the church which is virtually unknown today, but historically, it was 
the longest lasting and the most powerful grass-roots movement Christendom has ever seen: 
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The Peace and Truce of God Movement. It started in the 10th century and it continued for 400 
years, influencing the legal and the governmental practices of all of Europe, and creating a 
completely new and unique concept of relationship between rulers and ruled. You all are 
familiar with the Lesser Magistrate Doctrine that Pastor Matt Trewhella has been preaching to 
churches and local magistrates. The Peace and Truce of God Movement was the ideological 
and historical prerequisite to that doctrine. The Magdeburg Declaration couldn’t have 
happened if it weren’t for the transformation of the European society by the Peace and Truce 
of God. And an important part of that transformation was that making laws was taken away 
from the men with weapons and the power to employ violence. 

More than that, the legal authority for the use of violence was now separated from the 
official status of a person. Might didn’t make right anymore. Just being a ruler or being a 
knight or a member of the aristocracy didn’t create executive privilege; the common folk were 
not only allowed to have weapons (unlike in the Roman Empire and other pagan cultures), 
they were encouraged to train and to use them against rulers who used their power illegally. 
The story of Robin Hood is such a story but there are many more of that period. Christendom 
created the code of chivalry, and we can’t grasp the covenantal meaning of chivalry unless we 
understand this separation between might and right. At the very bottom of chivalry was the 
moral dilemma of the noble knight who is powerful physically and militarily but is restrained 
morally in his legitimate use of his power. So, the chivalric literature almost always revolved 
around the quest for moral causes that would make the use of that power morally legitimate. 
Pagan heroes had no such qualms: if they had power, they used it any time they wanted, for 
their own purposes. Christian knights couldn’t. The new civilization that was emerging based 
on the Word of God couldn’t allow for powerful men having control over the lives and 
destinies of non-criminal people. Even if for a while some old pagan traits remained, the 
Reformation destroyed them in the 16th and the 17th centuries. By the end of the 18th 
century, Europe was a continent of decentralized powers, and executive power in the hands of 
the local communities, not in the hands of kings. 

Naturally, the concept of modern police was born in the revived paganism of the 
Enlightenment. For the Enlightenment thinkers, it was clear that in order to push God out of 
the universe, a bare-bones atheism wouldn’t be enough. The all-powerful, all-knowing, and 
omnipresent God would have to be matched by the all-powerful, all-knowing, and 
omnipresent man. And even that won’t be enough – for the real power of God in history is not 
visible in His being – which is invisible – but in His works. Thus, for the new pagans to be 
able to establish their order, the redeeming God had to be matched by the redeeming man. 
God’s redemption of His universe was the real offense, and man could only better God by 
offering a better redemption to the universe in general and to man’s society in particular. This 
is a topic for another podcast, but we need to understand here: the real strategy of the 
Enlightenment was not to simply separate man from God; that wouldn’t work after centuries 
of Christendom. The real strategy and the real appeal of the Enlightenment was: We can 
create a better world without God. We have a better redemption. 

All the humanist institutions created by the Enlightenment had exactly this ideology in 
their foundation: Man’s redemption of himself without God. And since the individual man is 
powerless to redeem himself, it is, in the final account, the state’s redemption of man without 
God. Just keeping the state limited to judging crimes under the Law of God won’t suffice. The 
state had to create its own ethics, its own legislation. But more than that; it had to create its 
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own transcendent purpose for man and his society – and thus become an executive state, a 
heavenly father of a sort. And since there is still the problem of crime, the state had to mimic 
God in preventing crime. Not just judging crime, but preventing it, reading the hearts of men, 
conditioning the hearts of men, and redeeming the hearts of men to make them into good men. 
Like God does. The government schools, the prisons, the regulatory agencies, the different 
administrations, the government’s economic planning boards, the central banks – they were 
all meant to be hands of the redemption of the humanist state. 

And the police, too. The thinkers of the Enlightenment believed that there was nothing 
spiritual about the society and the hearts of men – they were all subject to similar mechanistic 
laws as those that Isaac Newton discovered about the physical universe. A ruling elite, 
therefore, which wants to rival God in terms of redemption must discover these social laws 
and then use them just as an engineer uses the laws of nature. Crime, then, is not a moral 
failure, it is bad social engineering. If we have a trained class of social engineers who can 
discover the social laws that govern crime, and work to change the conditions so that crime is 
prevented. 

And this class of elite social engineers who can discover the social laws of crime and 
prevent crime – thus creating humanistic redemption without God – is the police. This was the 
ideological beginning and foundation of modern police. Police couldn’t exist nor appear in a 
society where the government is obedient to God and stays within its prescribed limits of a 
judiciary. Modern police can only appear in the context of a messianic government – a 
government that tries to supplant God by playing god and redeemer on earth. 

The first professional police in Europe was created in Revolutionary France under the 
Jacobin dictatorship. During the Revolutionary terror in France, English observers severely 
criticized this aspect of the French Revolution. After the defeat of Napoleon, however, most 
European nations – including England – adopted the concept. By 1830, they all had their own 
professional police forces, and started using them to suppress dissent and discontent. Police 
became a regular sight in the European empires which were growing more and more 
humanistic and anti-Christian. The old pagan concept of executive government was restored, 
and with it, the old pagan concept of a military caste with special executive privileges was 
restored. 

The United States, where the old Christian culture and worldview survived the longest, 
remained an exception. The Founding Fathers not only didn’t envision professional police 
forces, they made it clear they detested any concept of a standing army, let alone a standing 
army on US soil. America didn’t have police in its founding, and for another 100 years, most 
of America didn’t have professional police. Alexis de Tocqueville, coming from humanist 
Europe which in his time was already a police state, mentions his surprise that America had 
no professional police. Contrary to the pagan claims that without police, crime will be 
rampant, de Tocqueville also points out that “hardly a crime remains unsolved and 
unpunished.” America without professional police was a country of less crime and more 
justice – because the solution to crime and justice was the Biblical solution, not the humanist 
solution. 

And naturally, the first professional police in America appeared exactly where the 
government was the farthest away from Christianity and the closest possible to the newly 
restored European paganism: In NYC, under the rule of the corrupt Democrat administration 
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of Tammany Hall, in the 1840s. Up to that time, big cities had their own voluntary citizens’ 
patrols, but no city government had its own standing army. The Tammany Hall bosses started 
it first, and then, other corrupt city governments followed suit. For the first 60 years of the 
existence of professional police in NYC, it did next to nothing in fighting crime – in fact, if 
anything, crime skyrocketed while the city was expanding its standing army. For over 60 
years, the NYPD was busy almost entirely with collecting revenue for the city government – 
mainly from illegal brothels and game houses. In the South, professional police was created 
for the purpose of hunting runaway slaves; other than that, the South had no police forces. In 
rural areas and on the frontier, the Sheriffs, as I said before, were only agents of the courts, 
serving warrants and authorizing executors of court verdicts. They only assumed executive 
functions in cases of emergency – as in Texas during the Mexican Socialist revolution, when 
Texas towns had to be defended against gangs. 

The real expansion of police and the creation of the modern standing army came in the 
first half of the 20th century, with the Prohibition. Both the Federal government and the states 
started hiring more police, creating more and more departments and sub-departments. Since 
the government was now in the business of morally redeeming people, it needed that elite 
class of warriors to keep the population in subjection. The end of the Prohibition didn’t roll 
back the swollen ranks of police, though. Very soon, new prohibitions were made by both the 
Federal government and the states, and police kept growing. And of course, the ultimate 
excuse for the complete destruction of the Constitutional liberties of Americans came with the 
War on Drugs. The War on Drugs was from its conception a radical leftist experiment in 
humanistic redemption of society – an attempt of Washington DC to replace God as the ruling 
religious principle in America. And this replacing God needed replacing His power with the 
power of the state. Thus, the concept of modern police was finally embodied in our laws and 
social practices. 

Contrary to the self-delusions of the majority of Christians, there was nothing Christian, 
nothing conservative, and nothing constitutional about the emergence of police in the US and 
in the West in general. Police was from the very beginning conceived as a counterfeit 
government, designed to destroy the social order inherited from Christendom; its purpose was 
the subjection of the non-criminal population to the state, so that the humanist state can 
emerge as an executive ruler, as a god and redeemer walking on earth. And for the last 100+ 
years, this nature and purpose of police have become more and more obvious in the fact that 
there has been no righteous cause that American police has ever joined. Despite the delusions 
of many conservatives and Christians, police in America is heavily controlled by the 
Democrat Party and serves its agenda. Police unions, from the lowest levels to the National 
Fraternity Order of Police, contribute 100% to Democrat PACs. Even David Clarke, so adored 
by FOX News, is a 100% Democrat with deep ties in the Democrat Party. Local PDs and 
Sheriffs have increasingly joined the Federal government’s war on the Second Amendment; 
those who claim they are pro-2nd Amendment and anti-Washington DC, still line up for 
Federal handouts of military equipment. They all continue obeying Federal laws and fighting 
the federal war on drugs – even where there are no local statutes to enforce. And local Sheriffs 
in America just love stealing money from their own constituents through the Federal program 
for asset forfeiture. (Last year, local cops in America stole twice as much money from 
American citizens as private criminals.) 
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The wickedness of police is obvious not only in these obviously criminal actions but also 
in the increasing aggressiveness of police against individual citizens, and against street 
preachers. It is also obvious that for all these years after Roe v. Wade, American cops have 
firmly taken the side of the abortion industry; for all these years we know of only one single 
police officer who has openly taken the side of the unborn – Chet Galagher – and he was 
promptly fired. In the early years of the pro-life movement, police in several American cities 
used their power to torture rescuers on the street, break their bones with nunchucks, and even 
kick pregnant mothers until their babies died. Yes, folks, these things were recorded in a 
documentary by Operation Rescue, The Brutal Truth. The documentary is on YouTube. In not 
a single instance has any police chief or Sheriff used their legal authority to take the side of 
the unborn and close abortion clinics in their jurisdiction. A couple of years ago Sheriff David 
Clarke, for example, used FOX News to say that “If black lives mattered, they would be 
protesting before abortion clinics.” What he hypocritically omitted was the fact that as a 
Sheriff, he has the power to ignore Roe v. Wade and close abortion clinics in his County. He 
not only has never done it, in his early career he has been among the cops who have attacked 
rescuers on the street, breaking up their protests. 

Thus, there is not a single righteous cause ever joined by the American police. But it 
should be expected, given that police was created for that very purpose – to support 
wickedness, not righteousness. It is not a Biblical government, it is a counterfeit government, 
a pagan mockery of God’s government, and a pagan institution to subjugate the population. It 
is as much a Biblical authority as two sodomites are a Biblical family. 

Churchian leaders, therefore, who use Romans 13 to call for obedience to the police are 
no different than those who call for legalization of sodomite marriage. Such churchian leaders 
are idolaters, and they are contributing to the destruction of the social order of Christendom. 
The Biblical government is not a government of executive decree; an executive government is 
a counterfeit government. When our own churchian leaders legitimize a counterfeit 
government institution like the police, there is no reason to not legitimize counterfeit 
government money, counterfeit education like the public schools, a counterfeit family of two 
sodomites, etc. They are all parts of the same assault on the Christian social order. And for 
Christians to be able to restore the rule of God in every area of their society, all these must be 
opposed and abolished – yes, including professional police. As long as professional police 
remains in our society, no matter how much we strive politically to elect the right candidates, 
no matter how much we work for the moral restoration of the American society, Christian 
liberty and justice will be endangered and eventually lost. 

Therefore, from a Biblical perspective, just like government schools, the Federal Reserve, 
all the government regulatory agencies, welfare and Social Security, etc., the standing army of 
police must be abolished. It is not a true government, and it has never been meant as a true 
government – it is simply an occupation army enforcing the will of a pagan, wicked 
government. Supporting it and using Romans 13 to call for obedience to it is to commit the 
same sin as the people of Israel in 1 Samuel 8: They have rejected God from being their King. 

The reading I will assign this week is not a book but a paper by the Constitutional scholar 
and founder of Prison Crisis Project, Roger Roots. The title of the paper is “Are Cops 
Constitutional?”, and it can be easily found online. Dr. Roots examines the views of the 
Founding Fathers and the Framers of the Constitution concerning standing armies and 
professional police and shows that modern police is not only completely unconstitutional but 



ARP#14. Should We Have Police?  123 

is also at odds with the views of the Founders concerning the proper balance between the 
individual and the government. 

I have seen where giving more power to professional police leads, in Eastern Europe. 
And, as Eastern Europe recovers from this devastation, my call to my American friends is: Do 
not let this happen, or you will see one day your beloved local cops rounding up your children 
and loading them on the cattle cars to the camps. And fighting against this counterfeit 
government at home, help me also fight against it in Eastern Europe by donating to 
BulgarianReformation.com. God’s Law is the foundation of all liberty, and God’s Law 
establishes individual self-government as the basic government in society. We better start 
acting like it. 
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 Sovereign Common Grace or Sovereign Special Grace? 
Assigned reading: Gary North’s Dominion and Common Grace 

 

Welcome to Episode 15 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking some deep theology, and 
specifically, the theology of grace. It won’t be the shallow fables on God’s grace you typically 
hear from your so-called “Reformed” pastors and seminary professors; milk food that appeals 
to your emotions and only urges to “believe the Gospel more.” We will go into areas your so-
called “Reformed” pastors seldom go into, mainly because they were not trained to apply their 
armchair theology to a comprehensive worldview or may be because they are cautious to not 
appear too radical. 501(c)3, y’know. We will look at the doctrine of grace in a more 
comprehensive manner, not just how it applied to the salvation of your little soul, but also 
how it applied beyond that . . . and especially, how your understanding of grace affects your 
view of history, of the victory of the Gospel in history, and of the nature of the Great 
Commission. 

Let me start with a personal disclaimer. I don’t like it when preachers, theologians, and 
seminary professors describe the Reformed doctrines as “doctrines of grace.” Not that I don’t 
believe in God’s grace; in fact, as you will learn in a few minutes, I have a very detailed 
theology about God’s grace and its practical applications in our life, individual and social. Not 
that the description is technically incorrect; to the contrary, by logical necessity, God’s grace 
is a major element of the Reformed doctrines, and it follows from the foundational truths of 
the Gospel. The description is technically correct, granted, but it has a skewed focus and 
emphasis. It is focused on man and his needs, not on God and His nature. When we make 
grace the center of our doctrines, we make God subservient to man and man’s needs. Man 
becomes the center of our preaching, and God is simply a serving spirit to cater to man’s 
salvation. When we make man the center of our preaching, our gospel becomes a very small 
gospel, limited to a few propositions about the individual salvation of man. Our gospel, then, 
is not comprehensive, it is shrunk and truncated, and our preachers end up calling us to gaze at 
our navels, treating us as immature children. In my sermon on “How Big Is the Gospel?” 
(somewhere on Sermon Audio) I have covered this problem of our pulpits and our churches as 
a whole, and I will talk about this problem of spiritualized navel-gazing in a future podcast. 

For now, I would like to point out that the true description of the Reformed doctrine – and 
of the Gospel, for that matter – is that it is the doctrine of the Sovereignty of God. In the final 
account, it is the Sovereignty of God that is the foundation for everything else, and God’s 
grace is only one effect of the Sovereignty of God – one of many. Granted, it is a very 
important effect for man – man, after all, desperately needs that grace in order to survive – but 
whether God gives that grace or not, whether God decides to withhold some of this grace in 
particular circumstances or for particular purposes (as God withheld some from Paul in 2 Cor. 
12:7-9), the Sovereignty of God continues to be the only constant in the universe. Our focus 
must be on God, His nature, and His purpose for His world and for each individual person in 
it. When our focus is on man and his need for salvation, we fail to see the greater picture of 
the Kingdom of God – or, which is worse, we reduce the Kingdom of God to a small realm of 
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individual salvation and personal morality, and we become only peripheral onlookers. Those 
who insist on defining the Reformed doctrines as “doctrines of grace” are those who insist on 
truncating the Gospel to a few propositions about the salvation of man – and this is not 
Reformed. As Reformed Christians, our focus must be on the Sovereignty of God, in every 
area of life, not just in the area of personal salvation. 

With this qualification, we can continue to our topic this week, and that is, the sovereign 
grace of God in the salvation of the world: what is it, how it operates, and why our view of the 
nature of that grace is important to how we preach the Gospel, what Gospel exactly we 
preach, and how we approach the application of that Gospel to the practical life of man and 
his society. I am also going to offer another qualification: For the sake of saving time, I am 
not going to discuss here the basic definition of the concept of grace. I expect my listeners to 
understand it; after all, if you are a Christian, you don’t need to be told what God’s grace to 
you the sinner is, and what the role of God’s grace is in your salvation. 

However, when we discuss grace at the level of individual salvation – the level at which 
all so-called “Reformed” seminary professors and pastors discuss it these days – we need to 
understand that the simple term “grace” is insufficient to describe the working of God’s Spirit 
with individual people. On one hand, we have the grace we all as Christians are aware of, 
God’s grace in salvation. Obviously, because of the original sin, and because of the individual 
specific sins of each one of us, we are all transgressors of the Law of God and therefore 
deserving eternal damnation. So, to those elected to salvation, God has given His grace in 
justifying them on account of the substitutionary sacrifice of Christ, and in actively 
sanctifying them through changing their hearts and writing His Law on them. We know who 
we are by our profession of faith and our growth in active covenantal – that is, ethical/judicial 
– obedience to God’s Law. (We know that there are many whose “obedience” is anything but 
ethical/judicial – they may have just rational agreement with certain truths, or they may have a 
favorite set of ritual/liturgical motions, but none of these is active obedience, unless there is 
ethical/judicial sanctification.) God gives His salvific grace to His elect – that is, grace not 
only sufficient to their salvation, but also being salvation itself. He is the Savior of all who 
believe, and He is the Savior because he has shown grace to them – actively, sovereignly, not 
on account of anything they have done or will do, but only on account of His good will 
towards them. 

But that’s not all about grace. The Bible says that God is the Savior of all who believe, 
but not only of them. In Titus 2:11 Paul says that “the grace of God has appeared that brings 
salvation to all men.” In fact, the Greek word for “bringing salvation” is not even a verb, it is 
an adjective and means simply “saving”; the text literally reads, “Has appeared the Grace of 
God saving to all men.” Some modern commentators, falling into hyper-Calvinism, try to read 
in it only “all elect men,” but the truth is, there is another statement by Paul that is even 
stronger and speaks of some form of salvation outside the group of those who believe, 1 Tim. 
4:10: “For it is for this we labor and strive, because we have fixed our hope on the living God, 
who is the Savior of all men, especially of believers.” There is no linguistic doubt about the 
meaning of the word “especially” in Greek (µάλιστα), and there is no doubt concerning the 
meaning of Paul’s statement: God is a Savior of all men, and “all men” here can’t be taken to 
mean only those who believe, because then a clause is added, “especially,” which applies only 
to those who believe. Thus, the Bible does speak of some sort of salvation which applies to all 
men, but then, there is salvation that is “special,” µάλιστα, only for believers. Obviously, if we 
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only apply the words “salvation” and “grace” only to the elect, to those who believe, we will 
be contradicting clear Biblical verses. So, we are forced to accept the Biblical testimony that 
there is salvation of sort and grace of sort for those who don’t believe. Our job now is to 
figure out – again, from the Biblical testimony – what this other “salvation” of sorts, what this 
other grace is. 

Based on this obvious difference, Reformed theologians have come up with the term 
“special grace” which applies to the salvation of the elect. Special, as from the word 
“especially” in 1 Tim. 4:10. That grace, as we saw, is a full, complete grace. It’s not just 
temporary favors. It is eternal and comprehensive; it takes the whole man and restores him 
into the fellowship of God, into the Covenant of God, and into eternal life. It is redemptive 
and restorative not only in the passive sense, as taking him out of the pit, it is redemptive and 
restorative also in the active sense, that it restores the moral rightness of his heart and makes 
him actively desire to do good and be capable of doing good. 

The other kind of grace, which God gives to those who don’t believe, theologians call 
“common grace.” To put it simply, it is not a redemptive, it is a restraining grace. On one 
hand, God restrains Himself from visiting upon them their iniquity. Clearly, if He acted 
according to His holiness without such grace, He would have killed them and sent them to hell 
before they were even born. All descendants of Adam and Eve deserve immediate death by 
the very nature of their covenant belonging to Adam’s line. But God restrains His own hand 
and lets them live for a while, breathe, eat, enjoy life, experience love and joy. He even gives 
them knowledge and understanding, entrepreneurial spirit, art and literature skill and 
inspiration, economic, political, and military success – using them, of course, for His own 
purposes. Thus, we have non-Christian innovators, entrepreneurs, scientists, writers, etc. On 
the other hand, He restrains them from going to the logical end of their own rebellion against 
Him. If the unbelievers do not fall immediately to the bottom of their depravity, this is not 
because of some mythical “natural law” they supposedly acknowledge and obey – there is no 
such thing as “natural law” – it is because God sovereignly restrains their hands from doing 
the perfect evil their hearts would naturally incline them to. There is no redemption in 
common grace; there is only restraint and preservation for the day of judgment. In His 
common grace, God restrains them and restrains Himself. In the final day, though, He will 
remove that restraint of common grace and will judge the unbelievers without any grace 
whatsoever. 

So far so good, as long as we are talking about the individual salvation of man. As I have 
pointed to many times, this is all modern so-called “Reformed” preachers talk about. We have 
preachers today who have specialized in producing long and teary sermons of personal 
individual self-examination, making man and his salvation to be the center of God’s plan. 
This, is, of course, because of the false reading of the two most misused and abused verses in 
the history of modern Christianity: John 3:16-17. These verses are always quoted with a focus 
on individual salvation, as if everything God wanted to say in them has to do only with 
individual souls. The truth is, though, when we read the very text of these verses, it becomes 
clear that the individual salvation of man is only a means to a greater goal. Here’s the Biblical 
text: 

For God so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in 
Him shall not perish, but have eternal life. For God did not send the Son into the world to 
judge the world, but that the world might be saved through Him. 
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The obvious frame is the salvation of the world. The individual souls are only a means to 
that end, within that greater frame. There is no focus there on individual souls. There’s a 
Kingdom to be re-conquered and restored. 1 Cor. 15:1-28 speaks of what the Gospel is; and 
starting with the sacrifice of Christ, the description ends with “all things being subjected to 
Him.” That is, the focus of Christ’s work is the salvation of the world, which means not only 
what’s inside the church and the individuals souls, but what is outside the church and outside 
the individual souls. There are nations to be converted and discipled, according to the Great 
Commission in Matt. 28:18-20, and nations are cultural and judicial entities; that is, their 
laws, institutions, their very cultural fabric and worldview need to be converted, and they 
must be made to worship Christ in everything they do, judicially, economically, politically, 
educationally, etc. 

Christian Reconstructionists, from R.J. Rushdoony and Gary North and Greg Bahnsen to 
the lowest of us, have been talking and preaching and teaching this comprehensive meaning of 
the Gospel; some of our opponents have also mentioned that there may be, perhaps, some 
cultural aspect of the Gospel. Of course, everyone acknowledges that there was – at least in 
the beginning – a covenant for dominion, something we call the Dominion Mandate, or the 
Cultural Mandate. The question many times is, to what extent is that Dominion Covenant still 
in force today. We believe it is fully in force; our more pietistic opponents believe that it is 
only partially in force. But behind that very important difference, there is a more important, 
theological difference, which has to do with God’s grace in the Dominion Covenant. And this 
more important theological question is this: Which order of grace – common or special – 
governs the world outside the church and the individual soul of man? Yes, we know that God 
sustains His elect through special grace, and He sustains the reprobates through His common 
grace. But what about the world? When God looks at the world outside the church and the 
souls of men, when He looks at the creation, or at the societies of man, or at the social 
institutions, or scientific endeavors, technological discoveries, at art and music and literature, 
at the total of our civilization today, does God look at it as something that just needs to be 
maintained and restrained (common grace), or does He look at it as something to be redeemed 
and saved (special grace)? 

I hope there is no need to explain to my listeners what the importance of this question is. 
Every Christian should be able to understand the difference between redemption and non-
redemption. And every Christian should be able to understand that without special grace, there 
is no redemption; redemption is not a common thing which God just grants outside the 
sacrifice of Christ. And every Christian should ask himself the question: Is history and the 
world after the Cross being redeemed by the work of Christ on that Cross? Or has God 
abandoned history and the world to whatever His enemies want to do with them, only 
marginally restraining them from collapsing into chaos? The answer to the question of 
sovereign common grace or sovereign special grace will give us the answer to the questions: 
How big is our Gospel? How comprehensive must our preaching be? How far do Christ’s 
blessings go to dispel the darkness and challenge the Curse? And, following from these 
questions, How does history operate in the world after the Cross? What is the Biblical 
philosophy of history? Does history manifest the power of the Gospel, or is the power of the 
Gospel irrelevant to history and therefore hidden and invisible? 

The view of the seminarian establishment in the US – the supposedly “Reformed” one – 
is that the sovereign order governing the world, history, and human society, is the common 
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grace order. This view was summarized in 1979 by Meredith Kline. At the time, Meredith 
Kline was a professor at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary; later he took a teaching 
position at Westminster West. Kline had an impressive career as a professor and an author, 
and most of his career was devoted to creating a concept of the covenant that established 
common grace as the ruling grace of history, and God’s special grace as limited and 
constrained to the individual heart of man and perhaps the church. He had some original work 
on the structure of God’s Covenant, but even there, his commitment to the concept of 
sovereign common grace was so deep that he almost made the covenant found in the Five 
Books of Moses derivative from the suzerain-vassal treaties in the ancient Middle East. 
Biblically, of course, God’s covenant drew on no human common grace treaties. According to 
the Westminster Confession, the Covenant on Mt. Sinai was part of God’s Covenant of Grace, 
meaning God’s covenant of salvation, meaning God’s special grace. While some of Kline’s 
insights into the details of the covenant structure were helpful, his overall work dragged the 
Reformed world towards dualism and truncating the saving grace of the Gospel. Kline was a 
very strong believer in sovereign common grace, not in sovereign special grace, as we will see 
in a moment. 

His article of 1979, “Comments on an Old-New Error,” was designed to attack Christian 
Reconstruction and specifically Greg Bahnsen, for their postmillennialism and theonomy. 
Since Kline’s days’ anti-Theonomy has been a shape-shifter, always changing its arguments, 
at times rejecting the validity of the Law of God today, at times accepting some limited 
validity and applicability to our society today. But Kline was adamant and consistent: There 
could be no validity or applicability of the Law of God, as delivered to Moses, to our world 
today. He was consistent because he had a fundamental theological commitment: to sovereign 
common grace. In his article, when he got down to the fundamental theological difference 
between anti-theonomy and theonomy, he said the following: 

The insuperable theological objection to any and every such chiliastic construction is that 
it entails the assumption of a premature eclipse of the order of common grace. 

The “insuperable” theological objection, you see. The sovereignty of common grace over 
special grace – which also means the sovereignty of commonness over redemption – was such 
an important part of Kline’s theology, he fantasized that it was an “insuperable theological 
objection” to Christian Reconstruction. Kline’s theology didn’t allow for a sovereignty of 
Christ’s work over all. For him, the common grace God gave to mankind was the original 
grace, starting from the Garden, and it was only “formalized” after the Flood. That much he 
said in the same paragraph: 

That order was formalized in the post-diluvian world by the divine covenant of Genesis 9 
and by the terms of that covenant it is in force as long as the earth endures, that is, until the 
cosmic re-creation at the consummation (cf. 2 Pet, 3: 7, 11-13). 

We will talk in another post in the future about Meredith Kline’s stunning theological 
blindness on this particular passage: Seriously, God had just given, in the Flood, the greatest 
example of the subjection of common grace to special grace as the ruling order of history. 
And yet, Kline claims that the covenant after the Flood – made with the special elect who 
were given a special salvation from the curse on mankind – was a “formalization” of the order 
of common grace as the ruling order? But this we will leave this for another time. 
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What is more important is that this sovereignty of common grace over history led him to 
deny any covenantal foundations, or manifestations, or progress in history. He continued in 
the same paragraph, in his attempt at refuting the philosophy of history of Christian 
Reconstruction: 

A basic and essential structure of that common grace order is the institution of the 
common state. This civil institution, unlike the nation Israel, which was separated unto a 
distinctive institutional identity as a holy, redemptive, theocratic kingdom, is not a holy but 
rather common institution, with its citizenry a mixture of both the holy and the non-holy. It 
does not, as did the Israelite kingdom, possess special guarantees of a material prosperity 
unfailingly equal to the measure of its obedience to the law of God nor does it enjoy the 
promise of an ultimate perfecting of its beatitude. Its prospect is that of eventual termination 
rather than consummation. And meanwhile it must run its course within the uncertainties of 
the mutually conditioning principles of common grace and common curse, prosperity and 
adversity being experienced in a manner largely unpredictable because of the inscrutable 
sovereignty of the divine will that dispenses them in mysterious wisdom. 

Translated into a human language, what Kline is saying here is this: There is absolutely 
no discernible cultural, political, economic, judicial, financial, institutional, or any other 
difference between a nation that is obedient to God and His Law and a nation that is in direct 
rebellion against God and His Law. More than that, since he acknowledges that God is the one 
moving history, Kline is declaring that God does absolutely nothing to exhibit in history, on 
earth, in the life of nations and cultures, the superiority of His Gospel over false religions. If a 
person is dropped in a nation without knowing which one it is, he would never be able to tell 
if that nation is obedient to God or not from its level of justice and righteousness, from its 
economic prosperity, from its levels of technological progress. A nation obedient to God can 
be as low as any pagan nation in terms of safety and abundance; a nation rebellious against 
God can rise to be long-term prosperous and safe and just. Whatever God does to a nation has 
nothing to do with the nation’s covenant standing before God. When God directs history, He 
does it through a different covenant than that in Christ. That covenant is ethically neutral, 
because it has no stipulations nor any ethical demands to man. God acts in it entirely 
separately from any ethical system. 

You know how modern Pelagians and semi-Pelagians – that is, Arminians – like to argue 
that God is still sovereign but He has chosen to lay aside His own sovereignty when it comes 
to the salvation of man. Well, here, Kline argues that when it comes to history and the world, 
God has laid aside His own ethical nature and has chosen to deal with the world in an 
ethically neutral way, not taking in account man’s obedience or disobedience, and not making 
history manifest the holiness of God’s character. 

Kline’s elevation of common grace to the pedestal of sovereign grace in history has had 
some deep consequences. It has laid the foundation for the restoration of the rhetoric of the 
“two-kingdoms” by modern antinomian and amillennial theologians. The “two kingdoms” 
rhetoric is entirely predicated on the idea that God has restricted the redemption of Jesus 
Christ (special grace) to individuals and the church, while He rules the world through the non-
redemptive, ethically-neutral order of common grace. David Van Drunen of Westminster 
Seminary in Escondido, CA, in his book, Living in God’s Two Kingdoms, uses this specific 
point of sovereign common grace in history to reject the idea of redemption in history and of 
society. After declaring that he believes that Christians should work out the implications of 
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their faith in the society, he specifically says that they should do it without any expectations 
for any redemptive fruit of their efforts. Here’s the quote from his book: 

A Christian, therefore, does not have [emphasis in the original] to adopt a 
redemptive vision of culture in order to affirm these important truths. A 
biblical two kingdoms doctrine provides another compelling way to do so. 
According to this doctrine, God is not redeeming [emphasis in the original] the 
cultural activities and institutions of this world but is preserving them through 
the covenant He made with all living creatures through Noah in Genesis 8:20-
9:17. 

We need to understand this very important point: When common grace is taken as the 
sovereign grace in history, John 3:16-17 is turned on its head. There is no redemption for the 
world. There is no salvation for the world. These men claim to be Reformed, and therefore 
they are supposed to believe that man’s depravity is total, and therefore the Curse has affected 
everything man does – including his social institutions. And then they turn around and say 
that God has made a covenant to preserve the Curse??? What other conclusion can one take 
out of this but that God has committed Himself in a covenant to preserve depravity and the 
Curse on the earth, and not let the power of the Gospel bring redemption to the society and its 
institutions? The only alternative to such conclusion is that the world is ethically neutral, and 
God makes ethically-neutral covenants – and yet, in the same paragraph Van Drunen 
energetically denies the charge that he believes in an ethically-neutral world! So, which one is 
it? Is the world ethically-neutral or is God in a covenant to preserve the Curse? 

The sovereign common grace position is hopelessly schizophrenic, of course, but it is the 
only position that can gives any foundation for a theological resistance to Christian 
Reconstruction – that is, theonomy and postmillennialism. And this is why such schizophrenic 
dualism is supported by the modern seminaries. It is self-contradictory, but then again, it is the 
last line of defense against a comprehensive Gospel of comprehensive redemption and victory 
of the Gospel in history. 

There is a small group who also believes in a sort of a two kingdoms doctrine, and 
therefore in sovereign common grace and limited special grace: the so-called “covenanters.” 
In their view, the two kingdoms of God are the kingdom of power (which is the order of 
common grace), and the kingdom of grace (which is the order of special grace). This view 
follows from the Aristotelian natural-law tradition of the Romanist scholasticists and it was 
uncritically adopted by some early Presbyterian and Puritan writers, for which reason the 
modern “covenanters” prefer to call it the “historical two kingdoms doctrine.” It differs, in 
their view, from the other two-kingdoms doctrine in that it is optimistic and postmillennial – 
that is, they do believe in redemption for society, for the world outside the individual soul of 
man and outside the church. This, of course, is even more schizophrenic that Kline’s doctrine, 
for it presupposes redemption under common grace, outside the special grace of God, and 
therefore outside the special work of the Redeemer on the Cross. If human institutions are 
under God’s common grace and are being redeemed without an atonement, then the next 
logical step is for unrepentant individuals to get redemption without an atonement. The only 
logical conclusions from this – if they cared to go to its logical end – is soteriological 
universalism (God saves all) or statism (the state without Christ is an agent of God’s 
redeeming grace). The small group existing today have not gone to these logical conclusions, 
but over the last 2 centuries we have seen one group after another, originally heirs of the old 
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Reformed churches in England and Scotland, fall either into universalism or socialism. They 
have just followed the logic of their own position. 

I have been asked many times to explain the position of Christian Reconstruction on the 
issue of common grace vs. special grace. R.J. Rushdoony didn’t specifically develop a 
doctrine on the issue, but Gary North had a book devoted to it: Dominion and Common 
Grace. Since Gary North published his book, new developments have arisen that require and 
even more careful examination of the issue, which we will do, in the future. The doctrine of 
how God deals with the world outside the individual soul of man – is it redemptively or is it 
neutrally – is a very important theological question, and it is at the foundation of our 
understanding of preaching the Gospel and of our theology of social action. If we say that the 
Reformed doctrines are doctrines of grace (tentatively, as I said in the beginning), then 
understanding the working of the grace of God is crucial to our understanding of the working 
of the redemption of the Gospel. 

I will start with this: The ruling order in history is God’s special grace. From before the 
beginning of the world, to eternity, there is not a single moment of history and a single square 
inch of the universe that is not ruled by, shaped by, governed, and controlled by the sacrifice 
of Jesus Christ on the Cross. There is no covenant God has ever made that was not based on 
or not predicated on the blood of Christ. Covenant without blood is not a real covenant, and 
no blood is worth before Him but the blood of His own Son alone. God has not covenanted to 
preserve the curse, and God has not covenanted to maintain institutions that do not explicitly, 
by constitutional commitment, serve Him and Him alone. Every plant that God didn’t plant 
will be uprooted (Matt. 15:13), and the pagan cultures and institutions of the world were not 
planted by God. 

The creation was not an act of common grace. The world was not originally created to 
host enemies of God; it was created “very good.” This is why Peter in his sermon in Acts 2 
could speak of the last day as “the restoration of all things,” pointing back to the world before 
the Fall. The Day of Judgment, the triumph of special grace and the destruction of common 
grace for the world, is the full restoration of the original creation. Thus, the original creation 
was special grace, it was only meant for the covenanted people of God. Thus, special grace is 
not some side aberration in history, not limited and restricted to individuals and the church, 
God created the world in an act of special grace, for His special people, and He runs 
everything through the order of salvation, based on the atonement of Jesus Christ. Remember, 
the Book was written before the foundation of the world (Rev. 13:8; 17:8). Special grace was 
active in the very creation, not introduced later. 

Common grace was introduced later, after the Fall, as an exception within the order of 
salvation. When God destroyed the world in the Flood, He showed that outside His salvation, 
nothing in the world – humans, their civilization, their institutions, their culture, art, 
technology – has any meaning to His plan. He could destroy the wicked and all their 
achievements and institutions and cultures, and He wouldn’t care. He did the same to Sodom 
and Gomorrah: His only rule was that if there were any covenant people in these cultures, He 
would spare the cultures; if not, they were to be destroyed. That is, special grace ruled over 
common grace. He did the same to Israel throughout her history: when Israel abandoned 
God’s order of special grace, God saw no point in preserving Israel as a culture, except for His 
specific plan of introducing the Savior. The less special grace there is in a culture, the less 
common grace. The more special grace, the more common grace. 
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Common grace, therefore, in the words of James Jordan, is like crumbs under the table of 
special grace; or like overflow from the cup of special grace. Whether we are aware of it or 
not, whether we admit it or not, the Gospel rules the world, and through the Gospel, Christians 
rule the world. The more we preach the Gospel, and the more people in a culture convert to 
Christ and start acting as Christians, according to their new faith, the more that culture is 
going to experience also increased common grace: more political stability and liberty, more 
economic prosperity, more technological advance and scientific breakthroughs, higher IQ, 
lower crime and poverty. A culture that experiences a growth of conversions will inevitably 
eventually become different that cultures who don’t have such Gospel growth. The special 
grace is not limited to the church, it rules over the society, and therefore the atonement and 
redemption rule over the society. As Jesus said, “All authority has been given to Me, in 
heaven and on earth.” All authority now is in the hands of the Lord, and He is not an ethically-
neutral lord, He is the Redeemer, and there is no separation between His power and His grace, 
nor between His rule and His redemption. Whatever He rules over is not preserved; it is 
judged. And it is judged in history, either to redemption or to destruction. 

With the order of salvation – not the order of ethically-neutral preservation – being the 
governing order of the world, we can understand history, and we can make sense of history. 
History is governed not by ideas, nor by impersonal material factors, nor even by some 
mysterious occult will of God separate from His Gospel. History is governed by the faith of 
the faithful. This in itself is a revolutionary idea, and that’s why I have called R.J. 
Rushdoony’s book, The Foundations of Social Order, the most unique book written in the 
history of Christendom. In it, Rushdoony developed the historical implications of the doctrine 
of sovereign special grace. History is nothing more than the perfection of the creeds over 
time; it is creedally determined. Thus, we have the Western civilization: not a common 
development, not based on some “natural law” or common ideology between Christians and 
non-Christians, but a direct fruit of the creedal faithfulness of Christians in their confessing 
their faith and working it out in practice. Were all of the people in the West saved? Absolutely 
not. Was there a lot of common grace? Of course. But that common grace came only because 
there was a lot of special grace. Even atheists in the West eventually became more moral and 
prosperous and intelligent – because they lived in a civilization shaped by the worldview 
informed by the Creeds. Rushdoony’s book is a superb study into the true origins of the 
Western civilization. 

But the most important conclusion from this view of sovereign special grace is this: The 
world around us is not going to hell. It is a ripe fruit for salvation and redemption. Paul told us 
in Romans 8:20-21: 

For the creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of Him who 
subjected it, in hope that the creation itself also will be set free from its slavery to corruption 
into the freedom of the glory of the children of God. 

And that creation includes everything, even the human institutions and laws. God is not 
preserving the creation in its cursed state, Kline and the modern seminarians notwithstanding. 
God is revealing us as His sons, and through us is redeeming His creation, in history, on earth, 
until He Himself comes down to complete the process in the last day. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Gary North’s Dominion and Common 
Grace. Much better than I did here, Dr. North explains the significance of the issue between 



ARP#15. Sovereign Common Grace or Sovereign Special Grace?
  133 

common grace and special grace and shows how our understanding of it informs our 
preaching of the Gospel and our Christian action in the world today. 

And I will dare return your attention back to my mission in Bulgaria. I am a missionary. 
My heart is out there on the mission field, where there is my small chunk of the creation to 
redeem – Bulgaria. And, if you want a larger vision, Eastern Europe. It’s a ripe field. I have a 
tried method, and a proven record – flood the market with good, Christian, covenantal, 
practically applied literature. It has worked. I need your help to make it work even more. Visit 
Bulgarian Reformation.com and donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Sabbath, Its True Meaning 
Assigned reading: Israel’s Calendar and the True Sabbath, Curtis Clair Ewing  

 

Welcome to Episode 16 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about the Sabbath, the Fourth 
Commandment, the real Biblical meaning of the Fourth Commandment, and about the 
attempts of modern Pharisees to keep the Fourth Commandment in ways contrary to its very 
meaning and purpose. We will look at the greater covenantal frame of the Ten 
Commandments, at the ways any Commandment can be twisted so as to go against that frame, 
we will look at the impossibility of keeping the Fourth Commandment in its literal meaning 
today, and then at the reason for that impossibility: God’s emphasis on the ethical/judicial 
meaning of the Commandment, over its literal and ritual meaning. At the end, we will look at 
the real covenantal meaning of the Fourth Commandment – a meaning that has been either 
omitted or deliberately avoided by modern churchmen, because it has required actions of 
positive and active mercy and liberty, which the prevailing anti-Christian culture finds 
offensive. 

Let me start with a disclaimer: I will be arguing here against the technical, literal 
application of one part of the Fourth Commandment. But despite of what some may imagine, 
nothing of what I say here is against Sunday church gatherings or against setting one day out 
of seven for literal rest from work. Nothing of what I say here condemns anyone who has 
chosen – as a matter of his personal choice – to diligently attend a church every Sunday. 
Nothing of what I say here condemns any denomination or church that has chosen to perform 
certain ritual motions on Sunday as a matter of liturgical expediency – as long as, of course, 
those ritual motions are not openly idolatrous, like worship of Mary, or honor services of 
agents of the pagan government, like police, or preaching of anti-Biblical ideologies. My 
purpose here is not to replace one kind of Pharisaical legalism with another kind of Pharisaical 
legalism; my purpose here is oppose the “forcers of conscience” (a phrase I borrowed from 
the great Puritan author John Milton), those who take their own private interpretation of the 
Fourth Commandment, despise the Christian liberty established in the New Testament 
interpretation of it, and try to bind the conscience and the bodies of the people of God by 
chains that Christ specifically rejected. And in doing so, they ignore the heavier matters of the 
Fourth Commandment, the ethical/judicial meaning of it, that is, the righteousness and justice 
that follow from it, in the larger context of God’s Covenant. I am arguing here for Christian 
liberty and Christian duty: liberty under the Law, and duty under the Law. And the Law is the 
totality of the Word of God, Old and New Covenant, one Word of God. 

When we discuss the Ten Commandments, of course, we need to have one important 
thing in mind: The Ten Commandments are only maidservants to a larger covenantal context; 
they are not the larger context themselves. When Jesus was asked which the greatest 
commandment was (Matt. 22; Mark 12; Luke 10), His answer didn’t include any individual 
commandment of the Ten, nor the Ten as a whole. His answer went above and beyond the Ten 
Commandments, to a commandment that won’t normally be noticed if one does a simply 
cursory reading of the Law, because the commandment is not even mentioned in the first four 
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books of Moses. It is only mentioned in the last book, Deuteronomy, and there is it repeated 
multiple times in different versions (4:29; 10:12; 11:1; 13:3; 19:9; 30:6, to mention a few). 
The Commandments was, “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, all your 
soul, and with all your mind.” (Mark and Luke add, “and with all your strength.”) The Ten 
Commandments, therefore, are only a lower order of commandments: which is not to say that 
they are less important or dispensable but only that they are an extension, a development or 
application of that greater commandment. (In fact, of the two greater commandments, “Love 
God” and “Love your neighbor.”) This subordinate character of the Ten Commandments is 
very important, for it tells us that the Ten would have no meaning nor make any sense 
whatsoever unless they are read, interpreted, and obeyed within the larger frame of the 
greatest commandment. It also tells us that when interpreted outside that frame, the Ten 
Commandments can easily be twisted into something they were never meant to be. I like to 
give the example with telling your son to wash the dishes. The command to wash the dishes 
presupposes several smaller commands – put water and soap on the dishes, rinse the dishes, 
dry the dishes, etc., – but it is possible to obey all these smaller commands to the tee and yet 
not have the dishes washed. (And we know kids can be specialists in faking obedience by 
doing the details of the smaller things while leaving job unfinished.) Take for example, the 
Sixth Commandment: if we just interpret it literally and try to obey it literally, isolated from 
the rest of the covenant, we shouldn’t have death penalty, for the word for “murder” is no 
different from the word for innocent manslaying. Jesus also gives examples, in Matt. 23, of 
literal interpretation of commandments which is isolated from the larger context of the 
covenant and thus eventually contradicting the covenant. We need to be careful, therefore, 
when we read any of the Ten Commandments individually and isolated from the larger 
context, for we are running the risk of concocting a system of fake obedience to the Law 
which in itself is a violation of the Law. And the Fourth Commandment is no exception to this 
rule. 

In the light of this, there are two myths preached in some modern churches concerning 
the Sabbath and the Fourth Commandment, which myths are based on an interpretation which 
is, in the final account, contrary to the covenant of God. 

First, the myth that the Sabbath is a “day of worship.” R.J. Rushdoony dealt with this 
myth in his book, Institutes of Biblical Law, chapter 4, so here I will give my short refutation 
of it. Nowhere does the Bible declare the Sabbath to be a “day of worship.” It is a day of rest; 
and that’s the very meaning of the word “shabath”: rest. The pattern work/worship does not 
exist in the Bible; the pattern in the Bible is work/rest. The first version of the Fourth 
Commandment, in Exodus 20:8-11, specifically ties the Sabbath day to the Creation week: 

For in six days the LORD made the heavens and the earth, the sea and all that is in them, 
and rested on the seventh day; therefore, the LORD blessed the sabbath day and made it holy. 

To imagine that this verse speaks of a work/worship pattern is to imagine that on the 
seventh day, God worshipped. Aside from the fact that there is no way for God to worship 
(that is, bow down), we have at least an indirect testimony that on the day of rest, God wasn’t 
even around in the Garden in order to be worshiped. If Adam and Eve committed their sin on 
a seventh day – as is the belief of many commentators – God only returned to them at the end 
of the day. They were supposed to rest, not to worship. 
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The Law of God had provisions for enforcing the Sabbath, and not a single one of these 
provisions had anything to do with ritual worship. They all had to do with rest vs. work. There 
was no mandatory ritual attendance, and there were no penalties for not attending. Ritual 
worship continued during the week, and there is no indication whatsoever that that ritual 
worship was in any way related to the rest on the Sabbath. In fact, worship was much more 
than the ritual worship, it was the whole life of the covenant man and the covenant 
community, as we see mention of worship outside the Temple and outside the Levitical 
system. 

Not only was not ritual worship related to rest, it was itself work, not rest. As strange as 
this may sound to modern churchian years, this concept of worship as work is very clearly 
taught in the Bible. There was a whole tribe set aside to conduct ritual worship, and that tribe 
was specifically denied any inheritance in Israel – the Levites. Their inheritance were the 
tithes and offerings from the rest of the tribes; that was their payment for their work. Jesus 
specifically declares that the ritual worship in the Temple was work, not rest, and He called it 
a desecration of the Sabbath in Matt. 12:5: “Have you not read in the Law, that on the Sabbath 
the priests in the temple break the Sabbath and are innocent?” His opponents didn’t object to 
this: obviously, it was a common interpretation that priestly work in the Temple is breaking 
the Sabbath, but it didn’t incur any guilt. But the Law mentions nothing specific about priests 
breaking the Sabbath and being innocent. The only logical conclusion, therefore, is that the 
regular duty of the priests – ritual worship – was considered work, not rest, and therefore was 
technically a violation of the Sabbath. The fact that the priests were still innocent was a fact of 
serious significance for the New Covenant where all believers are now priests; but we will 
tackle this later. 

Since worship was clearly work, not rest, the pattern work/worship is actually work/work 
and is not the Biblical pattern given in the Fourth Commandment. Ritual worship – including 
modern churchian ritual worship – is work, not rest, and as such, is a violation of the Sabbath, 
had the Sabbath been applied today as literally as it was in the OT times. Those who sigh in 
abandon how great and holy is to worship on the Lord’s Day have actually bought into a non-
Biblical idea. The Sabbath was rest, rituals are work. The only thing that keeps us innocent is 
not our worship on Sunday – which has no special place or magical significance as worship at 
all – but the fact that we are now priests, and something greater than the Temple is here. This 
alone should make every Christian understand the concept of Christian liberty, as over against 
modern Pharisaism. 

The second myth is that it is possible today to keep the Sabbath in the literal way it was 
commanded in the Law of God. 

First of all, even if it was possible, no one is really keeping it, not even self-proclaimed 
sabbatarians. The key here is the light switch on Sunday morning. I have talked hundreds of 
times to people who claim to be sabbatarians who are quick to hurl accusations against anyone 
who works on Sunday or misses a church service on Sunday, and I have always asked the 
question: “When you wake up Sunday morning, to you flip that light switch on the wall?” 
They all say they do. And they all refuse to acknowledge what that means: On Sunday, there 
are people out there working for profit, in power stations, power grid control rooms, water 
supply companies, Internet suppliers, telephone companies, traffic and air control towers, on 
board of ocean ships, jetliners, and railroad engines, etc., etc., etc. And our modern alleged 
“sabbatarians” have no problem using the services of all these people, using the electricity, 
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gas, water, phone services and internet services produced by these people. And then they turn 
around and condemn those same people for their work on Sunday; while they consider 
themselves holy because they are not like those people who work on Sunday and whose 
services provide for their comfort on Sunday. 

I have asked this question hundreds of times, and I have never seen a single “sabbatarian” 
even stop to consider the contradiction in his own position. Not a single one said, “This is 
true, I have been inconsistent, I need to stop using these services on Sunday, because I am 
taking advantage of work I condemn by my own theology, and with my money I encourage 
people to work on Sunday.” To the contrary, sabbatarians either ignore the question, or give 
such ridiculously inept explanations that I have been quite tempted at times to doubt these 
people’s sanity. Most of the time they come up with the excuse that hospitals need electricity 
and water and gas on Sunday, and this is a “work of necessity or mercy,” and therefore there 
is no problem to use that electricity. But wait, you and your church (using massive amounts of 
energy for air-conditioning on Sunday) are not a hospital; there is nothing in your situation 
that calls for a work of necessity and mercy. Just because someone else needs help doesn’t 
mean you are entitled to the same help without any need. Christians in history went without 
air-conditioning or running water for centuries; your “necessity” is a false necessity, you are 
simply being a spoiled American, not a person in a situation of necessity. Others come up 
with the bizarre rule that if there is no exchange of money on Sunday, it is not a violation of 
the Sabbath, and therefore it is OK to purchase services from people violating the Sabbath if 
the payment is the next day. I mean, how much more Pharisaical can we get? The Law of God 
says nothing whatsoever about the time of payment as a condition for violating the Sabbath; it 
is a completely man-made rule. And obviously, if applied consistently, it would justify any 
work on Sunday – provided the payment is on the next day. Seriously, is the commandment 
about work, or is it about the time of payment? 

But modern sabbatarians continue using the services of people who work on Sunday, 
making up lame excuses either for themselves or for the people who violate the Sabbath (as 
per their definition) to provide for their comfortable, spoiled lives. At the same time, they 
accuse of “violation of the Sabbath” the fact that restaurants open on Sunday, and heap 
condemnations on Christians who go to restaurant after church. When I point to them that 
restaurants are a work of necessity and mercy because they also provide for travelers in town 
who have no place to go to get food, suddenly this argument of necessity is not valid, and 
there is no excuse for restaurants to stay open on Sunday, nor for Christians to use them. If 
there is a modern example of Jesus’s words in Matt. 23:4 and Luke 11:46, it is modern 
sabbatarians: “They tie up heavy burdens and lay them on men’s shoulders, but they 
themselves are unwilling to move them with so much as a finger.” Very obviously, modern 
sabbatarians know perfectly well that the direct, literal keeping of the Sabbath is impossible 
today, and they themselves don’t even try to keep it, but they use it to send other people on 
guilt-trips. 

Keeping the Sabbath today is impossible for another reason too: The modern pattern of 
week cycles independent of annual cycles is not the system described in the Law of God. 
(Rushdoony explained that as well in Chapter 4 of his Institutes, and quotes Curtis Clair 
Ewing.) It is impossible for the modern pattern to have been active then because certain days 
of certain months were set aside for doing work, and under the modern system, they would 
have fallen on a Sabbath day one year in seven. (See Exodus 12:3, 5, 6, 24; Lev. 23:15). Also, 
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specific days of specific months are declared Sabbaths in the Law – if these are simply 
weekdays kept as Sabbaths, this would violate one part of the Fourth Commandment: “six 
days you shall work.” In the Law of God, the weeks were tied to the year; the year started on 
the first day of the week, and the sabbaths were fixed on the same dates every year. The year 
of 365 days was split in 52 fixed weeks plus one extra day. The extra day was an extra 
sabbath added after the 7th Sabbath after Passover (Lev. 23:15-21), making Pentecost be a 
two-day, 48-hours Sabbath (the 49th and the 50th day after the Passover Sabbath). The Hebrew 
calendar was strictly a solar calendar, not a solar-lunar calendar, and the week cycle was tied 
to the year cycle, not independent of it. 

Thus, keeping the Sabbath according to the modern calendar (which has the additional 
problem of leap years as well) has nothing to do with keeping the Sabbath according to the 
Law of God. At best, it is simply taking a tradition much more recent than the Law of God as 
given to Moses, and arbitrarily assigning some ritualistic/magical quality to certain days 
according to that tradition. 

From an economic standpoint – which means, from the standpoint of the Dominion 
Covenant as a greater context for the Ten Commandments – the theological excuse of “works 
of necessity and mercy,” while helpful at times, is not exactly Biblical. (And it’s not even 
helpful most of the time – why would modern sabbatarians want the restaurants and the hotels 
closed on Sundays when every city has some number of travelers residing in it during the 
weekend? Do they expect travelers to go around begging for food and shelter on Sunday?) 
While necessity and mercy were involved as motives in Jesus’s multiple cases of healing on 
the Sabbath, his examples given in reply to the Pharisees were not all cases of necessity and 
mercy. More important, His defense of His disciples for their violation of the Sabbath in Matt. 
12:1-7 (remember, His disciples were picking grain) didn’t resort to the argument of works of 
necessity and mercy. Jesus went much farther than that, showing examples of violation of the 
Law – or of its literal reading – in the OT, and showing why those are to become the norm in 
the NT (“something greater than the Temple is here.”) This specific verse is one of the two 
avoided like the plague by modern sabbatarians, because it does show a very clear 
discontinuity which establishes – let me repeat and emphasize – that such violations of the 
Sabbath will become the norm in the NT. “Something greater than the Temple is here.” And, 
judging from the whole context of the NT, that “something greater” is to remain here, with us 
until the end of the age. 

The emphasis on the phrase “necessity and mercy” is rather based on the need for a 
religiously sounding excuse. A better and more comprehensive term would be an economic 
term: works of maintenance and damage control. Jesus’s examples in response to the 
Pharisees were given in this context: taking one’s ox to the water on the Sabbath 
(maintenance) and pulling a child or an ox out of a pit (damage control). While the concept of 
mercy can be applied to the child, there is no necessity nor mercy involved in spending one’s 
Sabbath pulling an animal out of a pit – work that can be done the next day. Neither was there 
any necessity nor mercy involved in allowing the disciples to pick grain on the Sabbath – 
clearly forbidden in the Law. None of them were starving while they were with Jesus – Luke 
22:35 says they didn’t lack anything while being with Him. The rule for work allowed on the 
Sabbath, therefore, was not necessity or mercy but preventing a capital loss. Work for the 
purpose of preventing a capital loss was allowed: if the animals go thirsty for one day, they 
will lose weight or will be less capable of work on the first day of the week. The same will 
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happen if an animal is left in the pit and pulled out the next day: the next day will be lost to 
work, and the animal will probably be exhausted. Defense of the cities against enemies was 
allowed on the Sabbath: again, to prevent capital loss. It goes without saying that sailors could 
work on the Sabbath without incurring guilt, because a ship can’t be just left drifting in the 
middle of the sea. The same would apply to merchants and travelers: In situations where the 
literal keeping of the Sabbath would involve loss of capital, they were allowed to continue 
moving until they are out of danger. Etc., etc. 

Some will think that reducing it down to loss of capital is rather profane. But remember, 
we are talking about the larger context of the Dominion Covenant. The Ten Commandments 
were not given with the purpose of destroying the economic base of human society; they were 
given with the purpose of enabling man to fulfill the Dominion Covenant. Loss of capital on 
the Sabbath day would have meant a zero-growth world, if what man produces during the 
week is destroyed on the Sabbath day. 

But in the last 300 years – under the influence of the Christian worldview developed in 
the Reformation – the economy of the world has moved more and more to a state where most 
of the economic activities, if interrupted on Sunday for 24 hours, would lead to a net loss of 
capital. This is not merely about hospitals and road assistance and rescue teams. It is not even 
merely about restaurants and hotels open on Sunday to serve travelers or people who have no 
ability to prepare their own food. We are speaking here of the mainframes of the modern 
economy, those without which the modern economy would return to a more primitive state of 
less capitalization, less productivity, and therefore may lead to suffering and starvation. 
Thermal and nuclear power stations can’t stop production one day every week. Cement plants, 
fertilizer plants, metallurgical plants, industrial laboratories, transportation systems – air, 
ground, and sea – power grids, mines and oil rigs, chemical plants, gas and oil storage 
facilities, industrial establishments of every kind – all these mainframes of our modern highly 
technological economy are not usually visible to the majority of people, and the importance of 
their uninterrupted production is seldom understood by most people. But the reason we can 
have nice things today at such low prices is exactly because these facilities continue working 
without interruption. Many of them have reactors working either at high temperatures, or 
under high pressures, or using highly toxic or radioactive reactions. For many of them, 
stopping the reactor and starting it again costs as much as the revenues from a month’s or 
even a year’s production; doing it every week will guarantee the economic failure of the plant. 
The very economics of these plants was predicated on uninterrupted production for at least a 
decade. I have worked as a Trade Manager of a fertilizer plant: Some of the reactors – as big 
as ten-story buildings – had to have a constant supply of raw material and continuous 
production, for stopping the production requires two months of clean up from the toxic 
residue. Metallurgical plants can’t stand a decrease of temperature to non-production levels 
for this will mean cracking of the concrete base and skeleton for many of them. Etc., etc., etc. 
Modern sabbatarians are usually clueless of these workings of our modern economy; the truth 
is, more than half of the jobs around the world today are in businesses that cannot afford to 
stop work one day out of seven. And modern sabbatarians just continue using these products 
while accusing those who produce them in “breaking the Fourth Commandment.” 

Such development of the world’s economy, though, must be expected: God promises 
growth of the Gospel, and with it, growth of the economic blessings of the Gospel, which will 
inevitably lead to economic activity in larger volumes and greater efficiency, which means 
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technology. The technological developments of the last 300 years are the product of 
Christianity and its worldview applied in practice, as many authors have pointed out. In the 
final account, if sabbatarians wish to consistently maintain their position, they will have to 
abandon the world and live as hermits, for living in the modern world is impossible without 
taking advantage of something which involves working on the Sabbath. 

Thus, from the perspective of the Dominion Covenant, the literal reading of the Sabbath 
is not only impossible to obey, it will be increasingly so. Jesus’s words that “here is 
something greater than the Temple” laid the foundation for it; the Christian worldview applied 
to economics and technology built on that foundation. So, expect more and more of this 
alleged “violation of the Sabbath” to happen, every day, more and more. 

But violation of the Sabbath it isn’t. For the real meaning of the Sabbath, as Jesus shows, 
transcends the literal command to cease economic activity one day out of seven; and in fact, 
the real NT meaning of the Sabbath rejects the specific sundry judicial application of it. We 
saw so far why the literal meaning of the Fourth Commandment can’t be kept today. But then, 
why is this Commandment in the Law, one of the Ten Commandments? 

The answer lies in this most profound, and yet utterly ignored today, theological 
statement of Jesus in Mark 2:27, given in the same occasion when His disciples were accused 
of violating the Sabbath by picking grain. Jesus ended His answer with the words, “The 
Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath.” And then, to top it off, “So the Son 
of Man is Lord even of the Sabbath.” 

Let’s stop here and consider. Jesus’s disciples were doing something for which, in the 
days of Moses, a man was executed – gathering resources on the Sabbath. Jesus didn’t defend 
His disciples by saying that what they were doing was legal. He in fact agreed with their 
accusers by using examples in the OT of other violators of the Sabbath and of the Temple 
regulations. His answer? “That’s OK, I am changing the understanding of the Sabbath: I 
didn’t make man for it, I made the Sabbath for man.” The very commandment was designed 
to point at man and his needs, acknowledge the needs of man in his state of helplessness and 
distress and constant toil, and give him rest. The strict judicial rules for keeping the Sabbath in 
Israel were temporary and were understood as temporary even in the Old Testament. That this 
is true, we can judge from the reaction of Nehemiah to the violation of the Sabbath by many 
in Israel, including some from the nobility; instead of declaring death penalty against the 
violators, Nehemiah only reprimanded them. The Sabbath day was still in force as a special 
sign of Israel as a redemptive/ceremonial community, but Nehemiah was somehow aware that 
the strict penalties of the Law were not to be applied. Why? Because Nehemiah probably 
understood the great theological statement of Jesus: “The Sabbath was made for man.” 

In the first of my three lectures on immigration, “Immigration and the Sabbath” 
(somewhere on YouTube), I have explained this meaning of the Sabbath. In short, Moses took 
his liberty to change the direct text of the Fourth Commandment as given from Mount Sinai. 
While the first version (spoken directly by God), said, “For in six days the LORD made the 
heavens and the earth, the sea and all that is in them, and rested on the seventh day; therefore 
the LORD blessed the sabbath day and made it holy,” the second version, spoken by Moses to 
the children, on the east side of the river Jordan, right before the conquest, replaced these 
words with the words, “You shall remember that you were a slave in the land of Egypt, and 
the LORD your God brought you out of there by a mighty hand and by an outstretched arm; 
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therefore the LORD your God commanded you to observe the sabbath day.” Combining the 
two, we see that God’s rest on the seventh day was meant not to place additional burdens on 
man but to liberate man. Not to make man work for 6 days and then work for another day to 
please God with rituals and ceremonies. The purpose of God’s rest was to make everyone 
experience rest at the end of a week of hard work. As the Hebrews were entering the Land, 
and as they were about to become a nation of masters who would themselves control wealth 
and hire workers and own slaves, Moses was reminding them that the Sabbath regulations are 
not in the ritual but in the Remember Clause: Remember you were a slave, remember you 
were a foreigner, remember Egypt where you were beaten and forced to work, remember the 
exodus, the wilderness, the covenant God made with your fathers. And, as you remember all 
these things, remember that there is to be no oppression of men under your rule. Everyone, to 
the lowest pagan slave, is entitled to have his day of rest, a day when he will stay still and God 
will be the one working for him – in healing, sanctification, and even in washing his feet. The 
Sabbath was a commandment to justice and liberty, not a commandment to blind submission 
to ceremonial rules. Its focus were the weakest members of the society – the slave, the 
stranger, the widow, the orphan. Its focus was every man, for God wanted to work on that day 
for every man, while man stood still and accepted God’s service. And no, it wasn’t God 
serving man as his subordinate. It was God who was declaring that in the final account, all 
man’s work will be considered nothing, and only God’s work will remain. It was an 
evangelistic message. 

And therefore, all the activities allowed on that day were the activities of evangelism. The 
priests profaned the Sabbath: not because God needed ceremonial service from human hands 
but because these ceremonies were His way to bring the Gospel to the pagan world, through 
shadows and parables and ceremonies. That’s why David was allowed to eat of the 
consecrated bread: He was the real preacher of the Gospel at the time, alone of all Israel. The 
priests were afraid to challenge Saul’s fascist statist order. The population was either subdued 
or joyfully participated in Saul’s totalitarian state. David was alone, and he was alone in 
declaring the will of God. He was a prophet and an evangelist, and the bread belonged to him 
by the virtue of his office and ministry. 

It was for this reason that in the NT Jesus made sure that most of His recorded healings 
took place on a Sabbath day. There are case after case in the Gospels, of Pharisees outraged at 
this violation of the Sabbath. And yet, a violation it wasn’t; the Sabbath was made for man, 
and besides, the healings were part of His evangelism. The Sabbath was the day when God 
comes to man, not in man’s puny efforts to please God in the church, but in God’s work in 
man, for man, for the Sabbath was made for man. 

Well, then, how this translates to our NT keeping of the Sabbath? 

We are all priests now. And Jesus – the one greater than the Temple – is with us always, 
until the end of the age. The Sabbath is a constant reality today, for us. Our whole life is now 
a life of evangelism. We don’t offer sacrifices once a new moon anymore; our whole lives are 
supposed to be a living sacrifice to God, and therefore an evangelistic enterprise. From a 
Biblical perspective, we already live in God’s continuing Sabbath in history, the prelude to 
our final Sabbath. The keeping of one day out of seven is good for polity purposes (to borrow 
a phrase from Calvin), but its significance doesn’t go beyond the expediency of polity. In 
reality, covenantally, we are supposed to keep the Sabbath every single day, in resting from 
our own works and letting God work in us and through us. Every single day, without 
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distinction, we are supposed to free the captives and the slaves, and to save those led to 
slaughter. Every single day, we are supposed to preach the righteousness and justice 
(emphasis on justice) of the Gospel. There is no special day in the week for worship and rest 
and evangelism; the special day has been one Sabbath-rest for the people of God (Heb. 4:9), 
and that day is today. 

Everything else may be good and useful and expedient policy, but it is not a religious 
obligation. 

I will end with the words of John Calvin from his catechism, quoted by R.J. Rushdoony 
in chapter 4 of his Institutes: 

What do you mean by spiritual rest? 

When we keep holiday from our own works, that God may perform His own 
work in us. 

Is it sufficient to do so on the seventh day? 

Nay, continually. After we have once begun, we must continue during the 
whole course of our life. 

Why then, is a certain day appointed to figure it? 

There is no necessity that the reality should agree with the figure in every 
respect, etc. 

The Sabbath was made for man. And after the Resurrection of Jesus Christ, the 
covenant man was placed in a continual Sabbath. The only way of keeping that 
Sabbath is not by forcing a religious obligation for one day of seven – which 
Jesus Himself annulled as not applicable to the royal priesthood – but in 
becoming a true royal priesthood for the King of Kings. 

The book I will recommend this week is Israel’s Calendar and the True Sabbath, by 
Curtis Clair Ewing. Ewing has many positions with which I do not agree, but this is a study 
worthy of consideration, especially in terms of some modern myths concerning the Sabbath. 
Read the book with discernment. 

And, as I always do at the end of my podcasts, I would like to focus your attention on my 
real work: The mission field in Eastern Europe. God’s true Sabbath, the spiritual rest of justice 
and righteousness, has been ignored for centuries in Eastern Europe. Now is a good time to 
restore it: Through preaching and teaching, and publishing sound Christian literature. Building 
that intellectual foundation is what we have been working on for many years. These books 
that were translated need to be placed in the hands of the people. We need help for publishing. 
Consider visiting BulgarianReformation.com. Click on donate and help us continue building. 
God bless you all. 
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 Oliver Cromwell: A Man Ahead of His Time 
Assigned reading: The Protector: A Vindication, by Merle D’Aubigne  

 

Welcome to Episode 17 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about Oliver Cromwell, one of 
the most unique figures in the history of England, one of the greatest Christian and Reformed 
statesmen the world has ever known, a man of enormous spiritual gifts and yet of incredible 
humility, a man who could make all powerful crowned heads in Europe tremble at the 
mention of his name, and yet his most vehement critics – men of no earthly means or power – 
could eat at his table without any fear of reprisal or persecution. A man who was instrumental 
in sentencing a king to death, was powerful enough to become king himself, was offered to 
become king, and refused as a matter of principle. 

I should add, as a prelude to our specific topic of interest today, he was a man who, more 
than any other man in his time, understood liberty and defended liberty, albeit imperfectly. A 
man of strong convictions, he was also a man of sober assessment where the boundaries of 
legitimate use of power laid, and where self-government was the rule. There has never been a 
man of such absolute power in the history of England – and yet, there has never been a man so 
reluctant to use that power where it was not necessary to use it. 

As a short biographical info, I will mention that Oliver Cromwell was born in a family 
that had some history of mercenary service, participation in government corruption, but also 
public service. The family line came from the Welsh mercenary and adventurer Morgan ap 
William through his son, Richard Williams, born exactly a century before Oliver Cromwell. 
Richard Williams became a protege of the powerful minister of Henry VIII, Thomas 
Cromwell, married his elder sister Katherine, and then, as part of the Cromwell family, 
participated in the corrupt government scheme of the Dissolution of the Monasteries under 
Henry VIII. Richard’s son, Henry Williams, continued the tradition of participating in 
government corruption, and eventually became the largest landowner in Huntingdonshire. The 
wealth then was dissipated in different ways, and Robert Cromwell (Oliver’s father), was a 
man of modest means. He also changed his name from Williams to Cromwell. 

Thus, Oliver Cromwell was not born into the Puritan faith, nor did he inherit it from his 
fathers. Indeed, East England, where he was born, had a high concentration of Puritan 
congregations, and Oliver did have at least one teacher who was committed to teach him the 
Reformed faith. But the early years of Oliver show anything but a young man committed to 
any faith. To the contrary, he was inclined to sin, dissolution, and profligacy. He was sent by 
his father to Sydney Sussex College in Cambridge but left after the death of his father. The 
attempts of his richer relatives to get him to study were apparently unsuccessful, and he 
returned to his home to take care of his mother and his seven unwed sisters. He was 20 at the 
time. The next year he married Elizabeth Bourchier (BOW-shir), the daughter of a London-
based Puritan merchant. The marriage provided connections to the industrial and merchant 
class in London, which at the time was almost entirely Puritan and Presbyterian, but in 
addition to it, it gave Oliver a wife who remained faithful, frugal, and level-headed even when 
she was declared the “Protectress of England.” Their marriage was happy, and undoubtedly, it 
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was to her credit that the young Oliver embraced the Reformed faith with such ardor and 
committed his whole life to it. 

His marriage not only directed his mind and heart towards God, it also unleashed his 
energy towards productive service, both to his family and his community. Cromwell quickly 
proved that he was endowed with spiritual gifts that few of the men around him possessed. In 
his early 20s, while working to provide for his huge family (mother, seven unwed sisters, and 
a wife), he entered local politics with enthusiasm and quickly earned himself the fame of a 
man who doesn’t compromise on his principles. (Whether at that time all his principles were 
right and correct is a different issue.) For a young man, he was perhaps unusually active, he 
got in disputes with the local elites, and eventually was even called before the King’s Privy 
Council to be chastised. After these disputes, in 1631, he moved to another place, and his 
economic position deteriorated even more – from a member of the gentry he was now as low 
as a free peasant who had to till the earth to survive. For someone who, just three years earlier, 
was a member of Parliament, having to sell eggs and wool to earn a scanty living was a 
serious setback. Cromwell – now an ardent Puritan – took it without complaint, as God’s 
providence. He was then 31 years old. He had to struggle for 5 years before his situation 
improved, and then for another 5 years before he was restored in the social status of the gentry 
– which at the time, was important for his political aspirations and purposes. By the age of 41, 
he was a mature man, experienced in economic hardship and survival, responsible care for a 
large family, but also in political action and controversies. Apparently, also, this was the 
period that trained his body and mind for his future career of the greatest and most successful 
military commander England has ever known. 

That career started in 1640, when he was 41, when King Charles I summoned another 
Parliament to vote on his demand for funds. The young man wasn’t there anymore; Cromwell 
was now a man of influence among a group of aristocrats of Puritan faith. And he wasn’t shy: 
He was one of the first speakers, and his first speech was a call to the King, as a condition for 
support from the parliament, to free from prison the Puritan preacher John Lilburne. The King 
dissolved the Parliament in three weeks, for which reason it was called the Short Parliament. 
This didn’t solve his problem with funds, so he had to call it again. And this started his 
downfall. 

In 1642 the conflict between the King and the Parliament became a military conflict. 
Naturally, the majority of the trained soldiers of England – most of them aristocrats – sided 
with the King. The Parliament had to assemble and train its own army, comprised entirely of 
people who were commoners and amateurs. 

And here’s where the real spiritual gifts of Oliver Cromwell were manifested and applied 
in practice. In fact, we can’t understand his consequent influence and total dominance of the 
politics of the Commonwealth unless we understand his almost supernatural ability to train 
and lead people into battle. All his contemporaries – whether critics or friends – agree that if 
any man was born for that specific time, to train a new army for the specific demands of the 
time, it was Oliver Cromwell. In 1642 (at the age of 43), he had no military experience 
whatsoever. By 1645, he had assembled his own cavalry unit, and had led it in several 
important but indecisive battles. In early 1645, Cromwell initiated military reforms which led 
to his New Model Army: an army of peasants and city workers (Roundheads, as opposed to 
the aristocratic Cavaliers), admitted only on the basis of their Protestant faith and their 
willingness to undergo severe training and obey the strictest discipline. In the words of 
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Cromwell himself, “I would rather have a plain, russet-coated Captain, that knows what he 
fights for, and loves what he knows, than what you call a Gentleman and is nothing else.” 
Several Puritan commanders took part in the training of this new army but Cromwell was the 
main influence behind it, and he specifically trained the elite of it: the cavalry troops. So, strict 
was their training and discipline that Cromwell’s cavalry men could ride and charge in a close 
formation, knee to knee, without breaking ranks; and when in combat, they could reassemble 
their lines at command within the matter of seconds, whether for the purpose of pursuit, 
regrouping, or orderly retreat. Before him, such maneuvers were only possible for well-trained 
infantry; Cromwell combined the pack formation of the infantry with the mobility of the 
cavalry, creating troops that, for all practical purposes, were the fighting equivalent of modern 
tanks. Without their unwavering faith and their steel-quality discipline, these amateur farm 
boys and city boys wouldn’t be able to perform so well on the battle field. 

The results came within weeks. Between 1642 and 1645, most of the battles between the 
King’s army and the Parliamentary forces were indecisive. In the summer of 1645, only a few 
months after Cromwell introduced his reforms, his Roundheads reduced to nothing the King’s 
veteran troop at the Battle of Naseby. Within the next several months, all the royalist 
strongholds in the west of England and in Wales were taken, and the King surrendered to the 
Scots within a few months. The Battle of Naseby was the beginning of a life-long string of 
only victories; after it, Cromwell would never lose a battle again, till the end of his life – so 
much as his enemies would start the rumor that he had sold his soul to the devil for military 
invincibility. 

Thus, ended the First English Civil War, in which the Calvinist forces in Britain – of all 
denominations – fought against King Charles I and defeated him. It was a victory for the 
Reformation – but not just a religious victory. Unlike our modern pietist churchmen, 
Reformation at the time meant much more than TULIP and individualist navel-gazing with 
the purpose of making sure we are saved. In the words of Martin Bucer, “Reformation means 
the complete Christianization of all of life.” The war against the King’s power was a war for 
self-government, liberty, a war against government regulations and taxes, against corruption 
and cronyism, etc. The English Puritans saw every activity of man – individual and corporate 
– as theological, and therefore they saw it mandatory to resist those governmental practices 
which followed from a pagan ideology of government. 

This English Civil War could have been the last, and England could have transitioned to a 
Reformed Commonwealth, and remained so till our own day. The King was defeated, the 
Cavaliers were dispersed, the Parliamentary Army was triumphant, and the majority of the 
population of England was jubilant, for the initial expectations about peace under the rule of a 
Reformed Parliament were very optimistic. The few remaining royalist strongholds were 
subdued and they accepted the inevitable. But the peace was short-lived. Cromwell had to 
fight another civil war, and then another, and then continue fighting political battles which 
eventually destroyed the reputation of the Reformed leadership of England and led to the 
restoration of the monarchy – and with it, to a collapse of the Reformed faith in England. 
Cromwell won them all; but the future was lost for Calvinism in England. 

The reason he had to fight those wars was the foolishness and the perfidy of Presbyterians 
– English and Scottish – who at the time were more devoted to their narrow denominational 
interests than to the success and the flourishing of the Reformed faith in Britain. Yes, folks, I 
have to say it, with a heavy heart: The Second and the Third English Civil Wars, and 
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subsequent demise of the Reformed faith in England are a huge black mark on the historical 
reputation of Presbyterians. There is no excuse for their conduct in those years. Their children 
did repair that reputation in the American Revolution. But that early generation of 
Presbyterians is still guilty. 

But let’s get into the details of that history, and through that, let’s try to understand the 
views of Christian commonwealth of Oliver Cromwell, what he fought for, the liberty he 
believed in and defended, and how his views were far ahead of his time. 

The political system at the time of the Long Parliament was such as most of the members 
of Parliament were not elected as today, by popular vote but by a complex system of 
patronage and nepotism. The members still formally “represented” their districts or counties 
as polities but they didn’t have to be approved by the majority of the population. In this 
system, under different historical circumstances, a significant share of the members of the 
Long Parliament were Presbyterians, a share which did not represent the real percentage of 
Presbyterians among the population. Presbyterians were well represented only among that 
upper middle class of the gentry and the aristocracy which, under the earlier laws, had 
political franchise. On the other hand, the new powerful institution created by Cromwell under 
the new military reforms – his New Model Army – was more broadly democratic in its 
recruiting, and therefore had a higher number of Independents. Thus, from the very beginning 
the Presbyterian group in Parliament harbored suspicions and distrust of the Army which they 
saw as a hotbed of Puritans and Independents. 

Presbyterians in Parliament started negotiating with King Charles behind the back of the 
other Reformed groups even as early as 1643, while the First Civil War was still going on and 
Reformed Christians were still dying on the battlefields protecting the Parliament against the 
King’s armies. The purpose of those negotiations was narrowly denominational: to get 
Charles to agree to change the establishment of the Church of England from Episcopal to 
Presbyterian. I mentioned foolishness and perfidy. Foolishness, because given their previous 
experience with Charles, they should have known that there was not a single reason to expect 
that he would keep his word any longer than it suited him – certainly not for a group which 
was in the tiny minority and had no social power. All their power at the time came from the 
military power of Cromwell’s army which protected them from the King. Perfidy, because 
these negotiations were happening behind the back of the other Reformed groups. The 
Presbyterian faction, not having any social support and power of their own, were trying to 
play the two main powers, the Parliamentary Army and the King, in order to promote the 
Presbyterian agenda. There were opinions – well-founded, given the course of events during 
the first three years of the Civil War – that Presbyterian commanders were conducting their 
campaigns half-heartedly, not wanting to reach victory but only to bring Charles to the 
bargaining table. 

The King being held in custody after the First Civil War, the Presbyterians continued 
negotiating with him about the establishment of the Presbyterian denomination as state 
religion of England – which would have meant the disenfranchisement and ultimately 
persecution of all the Reformed non-Presbyterian denominations and groups who had fought 
for the Parliament. This, of course, earned the disapproval and discontent of the majority of 
the Protestant population of England, and especially in London. Cromwell and his generals 
had to suppress a mutiny among their own troops who believed they were defrauded to fight 
to protect a Parliament which now wanted to take away their liberties. Cromwell was being 
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faithful to his oaths, and he was trying to prevent a fratricidal war between the Reformed 
factions, caused by the betrayal of Presbyterian politicians. But the war couldn’t be averted. 
Encouraged by the negotiations between the King and the Presbyterians, Royalists in England 
and Wales revolted against the Parliamentarian rule. They were joined by a group of Scottish 
Presbyterian royalists; the Scottish Kirk refused to bless the revolt but it also refused to 
excommunicate the participants, which only encouraged them. Cromwell’s Army was now 
fighting on three fronts: Against English royalists, against Scottish Presbyterians, and, 
politically, against its own Parliament. 

Despite being heavily outnumbered (the insurrectionists also brought in mercenaries from 
the Continent), Cromwell and his generals defeated all their military opponents, and that 
within less than a year. In the course of the war, though, the Army leaders became convinced 
that as long as Charles was alive, he would plot against the Parliament and would use lies, 
false promises, and manipulations to set the different Reformed groups against each other. 
The conclusion was obvious: the King had to be taken to court for his treason against 
England. He was, and on January 30, 1649, he was executed in London. England was 
proclaimed a Commonwealth, that is, a Republic, under the rule of the Parliament. Still no 
charges were brought against those Presbyterians in Parliament who conspired with Charles. 

But this was not the end of the Civil Wars. Charles I was dead, but his son, Charles II, 
was now conspiring. He offered a Presbyterian establishment to the Scottish Covenanters, and 
in 1649, just a few months after the end of the Second Civil War, Scotland’s leaders pledged 
loyalty to Charles II as their king. In this, they were in violation of their oaths for a 
Commonwealth between England and Scotland. The reason: The English Independents didn’t 
want to allow the sort of narrow denominational establishment that the Scottish Kirk leaders 
and the English Presbyterian politicians demanded. The resistance against this narrow 
denominationalism was so strong in England that Cromwell’s close friend, the poet and writer 
John Milton (author of Paradise Lost), wrote the following poem expressing his, and other 
people’s, disappointment of the treachery of the Presbyterians, calling them the “new forcers 
of conscience”: 

 

BECAUSE you have thrown off your Prelate Lord,  

And with stiff vows renounced his Liturgy,  

To seize the widowed whore Plurality,  

From them whose sin ye envied, not abhorred,  

Dare ye for this adjure the civil sword  

To force our consciences that Christ set free,  

And ride us with a Classic Hierarchy,  

Taught ye by mere A. S. and Rutherford?  
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Men whose life, learning, faith, and pure intent,  

Would have been held in high esteem with Paul  

Must now be named and printed heretics  

By shallow Edwards and Scotch What-d’ye-call!  

But we do hope to find out all your tricks,  

Your plots and packing, worse than those of Trent,  

That so the Parliament  

May with their wholesome and preventive shears  

Clip your phylacteries, though baulk your ears,  

And succour our just fears,  

When they shall read this clearly in your charge:  

New Presbyter is but old Priest writ large.  

 
By this time, Cromwell had emerged as the undisputed leader of all Parliamentary forces. 

His formal superior, Lord Fairfax, withdrew from command, unwilling to participate in a 
campaign against Protestant Scotland. Cromwell had no choice. He decided not to wait until 
the combined forces of Scots and Royalists invaded and landed south of Edinburgh with only 
half of his army, with minimal provisions. The English were outnumbered 2 or 3 to 1 and the 
Scots were led by the most illustrious commander in Britain at the time, David Leslie who had 
served for several European nations and had fought with distinction on the battlefields of 
Germany and Russia. And yet, on September 3, 1650, at Dunbar in Scotland, Cromwell 
achieved his greatest victory ever. Severely outnumbered, without supplies and without 
artillery, cut off from his route for retreat, he was able to smash the Scottish army so that even 
preachers throughout Scotland acknowledged from the pulpits that Dunbar was God’s 
judgment on Scotland for her whoring with Charles II. At the cost of only 20 English killed, 
the Scots lost close to 3,000, and between 6 and 10,000 were taken prisoners – almost as 
many as the whole English army! 

It is because of this victory that some modern so-called “covenanters” like to refer to 
Cromwell as a “tyrant.” But there is no ground for such a sentiment. Cromwell was now the 
master of Scotland, as he was the master of England – and yet, he ordered no reprisals, no 
persecutions, no executions. The churches of Scotland were left unmolested; the political elite 
of Scotland was allowed to continue maintaining the social order. Not for a second did 
Cromwell allow any bitterness against brothers in the Reformed faith control his actions; he 
sincerely believed they were simply deceived, and he acted like it. And while Cromwell the 
alleged “tyrant” made sure no one was persecuted, Charles II, for whose crown so many Scots 
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died, made sure, right after his ascent to the throne many years later, that death sentences were 
issued on many religious and political leaders of Scotland, and he also tried to enforce 
religious conformity on Scotland. As I said earlier, the stupidity of that generation of English 
and Scottish Presbyterians is mind-boggling; it hard to explain such perfidy in dealing with 
brothers in the faith, and foolishness in fraternizing with the enemy. 

For the rest of Cromwell’s life, the battlefields were quiet, but he had to act in the 
political arena – against Presbyterians, again, who wanted to force the conscience of others. 
He was a military dictator – euphemistically called Lord Protector – but we need to 
understand that there is a difference between a military dictator and a military dictator. After 
all, in our times, we had military dictators as Pinochet in Chile or Kenan Evren in Turkey, 
who used their absolute power to prevent a takeover by even worse dictatorial regimes or to 
restore order after political and social turmoil. Cromwell did use his power several times 
against the Parliament; always to prevent passing of laws that would bring more tyranny and 
destroy freedom of conscience. On the other hand, he had tolerance for critics and dissenters 
unusual for any powerful person at the time. Cromwell eased the laws for admission of Jews 
and Muslims in England, ignored the reports of secret Roman Catholic services in private 
homes in London, and restrained courts and governors who were a little too anxious to 
persecute dissenting religious groups like the Quakers. George Fax, the founder of the 
Quakers, who was a vehement critic of Cromwell’s regime, was even invited to Cromwell’s 
table a few times and was allowed to preach and prophesy on the most powerful man in 
England, and perhaps Europe as well. Cromwell also organized a nationwide fund-raising for 
the persecuted Waldensians in Savoy – a Charismatic group which in his time had a broadly 
Protestant/Evangelical confession. And he also intervened diplomatically to end their 
persecution. The only spot on his reputation of tolerance were his actions against the Irish 
Catholics, especially in the siege of Drogheda (DROidah). But even there, the case could be 
made that those actions were only directed against combatants. (I don’t want to defend him 
here, I personally believe that Cromwell’s actions are indefensible, but some historians show 
evidence to the contrary.) All in all, Cromwell seems to have been willing to use his absolute 
power only against other men in power, men who would be tyrants over other men’s purses 
and consciences. Towards the common people of England and towards his Presbyterian 
brethren, despite their treachery, by the standards of the time, he was the most lenient 
powerful man of his time. 

So, what were the differences between Cromwell and the English and the Scottish 
Presbyterians? What made the Presbyterians so committed to ignore their shared faith with the 
Cromwell and the Independents and conspire with crowned heads known for their profligacy, 
debauchery, and tyrannical inclinations? 

Cromwell was a Puritan, an Independent – a position closer to the Congregational form of 
church government, except that in Cromwell’s time it was even more radical in favor of a less 
structured church hierarchy. Now, I need to mention here that my personal beliefs are closer 
to Presbyterianism – as long as it is true Presbyterianism, not like what we have today. (I have 
explained the problems with it in my article on ChristendomRestored.com, “Modern 
Presbyterianism and the Destruction of the Principle of Plurality of Elders.”) I believe in 
plurality of elders but I also think higher courts are necessary with the purpose of keeping 
checks on local sessions and elders who are eager to overstep their boundaries. But as biased 
as I am in favor of Presbyterianism, Cromwell’s views on civil government were much closer 
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to the Bible than were the views of the Presbyterians of his time. Both groups – Independents 
and Presbyterians – advocated establishmentarianism; both groups believed that the civil 
government must be subject to the Moral Law of God, and therefore was to be preached to, 
prophesied to, and instructed in the way of righteousness by the church. Both groups believed 
that the civil government was an institution under God, not independent from religion. Both 
groups believed that the Gospel is not limited to the heart of man only but included man’s 
society and its institutions, as well as man’s economic activities. 

But there was also a significant difference, and it was not in the extent of the power of the 
Gospel but in the limits on the different levels of government. The Presbyterian view of civil 
government was not based on the Reformed faith; it was a leftover from the Roman Catholic 
view of government: that civil government is allowed to apply its power in matter of personal 
conscience and self-government. True, they believed that the King must be restrained by the 
Law, as Samuel Rutherford wrote; but in their view, the Law placed very few restrictions on 
the King when it comes to personal consciences. Thus, if the King could be persuaded to 
establish the “correct” form of worship throughout the land – a Presbyterian polity – he would 
have a divine mandate to control and regulate church gatherings to conform to that polity. 
Though Presbyterians of the time didn’t realize it, this was not a Biblical mandate, this came 
straight from the pagan views of the King as a priest. The irony of the situation that that same 
establishmentarianism had been used before against the, and was used during the Restoration 
against them again, and yet, they rooted for it when they were in power. 

Cromwell, on the other hand, understood the difference between power and authority, and 
therefore the limits of lawful use of power by the different institutions of government. Having 
an absolute power concentrated in his hands, he was reluctant to use to its full extent. He saw 
civil government as a limited government, a sphere of government, not the government. Other 
governments were just as authoritative in their own spheres, and therefore immune to 
intervention. Self-government was to be one of them, but he also advocated for church 
governments to be separated from the civil government and therefore protected against 
trespassing from the government. His reluctance, in his years as Lord Protector, to persecute 
Roman Catholics who in all else remained loyal to the social order and the laws, was based on 
his understanding that as long as the civil laws were obeyed, the religion of a person was a 
matter of personal conscience, and therefore immune to government intervention. He also 
made steps to protect private business from government intervention; this, in itself, was not 
new, Protestant Netherlands had had such laws for 80 years before that, but in the context of 
England – still a land of feudal duties – it was a revolutionary step to declare business free of 
intervention. Cromwell did believe that the same moral law applied to both the individual and 
the state – but he also knew that the spheres of jurisdiction were to be different between the 
self-governing individual, the church, and the state. 

Presbyterian establishmentarianism, therefore, was close to a religious, narrowly 
denominational totalitarian state: The government was supposed to be the father of its 
immature, wayward children; it was supposed to establish and subsidy the churches; and it 
was supposed to mandate attendance and faith, to goad people into worshiping God, even if 
there was no real faith in them – which, Biblically, would be an abomination, and such 
abomination would be presupposed in such establishmentarianism, and even imposed by law. 
It was a “natural law” worship of power: If there is some power in the society, it was to be 
used to its maximum extent to enforce uniformity of faith and creed. 
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Cromwell’s view was a general Christian establishment in which the government had a 
limited role, in which role it was supposed to follow the specific instructions given to it in the 
Law of God. Power was not to be used unless necessary; and even then, the civil government 
had boundaries and it couldn’t cross those boundaries, even if it looked like it could fix a 
situation. God had put a yoke around the necks of kings and rulers, and Cromwell used his 
power only to stop other rulers from transgressing their boundaries. He mainly used his power 
as an interposing magistrate to protect the people of England from the tyrannies of the King 
and the Presbyterian elite. As to the individual ordinary people of England, he protected them. 

It was for this reason the Presbyterians were so eager and willing to conspire first with 
King Charles, and then with his son. Faith and creed be damned, the two parties had a 
common view of government, opposed to Cromwell’s view. All they needed to do it meet in 
the middle and create a new form of despotism based on Presbyterian establishmentarianism. 
Cromwell and his army were the obstacle before such totalitarian state. No wonder he is not 
fondly remembered by them. On the surface the religious faith was the same. When it came to 
applied theology and social views, Presbyterians were old priests writ large, following the 
same old Romanist view of government. Cromwell was far ahead of his time in understanding 
what social views his Reformed faith demanded – and he fought for the liberty it demanded. 

When Cromwell died, they could now have their king. But he didn’t need them anymore. 
For another generation the Reformed faith in England would be persecuted – undoubtedly, as 
a judgment from God on a generation of Reformed believers who wanted a king. Only in the 
Glorious Revolution in 1689 Cromwell’s view prevailed. England became a broad Christian 
establishment of constitutional liberties and restraint upon government. Not perfect, but close. 
And a century later, America would continue on the same road. 

While the situation in our day is not perfectly similar to that in 17th century England, we 
have a number of Christians today who do not understand the law of God, do not care for the 
Law of God, and yet still advocate one or another action of the civil government. Most of their 
ideology of government is not Biblical – it comes from the modern popular theories, which 
are all children of the Enlightenment and its neopaganism. Paganism in all its forms leads to 
tyranny. In the final account, our participation as Christians in the political arena without a 
clear understanding of the boundaries on civil government, will lead not to more 
righteousness, nor to more religious liberty. It will only lead to more tyranny. The Law of God 
must be at the foundation of our political involvement, and we must reject the temptation to 
expect the civil government to solve problems which are Biblically given to the family and the 
church. Like the Presbyterians of Cromwell’s time, we may find ourselves in alliance with the 
enemies of God, and eventually undermine our own efforts. In this, Cromwell should be a 
good example of a man who knew the limits of government. A man ahead of his time, but also 
a man underestimated in our own time, his views of government, and his actions in preventing 
tyranny may once again be a good school for us, in our own times of creeping tyranny. 

The book I will recommend today is a short biography of Cromwell: The Protector: A 
Vindication, by Merle D’Aubigne. While there are some more comprehensive biographies of 
Cromwell, D’Aubigne’s strong commitment to reading history in terms only of the providence 
of God and the move of His Spirit is a good example of how a Christian should view history. 
R.J. Rushdoony, in his Systematic Theology, reserves very high praise for D’Aubigne’s 
philosophy of history and his view of the providence of God. You will see it in this book. 
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And once again, I want to mention the mission field where my heart is: Bulgaria. We 
have been working for over 20 years now to bring to that mission field the comprehensive 
Gospel of Christ, and the Law of God which would reform the very idea of government in the 
hearts and the minds of Bulgaria. We have had success so far, by God’s grace. The more we 
publish, the more success we will have. I was asked recently, how much does an average book 
cost to produce in Bulgaria. My answer: $3 production cost per copy. Which means, a regular 
gift of $10 a month will help place on the market three copies per month of sound Reformed 
theology, applied to all of life. When we have the critical mass of books, the civilization will 
be changed. BulgarianReformation.com, donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Long Telegram and Humanistic Governments 
Assigned reading: The Dictators, by Richard Overy  

 

Welcome to Episode 18 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about the Long Telegram, one 
of the most interesting and unique documents in America’s history, or at least in America’s 
history of foreign policy and relations. If you are the average American, educated in public 
school – and even if you were educated at home – odds are, you have never heard of the Long 
Telegram before, and therefore, you are unaware of its vital significance for the development 
of America’s foreign policy between the end of WWII and the fall of the Berlin Wall. As a 
separate area of policy-making, American foreign policy has been generally ignored in our 
modern textbooks, except when related to some military cataclysm, and even then, most of the 
important details of the foreign policy decisions are usually omitted from the textbooks. How 
many people, for example, know from their textbooks that the attack on Pearl Harbor was 
known ahead of time and could have been averted by simple diplomatic negotiations? Even in 
our day, few people really know anything about the principles and practices of our foreign 
service. Only in the last couple of years this has become sort of popular, because of Hillary 
Clinton’s epic failures. Outside that, US foreign policy – as principles and practices – remains 
pretty much a terra incognita for the vast majority of US voters. When it comes to WWII and 
the Cold War, I have found that most young people in America (under 35) are almost 
completely ignorant about this specific period of history. And yet, that period is so important 
to anything that happens today, given that the roots of many of the modern government 
policies and practices, and the roots of our loss of liberty in the last 20 years can be clearly 
seen in these years, between 1941 and 1991. This ignorance of our recent history is, of course, 
dangerous, and God willing, here at Axe to the Root I will try to contribute to solving this 
problem. 

The Long Telegram – and you can find a facsimile of its original text online – was really 
a telegram and was really long: 19 typewriter pages by the standards of the 1940s, or 5,500 
words. It was sent to the US State Department on February 22, 1946, less than a year after the 
end of the war, by George F. Kennan, an American diplomat and political scientist who at the 
time was part of the US foreign service and was minister-counselor with the US embassy in 
Moscow. An enormously intelligent man, Kennan spoke several languages, including 
Russian. He had the amazing skill – which later proved invaluable, when he was US 
Ambassador to Yugoslavia – to grasp the deep motives behind the policies and actions of 
foreign leaders, and thus predict their future actions and responses to the US foreign policy. 
Kennan viewed the arena of diplomacy and foreign policy in terms of deep commitments and 
psychological perceptions and responses; this gave him the opportunity to understand his 
opponents better, and to act accordingly. His problem, though, was, that he worked in the 
context of several Presidential administrations that were rather simplistic and one-
dimensional, and followed the legacy of FDR of power play and confrontation at a base level, 
which rendered American foreign policy helpless to contain Communism for 30+ years. 
Kennan was frustrated, and eventually he resigned and left Foreign Service while at the zenith 
of his diplomatic career. His elaborate and profound views on foreign policy were not adopted 
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until the 1980s, when Ronald Reagan used them to reverse the victorious march of 
Communism around the world. 

The Long Telegram itself was perhaps one of the best expression of his views. In 1945, 
the Treasury Department asked the State Department to explain certain actions of the Soviet 
authorities towards the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. The question was 
forwarded to the US Embassy in Moscow. In his response, George Kennan – as a Deputy 
Chief of Mission – presented a comprehensive analysis of the deep commitments, 
motivations, hopes, and fears of the Soviet leaderships in the 1940s, right after the war, and he 
explained why the Soviets are doing what they are doing. But this was not the most interesting 
part of his analysis: after all, anyone can imagine anything they want about the inner motives 
of another person. It’s only when he predicts future behavior that we know that his assessment 
of another person’s motives is correct. The second part of Kennan’s Long Telegram was 
exactly that: another comprehensive analysis, this time of the future policies and the practices 
of the Soviet government, both on official level, and on the level of subsurface activities. 

For those of us who know the history of the Soviet Union in the second half of the 20th 
century, reading Kennan’s predictions is an uncanny experience: He knew every single trick 
and tactic that the Soviets would use, for the next 45 years. He knew that the Soviet Union 
would have two different levels of policy: one official, one unofficial, which he called 
“subterranean.” He predicted in 9 points, in great detail, what the Soviets would officially do 
in respect to internal policies, international organizations, colonial nations, economic relations 
and global trade, cultural exchange and collaboration. Then, in the last part of his telegram, 
which took almost half of the whole text, he predicted in an even greater detail all the 
“subterranean” activities of the Soviet government for the next 45 years. For us today, it 
almost sounds like a prophecy. Everything is in there: the use of foreign Communist parties 
(and even the different approaches to their leadership and to their rank-and-file membership, 
which many years later was well explained by Frank Meyer in his book, The Moulding of 
Communists), the use of national and international organizations, of organizations based on 
racial characteristics (pan-Slav, Turkic, Black, etc.), of internal political and judicial pressure 
on Western countries to weaken individual liberty and increase statism (think of the US 
Federal government and the Supreme Court), etc. He also saw the difference between the Nazi 
regime and the Communist regime in that the Nazis were adventuristic, while the Soviets 
understood power, and understood they were weaker than the West. So, he predicted there 
would be no attempts at a major conflict and the Soviets will always be cautious, always 
working through underground means, not through a direct conflict. Thus, his policy 
recommendations were for containment based on economic and social pressure based on the 
true original character of the American Republic rather than on military confrontation or on 
creating a similar police and militaristic state to that of the Soviets. 

And he ended it with his dire warning – and perhaps also a sad prediction, although he 
never meant it so – against foolish reactions by the US government against the Soviet threat. 
Listen to this, and see what wisdom this man had, which the US government ignored: 

Finally, we must have courage and self-confidence to cling to our own 
methods and conceptions of human society. After all, the greatest danger that 
can befall us in coping with this problem with Soviet Communism, is that we 
shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we are coping. 
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Bingo! At the height of the triumph of the Soviets, having just defeated Nazi Germany, he 
saw through all the propaganda and better than anyone else in the world at the time figured 
out that the Soviet Empire was a colossus with legs of clay, and that eventually it would 
collapse of its own weight. He didn’t see any necessity for the US or the Western world to 
abandon their ideals of liberty and free trade, and strongly recommended against a knee-jerk 
response to the Soviet threat which would turn the US and the West into the same police and 
militarized state as the Soviet Union itself was. He rightly saw that while the Soviets 
respected power, the power of the West lied not in horses and chariots but in its concept of 
society. Had his recommendations been accepted, and had the US recommitted its foreign 
policy to containment based on social and economic principles instead of predominantly 
military principles, Communism could have collapsed much earlier. But his recommendations 
were ignored; and consequent administrations continued ignoring his continuous 
recommendations. Even as a US Ambassador to Yugoslavia in the 1960s, he saw the 
opportunity to unhook this pivotal country from the Soviet train; and advised the US 
government accordingly. Ignored. We can say that the war in Yugoslavia in the 1990s could 
have been averted as early as the 1960s, if the US had acted on his recommendations – 
Yugoslavia could have become a Western ally as early as the 1960s. I can understand the 
man’s frustration with his bosses, and I can understand his decision to resign when he was at 
the height of his career. He was old-school. He worked and thought in terms of ethical/judicial 
motives and commitment. But he worked in the context of administrations that were 
increasingly pagan, and therefore worshiped power and domination. 

Anyway, our point here is not his predictions. They are important to us only insofar as, 70 
years later, they are the best proof that the man knew his field, knew exactly what he was 
talking about, and, most important, that his assessment of the internal psychology and motives 
of the Soviet government was incredibly on point. In fact, we can say, inadvertently, in those 
19 pages of official, classified information, George Kennan gave the best professional 
analysis of the psychology of all pagan governments in history ever written. He was only 
speaking of the Soviets. But the principles he laid out were, and still are, applicable to every 
government which is at war against God and His Anointed. And what I want to do here is to 
give a short overview of his analysis, which, I believe, will help us understand the psychology 
not only of the Soviet government of the second half of the 20th century, but also of the 
Russian government today, and of all governments in general today, and – listen to this 
carefully – of the US government today, and even of all state and local governments in the US 
today, including government organizations like police, the IRS, Homeland Security, and even 
of the majority of individual Americans today, be they liberals and union members or 
supposedly “conservative” pro-police and anti-immigration types. 

Kennan started his analysis with the official ideological outlook of the Soviet government 
concerning the international situation at the time: 

USSR still lives in antagonistic “capitalistic encirclement” with which in the 
long run there can be no permanent peaceful co-existence. As stated by Stalin 
in 1927 to a delegation of American workers: “In course of further 
development of international revolution there will emerge two centers of 
world significance: a socialist center, drawing to itself the countries which 
tend toward socialism, and a capitalist center, drawing to itself countries that 
incline toward capitalism. Battle between these two centers for command of 
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world economy will decide the fate of capitalism and of communism in entire 
world.” 

This was a new and surprising element in the ideology of foreign relations, one which had 
not existed in the world since the times of Rome. Such black-and-white, polarized thinking 
had long been forgotten in the West, and since the West was dominant around the world, it 
was forgotten in the whole world. Foreign relations were either based on “natural law,” after 
the doctrine of the Dutch Arminian lawyer Hugo Grotius, or on pragmatism – like the British 
doctrine of the balance of interests or the German Realpolitik. All these saw war as only a 
more brutal extension of state politics and diplomacy but neither believed in war as permanent 
state, and therefore neither believed in a conflict to death between civilizations or cultures. 
Cultures or systems were expected to die of natural death or through one or another form of 
evangelism: when a critical mass of members of an inferior culture accept a superior culture 
and refuse to live according to their old ways. They had good reason to believe in such 
gradual, peaceful change: it was happening around them. Turkey and Iran which just a 
generation earlier were the proverbial stagnant backward oriental monarchies, were in the 
1940s as Western as any Central European country. The local elite of India was adopting the 
ways of the British, Latin America was striving for its place in the civilized world, and Africa 
was nothing like what it was 100 years earlier when David Livingstone was lost somewhere in 
its interior. Not that all these changes were all peaceful, but they were accomplished with very 
little of actual fighting, compared to the European wars of the 20th century. 

The Soviet’s position looked like a relic from Barbaric times, even if dressed in modern 
ideological language: Destroy or be destroyed. Of course, the Soviets’ idea was not to wage a 
constant military conflict – they were aware of their own inferiority in terms of technology, 
resources, and industrial power. But they were not seeking peace; in fact, they believed peace 
in any form was impossible. Their ideology was such as to see an unrepairable gap between 
socialism and capitalism, and therefore between socialist and capitalist countries. If the gap 
was unrepairable, then it meant that even in a formal state of peace there would be no peace, 
there would be only war to the bitter end, and one of the systems had to die. 

In practical terms, Kennan rightly perceived, it would mean that the Soviets would never 
come to the bargaining table the way managers or businessmen do: to seek agreement in 
mutual benefits. From a Soviet perspective, international politics – and this is another one of 
those primitive, savage attitudes – was a zero-sum game. There was no chance for two players 
to gain at the same time. When one player gains something, the other loses something. This is 
how Marxism viewed economics: profit in one place, in Marx’s view, could be generated only 
by loss in another place. If the capitalists made profit, it was because the workers lost. If the 
workers as a class are to gain something, the capitalists must lose something. Thus, the 
ultimate gain for the workers was expressed by the term, “Expropriation of the expropriators,” 
or, as it was expressed in Russian by Lenin, “Loot the looters.” The capitalists were viewed as 
looters: there could be no other reason why they would be able to make profit, for all profit is 
loot. Thus, for decades, the Soviet diplomats were instructed very specifically to avoid 
making any concessions, even when the trade off left the Soviet Union in a better position; for 
them, anything benefiting the other side was net loss on the Soviet side, just because it 
benefited the other side, for no other reason. For decades, American diplomats couldn’t grasp 
this simple rule. It was Reagan who figured it out and he made it his habit to leave summits 
and talks when the Soviet diplomats just refused to give in on minor points simply because 
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they were trained to not concede anything. It was a Barbaric attitude, but it came straight from 
and was consistent with the ideology of Marxism and its view of the world and of 
international relations. Mutual benefits were non-existent in such a view. If one side gained, 
then the other side lost. A zero-sum game. The western worldview at the time, in the shadow 
of 1,000 years of Christendom, couldn’t comprehend such an outlook. 

More than that, it couldn’t comprehend the motives behind such an outlook. Why would 
anyone want to live in a mindset of a constant war and destruction, rather than mutual profit? 
Christendom was an exclusive civilization and it expected the surrender of all other 
civilizations; but meanwhile, it saw co-existence and mutually beneficial economic co-
operation with them possible and even mandatory, given that it opened the door for the 
Gospel. Christian and Muslim merchants had traded together in the centuries past, not awfully 
honestly all the time, but both groups saw the necessity and the benefits of such trade. Why 
wouldn’t the Soviets see those benefits and just take advantage of such trade – all the more 
that they were technologically and economically inferior, and therefore could only profit from 
such a trade? For the Western mind, conditioned by the Christian worldview of the past, such 
rejection of what is obviously good and profitable was unexplainable. For most of the history 
of the relations between the USA and the Soviet Union, American diplomats and foreign 
policy experts were puzzled over such refusal. It led many of them to the erroneous 
conjectures that the Soviet Union was perhaps economically much better off that what the 
data showed. Some leftist economists in the West – like John Kenneth Galbraith – even fell 
victims to the fantasy that the Soviet economy was two-thirds of the American economy. 
(After the fall of Communism, when the real figures were finally available, it turned out that it 
was two-thirds alright, but of the economy of Belgium.) 

And here Kennan’s genius of being able to judge the motives and the inner hearts of his 
opponents – almost supernatural – was revealed in the Long Telegram. He gave the real 
motive behind the ideology and the actions of the Soviet government. This paragraph deserves 
to be quoted at length: 

At bottom of Kremlin's neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and 
instinctive Russian sense of insecurity. Originally, this was insecurity of a 
peaceful agricultural people trying to live on vast exposed plain in 
neighborhood of fierce nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia came 
into contact with economically advanced West, fear of more competent, more 
powerful, more highly organized societies in that area. But this latter type of 
insecurity was one which afflicted rather Russian rulers than Russian people; 
for Russian rulers have invariably sensed that their rule was relatively archaic 
in form fragile and artificial in its psychological foundation, unable to stand 
comparison or contact with political systems of Western countries. For this 
reason, they have always feared foreign penetration, feared direct contact 
between Western world and their own, feared what would happen if Russians 
learned truth about world without or if foreigners learned truth about world 
within. And they have learned to seek security only in patient but deadly 
struggle for total destruction of rival power, never in compacts and 
compromises with it. 

It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had smoldered ineffectively for half 
a century in Western Europe, caught hold and blazed for first time in Russia. 
Only in this land which had never known a friendly neighbor or indeed any 
tolerant equilibrium of separate powers, either internal or international, could 
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a doctrine thrive which viewed economic conflicts of society as insoluble by 
peaceful means. After establishment of Bolshevist regime, Marxist dogma, 
rendered even more truculent and intolerant by Lenin's interpretation, became 
a perfect vehicle for sense of insecurity with which Bolsheviks, even more than 
previous Russian rulers, were afflicted. In this dogma, with its basic altruism 
of purpose, they found justification for their instinctive fear of outside world, 
for the dictatorship without which they did not know how to rule, for cruelties 
they did not dare not to inflict, for sacrifice they felt bound to demand. In the 
name of Marxism, they sacrificed every single ethical value in their methods 
and tactics. Today they cannot dispense with it. It is fig leaf of their moral and 
intellectual respectability. Without it they would stand before history, at best, 
as only the last of that long succession of cruel and wasteful Russian rulers 
who have relentlessly forced country on to ever new heights of military power 
in order to guarantee external security of their internally weak regimes. This is 
why Soviet purposes must always be solemnly clothed in trappings of 
Marxism, and why no one should underrate importance of dogma in Soviet 
affairs. Thus, Soviet leaders are driven [by?] necessities of their own past and 
present position to put forward which [apparent omission] outside world as 
evil, hostile and menacing, but as bearing within itself germs of creeping 
disease and destined to be wracked with growing internal convulsions until it 
is given final Coup de grace by rising power of socialism and yields to new and 
better world. This thesis provides justification for that increase of military and 
police power of Russian state, for that isolation of Russian population from 
outside world, and for that fluid and constant pressure to extend limits of 
Russian police power which are together the natural and instinctive urges of 
Russian rulers. Basically, this is only the steady advance of uneasy Russian 
nationalism, a centuries old movement in which conceptions of offense and 
defense are inextricably confused. But in new guise of international Marxism, 
with its honeyed promises to a desperate and war torn outside world, it is 
more dangerous and insidious than ever before. 

Insecurity and fear, mainly of their own people. Fear of their precarious position as rulers 
who can be deposed at any time because they have no legitimate basis for their rule. That fear 
was not shared by the majority of Russians, Kennan said, it was imposed on them by the party 
propaganda. In an earlier paragraph, he said: 

First, it does not represent natural outlook of Russian people. Latter are, by 
and large, friendly to outside world, eager for experience of it, eager to 
measure against it talents they are conscious of possessing, eager above all to 
live in peace and enjoy fruits of their own labor. Party line only represents 
thesis which official propaganda machine puts forward with great skill and 
persistence to a public often remarkably resistant in the stronghold of its 
innermost thoughts. But party line is binding for outlook and conduct of people 
who make up apparatus of power – party, secret police and Government – and 
it is exclusively with these that we have to deal. 

It is here, in these paragraphs, that George Kennan put his finger on the most painful spot 
of all rule that is in rebellion against God and His Messiah. I don’t know how he did it, 
whether he was a very wise reader of the Bible or he just had a unique gift of reading the 
minds of powerful rulers. At the time, it was not known that both Stalin and Lenin were 
suffering of paranoia; their statements to their closest associates show that they believed that 
conspirators are always around the corner for them. Stalin reportedly often spoke of “them,” 
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and no one knew who “they” were, most probably a fantasy of his sick mind. Kennan couldn’t 
know this – most facts about Stalin’s personal life were confidential. But he saw through the 
smoke and mirrors, and he saw that the Soviet Union was a political representation of the 
Wizard of Oz: a small, crippled, trembling fellow who has created a magnificent display of 
himself as a way to deal with his fears. And, in the process, has forced or manipulated 
everyone under his authority to be driven by the same fears and accept the greatness of the 
small, crippled, trembling fellow. 

The Bible speaks of this paranoia of earthly rulers in Psalm 2:3: “Let us tear their fetters 
apart, And cast away their cords from us!”, say the rulers of the earth. Those who started 
building the tower of Babel did because of fear, “lest we be scattered.” Saul had no reason to 
persecute David; he was entirely motivated by fear of David. The expansion of the Roman 
Republic was motivated by fear, that any neighbor who is not conquered will eventually grow 
strong enough to push the Romans back into the sea; Hannibal’s 15 years’ war on Roman soil 
left such a deep impression on the Roman mind that two centuries later mothers still scared 
their children with the phrase “Hannibal at the gates!” We see even Pilate, wielding as he was 
absolute power over Judea, still acting based on fear of a Jewish insurrection. Etc., etc., etc. 

Fear is at the foundation of every pagan government; it is the ruling motive, and 
sometimes the overt ideology of pagan governments. In fact, as I argue in my article, 
“Terrorism: Biblical Analysis and Solutions,” fear itself is religious worship, at the foundation 
of all idolatry. And therefore, every pagan government must by necessity be driven by fear. 

Unknown probably to himself, Kennan simply gave the Biblical description of all pagan 
governments. And he also gave the practical conclusion of it: Contain them, not through direct 
confrontation but through economic and social competition. They will collapse eventually, 
because their own people will see beyond the insecurity and the fear of their governments. 

The question now is, this is all old stuff. Archaic. My generation in Europe grew up in the 
shadow of WWII; everyone had a close relative who had fought in it and probably died in it. 
We also lived our formative years in the last decades of Communism. We lived through that 
propaganda, we tasted that paranoia ourselves. It was instilled in us from our early years; and 
there are still people there who live in the same paranoia of anything that is outside the small 
box of their local culture. There were others in Europe who lived on the other side of the Iron 
Curtain, but they also lived under the constant fear of another global conflagration. But most 
of us were freed from it. And besides, of what I perceive, most of my listeners are much 
younger, of the millennial generation. They have never tasted that paranoia, never had to live 
under it, or under a regime that is controlled by the same fears as the Soviets in the 1940s. So, 
why do I find George Kennan’s insights relevant to my listeners? 

And here, hold fast to the arms of your chairs, I have to drop the following bomb: George 
Kennan’s warning at the end of his analysis, has come true in respect to our own Federal and 
local governments. Let me read it again: 

Finally, we must have courage and self-confidence to cling to our own 
methods and conceptions of human society. After all, the greatest danger that 
can befall us in coping with this problem with Soviet Communism, is that we 
shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we are coping. 
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This is not usually a sentiment included in official reports; it is not dry information from a 
bureaucratic mind. This was an emotional statement by a man above his capacity of a 
government bureaucrat. Kennan saw the danger of fear, and how fear could distort man’s 
actions, and the policies of any government. He could see it in the actions of the Soviet 
government; and he was afraid that the same can happen to the American government. His 
plea was a sincere plea, “Do not become like them!” 

His problem was, at the time he was writing this, the American government had already 
started the transition towards a pagan government ruled by fear, insecurity, and distrust of its 
own people. Kennan was a little too idealistic: FDR’s politics was a politics of fear, and he 
had used every single propaganda tool he had at his disposal to change the motives of most 
Americans from courage and optimism to fear and pessimism. The churches and their 
pessimistic eschatologies were helping him – he wouldn’t be as successful in the 19th century, 
when the majority of the church was officially postmillennial and therefore optimistic. The 
process of changing America from a nation of courage to a nation of fear had already started. 
The insecurity Kennan saw in the Soviet leaders was gradually becoming the outlook of the 
American government itself, and consequently, of the American people as well. From there, it 
went downhill for the next several decades, with the only exception in the 80s, when the 
visible collapse of Communism restored the optimism in the West – for a short time. 
Eventually, that optimism retreated again, and was finally given a death blow on September 
11, 2001. 

You want to see clearly the transition of America from a Christian nation to a pagan nation? 
Study the transition from courage and optimism to fear and pessimism. There is no better 
indicator. For example, read two inaugural addresses separated by exactly 100 years: That of 
Theodore Roosevelt in 1905 and that of George W. Bush in 2005. Roosevelt was a fascist, as 
Joel McDurmon’s book on him reveals, but his address in 1905 matched the motives and the 
worldview of the American people: a nation of courageous, self-relying individuals who 
looked forward to a bright future. Bush’s address is clearly to a bunch of helpless, fearful 
sheep who are looking for a protector. We are today afraid of everything – of the rich, of the 
poor, of the blacks in the inner cities, of immigrants, of a small group of Muslims somewhere 
in a desert we can’t even find on the map, of free trade, of competition, of everything. We 
think judgment will come on this nation in the form of economic disaster. It may. But it has 
already come in that our hearts are taken by fear of everything: “So your life shall hang in 
doubt before you; and you will be in dread night and day, and shall have no assurance of your 
life. In the morning you shall say, ‘Would that it were evening!’ And at evening you shall say, 
‘Would that it were morning!’ because of the dread of your heart which you dread, and for the 
sight of your eyes which you will see” (Deut. 28:66-67). 

And because of that fear, we are now submitting to unjust rulers, expecting them – who 
are driven by fear themselves, and who have manipulated us into fear – to take care of us. 

Unless we understand fear, unless we understand that it is the foundation of all pagan rule 
and policies, unless we understand that the motivation of all government agents – from the 
President to the lowest clerks and local cops – we won’t be able to understand pagan 
governments. And unless we understand how fear affects those ruled, and how it makes them 
willing to abandon their liberties, we won’t be able to understand modern America. Kennan 
rightly saw that the deep motivation behind the Soviet Union was fear. 
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It’s time for us to realize that the deep motivation behind America’s policies is fear. 
And rebel against it. 

We like to see modern governments as a self-confident conspiratorial group who has a 
clear, optimistic agenda about the future, who know what they are doing and there is no way 
to stop them from doing it. The truth is, behind the facade, there is a bunch of faceless, 
mediocre bureaucrats who love power but who paralyzed by insecurity because – just like the 
Soviet government in 1946 – they know that their rule is supported by no principle of 
legitimacy, that they have usurped the power they have, and the only reason that power hasn’t 
collapsed yet is because the people under their rule have not figured it out yet. This applies to 
the President, to the Supreme Court, to state governments, and all the way down to the last 
cop in your police department. They all know they are frauds; they all know they have no 
legitimate claim to power. They all are scared of the possibility that God eventually will bind 
them in fetters and cords, and the people under their power will look beyond the screen to see 
a small, crippled, fearful fellow. Just like the Soviets, of course, they all know that there is an 
alternative to their rule, much better than anything they can offer: a society of free, self-
governing individuals who owe no allegiance nor taxes nor obedience to any earthly power 
but to God. They all try to use fear to manipulate people to not look at this Biblical solution of 
all society. 

And, following Kennan’s advice, it is time for us to start building the social and economic 
alternatives to their rule, and prepare for their downfall. The Soviet Union collapsed within a 
generation. It’s modern ideological heirs won’t survive longer than that. 

The book I will assign this week is The Dictators, by Richard Overy. It’s a tough book to 
read, but I believe many of my listeners – especially those of the millennial generation – must 
become familiar and understand the facts of our recent history. Some of those facts are ugly, 
but don’t complain. Rejoice I didn’t assign Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archipelago. We are not 
supposed to long for the past and try to restore it – but we are obligated to know it well and 
teach it to our children so that they don’t make the mistakes of our fathers. 

And do not forget my mission field where my heart is. As I am preparing this podcast, I 
will be flying in a few hours to Bulgaria, for a worldview conference and work with the 
homeschoolers there. I need your prayers, and I need your help. The books published so far 
have greatly helped our mission. We need to publish more. Even if you commit just $10 a 
month, this is three copies of an average book in the hands of the Bulgarian Christians. 
BulgarianReformation.com, Donate. 
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 Principles for Voting 
Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony’s The Biblical Philosophy of History.  

 

[Welcome to episode 19 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov] Welcome – after a break of several weeks – to Episode 19 of Axe to the Root 
Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we 
will be talking about voting and principles for voting. Or, rather, we will be talking about 
voting in the greater context of social and political action. Or, hopefully, we will even touch 
on the issue of voting in the even greater context of God’s plan for history. Before I continue, 
I need to mention that there is a slight change in the regular layout of Axe to the Root podcast, 
and that is that I will have to shorten this and all future episodes to about 20 minutes. The 
reason, in short, is, we are expanding, and there is demand for airing Axe to the Root episodes 
outside the Reconstructionist Radio. So, I will have to speak less, and yet manage to say 
enough to make it full of content enough to be able to be of service to you. 

What I am going to say won’t necessarily agree with other speakers on the issue – maybe 
it won’t agree even with those of my friends who are the closest to me theologically and 
ideologically. I don’t claim to speak authoritatively, though, trumping their views from a 
supposed higher intellectual ground. On this issue, of voting, I am still developing my views. 
The Bible doesn’t clearly and decisively speak on principles of voting – or I should say, 
voting as it is understood today, in the context of our modern political system and social 
order. There is a reason for this, and it is that our modern political system and social order 
don’t have Biblical origins but are a re-creation of the older pagan forms of government. Yes, 
I know, they are rather modified from their pagan origins by centuries of Christendom, and 
there is a veneer of legality and lip-service to moral principles, as well as some real influences 
of Christian ethics in our modern system. Clearly, our modern culture is not Rome, and our 
modern political order is not the Roman Empire, and it will never be, no matter how many 
evangelical pastors are trying to make it Rome again by their insistence on a faulty reading of 
Roman 13. But while our culture today has strong and permanently established Christians 
checks and brakes to a full return to the brutality and tyranny of a pagan social order, the 
ruling ideology of civil government today is still pagan, and we as Christians have done little 
to nothing to change it, especially over the last 100 years. Our government is still pagan, our 
justice system is still pagan, we have a number of false governments that can only exist in a 
pagan context – executive powers, standing armies, police, regulatory agencies, government 
schools (remember, they are a taxing power, therefore part of the same tyrannical system), 
taxation agencies, immigration restrictions, prisons, etc. Voting, therefore, since it is part of 
the political process, is just another ritualized motion in the gigantic liturgy of this pagan 
political process. It does bear a faint resemblance to the original voting in the true republic, 
that of the Hebrew nation under the Law of God, where the local communities elected their 
judges. But today’s voting is not for the election of judges – a legitimate Biblical function of 
the civil government – but for the election of people to unlawful positions, executive and 
legislative, that are not commanded nor even allowed in the Law of God. I have talked in 
another podcast about the un-Biblical character of the standing army of police, and in the 
lectures at the Freedom Conference in Tucumcari, New Mexico in June (available on 



ARP#19. Principles for Voting  163 

Reconstructionist Radio) I talked about the evil of the executive state. To say it straight, from 
a Christian perspective, voting in the modern context is overrated – it may be good for certain 
purposes, but we need to keep in mind that in most cases, it simply legitimizes a system that is 
by definition unjust and anti-Christian. 

Obviously, from a Christian perspective, there is a tension – moral and intellectual – 
when it comes to voting. On one hand, since it relates to civil government, voting has to do 
with issues of justice in the society, and a Christian can’t just ignore these issues, and can’t 
just ignore opportunities that God gives to do something about injustice. Justice and 
righteousness are the foundations of God’s throne, as numerous verses in the Old Testament 
declare. Do we sit idly when God gives us an opportunity to help our culture to more justice? 
On the other hand, however, voting in the context of a political and social system – being an 
integral element in the religious, statist worship of that system – may be a legitimization of 
idolatry. It is not for nothing that under Communism, voting was mandatory – not officially, 
but there could be unofficial consequences for not voting. Not that the individual vote counted 
towards who would be elected (as Stalin said, “It’s not important who and how will vote; 
what’s important is who and how will count the votes.” And no, this is not a fake quote as 
some claim; Stalin’s former secretary Boris Bazhanov included it in his memoirs published in 
Russian in 1992), so, not that it mattered who the voters voted for, but that not voting was 
considered a form of resistance against the state and therefore was not to be tolerated. So, 
what do we do? If we vote, we participate in the government’s idolatrous liturgy; if we don’t, 
we may miss opportunities to testify and correct the evils of our age. Is voting in the context 
of the modern state analogous to bowing down before the golden image of Nebuchadnezzar in 
Daniel 3? Or is it like Naaman’s bowing down in the temple of Rimmon while supporting the 
hand of his pagan king, in 2 Kings 5? How do we know? How do we solve this apparent 
tension between outward participation in what in our day amounts to a pagan ritual and the 
ethical/judicial command to us to set the captives free, to rescue those led to slaughter, and to 
dispense justice in the land? 

One attempted solution in our day is the purist solution: Don’t vote at all, and don’t 
participate in politics or government at all. It used to be the solution of modern evangelical 
pietists. Almost every single evangelical celebrity used to be against voting or political 
participation. Jerry Falwell, just a few years before he started Moral Majority, was still 
preaching against political participation by Christians. (To his credit, he did later address his 
earlier views and repented for them, which can’t be said about some of the modern churchian 
celebrities.) The same attitude to voting and political participation has been expressed before 
by some modern celebrities like Franklin Graham and John MacArthur, and they still spoke 
against political participation just a few years ago. Ironically, when such celebrities finally 
decided to change their views on voting, it was to advocate for voting for a cult member, Mitt 
Romney, not for the only real Christian and Southern Baptist in the race, Ron Paul, who even 
had his confession of faith in a prominent place on his campaign website. And neither 
Graham, nor MacArthur, nor any of the others ever offered a statement of repentance of their 
earlier views. I bet future generations will scratch their heads how we could be so blind to 
waste hundreds of millions of dollars on leaders of such poor quality. 

There is a more consistent and more principled purist position, though, and it is that of a 
small group within the Reformed churches, the modern covenanters. Their position is similar 
to that of the pietistic evangelicals – no voting at all – but the similarity is only on the surface. 



ARP#19. Principles for Voting  164 

In reality, it is much more consistent and well-defined, and it is not based on the pietistic 
premise that politics is bad by default. To the contrary, modern covenanters believe that 
politics – like everything else – must be subject to the Law of God and therefore is a 
legitimate area of Christian endeavors and work. Their rejection of political participation 
today comes from their understanding that godly politics can be done only in the context of a 
political system that has explicitly vowed to serve God. The nature of the fundamental 
political oath is determinative to their decision to participate or not. Since our modern political 
system is based on a religious oath which is not explicitly Christian, it is therefore idolatrous 
and any participation in it that would require taking such oath would be idolatrous. Modern 
covenanters would participate in the political process only when it becomes Christian by 
explicit oath. 

While somewhat consistent, though, this position has serious drawbacks. For one, modern 
covenanters’ view on the nature of civil government is not very different from the modern 
state. What they envision is a modern government whose executive power is harnessed to 
serve Christian goals – defined, of course, by a priestocratic elite of church elders. Thus, they 
never discuss if the nature and structure and principle of operation of the modern state are 
Biblical; they take those nature, structure, and principle of operation for granted, as something 
not to be discussed, and are only concerned with the ritualistic part – the oath. To give a 
Biblical analogy, modern covenanters want Moses to take over Egypt and use the Egyptian 
state as it is, without any structural or operational changes, and make it serve Yahweh. And 
second, their position destroys any possibility for peaceful, gradual change of the modern state 
into a Christian civil government. If they don’t participate, they can’t influence the process of 
changing even the oath; and they can’t train a future generation of Christian magistrates. The 
only change, then, will have to come through a violent overthrow of the system. Their 
explanation is that such change will come when an existing ruler converts and changes the 
oath – in other words, they are expecting a sort of messianic figure who will be powerful 
enough to change the whole system for them, and yet be a new and therefore inexperienced 
convert, for he would have to convert midlife to Christianity (an old believer wouldn’t even 
participate in the political process). Such faith in a new convert who will also be the messianic 
figure to overhaul the system and its fundamental oath is not exactly a consistent position. 

Then there is the lesser-of-two-evils crowd; the majority of American voters, on both 
sides of the political spectrum, well represented also within the broadly Evangelical and also 
Reformed churches. The belief there is that voting is almost a sacred ritual which shouldn’t be 
missed because somehow “this election is the most important election at all,” and if we allow 
for the greater evil to be elected, it will get really bad. The ideology behind this position is 
simply fear. I take that back: not simply fear but fear developed to the level of elaborate 
political propaganda and manipulation, with the purpose of conditioning the minds of the 
electorate to support whatever candidate their party nominates. Thus, Democrat voters have 
been voting – against their own professed ideology – for rich white politicians at the payroll 
of Big Business; and Republican voters have been voting – against their own professed 
ideology – for practical socialists and progressives. The negatives of this position should be 
obvious to all, and the history of the US of the last 50 years is an abundant proof that such 
position not only doesn’t solve any problems, it is part of the problem itself. It can be useful 
only in limited circumstances, for meeting emergencies – real emergencies, not the constant 
political and media manipulation of the voters in the US. Limited, as in places in the Middle 
East or North Africa where a socialist dictator may be a better option for Christians than a 
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Muslim radical, and there is an imminent disaster coming. In the US, to be honest, the scares 
never really materialize, and are only good for the politicians’ agenda. 

By far the best of all currently existing views – shared by many of my closest friends – is 
the view that voting must be based on character: we must examine the moral character of the 
political candidates before us; we must judge, first, based on their profession of faith, as far as 
we can from their own statements, second, based on their walk in life, third, based on their 
record of voting so far, etc. this position has numerous direct verses for support in the Bible 
unlike the previous positions. There are a number of qualifications for rulers in the Bible that 
establish the necessity of orthodox faith and good moral character for the candidates. It is 
obvious why we should vote only for candidates of exemplary character, irrespective of 
pragmatic reasons – whether they have a chance of winning or not. Our voting only for 
candidates of character is our way of taking the testimony of the Gospel to the political 
process: by voting only for Biblically qualified candidates – that is, candidates of approved 
moral character – we are declaring to the world around us our commitment to our covenantal 
– that is, ethical/judicial – principles. There is a bonus to voting only for Biblically qualified 
candidates as well, and it is in the fact that there is less need for external checks and balances 
for a candidate whose self-control provides internal checks and balances. Like in everything 
else, internal self-government makes external control superfluous – it is for this reason we 
Christian Reconstructionists have called for less focus on institutional governments and 
control and more focus on self-government, the foundation for our Christian libertarianism in 
politics. Moral character equals self-government, for self-government is a fruit of the Spirit 
(Gal. 5:22-23); and a political candidate who has shown a sufficient amount of self-control in 
his personal life would be expected to show a similar amount of self-control in office, or at 
least, during the election campaign (so that we are not ashamed of him). 

As good and consistent this position is, though, I must say, it is not sufficient – and here 
lies my partial disagreement with many of my friends. Yes, character is important, no doubt 
about it. In fact, I would say that there are important points in the other two views as well; 
practicality – or call it pragmatism if you will – has its place, even if limited, in all our 
dealings, including our voting. And yes, I also believe that politics, as it is practiced today, is 
rotten, and barely deserves participation, specifically in the voting booth. I would also agree 
that an explicit Christian oath and requirement for a Christian oath is the ideal situation, and 
before there is such an oath, any political system must be held under suspicion by any 
professing Christian. So, character is an important part of our standards for voting for a 
candidate, and yes, a candidate who has proven his character to be of low moral quality, 
should not be supported, even if his opponent is Hillary Clinton. 

But character is not enough. Because there is a higher, more comprehensive principle, and 
that more comprehensive principle has to do with issues higher than the individual candidates, 
and even higher than the specific act and process of voting. I call this principle “God’s 
purpose to this generation,” based on the words of Paul to synagogue in Pisidian Antioch in 
Acts 13:36: “David, after he had served the purpose of God to his own generation.” (The 
English versions translate it “in his own generation,” but there is no “in” or any other 
preposition in the original, only the word generation is in Dative, which means the correct 
preposition in English should be “to,” as in something given to them.) Voting, of course, must 
be governed by the ethical/judicial principles of the Law of God, but not just abstractly 
applied without respect to the times. The concrete reality of the times and of God’s specific 
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purpose to this specific generation must be understood and must be taken as the grounds for 
our decision how to vote and whether to vote. Or, to be more comprehensive, for our decision 
how to participate politically and whether to participate politically at all. 

You see, my problem with all the above approaches is that they are all approaches based 
on a stagnant and abstract view of reality and human society, a view rather divorced from 
history and the specific historic situation we are facing today. Generations of men are not all 
the same, they do not have the same circumstances and the same challenge, and they do not 
have the same purpose. What one generation finds a severe challenge, another generation may 
just take for granted. What in one generation may be considered victory, in another may be a 
defeat. Now, don’t get me wrong, there are eternal ethical/judicial principles, but these 
principles still need to be applied to specific cases, and the specific cases most often depend 
on the specific purpose God has for our specific generation. 

This principle of action – and especially political action – depending on the historical 
purpose of God for the specific generation is clear in the tribulations of Jeremiah, in Jeremiah 
38. The officials of king Zedekiah requested that Jeremiah be thrown in jail; or, because Israel 
didn’t have prisons and jails like the surrounding pagan nations – the Law of God doesn’t 
allow for prisons and jails, they are part of an anti-Christian social order – Jeremiah was 
thrown in a water reservoir that was not used. His crime? He called for surrender to the 
Chaldean army, because that was the purpose of God to their generation, to go to Babylon and 
stay there. Now, 250 years earlier Elisha did exactly the opposite to his countrymen in 
Samaria, encouraging them to persist because God had sent His fiery chariots to rescue the 
city. Another 700 years earlier, God was telling Joshua to not fear, because any place where 
he would put his foot will be his. Obviously, fighting a war against God’s enemies wasn’t 
always part of God’s purpose for every generation; for God’s covenantal purposes, Judah had 
to surrender and go in captivity. Not that God was a capricious God; to the contrary, there was 
a clear reason why He changed the purpose: Israel had to suffer the consequences of their sins. 
But it took a prophetic word to declare God’s purpose to their generation. 

The necessity of having a clear historical understanding of the times we live in is obvious 
also from that famous phrase, the men of Issachar in 1 Chr. 12:32, who came to join David at 
Hebron. These men, the text says, “understood the times, knowing what Israel should do.” 
Again, this was a political/government undertaking, they came with the specific purpose to 
turn the kingdom from Saul to David. Under any of the views I described earlier, there would 
be no necessity on them to elect David over Saul; what was needed was specific 
understanding of the times, as well as a prophetic word (1 Sam. 16). Their political actions 
had to be based on more than just abstract principles of character or nature of government; 
they had to be aligned with God’s purpose to their generation. Only then could their 
undertaking be in agreement with the Law of God, and with the plan of God for their nation. 

There’s a multitude of other examples in the Bible showing that a bare knowledge of the 
Law of God or of the ethical principles for politics and character is not enough for one to get 
involved in politics or civil government. My favorite modern example of historical 
understanding is Gary DeMar’s reply to those who use the verse, Give to Caesar what is 
Caesar; DeMar’s reply is, “We don’t live under Caesar anymore.” There has to be specific 
understanding of the historical challenges and the historical purpose of God to our generation. 
In every generation, there is a multitude of wrongs to be corrected, a multitude of good works 
that can be done, and sometimes there are mutually exclusive alternatives for action, neither 
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of which is lawless per se. (Neither defending the city in Elisha’s time nor surrendering the 
city in Jeremiah’s time were wrong per se.) How do we know where we need to invest the 
resources of our generation, the efforts of our political system and government? The Bible 
doesn’t give specific instructions for every generation; it gives us the eternal principles of the 
Covenant of God. So, there has to be specific understanding of the times, based on the 
Biblical testimony, of course, but also applied to our present use, to borrow a phrase from 
John Calvin. And when we have that wisdom and understanding of applying the revelation of 
the Bible to present use, they will become the foundation for our principles for voting. 

So, before we go to vote, when we are vetting the candidates, we as Christians need to be 
asking ourselves this question: What is God’s purpose to our generation? What are the most 
important issues of justice our generation is facing, issues that can be resolved through 
government action – or inaction. What are the specific challenges? What are the specific 
opportunities for action. Does that purpose of God require that we skip voting this election, 
because any vote would only be a legitimization of things contrary to God’s purpose? May be 
there are candidates with good moral character, but can we vote for them if we judge them 
clueless about the real issues and the purpose of God to our generation. There is a number of 
good Christians who are running in this campaign, but almost all of them are statist in one 
way or another, being in favor of foreign wars, or standing armies like the police, or 
regulations, etc. Do we vote for such people just because of the good character; or do we place 
the purpose of God higher than that and refuse to vote for them? Could there be a situation 
where a man of lesser character has a better understanding of the real issues, and perhaps 
should be trusted with authority? Etc., etc. 

Thus, voting – or not voting – simply based on abstract principles divorced from the 
dynamics of the historical process and from the specific challenges of our times – God’s 
purpose to our generation – won’t be really Biblical voting. We need to understand the times 
to know what Israel should do. At our point in history, we have a very specific problem: 
statism. (Which, as Rushdoony said in his Foundations of Social Order, is idolatry) Our 
previous generations have slept comfortably while both the right and the left side of the 
political spectrum have been turning the US into a land controlled by the executive power of 
the government. We have comforted ourselves with the lie that the government is there to 
protect our Christian roots. It is not becoming more and more obvious that the real purpose of 
that Beast of the executive government is to wage war against the saints. It’s about time to 
wake up and oppose him. Our government is not the government of Romans 13 anymore and 
hasn’t been for over 100 years. It is the government of Revelation 13. And when we vote – or 
don’t vote – we need to understand that the great battle of our time will be Christendom vs. 
the modern pagan state. And based on that, pick our candidates. 

The book that I will assign this week is a small book but very important, for it gives us a 
Biblical understanding of the principles of understanding history. Correct, we need to 
understand history to know to vote; when we don’t understand the times, we won’t ever be 
willing to join the David’s of this world, and we will always stand with the Sauls. The book is 
R.J. Rushdoony’s The Biblical Philosophy of History. Read it, let it sink for a while, then read 
it again. The book is not your regular book, it is written in a language that most people are not 
used to. 

And again, help me continue my work in Bulgaria. The long vacation I took from Axe to 
the Root podcast was not really a vacation; it was a trip to Bulgaria for a worldview 
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conference. This is not the place to share about the victories and the opportunities for the 
Gospel in Bulgaria, so go to BulgarianReformation.com and subscribe to our newsletter. And 
then hit donate. It’s a ministry and mission unlike most other. We are changing the culture. 
God bless you all. 
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 The Failure of the Moral Majority 
Assigned reading: Tactics of Christian Resistance, a collection of many essays 
with editor Gary North  

 

Welcome to Episode 20 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about the Moral Majority, its 
initial successes and its ultimate failure to produce a dent in the culture or in the political 
process, or even to slow down the rotting of Washington DC and the local governments. A 
movement that was so promising at the beginning and even appeared to take the political 
process in America by storm, within a few years after its first spectacular victory lost 
momentum – much like the Tea Party in the last several years – and eventually had to 
disband, or rather surrender to what seemed to be inevitable, namely, the dissolution of the 
Christian social order inherited from previous generations, and the takeover of the political 
process by neopaganism. 

For those of our listeners who are too young to remember, the Moral Majority was a 
political organization started in June 1979 with the purpose of fighting the dissolution of 
Christian morality in the public square and to oppose the political war on traditional family 
values; it also had the goal to create a permanent Christian presence in American politics, a 
presence that had been lost in the previous 50 years due to the self-conscious retreat of the 
majority of American Christians from politics. That new presence would later come to be 
known as the New Christian Right or simply the Christian Right: a loose movement of 
politicians, mainly within the Republican Party, political action councils, lobbyist 
organizations, religious organizations, and media networks, all devoted to pushing what is 
known as “socially conservative goals,” namely, fighting the laws that allow abortion, public 
expression and political protection of deviant sexuality, and laws aimed at the undermining 
the authority of the traditional nuclear family. 

Such goals were quite revolutionary at the time, given that the majority of Christians 
didn’t bother with politics or voting at all. Just a few years earlier, the very founder of the 
Moral Majority, Jerry Falwell, would advise against political involvement by Christians. The 
Supreme Court had banned prayer in public schools in 1962 and had ruled against state laws 
banning abortion in 1973, but these did not produce any movement among the supposedly 
“conservative” Christian groups. No major denomination responded to the Supreme Court 
decision; if anything, some groups like the Southern Baptist Convention responded positively, 
and The Southern Baptists’ General Assembly affirmed a positive stance of approval of 
abortion in cases of incest, rape, or likelihood of damage to the health of the mother. 

The goals were revolutionary, but the American society was ripe for them – or at least, 
that part of society which was increasingly concerned about the continuing dissolution of 
morals, especially in the late 60s and in the 70s. There were previous attempts at creating such 
political organizations and influencing the political process. The Heritage Foundation was 
started in 1973. In 1974, the Conservative Caucus was organized. In 1978 Christian Voice 
was established. Within the same period, a number of leading Evangelical preachers and 
evangelists gradually changed their view on political involvement. The wake-up call, of 
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course, was the Roe v. Wade decision of the Supreme Court, but there were other factors as 
well, for example, the debacle with Jimmy Carter’s pretended faith: Carter garnered the 
Evangelical vote by claiming to be a born-again Christian but once in office, he was more 
liberal and anti-Christian than any president before him. The Moral Majority was mainly the 
fruit of the work of three men: Jerry Falwell, Paul Weyrich, and Howard Phillips. It is 
sometimes falsely claimed that these three men represented the three main religious groups in 
the US, Evangelicals (Jerry Falwell), Roman Catholics (Paul Weyrich), and Jews (Howard 
Phillips). The truth is, Howard Phillips was born in a Jewish family but had converted to 
Protestantism in the early 1970s; at that time, he was already under the influence of Christian 
Reconstruction and specifically R.J. Rushdoony. (Unfortunately, Mr. Phillips’ 
Reconstructionist views didn’t take root in the Moral Majority; we would be having a 
different topic now if they had.) Weyrich and Phillips had previous political experience, both 
in government and in political activism, being instrumental in the establishment of several 
previous conservative activist groups. Jerry Falwell didn’t, and he just recently had abandoned 
his previous position of political non-involvement and had repented for it. But because of his 
reputation, Jerry Falwell became the central figure in the Moral Majority. 

The initial successes of the Moral Majority shocked the political world in the US. Within 
a year of its founding, the fund-raising campaign brought in millions of dollars from tens of 
thousands of private donors. The mail list – always an indicator of the success of a public 
ministry – grew by another hundred thousand within that same year. Given that the Moral 
Majority was mainly active in the South (economically inferior to the rest of the nation at the 
time) and had chapters in only 18 states, this was a significant achievement. In one primary 
after another, candidates supported by the Moral Majority defeated the liberal candidates and 
opened the door for a political change that Capitol Hill hadn’t seen since the 1950s. Then, the 
Moral Majority got involved in the presidential race, just a couple of months before the 
elections. Ronald Reagan was still trailing Jimmy Carter by a double-digit difference. Within 
a month, the difference was not only closed, but it was Carter trailing Reagan. Within another 
month, Reagan carried 44 states in what was one of the most astounding victories in 
America’s politics. Of course, ascribing all of it to the Moral Majority would be an 
overstatement; many other factors contributed, like the sorry state of the economy, Carter’s 
foreign policy failures, etc. How much of a factor the Moral Majority was can’t be measured 
exactly, but one thing was sure: What the historian Godfrey Hodgson called, in an essay of 
1976, the “liberal consensus,” was crumbling down. There was no real consensus. America 
had a silent majority which disagreed with that liberal consensus, and apparently, the Moral 
Majority found the right message to tap into the power and energy of that silent majority. 

But the first disappointments came almost immediately after the election. Ronald Reagan 
didn’t turn out to be the Moses the evangelicals expected him to be. Always rather 
uncomfortable when speaking on socially conservative issues, he did nothing against abortion 
in the first year of his presidency. In addition, he appointed Sandra O’Connor to the Supreme 
Court, a move heavily opposed by the Moral Majority, with no success: Reagan didn’t change 
his mind, and some Republicans in the Senate who vowed to vote against her nomination 
eventually voted for it. Neither the newly elected Republican Congressmen – elected with the 
support of the Moral Majority – nor the new Republican majority in the Senate initiated 
anything towards achieving the goals of the New Christian Right. 
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Almost immediately after the elections, the level of donations started dropping; 
presumably, since the Moral Majority had betted all on the presidential elections, and since 
the elections was won by the right candidate, the donors didn’t perceive that the danger was 
the same as before the election. Throughout the 80s, until the final dismantling, donations 
continued dropping, even though the leaders continued assuring their followers that there’s 
much more to be done and achieved. Reagan won his second term hands down, but it was 
unclear if the Moral Majority had much contribution to that victory. In Congress and the 
Senate, the candidates of the Moral Majority didn’t show much initiative to promote socially-
conservative goals. By the end of Reagan’s second term, the social energy of the Moral 
Majority was exhausted. So, was the war chest, and the contributions were down to nothing. 
In 1989, ten years after the founding of the Moral Majority, Jerry Falwell disbanded it. His 
reason was that the goals were achieved. In reality, none were. 

Leaving the details of history for another time, it is worth delving into the real reasons for 
the failure of the Moral Majority. After all, we in our time have seen the same failure, over 
and over again, of the religious right. We have also seen the failure of evangelical ministries – 
no matter how much money we poor into them – to change course of America’s moral 
downfall. With all these failures, seems like it’s time to start figuring out what led to them. 

The greatest problem with the Moral Majority can – and could at the time, if they had 
ears to hear – be derived from Ronald Reagan’s attitude to them. Throughout his campaign, 
and later in office, Reagan was quite uncomfortable and awkward about their support. Not 
that he rejected their goals; to the contrary, he continued using the same socially conservative 
rhetoric as he did before his campaign. But when he came to enacting policies on goals of the 
Moral Majority, his reply was always the same: “I am not going to waste precious political 
capital on these goals. We need to take care of the economy first.” 

Now, retrospectively, it is easy to blame Ronald Reagan for being hypocritical and not 
really concerned about the bloody massacre of unborn children in America. But let’s not judge 
Reagan before we start the judgment from the House of God. At the time, the church itself 
was not sure yet whether abortion is an important battle to fight at all. Remember, just a few 
years before Reagan’s election, the Southern Baptist General Assembly was still in favor of 
abortion. By the early 1980s, there were still not many sermons against abortion. When 
Operation Rescue started in 1986, the church still hadn’t awakened to the evil of abortion – 
only a precious minimal number of churches really supported Operation Rescue. (Most big 
celebrity ministries were against them, and John MacArthur, for example, encouraged the 
deputy police chief of LA, a deacon in his church, to use force against the rescuers; it resulted 
in brutal torture of rescuers on the street, and one pregnant mother was kicked by the cops 
until her baby died in the womb. MacArthur basically saved the abortion clinics in LA from 
Operation Rescue.) Others, like Bob Jones University, joined the Moral Majority for the 
wrong reasons – to protect their tax-free status, threatened by the IRS for their racial 
segregation on campus. Paul Weyrich would later remember that a good number of Christian 
schools who joined the Moral Majority were concerned more with their tax-exempt status in 
relation to segregation (calling it “religious liberty”) than with the plight of the unborn. It’s 
easy now to blame Reagan for not making abortion his priority, but let’s keep in mind that 
Reagan was only following the church, and the church hadn’t made abortion its priority yet. 
The judgment must always begin from the House of God. 
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What is more important is that Reagan’s response, emphasizing other priorities, showed 
that he considered the Moral Majority a one-issue lobbying group. When your advisors have a 
comprehensive view, with a strategic view of priorities in the context of a fully consistent 
worldview, you don’t tell them to go fly a kite until the time of their priorities come. You 
listen to such advisors. When someone comes obsessed with one issue only, unconcerned 
about the full picture, you tell them to wait outside. That’s what Reagan did to the Moral 
Majority. 

Don’t get me wrong, abortion is a very serious issue, and I am not trying here to justify 
Reagan’s lack of concern about it. The truth is, however, that indeed, the Moral Majority had 
no comprehensive view of reality. Its leaders were focused on one – or may be a couple issues 
– but they were oblivious to the larger world out there and had no idea what a Christian 
strategy should be in such a world. The bewailed the immorality of American politics, but 
they had no idea what a fully consistent moral politics or civil government would look like. 
As I pointed out, many of them had the wrong idea about what the right political goals should 
be – keeping tax-exempt status with racial segregation policies, for example. But even those 
who had the right priorities – abortion – had no idea how abortion fit in the bigger picture of 
the American society, and in the bigger picture of the Biblical view of society. Even more 
precisely, they had no bigger picture. They could see how morality played in certain issues 
like sodomy and abortion. But they couldn’t see any application of the ethical principles of the 
Bible in politics in general – taxation, regulations, monetary policies, foreign policy, 
technology, government schools, unions, etc., etc., etc. in the early 1980s, the American 
society was facing a number of different challenges from within and from without. The Moral 
Majority had no answer to any of them, and neither did it have a comprehensive and 
consistent Biblical worldview to answer any of them in a strategic, consistent manner. It was 
only concerned with a couple of these challenges, and it had no idea what needed to be done 
besides electing the right people to power. In a very real sense, the Moral Majority was 
looking for a Messiah who would know what to do without being helped by the church. Short 
of a Messiah, they had no plan, and no worldview to make a plan. 

This lack of comprehensive worldview also led the leaders Moral Majority to misjudge 
the real problem and the real immorality in the society. For them, the immoral revolution 
started sometime in the mid-1960s, with the hippies and the sexual revolution and Woodstock; 
or, in the political arena, with the ban on prayer by the Supreme Court in 1962, or Roe v. 
Wade in 1973. Somehow, if America could return to the good times of the 1950s, with the 
prevalence of that American spirit and the traditional values, things would be so good. The 
problem is, America’s immorality didn’t start in the 1960s; the events in the 1960s were only 
a symptom of the true immorality that started much earlier, in the first half of the 20th 
century. That root immorality, that abandonment of the Christian social order in America was 
the rise of American nationalism and statism, and the establishment of the Federal 
government as the supreme lord over America and over every American. The Federal 
Reserve, the federal income tax, the government schools, the laws restricting immigration, the 
Social Security Ponzi scheme, individual and corporate welfare (corporate started much 
earlier, mind this), standing armies and empire abroad – all these were established way before 
the 1960s, and they all had the purpose of placing enough power in the hands of the Federal 
government to make any resistance against its policies futile. Abortion and sodomy wouldn’t 
become part of national politics unless there was an all-powerful federal government – 
contrary to the earlier, decentralized and individualist Christian social order – which federal 
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government could pass its policies unafraid of any political challenges. But the Moral 
Majority lacked the worldview and the insight to see the real roots of the problem; it remained 
silent on that real root. Gary North’s words about this situation are very relevant: 

The churches find themselves temporarily outgunned and undermanned in today's 
confrontation with the State because conservative, Bible-believing preachers have not been 
reliable pastors for four generations. They have not called the attention of church members to 
the inescapable conflict between the society of Satan and God's society. They have not set 
forth the principles of righteous, God-ordained civil government, generation after generation. 
They have neglected the law of God. This was also the sin of the Levites in ancient Israel, and 
it led to the apostasy and subsequent enslavement of Israel on several occasions. 

Pastors have not preached that taxation at 10% or above is immoral by biblical standards 
(I Sam. 8:15, 17), since it elevates the State to the level of the church, which alone can 
legitimately collect 10% of one's increase. They have not warned the flock constantly against 
fiat money, fractional reserve banking, and the Federal Reserve System, which debases the 
currency unit, in direct violation of the biblical requirements of honest weights and measures. 
Christians were politically silent in the United States in 1913, when the sixteenth amendment 
was passed, establishing the Federal income tax, the same year in which the Federal Reserve 
System was created. 

From the end of the Civil War until the 1960s, conservative critics of the Social Gospel 
movement had no systematic, Bible-based criticism of the liberals' social, political, and 
economic programs. The Social Gospel had its critics, but the critics never attempted to offer 
a full-scale biblical alternative set of programs. 

Even when it came to the central issues that he Moral Majority was concerned about – 
abortion and sodomy – it had no systematic judicial approach to these issues on the basis of 
the Bible. The Moral Majority’s sales pitch was, “We are defending the traditional family.” 
This pitch worked for a while, but then, since the organization’s goals were political, it had to 
have some form of consistent judicial view of how the civil government should deal with the 
two evils. Abortion was acknowledged as murder. (Although, not right away; it wasn’t until 
the Operation Rescue started in 1986 that the Christian Right started referring to abortion as 
murder.) But the New Christian Right could not bring itself to the point of declaring that 
abortionists should get the same prevalent civil penalty as that for murder, let alone ask for the 
Biblical penalty, death. Concerning sodomy, the situation was the same: every state had laws 
on the books against sodomy, but the Moral Majority never asked for those to be 
implemented, let alone ask for the Biblical penalty, death. Their defense of the family 
eventually earned the reputation of wishful thinking; they had no consistent worldview behind 
their goals, and therefore could have no strategy for achieving them, and no clear vision of 
what a judicial system would look like if it applied their goals in practice. 

The result of this lack of vision of what a Biblical government should look like, the Moral 
Majority expected its goals to be achieved within the context of the executive federal state 
developed in the first half of the 20th century – developed by statists like Theodore Roosevelt, 
Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin Delano Roosevelt – with all its executive agencies and 
policies, from the Federal Reserve to the system of government schools. But that executive 
state was, and still is, immoral by its origin; it is not the original social order of the United 
States, and it certainly has nothing to do with the Biblical view of civil government. The 
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leaders of the Moral Majority didn’t stop to make an analysis of whether it was possible at all 
to achieve moral goals using the apparatus of a state whose very origin is immoral and anti-
Christian. They made the same mistake many conservatives make to day when they say that 
the public schools are failing or that the Federal Reserve has failed – to the contrary, they are 
very successful in their assigned tasks. In the same way, the system of Federal government 
and courts formed in the first half of the 20th century did not fail to maintain a level of 
morality in the civil sphere – it never had such a purpose. That system was created by the 
enemies of God with the express purpose to destroy the moral character of government, and to 
promote immorality by the means of state policies. Jerry Falwell never seemed to have made 
that connection between the nature of the Federal government and the promotion of 
immorality as a policy. Even in the last several years of his life, when he tried to revive and 
restore the Moral Majority, he still didn’t get it, and he still continued trying to seek solutions 
within the very structure of government which was designed to create the problems in the first 
place. 

And of course, it didn’t help that most of the leaders of the Moral Majority had an 
eschatology that instilled in both leaders and followers a deeply pessimistic view of the future. 
Conservatism as a political ideology is by default pessimistic; combined with the pessimism 
of the premillennial and amillennial eschatology prevalent in the 1980s, it discouraged any 
positive expectations. The 1980s saw the culmination of end-times books – Hal Lindsey made 
his best millions during that same period. Others made good money, too, on the same fad. 
(Remember 88 Reasons to Believe the Rapture Will Be in ‘88?) For all the concern with the 
moral disintegration of America, most of those who should have supported the Moral 
Majority preferred to pass; after all, that disintegration was only a fulfillment of the prophecy. 
The Moral Majority didn’t address this psychology with an optimistic eschatology. To the 
contrary, its own leaders espoused the same pessimism. Thus, even if they had any 
comprehensive worldview, they wouldn’t have the emotional and intellectual fuel to prepare a 
long-term strategy. After all, you don’t polish the brass on a sinking ship; let alone make a 
plan for its voyages for years ahead. When the Moral Majority was dissolved, no one was 
surprised. The majority of Christians in the US expected things to get worse. 

In the final account, what killed the Moral Majority after its initial successes, was its own 
lack of comprehensive Biblical worldview, and its lack of optimism for the future. Without 
these, any organization will spin its wheels for years and will eventually run out of fuel and 
dissipate its capital. In addition, it won’t be considered seriously by others in the arena; being 
hyperactive without a clear goal or vision is a sign of insanity, and your enemies eventually 
notice it. They don’t have to do much to defeat you; leaving you to your own hyperactivity 
until you run out of fuel is enough. That’s what happened to the Moral Majority. 

And that’s what’s going to happen to any organization or movement which do not learn 
these lessons: that success never comes to those who lack a comprehensive vision and a 
positive expectation of the future. 

The book I will assign this week is Tactics of Christian Resistance, a collection of many 
essays with editor Gary North. The book was written back in the 1980s, at the time when the 
Moral Majority was exercising its greatest influence on American politics. If you read the 
book carefully, you will see that the authors in it predicted the failure of the Moral Majority. 
And an even more careful reading will help you build your own work and ministry in ways 
that will give you long-term success. 
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I read that book in the 1990s, and I based my ministry in Bulgaria on it. That’s why our 
work there is growing, not by using scare tactics but by preaching a comprehensive worldview 
and victory of the Gospel in history. Again, my appeal to you all is this: help me grow it even 
more. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate for publishing 
Christian books in Bulgaria. God bless you all. 
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 Re-Enacting Yesterday’s Battles 
Assigned reading: Herbert Schlossberg’s Idols for Destruction  

 

Welcome to Episode 21 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about modern ministries. Or, 
rather, we will be talking about that very typically American system which I call by the name 
“ministry-industrial complex,” that is, a conglomerate of churchian celebrity figures, 
denominations, churches, Christian colleges, radio and TV shows, publishing houses, 
conferences, lawyers’ organizations, lobbyist organizations, mission boards, and others; the 
purpose of this ministry-industrial complex being to tap into the market of “donations,” that 
is, the market of millions of American Christians who are hungry and thirsty for qualified 
Biblical teaching and practical example for Christian action and victory, and are willing to pay 
for it, if it can be found in the American church. So, there’s a market, with money waiting to 
be donated, and the ministry-industrial complex is there to offer a product – a product, though, 
which doesn’t live up to the needs of the church, and certainly is not worth the money poured 
into it. In a previous episode, I covered the phenomenon of the Denethor ministries – 
ministries which absorb hundreds of millions of dollars every year only to preach defeat and, 
surprise, surprise, get defeat for the church in America. Many of these ministries – especially 
many lawyers’ guilds like NRA, HSLDA, ADF, and others – in fact thrive on maintaining 
problems unsolved, and in many cases their public initiatives are directed towards creating 
more legal problems so that the lawyers can keep solving them. (We will talk about this 
strategy in a future podcast.) Many of these ministries have nothing new to say, and nothing 
specific to offer, and for most of them it is unclear if the Church would lose anything if they 
were shut down. 

Of course, there are a few churches and ministries that are legitimate, and there are a few 
out there that are doing really a good job of preaching and caring more for their flocks and for 
the church than they care for their leaders and celebrities. And indeed, the teaching ministry is 
a legitimate part of Christendom. But the Biblical standard for the New Testament is not that 
teachers would multiply but the other way around: that ordinary Christians will be more and 
more knowledgeable and understanding to the point where there would be no need for 
teachers. This is in fact the very definition of the New Covenant in Jeremiah 31:33-34: 

But this is the covenant which I will make with the house of Israel after those days, 
declares the LORD, I will put My law within them and on their heart I will write it; and I will be 
their God, and they shall be My people. They will not teach again, each man his neighbor and 
each man his brother, saying, ‘Know the LORD,’ for they will all know Me, from the least of 
them to the greatest of them. 

The same principle is repeated in the New Testament, by the author of Hebrews who 
criticizes his readers that they still need someone to teach them: 

For though by this time you ought to be teachers, you have need again for someone to 
teach you the elementary principles of the oracles of God, and you have come to need milk 
and not solid food (Heb. 5:12). 
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We have the same situation today, with one significant and fundamental difference: In 
our day, it is the churches and the ministries who are deliberately keeping their listeners 
immature and ignorant – and that under the pretense that they are teaching them and 
ministering to them. It is only with an immature and ignorant audience that the modern 
ministry-industrial complex can continue tapping into the donations stream – after all, a wise 
and understanding people will be much more discerning and more critical of the quality of 
teaching and preaching and would be less willing to spend their money on lousy preachers. 
And, a wise and understanding people do not fall for celebrity worship. Remember, in the 
days of the Reformers, Romanist theologians claimed that images in the churches were 
needed because the majority of church members were uneducated and ignorant. The 
Reformers replied that it was exactly the images in the churches that kept Christians 
uneducated and ignorant. In the same way, today, the ministry-industrial complex exists on 
the claim that Christians are uneducated and therefore we need all these ministries and 
churches and celebrities. The truth is, it is the ministry-industrial complex which keeps 
American Christians uneducated and ignorant. It is, in fact, our modern Protestant version of 
the idolatrous images in the Romanist churches. 

The topic of the ministry-industrial complex can easily take a whole series of podcasts. 
Much of the way this complex operates is reminiscent of the way Communist propaganda 
operated: after all, when there is no real product of no real value provided, the only thing that 
can keep the machine running is propaganda. I have been told multiple times by people 
involved in different ministries that “perception is everything.” Some of them were simply 
cynical opportunists. But a few were well-meaning servants of God who had legitimate 
ministries and rendered real service to the body of Christ. This fact, that even well-meaning 
ministers considered perception to be “everything,” thus justifying the propaganda element of 
it, is indicative of how deep root such corrupt mentality has taken in the American Christian 
culture. To translate it into real terms, when American Christians concede that “perception is 
everything,” they are begging to be swindled and lied to. Such culture of gullibility and 
naïveté is the perfect fertile soil for a crop of scoundrels, and the American church has been 
reaping the fruit of it for decades now. And despite the proven failure of such culture to 
produce growth, it has continued watering it with billions of dollars. 

The question we need to deal with – in this episode and in future episodes – is this: How 
is it possible? We have a system that claims to rally the troops for battle and only delivers 
defeat; a system that claims to educate its listeners and yet never raises them above a certain 
level of basic elementary things. How is it possible that such system is still functioning? How 
is it possible that such system still has customers who spend their money on it – and we are 
talking about hundreds of thousands of people spending billions of dollars? What is there in 
the propaganda of that system that makes its customers return over and over again for 
nothing? Just simple basic common sense would be enough to make anyone take their 
business away from any vendor whose product doesn’t live up to the price. How did millions 
of Christians in the US end up so devoid of common sense as to see the failure of their 
beloved ministries to deliver on their promises and yet continue supporting them? 

The general answer to this must return us to a previous episode of Axe to the Root 
podcast where we talked about covenantal thinking and maturity. Covenantal thinking and 
maturity, as we saw, have to do with the ability to judge everything, to discern between good 
and evil in every situation. Thus, the goal of propaganda is to destroy in its listeners the ability 
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to judge, to discern between good and evil. To make the listeners uncritical to the real world 
around them. (The word “criticism” comes from the Greek word krino, meaning “to judge, 
separate.”) There are many tactical ways to achieve this strategic task of making the listeners 
uncritical – fragmented reality, false appeal to authority, relativistic ethics, group identity, 
scare tactics, and others – and all of them were used by Communist and Nazi propaganda in 
the last century; and I must say, they are all used by the ministry-industrial complex in the US 
today. We will talk in future episodes in more detail about each one of these, but in this 
episode, I would like to focus on one specifically: Re-enacting old battles. 

If there a characteristic of true Covenant Theology that separates it from all the other 
theologies – within or without orthodox Christianity – it is its focus on the future. I have 
written and spoken before about this characteristic, so to make it short here, true Covenant 
Theology sees the future in history as better than the past. Not just the future beyond history, 
but the future in history. And future not just in some spiritualized sense, but future as in the 
total of history, mankind and its societies, and its economic and intellectual and ethical and 
judicial and scientific and technological, and other development. And all this as the 
consequence, but also as an integral part of the growth of the Gospel. This optimism of the 
future in history is inherent in the very promise of the New Covenant (see, for example, Isaiah 
9:7, “Of the increase of His government and peace there shall be no end.”); it is also inherent 
in the very nature of the Gospel and of Christ’s rule in the New Covenant (see, for example, 1 
Cor. 15:20-28). A covenant Christian, then – when he is true to the Bible – believes Paul’s 
promise in 1 Cor. 3:22, that “the present and the future” belong to Christians, and therefore 
follows Paul’s prescription in Phil. 3:13 to “forget what lies behind.” Since the future in its 
comprehensive entirety – not just in a narrowly spiritualized sense – is expected to be brighter 
than the past, a covenant Christian pays really close attention to the present and strives to be 
faithful to discern good and evil in the present reality. Naturally so, for his actions in the 
present are what will build that better future. Not that his salvation depends on it – salvation 
depends entirely on the grace of God – but that he is committed to strive for that prize Paul 
talks about in 1 Cor. 9:24. God will eventually build that better future in history, with or 
without any specific individual, it is our duty to strive to be those through whom He builds it. 
But we will leave the talk about how Christianity invented the concept of the future to another 
podcast. 

Paganism, as well as the non-covenant theologies within the Christian camp, have no 
such promise for the future. (As a side note, this is the reason for the modern prevalence of 
pessimistic eschatologies: the loss of covenantal understanding.) Since the future, then, brings 
no hope to such ideologies, their only anchor of hope is in the past. The past becomes the 
center of attention, an object of study, emotional longing and nostalgic feelings, it even 
becomes an object of ritualized veneration. Even Communism, with it pretended atheism and 
rationalism, was highly liturgical about the past; it had its rituals, and don’t you dare not 
participate in those rituals, and don’t you dare fail to stand for the anthem, or for The 
Internationale, and don’t you dare fail to honor the memory of the heroes who shed their 
blood for the ideals of Marx and Engels and Lenin. Communism thus had a pantheon (or a 
pandemonium, rather) of heroes in the past, and where there were none, it made them up. It 
built their monuments, it made up stories about them, it indoctrinated schoolchildren to honor 
their memory. Any pagan religion, not having a Gospel message for the future, is forced to 
keep its followers by making myths about the past. When people talk to you about the “power 
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of the myths,” this is it: the power to snatch present and future away from you and immerse 
you entirely in the past. 

This focus on the past has a bonus feature as well, or rather, the main feature of it, which 
is that it dulls or even destroys the ability of men to make sounds judgments in the present in 
respect to their expectations of the future. A person who is romantically and nostalgically 
attached to the past and longs for the past, only belongs to a reality but doesn’t participate in it 
practically. He is passive, and he has no interest in proactively seeking justice or even learning 
how justice is applied to the present world. And it is this feature of the past-orientation that is 
used by the modern ministry-industrial complex. 

The world of our modern churches and ministries in America is almost entirely 
dominated by re-enacting theological and intellectual battles of the past. Just look at the 
Reformed churches and ministries who today are a very insignificant portion of the American 
population. (Remember, just a hundred years ago the Presbyterian church was the dominant 
cultural influence in the America.) 99%+ of the efforts of pulpits, seminaries, ministries, 
preachers, conferences, are spent rehashing over and over again the same theological concepts 
that we have been perfecting for 400 years now. Any Reformed group on Facebook I go to, 
whether pubs or societies or study groups; any blog of a seminarian professor I read, any 
church sermon I listen to, repeat ad nauseam the same ideas about TULIP, soteriology, 
sovereign grace. Popular preachers and conference speakers all compete with each other who 
will come up with the fanciest of the fanciest verbal repetitions of the same obvious truths that 
we should have left behind long ago, according to Hebrews 6:1. One designs this beautiful 
rhetoric about how our salvation depends entirely on God. Then another one comes and aces 
him with some even more beautiful and impressive phrase about the same thing. Then another 
paints an even better picture of the same thing and trumps the first two, and even Calvin and 
Luther and Paul himself with his literary skills. The audience learns nothing new; it’s all the 
same truth that we should have learned from the Reformers and should have moved on. Then 
we are told in one sermon that we are miserable sinners before God. Then a conference 
speaker says the same and more, that we need to go deep in ourselves to find where that sin is, 
in daily self-examination and navel-gazing. Then a seminary professor writes a blog article 
and even a book to tell us how we can’t even begin to consider ourselves saved unless we 
have completely lost our mind in total contemplation of our moral misery. And yet, it’s the 
same thing, over and over again, which we should have learned long ago and moved on from 
it. 

And what about baptism, paedo vs. credo? You wouldn’t guess that half a dozen verses in 
the Bible on baptism would translate into about a fifth of all modern Christian discourse, on 
both sides of the debate. Everything seems to boil down to whether we baptize babies or only 
adults. I made an effort some time ago to put together as many sermons and articles on 
baptism I could find on the Internet. I tell you, there are thousands of them! Arguing about 
baptism has become such a habit to many people that some time ago, when I was raising a 
judicial issue about the Law of God, a Reformed Baptist apologist who tried to argue with me 
automatically switched to arguing with me about baptism. He was so disappointed when I told 
him I find the argument about baptism irrelevant to our discussion. 

And what about the countless debates over the same issues, over and over again – 
apologetics, Calvinism vs. Arminianism, paedo vs. credo, Muslim vs. Christian, atheist vs. 
Christian. With a very few precious exceptions, nothing new really comes out of these 
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debates; the arguments used on both sides have been used and reused for hundreds of years. 
We are repeating the same things, over and over again, the same things from previous 
generations, and we are addicted to hearing the same things over and over again and chewing 
on the same food over and over again. 

Unfortunately, otherwise legitimate ministries also fall victim to the same mentality. R.C. 
Sproul’s Ligonier Ministries, for example, started well back in the 1970s, when the Reformed 
doctrines of the Sovereignty of God were lost in the church and there was a need to restore 
their popularity. Ligonier did a good job in popularizing Calvinism, but then never developed 
above the original basic message from back in the 70s. It never developed its ethical and 
judicial applications to our modern society, it never brought its listeners to a higher level of 
maturity to judge everything and discern between good and evil in everything. A Ligonier 
conference some 40 years after its founding was titled, “Tough Questions Christians Face?” 
And what were these tough questions? ‘Did Jesus Have to die?” Or, “Do Our Unrepentant 
Loved Ones Go to Hell?” After 40 years of teaching Calvinism, Ligonier’s listeners still have 
these questions for “tough”? I wrote an article back then about it, the next year Ligonier had 
another conference, this time the real tough questions . . . and they were the same questions. 

What is lacking is a practical concern with justice and righteousness in our own era and 
focus on the specific will of God for our own generation. What is lacking is a comprehensive 
practical ideology for action in the public arena. When churches, ministries, or lobbyist 
organizations sometimes get active about some issues of public policy, it is almost exclusively 
something related to sexual matters: like sex education in schools, or legalization of sodomy, 
or the use of bathrooms. And even there, they always seek solution within the existing pagan 
political paradigms, not in the Bible. On the vast world of problems of perverted justice, 
pagan state policies, government theft, indoctrination, foreign wars, the ministry-industrial 
complex has little to nothing to say. 

This lack of comprehensive message even creates psychological problems among young 
and active people. Recently, a fundamentalist radio celebrity who passes for “Reformed” in 
some fundamentalist circles ranted on his show about “cage-stage Calvinists.” Listening to his 
rants I couldn’t help but notice that he was protesting a wee too much. He himself is part of 
that same ministry-industrial complex that has created the problem in the very beginning – by 
preaching the powerful message of the Sovereignty of God while neglecting its powerful 
practical applications to justice and righteousness. The man has spent 30+ years of his life 
repeating the same old stuff, giving to his listeners the same old milk. The only application of 
Calvinism his listeners know is that fundamentalist, hyper-spiritualized talk about pure 
theology, some apologetics, and abstract moralisms. When they apply their energy to such a 
small and abstract field of application, the result is exactly cage-stage Calvinism, against 
which he protests. I have never seen a cage-stage Calvinist on the mission field in Bulgaria. 
The reason is obvious: we never preached Calvinism without also preaching the 
ethical/judicial applications of the Sovereignty of God to every area of life, in our present 
situation, and we never had a pessimistic (amillennial or premillennial) eschatology. Our 
mission is theonomic and postmillennial, and theonomy and postmillennialism give a broad 
enough field for activity in the world around us, so energy is not wasted on petty arguments 
within the church. That cage-stage Calvinism is endemic to certain circles in the US is only a 
symptom of the broader problem with the ministry-industrial complex we are talking about 
here. 
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Although, I must say, the same problem is beginning to appear in theonomic and 
postmillennial circles in the US as well. Now that Christian Reconstruction has some history 
behind it, I can see the temptation among many young people to recreate the battles and the 
debates of 40 years ago – especially in the field of apologetics. And I had to tell many young 
people who aspired to become as great of apologists as Greg Bahnsen was that our job is to 
step on his shoulders and apply the Law of God to our own times, not recreate his wit in 
debates. 

Pure theology and apologetics, of course, are a good thing, and useful to a Biblical 
student . . . but only when used as a tool to apply them to the ethical and judicial battles of 
today. But the product that comes out of the modern ministries and churches is rarely 
concerned with the ethical and judicial battles of today. They are not even concerned with the 
ethical and judicial battles of times past – in fact, many of the modern ministries discard them 
completely. Michael Horton and others of Westminster West, for example, like to repeat 
Calvin’s theological statements, but consider Calvin’s legal efforts in changing the laws of 
Geneva irrelevant to his Reformed faith. Joel Beeke of Banner of Truth publishes the abstract 
theological writings of the Puritans but never mentions their political struggles against 
tyranny, and for building a Christian Commonwealth. And these are not alone; there are many 
more such examples of ministers who ignore historical examples of application. Somehow the 
theology of times past is so important, but the practical applications of it are not worth 
mentioning. 

Modern ministries are concerned only with the intellectual and theological battles of 
times past. But on these battles, nothing new can be said. No new arguments can be brought 
about them. All the books that could be written on issues like the sacraments or salvation or 
the deep symbolic meaning of the preacher’s collar have already been published. But modern 
ministries keep repeating them. Because keeping a steady focus on the past keeps the listeners 
from discerning between good and evil in the present and prevents a focus on the future. And 
this is what keeps the checks coming. 

And the solution to it is obvious: defund them. Quit sending your checks to ministries 
who only babble on abstract theological issues and re-enact battles from the past. Re-direct 
your giving to ministries who have and preach and teach a comprehensive Biblical worldview, 
with ethical and judicial applications to the present, and an optimistic view of the future in 
history. 

The book I will assign this week is again Herbert Schlossberg’s Idols for Destruction. If 
you haven’t read it yet, read it. If you have read it, read it again, with special attention on the 
first chapter, “Idols of History.” 

And visit BulgarianReformation.com. Our mission in Bulgaria doesn’t re-enact battles 
from the past and doesn’t rely on repeating abstract theological truths. We have been focused 
from the very beginning on addressing the culture, and on providing real Biblical answers to 
real problems – in every area of life. Go to Bulgarian Reformation.com, subscribe to our 
newsletter, and donate. It’s a true ministry, deserving of your support. 
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 Sales from a Biblical Perspective 
Assigned reading: The Innovator’s Solution by Clayton Christensen and 
Michael Raynor.  

 

Welcome to Episode 22 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about sales, and the job of a 
salesman. We are not going to be talking about it from your typical, so-called “business” 
perspective; there will be no technical advice here as to how to make more sales. We want to 
be covenantal and comprehensive in our approach. We will attempt to apply to it a Biblical 
covenantal analysis, that is, find the place of salesmanship in the larger picture of the 
Covenant of God, find the ethical principles for doing sales, and then also, find the judicial 
limitations to the profession of a salesman. It is going to be a serious challenge, for this topic 
is enormous, and 20 minutes are barely enough to start even scratching the surface. But stay 
with me, we will give it a shot, and if there’s a need for more, we will cover it in a future 
podcast. 

I must say at the very beginning, shame on me. For very many years of my productive life 
I have been in sales. I used to be a sales rep and then district field manager for Procter & 
Gamble, then the same for Reckitt Benckiser. Then I was sales consultant for a technology 
company. Then show room manager for a plumbing supply company. Then a financial 
advisor, which is for the most part a sales job. For 16 years, I was in sales in one form or 
another. I can’t say I was the best salesman of all, let’s say I was above average. But shame on 
me because all these years I have been a theonomic Christian, and I never thought of applying 
my faith to the specific job of a salesman. I just followed the guidelines of the specific 
companies I was working for but I never did anything to vet those guidelines against the 
standard of the Law of God and try to bring redemption where it was needed. It was only 
recently that I started thinking about applying the principles of the Covenant of God to sales, 
mainly watching two good friends in their work. One is my real estate agent in Houston, Jay 
Anderson; and yes, I know, real estate is not exactly sales, but it still involves the same 
principles. In case you need a realtor in Houston, Jay is your man. The other friend is Manny 
Garza, a salesman for Honda in McAllen TX, whom I have only observed from a distance, 
through his FB posts. Both these men – solid Christian men, committed and productive – 
made me start thinking of how to apply the Gospel to sales. So, Jay, Manny, if you guys are 
listening to this, you are the inspiration for this episode, and I devote it to you. 

The first question I had to deal with when I started this study was this: Is the salesman 
even necessary in an economy? We use to joke with each other back when I was a salesman 
that we probably won’t see each other in heaven, for heaven doesn’t need salesmen. Because 
what really is the job of a salesman – at least what the public perceives of it? It is to convince 
the prospective buyer that he has a need that the buyer doesn’t really have. Obviously, if the 
need was real, the buyer would have been aware of it and would have bought the thing 
without the salesman. In a smooth economy, it is perceived by many people – and many 
economists, too – it is the real needs, the real demand that will drive the economy. Producers 
will simply respond to the demand, and thus everyone will be happy, and there will be no 
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waste of resources for producing more than what is needed. And if nothing is produced more 
than it is needed, then there is no need for salesmen to try to sell the surplus. Marx believed 
that this surplus of capitalist production will bring about the demise of capitalism: when 
capitalists produce more than is needed and can’t sell it, the capitalist world will enter an 
economic crisis, he thought. Communism was then supposed to be “rational,” that is, only 
producing what is needed, so that the economy was rationalized based on needs. In fact, one 
of the many slogans that I grew up with as a child in a Communist country was exactly that: 
“We don’t sell goods, we satisfy needs.” I still remember that slogan painted on the side of a 
vast apartment complex in Varna, Bulgaria. So, if we don’t sell goods, we need no salesmen. 
We only need to know what the customers need and produce it. And there we have a smoothly 
running economy. 

The only problem with this is that “real needs” have no real material measurement. Just 
like the perceptions created by the salesman, the “real needs” of the buyer are also 
perceptions, conditioned many different factors in the society around him. Even if there were 
no salesmen around, the very society would be the salesman, creating in every individual the 
perception of what his “real needs” are. What do the “real needs” of a person include? 
Different kinds of food? A walk-in-closet full of clothes and shoes? A two-story family 
house? Air-conditioning? Just a hundred years ago these were not needs, these were luxuries. 
How did they change from luxuries to needs? Did people one hundred years ago “demand” all 
these luxuries and thus prompted the economy to supply it? How many consumers 100 years 
ago even knew that air-conditioning, or computers, or cell phones, were even possible, let 
alone perceive them as “needs”? If the economy was really driven by needs, as socialist 
economists say, then mankind would have never progressed beyond the level of bare 
subsistence. 

And the Bible clearly shows that economy is not driven by needs. God commanded Adam 
and Eve to take dominion over the earth even as they felt no need and had no need of 
anything. They had their basic and perceived needs completely covered; there was enough 
food in the Garden, and there was no need for shelter or clothing. And yet, they were 
supposed to expand the economic order of the Garden to the whole earth. Their needs didn’t 
drive that expansion. There was something greater than simply perceived needs. The 
Dominion Covenant was not driven by man’s need; it was driven by God’s command to 
higher productivity, irrespective of the perceived needs of man. 

The truth is, the economy is driven not by needs and demand, it is driven by productivity 
and supply. The active part in the economy are its producers and entrepreneurs; they not only 
produce to satisfy the current perceived needs of the consumers, they also innovate and 
produce more than that: to open the eyes of the consumers for more opportunities for them to 
make their lives and work more productive, more efficient, easier, more pleasurable, healthier, 
etc. Mankind has never “needed” these things to survive. But without these things, mankind 
has been less than a conqueror over the earth and has lived life in subjection to the 
environment rather than a master over God’s creation. But once these new things are on the 
market, and the consumers are informed about the new possibilities to make their lives more 
productive and victorious and pleasurable and easy, they become “needs.” We just need a 
family house. We need two or three cars. We need air-conditioning. We need a new grill in 
the backyard. Etc. 
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Obviously, then, needs are not a material given. They are psychological perceptions. 
True, there are real material goods behind these perceptions. But the perceptions themselves 
are conditioned, they are never “real” or “natural.” 

Given these facts about economy and economic growth, it is obvious that a significant 
part of the work of an entrepreneur or producer would be to convince his prospective 
customers that they “need” his product. This process of persuasion is not unnatural; it is not 
some sort of swindling people of their money for something of no value. Well, in certain cases 
it may be swindling; but it doesn’t have to be so by nature. By nature, and by its economic 
purpose, such persuasion is simply delivering new information to the consumers about the 
new possibilities before them. An automobile is better than a horse and buggy, but a society 
who’s never seen an automobile will have no idea what to expect of it, and how and why it is 
better than a horse and a buggy. Even today, when everyone knows what an automobile is, 
there is such variety of vehicles with many different characteristics that the producers still 
have to educate the consumers about what best fits their specific situations. The economy is 
always driven by the producers, not by the consumers; the producers are the active part in it, 
and it is the producers who educate the consumers what they can ask for, and what their “real 
needs” are supposed to be. 

Thus, it should be clear what the proper place of a salesman is in the Dominion Covenant 
of God, and therefore in a healthy economy. A salesman is supposed be an educator. More 
than that, he is supposed to be an evangelist of a sort – in a relative way, as someone who 
brings some “good news” to other people, not in the Biblical sense of preaching eternal 
salvation; although, one can say that making a high-quality product at the right price is a sort 
of temporal salvation. Try to survive without an AC in Texas during the summer, and you’ll 
consider an air-conditioner a real salvation. The job of the salesman must be to make that 
connection between what is materially possible – and materially invented and produced – and 
the ideal perceptions of the customers who may not even know what is possible. His job is to 
focus on his product, then, not on the perceived “needs” of his customers. They may not even 
know what they need, after all. If a subsistence farmer thinks he needs a new hoe, a good 
salesman will try to bring him to realize he needs a tractor, or something else that would 
increase his productivity way beyond that of a new hoe. As we know, the entrepreneur is 
expected to foresee the future and what consumers will need in the future; his salesman is 
expected to bring those consumers into that future, where their life and work will be easier, 
more productive, and more pleasurable. 

The salesman, then, not only has a legitimate role in a healthy economy, his role is 
indispensable. In fact, for an economy to be functioning, all of us need to be salesmen in one 
sense or another. No matter what we do, we are always selling some product or service. Even 
when we are looking for a job, we are looking to sell our services to someone who needs them 
for his business. In any economy, no one is only a buyer; everyone is both a buyer and a 
seller. Everyone has to sell something before he buys something. The economy is driven by 
those who sell – and thus, the salesman has a central place in it. 

(As a side note, the only way to be a buyer without being a seller is to have the power to 
force others to sell you their products and services for a commodity of no real value. That is, 
if you are the government. When a net buyer dominates the economy, the economy suffers.) 
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This important place of the salesman – and of the concept of sales as an occupation and a 
calling – in the Dominion Covenant gives us not only the necessity of the salesman but also 
the scope of his work; as we said, it is to be an educator, a sort of evangelist. But this also 
leads us to the ethical boundaries for the work of a salesman. It should be obvious: any job, 
any calling that are legitimate within the framework of the Dominion Covenant need to abide 
by the ethical standards of that covenant. They don’t need to be civil laws enforced by the 
state – the vast majority of the commandments in the Law of God are laws for self-
government, and only a very tiny portion is supposed to be civil laws enforced by the courts. 
So, like any other legitimate occupation and calling, the salesman has a covenantal purpose, 
and the purpose justifies the means, but the purpose and the means must be God’s purpose and 
God’s means. A salesman, obviously, is not supposed to be centered on the perceived needs of 
his customers but on his product – the perceived needs are just a temporary thing, the product 
and its usefulness are the real economic factor. But a product or a service are a real economic 
factor only to the extent they really contribute to the wealth of their customers. 

The two ethical principles regulating the work of a salesman, then are, first, does the 
product in general increase the wealth of customers, and second, does the particular customer 
benefit from the product. 

So, the first is the nature of the product itself. It’s the moral duty of a salesman to assess 
the nature of his product and whether that product is really beneficial. You may have heard 
certain people who have amazing gifts of persuasion brag, “I can sell anything to anyone!” 
Perhaps you can, but from the perspective of the Dominion Covenant, ethically, you may not. 
As a salesman, as the most active person on the market, you are under a moral duty to vet the 
products and refuse to sell what is obviously harmful and destructive to your buyers. A godly 
salesman, then, will carefully assess the place of his product in the Dominion Covenant, and 
will stay away from products that are specifically designed to decrease the wealth of the 
society rather increase it. There aren’t many products and services offered today that are in 
themselves harmful, but there are a few, and very often it is for these products that there is a 
large demand for skillful salesmen, and many young men are attracted by the opportunities. 
One example would be selling credit card debt, as well other types of consumer debt that is 
not backed by present assets and is not predicated on some increase in productivity (which 
would be business debt). The only premise for consumer debt is greed – increasing present 
consumption beyond one’s present means. (Although, there may be a precious few cases 
where it is a necessity, but they have to do with charitable debt, and the Bible regulates that 
kind of debt.) Another concrete example would be hard narcotics for recreational use. While 
we should be against government regulation of those – for the obvious reason that the Law of 
God doesn’t allow the government to control what individuals put in their bodies – 
prospective salesmen should be aware of the destructive nature of these. Another example 
would be different Ponzi schemes and other similar frauds: they do not increase the wealth in 
the society. 

The list can become longer given the complex nature of our modern economy, and of the 
society as a whole. A salesman needs to make sure his employer is not exaggerating the 
qualities of his products in order to gain more customers or to drive up the prices. He should 
also decline to withhold information about the products that would be critical to the decision-
making process of his customers. 
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But it doesn’t stop there. Salesmanship today is employed in different non-economic 
activities as well, especially political campaigns. A recent article written by Paul H. Jossey, an 
employee for a political action council (PAC), titled “How We Killed the Tea Party,” he 
explains how salesmanship has been used to defraud millions of conservative and libertarian 
donors of their money through political donations. Many of these PACs absorb, for their 
operational expenditures, more than 90% of the donated money. Jossey himself, after 
witnessing this megafraud for hundreds of millions of dollars, decided to quit and start his 
own firm, where he is open and transparent and redirects the money to its designated purpose. 
This is what an ethical salesman is supposed to do when he finds out his skills have been used 
to commit fraud – even if he himself is not directly responsible for the fraud. 

The salesman, then, is supposed to be one of the lines of defense of the society against its 
dissolution of capital. Being a middleman, right in the middle between his product and the 
society, being informed about his product and its effects on the economy and the individual 
wealth of its buyers, he is in the unique position to provide the moral corrective for those 
producers and entrepreneurs whose goals is enrich themselves without providing a valuable 
product or service in exchange. Such a position is a position of responsibility – as is always 
the position of those who are middlemen of one kind or another. 

The second ethical demand to a salesman is to understand the specific situation of his 
customers and whether his product benefits them in their specific situation. 

Now, in all cases where the product is not a destructive product per se, it’s the right of the 
customer to want to buy it, even if, as far as the seller can tell, the product is not going to 
serve the customer in his specific situation. Thus, if a rich person wants to buy an expensive 
product that doesn’t practically serve his situation, but he wants to buy it for other than 
economic reasons, a salesman has nothing to say. But in most cases a salesman must be aware 
not only of the usefulness of his product but also of the usefulness of his product in the 
specific situation of the customer. The principle here should return us to the Dominion 
Covenant: A salesman is not morally free to sell when he can see that there will be net 
increase in the wealth of his consumers. 

The best concrete – and rather extreme – modern example would be supplying light bulbs 
to nomadic cultures who live in tents. Perhaps a salesman can make quick buck by selling his 
supply of light bulbs on a sales pitch that would exploit the naïveté of a backward culture. He 
may even tell his buyers the truth: that the light bulbs produce light at night but they need the 
infrastructure of a modern civilization, like power stations, power grid, or at least local 
generators. In their backwardness, they may not be able to understand all that is needed. Their 
only focus may be on the promise that this little shiny thing produces light at night. Maybe 
they think of it as magic and are willing to part with their hard-earned savings for such magic. 
Should a salesman of light bulbs take advantage of them and sell to them, even if he had done 
his technical part of explaining everything to them? Not at all. Even if his product is 
legitimate and indeed increases the wealth of those who buy it – in the right circumstances 
and the right infrastructure – it would be useless to tent dweller who have never seen a power 
grid or a generator. The salesman should re-direct them to a salesman of oil lamps or kerosene 
lamps, as well as a supplier of oil or kerosene. 

Again, in our modern complex economy, with many different kinds of commodities and 
services, such moral principle becomes even more important. While the issue of infrastructure 
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is usually a minor issue in the US, our economy and policies create a moral demand to 
salesmen to try to assess – as much as it is possible, and in certain situations – the means of 
their customers, and whether the service or the good will serve them within their means. As an 
owner of rental houses, I have made the mistake of leasing a house to a family which 
obviously couldn’t afford the rent I was asking; they could only afford to pay less than two-
thirds of what I was asking. In the final account, the family went near bankruptcy, and I had to 
forgo two-months’ rent in order to avoid seeing the family with three children being 
financially destroyed. I should have refrained from selling to them, I should have re-directed 
them to a lower-rent option. Mortgage sellers usually try to get people signed up without 
making much of an effort to assess their situation. Car dealerships are quick to sell expensive 
cards to young people in the beginning of their careers, when the young person should be 
advised to buy a lower-cost vehicle and save his money for the future. In all these situations, 
selling doesn’t increase the net wealth of the buyer; it only takes advantage of his greed to 
make him more dependent, less productive, and in the final account, increases the 
discrepancies in the economy. 

It is, of course, not always possible to convince a person that certain desires of his heart 
are detrimental to his wealth and future. As I said earlier, a salesman is supposed to be an 
evangelist. But an evangelist is only a bringer of good news, and where he does mission work, 
he needs to make sure that the good news is not twisted or misapplied in the local context of 
his listeners – or their final state will be much worse than before they heard his message. (See 
Jesus’s rebuke of the Pharisees in Matt. 23:15, as well as his parable of the clean house in 
Matt. 12:45. Good news misapplied, or not develop to their practical application in the 
specific context, can lead to results worse than the starting condition.) Among many signs in 
our times of the abdication of the American church from her task of teaching the nations is 
that modern salesmen have long ceased imitating evangelists in their work, and instead have 
turned to psychological manipulation of their prospective buyers. Sales is not a work of good 
news anymore; it is rather a voodoo-doll practice, where certain occult rituals (they call them 
“sales practice”) are supposed to elicit certain automatic responses in the prospective buyers, 
often leading to placing the buyer in a worse condition than before. And unfortunately, many 
evangelists in the church – and pastors, and ministry leaders, and missionaries – have adopted 
the pagan practices of modern salesmen. And one of the signs of a revival in the church will 
be that the ministry of evangelist is restored in its Biblical glory, and the salesmen of the 
world will learn from the evangelists how to do their sales in accordance with the Covenant of 
God and His Law. 

Our time doesn’t allow us to go into other areas of the covenantal nature and 
ethical/judicial principles for the job of a salesman; God willing, we will try to cover them in 
a future episode. The book I will assign this week is The Innovator’s Solution by Clayton 
Christensen and Michael Raynor. While the authors are not explicitly based on Biblical 
presuppositions, the underlying motive in the book is that the innovator is the real engine of 
the economy, and that his business will grow only when established on an ethical/judicial 
foundation, that is, obeying certain moral principles. Especially making the correct choice 
between growth and profit. 

And again, I would like to turn your attention to our mission in Bulgaria. I love doing 
these episodes of Axe to the Root, and I love my American brothers and sisters, and I am 
eager to minister to the church in whatever capacity God calls me. But my heart is out there, 
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on the mission field, where I have worked hard to establish consistent growth in our mission 
in Bulgaria. I need your help to continue supplying the right books to the Bulgarian market. 
Visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter. Pray with us and for us. And 
donate. God bless you all. 
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 Covenantal Charity 
Assigned reading: Bringing in the Sheaves: Transforming Poverty into 
Productivity by George Grant  

 

Welcome to Episode 23 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about charity. No, not welfare 
in the modern form of giving money to the poor, although a part of what we will be talking 
about will have to do with giving money to the poor. We will be talking about charity in the 
context of the Biblical Covenant; charity that builds the Kingdom of God and expands it 
beyond its present boundaries. Charity that honors God as King and is based on His Gospel of 
the Kingdom. 

Before I start, I will say that most of the material in this podcast has already been 
published before in an article titled “Charity: The Covenantal Way,” in Faith for All Life of 
March/April 2013 [https://chalcedon.edu/magazine/charity-the-covenantal-way]. Faith for All 
Life is a bi-monthly magazine published by Chalcedon Foundation, which was founded and 
run for decades by R.J. Rushdoony. It is now run by his son, Mark Rushdoony, who faithfully 
continues the legacy of his father. Faith for All Life is worth subscribing to, and Chalcedon is 
one of the few true and faithful legitimate ministries which deserve your support. 

Every time we talk about Biblical charity, we need to understand that we today in 
America – and in most cultures around the world – do not really know what poverty is. Our 
so-called “poverty line” today would be immeasurably high in the eyes of the vast majority of 
the people in history. During most of human history, the average family survived on the 
equivalent of today’s $2 per day – a couple of pounds of bread or potatoes, very rarely meat, a 
shabby dwelling, and one set of clothes. Poverty meant something way below that: it meant 
the total lack of food, the inability to supply the body with enough calories to go to work the 
next day. Such poverty was still present in certain places in the world just 60 years ago and 
was endemic 100 and more years ago. It was only in the last 150 years in the West, and only 
in the last 60 years everywhere that poverty started to be redefined to mean something else but 
poverty. In the US, only a very small portion of the population really knows what poverty is – 
the homeless – and even among them, it is not clear to what extent it is a self-conscious 
choice, and to what extent it is really unfortunate circumstances. 

The Biblical definition for poverty – for a person who qualified for a charity loan, that is, 
a loan at no interest and only a symbolic collateral – is in Exodus 22:25-27, and that definition 
draws a very low poverty line: The person has only his cloak and it serves him as a covering 
during the night. Apparently, anything above that would be considered sufficient assets to 
disqualify a person from being poor. Leviticus 25:39 describes a poor person as someone who 
has to sell himself in slavery. So, poverty in the Bible – and throughout much of history – 
used to be a really desperate condition, and poor were those people who today don’t even 
exist anymore. In fact, even today’s homeless beggars have much more to eat – out of the 
general abundance of the society – than most of the average folks hundreds of years ago. 
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Thus, we don’t really have poor people today – not in the Biblical sense. Don’t get me 
wrong, I am not having nostalgic dreams about the past and its levels of poverty. To the 
contrary, I like it when poverty is either eradicated or its definition is changed to denote 
something much better. And indeed, the definition of poverty today has been changed to mean 
not the lack of nourishment but the lack of prospective growth. The inhabitants of even the 
poorest neighborhoods in America have their basic needs covered; it’s the hope for 
improvement that is gone, and thus they are considered “poor.” And this is a good thing; this 
change of definitions, from “lack of food” to “lack of hope for improvement” is the product of 
the postmillennialism of the early colonists in America. Ronald Wright nailed it when he said, 
“Socialism never took root in America because the poor see themselves not as an exploited 
proletariat but as temporarily embarrassed millionaires.” In the final account, we consider 
“poor” not those who lack basic sustenance but those who do not consider themselves 
temporarily embarrassed millionaires – because this is the product of the victorious, optimistic 
eschatology of America’s founding generations. And thus, socialism was able to get a 
foothold here only when that victorious eschatology was replaced with premillennialism and 
amillennialism in the church. 

Either way, changed definitions or not, poor will always exist among us, Jesus said in 
Matt. 26:11; Mark 14:7, and John 12:8, and “you can give to them whenever you want,” He 
added. Not when the government forces you, but whenever you want – establishing the 
voluntary nature of charity over against the pagan principle of forced charity. The question is 
then, When should we want to give? Or, How should we give? What is our giving supposed to 
be? What purposes is it supposed to serve? Obviously, we are to be free from government 
interference in our giving or not giving, but when and how are we supposed to be giving? 
When and how are supposed to be taking care of the needs of the poor? 

The answers to this question must take us beyond the specific topic of giving. They must 
take us to a larger picture, and that is, What does covenant activity consist of? We already 
talked about covenant thinking, and we saw that covenant thinking is always ethical/judicial, 
that is, it is always concerned with issues of good and evil. But what about the practical living 
out of the covenant? For this we need to return to the first practical actions that Adam was 
commanded to do in the Garden, for they reveal to us the two major principles of covenantal 
action. 

These two principles of covenant action we can see in Genesis 2:15: “And the LORD 
God took the man and put him into the garden of Eden to dress it and to keep it.” The words 
“dress it” and “keep it” seem to be problematic words for translators for there are apparently 
no two versions that agree in translation. Some say “work it and keep it,” others “cultivate and 
keep it,” others “work it and guard it,” etc. It is important to us, though, to know what they 
mean, for these words seem to be the beginning of all covenant practical action, and certainly 
God has placed in them meaning that would be strategic for our understanding of how to 
apply the covenant. 

The first word, “work,” or “cultivate,” is the Hebrew word abad, which means “serve.” 
Or, rather, this is the main meaning of the word, but it is used to mean other things as well. 
“Work” or “cultivate” is the second most common meaning. Gen 3:23, after the fall, God sent 
out the man from Eden to cultivate – abad – the ground. Cain was a tiller – obed – of the 
ground (Gen. 4:2, 12). After the sin and the banishment of Cain in Genesis 4, the word 
assumes the meaning of “serve” through the book of Genesis, and eventually means “forced 
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slave labor” in Genesis 49 and Exodus 1. God then appears in the picture in Exodus 3, for the 
first time in a specific redemptive promise, and suddenly, the meaning of the word is changed 
– in Exodus 3:12 – to “worship.” From there, through Exodus 20 (the Ten Commandments), 
the word is used simultaneously for slavery to Pharaoh and worship to God: as if two abads – 
slavery and worship – are at war against each other. The war is won for worship over slavery, 
and then, in a culmination, the meaning of the word is restored to “work,” “cultivate,” in the 
Fourth Commandment: “Six days shall thou abad.” The word is used twice in the Decalogue: 
“no abad” to foreign gods, “yes abad” for six days. 

But the real overall culmination of the use of the word abad is in the New Testament, in 
John 5:17: “My Father is working until now, and I am working.” The text is in Greek, but 
since the context has to do with the Sabbath and the Fourth Commandment, Jesus would have 
used the same word, abad. And the context also shows what Jesus considers real work, real 
abad: He had just healed a person. That is, He had just restored a man to a state of 
productivity and growth. The “cultivate” meaning of the word in Genesis 2-4, the “work” 
meaning of the word in the Decalogue, and the meaning of the word “work” in Jesus’s 
statement about His Father and Himself, all point to the same goal: growth and expansion. 
This is the first principle of covenantal action. 

The second word, translated as “keep” or “guard” – shamar – is not as spectacular as 
abad, and is mostly a military term, meaning “guard, watch.” As in the name of the capital of 
the Northern Kingdom, Samaria, that is, a watch, or keep, or outpost of Yahweh. It is also 
used with the meaning of pasturing flocks (as in keeping the flock together), or of 
gatekeepers, or of watching or observing, etc. The etymology of the word comes properly 
from “hedge around with spikes or horns.” It presupposes a boundary protected against 
violations and incursions. The culmination of the use of the word shamar in the New 
Testament is in John 21:15-17 where Jesus commands Peter three times to tend His sheep. 
The Hebrew/Aramaic word He would have used for tending sheep would have been shamar. 

The two words, then, abad and shamar, stand for the two principles of covenantal action 
of work and community, or expand and consolidate. Man had the Garden, the starting point, 
the initial capital of his expansion over the earth. His task was to work and expand the 
economy of the Garden outside the Garden. The Garden was also his community. He was 
supposed to protect it against capital destruction and depletion, and in the future, as he 
expanded, to protect his new conquests from returning to their chaotic and non-economic 
state. All covenant practice boils down to these two principles. Every single covenant 
practical covenant action follows one of these two principles: work and community. 

There are, thus, two main groups of charity activities in the Bible, corresponding to the 
two main principles of work and community. 

Under the first principle, work, poor and needy people were given the opportunity to 
participate in the productive life of the community by contributing services to the limit of their 
abilities – services that normally, under the regular market practices, won’t have the marginal 
value to make economic sense. Yes, I know, some listeners would object that in a Biblical, 
free, prosperous economy, where there is no additional cost on labor imposed by government 
regulations, every labor will make economic sense. While this is the belief of some 
libertarians, it is not exactly true: hiring labor does have certain expenses that are market 
expenses and are not incurred by government intervention or other disturbances on the 
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market. The law of marginal utility also dictates that more workers on a particular job doesn’t 
always translate into more efficiency. (Think about unloading a truck with bricks: 10 workers 
would be better than 1 worker, but 10,000 workers would be much worse than 1 worker.) So, 
we expect Jesus’s words that there will always be poor among us to be true, and that there will 
always be people whose labor’s marginal value will be a bit lower than the expenses of hiring 
them. So, what do we do with these people who are, for one reason or another, useless from 
an economic perspective? 

The Biblical answer, under the principle of work, is, teach them to be useful and 
productive. But most of the time teaching itself is not a productive work – that is, the results 
are not immediately visible, they only come after some time. So, the poor and the needy need 
to be employed in a work that does not yield positive economic results right away. The two 
main Biblical solutions under that heading are gleaning and indentured servitude. 

The right of the poor to gleaning was established by the commandments in Lev. 19:9-10 
and Deut. 24:19-22. The text in Leviticus commanded that a landowner specifically refrains 
from harvesting the corners of his field and vineyard. The text in Deuteronomy added the 
stipulation that the owner doesn’t go through the field or the vineyard a second time to pick up 
the fallen or forgotten sheaves or grapes, nor beat his olive tree a second time. All that was 
dropped or forgotten, plus the corners, was to be left to the poor and the needy. Sometimes the 
poor and the needy would even directly follow the reapers and the pickers to pick what was 
left, as in Ruth chapter 2. In addition, even before harvest, anyone was allowed to enter a field 
or a vineyard and satisfy his hunger from the fruit of that field, without picking for 
commercial use (Deut. 23:24-25); the poor would have been most likely to take advantage of 
that law. The laws for gleaning were directed not to the civil government to enforce but to the 
private landowners. In his commentary on the passage in Deuteronomy 24, Rushdoony said, 
“A community without charity is quickly dead.” Landowners were supposed to know this 
truth. 

Gleaning was a hard and uneconomic work. The amount of work put into it was far more 
than the expected results. There really was no economic reason for any landowner to glean his 
own fields or vineyards – especially in the time of harvest, when every hour counted. (There’s 
a very short window of time within which the harvest must be done.) Thus, the only real 
reason for a landowner to glean his own fields and vineyards was if he specifically wanted to 
spend resources to deprive the poor of their sustenance. God forbade such malice. 

Gleaning was also open to all. There was no limitation as to who could glean: strangers 
could also participate, whether they lived in Israel or not. In a sense, the whole world was 
invited to glean on the fields of Israel – which was the point of the Syro-Phoenician woman in 
Mark 7:28, “even the dogs under the table feed on the children’s crumbs.” The poor of Israel 
and of all the world were invited to take advantage of Israel’s abundance, work hard for their 
sustenance, and through work, learn to be productive, demonstrate character, and get out of 
poverty. Just like Ruth. 

What was limited to the covenant people was the combination of charity loans and 
indentured servitude. A man and his family could fall on hard times, for one reason or 
another. It might have been because of his character and lack of wisdom. It might have been 
because of unfortunate circumstances. For one reason or another, he could down to having 
only his cloak for his covering at night – and that cloak was his only movable property which 
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he can offer as a collateral for a loan. No matter what the circumstances were that led to his 
poverty, as long as he was a faithful member of the covenant of God, he was entitled to a 
charity loan from his wealthier neighbors. Deuteronomy 15:7-8 expressly commands his 
wealthier neighbors to extend charity loans to him, for his sustenance. They were not allowed 
to profit from these loans: no interest on charity loans, no keeping of the collateral overnight 
(it’s his only covering), and only a limited period of validity, until the Sabbath year, after 
which all outstanding loans are forgiven. And the neighbors were not allowed to refuse to 
extend a charity loan close to the end of the period; Deut. 15:9 calls such a thought “wicked,” 
using the same word, belial, as Paul uses in 2 Cor. 6:15, “What agreement can there be 
between Christ and Belial?” 

Creditors were not allowed to profit from charity loans, but the poor still had to work to 
pay them back. A poor person who didn’t make his loan payments could be taken into slavery. 
That slavery, of course, was limited to six years, but it meant work. After the sixth year, the 
master was commanded to free his Hebrew slave and give him enough starting capital to set 
him on the road to independent productivity. This, again, mean that the poor person was 
expected to grow above his previous state of dependency and poverty. 

So, as far as the principle of work was concerned, the wealthy were not allowed to grow 
or profit off the backs of the poor people. (And poor meant poor, not hired workers who 
received wages.) On the other hand, the poor were not left without responsibility: they had to 
work to pay back the loan. Or, in case they were not making their payments, they could be 
sold in servitude. Both the loan and the servitude were limited in time, but both required work. 
And the ultimate goal was growth out of poverty, out of dependency, into dominion and 
independence. 

But growth is not everything in the Covenant of God. Community is the other principle of 
covenant action. In the principle of work the people were divided in terms of wealth, and 
those in poverty were placed in a lower position – gleaning, debt, slavery – with the purpose 
of encouraging them and training them to grow out of their dependence. But in the principle 
of community all the inequalities between the members of the community had to be erased 
and even the poorest and destitute members of the community had to be given the opportunity 
to be equal to everyone else, and thus, their loyalty to their community be strengthened. The 
lines were to be drawn not between the individuals within the community but between the 
community and the world outside; just as Adam was commanded to protect, shamar, the 
Garden, thus, the community action was meant to consolidate the community and thus protect 
its integrity and health. 

Applied to charity, this principle worked out in the form of community feasts. The 
community feasts were supposed to include everyone living in the community – poor and rich, 
adults and children, homeborn and strangers living in the community. There was to be no 
difference in the feast. There was to be no separate feast for the rich and famous and 
influential oligarchy of the community. There were to be no elitist cocktail parties. The poor – 
even if they had nothing to contribute – were to be part of the feast. 

The third year’s tithe of all the crops was supposed to be such a community feast and a 
charity event. Deut. 14:22-29 establishes such a feast of the tithe each year, and then every 
third year, the tithe had to be deposited in the town for the stranger, the orphan, and the 
widow. Deut. 26:12-15 repeats the same commandment and adds a special prayer of devotion 
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and a prayer for blessing, with the blessing centered around the fact that the third year’s tithe 
was given to the Levite, the alien, the orphan, and the widow. The end of the harvest was a 
celebration, a feast, and the poor were to benefit from that community feast in two ways: first, 
by participating in the feast, and second, by being able to freely feed on every third year’s 
tithe, deposited in the town. 

The New Testament continues the same tradition in the church. First of all, the early 
church was an agape feast, not a pews/pulpit setting. The Supper was the center of the service, 
and it was where all the members of the church, freemen and slaves, poor and rich, women 
and men and children, etc., were to be equal and full-fledged members of the community. 
Paul’s criticism against the Corinthian church in 1 Cor. 11:17-34 makes no sense in the 
modern church service. (Can you imagine anyone getting drunk or full with the amount of 
food at the modern ritual that passes for the Lord’s Supper?) It only makes sense if the center 
of the early church’s service was the community feast. For that community feast to remain a 
community feast, they had to wait for each other instead of a few who have come earlier fill 
their stomachs. Given that most of the time it was the poor and the slaves who couldn’t make 
it earlier, Paul’s rebuke was in fact a restoration of the principle of the Law that the poor were 
to be invited to celebrate with the wealthy. In the same way, James’s admonitions in James 
2:1-7, making the poor sit on the floor or farther away, while the rich were given an honorable 
place, only makes sense in a community feast around a table. The poor sitting on the floor is 
the same symbolism as that of dogs who eat the crumbs under the table. Again, in the context 
of the church service being a community feast, James’s point is the same; the poor must be 
allowed the same honor as the rich around the table, so that no one feels useless in the 
covenant community. The way to protect the borders of the community was by consolidating 
the community, rich and poor. That was done by the charity of the community feasts. 

Between these two principles, the covenant community’s poor were to be taken care of, 
both through work and growth, and through community cohesion. They were to be taught to 
prosper, and they were to be protected as members of the community. Their inferior economic 
status was to be both acknowledged – through gleaning, loans, and servitude – and their full 
membership was also to be honored, in the community feasts and their share of the abundance 
God has given. In all this, the covenant community’s life depended on how they treated their 
poor. And what applied to Israel, applies today to the church. 

And how these two principles should work in the modern church is a topic which we will 
leave for another podcast in the future. 

The book I will assign for reading today is Bringing in the Sheaves: Transforming 
Poverty into Productivity, by George Grant. A short book but very important, explaining 
charity from the perspective of the Law of God. 

And, as always, I will dare bring to your attention the mission field that I have always had 
on my heart: Bulgaria, and Eastern Europe in general. After a generation of Communism, the 
culture there I still plagued by economic legacy which destroys productivity. Part of our 
mission has been to preach and teach the Biblical principles for both economic action and 
covenantal charity. We have translated quite a few books on these topics. We already have 
fruit, but we still need to do more. In order to build the intellectual foundation for the future 
Christian civilization, we need to out-publish the competition. Visit 
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BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. It is a good cause, and 
the ministry has proven it can win against all odds. God bless you. 
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 Second-Amendment Sheriffs? 
Assigned reading: August 1, 1946. The Battle of Athens, Tennessee by C. 
Stephen Byrum  

 

Welcome to Episode 24 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about police and the Second 
Amendment. We will cover that cherished delusion of the majority of conservatives that 
police is good because cops are somehow “conservative” and are somehow “pro-Second 
Amendment.” We will see what the real meaning of the Second Amendment is, and we will 
see how we can tell a true pro-Second Amendment Sheriff from a socialist propagandist who 
uses pseudo-conservative rhetoric to endear himself to a specific voting bloc. 

My previous episode on police, “Should We Have Police?”, produced certain negative 
reactions from people who consider themselves “conservatives.” Obviously, given that I dared 
touch one of the idols of modern American conservatism, the men in uniforms. And I didn’t 
just point to cases of police brutality, which are easier to ignore with the favorite phrase, “a 
few bad apples,” I presented a principled position why, from a Christian and traditional 
perspective (which is the professed perspective of American conservatism), police should be 
abolished. Even worse than that, I presented evidence that from the beginning, police was 
created as a socialist and progressivist experiment in social engineering, to control and 
subjugate what once was a free people. That must have made some people mad, for I am not 
just pointing to individual cases of injustice, I am pointing to the principle of injustice behind 
the existence of police. Thus, the supposed “conservatives” who worship cops and are eager 
to defend their crimes every time are now faced with a principled position that police as an 
institution is neither conservative nor just. And that, as a principle, defending police makes 
you a socialist just as much as defending government welfare, or government schools, or the 
FEMA camps, or government regulations, etc. For any clearly thinking person out there, 
defending police as a principle and being a conservative is a case of schizophrenia much more 
unresolvable than anything the liberal side of the spectrum can offer. 

This is to be expected, of course, given that despite their rhetoric against big government, 
American conservatives are really not against big government, and certainly not against 
socialism. They just have their own version of statism and their own version of socialism. As 
has been said many times, American conservatives and American liberals are both statist and 
socialist, except that liberals envision the state as a caring mother in an apron, while 
conservatives envision it as a stern father in a uniform. Both want the state to control 
individuals; and both want to give the state all the power to enforce their preferred version of 
socialism. And both have their own inconsistencies and schizophrenias and self-
contradictions. While conservatives like to call out the liberal schizophrenia, the conservative 
schizophrenia is just as bad, if not worse, and I have talked about it in other places. From their 
view on immigration to their view on police, conservatives most of the time speak and act 
contrary to their professed principles, and seldom even stop to think whether their positions 
make sense at all, given their own ideology. 
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Intellectual schizophrenia, following the epistemology of Van Til, is always the fruit of 
idolatry. In his books, Van Til directed our attention to the fact that sin and unbelief produce 
not only practical immorality but also intellectual debility; he called it the “noetic (having to 
do with the mind) effect of sin.” Intellectual consistency and honesty can only come from a 
thoroughly Biblical Trinitarian worldview. Thus, people whose minds operate in a regime of 
permanent schizophrenia are people whose hearts operate in a regime of permanent idolatry. I 
don’t have to go into exposing the idolatry of modern conservatism in this podcast, but we 
will do it in future podcasts. 

Knowing that I have to deal with idolatry, and that idolatry is irrational, I knew that trying 
to reason with detractors based on principle would not be productive, so I tried with a simple 
question with an obvious answer: “If the Federal government announces a gun ban and 
confiscation of all privately-owned guns, who do you think is most likely to knock on your 
door to confiscate your guns: a Washington DC politician, a local member of the Democrat 
Party, or your local cops?” 

The answer I got from all those with whom I tried to reason was this: “Our cops are 
different.” Yes, folks, just like “Our schools are different.” If we gather all the claims by all 
the Christian parents who send their kids to government schools, we will find that 99% – if 
not more – of all the schools in the US are different. In the same way, I bet, 99% of all the 
cops in the US are different, based on testimonies of defenders of police. And hardly anyone 
knows where those few cops are who would enforce a gun confiscation is ordered from 
Washington DC. 

One of my correspondents referred to David Clarke, Sheriff of Milwaukee County. 
Clarke, who is a 100% Democrat, with deep ties within the Democrat Party, has become a 
conservative celebrity propped by FOX News, mainly because of his image of a tough man in 
a uniform – exactly the kind of image the Republican Party statists worship. He has learned to 
use the rhetoric of conservative idolatry, from bashing Obama, through paying lip service to 
the Constitution, down to talking about the Second Amendment. He even sort of passes for 
anti-abortion – at least, he has made a few PR statements to suggest he is. FOX News and 
other conservative media have dubbed him the “rebel Sheriff,” for his ostensible opposition to 
Obama’s Federal government and its agenda. 

So, Sheriff David Clarke, my correspondent said, is a pro-Second Amendment Sheriff. 
We need police, because such Sheriffs as him is will protect us from the Federal government’s 
gun grab, when needed. 

Now, if we needed to make a personal assessment of David Clarke, there is no reason 
whatsoever to believe that should the time come, he would put his money where his mouth is. 
For one, He certainly hasn’t done it when it comes to abortion: No abortion clinics have been 
closed in his county. Clarke has repeatedly said in respect to protests against police murders 
that, “If black lives mattered, they would be protesting in front of abortion clinics.” The fact 
that he, a man in uniform, a man of power vested in him to fight crime and injustice, relegates 
the resistance against murder to groups and people of no official authority or power, already 
shows he is a coward: in the perfect case where he could make a stand against the Federal 
government and protect justice against a wicked, statist agenda, he cops out and asks other 
people to do it for him. Right there, it is obvious that David Clarke has no guts nor intention to 
stand up for his principles – if he even has principles to start with – to the Federal government 
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when needed, his militant rhetoric to the contrary. And second, David Clarke is just one of the 
thousands of sheriffs and police chiefs around the country who have lined up at the Federal 
government’s shop for military equipment worth millions of dollars, from helmets and 
automatic rifles to armored vehicles. Who is he going to war against? Hardly against his 
benefactor, the Federal government. More likely against his own constituency. Why else does 
he need to be better armed than the population in his county? Clarke is obviously already 
compromised and relying on him and others like him to oppose the Federal government is, at 
best, foolish. 

Leaving aside David Clarke’s personal integrity – or the personal integrity of thousands 
of Sheriffs and police chiefs with the same macho rhetoric and heroic self-image – the more 
strategic question before us is this: Are they really pro-Second Amendment? Let’s assume that 
they are honest; let’s accept their rhetoric at prima vista, not digging deeper in their personal 
reliability and honesty; are we to assume from the claims of these Sheriffs who claim to be 
pro-Second Amendment, that they are really pro-Second Amendment? 

In order to answer this question, we need to go back to the real meaning of the Second 
Amendment. What was the historical context of the Amendment and of the Bill of Rights in 
general? What particular philosophical and ideological terms were at the foundation of the 
Second Amendment and the Bill of Rights in general? Who were the people who were granted 
the rights? Who was the “antagonist,” the entity against which the rights were to be exercised? 
All these questions are very important, and all these have been answered incorrectly by 
modern liberals in their gun-grabbing attempts. But the real problem is, conservatives have 
been just as bad in interpreting the Second Amendment – and it is their failure to read it for 
what it is, is what led to our present loss of individual rights. Yes, folks, it is not the liberals, it 
is the conservatives’ failure that our rights have been taken away little by little. Had 
conservatives been consistent and faithful to the real meaning of the Amendment, we 
wouldn’t be here today. 

Any serious analysis of it needs to start not with the specific notion of gun ownership or 
liberty but with the philosophical and ideological distinction, very popular at the time, 
popularized by John Locke, namely, the distinction between state and government. While we 
don’t have too much time to delve into the political philosophy of John Locke, one very 
important characteristic of this philosophy is relevant to us today: namely, that individuals by 
nature tend to organize in states. Now, “state” at the time meant not the separate institution 
that controlled the society judicially – that institution was the “government.” State was any 
politically organized community – that is, a community under a uniform law. (Uniform as in 
accepted as valid and binding by all or most members of the community.) Thus, any town, any 
county where a uniform law acted to regulate relationships between individuals, was a “state.” 
A “state” could be a neighborhood, but it could be a whole nation. Either way, “state” denoted 
the community, and it included ALL the people in it. 

Now, while every group of individuals who organized politically was a “state,” not every 
state had a government. A government was an extra, something that some states might choose 
to have but some might not to. A great number of townships and counties in America at the 
time had no governments; they all relied simply on citizens’ courts when a crime had to be 
investigated and prosecuted. Meanwhile, all the other social functions were performed by 
private citizens or corporations. People could organize in states, they didn’t have to have a 
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ruling elite to govern them. The difference between government and state was deeply 
embedded in the political thought at the time. 

This difference is clearly visible in the Bill of Rights. The real antagonist, the real target 
of the Bill of Rights was the government. The First Amendment made it clear that the one 
who was targeted was the government, and it is the government that the people had the right 
to petition to redress those grievances. These were not grievances inflicted by other entities; 
for other entities – like criminals, other individuals, corporations – there were courts where 
the people could go to. It was the government, with its superior power, that could grow more 
powerful than the courts and therefore had to be restrained by the Bill of Rights. The 
government was the enemy. Any agent of the government was the enemy. 

On the other hand, the state was not the enemy. The state was perceived to be the whole 
population organized in the same polity. Thus, the Second Amendment specifically 
establishes the state as separate from the government: 

A well-regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State . . .  

Notice, while the First Amendment mentions the Government as a possible source of 
troubles and grievances, the Second establishes the necessity of the security of a free State. 
Obviously, state and government are not the same, for it wouldn’t make sense to first try to 
restrain the government and then try to make it “free.” Not to mention, make it “free” by 
establishing that the people – as separate from the government – have the right have their own 
militia (not a professional army) and have their guns. 

A free State, therefore, was a community that could stand its ground against a 
government, foreign or domestic. To do that, it had the right to have its own organized armed 
forces, different and opposed to the government, and its own private guns. At the giving end 
of these guns was to be the free state, that is, the community and its regulated armed forces. 
Regulated, that is, by the community itself. On the receiving end of these guns was to be the 
government, and only the government. The government had its unique and reserved place in 
the cross hairs of the Second Amendment. And if the Amendment was to be taken seriously, 
the government – in all its levels in the US – should have stayed there forever. And it was 
taken seriously, for a while. 

It is right here where we see the first instance of deviation of modern conservatives, and 
especially of modern Sheriffs and police chiefs, from the real meaning of the Second 
Amendment. In news after news that I read about the so-called “Second Amendment 
Sheriffs,” I see the same fallacy repeated: that the people have the right to own guns to protect 
themselves against criminals – meaning private criminals. This fallacy is repeated so many 
times not only by Sheriffs but also by pundits in FOX News that many conservatives have 
accepted it for real. 

But the Bill of Rights was not written to establish our rights against private criminals. 
Such a thought never even occurred to the Founding Fathers; there was not a single bit of an 
idea in their view of government that would make them think or say that the people needed a 
Bill of Rights against private criminals. A private criminal breaking into a house had forfeited 
his life and no one had a need for a special law – let alone a whole Bill of Rights – to shoot a 
criminal. If there was a court warrant or a court verdict on a criminal, he was an open game 
for anyone, government agents or private citizens. There was absolutely no need to legally 
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establish the right of defense against private criminals, the thought would sound ridiculous to 
the early colonists. The target was the government, and only the government, as over against 
the free state, that is, a community free of government intervention. 

It is a distortion of the Bill of Rights and of justice, therefore, when modern Sheriffs 
declare that they are pro-Second Amendment because they want the people to have arms to 
protect their homes against criminals. It is not only an abandonment of the true meaning of the 
Second Amendment, it is also a deliberate obfuscation to disinform the people about their 
rights. Since the target has been moved from the government to private criminals, the balance 
of firepower that is the real meaning of the Second Amendment has been shifted from the 
government to private criminals. And as a result, more and more legislation has been enacted 
to curb the freedom of owning guns – obviously, no one needs heavier guns if the criminals 
don’t have them either. Meanwhile, since the government is now freed from being in the cross 
hairs, these same supposedly Second-Amendment Sheriffs have used Federal funds to 
accumulate weaponry far superior to that of their constituency. Thus, their babble about being 
pro-Second Amendment is a lie. Any Sheriff who claims to be a Second-Amendment Sheriff 
but takes from the Federal government military-grade weaponry which his constituents can’t 
have legally, is a liar. And also, a future tyrant, or at least, an agent of tyrants. 

Why do they lie? Because they know not only what entity is in the cross hairs of the 
Second Amendment. The Sheriffs also know who specifically is supposed to be shot by the 
guns protected by the Second Amendment. 

It is important to understand the historical context of the time. Just a few years earlier, the 
colonies rebelled against the British government. The immediate occasion for the beginning of 
the hostilities in 1775 was nothing else but the attempt of the British authorities to seize guns, 
gunpowder, and ammunition from several communities. The colonists rightly saw this as a 
tyrannical act against the existence of a free state and responded by putting the government in 
their cross hairs. Without this attempt of the authorities to seize the guns, we can imagine that 
there would hardly be any occasion for a full-scale rebellion, and the needed changes would 
have been instituted by legislative action. England lost the colonies because the English 
government wanted their guns. This made the government the target. 

But who was the direct target? It wasn’t the government in London. The American 
colonists didn’t try to attack London; Britain, actually, wasn’t considered an enemy country or 
territory by the colonists. British non-military individuals traveled between Britain and the 
Colonies and were not disturbed by any hostilities. During the Revolutionary War, some of 
the Founding Fathers referred to the British system of government as a “republic,” and 
pointed to the English Common Law as the best legal example for the colonies. 

The direct target were the British troops. That is, the men in uniforms, with government-
issued weapons, who had the power to arrest colonists and seize their weapons, and to enforce 
the British laws. The people needed guns not to wage global wars against distant potentates. 
The guns were needed to shoot the men in uniforms right in front of their houses. 

Fast forward to today. And listen carefully to the following question: Do we have today, 
in our society, men in uniforms who serve the government, against a free state? Men who 
have the executive power to enter our houses or arrest us on the streets, and seize our 
belongings? Men like those red coats back then? 
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Now listen even more carefully: The Second Amendment was written with the red coats 
in its cross hairs. Now, let me say it: Today, the Second Amendment, if applied correctly, 
should have in its cross hairs the men who represent the red coats today. The men who are in 
uniforms, have government-issued guns, and have the executive powers to arrest us, enter our 
homes, and seize our belongings. 

Thus, this is what the Second Amendment was written for: To establish the right of the 
people, for the existence of a free state, to shoot cops who overstep their boundaries. And no, 
no the boundaries established by the state – for these are arbitrary boundaries. Not the 
boundaries of the technicalities of the police protocols – these are even more arbitrary and are 
specifically written to make cops more tyrannical. But the boundaries that establish the 
existence of a free state: a state free of government intervention. Thus, the Second 
Amendment was written to prevent the existence of police as we have it today – for there is 
not a single police department or Sheriff’s office in America today that doesn’t use its powers 
to steal and harass and murder people. The Second Amendment established the right of 
Americans to shoot at police in defense of their Lives, Liberty, and Property. Thus, they all 
should be in the cross hairs of the Second Amendment, if America is to return to her real 
historical legacy. 

I have not heard any Sheriff in America who claims to be pro-Second Amendment, say 
such a thing. And without proclaiming that the Second Amendment is for shooting cops, there 
is no real understanding of it. 

Thus, next time a Sheriff claims he is pro-Second Amendment, ask him if he believes that 
the Amendment allows the American people to shoot cops who try to exercise tyrannical 
power. If he says no, or if he is unwilling to answer, he is a liar. My bet is, 100% of them are 
liars. And if I am wrong, I will be very glad. 

So far, though, I am proven right. Even David Clarke, after with all his macho self-
promotion as a Second-Amendment Sheriff, said in an interview: Police are always in charge. 
If police says you go to jail, you go to jail. If police says get out of the road, you get out of the 
road. And you complain later. Etc. But the Second Amendment says, No. Police are not in 
charge. If police says you go to jail without a warrant, the people are in charge and the cops 
should be shot, until they learn to never cross the border of a free state without a warrant. Just 
like those red coats more than 240 years ago. David Clarke is a liar. He is not pro-Second 
Amendment. And neither are all these Sheriffs who wouldn’t read the Amendment for what it 
really means. 

The book I will assign this week is a history of one of the most important battles on 
American soil; the last battle of a really free state against the rightful target of the Second 
Amendment: The Battle of Athens TN in 1946. The book is titled, August 1, 1946. The Battle 
of Athens, Tennessee, and is written by C. Stephen Byrum. It is an expensive book, and out of 
print, but it is worth being in the library of anyone who cares about liberty. 

And on the mission front, I have a request for you. We are starting a project in Bulgaria, 
of setting a few libraries for homeschool materials in a few cities in the country. Since 
Bulgaria still doesn’t have any Christian homeschool materials in Bulgarian, and there are 
some good materials in English which can be used by some parents in Bulgaria – helping 
others as well – we want to make those available at zero price for homeschoolers to rent. 
Hoping, of course, that eventually some of them will either be led to translate them, or write a 
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Bulgarian version of them. The project will require certain capital for purchasing the materials 
– not much, but more than Bulgarian families can afford. So, my request is this: go to 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. The Second Amendment 
is important, but much more important is preparing Christian children for the future. And in 
Bulgaria, God has grown the homeschool movement from one to several hundred families 
within 20 years. It’s a battleground of proven victory record for the Kingdom of God, and 
your help will go a very long way. God bless you all. 



ARP#25. Bashing Millennials  203 

 Bashing Millennials 
Assigned reading: Eastern European Youth Cultures in a Global Context, a 
collection of essays edited by Matthias Schwartz and Heike Winkel 

 

Welcome to Episode 25 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about Millennials. Y’know, 
that generation born in the 1980s and the 1990s, who came of age – although, perhaps, not of 
maturity, as per their critics – in the first decade of the 21st century. (Whence the designation 
millennials, although, in other places of the world the word comes from a different origin, like 
mileuristas in Spain, referring to the 1,000 euro government welfare to those who are young 
and permanently unemployed.) It’s that generation that is also known for its hipster style, 
conspicuous with its majestic manly beards and lumberjack shirts on men whose practical 
experience in life seldom goes beyond mastery of little electronic gadgets. A generation that 
knows little about and cares even less for the gigantic conflicts of the previous century; and as 
a result, is so eager to repeat many of the mistakes of that century. A generation that is so 
irreverent to and cynical about the good old traditional collective symbols of the previous 
generations, and yet eager and zealous to devote itself to causes that to previous generations 
would seem petty and insignificant. 

Actually, no. We are not going to be talking about the millennials. We will be talking 
about their critics instead. We will be talking about the tens and the hundreds of 
commentators, psychologists, media pundits, preachers, professors, pastors, politicians, etc., 
most if not all of them of the baby-boomer generation (in their 60s now) who just love to 
lambast this younger generation. 

Let’s look at just a few headlines of the last few years: 

Breitbart, February 15, 2015: “Millennials are the worst generation.” 
Inquisitr and Washington Post in March 2015: “American Millennials Are Useless.” 

Alternet in September, 2013: “Millennials are the screwed generation.” 
Huffington Post in October 2014: “Millennials are messed up.” 

National Post in July 2016: “This generation is well and truly garbage.” 
Etc., etc., etc. 

To the millennials’ credit, some of these criticisms come from millennials themselves; in 
fact, being the best educated generation in America’s history, their own criticism against their 
own generation is about the most intelligent self-criticism one can read. The millennial 
generation is not the self-righteous hippie generation of 50 years back. Remember the 
hippies? Remember their aversion to any human being that was over 40-year-old? Carlos 
Castaneda was 43 when he wrote his first hippie bestseller, The Teachings of Don Juan, and 
till the end of his career as an author he carefully maintained the image of a young man in his 
early 30s; if his public image reflected his true self – a middle-aged man with a successful but 
mediocre academic career – his market chances among his target audience, the hippies, would 
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have been reduced to nothing. Hippies adored themselves, and they thought they were smart 
enough and wise enough to change the world and right all the wrongs in it without the wisdom 
of ages past. To compare, millennials have no such prejudices concerning age. What lurks 
behind the millions of selfies, is not a self-righteous, self-adoring self-confidence but rather a 
tacit agreement that they lack wisdom or even the self-discipline to acquire that wisdom, and a 
willingness to sober self-assessment. The two politicians most successful among the younger 
generation – Ron Paul and Bernie Sanders – are both over 70. (I was personally present when 
Ron Paul had his rally at the University of California, Davis. Nothing compares to the sight of 
3,000 California youth taking in every word of a 70+ year old, conservative, Christian 
physician from Texas.) Millennials don’t seem to need critics; they are quite self-conscious of 
their shortcomings and can criticize themselves quite well, and they are doing it quite well. 
Whether that criticism can and will lead to their correction is a different issue whatsoever. 

What is more important to us here is the other criticism, the one they get from the older 
generation, criticism coming from the same self-righteous generation which grew up in the 
60s and the 70s, which wouldn’t take any criticism from their parents back then. That 
criticism is important to us for several reasons: 

First, because it shows a conflict between two generations, and such conflict, Biblically, 
is always an indicator of a covenantal problem in the society. And, getting ahead of ourselves, 
that covenantal problem is almost always with the older generation, not with the youngsters. 

Second, because such criticism can teach us something about the Biblical principle of 
“take the beam out of your own eye first.” 

And, third, because both the criticism and the unique historical position and 
characteristics of the millennial generation can give us a hint as to their purpose in the plan of 
God. Remember what we talked about in a previous podcast, “Principles for Voting,” and the 
Biblical principle of “serving the purpose of God to one’s own generation.” Knowing this 
principle, and trying to discern the times based on it, may help us – and the millennials – grow 
closer to being true men of Issachar, knowing the times and knowing what Israel should do. 

Any criticism against a younger generation by its seniors is a déjà-vu for me. I am myself 
a member of such a generation – a worthless, screwed, useless, the worst generation of all 
history. Not many here in the West know about this generation – only those who were born in 
the late 1960s and the early 1970s in Eastern Europe. We never dressed right; even worse, we 
let the decadent capitalist West influence our clothes and hairstyles. We never listened to the 
right music: waltz and marches and classic, you know; our tastes went from the movie Hair 
through Deep Purple to Pink Floyd’s The Wall. To add insult to the injury, all these were 
smuggled in illegally. We made fun of age-old traditions and we despised solemn ceremonies 
like the flag or the national anthem. We didn’t like the 9 to 5 jobs in the Communist plants 
and we didn’t attend the meetings of the Communist Youth League. We sassed cops and did 
pranks on our teachers. We were violent, lazy, devoid of any good taste, cynical, and we 
snapped back every time someone tried to upbraid us. We were the worst, the most useless, 
worthless, and screwed generation Eastern Europe has ever seen. So, serious was the problem 
with the younger generation – that is, us – that in the 1980s most Communist countries created 
special government committees for working with the youth, and eventually, these committees 
were raised to the level of government ministries (Federal departments in the US). I remember 



ARP#25. Bashing Millennials  205 

clearly one of my high school administrators – a career Party apparatchik – telling us in the 
mid-80s, “Your generation needs to be sent to war, to learn some manners.” 

Well, he got his war, but not in the way he expected. It was our generation – the worst, 
the most worthless, etc. – which in 1989 was on the streets protesting and bringing down the 
Communist regime. No need to explain, just watch some of those videos of 1989 in Eastern 
Europe. (Or find the video clip for the song Wind of Change by the German rock group 
Scorpions.) And in the following two decades, it was our generation that had to overcome the 
inertia and the stupor of the older generations and rebuild the economies of Eastern Europe, 
learning to be entrepreneurial and future-oriented, while dealing with the remains of the 
Communist past. And if Eastern Europe got to where it is today, relatively peacefully, it is 
because of that worst and most worthless generation, which came of age – physically, but 
especially socially and politically – in 1989. 

Had I lived longer, the déjà-vu experience would have been even stronger. Conflict and 
distrust between generations seem to be characteristic to most eras in history. From Homer to 
our own times, most generations in history have seen parents complaining and distrustful of 
their own children, and we have seen children distrustful and resentful of their own parents. 
The same complaint leveled against the millennials in our own day, or against the young 
generation in Eastern Europe in the 1980s, has been repeated thousands of times in other 
periods of history, in other places and in other cultures. So, prevalent is it that it is accepted 
for normative by most people today; it is taken for granted, as something that is normal and 
should be expected by default. Conflict between generations is a given. 

But is it, indeed? Where does it come from, and what causes it? The Bible describes the 
same conflict in Micah 7:6: 

For son treats father contemptuously, 
 Dau
ghter rises up against her mother, 
 Dau
ghter-in-law against her mother-in-law; 
 A 
man’s enemies are the men of his own household. 

Jesus then quotes the same words in Matt. 10:35 and Luke 12:53. Prophet Micah speaks 
these words as God’s judgment on His rebellious people; Jesus repeats them and says that this 
is what He has come for: to create such conflict. He was speaking as God’s appointed agent of 
His judgment. To His Jewish listeners, this was a declaration of curse on their nation. He 
wasn’t bringing peace; he was bringing God’s war. And conflict of generations was one of the 
signs. 

This concept is even more strongly expressed in Malachi where God directly declares that 
there is a direct relationship between His curse and the conflict of generations. In the last 
verse of the Old Testament, God declares: 

He will restore the hearts of the fathers to their children and the hearts of the children to 
their fathers, so that I will not come and smite the land with a curse. 

The modern patriarchal interpretations that say that this means that the fathers will 
exercise their role as family leaders over their sons are not supported by Biblical symbolism 
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and etymology. The heart was the depository of faith, or trust: “if you believe in your heart,” 
etc. What this verse is saying, therefore, is that a blessed society is the society where there is 
mutual trust between generations – not more control or more power, and certainly not more 
distrust. 

America has rich historical evidence for the relation between blessedness and 
generational trust, especially in its formative decades between 1750 and 1850. Reading about 
those years, we seldom stop to think that many of the actors on the historical scene at the time 
were very young men, by the standards of today. The majority of the signers of the 
Declaration of Independence were in their 20s or early 30s in 1776. Among those who fought 
for the new Republic, some made reputation while still being teenagers. John Paul Jones was 
third mate at the age of 16, first mate at 19, ship captain at 20. David Farragut, born in 1801, 
fought in the War of 1812 and became a ship captain at 12. And these were only the most 
conspicuous of all. The society at the time had scores of young men in their teens and early 
twenties who fought, ran businesses, and made geographical or scientific explorations. 

As amazing as the spirit and the skill of these young men are, even more amazing is the 
level of trust they were granted by their seniors in the society at the time. Benjamin Franklin, 
himself over 70-years-old in 1776, shows not a single sign of distrust or disrespect to his co-
signers of the Declaration, some of whom were one-third of his age at the time. And he was 
not alone; there are no hints in the society at the time of any generational gap. If we didn’t 
know the real age of the participants, we could conclude from their writings and letters that 
they were all of approximately the same age; a 15-year-old boy commanded the same trust 
and respect as a 55-year-old man. Whatever the younger generation’s strengths or faults were, 
this trust and respect by its seniors are an amazing testimony to us today. 

And it wasn’t just one generation. It was a long sequence of such generations, starting 
from the first centuries of Christendom. In Rome and Greece, young people were ridiculed 
and often exploited, economically and even sexually. (Mark, for example, Cicero’s attitude of 
disdain for Augustus on account of his young age.) Fathers were expected to keep strict 
control over their sons and even execute them for disobedience. But Christianity changed the 
attitude to youth completely, making children equal to adults, and training them and trusting 
them as adults. Sometimes this trust went too far – as in the Children’s Crusade of the 13th 
century, when thousands of children were allowed by their parents to go on a crusade against 
the Muslims. Again, the whole undertaking was foolish, but still, the amount of trust these 
parents had towards their children is amazing. Such examples are prevalent in every century 
of Christendom; patriarchalism certainly wasn’t the norm. Everywhere, sons were leaving the 
home at a very early age, and trust between generations was normative. Anyone who grew up 
in the 60s and the 70s knows how much freedom kids had at the time to play and explore their 
world. Ironically, this long chain of generations that trusted each other was only broken 50 
years ago with the generation that first distrusted their own parents, and now distrusts their 
own children. 

Similar trust in children we see in the Bible. Not to take much time, I will only mention 
Jesse sending his youngest son David to take care of the flocks away from home. The boy had 
to fight bears and lions and survive and keep his flocks intact. Again, whether it was a wise or 
a foolish decision, Jesse’s trust in the boy David is astounding to the modern mind. The book 
of Proverbs was written not to a son who stays home under his parents’ control but to a son 
who leaves his parents’ home and is expected to survive and thrive, spiritually and 
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economically, in the world, on his own, in obedience to Genesis 2:24. To this we should add 
the example of Jesus’s parents who had trusted the boy to be on his own in the big city, to the 
point that they discovered his absence from the group only a few days later. And the greater 
society held the same respect and trust to young men, too. In Rome or Athens, a young boy 
left by his parents ran the high risk of being abused, or even kidnapped and sold in slavery. In 
Jerusalem – even the Jerusalem of the corrupt government of the Pharisees – he could 
command the time and attention of their finest scholars. 

Trust and respect to the younger generation, therefore, is a sign of blessedness, and a sign 
of God’s favor on a society. Distrust, on the other hand, is a sign of God’s curse. And while it 
is often a temptation for the older generation to blame the younger generation for their real or 
imaginary faults, the reality is the sin and blame always lie with the older generation. The 
Luke 12:48 principle – to whom much is given, much shall be required of him – so well 
forgotten in our modern American culture, applies to parents and children as well: Parents 
carry the responsibility for any conflict of generations and any distrust. 

Having said this, let’s return to our topic at hand: the millennials, and their 
unquestionable unique position as the worst and the most worthless generation in history. We 
don’t know yet, of course, if they are the worst and the most worthless – just as no one could 
tell for sure in 1988 whether my generation was to be the worst and the most worthless 
generation Eastern Europe had seen. No one knows what the future holds for this generation, 
and no one knows how short time we are from another historical cataclysm, in which the 
hidden and unseen qualities of the millennial generation will be revealed. Perhaps it won’t be 
a cataclysm, but a slow, painful recovery from the mess left by previous generations. We 
don’t know. We all know for sure that God has a unique and individual purpose for every 
generation, and we all know God prepares every generation – intellectually, physically, 
spiritually – to fulfill that purpose and meet the challenges related to it. What that purpose 
would be, we still can’t tell. 

But we can surely tell one thing: the widespread distrust towards millennials by the older 
generation clearly speak – if the Bible is our standard for covenantal thinking – that there is 
curse on the older generation. If the older generation is the first generation in American 
history to wholesale despise, distrust, and dismiss their own children and grandchildren, then 
the threat of Malachi 4:6 has been activated, and the curse is on the older generation. 

And indeed, none of the critics and the accusers of the millennial generation seems to be 
aware of the gigantic beam they have in their own eyes, before they start making assessments. 
The older generation has an enormous debt on its books, a debt that cannot be easily forgotten 
or forgiven. It is a debt so great that it automatically annuls any and every attempt by that 
older generation to moralize on anyone, whether its parents or its children. I wish had the time 
to expound in more detail the nature of that debt, but we will only mention its main parts. 

One part of this debt is the political debt. The baby-boomers and the generation X-ers sat 
peacefully and passively while the power grab in American history happened, and liberties 
were destroyed in America at unprecedented rate. The older generation waved the stars and 
stripes, sang about the “land of the free,” shot fireworks on Fourth of July, and yet, as the 
Federal government trespassed more and more boundaries, it did nothing, busy watching its 
ball games. Even as the police state grew and cops were given the power to arrest or kill 
people on the street at a mere suspicion, the older generation only “backed the blue,” instead 
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of shooting the blue, as their forefathers did 200 years prior. Eminent domain expanded, the 
prison-industrial complex expanded, taxes grew, the Federal Reserve destroyed the dollar, 
government schools became a taxing authority, the older generation watched silently. The 
political environment it left to its children today is a country where the individual is more and 
more under the control of an all-powerful government, in all he does, thinks, and says. The 
complaints that the millennials are much more socialistic are hypocritical; the deep legacy of 
socialism in our country was promoted, encouraged, and imposed with the tacit approval of 
the complainers themselves. 

Another part of that debt is the economic debt. It is easy to blast the millennials for their 
lack of skill or inability to find a permanent job, or for their lack of focus and jumping from 
job to job. It much harder to openly admit that the generation of their parents has lived its life 
subsidized by the productivity of previous generations and borrowing against the productivity 
of their children. The close to $20 trillion Federal debt, plus another $5 trillion state debt, plus 
another $5 trillion of county and other local agencies debt, not to mention the massive $220 
trillion in unfunded Social Security liabilities – all this was not created by the millennials. It 
was created by the same older generation which just loves to criticize them. Economically, 
greed is defined as a desire for increased revenue without increased productivity; the last 4 
decades saw an increase in revenue that far outpaced the increased in productivity. And 
millennials are expected to foot the bill – to fund the retirement of their parents while getting 
nothing out of it. For all practical purposes, the previous generation has been way more lazy 
and self-indulgent. Any criticism is hypocritical. 

And finally, the criminal debt. Yes, you heard me well, I said, the criminal debt. To be 
more precise, the mass murder that was visited upon the millennial generation. In the worst of 
the worst wars of the previous century, in the two most affected countries – the Soviet Union 
and Germany – the total death toll among the population was about 13 to 15%. That in a time 
of total and mass warfare, indiscriminate bombing of civilian centers, and fighting in big cities 
with large density of the population. In the wars of Genghis Khan, close to 18% of the 
population of Asia was killed. About 30% of the Jewish population of the Roman Empire died 
in the internecine wars between AD 65 and AD 70. But those were wars. Hold fast to your 
seats now. Between 1973 and 2000 – the time period when the millennial generation was born 
– there were 35 abortions to every 100 live births. (Just for the record, they are down to less 
than 20 per 100 today.) 25%, one in every four millennials was taken by his parents to the 
abortion mill and slaughtered on the altar of convenience. The moral importance of this 
atrocity can’t be overestimated; when you get on the street, to every three millennials you see, 
there is one who was murdered by that old generation and has never had the opportunity to 
live and study and work and enjoy life. In peace time. Never before has a generation lost so 
many of its own in peace time, to violent death. Even the Phoenicians, with their child 
sacrifices, didn’t murder so many of their own children. Never before has a generation been so 
unrelentingly persecuted and slaughtered by their own parents. All in the name of 
convenience. And then, we blame the millennials for wanting too much convenience. 

No criticism of the millennials can be effective unless the older generation addresses this 
debt. Every article that criticizes youngsters while giving a free pass to the older generation 
should be laughed off and ignored. Any criticism should start first with repentance. That is the 
only way curse is lifted from a nation: repentance. And for once, the older generation must 
lead the way. 
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As for me personally, I have great expectations of the millennial generation. A generation 
that has been targeted so viciously for extinction by the enemy, must be a generation of 
strategic purpose in God’s plan for history. We just have to wait and see. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Eastern European Youth Cultures in a 
Global Context, a collection of essays edited by Matthias Schwartz and Heike Winkel. History 
seldom repeats itself – no wonder, since God is moving it forward, not repeating it – but 
lessons of times past can be of great use for tomorrow. And Eastern European history in the 
second half of the 20th century has some valuable lessons to teach. 

The same Eastern Europe where my heart is, and where I want to see the Kingdom of 
Christ take root and expand, until it replaces the current secular humanist civilization. Which 
is the point of my mission work in Bulgaria, of which I have told you many times. I still need 
your help for a work that is a proven success. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to 
our newsletter, and donate. Help me put Kingdom-building books in the hands of the people 
who would build. God bless you. 
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 Ancient History and Chronology 
Assigned reading: A book and an article:  

• Immanuel Velikovsky’s Ages in Chaos.  

• Bojidar Marinov’s “The Shadow of Christ in the Legal Revolutions in 
Greece and Rome”  

1. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2012/05/the-
shadow-of-christ-in-the-legal-revolutions-in-greece-and-rome-
part-i/  

2. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2012/05/the-
shadow-of-christ-in-the-legal-revolutions-in-greece-and-rome-
part-2/  

 

Welcome to Episode 26 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about ancient history. You 
know, Egypt, Sumer, Babylon, the Hittite Empire, Crete, Troy, and, not to forget, Israel. That 
ancient history that is, lamentably, so far away from us and so hidden from our view in many 
respects – although, we shouldn’t be surprised that it is so hidden given that we today discover 
important things that have happened just 50 years ago and yet are just as well-forgotten by 
most of us. Let alone things that happened 3,000 years ago. And yet, that history is so 
important to us today. And since it is so important to us today, it is so hotly contested between 
different gangs of historians; and of course, so hotly contested between the united gang of all 
academic historians and the Biblical record. Three quarters of the Bible is either history or 
prophecies about that specific period of time that is today below our time horizon. Therefore, 
the credibility and the reputation of the Bible as the Word of God is directly related to its 
truthful representation of that ancient history, of which we know so little – I mean, so little 
from sources outside the Bible. And most of those sources are just fragmented pieces with 
vague testimonies in languages that are long dead, and translators seldom agree on their true 
interpretation. If you are a Christian, this situation is just fine with you: that’s what you 
expect, after all, that God would preserve His own Word throughout His own history which 
He controls absolutely with His own hand, while He will make sure to destroy all the words of 
mere men – except where He is pleased to leave bits and pieces of them, some for support of 
His Word, some simply for entertainment, to laugh at the feeble presumption of men. 

The deal is much tougher, of course, if you are an academic historian and your tenure and 
very survival in the academic world depends on how zealously vociferous you are against the 
Bible and its truthfulness. By the standards of the modern academic world, you are supposed 
to do everything you can to re-interpret the evidence of historical data to speak against the 
Bible’s account of ancient history. That isn’t an easy task, given that all you have outside the 
Bible are small bits and pieces, most of which have no relation to each other. To construct 
anything comparable to the Bible in consistency and believability, and yet opposed to the 
Bible, you have a gigantic task ahead of you. Imagine if you have small pieces from different 
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artifacts: a ceramic amphora handle, a small piece of papirus, a metal ornament, a piece of 
charcoal, and a stone ax, and you are asked to use these pieced to construct a marble vase to 
compete against another marble vase which has been preserved entire and has been in plain 
view of everyone for thousands of years. What can you do with such an impossible task? 
Well, the answer of the modern academy is to use all these different pieces to put together 
some form of a monster, and then make everyone’s tenure and reputation dependent on calling 
it a “marble vase.” Once they have a critical number of so-called “historians” who value 
tenure more than integrity and logic, they now have their monster called a “marble vase.” 

That’s how we have today our textbooks of ancient history that have no mention of the 
Bible as the only remaining unbroken consistent record of ancient history. And that’s why 
modern interpretations of ancient history have no place for the Bible in them. And that’s why 
so often we as Christians get the following retort: “The Bible can’t be true because God didn’t 
give Moses the Law on the mountain. Moses just copied or compiled the Law following 
previous patterns, like the Code of Hammurabi, written 500 years prior. The heathen nations 
had their law codes centuries before the Exodus; they didn’t need the God of the Bible to 
know how to make laws and how to apply them.” Many theologians have adopted the same 
interpretation of ancient history – and no, I am not talking about liberal theologians. I am 
talking about supposedly conservative, and even Reformed theologians, like Meredith Kline 
of the Westminster Seminary West, who wrote a whole book defending the idea that the Law 
of God given to Moses was “patterned” after the ancient treaties in the Middle East. 

In order to deal with this argument, and in order to restore the real Biblical view on these 
matters, we will have to delve into ancient history. We won’t be able to cover it all, but I will 
attempt to cover enough to prepare you for further studies, in case you decide they are 
important. I will only say that history is rather overrated among many Christians today – take 
this from someone who has wasted much of his life studying in excruciating detail at least two 
historical periods, pre-Classical and Classical Greece and Rome, and WWII. While some 
knowledge of history is important, keep in mind that God is not a peddler of antiques; His 
truth doesn’t depend on whether we have found the Ark on Mount Ararat, or whether we have 
dug out Jehu’s latrine. Some of it, though, may be beneficial for limited purposes, and 
therefore, we will look into it here. 

In the modern academic version of the events, the Exodus – and therefore the giving of 
the Law – happened in the middle of the 13th century BC, during the 19th Egyptian dynasty, 
which had two rulers known to us from Egyptian sources by the name Ramesses. Ramesses I, 
the founder of the dynasty who ruled for only two years, and then his grandson, Ramesses II, 
or the Great, a powerful ruler who ruled for 66 years and fought many wars of conquest on all 
the borders of his kingdom, mainly in Asia. The connection is made with the name of one of 
the storage cities in Exodus 1:11, Ramses. Since Ramesses II was a powerful king, and since 
there are no records of any significant catastrophe – natural disaster or military defeat – during 
his reign, the conclusion of the historians is that the Exodus must not have been as described 
in the Bible, and was rather a small local event, exaggerated in later Hebrew folk tales. 

There is a problem with placing the Exodus in the 13th century, though, and that problem 
is in the Bible. 1 Kings 6:1 specifically declares the date of the Exodus to be 480 years before 
Solomon began building the Temple. There is no disagreement among scholars as to the dates 
of Solomon’s reign: It lasted for 40 years, from 970 to 930 BC. Since Solomon already had 
the material for the Temple from his father David, the construction must have started almost 
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immediately after he became a king, a little after 970 BC. Roll back 480 years, and we have 
the Biblical date for the Exodus at about 1450 BC, or about 2 centuries before the date given 
by modern historians. In his Annals of the World, Bishop James Ussher dates the Exodus in 
1491 BC, and the beginning of the Temple in 1012 BC, that is, 40 years earlier than the 
modern agreed dates for Solomon’s reign. Either 1450 or 1490 BC are a date that is a little too 
early for modern historians, however. None of them is willing to accept that the Bible is a 
reliable testimony when it says that the Exodus happened 480 years before Solomon. 

Why? What is the problem with placing the Exodus in the 15th century BC? 

For secular historians, the problem is that according to the academia-accepted chronology 
of Egypt, the 15th century is the century of an even more powerful dynasty, the 18th dynasty. 
And the pharaoh who ruled over most of the 15th century was Thutmose III, son and co-ruler 
with his mother, the most powerful Queen of Egypt, Hatshepsut. This dynasty saw no natural 
disasters nor military defeats either, and, in addition to it, its reign extended deep into Asia: 
Under Thutmose III, Egypt controlled not only Canaan but also Syria, and the Egyptian army 
even crossed the Euphrates River twice in its campaigns. Obviously, it wouldn’t make sense 
for Israel to cross the Red Sea to go to Canaan, for Canaan was an Egyptian territory 
throughout the 15th century BC; and the Pentateuch doesn’t record any Egyptian presence in 
Canaan in the Exodus or post-Exodus period. So, it can’t be the 15th century. 

The difficulties this date poses for us, Christians, should be obvious, then. First, we have 
the textual problem: The 13th century date disproves the specific number in 1 Kings 6:1: 480 
years between the Exodus and the Temple. Second, we have the apologetical problem: Moses 
just parroted laws that have been in existence for hundreds of years, without any reference to 
the God of the Bible. Third, the problem with the historical narrative: There is simply not 
enough time for all the events described between Exodus 1 and 1 Kings 6 to have really 
happened – specifically the books of Joshua and Judges. So, how do we answer these 
arguments? 

The answer has been given by two scholars, the Seventh-Day Adventist Donovan 
Courville and the secular Jew Immanuel Velikovsky. Both pointed to the underlying problem 
among all historians: all modern histories and chronologies of ancient history rotate around 
the accepted Egyptian chronology. The problem is, Egyptian chronology, as it is accepted 
today, and as it dominates all textbooks of ancient history, is unreliable. In fact, it cannot be 
possibly true, even if it is taken on its own, without comparing it to the Bible or to anything 
else. The measuring rod secular historians use about dates and times in ancient history is 
crooked. It shows nothing of value. It is arbitrary. It depends on the personal whim of the 
historian to decide how to use it. But also, in general, it is false. 

Believe it or not, just as with the supposed chronology of evolution, modern Egyptian 
chronology comes not from any scientific discoveries or measurements but from fragments 
from the work Aegyptiaca of a writer who lived in the 2nd or 3rd century BC – long after all the 
events in Egyptian history were forgotten – by the name Manetho. Manetho was an Egyptian 
priest of the old dying religion – the same religion of the Egyptian magicians, whose staffs 
were consumed by the staff of Moses. In his time, his old religion of the sun-god Ra faced 
severe competition on several fronts. The Hellenization of the Middle East after the conquests 
of Alexander the Great made the Greek gods appear much more attractive – pagans have 
always judged the power of their gods by the military successes of their worshipers. Egypt 
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was under the Greek dynasty of the Ptolemies, and Manetho himself wrote in Greek. 
Zoroastrianism was making its inroads from Persia. Different mystery cults were capturing the 
minds of many of the intelligentsia. And last, but not least, the religion of the Hebrews with 
its one and jealous Creator God was spreading everywhere: Jews in Alexandria accounted for 
more than a quarter of the population of the city; and through birthrates and proselytizing, 
were gaining strength everywhere in the Mediterranean. 

Manetho’s solution to preserving the appeal of his religion was to prove it was the most 
ancient of all religions by showing that Egypt was the most ancient of all cultures – thus, he 
set out to compile a list of all rulers of Egypt back to the very beginning. He took all the 
existing historical records of rulers of Egypt at the time, and made a list of 26 dynasties, 
stretching more than 3,000 years back from his own time. He made those dynasties all follow 
one after another, and made every ruler follow the previous ruler, adding up their years to 
come to a total number of years for the history of Egypt. Thus, was Egyptian chronology born, 
more than 3 centuries after the death of the last truly Egyptian Pharaoh. And this is the 
chronology that became the foundation for modern Egyptian chronology that historians 
oppose to the Bible. 

There is a problem with it, however. In fact, several problems. The first is that the ancient 
Egyptians didn’t have the same view of time and therefore the same counting of time as we 
have today. They didn’t count years from a starting date. They didn’t see succession of rulers 
in the same way as we do. They could also have several rulers ruling at the same time – for 
example, Thutmose II ruled as co-regent with his mother, Hatshepsut. They mentioned there 
was an overlap but they never said how many years of overlap there were. Thus, the first year 
of Thutmose III was not the last year of his mother’s rule. This happened many times in 
Egypt’s history. 

Second, in several periods of Egypt’s history, two or more dynasties ruled at the same 
time from different locations; the country was divided politically. Manetho ordered all the 
dynasties one after another. The truth is, several of them ruled at the same time. 

Third, some of the dynasties were dynasties not of political kings but of priests of Ra and 
ruled after the final conquest of Egypt by the Persian Empire in 525 BC. Thus, while Manetho 
tried to fit them into the period before 525, they really belong to a much later date. 

Fourth, the rulers of Egypt had not one but several names. It was not unusual for a ruler 
to use one name to refer to himself on the inscriptions of stone in Egypt, and another name in 
his foreign policy. And this would often be the case with a whole dynasty. Eventually, in 
Manetho’s list, several dynasties were simply written down twice, once under their internal 
names, and then under the names they were known by the surrounding nations. 

These and other problems with Manetho’s list, when added up, would produce a much 
shorter history of Egypt. Obviously, if rules overlap, this will shorten the time period. If 
dynasties rule at the same time, this will also shorten the time period. The same will happen if 
priestly, non-political dynasties are introduced and when dynasties are repeated. 

And this completely unreliable chronology was taken for granted by the modern 
academia, despite its obvious flaws. 

Courville and Velikovsky pointed to these flaws and set out to produce a revised 
chronology of Egypt. They were ostracized by the academic community, of course, in the 
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same way creationists are ostracized today, despite their superior arguments – or because of 
their superior arguments. When they were done, the chronology of Egypt looked like this: The 
beginning of Egypt was rolled forward by about 1,200 years, to about the time of the 
patriarchs. When Abraham was in Egypt, he was dealing with the rulers of Old Kingdom 
which was still a very crude and primitive form of state, still having some remembrance of the 
true God. The period of Israel in Egypt was a period of three dynasties ruling at the same 
time, not of one centralized monarchy. (One of the dynasties may have been priestly, not 
political.) Egypt had Upper and Lower Egypt at the time, and since Israel was in the Delta, the 
Pharaoh of the Exodus was a ruler of Lower Egypt. 

The Exodus happened in the 16th or the 15th century BC, and it was a disaster for Egypt. 
Interestingly enough, we have an extra-Biblical confirmation for such disaster: the so-called 
Ipuwer Papirus, which describes the same plagues on Egypt as those in the Exodus. 
Historians have ignored it, because it pre-dates the Hyksos invasion: a long period of foreign 
occupation of Egypt by Semitic peoples, and in their version, the Exodus was much later. But 
in the revised chronology, the Hyksos invasion followed the Exodus, and the Hyksos took 
over Egypt without a fight. Remember, the army and the Pharaoh were on the bottom of the 
Red Sea. Are these Hyksos invaders mentioned in the Bible? Of course. The Hyksos of the 
Egyptian inscriptions were the Amalekites who met Israel immediately after they left Egypt, 
in Exodus 17, before Israel came to Sinai. We know Amalek became the first of the nations, 
but then it met destruction, because that’s what Balaam prophesied in Numbers 24. Indeed, 
the first, because for a while they ruled over Egypt, and remained there until Saul defeated 
their last stronghold on the eastern border of Egypt (1 Sam. 15:7). The Amalekites were the 
Hyksos. 

This led both Courville and Velikovsky to revise another portion of secular chronology: 
The reign of Solomon. Under the revised chronology, the reign of Solomon coincided with the 
reign of that powerful dynasty we talked about, that of the Thutmoses (father and son) and 
their daughter and sister, Hatshepsut. Courville came to the conclusion that the father, 
Thutmose II, was Solomon’s father-in-law. Velikovsky, comparing Egyptian inscriptions with 
the Biblical record, came to an even more scandalous conclusion, that the Queen of Sheba – 
also the Queen of the South, according to Jesus – was in fact the Queen of Egypt, Hatshepsut. 
Velikovsky ‘s claims are not so incredible, though; he produces a wealth of evidence from 
Egyptian inscriptions and papyri about a trip Hatshepsut made north to a Semitic nation where 
she learned the wisdom of the gods. In the same way, comparing Egyptian inscriptions with 
the Biblical texts, and also with other extra-Biblical sources, like Herodotus and Josephus, 
Velikovsky came to the conclusion that Rameses II, the mighty ruler of the 19th Dynasty, is in 
fact the Pharaoh Necho who fought against King Josiah and mortally wounded him. Etc., etc. 

Reconstructing Egyptian chronology, thus, leads us to see that secular historians have 
stretched ancient history beyond the historical evidence, inventing a gap of between 400 and 
700 years at least. No wonder their history does not fit the Biblical narrative: they have made 
it up, from thin air. This gap has affected the history of other places as well. For example, 
anyone who knows the history of Rome knows about the gap of 400 years between the fall of 
Troy (in 1143 BC, supposedly) and the establishment of Rome in 753 BC. Romans considered 
themselves direct descendants of Trojans, and such gap would be inexplicable if they were. 
But the fall of Troy was dated relatively to the established Egyptian chronology, while the 
founding of Rome is known from Roman sources. Under the reconstructed chronology, the 
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two get closer to each other: Troy fell in the 9th century, a generation or two before the 
founding of Rome. 

And what about the Code of Hammurabi? Was it earlier than the Law of Moses? Not at 
all. The Code of Hammurabi, under the reconstructed chronology, would fall in the late 15th 
century, a generation or two after Moses. Moses didn’t copy from pagan sources, far from it. 
To the contrary, Moses was the first lawgiver, as Eusebius declares in his history, and all the 
other nations learned law from Moses. The world had no law, nor any legal structure, nor any 
concept of courts and judges and justice, before Moses came down from the mountain with 
the two tables in his hands. In Egypt of Joseph, no laws nor legal structure were mentioned. A 
man could be thrown in jail at the whim of a ruler. He could be released from jail at the whim 
of a ruler. He could be executed at the whim of a ruler, or he could be exalted at the whim of a 
ruler. No formal code of laws restrained a ruler from doing anything he wanted, to anyone. No 
system of laws was there to regulate personal or institutional relations. There were no courts, 
and no judges anywhere. If the Hebrews wanted to settle in Egypt, they had to ask Pharaoh for 
permission. If they wanted to pass through Edom, they had to ask the king for permission. In 
the time of Abraham, the king could come and take Sarah because he liked her. There was no 
higher law to which Sarah or Abraham could refer to protect her. 

And it is here where the most important part of our history lesson comes. All the details 
of ancient history, all the Egypt’s dynasties, all the battles and the expeditions and the city-
states and the religions of the ancient world are without much importance to a covenantal 
study of history. What is more important for us to know is this: 

The world after the flood quickly degenerated into barbarism, darkness, and tyranny. 
Nimrod was the first human tyrant after the Flood, but he was not the only one. Until Mount 
Sinai, the concept of formal transcendent law was unknown to the world. There were 
societies, but there were no civilizations in the modern sense of the word; because there was 
no concept of Law at all. The light to the world came on that Mountain, where God first 
revealed His Law. And it was then copied – or at least imperfectly imitated, by other nations. 

Contrary to modern historians, the emergence of civilizations didn’t happen until after the 
10th century. More specifically, until after the reign of Solomon. The light that Moses brought 
down from Sinai became a beacon for the world. 1 Kings 10:23-24 speaks of Solomon that he 
“became greater than all the kings of the earth in riches and in wisdom. All the earth was 
seeking the presence of Solomon, to hear his wisdom which God had put in his heart.” All the 
earth. It is of that time that we have civilized activity and formal laws appearing in places not 
only in the Middle East, but as far as China or the Americas. In the final account, what 
happened on Mount Sinai and in the Exodus was a global event, which through Solomon 
created civilization in the world. But of this we will speak in more detail in another episode. 

This week I will assign for reading a book and an article. The book is Immanuel 
Velikovsky’s Ages in Chaos. You can, of course, read all of his books, but this book is 
central, together with another one of his books, Ramses II and His Time. The article I will 
assign is “The Shadow of Christ in the Legal Revolutions in Greece and Rome,” by Bojidar 
Marinov. You can find it on my website, Christendom Restored. It is time for us all to shake 
off the pagan understanding of history and adopt a Biblical one. 

And meanwhile, don’t forget my permanent appeal for help for my mission field. Eastern 
Europe needs a supply of books, translated and published in the local languages. We have 
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done a lot in Bulgaria, and more is needed. Meanwhile, there are translation efforts underway 
in other places in Eastern Europe as well, and I will share with you about them in future 
episodes. For now, please, visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and 
donate. 
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 Restitution in Biblical Justice 
Assigned reading: Gary North’s economic commentary on the case laws of 
Exodus 21-40, formerly known as Tools of Dominion 

 

Welcome to Episode 27 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about Biblical punishment for 
certain crimes. Not for all crimes, although, I know, a thorough study of Biblical punishments 
will have to include a comprehensive study of the Biblical justice and its practical measures in 
the society and in the courts – I need to emphasize this, in the society and in the courts, for 
Biblical justice is not always through the courts, it always starts from the individuals and the 
family. We will focus on a limited segment of crimes, those that have to do with destruction 
of economic value in one way or another. We will show how our modern pagan, barbaric civil 
government deals with these crimes – if it deals at all – and we will see what Biblical justice 
for such crimes is. We will certainly not be able to cover all of it for the short time of 20 
minutes, but at least, on this issue we have a good deal of literature where we can go and learn 
what the Biblical view on it is. So, for those of you who have never been exposed to concrete 
Biblical solutions to issues of justice, let this episode serve only as an appetizer, and open 
your mind to further education in Biblical justice and righteousness. And hopefully, to 
practical solutions in your particular area of influence and work and political participation. 

A question was raised by a couple of listeners about a previous episode of Axe to the 
Root, the one about the prison-industrial complex. They got the impression that what I am 
advocating, ultimately, is the abolition of the prison system – just as I am advocating for the 
abolition of police and other executive functions of the civil government. That impression is 
perfectly correct. The Law of God mandates no prison system, and in fact, the very nature of 
civil government as commanded by God forbids the existence of such an institution. Israel had 
no jails and no prisons, even as the Kingdom of Judah in Jeremiah’s time, for all the 
idolatrous and pagan practices and injustice introduced by Israel’s leaders, she still had no 
jails nor prisons. We know it because when the government needed to stop Jeremiah from 
preaching, they had no place to lock him up so they had to throw him in an unused water 
cistern (Jer. 38). Prisons and jails were a pagan practice, and they were completely contrary to 
God’s system of justice and social order. As a matter of fact, originally, the American 
colonies and the early Republic had no prisons nor jails; the introduction of prisons and jails 
came later, as the secular humanism of the Enlightenment took over the civil government in 
the United States. Modern Christians and conservatives in general who support the existence 
of a prison system are at best schizophrenic, not to mention perhaps hypocritical and evil; 
there is nothing remotely Christian or conservative in the existence of prisons and jails. 

The question of a few of my listeners, then, was, “How do we deal with some crimes, 
then?” Obviously, we know that certain crimes should not be punished with prison but they 
should get the death penalty: murder, rape, kidnapping. But what about theft? What about 
injury, like getting in a brawl and knocking off someone’s tooth or other permanent or 
temporary injuries? What about destruction of property or damages to property and body due 
to carelessness or criminal negligence? What about all these cases where the crime is serious 



ARP#27. Restitution in Biblical Justice  218 

but as grave as to require the death penalty? We can’t declare the same penalty – death – to all 
the crimes, that would be a violation of the Biblical principle that the punishment should fit 
the crime; otherwise, if every crime meets the same penalty, a simple thief would be 
encouraged to turn into a murderer if that helps him to not get caught, for the change from a 
lesser to a greater crime won’t change his verdict in court. So, if there are no prisons, how do 
we deal with these lesser crimes? 

One listener even suggested that I advocate the Shariah solution to theft, cutting off the 
right hand of the thief; he couldn’t see a third way between the injustice of prison time and the 
injustice of mutilation. So, her conclusion was, unless we want to fall into the barbarity of 
Islam, we should accept the supposedly “civilized” solution of “removing the thief from the 
society for the purpose of correction.” 

This is, of course, the central mantra of the modern humanistic social order in respect to 
prisons: They serve the double purpose of removing the criminal from the society and his 
moral correction. The assumption, of course is, that a thief should be removed from the 
society – just like a murderer – and then put in a society of other thieves, and murderers, as 
well, in order to be corrected. This is the self-claim to divinity of the modern state: it claims it 
can achieve moral correction of men by controlling their environment; and then, of course, to 
make it even more absurd, that environment is not the environment of morally upright men 
engaged in productive activity, but the environment of proven criminals forced to live an 
unproductive, purposeless, useless lives. Surely, the state must be that powerful god walking 
on earth who can perform miracles with the souls of men. But then, we are not surprised that 
modern governments have that idea about themselves, right? After all, it is not just the prison 
system; everything modern governments do is the product of the same self-deification: 
government schools, police, welfare, economic regulations, zoning laws, etc., they are all 
based on the idea that the government is a god walking on earth, and therefore can do 
everything God in the Bible claims He does. It’s just modern government do it better, of 
course. 

It should be obvious, of course, that removing a thief from the productive life of the 
society, and from the company of upright men, and placing him in the company of other 
criminals, in a state or purposelessness, won’t achieve anything – only blind worshipers of the 
state can imagine such policy would produce of moral “correction” of any sort whatsoever; 
except for making a murder out of a thief, perhaps. It should be even more obvious, even 
before we know the solution to such crimes yet, that the society is left in an even worse 
condition when a thief is thrown in prison. Even if we imagine that there are no corporate 
interests in the prison system; even if we ignore the known fact that private companies profit 
from incarceration; even if imagine that there is no economic benefit for anyone – and 
therefore there is no political pressure for higher levels of incarceration – it is still obvious 
that even if we take the prison system at its imaginary perfect and most idealistic state, one of 
the parties of the crime is always worse off: the victim of the crime. Under the mercies of the 
pagan justice system, the victim first suffers being robbed by the thief; then when the thief is 
sentenced to prison, the victim suffers again in being robbed by the greater thief – the 
government – to provide support for the prison system in which the government keeps the 
thief. In the end, society as a whole loses, the victim loses, the criminal is not given the 
chance to be restored in the society; the only class of people who gain are the government 
bureaucrats and the private companies who get paid per inmate. 
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There is a reason for it, of course. Under the pagan worldview, and under the pagan 
theory of crime and justice, the real victim of crime is the state, not the private victim. Thus, 
the state is the one prosecuting the thief – even if the thief has committed his crime against a 
private victim – and it is the state that requires satisfaction to itself, the private victim be 
damned. Every pagan worldview is inevitably collectivist and by default denies the legal 
reality or even the moral existence of the individual – even if it pays a lip service to it. Thus, 
we should not be surprised that in a pagan legal system, the individual victim eventually takes 
a double hit, while the individual criminal is locked up and not allowed to learn and follow 
more moral and productive ways. It is only the government that profits from the crime, simply 
because it is the government that is the only acting agent in the society. The government is 
god. 

What is, then, the Biblical view and therefore the Biblical solution to such crimes? 

The first thing we need to lay down about Biblical justice is that in any crime, the civil 
government is not a party. In fact, the Law of God doesn’t recognize such an entity at all. 
Civil government, as an institution, is limited to the person of the judge in the court, who is 
also the ruler mentioned in Romans 13. It is not acknowledged in the Bible as a collective 
entity which has legal or social personality or existence outside the personality or existence of 
the judge. You will not find in the Bible any mention of the “government” as a collective 
entity as you find mention of the church (Matt. 18:17) or the family (Eph. 3:15). The 
government is only in the person of the judge – or of the king, as the supreme judge, not as 
executive power. 

Thus, in the Biblical Law, there can be no such thing as a crime against the government; 
the crimes are always individuals against individuals. On one side of the line is the criminal, 
no matter what organization he is part of, and on the other side is the victim. The case is 
brought against the criminal by the victim, and it is the victim who needs to receive 
satisfaction. 

But what is that satisfaction when it comes to lesser crimes like theft or criminal 
negligence or injury? Obviously, it can’t be prison, for, as we already saw, it is only an 
additional burden, a second robbing of the victim. It doesn’t right any wrongs, it is doubling 
the wrong, by adding the state to the number of criminals. It is an action in the wrong 
direction. The Biblical direction, instead, is in compensating the victim, first, and then, 
second, inflicting on the criminal the same punishment he wanted to inflict on his victim. The 
victim, thus, is restored, and the criminal, by being punished, discouraged from future crimes. 

Thus, the general Biblical punishment for the crime of theft is double, or 200% 
restitution: Exodus 22:7 and other verses point to it. A man, for example, steals a car and later 
is caught, taken to court, and convicted on the words of at least two or three witnesses, once 
convicted, the punishment is not prison, nor payment to the state. The punishment is payment 
to the victim to the value of two such cars as the stolen one. The victim is then compensated, 
both for the lost car and for the psychological inconvenience and perhaps also the cost for 
investigation. The criminal is worse off than before, by the same degree of loss he wanted to 
inflict on another, following the Biblical principle of “an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth.” 
But even more than just punishment or restitution: there is true restoration: the victim is 
restored to wealth, and the criminal is restored to his full status in the society. Once he has 
paid double for his crime, he is again a free person, and he can start his life over, without any 
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previous criminal guilt. The Law of God, thus, is concerned with restoration more than 
anything else; punishment – except for certain crimes which allow for no restoration, as 
murder or rape or kidnapping – has the secondary and final purpose to restore the criminal 
back to a state of integrity and freedom. “Go and sin no more.” 

The problem modern readers of the Law of God would see here is this: What if the 
criminal has spent the stolen money and has no assets to be confiscated for restitution? 

The answer to this is in Exodus 22:3: “If he owns nothing, he shall be sold for his theft.” 
The Law of God prohibits permanent, chattel slavery. The slavery of the antiquity would 

have fallen under the prohibition of kidnapping – after all, a person can’t be made a slave 
unless he is deprived of his liberty, which is the definition for kidnapping. But the Law 
mandated a different kind of slavery or servitude: slavery for meeting economic obligations. 
A man could be sold in slavery for not repaying his debt: for members of Israel, such slavery 
was to be limited to 7 years (which was an incentive for foreign slaves to become believers 
and be circumcised). But there was a slavery which was not limited in time, and that was the 
slavery for restitution: if a criminal had to repay a debt incurred on him by the court, for his 
crimes. So, if a criminal has no assets to pay double restitution (possibly because he has spent 
them, or perhaps because he has hidden the stolen goods), he should be offered for sale as a 
slave, for the outstanding amount. If a business owner is willing to take him and pay for it, the 
proceeds must go to the victim, and the criminal himself is forced to work for his payment at a 
negotiated wage, until he repays his new owner. 

Such a solution is difficult for modern readers to comprehend – after all, we are done with 
slavery, aren’t we? Slavery is a thing of the past, isn’t it? How can we ever call for the 
restoration of slavery; we can’t allow slavery to raise its ugly head again, right? 

Wrong. Slavery has never left our civilization. What we abolished in the past was private, 
economic slavery; the slavery of one individual to another for economic purposes. In most 
cases in history, whether chattel slavery or indentured servitude were private, as part of 
private economic transactions and undertakings. That slavery is gone, but only to be replaced 
with government slavery; that is, slavery to the civil government, in many more uneconomic 
forms, as part not of economic activity and productivity, but as part of executive policies. That 
slavery today is called . . . prison. Those today who argue against the restoration of Biblical 
slavery to make restitution to the victims, are the same who support government slavery 
where restitution is paid to the state and its cronies. Slavery, thus, has not departed from our 
civilization; it has only adopted a different form, following our modern deification of the state 
as the ultimate victim of all crime. 

Thus, the Biblical solution to theft really doesn’t call for a restoration of slavery; it calls 
for the abandonment of the statist idolatry; slavery is still here, and still the same. The Law of 
God mandates that we change the God of our justice system. 

Some may claim that there is a special kind of restitution in the Bible, namely four-fold 
and five-fold, as in Exodus 22:1, “If a man steals an ox or a sheep and slaughters it or sells it, 
he shall pay five oxen for the ox and four sheep for the sheep.” While it may be tempting to 
decide that this is the general principle, it is not supported by other verses in the Bible. This 
verse rather establishes a special kind of protection of sheep and oxen, and such protection is 
more ceremonial than ethical/judicial. God threatened special sanctions for the theft of these 
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animals because they were symbolic in the Temple worship; sheep and oxen signified certain 
realities. Such a law, then, would be one of the “shadows” of the Old Testament economy, 
and should be taken to be a permanent part of the Law in the NT. 

Another kind of restitution, though, is more important to us: the one-fifth, or 120%, 
restitution. Leviticus 6:1-6 and Numbers 5:6-7 speak about it; both passages connect the one-
fifth restitution to a voluntary confession of crime. In other words, if the criminal didn’t wait 
to be caught by the investigators and drawn to court, he could lower his liability by confessing 
the crime and agreeing to do a 120% restitution. (As a side note, the requirement for two or 
three witnesses precluded any conviction based on self-incrimination or confession; thus, the 
Bible protected suspects from torture or other means to forced self-incrimination.) The crime 
was committed so he was still liable to pay penalty. But he was rewarded with a lower penalty 
for taking the step of saving the society the expenses for investigation and court procedures. 
The victim was compensated fully, plus 20%, and both were restored to full status in the 
society. 

Another category of crimes that required restitution were body injury and specifically 
mutilation. The exegesis of this part is rather lengthy for a short episode, but Gary North has 
developed it in his economic commentary on the case laws of Exodus 21-40, previously titled 
Tools of Dominion. To make a concise summary of his conclusions, the Law of God provided 
two options when a bodily injury was inflicted: one was a corresponding bodily injury on the 
criminal, the other was an economic payment which would satisfy both the victim for his 
economic loss in both medical treatment and in lost productivity (remember, a one-eyed or 
one-armed man is less economically productive than a man whose eyes and arms are in place). 
Despite the prominence of the principle “eye for eye” in the Law, we have not a single 
example in the Bible of meeting out the physical punishment; apparently, in all cases, the 
victim preferred the economic payment. Such payment was also due when the injury or even 
death (the payment was made to the family) were not intentional. Restitution was also owed 
when a slave was killed (Deut. 21:32, for example). This has been a propaganda point for 
many atheists (“look, the Bible considers the slaves less than human!”) but this law had again 
a very firm foundation in the principle of restitution and restoration. It had nothing to do with 
the human value of the slave, it had to do with the Biblical concept of slavery. The slave could 
be a slave only if he was repaying some form of debt, and therefore the mere execution of the 
murderer would have left him without restitution. The amount of payment was not small, and 
thus, the murderer risked to be turned into a slave himself, and himself experience the 
hardship of servitude. 

This economic restitution for injury was designed, obviously, to keep the society 
productive. While the proper principled response to bodily injury should be a corresponding 
bodily injury, the society can’t profit from it. Thus, God allows for redemption to be made, a 
payment to make it all good, and at least to a certain extent restore the functionality of the 
society without a loss of productivity. 

And the last main category of crimes that required restitution was the intentional or 
unintentional destruction of property. When a person destroyed the crops of his neighbor by 
starting a fire on his own property, he was supposed to restore to his neighbor the 
corresponding amount from his best crops. If he took his neighbor’s goods under his 
stewardship, he was liable for the loss of these goods – and, if criminal negligence could be 
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proven, he was liable to a double payment, as in the case of theft. If he allowed his ox to roam 
freely and injure another person’s ox, he was to pay the price for it. Etc., etc. 

Restitution was also owed for certain infractions against the Temple as well, like failure 
to keep one’s oaths. I am not sure if that today would translate in certain restitution to the 
institutional church – my instinct tells me it shouldn’t, for the church is not an heir of the 
Temple but of the synagogue. But this is an issue for another topic and another episode 
whatsoever. 

These three categories of crimes and violations are a significant part of all crimes that 
would be committed in any society. Murder and kidnapping would be minimal in any society 
that follows the Law of God (because of the death penalty attached). While we can’t expect 
that crime can be completely exterminated in any society, we can safely predict that in a 
righteous and just society it could be brought down to manageable levels, and to the majority 
of crimes being lesser, economic crimes. Many of these crimes, of course, would be violations 
that are rather unintentional; still damaging to health and destructive to property, perhaps, but 
not grave enough to warrant capital punishment. Since such crimes wouldn’t have a 
permanently destructive effect on the society, God’s system of justice in His Law provided for 
true restoration in the form of restitution to the victim. And, at the same time, true restoration 
for the criminal, for after making his restitution, he would be a free man again, free of any 
guilt before the society. (Although, he could still have guilt before God.) Social peace would 
be preserved, and the state wouldn’t be able to accumulate the wealth to become large and 
tyrannical and self-deifying. The victims, and the true covenant representatives of God in the 
court trials, would have been satisfied, and God, the ultimate victim of all crime, would have 
been satisfied. And He would pour His blessings on such a society which keeps His standards 
for justice. 

Thus, our modern system of prison punishment for theft and other lesser crimes is not 
only un-Biblical, it is very self-consciously idolatrous. Those pastors and church-goers who 
support its existence – just like those who support the existence of executive government and 
of police – are no different than those who twist the concept marriage to include “sodomite 
marriage.” It is all idolatry, designed to opposed the Gospel and the Law of God. 

Throughout the United States, individual judges here and there have seen the injustice in 
the current system and have tried a supposedly “novel” approach: restitution. Quite a few 
petty criminals have also offered to make restitution instead of being sent to jail. But in most 
places, the justice system is in stark rebellion against the Law of God. In a recent case in 
Louisiana, a homeless man entered a bank with a fake gun in his hands and demanded all the 
money in the cash register. There wasn’t much money, and he walked out with $150. An hour 
later he regretted it and returned to the bank, offering back the money. The bank manager – 
the true victim – took it back and refused to file a complaint. The local cops, though, took the 
man to court, and the judge sentenced him to 20 years in prison. The Biblical penalty would 
be restitution of $150 plus 20%. In the final account, the bank lost, and the homeless man lost, 
while government cronies will receive tax money by having that man in their prisons, for 20 
years. Justice was defeated in that case. 

Justice should be preached from our pulpits today. And the Biblical principle of 
restitution and restoration should be an integral part of our preaching. Where the churches fail 
to preach that, and fail to speak prophetically to the state, encouraging and leading their flocks 
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to restore justice in the land, Gods will eventually intervene to restore it. And He is not to be 
mocked, and His intervention won’t be polite and nice. 

For reading this week, I will assign Gary North’s economic commentary on the case laws 
of Exodus 21-40, formerly known as Tools of Dominion. It is a rather fat book, but you can 
read it one bit at a time. Pay attention to the principle of restitution, and to the concept of 
restoration in Biblical Law. A return to these principles will be our key to restoring justice in 
the land. Nothing else will suffice. 

And again, help me deliver the message of this justice to Eastern Europe, where such 
justice has been denied for much longer than in the US. Visit BulgarianReformation.com. 
Subscribe to our newsletter and donate. There’s a world to be conquered; and some 
battlefields are ripe for victory, at a very low cost. God bless you all. 
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 When Anthropology Replaces Theology 
Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony’s A Word in Season  

 

Welcome to Episode 28 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about modern Reformed 
preachers, or, rather, neo-Reformed preachers, or, even more precisely, the multitude of 
preachers and theologians today who pretend being Reformed but are, at the very best, the 
same old Pelagian ilk which in history has always, in their teaching, replaced the sovereignty 
of God with the sovereignty of the autonomous man. I have already spoken in a previous 
podcast about the ministry-industrial complex; that conglomerate of denominations, churchian 
celebrities, preachers, media ministries, seminaries, etc., which is geared towards consuming 
the billions of dollars in donations which the gullible public of American Christians 
generously gives away in the hope that these ministries really do something for the Gospel. 
This week we will be talking about a specific part of the ministry-industrial complex, namely, 
the Reformed/Calvinistic part, or, to be more precise, the fake Reformed and fake Calvinistic 
part of it. You see, in the ministry-industrial complex, there are many niches and therefore 
many soap-boxes for different kinds of donors with different tastes; the only soapbox that is 
missing is that of Christian Reconstruction and theonomy, for the message of Christian 
Reconstruction and theonomy calls for a comprehensive change of culture, and that is 
dangerous to the ministry-industrial complex. The closest to theonomy that the ministry-
industrial complex gets is TULIP preachers who spend their whole careers focused on 
individual salvation and side issues like the mode of baptism and for or against the KJV 
translation, all mixed with watered-down moralism on sexual or alcoholic issues. Thus, those 
of the prospective donors who define themselves as Reformed or Calvinistic, listen to those 
TULIP preachers and say, “Well, they may not give us a comprehensive message, but at least 
they are saying something Reformed, right?” The problem here is, of course, that TULIP in 
itself doesn’t mean Reformed, and Reformed is much more than soteriology. I have written 
about it in an article titled, “TULIP Doesn’t Mean Reformed; City on a Hill Does.” The 
Reformation, to use the words ascribed to the Strassburg Reformer Martin Bucer, is nothing 
less than the Christianization of all of life. Anything less than that is not Reformed. And given 
that many of these celebrities who pass for “Reformed” not only do not preach the 
Christianization of all of life, but also actively preach against it and against the concept of 
Christendom, that is, a Christian civilization based on Biblical principles, they are not 
Reformed at all. 

But don’t make the mistake to believe that the error of these fake Calvinist preachers 
consists in only having a truncated Gospel or limiting their topics to a few propositions about 
individual salvation. There is a much more profound error preached from our modern so-
called “Reformed” pulpits, an error that is severely misleading their listeners away from the 
Reformation, and away from a truly Biblical theology and worldview. It is a subtle error, and 
like all subtle errors it is a dangerous error. It replaces the worship of God with worship of 
man, while pretending to worship God. And it is an error that unless exposed and dealt with, 
establishes in the churches humanism dressed in correct, Reformed theological wording – 
which is the most dangerous kind of humanism. 
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The best expression of that new kind of humanism came through the words of one of 
those celebrity preachers who these days pass for “Reformed.” But before you are tempted to 
focus on that particular celebrity preacher, keep in mind that his words are not just his own, 
they are representative of the whole specter of supposedly “Reformed” celebrities today; and 
the sentiment and the presuppositions behind them run deep into the modern churches, even 
those who pass for “conservative” and even “Reformed,” and are at the foundation of the 
established practice – individual and social – of the majority of Christians today. That 
particular preacher expressed his views in the following way: 

The Gospel is very simple and it can be expressed just in a few words. But the 
Bible is big because our need [that is, the need of man] is big. 

The preacher’s name is John Piper. Again, don’t assume I am picking on Piper. This 
ideology is not limited to him, it is endemic in the American churches. In all of them, not just 
the liberal ones. Billy Graham liked to repeat the mantra that he was “just preaching the 
Gospel,” meaning he was limited to the personal salvation of man. His son, Franklin Graham, 
repeated the same mantra in an interview 6 or 7 years ago, when asked whether we are 
supposed to fight the cultural war and Christianize the culture; based, obviously, on the 
presupposition that the Gospel was small enough to not include the culture and not change it. 
(That was before he decided to enter the political arena and start shilling for the Republican 
Party.) John MacArthur repeats the same mantra in almost every other sermon; insisting that 
the Kingdom of God is limited to the church and therefore the Gospel doesn’t care for what is 
happening in the culture. Michael Horton, R. Scott Clark, and others at Westminster West in 
Escondido are so devoted to their notion of the separation of Law and Gospel, that they even 
exclude the Great Commission of Matt. 28:18-20 from the Gospel – because it requires 
obedience, and the Gospel is too small to include personal obedience, let alone cultural 
obedience. If these supposedly “Reformed,” supposedly “conservative” theologians and 
preachers have such a teeny-weeny view of the Gospel, we don’t even have to go to the liberal 
churches and theologians; who needs them when we have such “conservative” ones. 

To all of them, the Gospel is something very small, and it can be expressed in six words, 
or in six minutes, or in one sentence, etc. The Gospel, yes, the kerygma of God, the solemn 
declaration of the Creator and King, the marching orders by which He restores the Kingdom 
and reveals His will to mankind and history, and announces the giving of all authority to His 
Son, and prophesies the submission of all power and authority to the reign of Jesus Christ, in 
history, before the Second Coming . . . is a “small thing” for these preachers, and if He had to 
write about it, it would be an article of one page or something. But boy, when it comes to man 
and his needs, they are big, I tell ya, and since God wrote the Bible not to reveal Himself – 
which if He did, as we said, would be only an article of a sentence or a page – but to address 
the needs of man, the Bible had to be so big. Because man is big, and his needs are big. Not 
like the small thing that is the Gospel. 

I have dealt with the issue of the nature of the Gospel before, in a sermon titled “How Big 
Is the Gospel?” In it, I have shown that contrary to their view of the Gospel, the Gospel is all-
encompassing; nothing remains outside its scope. Paul’s description of the Gospel in 1 Cor. 
15 starts with the fact of individual redemption and salvation, but it doesn’t end there; the 
story and the description of the Gospel continues until all things are put in subjection to 
Christ, and all things means all things, in history and on earth. Man is the small thing, and his 
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needs are really small compared to the Gospel; the Gospel goes way beyond the personal 
salvation of man, and the Bible is big because the Gospel, and the God behind that Gospel, are 
enormous. 

This ideology of the modern preachers passes for Reformed but in reality, it misses an 
important characteristic of the Reformation. A number of modern preachers, when asked to 
define the Reformed doctrines, resort to the notion of “grace.” The Reformation, according to 
MacArthur, for example, was about the “doctrines of grace.” All the others agree. It is to be 
expected, of course, that if the Gospel is small, but man and his needs are so big, the focus of 
the modern churches would be on that characteristic of the Gospel which mostly suits man 
and his needs: grace. Grace, of course, is an important part of the Gospel, and it is an 
important part of the theology of the Bible, but it is certainly not the central part of it. If grace 
was the central characteristic of Christian theology, then it would be the underlying principle 
of all of God’s dealings with man and with His creation. But we know from the Bible that 
God’s grace is limited; He doesn’t scatter it promiscuously to all, everywhere. It is granted to 
some people; to others, it is not. For God to decide to limit His grace, there must be a more 
important factor in God’s being and God’s plan, one that defines grace and decides how and 
when God will bestow it. And it is this more ultimate and more important factor that should 
be the center of our Christian theology – and therefore, of our practice as well. 

That more ultimate and more important factor is the Sovereignty of God. Grace only 
serves man. The Sovereignty of God serves God and His plan – sometimes in accordance with 
man’s needs, sometimes against man’s needs. When God stood face to face with Pharaoh in 
the person of Moses, He didn’t declare His grace to Pharaoh personally; he declared His 
Sovereignty. Pharaoh was to taste nothing of God’s grace; from the moment of Moses’s first 
words after his return, to the moment the waters of the Red Sea closed above Pharaoh’s head, 
it was a constant downhill of one judgment after another on Pharaoh and his realm. To say 
that the central doctrine of Christianity is the grace of God is to make the testimony of the 
Bible void – for there are scores of people in the Bible who met God face to face, like 
Pharaoh, and all they learned was judgment. But both unbelievers and believers learned of one 
thing: God is Sovereign. To some, He is Sovereign to life and grace; to others, to judgment 
and death. That was the central message of the Reformation: Not the TULIP, which was 
formulated much later, but the concept that God is Sovereign and He has in His hand the 
destinies of men. Martin Luther’s book, Bondage of the Will, which he himself considered 
among his most important works, was in defense of the Sovereignty of God, and every single 
Reformer after him continued in the same vein. And that Sovereignty was not only in 
salvation, as many modern preachers claim, it was in everything: from individual salvation to 
the way the culture and its institutions should operate. 

When man and man’s needs are placed at the center of Christian preaching and teaching, 
and when God’s grace is made the central doctrine of Christianity, God is then reduced to a 
servant of man and his needs. The God of the modern fake “Reformed” theologians is no 
bigger than a fairy which hovers over man, eager to give him whatever he needs, salvation, 
justification, sanctification, everything to save his precious little hide from hell. And that’s 
where the purpose of God ends for these modern theologians, and that’s where their preaching 
stops, accordingly. When they say that they are “only preaching the Gospel,” the real meaning 
behind these words is, “we are only preaching a God whose main purpose is to serve man.” 
Not to establish the Kingdom He promised. Not to save the world, according to John 3:16-17. 
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Not to transform the earth to mirror the order He has in heaven, according to the Lord’s 
Prayer. Not to make all the nations obey everything He has commanded, because He is given 
all authority in heaven and on earth. All of these things concern God, not man, and man has 
no need for any of them. He needs his salvation; he needs to save his hide from the eternal 
fire. And that’s what God is there to give him, and that’s all that the Bible was written for. 
God is the servant, man is the one who is served. 

When man and his needs are placed at the center, then the very meaning and essence of 
teaching and doctrine – from the pulpits and in the seminaries – will change. Theology won’t 
be the central discipline anymore; it will be replaced by anthropology: a study of man as the 
ultimate goal and purpose of God’s actions, the real hero of the Bible and its message. Man 
and his needs will be examined in detail; after all, they are what the Bible is all about. Man 
can still be acknowledged to be a sinner – for this is the theologically correct language of the 
Reformation. But since the Gospel is now made to serve that sinner’s needs – instead of 
making the sinner serve the Gospel and the King of the Gospel – that sinner will be 
thoroughly examined so that his needs are known in detail, and thus read into the Bible. The 
Bible itself will be re-interpreted from the perspective of the needs of man, not of the 
character of God or the Sovereignty of God. Theologians who hold to such humanistic view 
of the Bible as John Piper and other supposedly “Reformed” celebrities, will make it the goal 
of their preaching to discover newer and newer elements and characteristics of man’s being 
and nature. Whether these characteristics are real or imaginary won’t be of any consequence: 
what will matter is to find man in the Bible as the purpose of the Bible, to make anthropology 
the queen of sciences, and to focus all knowledge on man. 

The problem comes, however, in the fact that the Bible speaks very little about the nature 
of man. As I have pointed before in a sermon titled, “What Is Man?”, the Bible is silent about 
the metaphysical nature of man. Man is not defined as a static being in the Bible, he is not 
defined as what he is. He is only defined dynamically, as what he is created and commanded 
to do. He is made in God’s image, but we don’t know the metaphysical nature of that image; 
we simply can’t, God is beyond out comprehension as a Being, we only know Him from His 
works. But this image is explained to us dynamically in Genesis 1: “and let them have 
dominion.” We can’t find anything in the Bible on man’s static nature; we can’t find anything 
on his needs. We only find man defined in terms of his service to God, under the Covenant of 
God. You want to know the definition of man? Created to serve God by exercising godly 
dominion over the earth. No other definition is available. 

Thus, for these theologians and preachers to find man and his need in the Bible, they have 
to make it up. They have to conjure man’s nature out of their own imagination, and ascribe to 
man imaginary and mystical properties to make him that gigantic important being for whom 
the big Bible was written. His psychology, his will, his intellect, his feelings and emotions, his 
perceptions, his well-being and welfare, his deep desires, moral qualities, even his insecurity 
and doubts and imperfections, all need to be studied thoroughly and combined into a science 
more important than theology. After all, this is what the Bible is all about, right? Sermons 
need to reflect this extended study of man and his needs, seminary courses need to focus on 
man and his needs, evangelism needs to address man and his needs . . . in everything, 
eventually, man and his needs must become the central point. Theology, then, or the Gospel of 
the Kingdom, or anything that is not directly concerned with man and his needs, must take the 
back seat. Man and his needs are what matters. 
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If you are tempted to conclude that I am exaggerating, look at the results. The results 
today are obvious. A recent study on the theological convictions of church members in the US 
showed that the vast majority of them either have no clear theological convictions, or where 
they have them, these convictions are rather heterodox and even heretical. Another study 
showed that, among churchgoers again, a majority believes there is nothing wrong with 
sodomite marriage. Another study some time ago showed that in the South, in the very Bible 
Belt of the nation, a significant number of women who go to church have had at least one 
abortion and see no problem with that. It is easy to blame the unbelieving world and liberal 
theology and the seeker-sensitive church and the younger generation, and many Reformed 
preachers and seminary professors have indulged in such criticism. The problem is, they are 
just as much to blame for it as everyone else; for it is from their pulpits that that truncated, 
humanistic Gospel focused on man and his needs comes from. Man and his needs are made 
the center, God is made subservient to man’s need, then why wouldn’t all of man’s needs be 
considered, whether real or imaginary. (And who says which are real and which imaginary?) 
If two men feel the need to be married, God wouldn’t have anything against it, would He? If a 
mother doesn’t need a child now, she is justified to get rid of it, right? 

Christian literature that comes out of these supposedly Reformed circles is no better, even 
when it is filled with theologically correct language. Evangelism in the modern church is less 
based on the commandments of God and more structured along the lines of modern 
psychology and sales techniques. Think of the altar calls in so many churches whose purpose 
is to psychologically manipulate the attendees in the service to come forward; all of modern 
evangelism utilizes similar manipulation techniques. If you think such manipulation is limited 
certain denominations – like the Southern Baptists, for example – I will reply that I have seen 
Presbyterian missionaries using similar techniques on the mission field. Man and his need is 
placed at the center, evangelism then addresses mostly man and his need, and very little Christ 
and His Kingdom. We have today thousands of books coming from our seminaries and 
theologians that cover some obscure topics of personal spiritual betterment or sanctification; 
books on psychology and counseling and the sacraments and the emotional needs of 
Christians and on personal relationships etc., etc., etc. But we have almost nothing on building 
and expanding the Kingdom of God in history, on earth. Outside the books of the Christian 
Reconstructionists, the overall motive for the majority of authors is what man can get away 
from the glorious salvation God has given him. 

It should be obvious that the Prosperity Gospel is also a product of this view. Yes, yes, I 
know, many modern preachers have denounced the Prosperity Gospel . . . but is their own 
gospel any different in essence, or is it only different in the details? If John Macarthur insists 
that the Gospel is only the good news of salvation, and Joel Osteen says that it is of salvation 
and prosperity, there is no essential difference between the two; both declare that the Gospel 
is about the needs of man. The only difference is that one defines the needs of man narrowly, 
as only the spiritual need of salvation, the other more broadly. (As a side note, Osteen has it 
on Macarthur, because the Bible does speak on material prosperity as a legitimate need of 
man.) Macarthur and others like him may protest loudly against the Prosperity preachers but 
the truth is, they are guilty of the same, by limiting their own view of the Gospel to man’s 
salvation and by making God subservient to man. One only follows from the other. 

But the influence of this humanistic gospel goes even further, into our modern social and 
political ideologies and practices as well. We are used to hear both conservative politicians 
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and church leaders say that America has abandoned God. Some even go as far as calling for 
us to restore God in American politics and American civil government. This was a Christian 
nation; it is not anymore, at least by what we see in our legislation and our courts today – but 
also in our economic endeavors, and in our government regulations, and in our welfare, and 
foreign aid, etc., etc. We do not serve God as a nation. But let’s be honest, this trend didn’t 
start with the offices of our politicians, it started with the pulpits in our churches and our 
seminaries, where this humanistic, truncated gospel of the Needs of Man was substituted for 
the Gospel of the Kingdom of God. In a previous episode, I showed how the emasculation of 
man in Hollywood movies didn’t start with Hollywood, it started with our churches. In the 
same way, this apostasy in politics serving man rather than God didn’t start with the 
politicians; it started with our churches. Obviously, if the main point of the Bible is the need 
of man – whether for salvation, or justification, or sanctification, or anything else – then there 
is no problem if the main point of politics and government is not the Kingdom of God but the 
needs and the desires of man. Blame the church. And no, I am not speaking of the liberal 
churches. I am speaking of the good old Reformed conservative churches. They know better, 
and they bear greater responsibility. 

But contrary to this “only the gospel” mentality, contrary to this truncated gospel of the 
needs of man, Jesus declares how we should view ourselves in relation to Christ and His 
Gospel of the Kingdom, in Luke 17:7-10: “Which of you, having a slave plowing or tending 
sheep, will say to him when he has come in from the field, ‘Come immediately and sit down 
to eat’? “But will he not say to him, ‘Prepare something for me to eat, and properly clothe 
yourself and serve me while I eat and drink; and afterward you may eat and drink’? “He does 
not thank the slave because he did the things which were commanded, does he? “So you too, 
when you do all the things which are commanded you, say, ‘We are unworthy slaves; we have 
done only that which we ought to have done.’” 

As scandalous as it sounds in our humanistic age, man, in relation to the Gospel, is like 
that slave: his needs are not taken in account, except at the end, after he has served his Master. 
Even after we have returned from a long and tiresome day of work, we still have obligations 
to Him. He has won a kingdom to Himself, we are His property. He doesn’t serve us, we serve 
Him. We exist for the greater purpose of the Kingdom of God, and this Kingdom far exceeds 
our need to save our precious souls from hell. We have the obligation to bring His glory and 
reign to every aspect of our lives and our culture; whether this will serve our real or imaginary 
needs is of no consequence. We may eat and drink afterward. Preachers and teachers who 
teach that we and our salvation are the focus of Christ’s Gospel are preaching another gospel, 
not the Gospel of Jesus Christ. And unless we reject heir preaching, we will see our culture 
sinking deeper and deeper into ignorance, darkness, and rebellion against God. Ideas have 
consequences. 

The book I will assign for reading today is R.J. Rushdoony’s A Word in Season, a 7-
volume set. While you may know Rushdoony as a heavy-duty theologian, this set will surprise 
you. It is actually devotional literature. But these are not self-serving, introspective devotions, 
like the theology of the modern fake “Reformed” preachers, where the “devotion” is to 
nothing else but to the individual salvation of the person. These are true devotions to God 
offered by a man who sees himself as merely a servant, and Christ as all in all, worthy of 
ultimate glory and personal loyalty. Read these books, and teach your kids from them. 
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And keep our mission in Bulgaria in your prayers, and also in your considerations for 
donations and support. There lots of secular humanism to be fought in Eastern Europe, and we 
have been making progress. With your help, we will continue. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Safety, Security, and State-Worship 
Assigned reading: Joel McDurmon’s Commentary on 1 Samuel . 

 
Welcome to Episode 29 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about one of the most 
cherished delusions of modern Americans, and especially of modern American church-goers, 
namely, that the Biblical function of civil government is to provide safety and security for its 
citizens. I said delusion, but I could as well say idolatry, for that delusion is not morally 
neutral (no delusion ever is), it is self-consciously based on a perverted view of the Covenant 
of God, and thus, on a perverted view of the Law of God. I know, I know, if you are one of 
those who believe that the government should provide for us safety and security, you are now 
confused or even inflamed, “Wait a minute! How is it idolatry to say that God created civil 
governments to provide safety and security for their citizens? Isn’t this what Romans 13 says 
about the ruler, that he should provide that safety and security? How would we be safe from 
criminals if the civil government doesn’t provide that safety? Etc., etc.” 

A few listeners responded to previous episodes of Axe to the Root – specifically the 
episodes about police – with the same questions: If we don’t have police, who is going to 
oppose criminals? Who will protect us from criminals? You see, in the minds of modern 
Americans – and especially American church-goers – if the state is not there to prevent crime, 
no one will prevent crime, and therefore crime will skyrocket, and there will be no law-
enforcement and therefore no respect to the law. Anarchy will follow. How is it idolatry to say 
that civil government is charged with fighting crime and providing safety and security? 

Now, I have heard such concerns before, on other topics. When we hear them, we need to 
remember one very important trait of collective psychology: once the government 
monopolizes certain area of life and action, people get conditioned to think that only the 
government can provide services in that area of life and action. And when they get 
conditioned to think that way, their response to challenges against the government is always 
that: “But without the government, who will provide this or that?” The most common, of 
course, is the roads. Who will build the roads? I have seen much of it in Eastern Europe in the 
1990s. If there is no government economic planning, who will know what goods we should 
produce and who will organize their production? If there are no government price controls, 
who would know what the prices should be? Wouldn’t all prices shoot through the roof and 
then no one will be able to afford anything? Without a government monopoly on railroads, 
how would we have affordable transportation? How would we have telephones, or electricity, 
or running water, or anything else, without government monopolies? Without internal 
passports, wouldn’t we have demographic disbalance? (Travel and residency were controlled 
under Communism; one couldn’t just move to live in another city, a permit was needed to 
change residency.) Without a government employment office, how would people be able to 
find jobs? Etc., etc. That question, “What will we do without the government?” is always the 
first question people ask when someone proposes that the government should withdraw from 
certain area. The question is always irrational, because it is obvious that there are much better 
alternatives. And we know from Van Til work on the Christian theory of knowledge that all 
irrationality is fundamentally the fruit of some idolatry. This irrationality is not an exception; 
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there is idolatry involved in that question, an idolatry that worships the state, and sees the state 
as a god-provider, in opposition to Jesus Christ. We have no king but Caesar. 

Of course, the most obvious answer to this is that there were times, before the 
governments in the West started taking over areas of public life and monopolizing them, when 
the government was not there to control these areas. And guess what, all these areas were well 
regulated, and there was no chaos, and there were no shortages. Prices were fluctuating but 
affordable. Transportation was available and affordable. Roads were built. Communications 
were established. People found employment. There were doctors, and they were affordable 
even without insurance. Schools were abundant and, in most places, even free for the poorest 
members of the society. The world’s economy developed faster when the governments were 
still not in charge. The slowdown of economic growth came when the governments started 
taking over areas of public life and monopolizing them. Education, communications, 
transportation, welfare, etc., all these areas of life stagnated in both quality and supply when 
the governments took them over. And where the government monopolized them, things went 
even worse. 

The same applied to law-enforcement. Throughout the history of Christendom, law-
enforcement was a function of the local community, of all able-bodied men in the community. 
A local constable or sheriff was simply either an agent of the court or just a citizen hired for 
specific tasks. The law was to be enforced by everyone, not by a professional class of 
government agents. And guess what: the laws were enforced. Crime was low, compared to 
today, and crimes were promptly investigated and punished. Alexis de Tocqueville testified 
about America in the 1830s: no professional police, and yet, hardly a crime was left unsolved 
and unpunished. Cities had citizen watches, not professional standing armies. When they 
started hiring professional standing armies, crime skyrocketed. Law-enforcement is like 
everything else: make the government provide it, the result will be shortage of quality and 
supply. Never trust the state for your safety and security. 

Historical evidence is a good help for our understanding of reality, but nothing beats 
Biblical evidence. What does the Bible say about the role of government? Are there any 
specific provisions in the Law of God about safety, security, and law-enforcement? What is 
the proper role of civil government in the law of God? Is it to provide safety and security? 
How should the laws be enforced in a Christian society? The answers to these questions 
would take many more episodes, but we want to look at one particular aspect of them: social 
safety and security, and the role of civil government. 

(Just as a side note, I use “safety and security” as a single phrase to denote a state of 
freedom from risk, danger, or injury. The etymological difference between safety and security 
is one of nuance, and dictionaries consider the two words directly synonymous. This, in case 
someone wants to nitpick on my choice of words.) 

Before we answer these questions, we need to establish the difference between justice, on 
one hand, and safety and security and law-enforcement, on the other. Many American 
Christians are hopelessly confused about these two categories, and they generally believe that 
justice and safety are the same, and therefore they are the same government policies. But in 
reality, a civil government cannot be involved simultaneously in justice and in providing 
safety and security. The two are contradictory. But let’s first explain the two categories in 
detail. 
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Justice is a category that has to do with crimes that are already committed. From the 
perspective of justice as a principle of policy and government action, the function of 
government is, first, to restore things to their original condition before the crime, and second, 
to punish the criminal for his crime. Thus, justice consists in two principles, the positive 
principle of restitution and the negative principle of punishment. I talked about it in a previous 
podcast, and we saw that in some cases restitution and punishment are combined in the same 
verdict – as in the case of double restitution. In other cases, injustice committed is only met 
with restitution but not punishment – as in the case of single restitution for negligence. In 
other cases, where the original state cannot be restored – as in the case of murder – there is 
only punishment, that is, death penalty. In all these cases, however, one element must be 
present: there has to be some injustice committed – crime against life (murder), or against 
liberty (kidnapping), or against property (theft), or negligence against life, liberty, or property. 
Justice as an action and as a policy is not triggered unless there is a crime committed. 

Obviously, then, a civil government that is committed to justice will generally be a 
passive government. When there are no crimes committed in the society, such civil 
government will be inactive; obviously, if the individuals in the society are just and keep the 
law, there is no reason for a government to dispense justice. Thus, if the government is 
passive, the only government institution in the society will be the courts, where the judges sit 
and people come to them with their cases and complaints and disputes. Government, then, as 
an institution, won’t exist outside the courtroom, and will certainly have no power over non-
criminal individuals. The only people who will legally be under the government’s power will 
be the convicted criminals. Everyone else, that is, everyone who has not committed injustice 
against his neighbors, will be free of government interference and control. 

Safety and security, on the other hand, are a category that has to do with prevention of 
crime. That is, to translate it in terms of time, it has to do with crimes that are not committed 
yet. A policy designed to prevent future crimes rather than just restore the victim and punish 
the criminal after the crime has been committed would necessarily require a government that 
is constantly active, and constantly trying to uncover attempts at future crimes, whether they 
are real or imaginary. It will have to know the future or be able to predict the future based on 
certain data. But since a crime is not a physical phenomenon, it is an ethical decision of the 
heart of man, such a government will have to be able to read the hearts of men in order to be 
able to predict their ethical decisions. 

Obviously, then, a government committed to safety and security will have to be a 
constantly active government. Whether there are crimes in the society or not, such 
government will always have to be operational, and will always have to implement in action 
some positive policies. It will not be limited to the court room; it will erect a multitude of new 
offices and send swarms of officers to harass the people and eat out their substance. Such 
government will have to place under its power not only the criminals, but the non-criminal 
citizens as well: for remember, its focus is not on crimes already committed but on future 
crimes, and therefore on future possible criminals, people who are not criminals yet. Such a 
government which is expected to provide safety and security will have to become executive, 
not simply judiciary, and will have to control the lives of its citizens to the minutest detail; 
since it has no access to the inner heart of man, only thorough control over his actions will 
make it possible for the state to prevent him from committing a crime. Thus, it will have to 
impose on its citizens regulations, license and permit regimes, travel restrictions, ID cards, 
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and total surveillance in general. Justice will not be served anymore, because the focus of 
government policy won’t be the criminal, but the law-abiding members of the society. In fact, 
if anything, such a government would favor criminals and will probably hire them, for only an 
accomplished criminal could have an insight into the hearts of other criminals and would be 
able to predict their behavior. 

These developments are inevitable once the state is charged with the task of predicting the 
future, that is, providing safety and security, and law-enforcing, to the society. The state will 
inevitably become tyrannical, and justice will be aborted in the land. 

So, which government is described in the Bible as the Biblical ideal for government? 
Unfortunately, many Christians – including some theonomists – are quite deceived about the 
nature of Biblical government. Many don’t even think in terms of the Biblical purpose of civil 
government. Most Christians – if they even believe that the Bible gives us principles for civil 
government – believe that the government mandated in the Law of God is exactly like modern 
governments – devoted to providing safety and security. It’s just needs to be a bit better, you 
know, being Christian and moral, but as a whole, it’s purpose is that: to provide safety and 
security. None of them stops to think that if the role of the government is to provide safety and 
security, this will require the government to be able to predict the future, to read the hearts and 
minds of its citizens, and to have power over non-criminal individuals. Many may be even 
professed opponents of big government; but none of them stops to think that big government 
is based on that one single presupposition: that the government must provide safety and 
security for its citizens. 

In contrast, civil government in the Law of God is freed from the function of providing 
safety and security. It is only concerned with justice, with already committed crimes. In the 
Law of God, there are no civil servants charged with the task of preventing crime; there are no 
government offices to declare government policies, no armies of bureaucrats or cops to 
enforce those policies. In a Biblical society, the only civil ruler a man will ever meet face to 
face is a judge or a panel of judges – and that only if he is charged with a crime or when he is 
summoned as a witness to a crime or a dispute. In the rare case of war, a man joining the 
military would find himself under commanders, but their powers were limited to wartime and 
to the battlefield and the battle camp. And that was it. In a society where the government is 
limited to dispensing justice – not preventing crimes – a decent, law-abiding man can live his 
whole life without ever having to submit to any government bureaucracy. It is for this reason 
that R.J. Rushdoony, when discussing the nature of theocracy, the Biblical social order 
described in the Law of God, described it as “the closest thing to radical libertarianism that 
can be had.” There are some today who are trying hard to twist the words of Rushdoony to 
mean something he never meant, and to use the Law of God to defend some form of mild 
statism where the modern state still has some power over law-abiding men. But the truth is, as 
Rushdoony said in that article, “The Meaning of  Theocracy,” the basic government of man is 
self-government. And there are more governments as well – school, family, business, etc. – 
but the state is a very minimal one. In fact, when it comes to safety and security from crime, 
Rushdoony specifically says that the state is not a solution but part of the problem. 

It is true that crime needs suppression, but, instead of suppressing crime, the 
State safeguards its own monopoly of crime. 

He continues by saying where safety and security is not, and where it is. 
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The solution to crime and injustice is not more power to the state (!) but God’s 
Law and a regenerate man. 

In other places Rushdoony gives examples how law enforcement – and thus safety and 
security – must be done by the whole community. It is the community as a whole – not some 
professional government organization – which only can assure that crime is low. Community 
includes many different levels of social government – families, churches, schools, businesses, 
voluntary organizations – and none of these are civil government. Their power can’t be 
coercive, for the heart of man is not changed by coercion; and, as we saw, prevention of crime 
is an issue of the heart of man, not of policies and scientific predictions. Coercion must come 
only after a crime is committed, and it must be specifically aimed at restoration and 
punishment for the crime itself, not at redeeming the man or the society. 

Any social order that comes not from the Law of God, however, must be by default 
collectivist and statist; it must worship the collective man as god, and therefore worship the 
most powerful institution of collective man as god: the state. Any system that doesn’t 
acknowledge the individual man as an independent moral agent under God won’t 
acknowledge self-government as a legitimate government – at best, self-government will be 
only subservient to the state. Thus, any statism – strong or mild, in any variety – comes from 
this idolatry of the collective man and of the state. Yes, I said, of any variety, even of the 
Christian variety – those church goers who object to the radical libertarianism of theocracy 
and want a state that will enforce some supposedly Christian agenda. Also, any ideology that 
places safety and security in the hands of the state is also an idolatrous ideology – for it 
comes, by necessity, from the presupposition that the state is capable of predicting the future, 
reading the hearts of men, and changing the hearts of men. Pagan governments just love to 
play providers of safety and security; nothing gives them a better legitimacy for their claims to 
divinity than the provision of safety and security. I said in an earlier article on Axe to the Root 
blog, titled “Political Opportunism Doesn’t Fight Tyranny, It Perpetuates It,” 

Those who call for the government to provide safety and security – as opposed 
to the Biblical task of only retributive and restitutional justice – are calling for 
open judicial idolatry. And since idolatry always brings tyranny, they are 
calling also for judicial tyranny. From the Jacobin Committee of Public Safety, 
through the Nazi SD (Security Service) and SiPo (Security Police), Mussolini’s 
TULPS (Laws for Public Safety), the Communist KGB (Committee for State 
Security) and Stasi (State Security), to our modern American Homeland 
Security, Transport Security Administration, and National Security Agency, and 
to the modern American cops’ “It’s for your safety” when they unlawfully 
arrest and torture innocent people, “safety” and “security” have been the 
buzzwords for the government’s terrorizing and spying on its own population 
in the name of taking care of them. Haven’t we learned anything from history 
that we want more of the same? 

Once the government is given the task to act preemptively to provide safety, 
there is no logical limit to what it can do to anyone, including its own citizens. 
If a group of non-criminal foreigners can be controlled and kicked out because 
they are a “security threat,” what would stop the government from doing the 
same thing to a group of non-criminal citizens, for instance, gun owners? Such 
a concept of government would justify the violation of any civil rights we 



ARP#29. Safety, Security, and State-Worship  236 

today enjoy, and eventually will destroy all liberty. Haven’t we learned from 
history? 

The most obvious application of this “safety and security” state today in America is gun 
control. Those who favor the Second Amendment often complain that the gun-control 
advocates complain about guns used in crimes, but their proposed laws never target criminals, 
they always target the law-abiding gun owners. And in an amazing feat of schizophrenia, 
those same people then are all for supporting police and the thin blue line and praying for 
police, because supposedly the state – and its police – are supposed to provide safety and 
security. But a government that is charged with providing safety and security will do exactly 
that: it will target the law-abiding citizens, not the criminals, because safety and security are 
not about already committed crimes but about future crimes. By default, the state these 
Second Amendment fans want, is the same state that will target them specifically, for their 
insistence to have guns. This blindness and the schizophrenia of so many people in modern 
America is one of the most baffling characteristic of our age. Sound reason and logical 
thinking seem to have disappeared from among modern American Christians and 
conservatives in general. 

But there are many more applications. The Social . . . er . . . Security administration is the 
product of the same ideology, that the state should provide safety and security. In fact, all 
kinds of welfare are product of the same ideology. The Federal Reserve (reserve, as in 
security) is the product of the same ideology. The hundreds of thousands of laws and 
regulations are the product of the same ideology. The more Christians insist that the state must 
provide safety and security, the more the state acts accordingly, and enslaves them more and 
more. When people want safety from the state, the state becomes a god. And then God the 
Creator leaves such a people to their false god, enslaved, and still not safe and secure, until 
they cry out back to Him, and restore justice in the land. 

As R.J. Rushdoony said, the solution to crime and injustice, that is, true security, comes 
not from the state. It comes from God and from covenant men. As long as Christians in this 
land continue to worship the state and expect safety from it, we are going to be losing the 
cultural war. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Joel McDurmon’s Commentary on 1 
Samuel. Read the story of a nation that could have both freedom and security under God but 
chose slavery under men, and lost its security as well. In the final account, it is brambles that 
come to rule over them, and tyranny follows. 

Eastern Europe was there. It is shaking off this horrible legacy, slowly and painfully, 
while America seeks to acquire it. Help me in my mission in Eastern Europe, to accelerate the 
process of abandoning paganism and restoring God’s liberty and justice for all. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Fear as a Motivator 
Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony, Politics of Guilt and Pity  

 

Welcome to Episode 30 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about fear. Fear as psychology 
and as motivator of personal behavior and reactions. But also as collective psychology and as 
motivator of collective behavior and reactions. Fear as a government policy. Fear also as a 
political motivation and – very important – manipulation. Last, but not least, fear as a spiritual 
state of the soul of man, and from there, as a religious and moral commitment. And, following 
from that, fear as idolatry and rebellion against God. 

I want to start with the following two questions: First, what is the most powerful 
motivator for man’s behavior, and the most powerful factor behind man’s action, mentioned 
in the Bible? And, second, what is the most commonly repeated commandment in Scripture? 

The answers may surprise you. 
A little over a year ago, while writing an article titled “Terrorism: Biblical Analysis and 

Solutions” (you can find it on ChristendomRestored.com 
http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2015/12/terrorism-biblical-analysis-and-
solutions/), I conducted a small experiment, asking a dozen of Christians these same 
questions. I picked only people who were Reformed seminary graduates; two were church 
elders, preaching on weekly basis. The rest of them had some active ministry of one sort or 
another, even if they were not professional ministers of the Gospel. I asked them to answer 
based on their knowledge so far, without doing a special research on the questions. The 
answers puzzled me somewhat; only one got it right. The majority of the rest picked “love” as 
the most powerful motivator, and the commandment to love as the most commonly repeated 
in Scripture. I am not trying to criticize or judge these men, I can assure you, but this does 
show we need a better understanding of Biblical psychology. 

Indeed, far from judging or criticizing these men, it is understandable why they would 
think that love should be the most powerful motivator mentioned in the Bible and why the 
commandment to love should be the most commonly repeated commandment. After all, God 
is love, and for us to be faithful to the image of God in us, we should be expressing God’s 
love to our fellow human beings. The commandments to love God and love our neighbor are 
indeed the two greatest commandments – if we measure them by hierarchy, according to 
Jesus’s words in Matt. 22: 37 and Mark 12:30. obviously, God Himself would want our whole 
being and action would be controlled by this motivator of love – love toward God and love 
toward our neighbor. That’s what Jesus came for, to demonstrate the love of God in the 
strongest and most direct manner, by giving His life not just for his friends, but even for His 
enemies (John 15:13; Rom. 5:8). God wants us to be motivated by love first and foremost, and 
such must be the foundation of all our action and thought. As it was in the example of Jesus, 
love as a motivator requires a negation of self, a self-sacrifice. When we are driven by love, 
we are not seeking our own, we are seeking the welfare and success of others. In Scripture, 
God doesn’t forbid self-love and self-preservation; otherwise, God’s promises wouldn’t make 
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any sense, nor would the commandment “Love your neighbor as you love yourself.” And yet, 
true love goes beyond that, namely, we are given a new commandment, to love out neighbor 
more than we love ourselves, and to love God with all our heart and all our strength – which 
would naturally leave next to nothing to loving ourselves before God. 

And yet, after the Fall, while love remains the most important motivator and 
commandment, it is not the most powerful motivator. Something else is. 

The correct answer is: fear. Fear is the most powerful motivator for man’s behavior. It is 
everywhere in the Bible; it seems to control every man in it. Every single character in the 
Bible – whether good or bad, righteous or wicked – is at some point motivated by fear of 
something or someone. (With one notable exception: Samson.) Even righteous men, men who 
in everything else loved God and obeyed God, succumb to fear at one or another point of their 
lives, showing that they don’t have the perfect love of which 1 John 4:18 speaks: “perfect love 
casts out fear.” Even Abraham, for all his faith, was overcome with fear twice – in Gen. 12 
and Gen. 20 – and lied to local rulers that Sarah was his wife. (She must have been a gorgeous 
90-year-old lady, a natural object of desire for the heathens.) If Abraham, the father of all who 
believe, could be so overcome with fear, fear is obviously a very serious challenge to all men, 
including the most faithful ones. And even those who have almost perfect faith and love can 
be sometimes overcome by fear, we should expect that the rest of mankind would be driven 
by fear in a much deeper and more powerful way. 

Fear, indeed, is ubiquitous in the world after the Fall. A simple statistic shows that the 
word “fear” in all its variations (“fear,” “dread,” “terror,” “dismay,” “distress,” etc.) is 
mentioned more than 1,400 times in the Bible. To compare, the next most mentioned factor 
for human behavior, “love” (including “charity,” “affection,” etc.), is mentioned only about 
700 times. If we take in account the multiple cases where fear is not directly mentioned but is 
clearly implied as a motive for action or public policy, we will have an even greater margin in 
favor of fear as the most important factor controlling all human behavior. 

In fact, God used a form of fear even before the Fall. If we define fear as a feeling or 
mindfulness of imminent danger, then God’s warning in Gen. 2:17, “in the day that you eat of 
it you will surely die,” was meant to strike some form of fear in their hearts. Of course, it was 
not meant to be the defining characteristic of God’s covenant with man – that defining 
characteristic was the Dominion Covenant in Gen. 1:26-27 – but it was still present. In the 
same way, after the Fall, God does use a limited form of fear to move man to repentance and 
obedience: Deut. 28:15-64, the cursings for disobedience are a clear evidence of it, as is the 
definition of wisdom in many places in the Bible: Fear of God. Just as in the Garden, that fear, 
as righteous and beneficial it is, is not supposed to be the defining factor of our behavior: we 
would become legalists if it was. But it is still there, in the life and the motivation of the 
covenant people of God. 

It is to be expected, therefore, for fear to be a much greater part of the life of the 
reprobate. The New Testament, in fact, specifically describes the bondage of the reprobate in 
terms of fear, and salvation as deliverance from that fear; Heb. 2:15 says that Jesus “frees 
those who through fear of death were subject to slavery all their lives.” Indeed, if it is love 
that casts out fear, and if the unbelievers are devoid of God’s love, they are left with nothing 
against their fear of death. If God is not on their side, and if they can’t bank on the promises 
of God for the world after their death, what else is left but an expectation of judgment. And 
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what else is that expectation of judgment if not the very definition of fear of death? We should 
expect the unbelievers, therefore, to be almost entirely dominated by such fear. 

If fear is such a defining characteristic of the slavery of the reprobate, we should also 
expect that human rulers who are in rebellion against God and want to take God’s place in 
ruling over their fellow human beings, to try to imitate God by sowing fear in the hearts of 
men. Cain left God’s presence in fear of what might happen to him after he murdered his 
brother. Five generations later, Lamech, a descendant of Cain, was now openly bragging of 
his ability to kill other human beings: “Listen to my voice, you wives of Lamech, give heed to 
my speech, for I have killed a man for wounding me, and a boy for striking me” (Gen 4:23). 
And what’s the purpose of this bragging? It is to issue a threat against anyone who would dare 
stand against Lamech, in the very next verse: “If Cain is avenged sevenfold, then Lamech 
seventy-sevenfold.” God’s threat of covenant sanctions which was supposed to use fear to 
warn man against disobedience was now transformed by a rebellious man into a man’s threat 
against his neighbor. From there, it was a small step to powerful men using fear as the 
mainstay of their political rule. 

This progression, towards using fear as a government policy, is clearly visible in the OT. 
In his journeys, Abraham as a private citizen – although, quite powerful himself, given that he 
could defeat four kings using just his own resources – met only rulers who were still ruling in 
a benevolent way, as popular leaders. Some of them feared God to the point of voluntarily 
repenting of their actions and even paying restitution to Abraham for the crimes they 
committed against him. In the times of Joseph in Egypt, the Egyptian state already used 
prisons used as a government policy – and that policy, judging from the examples, had 
nothing to do with justice but with the whims of politically powerful men. Still, even then, 
Joseph as a ruler could not institute a compulsory government policy of confiscation of life, 
liberty, and property; he had to bargain them with the people of Egypt, using their desperate 
condition as a lever. (Contrary to those who claim that Joseph was acting as a modern 
socialist. He wasn’t. The Egyptians voluntarily surrendered themselves. Each one of them had 
the opportunity, during the years of abundance, to follow Joseph’s example and save his own 
grain instead of selling it. Or sell it at a higher price to Joseph. None of them read the signs, 
and none of them acted on them. They were too short-term-oriented. This is what enslaved 
them, not government compulsion.) 

After Joseph, things went downhill quite quickly. In a few generations, the Egyptian state 
was now using fear on a large scale. The Egyptian state was motivated by fear of the 
Hebrews: Exodus 1:12, the Egyptians were in dread of the sons of Israel. The response of the 
Egyptian state is make the Hebrews fear the Egyptian state. More and more, fear entered the 
picture as a motivator and a policy. In the final account, the Hebrews, without God and having 
forgotten God in their prosperity, were so overcome by fear that the thought of resisting the 
Egyptian state never even occurred to them. 

Fear continued increasing its hold on the nations after that. The entire journey of Israel 
from Egypt to the Promised Land was a battle between faith and fear. The opposition of the 
pagan nations to Israel was entirely motivated by fear. Fear was the number one motivator of 
the people of Jericho, as reported by Rahab to the spies in Joshua 2:9. Fear was also the 
reason why Israel did not complete the conquest of Canaan in Joshua’s time, according to 
Joshua 17:16. At every step from now on, we will see fear as the chief, and sometimes the 
only motivating factor in the life of nations and of individuals. 
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It became even uglier when it was adopted as official government policy by the 
surrounding pagan nations. We often wonder in our own day, sanitized and sanctified by two 
millennia of Christendom, how the ancients could tolerate the unspeakable cruelties of the 
ancient empires. The Assyrians were particularly cruel to their enemies, to the point of flaying 
alive thousands of prisoners. Why did they have to do it? The answer is: Their only way of 
forcing obedience was through fear. Fear was the preferred policy of Rome from its very 
beginning. In fact, the very founding myth of Rome has one of the founding brother, 
Romulus, killing his brother Remus for his mockery of Romulus wall and his leaping over it. 
Romulus words after the murder of his own brother remind us of Lamech and his bragging 
and threats: “So perish everyone who leap over my wall.” Rome developed this to the point of 
sentencing to torture and death everyone who in one way or another displayed any kind of 
defiance or disagreement with the Roman state. Out of this policy came the cross, and out of 
this policy came death by wild animals in the Coliseum. The cruelty so endemic to the Roman 
society – to slaves, to gladiators, to conquered nations, ultimately, to Christians – was a 
deliberate policy of sowing fear in the hearts of everyone who would stand in the way of the 
Empire. The Romans themselves were not without fear; when Augustus became and emperor, 
his propaganda was entirely addressed at the fear of his fellow Romans, promising them to not 
allow anything to change, and keep things as they have always been. The Roman society was 
the ultimate pagan society, the final version of what Satan could produce as a kingdom upon 
the earth. And its cohesion was entirely . . . fear. Not love, not honor, not even greed or desire 
for growth; it was all fear. By this we know the perfect pagan culture: it is driven by fear more 
than anything else. 

It is for this reason that the most frequently repeated commandment in Scripture is . . . 
“Do not fear!” Being used by pagan rulers and their gods to produce worship of the pagan 
state, fear is not simply a state of mind or a feeling; it is not religiously or ethically neutral. In 
a pagan context, fear now becomes worship in itself; it is a religion rival to the faith in the 
God of Scripture. Fear itself becomes idolatry, for a man who has surrendered to fear, has 
nothing to surrender to God, he is entirely under the power of the enemy. So, antithetical is 
fear to faith that Israel was condemned to wander 40 years in the wilderness because of fear – 
which was interpreted as lack of faith. And if you think this was a little too harsh, wait until 
you find out who is the first to be thrown in the lake of fire. That’s right, folks, Rev. 21:8 
describes all the types whose portion is in the lake of fire, and the list starts with the . . . 
cowards, that is, the fearful. Some of Christ’s most important lessons to His disciples had to 
do with training them to courage in the face of adversity and persecution; when they failed, 
his reply was, “Ye of little faith.” Very obviously, fear is not considered a religiously neutral 
feeling or state of mind; it is a religion itself, an idolatrous religion, and God does not tolerate 
it in His worshipers. 

In the face of the pagan culture of Rome, entirely dominated and motivated by fear, 
Christians threw a gauntlet: A faith which not only did not succumb to fear, but actively 
detested and rejected fear and defied the threats of the empire. Not even the worst 
punishments could shake their faith, not even death. It is not that Christians rebelled against 
the Empire; they just defied the very foundation of its power, that same fear of death which, 
according to Hebrews 2:15, keeps all unbelievers in slavery. Despising death and overcoming 
fear, they became too dangerous for a world which had known no more powerful motive than 
fear of death. 
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As it is to be expected, then, once Christianity became the dominant religion, it started 
changing the policy of civil government. And the first victim of the victorious march of 
Christianity was to be the politics of fear. The early Christian emperors were still willing to 
use fear to produce obedience – the pagan habits don’t die easily. But against their policy of 
fear they had a powerful opponent: the church, which taught that fear was sin, and the politics 
of fear was injustice. When Emperor Theodosius sent their troops to kill 7,000 protesters in 
Thessaloniki – a clear expression of the same old pagan politics of fear – Bishop Ambrose 
fearlessly criticized the Emperor and excommunicated him from the church for the use of this 
pagan policy. When the Emperor threatened to come and seize his church – another pagan act 
of sowing fear – Ambrose responded with double courage: “You don’t have the right to enter 
a private person’s home; what makes you believe you can enter the House of God?” 

Gradually, in Christendom, the politics of fear started being replaced with politics of hope 
and courage. The Visigothic Kingdom in Spain, converted to Christianity under Isidore of 
Seville, and later Charlemagne’s Empire, demonstrate the first signs of what today could be 
called a policy of integration and co-operation, instead of fear. Neither kingdom survived 
long, but the seeds were sown. On the other end of Christendom, Byzantium, for all its 
shortcomings and remnants of paganism, was also developing a legal and social system which 
offered to its subjects more hope and dignity than fear and terror. Even the foreign policy of 
Byzantium changed compared to its predecessor, pagan Rome. Rome’s foreign policy was 
entirely focused on the number of legions it could muster; Byzantium’s was based on the 
number of missionaries and theologians it could train and send out. 

The ultimate expression of that eradication of fear from the life and fabric of Christendom 
were the Crusades. We today can’t really fathom the real situation of the day; at the time of 
the First Crusade, the Muslim world 6 times the territory and 15 times the population of 
Christendom; a relevant comparison today would be Poland against the United States. It’s not 
that Christians at the time didn’t realize the power of their opponent; they did, for they had 
fought Muslims in Spain and they had seen the devastation of the Muslim armies on the 
powerful Eastern Empire. Had they been controlled by fear, as the pagans around them, the 
Crusades would have never started. But by the 10th century, Christendom as a culture had 
almost completely lost the ability to experience fear, even in the face of superior enemies. It 
was their enemies, the superior Muslim forces, who retreated for two centuries, for they were 
just as controlled by fear as any other group of pagans out there. The Age of Exploration, 
following in the footsteps of the Crusades, was also rather an Age of Fearlessness; it took lots 
of courage for whole populations to leave the security of their native lands and journey to the 
ends of the earth. The growth of the Christian faith meant more and more perfect obedience to 
the Scriptural command, “Do not fear!” And this obedience created a unique cultural attitude, 
which changed the world. 

Even after the West started its apostasy from the Christian faith, courage and rejection of 
fear remained cherished ethical values, even for the neo-pagans. It has been interesting for me 
to study the psychology of Marxism and its dynamics over the last 150 years. Marxism started 
with a deep appreciation for the ethical values of Christianity; character traits like courage, 
self-control, rejection of fear were not only valued highly, they were self-consciously taught 
to the best cadres of the Communist parties. Marx insisted on such training, and much of the 
movement of socialist realism in arts in the Soviet Union had to do with teaching the young 
generation these values. Fear was just as condemned as it was under Christianity. For the first 
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several decades of its existence, Marxism still hoped that it could capture the high ground of 
courage that Christians had occupied since the days of the Roman Empire. 

Fear, unfortunately for the Marxists, can be cast out only by perfect love, and perfect love 
is a fruit of the Holy Spirit. Whatever inertia Marxism had from the legacy of Christendom in 
the West, it dissipated within a generation after its political victories in Eastern Europe. 
Stalin’s regime couldn’t maintain its power based on positive values; it had to restore the old 
pagan ways of ruling a people. The Gulags were not something new. They were simply 
another incarnation of the Roman crosses and coliseums. There is only one way for pagan 
governments to control their subjects, and that is fear. Predictably, with the abandonment of 
Christianity, fear returned as the mainstay of government policies. 

But don’t be quick to come to the conclusion that this resurrection of fear as motivator 
was limited to Communism. It has been resurrected in America today. As early as Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt, politics of fear was instituted in America, to this very day. I often suggest 
to people to read two inaugural addresses by US presidents, separated by 100 years: that by 
Theodore Roosevelt in 1905 and that by George W. Bush in 2005. Theodore Roosevelt is 
certainly far short of being a Christian politician, but in 1905 he was addressing a nation that 
was still predominantly Christian. There is not a single trace of manipulation through fear in 
that address; Roosevelt’s listeners were people who had no feeling of any imminent danger, 
and they wouldn’t be impressed if anyone promised them protection from danger. Fear was 
not a factor for them. In comparison, Bush’s speech of 2005 is directed at a nation which is in 
the grip of fear; the president promises that nation paralyzed by fear: “Don’t worry, I am here 
to protect you.” 

So much is the politics of fear a part of our social life today, we don’t even realize it. The 
media just picks up one scare after another and continue bombarding our minds with them 
with the purpose of training us to be obedient to the government which will protect us. 
Terrorism, Ebola, the flu, anthrax, the refugees, global warming, etc., etc., more and more 
appear every day. The staff in government agencies are trained to be ethically insensitive and 
brutal by being indoctrinated with fear; police today are conditioned to think that the whole 
world is in a war against them, and thus they should be willing to shoot and kill people 
without any moral scruples. Even Christians today call for indiscriminate bombing of whole 
populations simply because we have been fear-manipulated by government propaganda. And 
why go in such depth; the last election campaign was entirely motivated by fear on both sides. 
Even one prominent Christian Reconstructionist author, calling for Christians to vote for 
Trump, admitted he is entirely motivated by fear. His exact words were: “It is not that I like 
Trump, I dislike him. But it is Hillary I fear, and therefore I believe we should all vote for 
Trump.” In one discussion, Christian apologists of Donald Trump were asked to provide one 
single positive reason to vote from Trump. After two weeks of arguing, not a single one of 
them was capable to give a single such reason; they all resorted eventually to their fear of 
Hillary Clinton. In a very direct, Biblical sense, Clinton is the real winner of that campaign, 
for she made Christians worship her through their fear of her. 

We know we have become a pagan culture – even in our churches – when we are all 
motivated by fear. And we will know when the restoration of Christendom starts: and that will 
be when fear is cast out. 
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The book I will assign for reading this week is R.J. Rushdoony, Politics of Guilt and Pity. 
We as Christians need to start understanding how our faith affect politics, and how paganism 
affect politics. The sorry state of our civil institutions today is caused by our ignorance in this 
area. Time to start reversing the trend. 

And remember my work in building an intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Bulgaria. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and 
donate. For Christ’s glory and Kingdom. 
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 The Standing Rock Controversy 
Assigned reading: Man, Economy, and State, by Murray Rothbard  

 

Welcome to Episode 31 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about an issue that recently 
caused a lot of tumult and controversy and indignation in different groups in our society: The 
so called DAPL controversy, that is, the Dakota Access Pipeline Controversy, or also known 
as the Standing Rock controversy, by the name of the Standing Rock Native American 
Reservation, currently the largest remaining separate territory of the Large Sioux Nation and a 
home of some of the ancient sacred sites of of the nation. 

For those listeners who are not familiar with the situation, here’s a short overview: 

The Dakota Access Pipeline (DAPL) is a crude oil pipeline designed and built by the 
Texas-based oil company Energy Transfer Partners, designed to connect the recently 
developed Bakken oil fields in northwest North Dakota with the company’s storage facilities 
in central Illinois. The project costs $3.7 billion and, if finished, will significantly lower the 
costs of transportation from the new fields in North Dakota, thus also lowering the cost of 
crude oil delivered to the Northeast. The route goes in an almost straight line from the Bakken 
fields to Sioux Falls in South Dakota, and then in another straight line to Patoka, Illinois. The 
controversial section of the pipeline is about 25 mi south of Bismark, North Dakota, on the 
west bank of Missouri River, just ½ mile north of Cannonball River before it joins the 
Missouri. The construction site is outside the borders of the present-day reservation, which is 
south of the Cannonball river, but it is between the Heart River and the Cannonball River, a 
territory which belongs to the Lakota nation under the 1851 Fort Laramie treaty, was never 
ceded officially to the US government, but was de facto occupied by US troops and white 
settlers in violation of the treaty. 

In the spring of 2016, protesters from the Sioux nation, joined by members of about 300 
other Native American nations, established a protest site north of the Cannonball River to 
block the construction of the pipeline. They have two expressed concerns: first, crossing the 
Missouri only a mile upstream from the town of Cannonball within the territory, the DAPL 
constitutes an environmental threat to the water sources for all of the Standing Rock 
Reservation. Second, the triangle of the two rivers, on the north bank of the Cannonball River, 
is a historic and sacred site to the Sioux nation, with many burial grounds which will be 
destroyed by the work on the pipeline. 

The protest camp tried to block the construction of the pipeline, and at the beginning, it 
clashed with the private security guards of the company. The security guards unleashed dogs 
on the protesters, and the protesters responded with wounding some of the guards. The work 
was stopped temporarily, until the state of North Dakota brought in heavily armed SWAT 
teams and other police who used military equipment to scatter the protesters and to start 
dismantling the camps. The US government asked the company to halt construction until the 
issue is resolved, but Energy Transfer Partners rejected the request, and continued the 
construction. The Governor of North Dakota took the side of the oil company. An appeal was 
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filed with a Federal court to put a halt on the construction, but it was denied. In a public 
statement the company declared that stopping the construction will mean millions of dollars in 
unrecoverable losses, and besides, no archeological remains were discovered in the 
excavations through the disputed lands; in addition, the lands through which the pipeline goes 
are private lands, and therefore have nothing to do with the Sioux nation. A certain role in the 
controversy was played by the US Army Corps of Engineers, but of this role I will talk a bit 
later. 

The question now is – and I have been asked this question several times since the 
beginning of the controversy – what is the Biblical analysis of this problem, and what is the 
Biblical solution? I first had no answer to it, because I was not familiar with all the facts. 
Then, when North Dakota – and two other states – sent in militarized police to brutally deal 
with unarmed protesters, my moral instinct was on the side of the Sioux Nation: Based on the 
obvious Biblical truth that no righteous cause needs the murderous intervention of a standing 
army against unarmed civilians. A little bit further down the road in my investigations a friend 
of mine – himself partially of Native American origin, but highly critical of the culture and the 
ideology behind some of the tribal mentality – pointed to me that the pipeline was not actually 
on Sioux land but on private land, and the protest camp was itself on private land. While the 
protesters were careful to not cause damages to the private owner of the land through which 
the pipeline was built, they were causing damages to the tenant, namely, the oil company. 
Granted that, my moral opinion was then divided: On one hand, the protesters were wrong to 
cause damages to a private owner – or tenant – and the government was wrong to use 
excessive power against them. My friend asked me, “How should the government protect 
private property, then?” (As a side note, the question is a bit loaded: Biblically, the 
government is not supposed to protect private property but only to dispense justice.) The 
analysis of the situation still eluded me: I couldn’t find the ethical/judicial principle that 
would help me analyze it Biblically, and therefore propose the Biblical solution. 

The positions of the two ends of the political spectrum were, as usual, deeply 
schizophrenic. Leftist writers were in opposition to the very same government of which they 
expected to fix all the problems in our modern world. (The White House refused to accept a 
petition of 100,000 signatures brought to Obama by young Native Americans, even as Obama 
was making cautious attempts to convince the oil company to halt construction.) The right 
took the side of the police state and approved the brutality and violence in suppressing the 
protest, claiming support for the “rule of law.” For some reason, however, the only relevant 
law in this case, the Fort Laramie Treaty, was ignored by those same supposed 
“conservatives”; apparently, any injustice which survives uncorrected for a long time, 
becomes a law in the eyes of those “conservatives,” and its violation may be fixed by the 
police state. Neither of these ends of the spectrum were any good to help me establish the 
covenantal nature of the case. 

However, perhaps the most baffling schizophrenia, though, was that of a good number of 
secular libertarians, who also took the side of the police state – YES, REALLY! – and that in 
the name of private property rights. The problem is: There is not a single tenet in any of the 
secular libertarian ideologies which would support the notion of private property rights. I have 
written several articles about this, both on American Vision and on Christendom Restored. In 
the ideology of classical liberalism, private property is not sacred and its importance is only 
secondary and pragmatic, never foundational. Yes, von Mises’s view of private property 
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doesn’t differ from that of Friedrich Engels; the two men only disagree on its pragmatic 
usefulness. And Hoppe’s and Dietze’s defenses of the “ethics” (as they call it) of private 
property are strictly based on pragmatic considerations. That secular libertarians continue 
using private property rights as an argument only shows the depth of their cognitive disorder. 
Rothbard and Rockwell are not free of it either, in using private property rights – a notion 
impossible under the presuppositions of Classical Liberalism – as an excuse for their anti-
immigration bias and defense of closed borders. Schizophrenia is deeply embedded in modern 
secular libertarian thinking. The same problem exists among objectivists, who also ignore the 
tenets of their own ideology to argue for private property rights . . . while their own icon, Ayn 
Rand, has her character Howard Roark destroy other people’s private property in the name of 
the expression of his personality, and has him justified in court. All these secular libertarians 
contradict their own ideologies but accept as given a concept that can only come from the one 
ideology they reject, namely, Biblical Christianity. For the very notion of “rights” is 
impossible under any system but that which involves an objective, transcendent, immutable 
system of ethics and justice – namely, the Law of God. 

Anyway, with all these positions and opinions being schizophrenic and self-destructive, 
the question still is: from the perspective of the Bible, who is the villain in this controversy, 
and what is the Biblical solution? 

Now, first of all, we need to lay a foundation about the nature and limits of private 
property in the Bible and see how they apply to the controversy and the protest. And let me 
make the following claim about private property rights: The Law of God establishes private 
property as a God-ordained right, which means, it is divinely protected, and God has 
established earthly sanctions in His Law against violations. Pragmatic considerations have 
absolutely no value when private property is concerned. If a private owner decides to use his 
property in a completely wasteful way, it is his right, and no one has the right to tell him 
otherwise. Unless, of course, his actions on his property harm his neighbors. We’ll get back to 
this in a few minutes. 

On the other hand, the Biblical system of private property is a system of open borders. I 
have explained it in my article, “Lew Rockwell on Immigration: The Mild Statism of Secular 
Libertarianism,” found on ChristendomRestored.com. In short, as long as there are no fences, 
and as long as traveling or being on private property doesn’t destroy economic (that is, scarce) 
value, crossing the border of a private property doesn’t constitute crime in itself. Deut. 23:24-
25 establishes the right of a person to enter private property, as long as he doesn’t destroy or 
take economic advantage of it. Satisfying one’s hunger is allowed, though, according to these 
verses. There is a reason for the open borders policy of the Bible, and it is more than just 
satisfying one’s hunger; prevention of crime and destruction of property is also included, as 
well as saving human life. A man using the nearest house to save his family from a storm – 
even if the owner is not present – or a man entering another man’s field to put out a fire are 
not violation of property rights. More can be said about this issue, but I will leave it to another 
podcast. What is important here is that the mere presence of the protestors on private property 
to try to stop the construction of the pipeline is not necessarily a crime, under the Law of God. 
As long as they are not destroying property but only trying to prevent something that they 
perceive as danger to their homes, Biblically they are innocent of a civil crime. Thus, the use 
of a government standing army to scatter them is immoral. It is immoral in that public 
resources are used to serve private interests. The existence of a standing army for suppressing 
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unarmed individuals is immoral. If there was a destruction of private property – not simply 
standing on it – the Biblical solution would have been through the courts, which would lead to 
restitution. 

This establishes the Biblical right for the protestors to be on another person’s property, 
and the immorality of using a standing army against them. Once this is established, the 
question now is: Do the tribes have the right to try to stop the construction? And in the answer 
of this question we will see a direct application of the evil of the modern state of executive 
power, as opposed to the Biblical state of judiciary authority. Remember how I said in 
previous episodes, and in my lectures from the Freedom Conference earlier this year, that the 
Biblical civil government is only judiciary, that is, the courts, and pagan governments are 
executive and legislative? Well, here, in the Standing Rock controversy, the evil of the 
executive state is clearly seen. And in this case, the representative of that executive 
government, the institution that created the injustice, was the US Army Corps of Engineers. 
Don’t get me wrong, I have nothing personal against the institution itself – after all, their work 
in West Houston where I live, and their maintenance of the Addicks Reservoir, has saved my 
part of town from many floodings. But in the Standing Rock controversy they were an agent 
of injustice, not because of the institution itself, but because of the very nature of the modern 
executive state. So, let’s see how it happened. 

The defense of the company, Energy Transfer Partners, against critics, is that their steel 
pipes are perfectly reliable, and they specifically use pipes of double thickness, which makes 
them perfectly safe. Therefore, there is no danger of leaking, and no danger to the water 
supply of the Standing Rock reservation. That claim is supported by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers; they have come out with a statement that “there is no danger to the public.” But 
when reading about the history of the project, one interesting fact comes to light: in the early 
stages of planning the project, in May 2014, the proposed route of the pipeline ran farther 
north, and crossed the Missouri 15 miles upstream from Bismarck, the state capital of North 
Dakota, or a good 50 or 60 miles upstream from the Standing Rock Reservation. The original 
route didn’t cross any tribal lands, and there was no controversy about it; apparently, either 
there really was no danger, or there was no group of people who perceived it as danger. 

The oil company, however, rejected that first proposed line. The reasons? The first reason 
was that the terrain was harder and would require more investments. The second reason is 
crucial here: The pipe would pass dangerously close to the water sources of Bismarck. Hear 
this well: The same company which told the Sioux Nation that their pipes are perfectly safe to 
the water supply of the reservation, passing about a mile upstream from the nearest town on 
the reservation, Cannonball, rejected, two years earlier, the more expensive route because the 
pipeline would be a danger for the water supply of the state capital, passing a whole 15 miles 
upstream from it. Only this double standard would be enough for the inhabitants of Standing 
Rock to distrust Energy Transfer Partners. And they did. And protested. 

Here came then the executive state in the face of the US Army Corps of Engineers. They 
were asked to assess the possible environmental dangers and resolve the issue. Now, stop here 
before we continue. This is important. 

The question here is this: When an executive agency is involved, who does it serve, and 
in whose interest will it make its decision? It is clear that no man is neutral, and therefore no 
human agency is neutral. It will always serve its masters, the ones who write the check. The 
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US Army Corps of Engineers is an agency of the Federal government, it gets its checks from 
the Federal government, and it will make its decisions in favor of the Federal Government. 
From the perspective of all Federal agencies, individuals or companies don’t exist as moral or 
judicial entities; they exist only as economic entities, that is, as dairy cows to be milked and 
sheep to be sheared. And when the Federal Government assesses the value of the two sides to 
the argument, the oil company and the tribal nation, which of the two will have more weight 
on the scales in terms of expected tax revenue? It should be obvious. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers gave the expected verdict: “There is no danger to the 
public.” Asked again by other agencies, due to public pressure, it repeated the verdict: “No 
public interest is violated.” Notice the language in both decisions: The interests and the fears 
of the those directly affected were not taken as a valid concern; the concern is an amorphous, 
non-definable entity called “the public.” Or the “public interest.” and if you wonder where 
that concept came from, remember Jean-Jacques Rousseau and his concept of the “general 
will.” Yes, the same “general will” which may possibly will to break the individual will of 
some individuals or groups, why not? Welcome to the reality of the executive state: The entity 
that always has the upper hand in all disputes is the “public.” The public, of course, defined 
by the political masters. Against the concerns of the individuals who have no power. And if 
something happens, and the worst fears of the tribal nations happen to be proven valid, there 
will be no personal responsibility: there is no one in particular within the Corps of Engineers 
who will bear personal responsibility for the tragedy. The Corps has been proven wrong 
before and has a history of mistakes. No one in it has paid for their wrong assessments. And 
there is no mechanism for the tribe to take a person to court and make them pay for any 
damages that may come from a possible leak. Welcome to the beauty of the executive state. 

Risk – and fear of risk – is an economic cost, and it weighs on people’s decisions just as 
much as all other costs – time, money, labor, etc. The difference between the rejected first 
route and the second route show it clearly: The company could pay more money for a lower 
risk and no protests. It chose to pay less money. The difference went into risk – or perception 
of risk – for third parties. The Sioux Nation was left to bear the difference in the social cost of 
the project. The population of the Northeast would get cheaper oil because the Native 
Americans will bear the cost in the form greater danger for them and their land. Or at least, a 
perception of danger: but then, psychological cost is still a real cost, and in this case, it can be 
measured directly in the cost difference between the first and the second route. A private 
company transferred that cost to the local population. The executive state supported the 
company, for the obvious reasons: the company will bring more money into the coffers of the 
executive state. When the local population protested, the executive state sent in its standing 
army to force them to accept the cost. 

How would this dispute be resolved in a society based on the Biblical Law? Easy. First of 
all, in a truly Biblical society, there would be no executive state, so there would be no such 
entity as a “public interest.” The only government institution to which the two parties can go 
is the courts – and the courts in the Bible were manned by men from the community and 
controlled from the bottom up. There will be no public interest, there will be the two parties – 
the tribe and the company – and an assessment of the costs for both parties. When the tribe 
protests against the construction – because while it passes through private lands, it still 
endangers the reservation – the courts will take the tribe’s fear and perception of risk as a true 
social cost of the project. The company, then, will be asked to make an offer to pay for the 
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costs of the tribe. In a free Biblical market, there would be a limitless number of opportunities 
for such settlement. The company can simply pay the tribe a sum of money upfront, which 
would make them withdraw their complaints. Or it can create an insurance fund where regular 
deposits will be made from the sales, to meet any possible losses in the future from a possible 
leak. Or it can draw a different route; perhaps more expensive, but one that wouldn’t meet 
opposition. It can offer employment opportunities to the tribe. Etc., etc. No matter what the 
company offers, the dispute is not over until the affected parties agree to it. When the value of 
the offer is greater than the cost of the perceived risk, the tribal nations will say, “we’ll take 
it,” and a solution is found. Whatever comes out of it, the cost for the company will be 
greater, but it will be the true market cost, a cost that doesn’t include a violation of the Eighth 
Commandment, that is, no theft, that is, no immoral transfer of cost to third parties. The 
consumers of fuel will pay a slightly higher price; but it will be the honest price. 

And no general will, and no public, and no public interest. The code words for a Biblical 
society are liberty and justice: No one is forced to bear cost for something from which he gets 
no benefit; and no one is prevented from making a deal with anyone. 

The solution that is pushed today on the Native nations is the pagan solution: might 
makes right. The Biblical solution is justice and responsibility: acknowledge the real cost of 
the project, and make the owner of the project pay for it. Until we continue trusting in the 
executive state and its institutions, we won’t have liberty and justice for all, and finally, we 
will have liberty and justice for none. A return to liberty and justice is a return to the Biblical 
mandate of civil government that is strictly judicial, and acknowledges no independent will or 
existence of “the public,” or of the state. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Man, Economy, and State, by Murray 
Rothbard. I know, I know, just a few minutes ago I declared the inability of Classical Liberals 
to come up with a coherent theory of private property. But they have their moments of insight, 
and this book has many of these moments. 

And again, my request to you is, help me continue the work of Christian Reconstruction 
in Bulgaria. We need your help to continue creating the intellectual foundation for the future 
Biblical society in Bulgaria. Visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter. 
And donate. God bless you all. 
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 Hegelianism and the Modern State 
Assigned reading: Psychology of Religion, by Cornelius Van Til.  

 

Welcome to Episode 32 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about deep philosophy. I 
mean, really deep philosophy, which, in the world of modern academia, means the opinions of 
dead Germans – or, rather, not all dead Germans but only a few Germans who died in the 19th 
century. And we are going to be talking about the deadest of them all – in a spiritual and 
covenantal sense, I mean – who, being the deadest of them all, has affected the modern 
philosophical, intellectual, political, and religious discourse more than any other German who 
died in the 19th century. Funny how it happens, the deader a thinker is spiritually and 
covenantally, the more eager the secular world is to find in him their intellectual and spiritual 
leader; and in this case, this is very expressly true. We will be talking about Georg Wilhelm 
Friedrich Hegel (or we can anglicize the name to George William Frederick Hegel): a 
verifiable giant in non-Christian philosophy, whose legacy – acknowledged and 
unacknowledged – is still with us today. And it is with us today not only in our modern 
secular philosophy, but worse, in our modern political philosophy and discourse. And, take 
this: Some of Hegel’s most devout followers when it comes to the political and social 
applications of his thought are modern Christians – although, most of them don’t realize they 
are following him. What I want to do in this episode is give a short and simple overview of 
Hegel’s philosophy: starting presuppositions, logical development, philosophical conclusions, 
and practical, that is, political and social, conclusions. And later, in a future episode, see how 
we as Christians need to think about the modern society, and also where our focus and 
emphasis need to be, in order to develop a Biblical worldview, and also restore the civilization 
of Christendom in all its aspects. 

It’s rather funny, a couple of years ago a friend sent to me a scanned copy of a page from 
a book by R.C. Sproul in which he speaks about Christian philosophy. My friend had 
underlined a sentence on that page. In that sentence, R.C. Sproul declared that when it comes 
to philosophy, Christians are forced to choose between Kant (Immanuel Kant, a German 
philosopher from the 18th century) and Aquinas (Thomas Aquinas, the most influential 
Roman Catholic theologian and the brightest star of the tradition of scholasticism of the 13th 
century). I laughed and responded, “Well, I guess R.C. wants to make us all Hegelians.” 
That’s what Hegel did in his whole career as a philosopher: he oscillated between Aquinas 
and Kant, trying to eventually bring the two together in a system supposed to combine the best 
of the two. He admired Kant and explicitly said that in his dialectical method, he was trying to 
bring Kant’s two ends of his dualism together. Despite being himself a Lutheran, he also took 
the principles of Aquinas’s theology and transformed them into tenets of his philosophy of 
“absolute idealism.” Karl Barth, of all people, called Hegel “the Protestant Aquinas,” and that 
moniker has been affirmed by other philosophers and theologians as well. Anyway, my 
purpose here is not to pick on R.C. Sproul – his contribution to the popularization of 
Calvinism is above any doubt – but this small deviation from his Reformed presuppositions 
only shows how pervasive the influence of Hegel is today, even among those who should 
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know better. In this case, R.C. Sproul didn’t even realize that he was following a path drawn 
originally by Hegel himself. If I could reply to R.C. Sproul, my answer would be, “No, in 
philosophy today, Reformed Christians have only one possible choice: Cornelius Van Til and 
his presuppositionalism; because it is the only philosophy today consistent with the theology 
and soteriology and the doctrine of knowledge of Calvinism. Or perhaps, in a lesser degree, 
Gordon Clark, although, Clark was much closer to Hegel in his view of logic and reason. So, 
to be safe, go with Van Til.” Of course, I know that R.C. didn’t have the intent to make us all 
Hegelians; but his statement was dictated by his preferred system of philosophy, and I think 
that in that preference, he is inconsistent with his Reformed faith. But this discussion I will 
leave for another episode in the future. If I ever tackle it; for there is a multitude of other 
issues, ethical/judicial, that have a priority. 

Here, now, we are facing a serious challenge, though; the challenge is to explain the 
philosophy of Hegel simply and in a short time, from a Biblical perspective, then show the 
logical conclusions of it in the political thought, and then show how the modern political 
discourse and practices have been affected by it. We may need to leave something out, for this 
format may not allow us to cover it all. So, let’s get to the task at hand. 

Hegel is perhaps the brightest philosopher in the tradition of German idealism: a tradition 
which we may call the German Enlightenment. It lagged behind the Scottish and the French 
Enlightenment by a generation or two – Germany in the 18th century wasn’t very capable of 
producing a strong intellectual class. But despite coming somewhat late to the scene, German 
idealism provided the secularism of the Enlightenment with systematic theories in several 
fields of philosophy: theory of knowledge, the nature of conscience and reason, logic, ethics, 
etc. The Enlightenment philosophers, in their eagerness to escape the worldview of 
Christianity, had a serious problem: Every departure from the trinitarian God of the Bible as 
the foundation for knowledge, logic, ethics, and philosophy, led to some form of dualistic 
paradox and self-contradiction, making it impossible to give any justification for their 
knowledge and systems of thought, and also making it impossible for them to develop 
systematic, comprehensive, coherent thought on anything. They ridiculed Christianity, but no 
matter how they tried, they couldn’t develop any kind of system without it. Most of the 
French and Scottish philosophers preferred to retain some form of belief in God, as a sort of 
insurance policy against their own inconsistencies. Others, like David Hume and Denis 
Diderot, despaired and resorted to philosophical skepticism, deciding that systematic thought 
and rational knowledge are impossible in practice, and therefore can’t be achieved. It fell to a 
German philosopher, Immanuel Kant, to systematize the inherent dualism and self-
contradictions of secular thought, and to point a possible way out of it. 

Systematize he did, perfectly well. But finding a way out of the dualism proved to be a 
rather tough task. If anything, Kant made it worse. In order to define human thought, 
knowledge, and reality without God, he postulated two different, and in a sense opposed 
worlds of knowledge and perception. Or, as a matter of fact, two realities. One was the realm 
of the phenomenal, that is, the things as they are perceived by our senses, and then interpreted 
by our reason. The other was the realm of the noumenal, that is, the things-in-themselves, 
independent of our perception of them. Kant thought that he had found the answer to 
skepticism, the belief that there is no possible way of validating any knowledge; he wanted to 
preserve the belief in secure knowledge, but without God. He acknowledged that things-in-
themselves are not the same as our sensory perception and our rational interpretation of them. 
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That dualism he took for granted and systematized it in his Critique of Pure Reason and 
Critique of Practical Reason. The only thing that remained now is to find a logical connection 
between the two worlds that would somehow make the things-in-themselves knowable, and 
human reasoning validated by reality. That proved a task beyond his abilities. He never really 
found a philosophical way to reconcile hard reality with human perception. Yes, yes, people 
take it for granted that their mind and reality are correlated. But why should it be true? Why 
not accept the total disconnect between reality and the mind? Kant could find no answer. He 
ended just as skeptical as the skepticism he detested. 

That’s where Hegel came to the rescue. Or, at least, tried to. Hegel called his system of 
philosophy “dialectics.” Dialectics comes from the same word as “dialogue,” and when used 
as a philosophical term, denotes a system which tries to bring the two ends of dualism 
together. To make it easy, dualism is a system of two irreconcilable entities or opposites. 
Dialectics is a system that reconciles them. Prior to Hegel, all philosophies without God were 
dualistic. By describing his system as “dialectics,” Hegel’s claim was, in simple language, “I 
found the solution to all these dualisms.” No need of postulating a transcendent God anymore 
in order to keep a system of thought afloat. Hegels’ system – as he claimed – found a way to 
be both without transcendence and still consistent. Remember, the Enlightenment 
philosophers had to either reluctantly acknowledge some God (like Voltaire and Rousseau) or 
deny the validity of all knowledge (like Diderot and Hume). Hegel thought he found the 
solution: He knew why and how man could have reliable knowledge of reality without 
starting from the Trinitarian God of the Bible. His dialectics supposedly brought together the 
two ends of Kant’s dilemma. 

So, what did he do? How did he reconcile the thing perceived and the thing-in-itself? 
He just eliminated one of them, the thing-in-itself, from the equation. Yes, seriously. He 

called his system “absolute idealism.” The reason he called it so is because in it, the reality of 
things separate from the perception of them was completely eliminated – or at least ignored. 
Hegel took for granted that for the mind to be able to know the object of knowledge, there 
must exist some connection. Why should such connection be there? He didn’t say. He just 
eliminated the necessity of answering that question by postulating an “identity of thought and 
being.” That is, whatever the mind thinks of the object, must be the object itself. There is no 
reality outside of the perception the mind has of the object. Everything is one unified great big 
idea, including both the mind and the object, and everything is perfectly rational and 
knowable, and thus the self-conscious side of the equation, the mind, can be trusted to know 
the not-so-conscious side, the object. That’s how easy it is to overcome Kant’s dualism: 
destroy one of the sides of that dualism, and make everything one unified whole. Ah, yes, and 
never really explain why you did it, and why your conclusions should be trusted and how they 
are validated. Just do it in as many words as possible, so that others are misled to think that 
you have offered anything of value. 

The human mind – or consciousness – thus became the central agent of knowledge and 
interpretation in Hegel’s system. More than that; it became the central agent of all reality. If 
all is one, reality and mind, and the mind is what defines reality and gives it meaning and 
purpose, then reality really doesn’t exist outside the mind. The mind becomes its central 
standard. Hegel didn’t only center everything on the human mind, he also re-formulated 
knowledge and logic to cement the place of the mind as the center of reality. Since everything 
was supposed to be one integral ideal spiritual unity, the old laws of logic and reasoning – 
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which presupposed some separation between the mind and reality – were scrapped, and a new 
logic had to be created. 

But this is just the plain old subjectivism: if only the mind matters, and reality is created 
by the mind, then nothing really exists except for the individual mind. Hegel didn’t plan on 
creating a subjectivist system. So, now the next question is: How can we assign any 
objectivity to any kind of knowledge we have? With no firm reality outside our senses, no 
objective knowledge is possible. It doesn’t matter if the world is only material or only 
spiritual, or both; there has to be some firm ground of reality for knowledge to be reliable and 
objective. Hegel’s system, by excluding the independent reality of things, destroyed that firm 
ground. Hegel’s “absolute idealism” was nothing else but “absolute void.” If one is to explain 
Hegel’s “absolute idealism” in simple terms, it would be man, in a boat, in an ocean without 
shores and without a bottom. Things appear on the horizon, but there is no way to decide 
whether they are real or man is just hallucinating. To be honest, it doesn’t really matter if they 
are real or man is hallucinating; all that matters is that man sees them. In this setting, man is 
charged with the task to find his place in the world and somehow make his own existence an 
objective fact – and thus make the existence of those objects on the horizon an objective fact 
as well. 

So the issue comes to the question: how does the individual conscience, the mind of the 
individual man, define itself? This question is tricky, for philosophical definitions came from 
Christianity. Pagan philosophy did not use rational definitions; it had no foundation for them. 
Concepts were not defined rationally; they were only intuitively assumed or told as myths or 
stories. Plato’s dialogues are full of such pagan substitutes for definitions where a thing is not 
really defined but vaguely described in the form of a dialogue. It was Christianity that gave to 
the world the practice of rational definitions: Christianity is a creedal faith – not an occult 
religion – and a faith is not a real self-conscious faith unless it has definitions, that is, 
boundaries on the meaning of concepts. Definitions, that is, boundaries on meaning, were 
instrumental in its war against heresies, because the main characteristic of all heresies was 
taking the meaning of words and concepts beyond the limits of Scripture. But Christianity 
could afford to work through definitions, because a thing can be defined clearly only against 
the firm background of two things: either its origin or its purpose. When we define something, 
all we ask for is this: Where does it come from, or, what is it made of? And then, What is the 
purpose of it? Christianity has both: It speaks of the origin of things, and it speaks of the end 
of things, the telos, the purpose of all things. It has a firm ground on both ends of the journey, 
the beginning and the end. Man knows who he is and what he is, because he defines himself 
in terms of the Creation and of the Final Judgment. Paganism has no such firm ground, and 
therefore paganism can’t use definitions; it has to use vague shadows, myths, and intuition for 
meanings of things. 

How would Hegel’s man define his own consciousness then, and how would he have an 
objective validity to it? How would his man in a boat, in an ocean with no shores and no 
bottom, figure out where he is? Hang on to your chairs, folks, you are about to hear the most 
ingenious answer by Hegel. Ready? Here it is: He meets another man in another boat, lost in 
the ocean. Both engage in an interaction, exchange thoughts and perceptions – or, 
hallucinations, who cares – and in the end, the two, having achieved a synthesis of their 
perceptions – or hallucinations, who cares – come out with a much better idea where they are, 
in the ocean with shores and without a bottom. You might be tempted to decide that it 
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certainly can’t be that simple and stupid, but it is. Hegel, as all non-Christian philosophers, 
was a fool. But he was an educated fool, and like all educated fools we have today in our 
colleges and seminaries, he was proficient at dressing up his folly in philosophical lingo. But 
at the very bottom, this was the philosophical idea of his objectivity of conscience, or, as he 
called it, the “phenomenology of reason.” 

It is from there that we get the simplest description of his dialectics: thesis, antithesis, 
synthesis. An individual conscience (thesis) lost in the void meets another, different 
conscience (antithesis). The two interact, and from this interaction comes out a united 
conscience, which is a step closer to the self-definition of the two consciences. Somehow the 
two lost minds become a little less lost – not because they have found a firm ground but 
because they have found each other. Or, if you want a more accurate picture, imagine two 
drunks in a bus, standing and hanging on to each other to avoid falling. From this, also, comes 
Engels’s answer to the question, “What is your motto?” He replied, “Everything is relative.” 
As is commonly interpreted today, he meant moral relativism, that is, there are no absolute 
moral values. He certainly didn’t believe in absolute moral values, but he was a deeper 
thinker, and his answer was much deeper. As a good Hegelian, he meant: No individual has a 
meaning and purpose as an independent moral agent; we are all defined only by our relations 
to others. And from this also comes the modern objection against Christianity that it is a 
“dogmatic religion,” it never changes. Hegel made it fashionable to believe that only that 
system is true which never remains fixed on the same moral and intellectual truths forever. 
Change is truth. 

As stupid as this sounds, and as foolish as Hegel and his followers are to fall for such 
excuse for a philosophy, this is not the end of the story. It continues. The obvious objection 
then is this: the synthesis of two consciences can’t be enough for either of them to achieve the 
objectivity of knowledge, value, and self-awareness. There must be more. And Hegel agreed: 
Of course, there is more. There are more individual consciences out there. The more they 
meet, the more they achieve that synthesis, that unity of spirit and mind, the more they 
achieve objectivity and assurance of knowledge. And, keep this in mind: since reality is 
defined by conscience, the more they achieve that synthesis of consciences, the more reality 
comes into existence. Or, at least, reality that matters. Objectivity is not in a transcendent truth 
which is immovable and immutable compared to the world of reality; objectivity is a process 
in time, achieved more and more by more and more thesis, antithesis, and synthesis between 
interacting consciences. Until. . . . 

Until all these minds merge together in a gigantic conscience, which, in itself, combines 
the self-awareness, the identity, and the conscience of all of them. One conscience to rule 
them all, one conscience to bind them. That final great conscience would be the end of the 
process, and it would be the that final objective spirit, in which all individuals find both their 
freedom and their moral duty. That final objective spirit, or objective conscience, would be 
the only one capable of providing real knowledge to all these lost men in the ocean – not by 
taking them to firm ground, of course, for in Hegel’s absolute idealism no such firm ground 
exists – but by defining reality for them, and even creating and postulating reality for them. 
The mirages they have seen as individual antithetic consciences, will now, in their synthetic 
condition, be replaced with a common mirage, a collective hallucination for all, and this 
collective hallucination will be their knowledge of their true place in the universe. 



ARP#32. Hegelianism and the Modern State  255 

Hegel didn’t have to look too far to see the obvious institutional expression for this 
“objective spirit.” He directly pointed to it: The state. He called the state an “objective spirit.” 
He assigned to it the role of postulating reality. In his new ethics, consistent with his 
philosophy, he declared that the only freedom and moral duty of individuals is to be 
incorporated in the state and subservient to the state. The state was so central to his 
philosophy that he even made God dependent on it: God, after all, is a conscience Himself, 
and as a conscience, He needs other consciences to develop Himself to objectivity. So, Hegel 
has his god enter history and develop his identity through the state, through its expression of 
political power and legislating activity. God needs man to become really God, but not just any 
man: he needs man’s most powerful institution, which, by default, becomes God’s expression 
on earth. Or, for all practical purposes, God walking on earth. 

But which of the many kinds of states? There are democratic states, there are monarchies, 
there are republics, there are decentralized local governments. 

Hegel’s answer was: The most powerful ones. In the very beginning of his career, he saw 
the rise of Napoleon and his European empire; in October 1806, Hegel was a teacher at the 
University of Jena, and he personally saw Napoleon enter the city. So, excited he was that in a 
letter, he called Napoleon “this world-spirit.” The next day, in the Battle of Jena, Napoleon 
crushed the armies of Prussia, considered invincible to that point, and subjugated the 
Kingdom of Prussia to his empire. Hegel was ecstatic: he saw in Napoleon this divine 
perfection and objectivity that his system expected of a political leader. The defeat of 
Napoleon several years later, and the restoration of Prussia, made him change his mind, and 
now he believed that the perfect expression of objective spirit, the state through which God 
has completed His own journey to self-consciousness, was the Prussian state, in its almost 
perfect subjugation of the individual to the interests of the state. Hegel’s absolute idealism 
eventually brought him to believe that might makes right – or, rather, that raw power is the 
visible representation of spiritual growth and objectivity of reason. Rational was only that 
entity that was powerful. Maximum power on earth meant maximum rationality and 
objectivity to him. 

This is Hegel’s philosophy in a nutshell. His followers split into two factions; one faction, 
the Old Hegelians, retained his system of absolute idealism and built on it to create a form of 
pseudo-religious conservatism. Another faction – the Young Hegelians – picked up his 
dialectic and the relativism of being and built on it a number of revolutionary ideologies, of 
which Marxism has been the most successful one. Both factions, though, retained Hegel’s 
worship of the state as god walking on earth. By the end of the 19th century, most 
philosophers, economists, and social scientists considered the state as the ultimate institution 
of social significance and progress. By the time of WWI, these thinkers were already in 
position of power, or advising the powerful of the day, in all of the West, including the United 
States. By the mid-20th century, Hegel’s worship of the state had taken over the West. A 
philosophy that self-consciously started with a departure from God as the objective 
transcendent standard, ended up creating a system of statist domination that the West hadn’t 
seen since the times of the late Roman Empire. As Rushdoony said in his Foundations of 
Social Order, all paganism inevitably leads to statism. Hegel’s neo-paganism was not an 
exception. 

The book I will assign for this week is Psychology of Religion, by Cornelius Van Til. The 
issue of the objectivity of our faith is an important one; once we lose it, we can easily go 
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down the road of Hegelianism. Van Til gives the Biblical case for objectivity in this little 
book. 

And again, my appeal is, help me continue the work of Christian Reconstruction in 
Bulgaria and Eastern Europe. Visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter. 
And donate. God bless you all. 
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 The War Against Islam 
Assigned reading: William Carey: An Enquiry into the Obligations of Christians. 

Welcome to Episode 33 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about war and fighting a war. 
More precisely, we will be talking about fighting a strategic, global war, a war that goes 
beyond physical and military resources, but involves the hearts of men. And even more 
precisely, we will talk about the smart and the stupid way to fight such a war. We will see 
how Christendom in the past fought its wars the smart way. And we will see how today the 
West is fighting them the stupid way; in fact, so stupid, that it may be one of the best and 
clearest examples in history of global, strategic snatching of defeat from the jaws of victory. 
Yes, you heard me well: snatching of defeat from the jaws of victory. Because this is exactly 
what the West – living in the shadow of Christendom – did in its war against Islam: We 
worked hard, and we fought hard, and we spent tons of resources and human life, only to turn 
a secure historical victory into something that today nearly approaches the defeat of the West. 
And Islam didn’t do it to us. We did it, the Christians in the West, it’s our fault, from 
beginning to end. 

In the 1890s, a newspaper in Alexandria, Egypt, owned by a wealthy Muslim merchant, 
came up with a series of articles titled, “Can Islam Survive?” The newspaper was printed in 
both English and Arabic, so the articles were written not just for its European readership, 
which at the time was abundant in Egypt. It was also directed to its Arabic audience, many of 
whom were Muslims educated in Madrasah schools, where they were taught to master the 
Muslim religion and specifically the legal system of Islam. (What today is known as Shariah.) 
Unfortunately, I don’t have the full text of the articles; I only know about them from 
testimonies of American missionaries to Egypt and the time. From the optimistic tone of the 
missionaries’ testimonies, I come to the conclusion that the articles were quite pessimistic 
about the future of Islam. In fact, one of the testimonies I have read directly assumes that 
Islam would fall to Christianity within the next generation, which would mean in the first half 
of the twentieth century. 

While I don’t know the content of the articles, I can imagine there were a number of good 
reasons for Muslims at the time to be pessimistic about the future of their religion. The main, 
as I would suppose, must have been political. In the 1890s, the political mainstay of Islam – 
the Ottoman Empire, was not the sick man anymore; it was the dying man. Islam has always 
been a political religion; there has never been an institutional division between church and 
state. The strongest political leader was the highest religious authority in the land; the Sultan 
was the Khalif, the religious leader of all Muslims. And his military victories and political 
expansion were synonymous with the victories and expansion of Islam. The Sultans, however, 
had been losing wars and territories for over two centuries now, since Lepanto in 1571 and 
Vienna in 1683. In 1882, the richest and most strategic province of the Ottoman Empire – 
Egypt – was occupied by the British military. Formally, it remained an autonomous province 
within the Caliphate; in practice, it was a colony of the British Empire, virtually personally 
owned by a Christian female ruler, Queen Victoria. Egypt wasn’t the only piece of the 
Caliphate taken by Christians, however. Between 1828 and 1878, the Empire lost almost all of 
its European territories to newly formed national states. (The process was finished in the First 
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Balkan War of 1912.) Persia – the second largest Muslim polity at the time – was going 
through its own set of internecine struggles and weakness. Its government had given up on 
trying to ban Christian missionaries, and by 1900, Persian Muslims were converting to 
Christianity at an alarming rate. During the same period, Most of the Muslim principalities in 
what today is the most populous Muslim country in the world, Indonesia, had surrendered to 
the Dutch. The powerful Kingdom of Sarawak on Borneo was ruled by the White Rajahs, the 
Brooke family, after it was voluntarily given to them by the Sultan of Brunei. The Muslim 
Turkic nations of Central Asia were under the rule of the Russian Empire. North and West 
Africa were European colonies. The Indian Ocean which has been for centuries an inland sea 
for Muslim merchants and pirates, was now controlled by the English Navy. For a religion 
that worshiped power – like Islam – these political setbacks were certainly the signs of the last 
times. 

But there was more than just the political and military defeats, and that more was even 
more disturbing. Islam was losing the war for the hearts and minds of its own people. You 
see, for centuries, the two religions had pretty much the same view of the nature of the war: it 
was a military or political conflict. The Crusades were such, the Reconquista in Spain was 
such, and the wars of the Ottoman Empire were such – all military conflicts concerned with 
taking territories. As long they were basically military conflicts over territories and resources, 
Islam had no problem. Yeah, there would be ebb and flows, but strategically, Islam held the 
upper hand, because it held both the better strategic position (right in the middle of the great 
continental mass) and the better resources (6 times the territory and 15 times the population of 
Christendom, approximately). 

But some time in the 18th century the nature of the game suddenly changed. Two things 
changed the game. One was free trade. The other was what I call the Great Missionary 
Revolution. 

Free trade, of course, was directly related to a technological miracle of which I have 
spoken before, in another episode of Axe to the Root Podcast: the caravel. Those who 
remember that episode, probably remember that the superiority of the caravel was expressed 
practically in the fact that it could be both a profitable merchant vessel, and at the same time, 
a self-sufficient fighting ship. These two qualities were developed even further in later ship 
designs based on the caravel. By the 18th century, Christendom had developed ship designs 
that could carry on global trade with high efficiency and regularity, and at the same time 
present a formidable show of military force anywhere on the planet. The result of this was that 
European industrial goods became easily available and affordable to an increasing portion of 
the world’s population. And, since new technologies always make life easier, this made the 
lives of many people much easier and more productive. 

If we could make a time-active chart of the development of European trade in the world, 
we would see that within several decades in the early 18th century, between the years 1700 
and 1750, European merchants dotted almost the whole known world – which at the time 
excluded only Australia, for the British government didn’t set out to explore and colonize 
Australia until it lost its American colonies – with what was known at the time as “factories”: 
merchant outposts providing defense, warehousing, repair, food supplies, and port facilities 
for European merchants. At the beginning, these were militarily weak, and therefore 
vulnerable to attacks and pillage from local rulers and warlords. Local rulers, however, 
seldom dared attack the factories: The threat of retaliation from European ships in the future 
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was not to be ignored. More important, their own populations – and the rulers themselves – 
were becoming addicted to the improvements of life brought by European merchants. 
Sometimes, to our shame as Christians, the addiction was real – like in the opium trade with 
China, which will remain a dark spot on the history of Christendom. But most of the time, 
European goods solved economic problems which local cultures were unable to solve on their 
own. The merchants, thus, while making nice profits, were also serving the needs of the local 
communities. European free trade assured the leadership of European merchants, for the 
simple reason that they were capable of serving the nations in ways no one has done before. 

Before the Muslim rulers knew it, Islam was surrounded – and besieged, indeed – by 
hundreds and then thousands of European trading outposts. They made money for Europe. But 
in this, they also served the Muslim world. Scrap that; they served the individual Muslims and 
their families. European products changed the way many of these cultures dressed themselves, 
the way they did farming, the local trades and industries, etc. The need for work force brought 
more education, which education affected the lowest strata of the local societies. This in turn 
weakened the power of the local warlords; after all, a poor person with skills and education 
had more significance in a world dominated by free trade than a local aristocrat whose only 
skill was to spend the money he stole from others. By serving the local people, this trade was 
gradually and stealthily shifting their allegiance to Christendom and the Christians. European 
merchants were taking leadership in the very lands of the enemy, and that without firing shots 
– and, to add insult to the injury, they were taking leadership while at the same time making 
profit. 

Not that the Muslim world didn’t have trade and didn’t understand trade. Muslims have 
done trade before and have had developed trade routes. But in the Muslim world, trade was a 
political activity; it always served the needs of rulers. The Muslim world was a world of 
closed borders, both for goods and for people. Trade was subject to licenses and permits, 
serving the agendas, and sometimes the whims, of rulers. Unless it benefited the state, trade 
was considered out of bounds. It was heavily mercantilist: the purpose of trade was not 
connecting producers and consumers; it was monetary revenues for the state. Trade for private 
profit or for serving distant communities with new products made no sense to the Muslim 
mind. Trade had meaning only as a machine for revenues. 

This, of course, limited the scope of Muslim trade. Even if at times some Muslim 
communities were capable of producing more than they could consume, the process of 
exchanging it with other communities was too onerous to make it worth. Even as late as 1910, 
Western missionaries spoke of the system of immigration and travel restrictions, trade 
regulations, and bureaucratic rules in the Muslim lands as a sign of the barbarity of the Islamic 
civilization. None of this was helping Muslim trade. And therefore, when Western merchants 
traded, they always had the upper hand. And took leadership. 

But serving through making money wasn’t the only change in the way the West 
expanded. While such global free trade was something new, there was something even newer: 
The new type of mission. The merchants served the material needs of the individuals and their 
families and made money in the process. But the new kind of missionaries the West started 
sending in the 18th century was an entirely new ballgame altogether. 

Christian missionaries had defended justice and righteousness against evil and tyranny 
before the 18th century. Most notable were the efforts of Roman Catholic missionaries in 
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America to protect the local populations from exploitation and slavery to European 
adventurers. A few protestant missionaries among the Indians in North America did attempt to 
affect to their societies and change the culture of death to a culture of justice and 
righteousness. But the 18th century saw a completely new kind of missionary: A missionary 
who would work to change the local cultures from the bottom, by working among the poorest 
members of the society, showing kindness and care, and also working to change their very 
worldview so that the culture is healed from the bottom, until it affects the top. William 
Carey, of course, was the father of this new kind of mission; his work in India was the 
template for many other missionaries. Not that he ignored the task of changing the culture; but 
he decided that the culture is changed not by converting the ruler, but those ruled. In Africa, 
David Livingstone gave a similar example: He was more concerned about saving poor 
individuals from the slave traders or from the widespread diseases than about earning the 
favor of one or another local king or warlord. Carey, Livingstone, and many others like them 
could be often seen caring for the least in the local societies, people whom no one else cared 
about. The merchants served the little people for cash. The missionaries added more to it: they 
served for free. All, however, served the little ones, the ones of whom Jesus spoke in Matt. 
25:31-46. 

This work continued well into the 19th and the 20th century. In the 1890s, there were 
several Christian schools along the Nile in Egypt, run by Presbyterian or Baptist missions, 
free of charge, serving the local communities. Half of them were for girls – something 
unheard of in the Muslim world. Missionaries of the time report that almost all the parents of 
these girls confessed to the missionaries to be secret converts to Christ. In Istanbul, the capital 
of the Empire, Presbyterian and Congregationalist missionaries founded the Robert College – 
an institution of higher education which provided the best training available in the Empire, at 
affordable cost, or even free for the most talented students. So, successful the college was, that 
in the 1880s, the majority of the highest rank officials of the Empire were Christians trained in 
that college. In Persia, Christian schools were setting the stage for a mission explosion in the 
country. In the first decade of the 20th century, missionaries reported that Persia had many 
churches of thousands of new converts each who needed volunteer preachers to teach them 
and train them in the Christian faith. In Indonesia, in Java, whole provinces were converted to 
Christ by Dutch Reformed missionaries during that same period, all because of the self-
sacrificial work of these missionaries in serving the local communities. And such examples 
were not few, they were replicated in many places, earning the hearts and minds of a whole 
generation 

To this, the Muslim world had nothing to offer. Trade, may be. Unconditional love: now, 
that was something unheard of. True, one of the five rules of the Muslim faith was giving 
alms. But the European missionaries were not simply giving handouts; they were actively 
teaching the poor to break out of their culture of darkness, dependence, and stagnation. And 
they were doing it by personal example. By the 19th century, it was obvious that true love was 
shown only by the Christians. And that was not simply love to important people in the society; 
Christians loved them all. Even those whom no one else loved. 

In both free trade and missions, Christendom was applying in practice the Biblical 
principle laid out in Matt. 23:11; a principle that Dennis Peacocke summarizes as “Whoever 
serves, leads.” Christians – whether as merchants or as missionaries – served the least of these 
people out there. And thus, were taking dominion over the Muslim world. 
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And in 1900, Islam was on its death bed. Not only Christian missionaries expected it to 
be defeated with in a generation. Muslims themselves – educated, intelligent, active, wealthy, 
prosperous Muslims – saw no future for Islam. An Egyptian consul at the time confided to his 
British colleague: “The future age will be an age of love; and I don’t think Islam can reform 
itself enough to find its place in it.” This was only a little over 100 years ago. 

The West abandoned its commitment to freedom of trade and movement in the first two 
decades of the 20th century. World War I, of course, was the watershed between the 
civilization that valued individualism and private initiative and freedom, and the new world in 
which now the state was the only legitimate authority, and all individuals were supposed to 
serve the needs of the state. 

Of course, there had been isolated examples of closed borders for goods and people 
before in Europe. Germany was such an example, divided into multiple small principalities, 
where every small ruler was trying to raise his revenues by tariffs and toll taxes on merchants 
who passed through his territory. Germany’s unification started with a customs union, to 
remove all these obstacles. Ideologically, in the 19th century, the only proponents of closed 
borders were the Marxists and the trade unions. Marx believed that open borders and free 
trade were a capitalist conspiracy against the worker; in many places, trade union leaders 
advocated for government licensing and permit regimes on commerce and production. They 
believed that such restrictions would weaken the power of the employers and would diminish 
competition from non-union workers. By 1920, the West started becoming what Germany was 
in 1820: burdened by a system of passport control and immigration restrictions, commerce 
licenses and permits, and crony capitalism. The new mercantilism in the first half of the 20th 
century saw commerce only as an extension of government policy, not as an independent 
activity of individuals or companies. Thus, only that trade was permitted which served the 
needs of the state. Such restrictions may or may not have served the governments, but they 
certainly hurt the populations of Europe, and especially Germany which was struggling to get 
back on its economic feet while also paying reparations. Adam Tooze, in his book, The Wages 
of Destruction, shows how trade restrictions imposed by the Western countries contributed 
much more to the rise of Hitler than anything else. Had the West remained faithful to its 
legacy of open borders, Germany would have recovered quickly through mutual trade, and 
WWII may have not happened. 

Non-Western populations were hurt even more. Once the focus of economic activity 
shifted from the private business and the individual to the needs of the state, the non-Western 
cultures were now seen not as trading partners but as cows to be milked. Profits through 
service – the motto of capitalism – was replaced by “revenues through exploitation.” We only 
now begin to understand the genocides committed by some Western governments in places 
like Africa and Asia, all for state revenues – a good example is the Belgian genocide in Kongo 
under the rule of King Leopold II. Throughout the 20th century, such policies only increased 
in intensity. European colonists in the 19th century were fighting local tyrannies and piracy to 
protect their trade. Thus, they served the local populations. European states in the 20th century 
became tyrannies and pirates. And they continue being such today as well. And to this, add 
the tyrannical practices they introduce at home as an excuse. 

They wouldn’t be such if they weren’t supported by their populations. And such support, 
predictably enough, came from the churches. The change in government policies from 
freedom to statism came with the change in the worldview of the churches in the West. In the 
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first two decades of the 20th century, the postmillennial optimism of Western Christianity was 
replaced by the historical pessimism of the amillennial and – especially – premillennial 
eschatologies. The expectations of victory were replaced with a focus on resisting the growing 
evil in the world – not that evil was growing or becoming stronger, it’s just Christians 
retreated from conquering. 

This shift to pessimism affected the Western cultures themselves, but it affected missions 
even more. And this can be clearly seen in the testimonies and vision statements by 
missionaries themselves. In 1910, missionaries testified of the retreat of pagan religions and 
the growth of Christianity; the expectations were that the world would be evangelized within a 
generation or two. Just 50 years later, in 1960, most of the mission statements by missionary 
organizations now spoke of the last days and the inevitable coming destruction. And their 
focus had shifted from conquering cultures for the Gospel to snatching a few souls out of the 
fire. 

But there’s a worse. Not only Christians gave up on evangelizing the world with the 
Gospel; they also actively supported the unjust policies of their governments – especially 
concerning the Muslim world. With the expectations now being of growing evil in the world, 
the courage of conquering Islam with the Gospel was now replaced by fear of its growth. 
Now, that growth may be real, or may be fictitious; numbers rather show that Islam’s growth 
is moderate, compared to the demographic growth of the world’s population; and also, that 
Islam fails in terms of proselytizing compared to Christianity. As Phillip Jenkins showed in 
his book, The Next Christendom, the factual numbers speak rather in favor of Christianity 
around the world. But fear always sees all dangers – real or imaginary – as bigger than they 
really are. So, in their fear, Western churches now wholeheartedly support the murderous 
wars and exploitation of their governments in Muslim lands, as well as socialist and tyrannical 
practices at home. A perfect example of such turnabout in modern Christianity is the recent 
political activism of Franklin Graham. The man has control of over $120 million a year. Only 
a portion of it was enough for missionaries in the 19th century to bring Islam to its knees. And 
yet, what Graham calls for is more unjust wars in the Middle East by the US government, 
more tyrannical policies at home by the US government – while he claims that his main 
concern is the Gospel. And Graham is only one of a multitude. Very few of the churchian 
celebrities in the US oppose the policies of the US government, and even fewer call for a 
return of the old policies of service through free trade and evangelism. 

In the final account, within the last 100 years, the West has become its own worst enemy. 
It used to oppose its freedom of trade and movement to Islam’s tyranny, immigration 
restrictions, and commerce licensing; it has now surpassed it in such restrictions and licensing. 
It used to oppose its love and care for the least of the people to Islam’s lack of love and 
compassion and to its indiscriminate murder of innocents; it has surpassed Islam in 
indifference, hatred, and indiscriminate murder. Exchanging optimism for pessimism, the 
West exchanged courage for fear, and in the final account, became a worse enemy to itself 
than all of its enemies together. It quit serving the world and the little ones of the world; and 
therefore, it lost their hearts and minds. And it is this failure that made Islam strong and 
vibrant again. 

The book I will assign for reading this week was written long time ago, but it must be 
revived today, and replace our modern reliance on the secular state to fight our enemies. The 
author is William Carey. I don’t have to – or I hope I don’t – tell you who William Carey is. 
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Every Reformed Christian is under obligation to learn about the life of this giant of the 
Christian faith and what he did for the Kingdom of God. The book is not easy to read, it was 
written in an 18th century English, but you have to read it. The title is, An Enquiry into the 
Obligations of Christians. 

This is also the philosophy of missions I have been following in Bulgaria, whether among 
the general population or among the minorities, like the Gypsies. The instincts of the ethnic 
majority are pretty much the same as the instincts of American church-goers about Islam: Let 
the government deal with it, send the troops. Our mission in Bulgaria has had the opposite 
approach: the government is the worst solution of all. Service through the Gospel only can do 
the work. And the books we have been translating have played a major part of it. Help me 
continue this work. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter and donate. 
God bless you all. 



ARP#34. Christmas and Creedal Culture  264 

 Christmas and Creedal Culture 
Assigned reading: Christ and the Caesars, by Ethelbert Stauffer.  

 

Welcome to Episode 34 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about the whole hullabaloo 
about Christmas. Specifically, the hullabaloo about whether Christmas should be celebrated or 
not. Because, you know, as some say, it is a pagan holiday. Or, wait, it was a pagan holiday, 
and some emperor just mandated that Christians have a holiday on that day. No, it wasn’t that, 
it was Mithra’s birthday, and because Christianity stole religion from Mithraism, it also stole 
the holiday. Or, better, yet, coming from the other end of the spectrum, the day is an 
abomination because it is a Romish holiday, and they celebrate the mass on that day. Or 
because the Bible doesn’t mandate its celebration. Because, you know, the regulative principle 
of worship. It is a false holiday, and we should avoid it. We are not liturgical, after all, we 
don’t believe that liturgy brings us closer to God; so let’s make it that non-liturgy brings us 
closer to God. Etc. 

I have laughed at all this, but to be honest, I have also stayed away from the debate. And I 
have also celebrated Christmas – and have celebrated it with gusto. I mean, I don’t care for the 
externals: house decorations, Christmas trees, special liturgical services, etc. It’s OK if some 
people love them: as long as they don’t fall prostrate to worship that Christmas tree, or add 
Santa as another god in their pantheon, all is good. (Although, I sometimes see parents in cars 
with a bumper stickers, “Jesus is the reason for the season,” picking up their kids from the 
public school. I think there is more hope for those who believe in Santa than for these parents. 
But anyway.) I have not paid attention to the debate, the debate was not interesting to me, and 
I have celebrated Christmas with my family. Sometimes with friends, sometimes just us. But 
we have celebrated it. And I haven’t given much thought to it. 

Until recently, when I started thinking about the nature of the celebration, and about the 
nature of our faith. And about the nature of the Kingdom of God and of the civilization we 
want to build on the foundation of the Gospel of Christ. And thinking more about that nature, 
thinking more of the nature of our celebrations, and of their place and role in that civilization. 
And I am coming to the conclusion that I can’t remain neutral on the issue. Christmas has to 
be defended. Well, not Christmas as the current cultural traditions and rituals, but Christmas a 
principle – or, rather, celebrations as a principle. Not as liturgical pageants – although, I won’t 
care if someone does, as long as they don’t believe that liturgy brings them closer to God. Not 
as general cultural mythology and commercial practices – although, presents are good. But as 
something else, something that is commanded as a principle in the Bible and commanded in a 
way that gives us the liberty how and when and where to do it, as long as we do it. Because, if 
we don’t do it, we are in trouble. And Christmas is one way to do it. 

I, of course, have my ready answers to all those who are using all kinds of arguments to 
tell me why, as a Reformed Christian, I am supposed to not celebrate Christmas. Sometimes 
an unbeliever would come to me and tell me that Christmas used to be a pagan holiday – so, 
see, nothing Christian about it, pagans used to celebrate on the same day. My answer to this is, 
“See, those pagans were smart, figured it out and switched it to the right reason for the season. 
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What are you waiting for?” When a Christian comes and tells me that the day of Christmas 
used to be a pagan celebration, my answer is: “Almost every single church built on the 
Balkans between 3rd and 6th centuries was built on the site of a pagan temple or altar. Some of 
them still remain, and the stone table for the Communion was the former stone altar on which 
pagans sacrificed goats and even dogs. And you know what? This is what victory is: Pointing 
to the world and everything in it and say, This used to be pagan, it now belongs to Jesus 
Christ. And one day is still too small of a victory, my friend. You’ve seen nothing yet.” 

Then, of course, I sometimes meet old-style Congregationalists and Covenanters, and 
they tell me that Christmas should not be celebrated, because it violates the Regulative 
Principle of Worship, that is, it is not specifically commanded in the Bible. I will leave to 
another episode the question of whether the Regulative Principle of Worship is even Biblical; 
enough to say here that the Bible speaks of no such principle, it is a forced interpretation; and 
besides, those who insist on it always seem to leave important parts of the Bible out. For 
example, somehow the only chapter in the New Testament which describes in detail a church 
worship service – 1 Cor. 14 – always manages to remain unheeded by those who claim to be 
faithful to the principle; while vague and Biblically unsupported rules – like, ban all 
instruments in worship – are strictly followed. But, then again, this is not the only 
contradiction in the position of such folks. Keep in mind that our modern Thanksgiving Day 
followed an earlier tradition by the older Presbyterian Synods to designate special days of 
thanksgiving for their members, which were supposed to be assiduously kept. Now, according 
to the Westminster Confession, thanksgiving is a special part of worship; and given that 
thanksgiving days were not specifically commanded in Scripture, they would be a violation of 
the Regulative Principle of Worship. Now, why a day of thanksgiving would be legitimate 
worship and a day of celebration and thanksgiving for Jesus’s birth (even if it didn’t fall on 
that day, historically) would be idolatry, is beyond me. Some of them reply that on that day 
the Romish church has their liturgies. I shrug. The Romish church is the Romish church. Not 
all celebrations are liturgies, and not all that is called “liturgy” presupposes an occult and 
magical worldview. And, by the way, occult and magical worldview can be present even 
where there is an official rejection of liturgies. For example, in the Exclusive Psalmody 
principle, which postulates that adding a tune to an inspired text outside the Psalms (like 
“Holy, Holy, Holy” in Isaiah 6:3) automatically makes it false worship. I can’t think of 
anything more occult and magical than the belief in the power of a musical tune to change true 
worship into a false worship. So, these arguments against Christmas don’t hold water either. 

But these are still deconstructive, negative arguments to silence the critics. As good as 
they are, they are only a defense of celebrating Christmas against those who want to spy out 
our liberty. But I said earlier that there is something more: not just liberty to celebrate and 
give thanks in any way that does not involve violating the Law of God, but also that there is a 
principle that commands us to celebrate Christ and everything He has done in any way 
possible. And Christmas is not simply an arbitrary choice of celebration, but it is a small part 
of that larger principle, which we are commanded to follow and obey – not in the specific 
details of tradition, but in the spirit and the truth of the celebration. What I am saying is, I see 
celebrations as a command in Scripture, not simply a permitted activity. So, what is this 
principle, and what is this command? 

To see it, I have to ask you to return one of the first episodes of Axe to the Root, the one 
about Covenantal Thinking. In it, we talked about the nature of covenantal thinking, namely, 
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that it is ethical/judicial; that is, it has to do with a standard for good and evil. The spiritual, or 
covenantal, man is one who judges all things in terms of an ethical/judicial standard and 
declares verdicts on all things. In this, he is to follow God’s example from the very beginning, 
Genesis chapter 1, where God judged everything He had created every day, at the end of the 
day, and then all of it at the end of the work week. 

A legitimate question can be asked here, about such a view of the Christian faith: What 
makes it different from good plain old-style, Jewish legalism – or any other kind of legalism? 
After all, Jewish legalism did have its obsession and idolatry of ceremonies, but there was also 
a strong ethical/judicial element in it. The Jews abhorred the other nations because they were 
not following their ceremonies, but there was also a rejection of the moral abominations of 
these nations: theft, murder, abortion, prostitution, adultery, etc. Also, even outside 
Christianity, one can still find some good old moralism without a divine covenant: Albert 
Schweitzer’s type of secular moralism comes to mind. True, today, most secularists in the 
West tend to degenerate into a-moralism or plain immorality. But there are still secularists 
who insist on sound morals, and they have their children and treat their workers and co-
workers fairly and take care of the poor etc., etc., etc. So, what is the difference between our 
covenantal, ethical/judicial religion and the ethical/judicial religion of these Jews or 
secularists? 

The answer is this: justice and righteousness are at the center of the Christian faith, but 
they are not the foundation of the Christian faith, as they are for the Jews and the secularists. 
The Jews sought salvation and today still seek salvation in the Law and through the Law; the 
foundation of their religion is the Law. So, the Law becomes an object of veneration itself, not 
simply a description of the character of God. God is, to a great extent, unknowable: He hasn’t 
spoken to the Jewish nation for 2,500 hundred years now. For all practical purposes, the God 
of the Jews today is no different from Allah of the Muslims: The Great Unknown and 
Unknowable. In fact, for all practical purposes, He is not different from the non-existent god 
of the secularists; for a god Who is silent is not different than a god who is not there. In this 
context, the Law becomes divine itself: not simply divine in its character, but it becomes a 
deity on its own accord, the Jewish god of salvation himself, and the only thing the Jews are 
left with is a strict adherence to that Law and a love for that Law. The situation is even worse 
with the secularists, for their adherence to some morality doesn’t even carry with itself the 
hope of salvation – for salvation is not even an option in a world where death is the end of all 
things. For both religions – Jews and secularists, but for everyone else as well – there is no 
foundation beyond bare morality. 

Compared to this, Christianity looks at the Law of God as a central, but relative 
characteristic of the Christian faith. Now, don’t be confused by the word “relative.” 
“Relative” not in the sense of “changing according to the circumstances and the whims of the 
person.” But “relative” in the sense that the Law is not absolute in itself; it only relates a 
higher reality to us as Christians. It only relates to us the moral and judicial character of God, 
Whom we know outside the Law, in and through a Person, Jesus Christ. The Law and its 
ethical/judicial character, therefore, makes sense only in a covenantal setting, only in the 
context of a prior covenant – or commitment – to a personal god. Outside this commitment, 
there is no real reason for anyone to be moral; there is no real reason for anyone to commit to 
any specific set of rules and principles, whether objective or subjective. 
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A good comparison would be a contract between two parties: The rules of the contract 
make no sense whatsoever unless there is a prior commitment to work with another person for 
specific goals. Making a contract with oneself to obey certain rules makes no sense 
whatsoever – and, honestly, creates a legitimate suspicion about the sanity of the party in the 
contract. Making a contract with a person whom you have never met and will never meet and 
know and have personal interaction with falls in the same category – and indeed leaves an 
even deeper impression. Only a direct personal interaction with another person can lead to a 
real contract, and only such contract justifies the existence and the validity of the rules in the 
contract. 

This is what defines the Christian faith against the other moralistic and judicial religions: 
the Law, the ethical/judicial rules are the center of the covenant, but they are not the 
foundation of the Covenant. There is a higher reality behind it. 

What is that higher reality? That higher reality is well explained in the first question and 
answer in the Westminster Shorter Catechism: What is the chief end of man? The chief end of 
man is to glorify God and enjoy Him forever. Now, I have an issue with making this the first 
question of the catechism; it looks rather humanistic to me to start a catechism with the chief 
end of man before it lays down the question of the chief purpose of God. But laying this aside, 
the question is legitimate, and the answer is doubly so... the chief end of man is not to be 
moral, and not to obey the Law of God. It is to glorify God. The Law comes later, for 
glorifying God means certain things. And some of these things – in fact, most of them – 
include man being conformed with the image of Christ, that it, conformed with Christ’s moral 
character: Be ye perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect. But amazingly enough, that 
perfection is not seen in the Bible as a fixed rule for the covenantal man. Man is seen as 
glorifying God even in his imperfection. In fact, even the claim that we can be without sin in 
this life already makes man a liar, according to 1 John 1:8-10. So, what is it? Man is under 
obligation to be conformed to the ethical/judicial image of God, but he can’t be, and he is 
even a liar if he says he is. So, what then is at the foundation of that faith? 

Amazingly enough, though, while committing sin still can be forgiven – and is forgiven, 
when there is repentance – another action gets a much stronger condemnation: And that is, the 
failure of proclaiming God. Jesus delivers a very strong condemnation in Mark 8:38: “If 
anyone is ashamed of me before men, I will be ashamed of them when I come in My glory.” 

The difference, then, and even the opposition between Christianity and the other judicial 
and moralistic religions and worldviews is clear: Christianity is a religion of proclamation first 
and foremost, and its ethical/judicial character serves that fundamental and paramount 
purpose of proclamation. Man must strive to perfection, that is a given. But this striving to 
perfection – or even attaining that perfection, if that were at all possible – is useless unless it is 
done with a purpose: and that is, proclaiming the person and the reign of Jesus Christ. So, 
important is that higher purpose that even our imperfection should not stop us from pursuing it 
– and in fact, even our own imperfection should be used for the purpose of proclamation. 

This is why the opponents of Christianity are so often confused about it; all of us have 
encountered the argument: If Christianity was true, then why are Christians so imperfect; and 
how could you continue being a Christian if you see all these Christians acting immorally? 
Our answer is: That’s not the point. That is, in fact, a confirmation of the point. Ours is not a 
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faith of being good – although, being good is a consequence of it. Ours is a faith of 
proclaiming, declaring, and bringing good news. It is an evangelical faith. 

This is why Christianity is a creedal faith. Enemies of Christianity have always pointed 
with disdain at the quarrels and the striving in the early church on defining the minutest 
details of the Church’s doctrines and creeds? What’s the big point there, they ask? Isn’t it 
more important to just be a decent person? Can’t one be a moral person without polishing 
their creeds and confessions? One can, of course, and there are a quite a few good people who 
have no confession or believe if monstrously twisted and false religions. (I recently had a 
conversation with a gentleman who himself is very moral but holds to a radically subjectivist 
view of reality and morality, and he himself admitted that he has no way to say why the 
concentration camps were evil.) But the creeds and confession are not simply arguing over 
semantics; they are arguing over what faith, and what God will be proclaimed to the world, 
and what nature of the Kingdom of Christ will be made known to men? It is about revelation. 
It is about “news.” And the “news” are the fundament of the Christian faith. 

This was the case in the Old Testament as well. The Jews fell in the occult belief that the 
rituals at the Temple were somehow redemptive and powerful to save them. The rituals, 
however, were not given to them to save them and purify them; God saved them and purified 
them, and He could do it and did it without the rituals. After all, He was with them in 
captivity, while the Temple lied in ruins. The rituals had a different purpose altogether: they 
were the Gospel of the Old Testament; they were declaring God to the Jews themselves, and 
to the pagan nations around. It is for this reason the Gospel, the kerygma, the good news in the 
New Testament have borrowed almost the whole terminology from the OT ceremonies – think 
of purification, blood, fire, sacrifice, and at least a hundred other terms related to the 
ceremonies. It is for this reason that Paul chided the Galatians in Gal. 3:1: Who has bewitched 
you to go back to the old, partial news, when the real news, the real declaration of our faith, 
the real good news was publicly displayed before your eyes? The conflict, obviously, was not 
between the Law and grace; the conflict was between modes and levels of revelation and 
proclamation. And the whole Epistle to the Hebrews continues the same theme. And it is for 
this reason Jesus established the Lord’s Supper: drinking of the cup is proclamation of His 
death, until He comes. 

But what about Christmas, then? 
Given that our faith is a faith of proclamation, then the main activity of any Christian 

should be proclaiming the person and the reign of Jesus Christ. This is well understood by 
some modern evangelicals; the problem is, they often limit it to elementary evangelism and 
knocking on doors. This proclamation goes well beyond it. It goes to teaching the nations to 
do everything Christ has commanded, from Genesis 1 to Revelation 22. It goes to our moral 
conduct in our personal affairs; but it also goes to Christian societies and civilization of justice 
and righteousness where even the enemies of Christ want to live, compared to the societies of 
their own religions. It goes to discovering and proclaiming the principles of Christ’s kingdom 
in academic knowledge and practical technology. It goes to raising families and conquering 
the future through productivity. In all these, we are worshiping God by proclaiming Christ and 
His reign as the foundation of all we do, and the foundation of all life, in fact. As Abraham 
Kuyper said, there is no one inch in the world of which Christ doesn’t say, “This is Mine.” 
Well, guess what. This is our job too: To point to every inch in the world and say, this is His. 
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Including celebrations. Yes, every day, and any day. Yes, with or without occasion. Yes, 
specifically commanded in Scripture or not specifically commanded in Scripture. With wine 
and strong drink or without wine or strong drink. With our families or with our friends. Or 
both. Or the whole town. Or the whole nation, and even civilization. Whether commanded by 
an emperor or not – and who cares about emperors anyway, why should they be the reason to 
our celebration of Christ or the obstacle to it? Celebrations are intended to be a proclamation 
to the world, and their form and details don’t matter; the Bible doesn’t lay specific rules for 
any of them, neither does the Bible ban those that are not specifically mentioned in it. 
Celebrations are commanded, period. Especially when they are celebrations specifically 
related to Christ – and especially His incarnation. And whether His birth occurred on that 
specific date is of no consequence. And whether it used to be a pagan holiday is of no 
consequence. Actually, even better: It was pagan, it Christian now. As the world will be, 
eventually in history. Christmas is one of the best ways to display before an unbelieving world 
the beauty of Christ’s coming. And not only this, but, ironically, force the very unbelieving 
world to confirm it in songs, and traditions, and radio programs. They can’t escape the 
testimony. 

In this, the war against celebrating Christmas – or against any celebration that proclaims 
Christ and the Kingdom of Christ – is not only useless, it is actively evil. It not only tries to 
suppress our Christian liberty; it actively tries to suppress our proclamation and constrain it in 
the shackles or moralism which is no different from the Jewish moralism we talked about 
earlier. It subjects the kerygma of God to moralistic rules, and finally, stifles it. It is no wonder 
that evangelism is all but absent among the groups who wage that war against Christmas. 
Once you spy out the Christian liberty of others to declare the good news of Christ, you end 
up without such liberty yourself. God is not be mocked. 

As for me, I will be celebrating Christmas in a couple of weeks. And I will tell every 
single pagan I meet: “Christ was born. And you are in trouble, because of that.” 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Christ and the Caesars, by Ethelbert 
Stauffer. Some things in the book are controversial. But the theme of declaring Christ by all 
means possible, and the liberty to do it, is what you need to pay attention to. 

And, as always, help be deliver the good news of the Kingdom of Christ to Bulgaria and 
Eastern Europe – by all means possible, in all liberty of expression and action. Visit Bulgarian 
Reformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. And Merry Christmas, y’all. 
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 Missions 
Assigned reading: Anthony-Emil Tachiaos: Cyril and Methodius of 
Thessalonica: The Acculturation of the Slavs 

 

Welcome to Episode 35 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about my most favorite topic. 
Well, of course, most favorite, relatively. The most favorite topic of every Christian should be 
the Kingdom of God, for it is the topic of the Gospel of the Kingdom of God. For it is this 
Kingdom that we are supposed to earnestly seek, and talk about, and work for, every single 
day and minute of our lives. But that topic of the Kingdom of God is quite large – in fact, it 
encompasses the whole world (and its surroundings, as my father would say) – and within that 
gigantic and comprehensive topic, there are thousands of smaller topics, and each one of us is 
given different talents, and different abilities, and different levels of courage (or ignorance of 
danger, which often passes for courage), and therefore are given some topics that are their 
favorite. 

My favorite topic? Missions. Remember, in the very beginning of the Axe to the Root 
Podcast, in the introductory episode, I mentioned that while I in this podcast I try to lay the 
axe of covenantal thinking to different issues of life and thought and action in modern 
America and in the world, in the final account, missions is where my heart is. Specifically, 
missions in Eastern Europe, but also missions in any other part of the world. I also mentioned 
a few times that I have certain criticisms against the currently prevalent model for missions, 
and that it needs to be changed – or, reconstructed, if you like. It is not the Biblical model, 
and worse than that, it is not even based on the Biblical worldview, and it produces results that 
are not just poor, they are actively harmful to the purpose of missions. 

I was asked this question by a listener of Axe to the Root: “So, what is your philosophy of 
missions? How is your view of missions different? How do you go about doing missions in 
Eastern Europe, and why is what you are doing better than what the American mission 
organizations have been doing so far?” Good questions. Not only good in themselves, but also 
good for our present purposes, for if I am asking my listeners to support Bulgarian 
Reformation Ministries, I should explain what makes us different. They are also good 
questions in a strategic sense, because as the church goes, so do its missions. And if the 
American church today deserves an axe to its root, so do its missions. And its philosophy of 
missions, as well. I have already written extensively and spoken extensively on these issues, 
and I have sermons on SermonAudio, articles on different websites and in different Christian 
magazines which many listeners might have read already. But I love talking about missions 
and how to do missions. So, you will have to bear with me for another 20 minutes. 

Let me start with the obvious: the buck, and the bang for it. The numbers I will give you 
now are taken from several sources and of averaged out; the sources pretty much agree, with 
small differences. Some sources only cover the US, others cover Christianity in the whole 
world, so if somewhere the numbers don’t add up, it’s not because I can’t do math, it’s 
because the data is not always perfect. 
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We are talking about money here. As a whole, the money donated or spent on Christian 
causes around the world amount to about $660-670 billion. That looks like an awful lot, but it 
sounds real to me. Of this, around $280 billion is spent on churches – that would include 
everything from the Roman church in the Vatican, through the established state churches in 
some countries, to the Protestant denominations and non-denominational churches in the US 
and Canada. Another $450 billion is spent on non-church and para-church organizations. 
Now, it may look strange that much more money is spent on non-church activities but 
remember, this includes publishing, education (Christian schools and universities), media, 
charity organizations, etc., so it is only logical that more money would go into that. All this 
excludes missions, home and foreign. When it comes to missions, between $20 and 25 billion 
is spent on home missions, that is, missions within the so-called “evangelized” nations, that is, 
the nations where more than half of the population claims to be Christian, whether they are 
really saved or not. The US and Canada would fall into this category, most of Western 
Europe, and most of Latin America. Finally, between $2.5 and $3 billion dollars a year is 
spent on foreign missions, which, in the context of all above, means missions to still 
unevangelized countries (the majority of the people still don’t self-identify as Christians) or to 
unreached peoples. Of this $2.5 to $3 billion, about half billion goes to missions to the 
unreached, and the rest supports missions in nations that are reached but not evangelized. 
Examples: Eastern Europe, China, India, Africa, etc. 

Now, some mission organizations use this data in a rather manipulative way, to send their 
subscribers on a guilt trip: “Look how much money is spent on maintaining the churches and 
the para-church organizations within the evangelized world – over $600 billion dollars – and 
how little is spent on foreign missions – no more than $3 billion.” As a missionary, I reject 
this guilt manipulation. The numbers are as they should be: This is not a guerrilla war, and in 
a strategic war you spend more resources on fixing your home base before you advance. So, it 
is only logical that much more money will be spent on maintaining and growing Christianity 
at home. Now, whether that $600 billion dollars is really spent wisely for the results returned, 
is a different issue, and I have talked about it in previous episodes, like “Denethor Ministries.” 
It also logical that 10 times more money would be spent on home missions than on foreign 
missions. After all, a missionary in France or in the inner cities of Atlanta or Detroit will face 
higher expenses than a missionary in Bulgaria, or Uganda, or in the Amazon rainforest. And, 
as we will see, the $2.5 to 3 billion spent on foreign missions is plenty enough, no need to 
increase that giving. In all these cases, it is not the amount of money given that needs to be 
fixed, but the form and the output of work. And I will leave the other areas to other episodes, 
here I will talk about foreign missions. 

When it comes to the $2.5 to $3 billion given to foreign missions, the lion share of that 
giving falls on the shoulders of the American church. Canada, Australia, South Korea, and the 
UK compete for a distant 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th place – very, very, very distant. American 
Christians are very uniquely generous to their own missionaries – and to other missionaries as 
well. A good number of Australian and Canadian missions, while manned by non-US 
missionaries, are still funded with American money. Not only are American Christians 
generous in absolute numbers, they are generous in terms of per capita as well: The average 
American Christian donates to missions far more than the average Christian in any other 
industrialized nation. While there are many things for which the American church can and 
must be prophetically called to account, in terms of the individual commitment of the average 
American Christian to see the world evangelized – and open his wallet to this purpose – 
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American Christians must be commended. As a missionary, I must say, there is no other 
nation on the planet where a missionary can call his listeners to donate, and see genuine 
understanding, compassion, and willingness in their eyes. That’s why when I am often asked, 
“You think God’s judgment on America is imminent?”, I reply, “Not yet. If He had planned to 
judge her, He would have given that willingness to donate to another nation. We still have 
plenty of time to turn things around.” 

Given all this, it is safe to assume that the American church spends on missions about 
$2.5 billion every year. It may look insignificant compared to all the other expenditures of all 
churches in the world, but in reality, it is an enormous amount of money compared to the task. 
The American church supports a little over 50,000 full-time missionaries around the world, 
with an estimate of another 50,000 part-time mission workers; given that the majority of these 
missionaries are in Third World countries where the living standards are very low, this is a 
very generous support, and, as I said, God bless the American church for it. At the current 
price of gold, $2.5 billion is about 67 tons of gold – or two 18-wheelers’ net cargo weight of 
gold – spent on missions. While I don’t have the exact data of the cost of missions before 
1900, it is reasonable to accept that the whole church didn’t spend that much – what only the 
American church spends in a year – on missions between AD 30 and AD 1900. We have been 
extremely blessed, and we have served as a blessing, and that’s good. 

But this is where the good news end. 
For despite all this money we have spent on missions in the last decades, we have no 

bang to show for the buck. The results are, at best, meager. That is, if we have any results at 
all. Missionaries in the past have converted whole nations on a shoestring budget. Some 
missionaries even went to their mission fields as servants, or worked with their own hands to 
provide for themselves some meager existence while proclaiming the Gospel. Others spent 
years in jail, or were even tortured and executed. No, I am not saying that modern 
missionaries necessarily have to go through all this, persecutions in themselves do not warrant 
success; although, God does have persecutions in store for some modern missionaries, 
undoubtedly. But these missionaries in the past converted whole tribes and nations, without 
having all the wealth of our modern world. Forget about whole nations, out of 50,000 full-
time missionaries around the world, we don’t even have a thousand examples of successfully 
developed missions that have impacted their cultures. We probably do have some in some 
marginal and peripheral tribes in some areas – in fact, I recently watched a movie about such a 
missionary to Papua New Guinea who changed several tribes from a culture of death and even 
cannibalism to a Christian culture. But these are rather exceptions. In the vast majority of 
cases – tens of thousands of them, missionaries don’t make any impact on the culture, and 
even where they are able of planting a church, that church later disintegrates when the 
missionary gets called back home. Presbyterians and Baptists and Methodists are notorious for 
their low rate of success on the mission field; Pentecostals and Charismatics are much better 
at planting churches, but their cultural influence seems to always lag behind, if it exists in the 
first place. In Europe, there are well-developed and established branches of American 
Presbyterian and Baptist mission organizations in almost every country. Despite the fact that 
they are very well-funded even for the European standards, such missions have had close to 
zero growth, let alone any cultural impact. In Eastern Europe, when the fall of Communism 
presented an unprecedented opportunity for missions, Presbyterians just failed to appear until 
almost 10 years after 1989, and then, their missions have been just lingering aimlessly and 
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without results. Baptists and Charismatics did fill the gap early, and they they did some mass 
evangelism. There was some growth in the mid-90s which later reversed, because it failed to 
produce impact. As of now, Europe maintains its fame of being a “graveyard for 
missionaries.” Situation is a little better in the Muslim world, but then, it is not clear who can 
claim the merit for the increased number of conversions, the missionaries or the horrors of 
war. In short, we have next to nothing to show for the two truckloads of pure gold we have 
been burning on missions each year for the last several decades. Or, to put it another way, new 
converts on the mission field are becoming dearer and dearer to us with every year – really 
dearer – and there is no cultural impact whatsoever. Where there is growth of Christianity 
around the world – like in China – it can’t be connected in any meaningful way to American 
missions. But then again, the growth of Christianity in China has been only at the 
individualistic level; there is no change of culture yet, and no visible impact on the culture. 

The obvious question here should be: why are American missionaries so unsuccessful in 
relation to the means they are provided with? Why are the results so meager? Why do we have 
missionaries who spend years in a field, and produce not more than one local church which 
later disintegrates? Granted, sometimes God may use our visible failures to produce success 
for His plan, but that is not always the case; and besides, our job is to plan for success, not to 
plan for failure and then find excuses in God’s secret plans. Which means we need to answer 
these questions. Why are we a failure? What needs to be changed to make us a success? And 
in the answers to these questions is where my philosophy of missions becomes clear; and also 
where the character of Bulgarian Reformation Ministries is seen. 

Here’s the answer (ready?): Modern missions have abandoned the comprehensive 
message of the Gospel which addresses the whole man. That is, man, his individual faith and 
thinking, his individual ethics and conduct, but also man in his institutions and his culture, 
family, local community, civil government, economic and business practices, education, 
science, monetary policies and taxation, issues of liberty and justice. Put it another way, 
modern missions have abandoned the comprehensive Gospel of the Kingdom. Missionaries 
advertize their missions as “planting churches” and “converting souls” at home: this is what 
the home churches expect to hear. (Thus, the problem to a great extent is the American church 
itself.) When missionaries go to the mission field, this is what they focus on: converting souls 
and planting churches. Sometimes they speak about “discipleship,” but as I said in my article 
on ChristendomRestored.com, “The Empty Rhetoric of Making Disciples,” discipleship is 
simply a rhetorical buzzword, there is no Biblical difference between discipleship and 
conversion. The essence is all in the content of the message, not in the technique of delivering 
it. This is an important truth to remember, so I will repeat it: Changing the technique of 
delivering the message won’t help, if the message is truncated; changing the message will do 
the work. And more than that, changing the worldview of the message, from a truncated, 
individualistic, pietistic worldview of personal salvation and church planting to a 
comprehensive, kingdom-building message of addressing the whole culture in everything it 
believes, speaks, and does, will only do the work. 

Modern missionaries are seldom trained to understand, and therefore seldom realize that 
the Gospel is comprehensive, it affects the whole culture, and therefore a society permeated 
by the Gospel will by necessity develop a different culture than a society that is not 
evangelized. It is like the personal moral character of a man who has been evangelized: 
evangelism is not simply changing formal intellectual propositions in a man’s head: 
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evangelism means challenging his whole way of life and changing his whole way of life, until 
there is visible transformation in the life of a person. If a missionary doesn’t work towards 
that transformation of the personal life of his listeners, he is not really preaching the Gospel to 
them. The same with the culture in general: evangelism is not simply offering intellectual 
propositions to a culture, nor simply saving a few people out of it; it is challenging the whole 
way the culture lives and operates, and changing the whole way the culture lives and operates, 
until there is transformation in the life of the culture. If a missionary doesn’t work towards 
that transformation of the life of the culture, he is not really preaching the Gospel to that 
culture. And when he is not preaching the Gospel, he won’t have any results. 

I have seen it in practice: when American missionaries hit the field, their automatic 
assumption is that everyone else is just like Americans, and that every culture is just like the 
American culture; it’s just the people need to “believe in Jesus.” They do not address the 
foundations of the culture: they either do not understand the religious character of these 
foundations or don’t care to address it. They do not understand why pagan nations have the 
family and business and education practices they have; they have no idea of how these 
practices are related to the prevalent religions in these cultures. They do not understand the 
religious foundation of government corruption and injustice. Etc., etc., etc. And because they 
do not understand them, they do not address them. And when they do not address them, they 
only address issues that are peripheral to the culture’s life. And the rule of evangelism – or 
any kind of public actions and speaking – is this: when you only address the periphery, you 
are relegated to the periphery. When missionaries in Europe, for example, are relegated to the 
periphery of the society and no one listens to them, it is only because their message has only 
touched the periphery of the European culture. When the message is an “axe to the root” 
message, hitting at the central issues of a culture, and the religion behind these issues, and 
offering the solutions of the Gospel, then only can a missionary gain hearing in a culture. 

The people out there are not stupid. They have a comprehensive view of reality. And 
when a missionary comes with less than a comprehensive view of reality – and 
comprehensive solutions for problems – he is ignored. That’s how a “graveyard for 
missionaries” is formed – and the blame is on the missionaries. 

This leads us to the philosophy of Bulgarian Reformation Ministries. In fact, to the 
philosophy of any and every mission effort in the future which will be successful in 
challenging the darkness and bringing the light of the Gospel to the nations. And the 
philosophy is simple: no holds barred. There is no topic in the society that is outside the scope 
of the Gospel. There is no headline in the newspapers that is outside the scope of the Gospel. 
There is no government policy, or educational practice, or business practice, or family issue, 
or a court verdict, or social action, that should escape his scrutiny and be safe from his 
judgment. Being a missionary is not a one single issue job; it is the job of a revolutionary, one 
who takes on the world and defeats it, in all its complexity. 

But just speaking on issues in itself is not enough. That speaking must be God’s speaking; 
therefore, a missionary must have a comprehensive theology from beginning to end, whose 
ends are all tied to Jesus Christ and His Gospel. Whether he speaks on personal righteousness 
or social justice, his speaking must start with the presuppositions of the Bible and end with the 
conclusions of the Law of God, for every area of life. He can’t afford to be ignorant of the 
worldview of the Bible; and he can’t afford to compromise that view with the views of the 
world. He must go to the religious roots of everything he speaks on. If he speaks on taxation, 
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he must know what religion and what religious presuppositions are behind it. If he speaks on 
science, the same thing applies: what religion is at the bottom of modern science? And so on, 
with all the other topics he must speak on. And when he exposes the religion at the bottom of 
all these elements and practices of a culture, his next job is to present how these elements and 
practices would change if the Gospel was at the bottom of all of them. “Here’s your current 
system. Here is the list of injustices and wrongs and desolation and destruction it produces. 
Here’s the religion and the religious presuppositions at the bottom of it; why you have this 
system and not something better and more just and more practical. And here’s what you can 
have if the Gospel was at the foundation of your thinking and action.” This tactics is called 
“pushing the antithesis.” If you haven’t heard of it, google Cornelius Van Til, and then Greg 
Bahnsen. 

And finally, a missionary is supposed to replicate himself. Believe it or not, with all the 
seminaries we have today, and all the money that goes into them, and the high cost of 
seminary education, theologically trained missionaries are a rarity. I mean, trained in the 
applications of their theology. That’s an issue we will cover in a future episode, when we talk 
about seminaries. But if theologically trained missionaries are a rarity, then theologically 
trained local disciples are doubly so. Education has always been the Achilles’s heel of 
missions, the chief reason for the death of missions after the missionary has gone back home. 
A simple routine of attending church and listening to a sermon doesn’t constitute education. 
There has to be a concentrated effort of getting his listeners to read, learn, understand, and 
communicate on their own, with the same depth and the same vigor and aggressiveness as the 
missionary himself; and with the same laying the axe at the religious roots of the culture. The 
prophetic voice of the missionary must be multiplied in many prophetic voices of those who 
have converted to Christ through him. 

Only then, a mission will be successful. And in future episodes, we will go into greater 
details about building an intellectual foundation, and about the principles of organizing local 
covenant communities, and about creating an alternative society of alternative presuppositions 
and alternative solutions. A mission can’t be a simple factory for personal conversions. It is a 
war of worlds. 

Back to Bulgarian Reformation Ministries. How did we go about the task of missions? 
What did we do? Why is there in Bulgaria today, a little over 20 years after we started the 
mission work of Christian Reconstruction in Bulgaria, such a significant presence? It started 
with one family, Maggie and I. There was no Reformed theology in Bulgaria. There was no 
Christian education. There was barely any Protestant Reformed presence in the culture or in 
the public arena. Today, we have more than a hundred Christian homeschooling families, a 
homeschooling association and legal professionals working for it; Reformed churches in 
several large cities; a publishing house which prints and sells the books we translate; work 
among the minorities which changes cultures that used to have deep pagan roots, wide 
presence in the political and influence within the libertarian movement, media presence, 
entrepreneurs and professionals. And it has been growing exponentially in the last several 
years. I keep meeting people who are product of our ministry through other people, not 
through me. And all on a shoestring budget. 

How did we do it? Simple. No holds barred. Address everyone and everything on the 
foundation of Gospel and give the solutions of the Law of God. And don’t apologize for your 
faith. And never limit your testimony to personal conversion and church planting. 
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And in future episodes, we will talk about the importance of books, and then about how 
to establish local communities. 

The book I will assign this week is Cyril and Methodius of Thessalonica: The 
Acculturation of the Slavs, by the Greek professor and historian, Anthony-Emil Tachiaos. 
Read carefully to see how Eastern Europe was Christianized. And then think twice where you 
donate your money for missions. 

So, visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter to see how we have done 
it, and continue doing it. And help me continue the work. Pray and donate. And God bless you 
all. 
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 The Folly of the Modern Immigration Debate 
Assigned reading: Bojidar Marinov – Biblical Immigration Lectures:  

1. Immigration and The Sabbath: 
http://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-series-session-1-
immigration-sabbath/  

2. History of the Immigration Laws in the US and the West: 
http://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-series-session-2-
history-immigration-laws-u-s-west/  

3. Logical and Theological Analysis of The Anti-Immigration Ideology of 
Modern Conservatives: http://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-
series-session-3-logical-theological-analysis-anti-immigration-ideology-
modern-conservatives/  

4. Audience Q and A: http://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-
series-session-4-audience-q/  

 
Welcome to Episode 36 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about a topic that has been 
very popular in our modern day: Immigration. It has become popular in the last 20 years. 
Until 20 years ago, the only two groups in America who were concerned about the issue of 
immigration were the trade unions and a few Democrat politicians. Oh, and also, the Marxist 
propagandists among the Hispanics who were already here. It would be good to remember 
that the first vigilante patrols on the border with Mexico were organized by Cesar Chavez and 
his Marxist goons; they tracked Mexican immigrants (legal or illegal) and beat them up, 
forcing them to go back to Mexico. This was at the time when Texas ranchers worked to keep 
the border open and helped their Mexican workers get legal papers in the US. In the 1980s it 
was Ronald Reagan who called for open borders and amnesty, and was blocked by an alliance 
of liberal Republicans and Democrats – although, the amnesty did pass, somewhat. In 1995, it 
was Harry Reid who called for building a wall on the border and for closing the borders. For 
most of the history of the US, ordinary working Americans didn’t care about immigration one 
way or another – except that immigration proved to them the superiority of the American way 
of life, people from all over the world wanted to be Americans. Thus, it was always 
welcomed; for ordinary working Americans remembered that they were all immigrants. In 
fact, for most of its history the US didn’t have any immigration controls; the Constitution did 
not grant this prerogative to the federal government. The feds were allowed to control 
naturalization, not immigration. The first law regulating and restricting immigration appeared 
in 1921. Even then, Texas refused to comply for another 30+ years, and kept its border open. 
It wasn’t until the 1950s when President Eisenhower used troops returning from Europe to 
force Texas into compliance, in the so-called Operation Wetback. In that Operation, multiple 
farms in Texas were raided, people were murdered, thousands of Hispanics – most of whom 
were born in the US – were rounded up and taken to the Sonora Desert in Mexico and left 
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there; as a result, many died. Immigration restrictions in the US have a history of murder and 
robbery by the government that many Christians today don’t know about. 

It was in the 1990s when socialists in government changed the tactics and expanded their 
anti-immigration rhetoric to reach the majority of Americans and specifically Christians and 
conservatives in general. It was part of the same campaign whose goal was to replace what 
was conservative American values with the agenda of socialism, but this time under 
conservative disguise; that same agenda that included foreign wars and a militarized police 
state. In the late 1990s, conservative organizations and pundits like Ann Coulter and the John 
Birch Society criticized immigration restrictions and the police state (in the Elian Gonzalez 
case) and Bill Clinton’s warmongering and nation-building around the world. (In fact, one of 
George W. Bush’s political platform points was no nation-building and the return of US 
troops home.) Within just a few years, both Coulter and the John Birch Society, plus almost 
everyone else within conservative and even Christian circles was rooting for wars and police 
state, and for Harry Reid’s idea to build a border wall. It took about 5 years to convert 
conservatives to what used to be a socialist agenda, on all its points, including immigration. 
Today, all conservatives and Christians think and speak on immigration as Democrat 
politicians and union bosses of 20 years ago, and as Cesar Chaves 50 years ago. 

A few years ago I delivered a series of three lectures on immigration from a Biblical 
perspective. The specific occasion was the so-called Honduran children crisis, where 
thousands of Honduran children were dropped by their parents at the care of smugglers, with 
the hope of being able to get into the United States and have a better life than in their poverty-
torn country. The real ethical/judicial problem, of course, was not immigration but how to 
organize care for these children. Most American conservatives and Christians, however, saw 
in this an immigration conspiracy against the United States, and called for deportation of the 
children. (Keep in mind, no one even knew who and where their parents were; so basically it 
was a call for virtually leaving these children to die.) The Honduran children were made into 
another scare campaign, with conservative pundits everywhere predicting the imminent 
demise of America within a few years if these children are allowed on American soil. Well, it 
is several years later, and like any other scare, this one was forgotten. Whatever nefarious and 
destructive purposes these Honduran children may have had in their minds, have been 
thwarted. 

In my lectures, I showed the Biblical view of immigration, the history of immigration 
laws in Christendom, and gave an analysis of the situation with the immigration laws today. 
To make a long story short, the Biblical view of immigration is that the government should 
not be involved in controlling the movement of non-criminal individuals. People should be 
free to cross any borders and settle and do business and get hired and hire anywhere they 
desire, as long as they do not commit crimes. Criminals should be dealt with the same way, 
whether they are homeborn or foreigners. (Not deport foreign criminals.) The line should be 
drawn at the voting booth: migration is a right, voting is a privilege. Thus, the Biblical system 
is open borders and limited political franchise. 

The response to the lectures was unexpectedly positive by many Reformed Christians; 
there was pushback as well. I didn’t expect any positive response to start with, so it was OK. 
But in the pushback, there was one recurring theme present, or, rather, one blind spot revealed 
in the thinking of all those who today have adopted the socialist view of immigration controls. 
This blind spot – shared by almost all defenders of immigration controls – is the executive 
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power of the state. Somehow, when defending immigration controls, all of them miss the 
whole picture: that immigration control and regulations are not an abstract concept without 
any institutional embodiment. Behind all such concepts, there is the institutional 
implementation. Or, rather, every time we come up with some principle for civil legislation or 
action, we need to remember that the principle comes with its own institutional 
implementation. If we don’t want to speak in abstract, we need to consider the whole picture: 
principle plus implementation. If we don’t want to be surprised by the results, we need to 
consider the whole picture: principle plus implementation. 

I talked briefly about this necessity in my two lectures at the Law and Liberty Conference 
several years ago, organized by Chalcedon. When we go to the Law, we don’t just want to 
know what the Law says. We also want to know to whom it says it. If the Law says we need to 
take care of the poor, it is of utmost importance to also know who it is, what institution it is 
that is commanded to take care of the poor. Because if we pick the wrong institution – not the 
one the Law prescribes for the action – we will end up in socialism, and the final result will be 
not care for the poor but making everyone poor. We can’t separate the abstract meaning of the 
Law from its institutional implementation. This principle also needs to be kept in mind when 
we consider modern legislation and government practices. For every law we insist to see 
enforced, there is an institution that will enforce it; and if we don’t take in account the nature 
and the goals of that institution, we will end up surprised. This has already happened in the 
area of education; American conservatives wanted free government education, they got it. We 
now discover that free government education comes with government educators and 
educational bureaucrats, whose agenda is destructive to everything we believe; and, as an 
additional bonus, we get an increasing tax burden, because, free education translated into real-
world terms means school districts as a taxing authority of unlimited power. And guess what, 
if you don’t pay up, you can lose your house. 

The same ignorance of real-world implementation, of institutional embodiment is seen in 
the immigration debate. For most – if not all – defenders of immigration restrictions and 
control, these immigration restrictions are some abstract reality out there, and if “we just obey 
the law,” there would be no problems, and everything will be alright. What is always missed 
is that behind these abstract immigration laws they want to see enforced, there is an 
institutional arrangement, and that that institutional arrangement is just as destructive to 
America as are the government schools. And certainly more destructive to America than any 
threat open borders could involve. That institutional arrangement is the same executive state 
of which I have talked before. The same executive state which is characteristic of pagan 
societies, because the Law of God does not allow the civil government to control non-criminal 
individuals, whether homeborn or foreigners. And every time we insist that these immigration 
laws are enforced, all we are insisting is that more power is given to the Federal government 
to control people. We imagine that it is to control only foreigners, but the real purpose of these 
laws is control over us, the US citizens. 

Let’s take one of the most common objections of many Christians and conservatives in 
general against the idea of open borders (which, by the way, is the original constitutional 
arrangement of the US): “We can’t have open borders with a welfare state. We need to keep 
the borders closed until we remove the welfare state, and only then open the borders.” Taken 
in its abstract form, this proposition makes perfect sense; many immigrants come here only 
for the welfare, so let’s limit immigration by law, meanwhile work to abolish the welfare 
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state, and then finally, we can open the borders and have only those who would come here to 
work. In a world of idealized theorizing, this theory is quite convincing. Let’s have a process 
of sifting visitors and immigrants, until we deal with the problem. 

The problem comes when we connect the theory to the real world. Who do you think 
profits the most from the welfare state? Federal bureaucrats of the executive branch. Thus, 
who do you think is your real enemy in the war against the welfare state? Federal bureaucrats 
of the executive branch. And now, listen carefully. Who do you think, according to the 
immigration law, controls the admission of immigrants? Yes, you got it. Federal bureaucrats 
of the executive branch. So, what is the logic of trusting the same enemies whom you are 
fighting politically over the welfare state, to provide an administrative defense of your fight 
against the welfare state? In whose favor do you think they will tilt their decisions when they 
admit immigrants, in your favor or in favor of their own political agenda? 

I have asked this question hundreds of times. I have never gotten an answer from those 
who use this argument. And yet, they continue repeating the same abstract mantra. Somehow, 
for most Christians and conservatives in general, the practical application of their abstract 
ideas has no value whatsoever. The real world doesn’t matter. 

And, of course, we can add another practical argument here: What exactly are you 
protecting when protecting welfare money from immigrants? Is that money yours to use? It is 
stolen money, and you are not getting it back. By protecting that money, aren’t you protecting 
and perpetuating the very welfare state that you want to fight? Isn’t it better to let more people 
hang on it so that it collapses under its own weight? Why are you so concerned about the 
solvency of the very thief you claim to resist? If you are so concerned about that money, then 
you don’t really believe that money was stolen from you, you see that money as still 
belonging to you in some way, and therefore you are simply legitimizing the very system you 
want to fight. 

We can file under the same heading of “abstract nonsense” another argument: “I am not 
against legal immigration, only against illegal immigration.” Again, the abstract logic seems 
to hold water perfectly well: rule of law, you know, thus, those who break the law are not 
welcome. But if you are legal, you are OK. 

Well, er, what do you think the difference is between legal and illegal? For most people, 
there is some kind of abstract law somewhere, and immigrants are defined “legal” or “illegal” 
according to that abstract law. Not in the real world. According to the Immigration and 
Nationality Act currently in force, all final decisions about immigration or non-immigration 
travel are made by two top-level bureaucrats of the Federal executive branch: the Secretary of 
State and the Attorney General. Of course, in the real world, these two are not going to be 
reviewing every single case before they decide. In reality, it is low level bureaucrats in the 
consulates or in some office in the US who make the decisions. In the case of immigrants, 
they have to be persuaded that the applicant is not going to be a burden to the society. How is 
that done objectively? In the case of non-immigrant travel, the consular worker must be 
persuaded that the applicant is not a potential immigrant. How is this done objectively? Other 
than direct information of committed crimes or terrorist activity (which applies to less than 
one-tenth of a percent of all applicants), there are no objective rules by which that low-level 
bureaucrat is expected to operate. His decisions are entirely arbitrary. It is on these arbitrary 
decisions that the difference between “legal” and “illegal” hangs on. And when you hear a 
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Christian or a conservative say that he is all for legal but not for illegal immigration, he is 
actually saying, “I am all for trusting the subjective decisions of low-level unelected 
bureaucrats.” 

This also brings us to another argument, concerning the recent issues about amnesty, and 
the conservative outcry against Obama who supposedly wanted to enforce amnesty for illegal 
immigrants. Now, I said “supposedly,” because the facts of the real world show that Obama is 
actually the President who deported more illegal aliens than all the 19 presidents before him 
(taking the whole 20th century), taken together. Between 2.5 and 3 million people were 
deported under Obama. But let’s suppose that he does really want to enforce amnesty. The 
conservative cry is, “Obey the law, no amnesty.” So, in that idealized view, the law has 
objective standards, and amnesty is some kind of perversion or violation of the law. 

But in the real world, the Immigration and Nationality Act currently in force actually 
gives the executive branch that legal power of amnesty. There is no limitation on the 
executive branch as to who and how and why would be amnestied and allowed to stay. Any 
applicant can apply and re-apply. And the decision in the hands of the bureaucrats. They can 
amnesty each one according to the same law that conservatives wan to be obeyed. When they 
cry “Obey the law,” their real cry is, “Use your power according to that law, including the 
power to amnesty.” 

And yet, when I mention this detail of the real world, nothing changes in their views. 
Obviously, abstract ideas trump practical understanding of reality. And then conservatives 
love to tell you how impractical and schizophrenic liberals are. 

Another argument is that, why do they have to come here illegally, why not just apply 
and wait until their turn is come? Again, as an abstract argument this seems quite reasonable. 
Because abstractly, the laws do not stop anyone from applying, they just establish some sort 
of a legal order for the process of application and approval. Just like getting a driver’s license: 
you can apply, there’s just a procedure how you are gonna get that driver’s license. 

In reality however, the Immigration and Nationality Act is not about an administrative 
procedure, like a driver’s license. The Act is discriminational. It declares the eligibility of 
certain people for applying for immigrant status, and it excludes the vast majority of potential 
immigrants from even applying. This is the very introductory text to the main body of the Act 
in the very first text of Chapter 1: 

Exclusive of aliens described in subsection (b), aliens born in a foreign state or dependent 
area who may be issued immigrant visas or who may otherwise acquire the status of an alien 
lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent residence are limited to- 

and then it describes three or four specific classes: family-sponsored, employment-based, 
and diversity-visa lottery. And then, a little later, people seeking asylum. Which means, an 
industrious, entrepreneurial individual who has no relation in the US, and doesn’t live in a 
war-area, but wants to immigrate and work and become a loyal contributor to the American 
society and economy (and perhaps also a loyal citizen), is by default banned from even 
applying. In many situations, such individuals are also banned from traveling to the US to 
establish contacts and relations, under the heading of “potential immigrant.” And how do the 
bureaucrats in the consulates determine who is a “potential immigrant”? Hold on to your 
chair: Because he has a high chance of being hired in the US. Yes, you heard it. I know of 
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many such examples. In one of them, a real example, an American man of means with an 
office of his company in Moscow invites his female secretary to the US with the intention to 
marry her. She speaks several languages, has degrees in banking and business administration, 
and is young and pretty. The US consulate in Moscow refuses her a visa – even to travel. 
When he calls them to find out why, the answer of the consular worker is, “She is young, 
pretty, smart, educated, and she knows English, I can’t let her go. She is a potential 
immigrant.” Apparently, the policy of the State Department is to keep America old, ugly, 
stupid, and uneducated. There are a number of such bright individuals out there who want to 
immigrate and contribute to America, but the immigration laws in the US exclude them from 
applying. Ironically, it is only when someone is already here illegally, that they can apply for 
a change in status, and then everything depends on the arbitrary decision of a low-level 
bureaucrat. And these arbitrary decisions seldom have anything to do with morality or with 
the American interests. Several years ago, a young British scientist was deported because a 
government bureaucrat refused to grant him a visa; the young man had graduated from an 
American university and had gotten a job with a company. He applied for a work visa, which 
was rejected because the bureaucrat couldn’t see a reason for the company to hire a Brit over 
an American. In another case, a young woman who was born in the US to legal immigrants 
was scheduled for deportation, because many years ago her parents failed to complete some 
document required by the immigration authorities. She knows only English, she had graduated 
from an American school and then an American university, she had gotten a job – she is an 
American through and through, and yet, she would be deported to a country where she has 
never been before, because of some obscure paper many years ago. This is how immigration 
laws work in the real world. 

And how about that other argument, that the Federal government can easily round up and 
deport all illegal aliens? Again, as an abstract proposition, it makes perfect sense, why not? 
The question is, How would Federal agents practically know legal from illegal? And then, 
even worse, how would they know a citizen from non-citizen? No US citizen is obligated by 
law to carry a proof that he is a US citizen. The only way for such an action to be possible in 
the real world is if US citizens are obligated to carry some sort of a federal ID, which means 
National ID. And, guess what, anti-immigration politicians have been trying to push National 
ID on the American people for over 20 years now. Perhaps there is a connection here, in the 
real world of applied legislation? 

And on, and on, and on. All the arguments for immigration controls are of the same sort: 
foolish, unrealistic, and abstract. All of them miss the practical reality of the nature of 
government and the nature of its institutions. All of them, when applied in practice, lead to 
worse problems. All of them, when taken to their logical conclusions, will in practice lead to 
the enslavement of the American society under the jackboot of the Federal government. 

Deep behind that folly, of course, is a covenantal issue; it is an issue of lack of 
understanding concerning the Biblical view of government, and the nature of modern 
government. Biblical government is only judiciary: courts which are activated only when 
there is a crime committed or where there is a dispute to be resolved. Biblical government 
doesn’t control non-criminal individuals, whether they are homeborn or foreigners. 
(Remember, One law is there to be for the homeborn and the stranger, Ex. 12:49.) At the other 
end, a pagan government is always executive: an all-encompassing state which controls 
everyone for the purposes of a small elite of social engineers. That small elite decides where a 
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person can live or not live, where he will work or not work, and where he will travel or not 
travel. The hope of the supporters of pagan government is that the government will always use 
its executive power against other groups. The truth is, the government always ends up using 
its executive power against them. And it is there where the folly of modern American 
Christians and conservatives is – they believe that they can trick God against His Law. But 
God is not tricked; and neither is He mocked. And the more Christians and conservatives root 
for un-Biblical laws on immigration, the deeper under tyranny they will fall. 

The assigned reading this week will be not reading but audio lectures on the Biblical view 
of immigration: Bojidar Marinov, Biblical immigration series on YouTube. In these lectures, I 
cover these three topics: Immigration and the Sabbath (or, what the Bible says about 
immigration and the stranger), a history of the immigration laws in the US and the West (or, 
how we went from a Christian policy to an anti-Christian policy), and a logical and 
theological analysis of the modern anti-immigration arguments. 

And again, my appeal to you, following our last episode about missions, is to consider 
supporting a mission that has proven effective in bringing a comprehensive Gospel to the 
mission field. Visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter, and Donate. And 
God bless you all. 
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 The Concubinage 
Assigned reading: 3 chapters from Gary North’s economic commentary on 
Exodus, Authority and Dominion  

 

Welcome to Episode 37 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about an institution 
established by the law of God in Ancient Israel: the concubinage. When I say “institution,” of 
course, I mean it in the broader sense, as a cultural norm and legal practice, not as some 
official bureaucratic system. We will take a look at the nature of the concubinage, and also at 
the purpose of it. In the process, we will have to look also at the broader ethical context within 
which it has been instituted; and especially, at why it had to be instituted in the first place. We 
will also look at the lessons the concubinage teaches us about the influence of the Gospel in 
history. Thus, we will see in this particular institution of the Law of God the glory of the 
goodness of the Father contrasted to the wickedness of men, we will see the meaning of the 
redemption, and the power of the Holy Spirit in changing culture and history. 

Every now and then, in the ongoing debates between Christians and atheists, some village 
atheist who runs out of arguments resorts to the old slogan of, “The Bible allows men to take 
women as sex slaves!” And then they point to the institution of concubinage in the Law of 
God. Now, purely pragmatically, I don’t know why atheists keep using this argument; I have 
never seen one Christian persuaded by such argument to become an atheist. If there is an 
argument that has proven to be a failure, it is this one: a person has to already have made up 
his mind in order to accept it as valid. I would guess, there are other factors involved for the 
use of this argument. Perhaps it is the personal dreams and fantasies of some atheists, which 
they project onto the Bible. Or something else, who knows. The bad part, though, is not that 
atheists use such argument – after all, atheists are such an insignificant portion of the world’s 
population that hardly anything they say or do is statistically significant. The bad part – and 
that’s what statistically and culturally significant – is that Christians don’t know what to 
answer. And because they don’t know what to answer, the position of their opponents wins by 
default when it comes to cultural and legislative influence. Why can’t Christians answer such 
an argument? Because they don’t think covenantally, that is, they don’t think in terms of 
ethical/judicial standards, in terms of the law of God. They don’t know what the Law of God 
says on such issues, and they remain silent when someone else re-interprets the Law of God 
against them. They allow their enemies to re-define the terms for them; and they allow their 
enemies to choose the battlefield for them. Christians have the greatest God with the greatest 
and most comprehensive and consistent and coherent worldview and ideology of knowledge, 
thought and action; but because they are ignorant of that worldview and of the Word of their 
God, they are pushed around. The largest religious group in the world, with the richest 
resources and infrastructure at their disposal, is pushed around by a vociferous tiny minority 
and silenced into submission. Not because of the power of that minority, but because of the 
ignorance of Christians. I have talked in previous episodes of the reasons for this 
powerlessness of Christians. We will talk about how to deal with it in future episodes. 
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Of course, since the terms are decided not by the Christian majority in America but by 
their enemies, the meaning of the term “concubine” is decided by the unbelievers. And in the 
commonly accepted meaning of the word “concubine,” the word means a woman who lives 
with a man without being his legal wife. Usually this is because there is some legal 
impediment to their marriage. One reason would be their social status: if they are from 
different castes or different social groups and marriage between these groups were banned. 
Such was the case with many white men in the American South who took black women as 
concubines, because the law forbade legal marriage between whites and blacks. (But it didn’t 
forbid fornication between them. So, much for the allegedly Christian culture in the South.) 
Another reason would be the legal ban on marriage for certain groups: for example, the 
Roman Catholic clergy has had the practice of taking concubines ever since celibacy was 
legislated and enforced. Another meaning of the word would be closer to the atheist 
imagination of a sex slave. It was an established practice in many pagan cultures (like China, 
India, the Muslim world) for men of authority to have a harem of concubines whose purpose 
was strictly sexual satisfaction of their master. In Islam, the very ultimate promise for the 
faithful is a personal harem of 72 sexual slaves per man forever. So, because the terms are 
already defined by someone else, and Christians – and especially their leaders – do so little to 
redefine them, in the final account, the terms are used against them. “See, the Bible speaks 
about the legitimacy of the concubinage, it must be because the Bible approves of a man 
taking sex slaves for himself.” 

The Biblical meaning of the word “concubine,” however, has nothing to do with the 
modern meanings. And it has nothing to do with fornication, or illegal cohabitation, or with 
sexual exploitation of helpless girls. After all, in the Bible, it was the father of the girl who 
gave his girl away to be a concubine; why would a father sell his daughter to be a sex slave? 
A concubine was a legal wife, with all the rights of a legal wife, without some privileges. But 
before we move to learning about the nature of the concubinage, and the differences between 
a wife and a concubine, we need to first understand the difference between the legal status and 
the economic status of a person in the society. Without understanding that difference, we 
won’t be able to understand how a concubine was a legal wife, and yet, at the same time, a 
second-rate wife. And we won’t be able to understand how the institution of the concubinage 
was meant to protect women, not to debase them. 

In short, in any society, a person is always viewed through the lens of two different value 
systems. One system is legal, and it assesses a person in relation to the ethical and judicial 
boundaries in the society. That is, what things are banned, what things are allowed. What is 
considered good and acceptable for him and what is considered evil and unacceptable. What 
are his rights and responsibilities in relation to other people. The other system is economic, 
and it assesses a person in relation to the assets and liabilities in a society. That is, how much 
control he has of them, and how much he can afford to consume, or invest, or waste. What is 
affordable for him and what is not affordable. What are his opportunities in relation to other 
people. There is no dichotomy between the systems, neither is there contradiction within the 
context of the Dominion Covenant. One system denotes ethical boundaries; the other system 
denotes productive purpose. The two value systems are summarized as one task in the first 
specific mandate given to mankind in Gen. 2:15: Adam was placed in the Garden to work and 
to protect. That is, capitalize righteousness and keep wickedness out. 
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To put it in another way, our legal status denotes our rights. Our economic status denotes 
our privileges. That’s why we say we are all equal before the Law but we are all unequal on 
the market. The lack of understanding – or the perversion – of this basic principle of justice is 
what fuels modern statism. Modern statism in all its forms is based on an ethical system that 
conflates economic and legal status. One form of statism – socialism – wants to turn the 
economic privileges of wealthy people into legal rights for all people. Another form of statism 
– fascism, or crony capitalism – wants to turn the economic privileges of a small group into 
legal power for that same group. The two forms are not so opposed to each other, as some 
imagine, they are the same form, but we will talk about this in more detail in a future episode. 

Under the Law of God, a wife in marriage had both full legal and full economic status. 
Her full legal status established her rights to have the basic things a wife is entitled to: food, 
clothing, and marital relations, with the last leading to children, who were her main 
inheritance. That legal status came by default, by the very act of marriage, it was not granted 
to her. These rights were so basic, she could walk out of the marriage if she was not given 
these three by her husband, and have no obligations to him whatsoever. This would be a 
serious economic setback for the husband, for under the Law, he was expected to pay a bride 
price for her. His wife walking out of the marriage meant he lost the bride price, and if he 
wanted to take another wife, he would have to pay it again. On the other hand, her full 
economic status established her privileges of being a ruler of her husband’s house, over his 
economic resources. The Proverbs 31 woman is such a wife: she manages her husband’s 
household while he is in the city gates. Such rulership over his house is not a “delegated” 
authority, as in the ideology of modern patriarchalism; she has it by default, whether her 
husband likes it or not. Contrary to what modern patriarchalists believe, a woman is supposed 
to tell her husband what to do in the home. It’s her job under the Dominion Mandate. (As R.J. 
Rushdoony commented on Genesis 3, Eve’s sin was not that she told Adam what to eat; it was 
her job. Her sin was that she told him the wrong thing.) The foundation for this economic 
power and privilege of the wife was her dowry. The bridegroom paid the bride price; the 
father returned the bride price as a dowry for his daughter, and perhaps also added some of his 
own assets. Thus, a wife entered marriage having personal ownership over part of her 
husband’s money (the brideprice) plus over her own. In a normal situation, therefore, she 
would be richer in resources than her husband – which may be the reason why Genesis 2:24 
speaks of the man cleaving to his wife rather than the other way around. Being richer than 
him, plus being a wife of full rights and privileges, she had authority of her own under God. 

A concubine, on the other hand, was a woman for whom the bride price was paid, but her 
father did not return it as a dowry with her. In marriage, she acquired the legal status of a 
wife: the Law of God did not legalize sexual relations without such legal status. Having the 
legal status of a wife, a concubine was entitled to all the rights a wife had: she was entitled to 
food, clothing, and conjugal relations. If she was not provided these things by her husband, 
she could walk out of the marriage with no guilt, and her father didn’t have to restore the bride 
price to her husband (Ex. 21:7-11). Her husband’s refusal to care for her was a sufficient 
reason for divorce and she was free. In terms of her economic status, however, the situation 
was different. She entered marriage without money, and therefore she had no economic or 
financial claim on the family. To put it in Biblical terms, she was without inheritance. While 
her rights were protected, she was not given any privileges. Economically she was no 
different than a dependent in the family, or a servant. She was free, of course, to work with 
her hands and accumulate her own assets; but she had no power over the economic dealings of 
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her husband’s property, except where he delegated responsibility to her. (This is one of my 
disagreements with modern patriarchalism; by making the authority of the wife dependent on 
her husband’s delegation of authority, patriarchalists demote modern wives to the position of 
concubines.) Her children were her inheritance, and, as in the example of Hagar, if the 
concubine left, her children left with her, and they provided for their mother, not having 
inheritance in the house of their father. Notice, for example, in Judges 9, Abimelech, the son 
of Gideon’s concubine, considered his mother’s family as his relatives, not his father’s family. 
Legally, because of the marriage covenant, she was a wife of full rights. Economically, 
because of her lack of inheritance, she was a servant with no privileges. Thus, Jacob’s wives 
were given to him as concubines (Gen. 31:14-16). Ruth the Moabite, on the other hand, 
entered her marriage as a full wife, with her inheritance (Ruth 4:5). 

There was also a special case of a concubine, that of the war bride; the case in which a 
soldier in an occupying army takes a woman from the defeated nation. This case is special 
because while technically, the woman was a concubine – she entered marriage without a 
dowry – the law did not allow the man to treat her as a concubine; the text specifically says 
that he should be her husband and she his wife. Thus, a captive woman from a defeated nation 
had the opportunity to escape the devastation of her native country by becoming a wife of full 
rights and full privileges. He could not sell her for money; she was not his slave or servant. 
The reason for this privilege was, according to the Biblical text, that he “humbled” or 
“afflicted” her. The Law of God provided special protection for non-combatants from 
defeated nations (of which we will talk in a future episode); and a war bride had special 
privileges. She had inheritance in Israel, in the house of her husband, without bringing in any 
dowry of her own. 

A war bride who married a Hebrew soldier achieved full legal rights and full economic 
privileges, her children had the right to inheritance, and in case of divorce, she was a free 
woman with the right to re-marry. Of course, that came with a cost: her male relatives and her 
home were destroyed in the war. A Hebrew concubine without a dowry had only the legal 
protection in marriage but not the economic privileges of a wife. Biblical symbolism is 
outside the scope of our study here, but, shortly, in a way, we can see in these cases a picture 
of Israel and the Church; Israel being the concubine who had no inheritance but was adopted 
by God (remember, Paul compares Israel to Hagar the slave wife, Gal. 4:24-25); and the 
Church who was Jesus’s war trophy, his foreign bride which He acquired and led in captivity 
to His home to make her His wife of full right and full privilege; as Paul in Ephesians 4:8 
quotes from Psalm 68:18, “As He ascended on high, He led many captives in captivity, and 
gave gifts to men.” (The original verse, by the way, says the opposite, that He received gifts 
from men; but why Paul misquoted that verse is another topic altogether.) Whatever 
conclusions we can draw about Biblical symbolism, however, one thing is clear: contrary to 
the fantasies and the dreams of our atheist detractors, the Law of God does not condone sexual 
slavery. The Biblical concubine was a legal wife, and she all the rights of a legal wife. She 
didn’t have the economic privileges of a wife, but as far as her person was concerned,, she 
was a full-fledged member of the society, and she could leave an abusive marriage without 
any guilt or scorn or stygma on her. 

In the New Testament, of course, the institution of the concubinage was abolished, 
together with a number of other institutions pertaining to the application of the law to OT 
Israel – like no-fault divorce, the Jubilee re-distribution of land, etc. There are no second-rate 
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wives in the New Testament; women are co-heirs with men, and therefore taking a wife 
means that she is automatically the ruler of the man’s house irrespective of the differences in 
their economic status. Monogamy was restored as the original principle, and with monogamy, 
the perpetuity of marriage was restored as well. (Mark 10:6 makes no sense in the context of 
polygamy.) A wife in the New Testament has full economic and legal status, irrespective of 
her economic and legal status before the marriage. Sometimes this creates conflict with 
existing customs in pagan societies where missionaries are sent to work. While Christian 
missionaries are supposed to honor those existing social customs on the mission field with the 
purpose of smooth transition and protection, they are still obligated to teach the Biblical ideal. 

One reason for the abolition of the concubinage is that it had a revelatory function; it 
pointed to the status of Israel and the Church, and taught the covenant people a lesson about 
their true legal standing before God: having rights in His covenant but not privileges, until the 
Son conquers His enemies and takes His Church as His war bride. So, now that these truths 
have been revealed in Christ, there is no reason for the existence of the shadow that pointed to 
the light. So, the institution is abolished. But the more important question for us is not why it 
was abolished; we all somehow feel in our hearts that a woman must have the full status of a 
wife when she enters marriage. The more important question is, besides teaching the ancient 
Israelites a lesson about the covenantal status of Israel and the Church, why did God have to 
institute a second-rate status for girls of poor families? Couldn’t He institute equality, as under 
the New Covenant? 

The answer to this question is this: God tied the hands of men in order to provide for 
women. And that because of the hardness of the hearts of the men before the Cross. 

We in our day often have hard time understanding the redemption which the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ brought to this world. We tend to read the Bible and imagine that the world was 
pretty much the same place as today, and that people were pretty much the same people as 
today. Every now and then we will encounter a story about exquisite cruelty in the ancient 
world and we would shiver at the thought of it, but we normally think that the people back 
then perhaps had the same revulsion towards cruelty; and probably had the same moral 
conscience as today. The truth is, however, the world before Christ knew very little of 
empathy, compassion, love, care, respect, and all these other good things we have today which 
keep our society together. Men could inflict pain and never think of it as anything wrong. 
Roman women used to torture their female slaves for entertainment; these same Roman 
women sat in the Coliseum with their men and their children while Christian men and women 
were raped by soldiers and torn by wild beasts in the arena. Centuries before them the 
Assyrians – the heirs of the same people of Nineveh who were saved by Jonah’s preaching – 
used to flay or burn alive thousands of prisoners as part of their military routine. The hearts of 
men were so hard, we can hardly imagine anything close to it today; so much has our world 
been changed by the Gospel. When we hear of much lesser atrocities in our own day, we 
wonder what kind of a person can have such a cruel heart; in the ancient world; such were 
everyday occurrence. The presence of the Holy Spirit in the world after the Cross has done a 
miracle to the world, and we seldom realize it. 

In such a world, a girl in a lower economic status could hardly rely on the empathy of the 
men in the society, even in Israel. Not having any money to bring into marriage, she would 
hardly be attractive for any suitors. The result would be that such a girl would run a very low 
chance of marrying and having children, who would be her only inheritance. A girl would be 
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vulnerable to abuse in such a position; she is a second-rate person anyway because of her 
economic status; being left alone without a husband and with elderly parents would be a life 
of nightmare for her. To provide for such girls in a world where hardness of heart was 
common, God gave a law which acknowledged the lower status of such girls but built walls of 
protection around them. A man could take such girl for his wife now without granting her 
economic privileges; but he was obligated to provide for her basic rights. He had a certain 
minimum he had to meet: he couldn’t leave her starving, or naked, or without children. On the 
other hand, there was no ceiling on what privileges he could bestow on her; he could make her 
a full status wife with all the privileges a wife has. Leah was given to Jacob as a concubine, 
without inheritance, and she wasn’t his favorite wife; and yet, at the very end of his life, in 
Gen. 49:31, Jacob asked to be buried with her in the same place where Abraham was buried 
with his wife Sarah, and Isaac was buried with his wife Rebekah; indicating that in the final 
account, Leah who has never had his favor, was now to him what Sarah was to Abraham and 
what Rebekah was to Isaac. The law established a bottom limit of legal treatment, and no limit 
on mercy. Mercy to the weakest members of the society, in a world of zero empathy and 
compassion; that’s what God’s Law was about. 

This brings us to the modern application. Obviously, concubinage is abolished in the New 
Covenant economy. But the moral and judicial principle behind it is still in force. And that 
moral and judicial principle is that for Biblical justice to be complete in a society, we can’t 
rely on a mechanical ideology of equality before the Law. The Law of God established and 
protected rights as part of its system of justice, but in the process, it also acknowledged and 
guarded against hardness of hearts. To do that, it acknowledged the weakness and the 
vulnerability of certain individuals and groups in the society. And since in an imperfect world, 
powerful and more privileged individuals will always be tempted to use their power and 
privilege to oppress, the Law established special boundaries around the weaker members of 
the society. Thus, part of our work in restoring Christendom is to identify in our society those 
groups and individuals who for one reason or another are in a weaker position, and make sure 
we establish boundaries of protection. But this will be a topic for future episodes. 

The reading I will assign for this week is three chapters from Gary North’s economic 
commentary on Exodus, Authority and Dominion, part of his economic commentary on the 
Bible. Now, don’t rejoice too much that I am giving only three chapters of a book, those are 
long chapters. The chapters are the following: From volume 3 of Authority and Dominion, 
chapter 31, “Servitude, Protection, and Marriage,” and chapter 32, “Wives and Concubines.” 
From volume 4, chapter 48, “Oppression, Omniscience, and Judgment.” Read them carefully, 
you won’t find such detailed exposition of Biblical Law in too many places around. 

And, as usual, I will ask y’all to consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries; a mission in 
Eastern Europe that has proven effective in bringing the comprehensive message of the 
Gospel of the Kingdom of God to Bulgaria, through translating and publishing of books, 
media presence, helping and encouraging Christian homeschoolers and entrepreneurs, 
working among the minorities, and social activism. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, 
subscribe to our newsletter, and Donate. God bless you all. 
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 White Privilege 
To make it simple, when God says “Widows’ – or any other weaker persons’ – 
lives, liberty, property, etc. matters,” you don’t dare talk back at Him with “All 
lives, liberty, property, etc. matters.” Because you talk back at Him like that, 
you are in trouble. 

Assigned reading: Elmer Sandmeyer, The Anti-Chinese Movement in California 

 

Welcome to Episode 38 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about a topic I shouldn’t be 
talking about, if I had an ounce of practical common sense – or what passes for common sense 
in modern day America. I will be talking about white privilege. Yes, one of those buzzwords 
of the modern political and social debate, and the realities behind it – because, as we will see, 
there is a certain reality behind it. I know, I know, from the perspective of either side of the 
debate – liberals or conservatives – I shouldn’t be using that word and I shouldn’t be talking 
about white privilege to start with. For the liberals, I am a Christian, and I am “right-wing,” 
and I am against socialism and government intervention, therefore I can’t possibly be 
speaking of white privilege the way I should, in terms of their re-defined notion of “social 
justice,” that is, government-mandated and enforced redistribution. Therefore, if I am not 
advocating for more government action, I shouldn’t be speaking on white privilege to start 
with. For the conservatives, “white privilege” is a no-no term, there isn’t such a thing as 
“white privilege,” it’s a made up notion, the only good mention of the term is to deny its 
reality, you don’t need a whole podcast on it, and if you are not simply denying that white 
privilege exists, then your true colors are showing, you are a libtard, this is where you lost me, 
I can’t listen to the end, etc. In other words, this episode can get me stoned (not in the good 
sense of the word) by both sides. However, I don’t have that much common sense – in the 
modern, American political meaning of the word – to worry about these reactions from both 
sides. I will be talking about white privilege, and that from a covenantal, that is, 
ethical/judicial perspective. Conservatives to the contrary, white privilege exists in this 
country, it is real, and for us to deny it is immature and self-defeating. Liberals to the contrary, 
white privilege in itself is not a problem, and their so-called “social justice” concerns are not a 
problem, what is a problem is the perversion of real, judicial justice, which is partly related to 
white privilege but is an issue of its own, and to fight against a false problem while ignoring 
the real problem is immature and self-defeating. There’s a Biblical view of the relation 
between privilege and justice, and this is what I want to talk about in this episode. 

Any talk about this relation, between privilege and justice, must start with an 
understanding of the difference between the pagan view of justice and the Biblical view of 
justice. It’s not that pagan religions and philosophies have no view of justice; they do. (After 
all, in a world thoroughly permeated with Christian ideas and worldview, no one can afford to 
not have a view of justice, or they wouldn’t be able to compete on the market of ideas.) Their 
view of justice, however, is perfectly described by the common depiction of the goddess of 
justice as a blind-folded lady with scales and a sword. We don’t have much time to go deeper 
into the details of this symbolism, but the whole meaning of it – and especially of the 
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blindfold – is that justice is supposed to be impersonal, that is, there should be no mindfulness 
of the social status or privileges of the parties in a trial. Lady Justice doesn’t need to know to 
the identity of the parties, she needs to know fact from fiction (that’s what that sword is for) 
and weigh the facts (that’s what the scales are for). The pagan ideal is a goddess of justice 
blindfolded to all other factors involved, declaring justice as an abstract, impersonal principle, 
detached from the realities of life. 

In stark contrast to it is the justice of God described in the Bible. It is not a blind or 
impersonal justice; God doesn’t put on a blindfold when watching the judgments of men. He 
is deeply involved not only in the abstract application of justice across the board. To the 
contrary, He has a very deep bias towards certain groups and classes of people. In the 
courtrooms of men – and not only in their courtrooms, but in their houses, offices, vehicles, in 
their marketplaces, border patrol points – He has His eyes wide open to see how judges – and 
everyone of us, in fact – treat His special people, those that He has as His favorite, specially 
protected classes. He specifically warns the earthly judges about these people, and promises 
specific judgments if these people are denied justice. He is not a respecter of persons, He 
judges every wickedness and injustice; but injustice to some people He judges more severely, 
and He warned us about it. 

In so many places in the Old Testament Law God warns against mistreating the orphan, 
the widow, and the stranger that if I quote all of them in a row, this episode will get a bit too 
long. He warns against general mistreatment of them anywhere (Ex. 22:22). He also warns 
against injustice against them in the court room (Deut. 27:19). He warns against mistreating 
them in regards to economic dealings, and specifically debt transactions (Deut. 24:17). They 
should have a priority in terms of charity (Deut. 24:19-21; 26:12-13). Etc., etc. But they are 
not the only special categories. There are other special treats for some people. A young girl 
raped in the field by a man was the only type of victim who could send a criminal to death 
without the word of a second witness (Deut. 22:25-27). We already saw in the previous 
episode of Axe to the Root that a concubine who was not provided for could leave her 
husband without guilt and without restoring the bride price to him. A poor person in Israel had 
a special right to zero-interest loan, and the lender had to return him his cloak every night (Ex. 
22:25-27), and God specifically warned that He would be getting involved if this was 
violated. In addition, the lender was warned against entering the house of his poor debtor to 
take his pledge (Deut. 24:10-13); he had to wait outside until the man brought it to him. The 
wages of a poor and needy hired laborer had to be paid every day, not wait until some later 
date (Deut. 24:14-15). A man who was engaged or newly wed, or built or bought a new house, 
or planted a vineyard and hadn’t tasted its fruit, was free of the draft for one year (Deut. 20:5-
7; 24:5). 

All these are valid in the New Covenant as well, of course, and there are more special 
treatments. Older widows were more protected than younger widows (1 Tim. 5:3-15). A wife 
and a husband were treated unequally: the husband was not allowed to leave his wife for no 
reason whatsoever, while the wife was allowed to leave, even if only on the condition that she 
remained alone (1 Cor. 7:11). Children had special protection against deceivers (Matt. 18:6; 
Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2). Pure and undefiled religion is defined specifically as visiting orphans 
and widows in their distress (James 1:27). And of course, the ultimate list of categories of 
people who were to be granted special protection and care and attention, so special that the 
salvation of a person depends on how he treated these special categories, in Matt. 25:31-46: 
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Depart from Me, accursed ones, into the eternal fire which has been prepared for the devil 
and his angels; for I was hungry, and you gave Me nothing to eat; I was thirsty, and you gave 
Me nothing to drink; I was a stranger, and you did not invite Me in; naked, and you did not 
clothe Me; sick, and in prison, and you did not visit Me.’ 

In His court, obviously, God is not blindfolded. He watches carefully how we apply His 
justice, and he wants to know to whom we apply it, and how. And He has special favorites. 
He rewards all justice, but He especially rewards justice shown to His favorites. He hates and 
punishes all injustice, but He especially hates and punishes injustice shown to His favorites. 
So, special are they to Him that he has included them as special cases in His Law. And even in 
the Final Judgment, His salvation is conditioned upon showing justice and mercy towards 
these special favorites. 

Why would God do such a thing? Why isn’t His justice even, equal to all men, like the 
justice of the Greeks? Is He really a respecter of persons, or categories of persons? Why isn’t 
God saying that all justice matters, instead of indicating that some justice matters more than 
others? 

Because in a world beset by sin, equal justice is an abstraction. In God’s world, there is 
inequality of power – not because inequality is a bad thing, far from it. In fact, inequality is a 
good thing, it follows from God’s unique purpose for every individual man. But when 
inequality of power meets the corruption of sin, the two conspire to produce inequality of 
justice. In a world without sin, there is no need to restrain powerful men or to place special 
protection around weaker people. But when sin has affected everyone, including the powerful 
of the day, the temptation is too strong to use their power to deny justice to the weak – and 
also to pretend on the surface that they are being equitable, and that they are just defending 
“law and order,” nothing else. Abstract, impersonal justice in a world of sin only becomes a 
facade for oppression. That was true in the Old Israel, where the government under the Law of 
God was supposed to be limited, only judiciary. How much more it is today, when the 
government is executive and is constantly involved in controlling resources, absorbing 
revenue, and distributing government contracts to private cronies. Power doesn’t corrupt, but 
corrupt men abuse power when they have it; and their victims are always the weaker members 
of the society. 

For this reason, God placed special boundaries of protection around the weaker members 
of the society – so special that even the salvation of a powerful person depends on him 
studiously honoring these boundaries. Which means that under the law of God, those with 
more power and privilege are under obligation to actively identify those weaker than them and 
make sure they render justice to them. Not simply render equal, abstract, impersonal justice, 
but justice specifically concerned with those weaker than them. A judge, a field owner, a 
business owner, a lender of money, a strong muscular man, a soldier in an occupying army, a 
rich man taking a wife, were to be very careful to identify the kind of person they were 
working with, and specifically go to the Law to learn the specific commands about dealing 
with people weaker than them, whether physically, or financially, or legally, or relationally, or 
in any other way. 

To make it simple, when God says “Widows’ – or any other weaker persons’ – lives, 
liberty, property, etc. matters,” you don’t dare talk back at Him with “All lives, liberty, 
property, etc. matters.” Because you talk back at Him like that, you are in trouble. When God 
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placed special protections for weaker categories of people in His Law, He did it with a 
purpose. And we all know it very well when it is used against us. When Soros and other 
liberal billionaires influence politics using their money, we all say, “our votes matter.” And if 
Soros replies, “All votes matter,” we wouldn’t be very convinced, would we? 

This is nothing more than just a repetition of the same principle that Jesus gave in Luke 
12:48: “From everyone who has been given much, much will be required; and to whom they 
entrusted much, of him they will ask all the more.” Power and privilege are all given, they are 
all entrusted capital. Therefore, all those who have power and privilege should expect to have 
heavier burden of justice laid on them; this is the Biblical principle. (On a side note, it is 
because of the abandonment of this principle that the celebrity cult worship has emerged in 
the US, and why the church is in a free fall. When we as a church start applying Luke 12:48 to 
our pulpit celebrities, we will have some real revival.) 

The question now is: Does white privilege exist at all? Is it a reality? The answers are: 
Yes, it certainly exists. Yes, it is a reality in America today. 

Before we continue, we need to take care of one of the numberless conservative 
schizophrenias in America today. When one talks about blacks, crime level in black 
communities, etc., conservatives have a neat source of information: “statistics shows.” That is, 
aggregate information matters. When the talk is about white privilege, however, suddenly the 
statistics means nothing and we are looking only at individuals: “Look at me, I am white. 
What privilege do I have?” And then, of course, the Holocaust is mentioned, or the Civil War 
is mentioned, or Ghengis Khan is mentioned, etc. That is, aggregate information doesn’t 
matter. Conservatives are just as schizophrenic as liberals, keep that in mind. Anyway, let’s 
move to white privilege. 

In order to understand how white privilege is real, we need to return back our previous 
episode where we talked about the two different value systems that a man is always assessed 
by. One was judicial, and it had to do with his nature of being a bearer of the image of God. 
The other one was economic and it had to do with his gifts and calling in the fulfillment of the 
Dominion Mandate. His judicial status denotes his rights in relation to other people and to the 
society’s institutions. His economic status denotes his privileges in respect to control and 
management of God’s resources. The economic power of a man, therefore, is his privilege. 
There is nothing wrong with privileges; a number of faithful men in the Bible were fabulously 
rich, and therefore powerful, and their wealth and power did not lead to their demise. (Where 
there was a demise, as with Solomon, it was not related directly to wealth and power.) Thus, it 
is a mandate under the Law of God that we are all equal before the Law, that is, judicially: we 
all have the same right to justice. On the other hand, it is by God’s providence that we are all 
unequal before God’s resources, that is, economically. 

Statistics shows – and one doesn’t really need statistics to know it – that if we really 
separate “white community” from “black community,” which people in America do without 
even noticing it, the “white community” really has better control over economic resources. It 
has more people in it, and these people are on the average wealthier than the average black 
American. Now, that is not to say that there is anything wrong with a group of people being 
wealthier than another group. Neither is this an assessment of the reasons why it is so: 
obviously, the white community has a longer history of capital and skill accumulation over 
generations, but also a higher level of work ethic. This is a good reason why there is a need 
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for missions in the black communities – and I mean missions in the comprehensive sense, 
including the applications of the Gospel to personal work ethic. We must also acknowledge 
that there is a not so moral reason for the difference, and that is the cultural and economic 
leftovers from slavery; now, what share they have in the economic situation of the black 
community is another issue. (This is a good reason why we need to preach the applications of 
the Gospel to justice to the white community.) Our main thesis here, however, is that the 
economic status of the white community is certainly higher than the economic status of the 
black community; for different, mixed reasons, of course, but still higher. Some time ago I 
read some memoirs by a white teacher in an all-black public high school. The overall attitude 
was of hostility against whites (although the teacher herself was rather respected). Once she 
asked her students: What if all whites disappeared from America? Would y’all be better off. 
The students’ response was sincere, “We’d be all screwed.” In the current historical situation, 
there is still control of resources and productive knowledge that the white community has over 
the other communities. Its economic status is higher. And higher economic status means 
higher privilege. It’s just a fact. 

Not that there is anything wrong with privilege in itself. If anything is wrong, it is in the 
very social perception of “communities” separated by skin color, ethnicity, or genetics. A 
godly society doesn’t produce such separate “communities.” Israel left Egypt, and with Israel, 
a mixed multitude (in Hebrew it is literally an “Arab multitude”) left Egypt, too (Ex. 12:38). 
We do not see the people of that mixed multitude forming their own ethnic communities. To 
the contrary, Israel became a homogenous nation. In fact, Caleb, the leader of Judah, the 
largest tribe, was himself a Kenezite, that is, from one of the tribes whose land God would 
later give to the descendants of Abraham (Gen. 15:19). We shouldn’t be talking about “white” 
and “black communities” in the first place. But because of generational sin, and the leftovers 
of that sin, such separation – or perception of separation – is still a reality, so the different 
economic status is still a reality, and therefore white privilege is still a reality. Again, nothing 
wrong with it, in itself. Work ethic can be acquired, economic status changes over time, 
eventually, this can be healed by a simple process of preaching and changing of practical 
ethics. 

The issue comes when we understand that privilege and power, in a fallen world and in an 
ungodly society, can lead to abuse and denial of justice to the weaker and less-privileged 
groups. Or, in the more common case, silence in the face of injustice. Under the Law, when 
the only government agents were the judges, the temptation of favoring the rich and powerful 
and wronging the poor and weak members of the society was still very strong. Under the 
modern pagan, executive state, the temptation is even stronger: the state can choose to favor 
the groups that control more resources, or contribute more resources in the form of taxes, and 
oppress the groups who are less privileged. And in fact, this is exactly what is happening 
today, in almost every single policy of the modern executive state. The most obvious, of 
course, is the modern policy concerning abortions: The victims (the unborn children) can 
contribute no votes to political parties, and pay no taxes, nor do they pay lobbyist money. 
Thus, the legislative action of the executive state is in favor of the lobbyists who profit from 
abortions. As I have mentioned many times, we never see cops shutting down abortion mills; 
we always see them defending them. Modern “justice” is always in favor of those more 
powerful and privileged. 
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This applies to many more weaker groups. In different forms and under different kinds of 
disguise, oppression is practiced by the government against the poor and homeless, against 
poorer minorities, against strangers, against younger people, etc. This oppression, of course, is 
not done openly; no oppression is carried under the official title of “oppression.” It is always 
under some form of legitimately sounding government policy or regulation: reproductive 
rights, monetary policies, employment regulations, immigration control, environmental safety, 
“law and order in the inner cities,” drug abuse control, etc. And in the process of oppression, 
the state makes sure that certain groups – those with better privilege and therefore more social 
power – are left relatively unmolested, so that they don’t use their privilege and power to stop 
oppression. Thus, privilege, while not wicked in itself, can be abused – not in direct 
oppression, but in complacent silence about oppression. 

And I have talked in a previous episode – on institutional racism and the prison-industrial 
complex – how that oppression is practiced by our government today. And also how we are 
complacently silent about it; after all, it mainly affects the blacks, not us. 

Biblically, however, the groups of better privilege and more power in the culture have 
certain obligations under the principle of Luke 12:48: “From everyone who has been given 
much, much will be required; and to whom they entrusted much, of him they will ask all the 
more.” According to the Law of God, we are not allowed to deny the fact of the privilege: it is 
there, and it is clearly seen in the greater social and economic power of the white community. 
Our obligation is to acknowledge the reality of that privilege and acknowledge that under 
Luke 12:48, we are under a greater responsibility. Part of that responsibility is to actively 
identify the groups and categories of people in our society who, for one reason or another, in 
the inherited covenantal realities of our age, are socially underprivileged and powerless. And 
therefore, being underprivileged and powerless, are vulnerable to injustice – injustice not 
necessarily by us, but by the state, with our silent permission. We are not only obligated to 
actively identify such groups, but also to be vigilant and identify the different forms of 
oppression. If under the Law of God even such seemingly innocent action of entering the 
house of a poor debtor to take a pledge is defined as oppression, then the same ethical 
principle applies to many more things that to us may look innocent, but to the weaker 
members of the society are oppressive and humiliating. We have relative wealth and privilege 
entrusted to us. Our obligation is to take up our responsibility and use our privilege to guard 
the weaker against oppression. Not deny our privilege. Not feel guilty for it. Not try to transfer 
wealth to make others as privileged as we are. Not feel responsible to change the economic 
status of anyone, ours or that of others. But defend and protect the judicial status of full rights 
of those who can’t protect it for themselves. 

And it is from there that our share in the work and the process of racial reconciliation 
must start. And not just racial reconciliation, but also justice and liberty for all. Denying the 
privilege is immature, and also dangerous before God: for he may decide to take it away from 
us if we continue denying it in ungratefulness to Him. The black community needs to do its 
part, no doubt about that. But then again, Luke 12:48 must be a guiding principle for justice: 
“To whom much is given, much shall be required of them.” And may God give us the grace to 
restore that principle among us. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is The Anti-Chinese Movement in California 
by Elmer Sandmeyer. From the perspective of time, we can see the injustice done to a weaker 
minority, an injustice that at the time was not obvious even to the most conscientious of 
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Christians. We need to understand, there’s such injustice done today, and we need to be ahead 
of our time and stand against it. 

And remember in your prayers, and in your giving, Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission in Eastern Europe which has proven successful by creating a foundation for a 
Christian civilization by translating books and preaching a comprehensive Gospel where none 
has been preached before. Visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter. And 
Donate. 
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 The Oxymoron of “Cultural Marxism” 
To speak of “cultural Marxism” is just as legitimate as to speak of 
“materialistic Christianity,” that is, Christianity that arises from a materialistic 
understanding of reality. 

Assigned reading: Edmund W. Robb, Julia Robb, The Betrayal of the Church 

 
Welcome to Episode 39 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about a buzzword that has 
become common in the last several decades among many conservatives, has been adopted by 
the alt-right and the conspiracy theorists, and, unfortunately by many well-meaning Christians 
as well: “cultural Marxism.” Everywhere I turn to, these days, I am warned about “cultural 
Marxism.” It seems to sneak into our modern society and politics in a number of devious ways 
of which Marx himself never even thought about. And always, of what I can see, in a direct 
violation of everything Marx wrote – but we will see later why I am saying that. Political 
correctness is “cultural Marxism,” you have heard that one for sure, everywhere, from Glenn 
Beck to Alex Jones to your Facebook feed. Amnesty for immigrants is “cultural Marxism,” in 
case you didn’t know – which makes you wonder if Ronald Reagan was a “cultural Marxist,” 
or if the Founding Fathers were “cultural Marxists.” Multiculturalism is “cultural Marxism” – 
although, I have never been able to figure, from the words of the opponents of 
multiculturalism, what exactly is “multiculturalism” and what exactly is wrong with it: is it 
that the cultures blend in one, or is it that they stay different? I once listened to a podcast by 
one such opponent, and within the same podcast, he complained, first, that multiculturalism 
imposes diversity on a culture, and, second, that the proponents of multiculturalism do not 
value diversity. Er, which one is it, diversity or non-diversity? Either way, both are “cultural 
Marxism.” Criticism against police brutality is “cultural Marxism,” anti-war is “cultural 
Marxism,” oh, yeah, I even saw someone write “Vladimir Putin vs. cultural Marxism.” (My 
immediate reaction was hipster: “Dude, do you even . . . history?”) Saying that we are all one 
race and from the same blood (Acts 17:26) is “cultural Marxism,” free global trade is “cultural 
Marxism” (no kidding), women in the workplace is “cultural Marxism,” Facebook is “cultural 
Marxism,” . . . Wait until we get to some of the more bizarre statements: Miss Finland is 
“cultural Marxism,” Rogue One is “cultural Marxism,” mass production of cheap goods is 
“cultural Marxism,” low wages for low-skill labor is “cultural Marxism” (because, you know, 
Mexicans are taking our jobs), but then again, minimum wage for low-skill jobs is also 
“cultural Marxism,” . . . I have lost track of how many different and even mutually 
contradicting things can be “cultural Marxism” at the same time. This buzzword has become 
the fad of the day among so many conservatives and Christians, and everyone seems to be 
seeing “cultural Marxism” in every corner and fighting against it. 

Now, in principle, there is nothing wrong in uncovering conspiracies and attempts at 
conspiracies in history and opposing them. Although, from a Christian, and especially from a 
postmillennial, optimistic perspective, we shouldn’t be too concerned about conspiracies, for 
they never have sufficient power to be worth our constant attention. As R.J. Rushdoony said 
on the subject of conspiracy theorists,  
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Many misguided people spend time and money studying evil, documenting 
conspiracies, endlessly probing ‘the depths of Satan.’ They cease to become 
useful members of society: they are simply experts on evil. They often believe 
more in the power of evil than in the power of God.  

Still, having a general awareness of some conspiracies and pointing to them, as a side 
issue to our work for the Kingdom of Christ may be beneficial, at times. Some conspiracy 
theories, however, are blatantly false, and their purpose is nothing more than re-directing our 
attention from the real issues of the day to imaginary threats which will never materialize – 
nor have ever been planned to materialize. And this conspiracy theory, of “cultural Marxism,” 
is one of those fake threats. So, our purpose here is to see why “cultural Marxism” is a fake 
threat, and in itself, the very concept is an oxymoron. And also, that it is, in fact, a smoke 
screen for a much worse and more imminent threat, one that many Christians have fallen 
victim to. Just to mention before I get to the point, Gary North and Joel McDurmon both have 
written their refutations of the conspiracy theory of “cultural Marxism.” I will add to their 
refutation by giving an in-depth analysis of Marxism, what it is, what it isn’t, and where the 
real threat lies. 

Before we can understand why “cultural Marxism” is a contradiction of terms, we need to 
understand what Marxism really is, as a philosophy, and as a political ideology. 
Unfortunately, the majority of modern commentators simply have no idea of the real nature of 
Marxism as a system, and I often cringe when I hear some conservative commentator declare 
this or that idea to be “Marxism.” 

On the surface, of course, Marxism is first and foremost a political revolutionary ideology 
based on an economic doctrine. That is, Marxism believes certain things about the economic 
nature of things and has an idea of how to change the world in accordance with its economic 
views. The economic part in it, as we will see, is not just a side issue, as it is with all the other 
political doctrines; Marxism as a political ideology can’t coexist with other economic views; it 
is very specifically defined and determined by its unique economic doctrine and lives and dies 
with its economic doctrine. Any other political ideology – monarchism, democracy, 
republicanism – can coexist with a number of different economic theories and practices. 
Marxism can’t. Why? 

Because behind Marxism, there is a specific philosophy of being, and philosophy of 
history. And it is a comprehensive philosophy, starting from ultimate principles 
(presuppositions), all the way to philosophy of man and philosophy of history and society, and 
then all the way to a consistent practical ideology for transforming the civilization. Every 
piece of that philosophy has to be in its place in order for the whole to be consistent; and the 
economic order and the economic relations in the society play a vital role in Marx’s 
philosophy. 

To start with, Marxism is a materialistic philosophy. Materialism in the philosophical 
sense, not in the modern sense of “desire for material goods.” Marxism views the first and 
foundational question of philosophy to be, “Which is ultimate, matter or mind?” Marxism’s 
answer is unambiguous: Matter is ultimately real, and it determines everything else. In the 
words of Frederick Engels, “The real unity of the world consists in its materiality, and this is 
proved...by a long and protracted development of philosophy and natural science....But if 
the...question is raised: what then are thought and consciousness, and whence they come, it 
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becomes apparent that they are products of the human brain and that man himself is a product 
of nature, which has been developed in and along with its environment.” Marxism, thus, is a 
philosophy of materialistic determinism, that is, that man, his society, and his whole world, 
are determined and defined by material factors. In this, Marxism doesn’t differ from some 
modern ideologies of materialistic determinism: like different kinds of geneticism and racism, 
environmentalism, behaviorism, etc. Marx’s materialism was not as simple as the materialism 
of those theories, though. In 1845, three years before he wrote the Communist Manifesto, 
Marx wrote a short collection of notes which was never published until after his death, titled, 
Theses on Feuerbach. Ludwig Feuerbach was a German philosopher who had been a 
Hegelian but later abandoned Hegel’s idealism in favor of his own system of philosophical 
materialism. In the Theses, Marx acknowledged the influence of Feuerbach on his own 
thinking; but he also realized that Feuerbach’s vulgar, crass, simplistic materialism would lead 
the philosopher to a dead end and will render him incapable of building practical ideology for 
social action. After all, if everything is pure matter, and all thinking is simply biochemical 
reactions, then the philosopher is left with no way to separate himself as a rational being from 
the world around him, let alone construct a theory for active change of the world or of the 
society. It is in these Theses that Marx made his famous declaration, “Philosophers have 
hitherto only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it.” 

To avoid the intellectual stagnation of pure materialism, Marx kept his Hegelian dialectic. 
He just turned it upside down. For Hegel, reason, or the spirit, was the ultimate and active 
element in the universe, and Hegel applied his laws of dialectic to reason, in order to impact 
the material world. Marx, being now a materialist like Feuerbach, applied Hegel’s dialectic to 
the materiality of the world, and postulated change and upward development in the material 
constitution of the world. Keep in mind, he did that in the 1840’s, a whole 15 years before 
Darwin’s The Origin of Species. What Darwin did for biology in 1859 – postulate an upward 
impersonal development in the material constitution of things – Marx did for speculative 
philosophy 15 years earlier. The two men had much in common: both wanted to push God out 
of the universe, and both tried to do it by postulating dialectical, developing matter. No 
wonder Marx was so excited about Darwin’s book, and in 1973 sent Darwin a copy of the 
second German edition of Das Kapital, autographed, “To Mr. Charles Darwin, on the part of 
his sincere admirer, Karl Marx.” 

Thus, in Marx’s view, man was the product of material development – all of man, 
including his mind and reason and culture and society – but he was not a simple and direct 
product of material factors. He was rather the product of dynamic, dialectical development 
within matter. In Engels’s words, “the mind is a product of highly organized matter.” This 
philosophy was called Dialectical Materialism, to separate it from the earlier form, dubbed 
Metaphysical Materialism, that is, one in which man’s nature remained fixed and unmovable, 
because the material element in him was fixed as his metaphysics, that is, his inner, essential 
nature. 

What was left now is how to apply this principle of general philosophy to man’s society. 
(Keep in mind, I am giving here the systematic, logical reasoning of Marx’s philosophy. 
Historically, Marx developed it the other way around: he first postulated the necessity for 
social change, and then built his philosophy around it. But this is a topic for another episode.) 
So, how do we apply this philosophy of Dialectical Materialism to man’s society? How do we 
move from Dialectical Materialism to what Marx called Historical Materialism? What is the 
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material element whose dynamic, dialectical change will produce the change in man and his 
society? It can’t be genetics – even though Marx was a vicious racist, and he believed that 
certain human races are genetically incapable of reaching a civilized stage – for the biological 
heritage of man always remained the same or changed very little over centuries. 

Marx’s solution was: the active factor in a society is its economic base, or, to use the 
Marxist term, its mode of production. The mode of production has two components: the 
relations of production (forms of property, organization of production, mode of distribution of 
goods, etc.) and the forces of production (labor and the means of labor). Narrowing the search 
down, the active element in the dynamics of history, for Marx, were the means of labor, and 
specifically the tools of production. Yes, you heard that correct. In Marx’s system of 
Historical Materialism, it was the tools of production that were the active factor in social 
change. Yes, the tools in themselves, no matter what ideology or religion or habits or customs 
or culture the people had. 

Marx postulated human evolution 11 years before Darwin. In his view, man’s evolution 
was expressed in technological development of the tools of production. He didn’t say where 
this evolution comes from. He didn’t explain why man had to develop his tools of production. 
It was just a law of dialectics that man inevitably developed technologically and devised 
newer and better tools of production. Well, true, some cultures of man didn’t develop their 
tools of production, but Marx had a biological answer to that: they were genetically inferior. 
His social theory was only focused on Western Europeans, because they were, in Engels’s 
view, the only groups who had evolved biologically to develop their tools of production. 

As the tools of production develop, they require new forms of organization of production, 
and therefore new relations of production. In his primitive state, man has direct access to all 
the tools he can think of, and therefore the primitive society was a society of primitive 
communism. Man discovered new tools of production, and new methods of production 
(agriculture, as opposed to hunting and gathering) and these new tools and new methods were 
now not so directly accessible or feasible for all men equally. This is how the first social 
classes appeared: some men had stronger control over the new, more expensive tools of 
production, and could force other men to work for them or starve (or die). This is how the 
next stage of human history came, the slave societies. Within the slave societies, however, 
technology continued developing, and new tools of production required new forms of property 
and organization of labor, which led to the change from the slave societies to feudalism. Then 
from feudalism to capitalism – again, because of the technological developments in the tools 
of production and the necessity for new forms of organization of production. At every stage of 
those societies, there was one class who organized production, and therefore had control over 
the means of production through different forms of property, and there was another class who 
supplied only the labor but was itself alienated from the means of production. That’s why 
these were all class societies. And that’s why Marx saw the history of mankind as a history of 
class struggle. 

Eventually, in Marx’s view, the development of the tools of production would lead to the 
organizers of production becoming obsolete; the new tools will become so readily accessible 
to all, as were the primitive tools in the first stage of human history, that there will be no need 
for organizers of production, that is, for a class of owners. Mankind, then, will be able to 
return to its original blissful state of Communism, that is, a state where private property 
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doesn’t exist, except that his Communism will be a scientific, industrial Communism, a 
Communism of developed tools and organization of production. 

The central defining characteristic of man, therefore, was his class identity, and it was 
strictly economic: how does he relate to the means of production in his society? Is he an 
owner of means of production, hiring other people to work for him in his factories, or is he an 
owner only of his labor, selling his labor to the owners of means of production? 

What about the other factors of self-identity that men use: religion, culture, art, politics, 
family, etc.? In Marx’s view, they were all simply a superstructure built on the firm and stable 
economic base. The economic base determines and defines all these non-economic 
components of the society. Moreover, not just that the economic base determines and defines 
religion, culture, art, etc, but also, the specific social existence of every class determines its 
class consciousness, and therefore the religion, culture, art, politics, etc., of that class. The 
consciousness of a man is defined by his economic status. Even more than that: the ethical 
system of a man is determined and defined by his economic status. Yes, this is not a joke. 
There is bourgeois system of morality, and there is system of morality of the proletariat, that 
is, of the dispossessed who have nothing to sell except for their labor. The whole 
superstructure of society – the non-economic areas of life – is entirely defined by its base, the 
economic relations and status. Marxism, thus, is a highly developed philosophy of 
materialistic determinism. 

Much more can be said on the philosophical system of Marxism, but what we said so far 
should be sufficient to understand the important lesson for this episode: “cultural Marxism” is 
an oxymoron. There is no way, under the Marxist system of thought, to imagine culture as an 
active factor through which society can be changed. The different classes in the society may 
create their own cultures, or versions of culture, but none of them can transcend their own 
class consciousness defined and determined by their economic status. Culture cannot be used 
to bring about a Marxist society – such a concept is a contradiction of terms for Marxism. 
Neither can culture be used to destroy a civilization – under Marxism, a civilization is built on 
its mode of production, not on its culture. Taking over a society can happen in only one 
possible way: seizing the means of production. No other solution can be found. Producing 
movies, or news, or articles, or ballet performances, or fiction may be a good help for 
strengthening the class consciousness of the working class, but they cannot create such 
consciousness, nor can they produce any call for action. And it is absurd to even imagine they 
can destroy a civilization, let alone the Western civilization. As long as there are means of 
production in the hands of their owners, this is the only thing that matters. 

For several decades during the 20th century, “cultural Marxism” was used as a simply 
academic description of a small and largely uninfluential school within the German thought, 
the so-called Frankfurt School. The Frankfurt School consisted of intellectuals who claimed to 
be Marxists but felt that traditional Marxism did not explain well the historical developments 
of the mid-20th century, so they wanted to fuse Marxism with other theories. In the process, 
they deviated from Marxism so much that no one really considered them true Marxists 
anymore. In the process of that deviation, the school also lost the original optimism of 
Marxism. Marx understood the significance of eschatological optimism, and he borrowed 
heavily from Christian postmillennialism when building his ideology for action. The Frankfurt 
School could not sustain this optimism. As of present, it has only one living representative: 
Junger Habermas. Habermas wrote a good number of books and papers between 1952 and 



ARP#39. The Oxymoron of “Cultural Marxism”  302 

today, and his most practical works were written back then, in the 1950s and the 1960s. Most 
of his current work is rather obscure and irrelevant, and certainly has nothing even close to the 
practical applied ideology of Marx and Engels. 

The term “cultural Marxism” was first used as part of a conspiracy theory in 1998 by the 
Christian and conservative activist Paul Weyrich. You might remember the name from our 
previous episode on Moral Majority; Weyrich was one of the three leading men behind it. In 
1998, frustrated by the indifference of the general public towards the Monica Lewinsky’s 
scandal, he decided to try to start another moral crusade. He used “cultural Marxism” as his 
buzzword – or as his scarecrow for conservatives – and declared that Marxism is not dead, but 
it has been working in the West in the media and among the cultural elite. Consequently, he 
and William Lynd took the work of the Frankfurt School and blew it out of proportion, 
declaring that the Frankfurt School has been critically influential in the development of the 
modern American culture. The purpose, they claimed, was the destruction of the Western 
civilization, and through it, the destruction of Christianity; and therefore, the ultimate triumph 
of Marxism, although not by the same means as Marx envisioned. Weyrich passed away in 
2008, not before making a fool of himself by proposing different weird solutions to fight 
“cultural Marxism,” among which were a return to localized subsistence farming and a 
restoration of railways as the chief means of transportation. The scarecrow of “cultural 
Marxism” continues to live among quite a few Christians and conservatives in general. 

Christians, however, have several reasons to stay away from this scare of “cultural 
Marxism” and not pick up its terminology: 

First, the term is simply oxymoronic, and its use reveals ignorance. To speak of “cultural 
Marxism” is just as legitimate as to speak of “materialistic Christianity,” that is, Christianity 
that arises from a materialistic understanding of reality. When we speak ignorantly, we may 
convince ourselves, but to the outsiders we will be presenting a good reason to reject our 
message, and thus our testimony for the Gospel will suffer. 

Second, the use of the phrase “cultural Marxism” is just a newer version of the phrase 
“cultural Bolshevism” used by the Nazis in the 1920s and the 1930s to deal with their political 
opponents in Germany. It means nothing – and is oxymoronic, anyway – but it gives ammo to 
anti-Christian ideologies in the name of some imaginary noble cause. Indeed, the phrase today 
is mainly adopted by different fringe groups who aim at the restoration of racial segregation, 
or of some form of militaristic statism with the purpose, of course, of fighting those bad guys 
out there, the Commies and the Muslims. And others. Christianity has its own social agenda; 
we don’t have to be allies with one anti-Christian group to fight another anti-Christian group, 
unless we want to undermine our testimony to the world. 

And third, the ideology behind the fight against “cultural Marxism” is that we need to 
defend the Western civilization, because in this way, we are defending Christianity. That is, 
that the survival of Christianity depends on the survival of the Western civilization. This is the 
same materialistic determinism as that of Marxism: that our faith depends on the material 
existence of a civilization. The truth is that the civilization depends on the survival of 
Christianity; and if the West is degenerating today, it is not because of the imaginary power 
and influence of the Frankfurt School, but because our own churches and celebrities have 
abandoned the vibrant, theonomic, postmillennial Christianity that produced the Western 
civilization in the first place. Political correctness didn’t come out of “cultural Marxism”; it 
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came first from our pulpits. The effeminacy in the culture didn’t come from Hollywood; it 
came from our churches. All our problems today are the product of our pulpits and those who 
man them. Any restoration of Christendom must start not with chasing imaginary enemies in 
Hollywood, but with purging our pulpits. “Cultural Marxism” is just a smokescreen; your real 
problem is your pastor and your elders. 

Thus, ignore the fake scares, focus on the real causes. 

The book I will assign for reading today if The Betrayal of the Church by Edmund W. 
Robb and Julia Robb. As you read it, consider this: Most of these renegade pastors and church 
leaders had no idea of the Frankfurt School or even of Marxism. Their betrayal had nothing to 
do with any outside conspiracies. And then, as you go to church next Sunday, consider the 
fact that a pastor who is not preaching a Christian social order based on the Bible is part of the 
same betrayal. And act accordingly. 

And remember in your prayers and your giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
missionary organization which has never agreed to leave the world and its government to the 
enemies of God. We have preached Christ’s Kingdom, and we have declared His authority in 
every area of life, including politics, economics, education, etc. And we have been successful 
in our mission, making a good use of all the resources God and His Church have invested in 
us. Visit BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter. And Donate. God bless you 
all. 
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 Economic Nationalism and the Religion of Death 
And when the state intervenes to control and regulate man and his economic 
choices, it can only destroy life and destroy growth. That’s the religious root of 
economic nationalism: the religion of death. The farther we stay from it, the 
faster we will grow our economy. 

Assigned reading: Adam Tooze, Wages of Destruction: The Making and 
Breaking of Nazi Economy 

 
Welcome to Episode 40 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about an ideology that is 
deeply irrational, has proven to be harmful to great masses of ordinary people, and yet 
continues to be popular among the same masses of people who have suffered the most from it: 
economic nationalism. It is known by a number of other names as well, like mercantilism, 
protectionism, import substitution, economic patriotism, positive trade balance, localism, 
domestic vertical linkages theory, etc., etc. I prefer the name economic chauvinism, for, 
behind the façade of all these professionally-sounding names, the essence is deeply immoral, 
anti-Biblical, and based on a prideful belief in the natural superiority of one’s own group over 
the others; and pride comes before the fall, as we all know. It is also based on a lack of 
understanding of the nature of man of his economy; which, in turn, stems from the loss of the 
concept of Dominion Mandate under God, and in a belief in the divinity of collectives of men, 
and especially of their political governments. What I want to do this week is take a look at this 
ideology, show its anti-Biblical character and therefore also its irrationality, and lay out the 
Biblical view of economic relations. 

The essential belief of economic nationalism is that the economic growth and prosperity 
for a society and its individuals are best achieved when that society is as isolated and 
independent as possible from outside suppliers. That is, when all the goods and services a 
society needs are produced within the political boundaries of a nation-state, controlled by a 
national political and economic elite, with only domestic citizens working to produce them. In 
its more ambitious version, the ideology envisions also a domestic economy which is “export-
oriented,” that is, not only substitutes domestic production for imports, but also tries to take 
over markets outside its political borders through subsidies for export. Whereas on the 
surface, the ideology seems to be concerned with production and profit, at its very essence, it 
is a socialist and statist ideology, for it always requires some form of compulsion by the state, 
whether in blocking imports through tariffs, or in manipulating the money supply, or in 
government subsidies for industries (which means higher taxes on everyone else), etc. 

As a funny interlude, you know, I plan the topics for these episodes well ahead (I have a 
list of topics for 100 episodes ahead), and this specific episode’s topic was planned about 6 
months ago. And ironically, or I should say, providentially, this last week Donald Trump 
provided me with a beautiful example of the folly and irrationality of economic nationalism 
which I can use as the main example for this episode. He engaged in a sort of twitter brawl 
with BMW over their decision to build a plant in Mexico for production of some of their 
lower-end models, with some of its production meant for import in the US. Trump demanded 
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that BMW build their plant in the US, otherwise he would impose a 35% border tax on their 
imported vehicles. The idea, of course, is that by building their plant in Mexico and importing 
in the US, BMW somehow has wronged Americans and America: after all, what is seen on 
the surface is that hard-earned American dollars are leaving the US and going to Mexico. So, 
there, we can use the power of the Federal government to keep that money back home. Either 
BMW builds the plant in the US, or if their cars are more expensive, people won’t buy them, 
and will buy instead American-made cars, which will mean creating more jobs in the US and 
keeping more money in the US. 

This is a classic example of things seen and things not seen; and of course, as in every 
case of socialist government propaganda, the things unseen – which are the more important 
things – are ignored in favor of the things seen, because only the things seen matter when it 
comes to political propaganda. There is a number of concrete facts behind the whole story 
which, when taken into account, clearly show the folly of Trump’s threats. 

First, BMW’s sales in the US are an important part of their business but they are not that 
important as some may imagine. BMW’s annual sales in number of vehicles are approaching 
the 2.5 million marks. Less than 15% of them – about 360,000 – are sold in the US. Of those, 
more than 100,000 – the most expensive ones – are produced in the US (yes, BMW already 
has a plant here, and we will mention it later). So, Trump’s border tax will affect no more than 
10% of their vehicles, and that is the cheapest models. Which means, those really affected will 
be rather the middle class. 

Second, even if BMW loses sales of 100-200,000 vehicles a year, and these sales go to 
domestic automakers, this won’t affect the job market in any way. The annual production in 
the US is about 12 million units, but the total capacity is over 16 million. Thus, the domestic 
automakers can easily increase the production without hiring new people. Modern 
technologies can make this happen. 

Third, such investment decisions are made for decades ahead, and a temporary tantrum by 
some political figure whose period of power will be 4 or maximum 8 years can’t affect them. 
For BMW, 4 years of lower sales will be preferable to an abrupt change in investment plans 
for $1 billion. Besides, the Mexico plant is expected to sell to more than 30 countries with 
whom Mexico has free trade agreements. The US had such agreements with less than 15 
countries. Trump may brag about his total wealth, but as impressive as it is, it is less than 
BMW’s profits for one year only. BMW can weather several US Presidents without having to 
adjust to their stupidity and socialist propaganda. 

Fourth, the plant BMW is building in Mexico is a relatively small plant, its production 
capacity is about 150,000 vehicles a year, and it will hire no more than 1,500 workers. It’s an 
assembly plant, it’s not a full production plant. In the modern world, no company has all of its 
production facilities in the same place. Even if that plant was moved to the US, it would still 
buy the bulk of its materials and parts from where it has always bought them. What would 
Trump do then? Impose 35% border tax on nuts and bolts? In comparison, BMW already has 
a plant in the US, in Greer, South Carolina. This plant hires 8,000 workers, and it is the largest 
BMW plant in the world, even larger than the BMW plant in Dingolfing Germany. It 
produced 400,000 vehicles in 2015, BMW’s higher-end models, and exports 70% of its 
production abroad. Which means, if economic nationalism was right, then BMW is doing 
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America a favor. If Trump’s policies of isolationism and closed borders become the norm 
around the world, that plant will have to close or cut production. 

And fifth, the company BMW may have to take some decrease in regional sales, but the 
real losers will be the hundreds specialized BMW dealerships and service centers in the US, 
hiring more than 100,000 people. A drop in sales will drive some of them out of business; 
thus, billions of investment dollars wasted. In our modern world, manufacturing takes an 
insignificant part of the workforce; BMW global staff is only 122,000. A punishment on the 
company won’t affect it but it will affect the service companies in the US – and that all for the 
public stunt of opening 1,500 or fewer jobs in a plant. 

To these hard economic facts, we need to add the equally – if not more – important moral 
consequences. Whenever political propaganda trumps economic realities, the result is an 
encouragement of dishonesty. Political slogans don’t change economic realities or decisions; 
they only make the economic leaders adopt the language of propaganda in order to avoid 
trouble. That’s what happened under Communism in Eastern Europe: directors of government 
plants cooked data to fit the government propaganda while their plants produced nothing. In 
the US, CEOs will simply adopt Trump’s socialist and populist lingo and will present glowing 
reports of new jobs created, while they will continue doing the same things. Such public 
dishonesty may have serious consequences on the society; but it is unavoidable once an 
administration makes everyone – including itself – a prisoner of its own false ideology and 
sloganism. Obamacare should have been a good warning to this effect, but I guess, we seldom 
learn even from our most direct experiences. Not to mention that just like with individuals, 
when countries are quick to change their government policies based on the personal whims or 
irrational ideology of this or that politician, this destroys the confidence of investors. Also, not 
to mention that the artificial removal of one serious player on the market – especially one like 
BMW who offers extremely high quality at affordable prices – will result in lower 
competition, and we as Americans more than anyone else should know that lower competition 
inevitably leads to lower quality and higher prices. In short, Trump’s rant against BMW is 
completely irrational. It won’t create more jobs or economic growth for America, but it 
certainly can create problems for the economic growth in the long term, and for the well-being 
of ordinary people in the short term. 

I went into all these details about BMW because this example was very instructive about 
the irrationality of economic nationalism. Many, however, are tempted to believe that such 
irrationality is a side issue, that it is not characteristic to economic nationalism, that one can 
somehow build rational economic nationalist policy. That is, the same belief that makes many 
people say, “Communism is a good ideology, it just hasn’t been applied properly.” Or, “Police 
is good, it’s just a few bad apples.” Or, “Obamacare is good, we just need to make it work.” 
The truth is, however, that economic nationalism is always irrational, there is never a way to 
make it work. And the reason it can’t be made to work is because that irrationalism is not 
accidental. There is much more behind it. 

We have talked before in previous episodes, and Van Til has given us even more insight 
in his books on what we call the “noetic effect of sin,” that is, how sin influences our ability to 
do logic and be rational, but I will repeat it here: irrationalism is not morally neutral. It always 
follows from some form of idolatry. When people are illogical, schizophrenic, when they tend 
to believe in contradictory things at the same time, when they tend to ignore the obvious 
negative consequences of their own actions and beliefs on themselves, this is because at some 
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deep level – presuppositional level – they have adopted some false religion which has twisted 
and destroyed their ability to think clearly. Only a self-conscious belief in the Triune God of 
the Bible and His Gospel can create the foundation for rational, logical, consistent, coherent 
thinking not only in the theoretical disciplines but also in practical ideology. The reason 
socialists are so irrational and schizophrenic in the face of overwhelming evidence against 
socialism is not because they are stupid but because they are self-conscious idolaters. The 
reason conservatives defend cops even in the face of historical evidence against the existence 
of police, or current evidence about the corruption of police and the Democrat loyalty of the 
police unions is, again, because they are idolaters. And the reason why the protectionists 
continue defending their policies in the face of overwhelming evidence against them is, again, 
an idolatry at the bottom of it, a faith that denies God and His Word, and denies the meaning 
and the work of His Gospel in history. 

What is the religion behind economic nationalism, then? 
The key to understanding this religion is in the following: Economic nationalism views 

economy as a zero-sum game and the world as a zero-growth world. 
It views the economy as a zero-sum game because, in the eyes of economic nationalists, 

profit for one person is by necessity loss for another. Wealth is not created, it is only 
transferred from one place to another, from one person’s bank account to another, from one 
nation to another. It is impossible for all the participants on the market to profit at the same 
time. When one participant makes a profit, that’s because another participant must have 
suffered a loss. When a company builds a plant in one nation, thus creating jobs, this must be 
because another nation has “lost” those jobs. A car imported in the United States must by 
default be a loss for the United States, because there is money going to another country. A car 
exported from the United States must be a profit for the United States because there is money 
coming in. (We will talk in a future episode about the curse of an export-oriented economy.) 
When a company closes its plant in one place and local people lose their jobs, it must be 
because someone else has won these jobs. 

The reason economic nationalists view the economy as a zero-sum game is because they 
view the world as a stagnant, zero-growth world. There is no dynamics in history, no 
development in mankind – moral, technological, industrial, economic. Mankind of today can’t 
be better off than mankind of yesterday, at least in the larger scheme of things. Progress in one 
place by necessity is achieved by regress in another. Yes, yes, in theory, economic nationalists 
do pay lip service to some theory of progress; but when it comes to practical policies, their 
first instinct is to assume that growth everywhere at the same time is impossible; it is 
impossible to have growth in the US if there is growth in Mexico as well. Thus, economic 
nationalism is based on deep pessimism about the future, on a belief in the impossibility of 
progress. That’s where its drive to localization and encapsulation comes from; they are its 
defense against change, because by default, change cannot mean change to the better, it is 
always change to the worse. When a coal mine shuts down in Virginia, the pessimist can’t 
imagine that this is because better and more efficient sources of energy are available – like oil 
and gas from fracking – and therefore, in general, the economy is better off, and therefore the 
miners need to be encouraged to move to a new occupation. When taxi cabs in New York City 
lose business because of Uber and Lyft, the pessimist can’t imagine that this is because better 
and more efficient and cheaper ways of transportation are made available by new 
technologies, and therefore the economy is better off, and therefore taxi drivers should be 
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encouraged to develop technologically. His only solution is to protect the coal mine, whether 
there is economic sense in it or not; or to ban Uber and Lyft, no matter what the millions of 
their customers say. Being a pessimist, the economic nationalist can only see the loss of the 
yesterday’s world; and the world of tomorrow is by default a worse world for him. So, to 
protect the yesterday’s world from inevitable change, he has to encapsulate himself within 
borders and enforce stagnation. And since enforcing that stagnation requires enforcing his 
views on other people, the only logical tool for his defense against the future is the power of 
the state, and the borders therefore are the political borders within which that state operates. 
People can profit only at the expense of other people; thus, state intervention is justified to 
prevent people from making profit. Or to prevent other nations from making profit. 

In his book, Wages of Destruction, the British historian Adam Tooze shows that this 
pessimism was the real reason behind the extreme political nationalism of Hitler, and behind 
the economic nationalism of all the Western nations at the time. He shows how Keynesianism, 
which was adopted by all Western nations at the time, gave no hope for the future – in fact, 
Keynes himself believed that long-term sustained economic growth was an illusion, and his 
theory was designed to be a government regulation of a world of zero-growth. Tooze shows 
how Hitler’s policies were entirely based on such belief in zero-sum game and zero-growth. 
But Hitler wasn’t the only one. Marx’s economic theory was based on the same beliefs: that 
profit for one person is by necessity a loss, or exploitation, for another. The policies of the 
Communist countries in Eastern Europe were predicated on the same beliefs: hence the closed 
borders, almost zero imports, and a frantic quest for self-sufficiency. (Witness modern North 
Korea, if you don’t remember Eastern Europe of 40 years ago.) The same faith can be seen in 
the remote tribes in places like the Amazon and Papua New Guinea: such tribes jealously 
guard their territories against any stranger, and mercilessly kill any stranger that approaches. 
For a stranger means something new, and anything new is danger, because nothing can be 
expected of change but a change to the worse. 

A good example of such pessimism and fear of the future, and fear of change and growth 
we see in the Bible, Genesis 11, the Tower of Babel. Modern preachers, following modern 
political ideologies, like to interpret the Tower of Babel as some sort of globalist conspiracy. 
And then God’s judgment on the builders as God supposedly establishing separate isolated 
nation-states. But such interpretation has nothing to do with what the Bible describes. Far 
from being a globalist conspiracy, it was an attempt at a localized experiment in nationalism 
and collectivism. These were people who spoke the same language, were of the same genetic 
stock, who gathered in one place, under one political ruler – Nimrod (see Genesis 10:10) – 
and tried to build a collectivist state. What was their motivation? Pessimism and fear of 
development: “. . . otherwise we will be scattered abroad over the face of the whole earth.” 
Scattering was God’s plan for mankind; scattering had to do with His Dominion Mandate to 
man to subdue the earth for God’s glory. God’s answer to their isolationism and nationalism 
was the confusion of languages. You try to build a collective because of your pessimism and 
fear, God will always break it down. His answer to encapsulation is making it impossible to 
live within your walls. 

This ideology of zero-sum game and zero growth is, at its very bottom, the good old 
religion of death. Modern environmentalists follow that religion: for them, using natural 
resources means by default the “destruction of nature.” Thus, they would prefer to see the 
death of mankind because they cannot imagine that it is possible for man to be both 
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technologically developed and a good steward of nature. Modern advocates of abortion follow 
the same religion: resources spent on raising children mean by default resources taken away 
from personal career advancement – so let’s murder unborn children in order to have 
economic growth. Modern over-population alarmists follow the same religion: they can’t 
imagine a world where there is both demographic and economic growth. Modern socialists 
and government welfare advocates follow the same religion: they can’t imagine that a 
company and its owners can make profits without by default making other people poor; hence, 
it takes government force to have “social justice.” Modern war-mongers in the Republican 
Party follow the same religion: They can’t imagine that it is possible for one nation to prosper 
unless other nations are brought to ruins. Economic nationalism is just one of the expressions 
of the same religion of death, a religion that sees the world as a grim place of permanent 
stagnation, where the only hope for an individual, group, or nation is to subjugate other 
individuals, groups and nations, or at least cut them of from growth. 

God’s answer to this religion of death is His Dominion Mandate: the covenantal 
obligation upon every single individual to be a faithful steward of God’s creation, and develop 
his part of the creation to full productivity. This obligation is of man before God, and no 
earthly institution is allowed to stand between man and God in the fulfillment of that 
Dominion Mandate. As long as an individual man is not committing crimes, he must be freed 
from any interference, control, regulations, or punishments. The purpose of political 
boundaries is to limit the jurisdiction of the state, not to limit the economic choices and 
decisions of individuals. Any government which uses its power to limit economic choices and 
decisions of individuals has practically declared itself divine, and has therefore established 
itself as an idol. 

It is in the free pursuit of man’s calling, including in his free associations with other men 
– whether in trade, or business corporations and enterprises, or exploration, etc. – that 
prosperity is created. Free men under God work to innovate and organize production in ways 
to make their products cheaper and more efficient, so that they can serve their customers 
better, so that they can have their business. This means also division of labor: some people or 
groups of people will specialize in one product or service more than other people, will 
produce is better and cheaper, and will exchange it for other goods and services. This process 
benefits all of them, and all of them profit. (When a BMW is sold from the Mexico plant to 
the US, it is not just Mexico that profits. The US customer also profits because he gets a good 
car for a lower price.) In such free associations and trade, profit for one man doesn’t mean 
loss for another; to the contrary, the only way for one man to profit is to make other men 
profit too. This is the faith of life and growth of the Bible applied to the economic life of man 
and his society, God’s Dominion Mandate. 

And when the state intervenes to control and regulate man and his economic choices, it 
can only destroy life and destroy growth. That’s the religious root of economic nationalism: 
the religion of death. The farther we stay from it, the faster we will grow our economy. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Wages for Destruction: The Making and 
Breaking of Nazi Economy, by Adam Tooze. The book is a delightful read for any WWII buff 
(and I am one of them). It looks at the Third Reich from a perspective that is rare: the 
economic policies of the Nazis. It shows the fatal mistake of the Nazis to view the economy as 
a zero-sum game and the world as a zero-growth world. The wars that followed were only the 
logical conclusion from these beliefs. 
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And I will return your attention again to my mission field, Eastern Europe, and Bulgarian 
Reformation Ministries. In our work, we have been active in proclaiming not only the basic of 
the Gospel but also its applications – especially in the areas of economics and government 
regulations. We have consistently defended free markets, not simply from a rationalist 
perspective, but from the perspective of the Biblical worldview. Help us continue the work. 
Go to BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Fake News and Covenantal Thinking 
Fake news is more than just false reporting. 

Assigned reading: Dick Combs, Inside the Soviet Alternate Universe 

 

Welcome to Episode 41 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about an an issue that has 
become big in our days. Namely, fake news. We’ll be talking more than just about fake news, 
as you may have guessed, because as I said in the very first episode of Axe to the Root, we 
want to look at every topic from the perspective of covenantal thinking, that is, make an 
ethical/judicial analysis of every topic we are touching, based on the Word of God and 
specifically on the Law of God. Because fake news means we will be touching issues of truth 
and falseness, and truth is never ethically neutral; it is never just some intellectual proposition 
or metaphysical statement; there is always some deeper ethical/judicial reality behind 
everything we call “truth.” 

Contrary to what many believe, the phenomenon of fake news did not appear just 
recently. Neither did it appear with the Internet, let alone with the social media. Fake news 
have always existed – especially in the 20th century, especially before the Internet. Under 
Communism, the media were always fake news – although, as we will see, they always 
reported the correct facts, and yet, they were fake news. Media in the US was a notch better in 
the 20th century, because of the greater openness of the American society. But in general, the 
media had a hold on the news, and there wasn’t much accountability for fake news. I have in 
my possession a dozen journals from the 1930s through the 1950s, called Time Capsule, each 
one a history of a specific year from the pages of Time Magazine for the year. Since most of 
them concern WWII and the period right before it, a period whose history I know in 
exhaustive detail (being a WWII history buff), it is interesting to me to see how the reported 
news at the time sometimes had very little to do with what actually happened, from our 
knowledge 60 or 70 years later. Much of the reporting and analyses Time Magazine did at the 
time were rather very closely following the official government propaganda of the FDR 
administration. Yes, the facts were correct, and there was a wider coverage than, for example, 
in the news in the Soviet Union. But in general, the slant is obvious. 

Social media indeed made fake news even easier to spread, but, ironically, also made it 
easier to spot and refute. In general, the Internet helps more than it harms. It also made it 
possible to raise awareness of the existence of fake news. I know, I know, this awareness was 
recently popularized by politicians and media trying to smear their opponents, but now that 
the cat is out of the bag, no politician and no media can remain immune to scrutiny. For 
whatever motive they all decided to raise the issue of fake news, it is all turning on themselves 
now. Media on both ends of the spectrum are now thoroughly scrutinized and found guilty of 
fake news, whether they are FOX News and Breitbart or CNN and MSNBC. That, of course, 
in addition to websites that are straight committed to producing fake news for the purposes of 
political propaganda, like reports about mass gang rapes by Muslims in Europe (all of them 
factually false, not supported by any real data or statistics), or about impending coup-d’état by 
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the military against Obama, or about ISIS members caught sneaking through the Mexican 
border (not a single one was even spotted). Yes, most of these sites continue spreading rumors 
and false news, and some of the more respected do it too, but there are checks and balances 
now. Much better than before. 

Still, there’s much of it going around, and each one of us, once in a while, lowers their 
guard and allows some fake news to grab our attention and believe it. I have done it, too, and 
then later I look at it and I think, “What in the world have I been thinking? Such an obvious 
lie, I should have been able to recognize it as such on the spot, and yet I allowed to be tricked 
by it?” There is something in us that goads us to automatically accept fake news as legitimate, 
against our better judgment. In fact, it is this something in us, what produces that automatic 
reaction, that is the very reason fake news exist and thrive, even in a time when everything 
can be directly checked and verified. Fake news exist and prosper because of us, not because 
of the skill of their creators. And when we approach fake news from the position of 
covenantal thinking, our question must be: “What is it that makes us accept fake news?” 

Y’all remember from our first episode that covenantal thinking is ethical/judicial 
thinking. Our faith produces in us certain habit of judging between good and evil. We are 
supposed to judge between good and evil all the time; no, scratch that, we can’t but always 
judge between good and evil all the time. No matter what we are engaged in, at any minute of 
the day, we are judging between two ethical choices. Some choices may not be fundamental 
and important, but only peripheral, others may be, but at any minute we decide what to do 
with our time and resources, and this is only because we value one thing and we devalue 
another. And when we are mature, Biblically-oriented, our standard for judging – and even the 
topics on which we meditate and make choices – are Biblical, and based on the Law of God 
and on His Covenant of Grace. But we are not always mature, and we are not always 
discerning and careful to judge between good and evil according to the Word of God – and I 
will be the first to admit that I am just as guilty of such lapses as anyone else – and most of 
the time our perceptions of reality are based on presuppositions different from what the Word 
of God teaches us. Our focus is on ourselves, we judge the world based on our own ego, and 
our verdicts just follow what our ego tells us. And when we do this, we are just eager and 
ready and willing to find some confirmation of our prejudice. If I am white and obsessed with 
my whiteness, I will be eager to hear any kind of “news” that tell me how great the white race 
is and how the blacks are always lower in IQ and have greater crime rate etc. Of course it’s 
not prejudice; it’s statistics, it’s science right? If I am black and I am obsessed with my 
blackness, I will always tend to hear all kinds of news that prove that black is better. If I am 
anti-immigration, I will always be eager to hear and accept any news that tell me why we 
should close our borders, and why all Muslims are the same, rapists, low IQ, etc. Our 
presuppositions about the world will serve as the filter for the news we want to allow to reach 
our eyes and ears. Not just our intellectual presuppositions, but also our judicial 
presuppositions, those that help us decide between good and evil. And most of the time, as we 
are not still sanctified, these judicial presuppositions have a simple form: I am good, and 
everything related to me is good, and everyone different from me is bad. And fake news feed 
on this filter. It may be fake, but it fits our false system. So, we accept it as valid. 

And indeed, every time you read some fake news, pay attention: it is often directed 
towards making some people feel good about themselves; especially against other categories 
of people. Or, most of the time, it is directed towards making people afraid for themselves, 
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against other categories of people. Feeling good or feeling fear, it is always about ourselves 
against other categories of people. But before fake news can be accepted, we have already 
accepted a value system that centers on ourselves, against other categories of people. And this 
rotten foundation is the perfect soil for the fungus of fake news. This is what makes us accept 
even the most bizarre and outlandish stories that have no foundation whatsoever. 

Recently, I watched a video in which Paul Washer was approached by activists from 
AHA, Abolish Human Abortion, and watching the video, I was shocked what things Washer 
said he heard about AHA: that their activists were breaking into churches and tearing the 
place completely down and vandalizing property, etc. Joel McDurmon in his article on 
American Vision website ascribes it to false information (that is, fake news) that someone 
gave Washer, which is correct, he was a victim of deliberate misinformation. However, Joel 
still didn’t cover the issue, what in the world made Washer even accept such rumor as 
probable? I mean, I have been told the same things and yet, it didn’t even register, it was so 
absurd that I just laughed it off. Paul Washer in that video was, at the beginning, very 
seriously talking to these guys as if he was absolutely serious such an accusation was true. It 
was just bizarre. 

The real reason is, it must have resonated with some false presuppositions Paul Washer 
has about the word, and about himself. I know, I know, you will tell me, he is a celebrity, I 
can’t judge him, etc., etc. And, to his credit, in the video he did seem to change his mind and 
he said he would read their literature, which is good. But no matter what you believe about 
him, and even with his change of mind, it is still true that initially, something made him 
accept obvious lies for valid truth. Why? The logical answer is: Like everyone else, Paul 
Washer has certain false presuppositions about the world. The fake news he was served just 
confirmed what he already believed, that he and his category of people are good and someone 
else – someone in a different category – was evil. And there, it immediately clicked, and Paul 
Washer was convinced that an obvious lie must be true. And it took 15 minutes of active 
persuasion for him to even begin – with suspicion and reluctance – to accept that he might be 
wrong. If a celebrity like Paul Washer can fall victim to his own false presuppositions, we 
know why fake news continue to thrive, even in a world of easy verification of all news. 

But this is not all. When it comes to fake news, we are used to think of it as incorrect 
presentation of the facts. Or, presenting non-facts. Or, false reporting of true facts. When we 
focus on the reporting of facts, we are thinking as Greeks, imagining that the essence of truth 
is in the facts. “Just the facts, Ma’am.” Just give us the real, material, objective facts. Truth, 
however, is not purely metaphysical, objective, impersonal facts. Yes, there is such objectivity 
in the universe, although it is not impersonal: all objectivity is in the mind of God, so it is all 
personal, as Van Til taught us. When we come down to the level of human beings, truth is not 
in the bare facts themselves but in the ethical/judicial interpretation of the facts, in what the 
facts speak to our moral conscience, to social justice (no, not socialist justice but justice in the 
society), to the meaning and purpose of man and his institutions. We already know from 
Romans 1:18-22 that both we and the unbelievers look at the same facts and see the same God 
in them. But the same real facts turn into truth for us and error for them. The difference is in 
our moral commitment, in our ethical/judicial foundation, in our covenantal interpretation of 
the facts. The same facts are interpreted differently – without changing the facts themselves – 
and thus the two parties come to diametrically opposed conclusions, one true and one false. It 
is all in our ethical commitment: man is an ethical being first and foremost; he is defined by 
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his ethical commitment and choices; and, take this, truth is defined by his ethical commitment 
and choices. Two men with two different ethical systems will come to two different 
conclusions from the same real facts. 

Now, let me repeat this, and then we will come to a rather surprising conclusion: two 
men, with two different ethical systems, will come to different conclusions about truth from the 
same real facts. And then, logically, the same real facts will produce true understanding in 
one man and false understanding in another. And now, hold on to your chairs, this corollary is 
very important to us: Fake news can be produced even by reporting real, objective facts, 
provided they meet a mind committed to a false ideology, or to a false interpretation of reality. 
In other words, if one wanted to produce a false perception in his listeners, he doesn’t have to 
lie about the real facts; he needs to influence their interpretation of them. 

Eugene Lyons, an American writer and journalist who was born in Russia but his parents 
emigrated to the US, wrote in 1967 a book titled Workers’ Paradise Lost, about the 50th 
anniversary of the Communist revolution in Russia, giving an account of the development of 
Communism, showing that the conditions of the Soviet worker haven’t improved under the 
Communist regime but to the contrary. In it, he gives some interesting facts of his life in 
Soviet Russia as a correspondent of United Press International. (He started his work there as 
an admirer of the Soviets, and ended up completely disappointed with them.) During the Great 
Depression in the US, Soviet propaganda gave detailed accounts of all the horrors of the 
Depression – very true, real accounts. Lyons recalls that his Russian friends, despite the fact 
that he confirmed to them the reality of the Great Depression, didn’t believe him that it was 
really happening; they thought it was some sort of a hoax. The reason? If their own Soviet 
media were reporting it in such detail, it must not be true. Lyons was not able to convince 
them. 

In a more recent story, Yale Richmond, US foreign service officer for 30 years during the 
Cold War, tells about Soviet diplomats and officials visiting the US in the 1980s as part of 
exchange programs during the Gorbachevian perestroika. When those Soviet officials were 
taken to see American supermarkets, they were astonished at the abundance and availability of 
food, and most of them didn’t want to accept that this was anything more than a Potemkin 
village, something put up for the show, just to impress them. One wanted his hosts to drive 
him to different places and let him pick which store he would visit, to make sure it was all 
true. Another one, when their car got stuck in the traffic of Los Angeles, expressed the 
opinion that the American government just brought all these cars together to impress him, as a 
propaganda stunt. Richmond also said that for some of these officials, the realization of the 
truth led to some serious psychological depression. Boris Yeltsyn, when he visited Houston in 
1989, also confided that he was close to depression and hopelessness about the Russian 
people, so shocked was he of what he saw, of the difference in living standards. 

Now, think about it. In the first case, back in the 1920s and 30s, Soviet officials didn’t 
believe a real story, even when confirmed by an American, even though it served their own 
cause and their own personal and national pride, in a way. In the second case, in the 1980s, 
Soviet officials didn’t believe even what they saw in front of their eyes, and when they had to 
accept it, it led to psychological issues. In both cases, a real story was distrusted, because of 
pre-existing prejudice, an apriori ethical/judicial interpretation of reality. In one case, it was 
an ethical/judicial assessment of their own government. In the second, it was an 
ethical/judicial assessment of the American government – whether it was true or false is 
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another matter, what is important is that it was accepted apriori, as the foundation for 
interpretation of reality. Reporting real events eventually led to fake news, only because of the 
frames of interpretation. 

And it gets even more complicated. In our first example, where Soviet officials didn’t 
trust Eugene Lyons about the Great Depression, their ethical/judicial frame of interpretation 
was actually true and correct: the Soviet government was indeed a government of liars and 
lies, and its media were not to be trusted. But when real news came from a source that was not 
trusted, the immediate conclusion of those who had the truthful frame of interpretation was 
that the news was false. You see that? Even real reporting, can sometimes create fake news, 
and even if reflected through a somewhat correct ethical/judicial frame. Understand the 
complexity of the problem? 

I have explained the complexity of the problem even further in an article some time ago, 
titled, “Ferguson: Capitalizing on the Stupidity of the Conservative Voter,”, on 
BojidarMarinov.com. I know, I know, the title is rather provocative, but in short, sometimes 
fake news can be created by a group in government by simply creating a conflict, playing both 
sides of the conflict, and presenting different picture of the same events to both sides of the 
conflict, and all this while both sides have legitimate concerns. And this is only one of many 
ways fake news can present itself to us, not through a direct lie, but an indirect influence on 
our ethical system through which we evaluate all events. We have to understand, without 
being conspiracy theorists, we still need to be prepared to meet fake news where we least 
expect it. 

Our presuppositions, especially in their ethical aspect, in that aspect which determines 
good and evil for us, are always the product of our faith. That’s why Christianity is a creedal 
faith, we have to know what we believe and we have to be able to profess it, credo, in order to 
be able to build our understanding of the world. Our ethical/judicial system of thought must 
be self-consciously based on our conscious understanding of our faith and its presuppositions. 
We need to be able to respond to anyone who is asking us about our faith (1 Peter 3:15). Not 
just memorizing a creed or a catechism; we need to be able to know how the specific points in 
our creed translate to the specific circumstances in our society and our time in history. In 
order to have a solid ethical system, we need to develop – renew – our minds (Rom. 12:2). At 
every step, our professed faith must be professed only in ethical/judicial applications to the 
world outside our own heart and our church. A young friend of mine who is a Reformed 
Episcopalian pastor, started online videos for catechising his listeners. My advice was: Every 
lesson must speak practical justice and righteousness to something in the world outside. 
Catechism is important; but catechism without ethical/judicial application will quickly 
translate into dead faith. Only when his listeners have their minds prepared to meet the 
ethical/judicial challenges in the world outside the church, they will be capable of preserving 
and growing their faith. 

In a very real way, this is what modern governments do to the children who enroll in their 
government schools. On the surface, it seems like it is an ethically neutral system. In reality, it 
is a system of catechizing the children. They are not even catechizing them into formal 
intellectual propositions about a religion; the catechizing leads directly to the ethical/judicial 
applications. The goal is to grow the children into minds already conditioned to interpret all 
the news. The goal is to make them know and judge good from evil according to the morality 
of the government system. In this way, the governments and their media don’t have to twist 
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the facts for their listeners; they can just present to the real facts, and they will expect that the 
children will be like the unbelievers described in Romans 1:18-22: seeing the real thing, 
believing and committed to a false ideology. Fake news didn’t start with Facebook, it starts 
with your local government school. 

Communist propaganda, thus, didn’t have to twist the facts. In reality, most of the time 
they reported the correct facts about the West. Perhaps there was a slant here and there, under-
reporting some facts, over-reporting others. News about the war in Afghanistan, for example, 
were generally true, if incomplete. Reports about the economic data of the West were true. 
Even some American movies and shows were allowed on TV every once in a while. I 
remember when my father and I watched the TV miniseries Rich Man, Poor Man with Nick 
Nolte and Peter Straus. Watching most of the episodes, I couldn’t see any unusual until my 
father exclaimed, “Look, even the poor man has his own car.” Suddenly, I realized how 
different the world of the movie was from our own in Eastern Europe. But the Communists 
were sure that most people wouldn’t even notice the difference because most people’s 
presuppositions had been already shaped to see only that in the movie – even in a real 
American movie – which suited the Communist ideology. They could make fake news even 
from perfectly real facts. 

The solution to fake news, therefore, won’t come from fact-checking websites. We can 
check all the facts in the world, and we can verify every single figure and statement and time 
and quote. We can report websites and we can make software that excludes those facts. Fake 
news will always be a plague, however, if we do not address the real covenantal source of 
them: our own system of presuppositions, and specifically our own system of ethics. If we 
have the wrong ethical commitment, if our ethics rotates around us and our group of people 
and automatically condemns other groups – whether on the basis of genetics, or economics, or 
place of birth, or denominational background, or professional or IQ status – we will inevitably 
create our own fake news, even if all we are served is only real, solid, proven, direct facts. 
Fake news is an ethical/judicial problem, not a problem of metaphysical reality. And the 
solution is ethical/judicial: justice and righteousness as the foundation of our whole being, and 
thinking, and action. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Inside the Soviet Alternate Universe by 
Dick Combs. Combs was a diplomat at the US Embassy in Bulgaria in the 1960s, and he had 
a very close perspective on the psychology of Communism. I know, it looks like I often return 
my readers to the experiences of Communism of the last century, but the reality is, this 
experience is the closest to us today in a comprehensive example of the culture created of a 
pagan ideology. 

And please remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries in your prayers and giving. We 
have tried to remain faithful to the call for preaching a comprehensive Gospel in Eastern 
Europe, training our listeners to develop that maturity which will allow them to judge between 
good and evil in everything, and thus lay the foundation for a Christian culture. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Industrial Revolution and the Christian Family 
What changes did the Industrial Revolution bring to the Christian family? Did 
it weaken it or did it strengthen it? Did it help the Christian family fulfill its 
purpose in the Kingdom of God, or did it set it off its course in a direction 
which would eventually render it meaningless? Did it open up new horizons 
and new areas for growth and exploration, or did it shut the door to the future, 
laying the foundation for replacing the Christian family with something else? 
Was the Industrial Revolution a friend or a foe to the Christian family? 

Assigned reading: Bojidar Marinov,  

1. “Relationship vs. Purpose: How the Church Destroys the Christian 
Family.”  

2. “Christian Culture vs. Clan Culture.”  

3. “Individual Purpose and the Kingdom of God.”  

 

Welcome to Episode 42 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will tackle a topic in history, namely, the 
period of great changes in technology which started in the mid-1700s, in a few nations in 
Europe, and continued through the 19th century in all of the West: the Industrial Revolution. 
And, we can say, continues throughout the world today, and doesn’t seem to have stopped. 
You don’t have to have been homeschooled to know this much about history: in the last 200 
years, the pace of technological, industrial, and economic changes has accelerated to levels 
unknown in previous periods of history – and least in those periods of which we have 
somewhat concrete data. (We don’t know anything concrete about the technological growth 
and levels in the years before the Flood.) I am sure I am not the only father who has been 
asked by his children, “Dad, how did you all live before we had the Internet and GPS and 
smartphones?” The world is changing at an accelerating rate. In many ways, the Industrial 
Revolution hasn’t ended yet. We are living through it. 

As Christians who have a covenantal view of everything, however, we should be asking 
ourselves the question: Did all this technological change also induce a change in culture? If it 
did, what are the cultural changes that came with it, or were caused by it, or were encouraged 
by it? Perhaps the very change in technologies and production and economic action is a 
cultural change in itself as well? Keep in mind, when we as Christians talk about culture, we 
should have in mind Henry Van Til’s dictum in his book, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture, 
that “Culture is religion externalized.” Culture, for us, is not in visible expressions like ballet 
performances, fashion, or folk festivals. We define culture ethically and judicially: the sum 
and system of beliefs (religion), concepts (ideology), and practices (economics, politics, 
education, family, etc.) in relation to the ultimate questions of good and evil, both for the 
individual and for his society and institutions. The focus here is on the dichotomy between 
good and evil. 
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Did the Industrial Revolution, then, produce cultural changes? Marxists believe that. 
Remember, when we talked about the “Oxymoron of Cultural Marxism,” we saw that in the 
Marxist system, culture, ethics, law – in short, concepts of good and evil – are entirely defined 
and determined by the economic base. The Industrial Revolution did produce gigantic 
economic changes; within a generation or two, the capital base of the Western societies was 
transformed immensely, both for what Marxists believe to be the “ruling class” and for the 
mass of ordinary people. Thus, since for Marxists changes in the economic base produce 
changes in the cultural superstructure, there was also a change in culture. 

From a covenantal perspective, of course, it is the other way around: the economic 
changes happened because of an underlying culture which defined and determined everything, 
from the way people view time, labor, and material resources, to their practical applications of 
these beliefs. The Industrial Revolution was not really a revolution; it was only the practical 
outworking, the ripe fruit and visible expression of a true revolution that had happened 
centuries earlier, in the minds and hearts of men. It took a while for men to put their beliefs to 
work, but it eventually happened, and thus we had the Industrial Revolution. 

This, however, is only an introduction to my real topic; my focus here is not the 
presuppositional differences between Marxism or any other modern version of secular 
humanism on one hand and Christianity on the other; we will talk about those in other 
episodes. Neither is my focus the underlying culture behind the Industrial Revolution; such a 
topic is immensely important and, again, I will talk about it in future episodes. My focus here 
is a bit narrower, namely, what changes did the Industrial Revolution bring to the Christian 
family? Did it weaken it or did it strengthen it? Did it help the Christian family fulfill its 
purpose in the Kingdom of God, or did it set it off its course in a direction which would 
eventually render it meaningless? Did it open up new horizons and new areas for growth and 
exploration, or did it shut the door to the future, laying the foundation for replacing the 
Christian family with something else? Was the Industrial Revolution a friend or a foe to the 
Christian family? 

In the last several decades, an opinion has become popular among many Christians 
theologians and public speakers, and among many ordinary Christians as well, that the net 
effect the Industrial Revolution had on the Christian family was largely negative. That the 
Industrial Revolution destroyed the Christian family. That before the Industrial revolution the 
Christian family was OK, it was the real, true Christian family as it should be according to the 
Biblical standards – or at least pretty close to it – and then, when industrialization came, the 
Christian family disintegrated to what it is today. Quite a few Christians and groups today 
espouse that view. The main proponents of such view of the destructive role of the Industrial 
Revolution are the modern patriarchalists and agrarianists; but its influence goes beyond them. 
The website of Christian Assemblies International has an article about it, titled (note well), 
“Rebuilding the Family: Recovering from Industrialism.” Chuck Colson’s The Christian 
Worldview Journal had analysis by Robin Phillips back in 2012 about “Industrialization and 
Marriage,” repeating the same points about the destruction wrought by the Industrial 
Revolution. Allan Carlson, former president of the Rockford Institute and for a time, a leading 
voice in the paleoconservative movement together with Pat Buchanan, has several books on 
this or related topics, defending the same view, that the Christian family was destroyed or at 
least crippled by the Industrial Revolution. 
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The family, according to these folks, was united in fellowship and identity, because 
before the Industrial Revolution, most of the work happened within the home or close to the 
home. Robin Phillips claims that  

… in pre-industrial eras, the economic life of the family was tightly bound to 
the home. In fact, prior to 1800, the vast majority of people around the globe 
lived and worked in the same place. Whatever else a couple’s relationship may 
have involved, they were quite literally in business together. The home, in 
turn, was not a place where people “lived” as a passive activity when they 
were not doing other things. Rather the home was a small factory, a bustling 
hub of productivity.  

 (The question here is: How much of a productivity was it, given the level of poverty? 
Phillips has not bothered to check his claims against historical data.) Industrialization, he 
continues, made the home “functionless,” and thus destroyed its importance in the society. 
According to another author, 

The same families lived in the same locales for generations, since the family 
was tied to the land. Mom and Dad usually came from the same community 
and therefore shared a common cultural background, values and sense of 
identity. Children were an asset; every extra pair of hands meant the farm 
could produce more food (or the craftsman more products). Mom's domestic 
skills, baking, cooking, sewing, etc., were desperately needed in the home. 
Children worked closely with their parents from a young age. Dad worked with 
the sons in the fields (or at his craft), Mom with the daughters in the house. 
Children learned not only skills, but character and values at the same time. 

Work, recreation, religion, and welfare were all family-orientated and 
contributed to a sense of identity and belonging. Children had both economic 
as well as social incentive to maintain close family ties. They inherited the 
land, expanding the family's economic basis. The extended family assisted 
during emergencies. The sociological background therefore reinforced biblical 
family values.  

Their solution to this evil, of course, is a return to agrarianism, a state of somewhat pre-
industrial level of economy and production, and a re-encapsulation of the population into 
small, self-sufficient communities where, according to them, the importance of the family will 
be restored, and therefore we will have Christian culture once again. None of these guys ever 
says how such a culture will be able to compete economically against the industrial culture of 
today; they assume it will be “productive,” but I haven’t seen anything specific yet. 

Either way, there is a very serious problem with this interpretation of the impact of the 
Industrial Revolution on the Christian family: It doesn’t correspond to the true historical 
facts. Yes, we all love to have this idyllic, nostalgic view of times past and idealize them; after 
all, the mythology of a past Golden Age is present in every society. But such Golden Age 
never really existed for the Christian family in the agrarian societies before the 1800s. To start 
with, no matter how we look at the history of Europe before the 1800s, one thing is sure: it 
was a time of stagnated populations. Between AD 1000 and AD 1800, a period of 800 years, 
it took longer than 300 years for the population to double; mathematically, this is growth of 
less than a quarter of a percent a year. While some of this low rate of growth can be ascribed 
to wars and plagues, what is seldom realized today is that the share of families to the general 
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population was much lower than today. That is, far fewer people – as a percentage of the 
population – actually got married and had children. Yes, I know, we imagine that in the 
Middle Ages, because of arranged marriages, almost everyone got married, but this idea 
misses the fact that a significant part of the men were tied to the land or to feudal obligations 
or servanthood, which prevented them from either finding a wife or being able to afford one. 
Indentured servants were generally excluded from the crude censuses of those days, and thus, 
we don’t have data of the men and women who could never marry. The medieval family was 
still not fully a Christian family; it was a transition from the pagan clannish forms. Those of 
better social status could afford to get married and have children, but the economic conditions 
did not allow for all to be so. 

It is important also to note that the bright picture of happy families of children working 
with their parents in the field or in the home has absolutely no basis in history. Those who 
have any familiarity with the history of European art know one really creepy and striking 
characteristic of it: children are almost non-existent in medieval art. There are hundreds of art 
pieces from before the Reformation period, and many of them depict everyday life (including 
peasants working in the field), and there are no children in them. The only children in these 
pieces are idealized cherubim and the child Jesus, and all of them are shown with face features 
of grown up men. It wasn’t until the Dutch period of European art that children became 
popular subjects of art – but then, the Netherlands in the 1500s and the 1600s was an urban, 
quasi-industrial society, not localized agrarian economy. 

The demographic stagnation and the total cultural lack of interest in children are not an 
indicator of strong families during these agrarian periods. If anything, the little growth that 
Europe had was in the cities, which grew faster than the countryside. The idyllic agrarian 
family that was a big happy fellowship of stable identity simply didn’t exist. If anything, pre-
industrial Europe was a place of stagnated communities where children were at best a 
nuisance, and the most optimistic expectations of the future were limited to the crops next 
year. Read Barbara Tuchman’s A Distant Mirror to get a glimpse. 

The real Age of the Christian family in fact started with the Industrial Revolution. With 
the gathering of workers in the cities, people of lower birth were freed from the social 
restraints of village life, which by that time was still at least half -feudal. The population 
density also made matching easier; the social cohesion was much greater than in the village. 
Contrary to the perceptions of many today, the wages in the cities were not lower than in the 
countryside, nor was food scarce. To the contrary, the workers in the cities saw their incomes 
increase fourfold in real terms within 50 years. The cities were still crowded and hygiene and 
medicine lagged behind, but life was much better than anything in the countryside. This 
increased the share of families, and also increased the number of children to an astounding 
average of 6 per family. The UK conducted their first official census in 1801 – the population 
was about 10 million (excluding Ireland). 50 years later, it had doubled to 20 million. Another 
fifty years later, it doubled again to 40 million. This was a net annual growth of 1.4%, 7 times 
higher than the average for the previous 2,000 years. 

Did industrialization lead to decline in the Christian faith in the population? Not at all. To 
the contrary, the 19th century will be remembered with the highest ever church attendance and 
participation of the working class. In England, this growth in interest to religion led to the 
growth of congregations both for the official Anglican church and for non-conformist 
movements like Baptists and Congregationalists. Same happened in the industrial centers in 
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the United States and Germany. Charles Spurgeon’s gigantic congregation consisted almost 
entirely of factory workers; so popular was he among the working class, that Friedrich Engels 
(Karl Marx’s friend and co-author), when asked whom he hated most in life, replied curtly, 
“Spurgeon.” Out of these urban working classes also came the greatest impetus for the 
missionary movement of the 19th and the early 20th century. (Missionaries like David 
Livingstone started their career at very early ages, working at the textile factories.) 

Ironically, during this period, the decline of interest in the Christian faith was mainly 
observed among the higher classes, the nobility and the bourgeois – those who could afford to 
work from home and have their family fellowship all the time. Where the rich never married, 
or experimented with debauchery, sodomy, occultism, and narcotics, the masses of factory 
workers married, raised children, attended churches and organized all kinds of missions, 
voluntary charities and mutual assistance organizations for their own – and all that while 
working 12 hours a day, with their children also working in the factories. If we were allowed 
to inspect the demographic constitution of the families who are in heaven, we may discover 
that the average Christian family residing in heaven at this moment has been a working family 
in the West in the 19th or the early 20th century. Interestingly enough, the decline of religion 
among the working classes came very late, and it actually coincided with the first social 
victories of the trade unions, namely, reduced work hours, and restrictions on hiring children 
in the factories. More time for the father with his family should lead to stronger families and 
deeper commitment, but it didn’t. If there was ever a Golden Age of the Christian family, it 
was the age of unimpeded capitalism of the Industrial Revolution. 

Why was it so, then? And why are the modern commentators so blatantly wrong when it 
comes to the Industrial Revolution? 

The answer must come from our understanding of the original covenant of God with man, 
the Dominion Covenant in the Garden, in Genesis 1:26-28: “Then God said, “Let Us make 
man in Our image, according to Our likeness; and let them rule over the fish of the sea and 
over the birds of the sky and over the cattle and over all the earth, and over every creeping 
thing that creeps on the earth.” God created man in His own image, in the image of God He 
created him; male and female He created them. God blessed them; and God said to them, “Be 
fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it; and rule over the fish of the sea and 
over the birds of the sky and over every living thing that moves on the earth.” The meaning of 
that Covenant was obviously economics: God gave man the resources of the whole earth and 
commanded man to use these resources to turn them into being useful for mankind. In the next 
chapter (2:15), we that God put man in the Garden and commanded him to work it and protect 
it. That covenant has never been repealed. In his sin, Adam made it harder to fulfill his 
obligations under the Dominion Covenant, but the obligations remained. Man is still under 
obligation to use the resources of God’s earth and capitalize on them, that is, turn them to 
productive use for mankind. 

The family, thus, was not created as an independent, central, terminal institution. It was 
not created to be a “fellowship.” While fellowship certainly is part of the family, it is not its 
central characteristic and purpose. The family was created to serve man in his task of 
dominion; its central characteristic is supposed to be productivity and growth, growth not 
simply in the sense of more children – although, more children is generally part of it (but not 
always) – but in the sense of increasing dominion of man over the creation. The fellowship 
between a man and his wife must serve this purpose; it can’t be independent of it, neither can 
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it be reduced to pure religious spirituality. The same applies in respect to the children and 
their function in the family: they are supposed to be the trustees of accumulated capital, used 
not to focus on the past but to develop the future into more productive, and therefore wealthier 
civilization. Children were not expected to stay with the family and continue doing the same 
thing their parents were doing. They were supposed to leave their parents and find their place 
in the greater and greater capitalization of nature. It is for this reason God speaks of the ideal 
wife in economic terms (Prov. 31) and of the children as slaves, an economic term, and heirs, 
another economic term (Gal 4:1). It is for this reason that specialization of production started 
from the very beginning, with the sons of Adam and Eve (Gen, 4:2), and continued 
developing after that. The covenant requires growth in productivity; and growth in 
productivity means increasing division of labor, generation after generation. The children 
must not remain at the level of their parents, neither in specialization nor in output. 

In pre-industrial times, this function and purpose of the family could still be fulfilled, but 
it was greatly hampered by the scarcity of resources. Or, more precisely, by the inability of 
mankind to make full use of the available resources. Time was not really an important 
resource; the limitations were in terms of land and tools. In order to grow and prosper, a man 
had to have control over large masses of land; thus, it was mainly the landed gentry in Europe 
that could control resources. Even with a large family, the average peasant could hardly hope 
to be able to grow; and in fact, more children would mean more mouths to feed over the same 
land, which only produced limited quantities of food. In this context of subsistence 
agriculture, the family’s main purpose and function – economic growth – was hampered. And 
thus, for all the imagined fellowship and shared identity, family didn’t matter much. 

The Industrial Revolution freed production from the restraint of physical resources. The 
same resource now could be put to productive use better than any time before. (Think of what 
a piece of coal could produce in an open fire and in the furnace of a steam engine.) Smaller 
and smaller quantities of resources could now produce larger and larger quantities of capital 
and consumer goods. The frontier of man’s economic endeavor suddenly shifted. Land was 
not an important resource. Time was. The more time he put to work, the more he could 
prosper – even without too much of available resources. Man could now fulfill the Dominion 
Covenant in ways unimaginable before. The family could finally enter into its fulfilled 
purpose. It had a meaning and a purpose. 

That the children didn’t spend as much time with their parents as before was not a 
tragedy. To the contrary, in the context of the Christian family, each child now had the 
opportunity to find his own purpose. Under previous economies, the society seldom had 
accumulated resources to afford exploration and individual attention to each child concerning 
his true skills and gifts. A child could have been born with the gift of an engineer, or a writer; 
what determined his future occupation would still be the occupation of his father. It is true that 
this assured a certain level of stability, but this was not the stability of growth, it was the 
stability of stagnation. When people are prevented – whether by circumstances or by social 
custom – from finding their true skills and purpose, they won’t normally be interested in 
innovation and growth in the field they were forced to work. The Industrial Revolution, for 
the first time in history, freed up resources to allow children to pursue the gifts God had put in 
them, irrespective of their birth. This is how David Livingstone, the son of a worker in a 
cotton factory, could become a hero of Protestant missions later in his life. And this is how 
millions of others were able to go beyond their humble origins and lay the foundation of our 
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modern middle class. The covenant required separation from the past (Phil. 3:13) and focus on 
the future (1 Cor. 3:22). And it was this focus on the future that made the Christian family the 
strongest institution among industrial workers. 

That view of modern theologians, that idyllic picture of the family before the Industrial 
Revolution, is based on a religion of stagnation. At the bottom of this religion of stagnation is 
fear, fear of change, fear of the future, deep pessimism about the human race, even in its 
redeemed state. And it was this fear that was the real reason for the decline of Christianity in 
the industrial centers of the West. The Industrial Revolution didn’t destroy the Christian 
family; the church did. The church got scared of the visible changes in the world. The church 
didn’t see in these changes the fulfillment of the Dominion Covenant to a level higher than 
ever before. The church adopted a pessimistic eschatology which saw the modern 
industrialized world as the product of Satan; and therefore assumed that the only solution is a 
return to earlier times of more stability, which, in reality, is stagnation. God gave us a blessing 
in the Industrial Revolution. We, as a church, squandered it in our fear and unbelief. It’s time 
to reclaim it. 

The assigned reading for this week will be three articles I have written on this subject, 
available on ChristendomRestored.com: 

“Relationship vs. Purpose: How the Church Destroys the Christian Family.” 

“Christian Culture vs. Clan Culture.” 
“Individual Purpose and the Kingdom of God.” 

As you read them, think about the true purpose of your family, and how your children 
should be raised in regard to their focus on the future and their expectations of their future. It 
is in that focus on the future where the purpose of your family lies. All your family devotions 
are a waste of time, unless this is cultivated in your children. 

And remember in your prayers and your giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission organization which is unique in Eastern Europe in that it preaches the comprehensive 
worldview of the Kingdom of God, and brings the Gospel to every area of life. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. 
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 Sanctuary Society, Evangelism, and Safety 
A godly society is a sanctuary society. 

Assigned Reading: Gary North, "The Sanctuary Society and Its Enemies" and 
"Immigration Control: Federal Social Engineering." 

 
Welcome to Episode 43 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will be getting in trouble – which means, I will 
be speaking to modern American Christians and conservatives about the Biblical view and 
historic Christian practice on an issue about which they think as liberals and progressives. 
Have you ever noticed that American Christians, when challenged with the Biblical or historic 
(that is, conservative) position on some issues, respond as progressives, “But we live in 
different times today”? Just like the progressives, who like to say about the Constitution or 
about the Second Amendment, “But we live in different times today.” Well, immigration is 
one of those issues. Every time I point to modern Christians or conservatives in general that 
the Bible doesn’t allow the state to control non-criminal individuals, and that America was an 
open borders country historically (that is, conservatively), the answer is, “But we live in 
different times today.” Different, indeed: the lowest crime rate ever, the lowest number of 
terrorist acts per year ever, the highest level of safety and prosperity ever – I mean, such times 
are the best times to tremble in fear, right? But such facts are of no consequence to people 
paralyzed by fear; and that’s exactly what modern American Christians have become. It is for 
this reason Donald Trump’s ban on accepting refugees – and in general, the immigration 
restriction policies of the federal government in the last 100 years – have met such thunderous 
applause among today’s American Christians. Thus, we are safer and more prosperous than 
ever before, and yet, we are more scared and fearful than ever before, and thus, “the times are 
different now,” so let’s cheer for policies that have no support in the Bible, and have no 
support in the history of Christendom, but were always policies of the enemies of God. 

But my point here today is not to argue about the facts. There is plenty of evidence that 
much of the reporting about the threat of Islam, or terrorism, or of the refugees, is either 
exaggeration or plain fake news. Thomas Eddlem has exposed some of it in his blog post, 
“Legitimizing Lies.” Others have done it too. I have done it in some of my articles. My 
purpose today is to examine some of the assumptions we make today about the kind of society 
we want to have in principle, and the relation of that society to safety and security. I know, we 
have had a previous episode where I talked about safety, security, and state-worship, so it may 
sound like I am repeating myself. I am not; we just need to address the issue of safety and 
security from all its points, because of this idolatry of fear we have among the majority of 
Christians in the US; an idolatry which trumps everything they read in the Bible, and is 
effectively destroying the Gospel testimony of the Church in the US. 

Donald Trump’s immigration ideas, ban on refugees from certain countries, and 
immigration restrictions in general have been praised and supported and rooted for by the 
majority of Christians on the basis that they are just “common sense.” You know, when you 
are facing that humongous threat by Islam and Muslims terrorists, it is “common sense” to 
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close your borders and isolate yourself, so that you can fend off the threat. Now, for the 
purposes of our talk here, we will ignore the fact that the threat is really insignificant and 
doesn’t deserve the $100 billion spent every year on it (in addition to the half trillion spent on 
dropping bombs on Muslim countries, which create resentment fueling terrorism in the first 
place). Our focus this week will be, is it really common sense to close our borders to refugees 
in order to achieve safety, even if the threat was real? 

Let me start with “common sense.” Or, rather, the deception involved in the phrase 
“common sense.” To explain that deception, I need to return y’all back to the 1990s, the 
longest decade in my life, and perhaps the longest decade in the lives of millions of Eastern 
Europeans. The longest, because it made us meet with the worst discrepancy of expectations 
and reality. Communism had fallen, politically, but the economic and social effects of 
Communism were still there. In the first 5 years after the fall of Communism, the economies 
in Eastern Europe were still in shambles, there were shortages, and food was scarce. In this 
situation, it looked like “common sense” that the government should control, in one way or 
another, the regulations and price controls which were a leftover from Communism. After all, 
with the scarcity of food, if there were no regulations and price controls, food would be so 
expensive, no one would be able to afford it, right? Well, with the low prices, everyone could 
afford it, it’s just it wasn’t there. At times, it was a daily struggle to buy food. Bulgaria, a 
country which for most of its history was a net exporter of food, was struggling to feed its 
own people in the 1990s. So, the government employed its “common sense” and imposed 
regulations and price controls to make sure people could afford to buy the little food that was 
offered on the market. 

Things got worse and worse, of course, and for what reason I don’t know, at some point 
the public opinion started changing from the traditional “common sense” of “regulate them to 
make it affordable” to the novel “radical” concept (also called “market fundamentalism” by 
some opponents) of “free them to produce.” So eventually the Parliament and the government 
decided to experiment with – horror of horrors! – a liberalization of prices and production. 
Defying “common sense,” by an act of Parliament, the bulk of regulations on food production, 
import/export, and pricing were removed overnight. So, now the speculators could take 
advantage of the shortages, and where a loaf of bread used to cost 25 cents, they could sell it 
for $2.5 now, if they wanted. (The average monthly income was a little over $100.) 

Guess what. It never happened. First, within just a couple of weeks, the stores were full. 
Prices first jumped just a little bit above the previous regulated levels, and then quickly 
dropped to below them for most products. Most of it was imported (for the agriculture was 
desolated under Communism), but within a few years owners of agricultural lands figured it 
out. By year 2000, Bulgaria was back to being a net exporter of food, disproportional to such 
a small nation. Even today, this is the country with the lowest food prices in the European 
Union. There’s still tons of problems to solve in the politics, the economy, and the society in 
Bulgaria, but this one is a clear success story. Put it on your list to visit one day. You may be 
shocked to find out how much food you can buy for your dollars. And it is real food, not 
Walmart junk. 

The lesson was that “common sense” was not common sense. Or, rather, that what passes 
for “common sense” is in fact not so common, that it is conditioned by our religious 
presuppositions. The previous “common sense” was based on a metaphysical view of reality, 
that there is a certain metaphysical amount of goods in the world, and that in order to not have 
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people starve, the government had to intervene with a metaphysical solution, namely, regulate 
the prices and the distribution of that food. The problem turned out to be, surprise, surprise, 
ethical/judicial: food producers and importers liked to be free, and therefore didn’t like 
regulations and price controls. Notice, it wasn’t even about money, since the prices eventually 
settled down to lower than the previous price controls. It was all about liberty and justice: they 
would produce only if they were free and independent of bureaucrats. Thus, only an 
ethical/judicial solution could work. Common sense was not what we thought it was; it was 
contrary to our instincts. Scratch that, it was contrary to our presuppositions. 

Yeah, I know, this would come as a “Duh!” to most Americans, what’s the big deal about 
it. We all know that the supply and price of any commodity depends entirely on the initiative 
of producers; thus, it is obvious “common sense” that government regulations won’t work. 
What most Americans don’t realize is that we are besieged by thousands such examples, in 
our personal lives, in our communities, and in our social and political and economic 
endeavors, where our “common sense” is not common sense, because it is not informed by 
nor based on covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial presuppositions, but is rather informed by 
inherited cultural bias which is seldom Biblical or covenantal. 

The Bible, in fact, speaks of such conflict between “common senses,” and, guess what, 
this conflict is one of the major conflicts in the Bible. Common sense is not an objective 
reality, it is conditioned by religion, and in many places in the Bible God contrasts the 
common sense of His Law-Word to the common sense of pagan religions and man’s word. 
Some of the examples are more obvious and mundane, but some are spectacularly “radical” 
and literally turn the world upside down. The most radical, of course, is in Matt. 16:25, Mark 
8:35, and Luke 9:24: “For whoever wants to save their life will lose it, but whoever loses their 
life for me will find it.” What passes for common sense, the instinct for self-preservation, is 
really not common sense at all. It is those who sacrifice themselves that get life; or, expressed 
figuratively in John 12:24 and 1 Cor. 15:36, the seed doesn’t come to life unless it dies. 
Another, just as radical, has to do with principles of leadership, Matt. 20:25-27: to be a leader 
among the Gentiles, one has to learn how to lord over people; but in the Kingdom of God, 
whoever wants to be a leader must become a servant. Or, as Dennis Peacocke expressed it in a 
lecture about 30 years ago, “Whoever serves, leads.” In a similar vein, we see the conflict 
between two views of common sense in 1 Samuel 8: The elders of Israel had abandoned God 
and wanted a king to solve the problems with the arbitrariness of the courts and national 
security. What could be more common sense than having a king to deal with these issues? 
Isn’t that what the government is supposed to do? Look at all the nations around, don’t they 
all have their kings? Samuel’s view of common sense, informed by the Word of God, was to 
the contrary: having a king won’t make you more safe and secure, for your king will be your 
oppressor. Scrap that nonsense with having a strong central power and strong borders, and 
return to God as your King, obey His Law, and you will have safety. Common sense, in the 
final account, is not so common, and is not really sense, that is, reason. It is nothing more than 
the outworking of a faith. When the faith is false, the common sense will be false, too. And 
you will know the faith of a person by his views of common sense. 

This is an important truth to keep in mind when we look at the modern conservative and 
Christian view on immigration controls, and especially on the travel and refugee bans of 
Trump’s administration. The main argument for such controls and bans is supposed “common 
sense”: we live in such a dangerous world, with so many enemies trying to destroy America, 



ARP#43. Sanctuary Society, Evangelism, and Safety  327 

therefore it only makes sense to close our borders and thus provide safety for The US and its 
citizens. Again, such dangers are grossly exaggerated and even imagined, given the real data. 
But is that “common sense” really common sense? Could it be that such common sense is 
based on a false faith and is therefore false? Is it possible that the Bible has a different 
common sense for us? 

What does the Bible say about strangers and national security? 

In my lectures on immigration of two years ago, I laid out the principles for a Biblical 
immigration policy. These principles, if we follow the testimony of the Bible, must be, first, 
that the same law must apply to the stranger as to the homeborn. This, of course, applies to the 
basic rights of individuals against the state (not against God), the rights protected in the 
second table of the Ten Commandments, namely, life, liberty, and property, if we appropriate 
this convenient summary. And, second, that the function of the state is only to punish 
evildoers, not to control non-criminal individuals. Which means, any person who has not 
committed a crime – as the Bible defines crime – should be left free to pursue his goals and 
improve his own life and the life of his family in any manner he decides and in any place he 
decides. These two Biblical principles, of course, logically lead to the only Biblically 
defensible immigration policy, namely, open borders. Since some people are eager to 
misinterpret this concept, I will only throw in that open borders for non-criminal individuals is 
not unprotected borders against criminals or hostile armies. It only means that as long as we 
have individuals for whom we have no proof to be part of an army or to have committed 
crime, we should not stop him from traveling or from seeking gainful employment or safety 
for his family. Now, when we have a testimony against certain individuals, that’s a 
whole’nother ball game altogether. 

In those lectures, I also expounded on a concept that is embedded in the Biblical view of 
borders and the stranger, namely, a society that is a city of refuge. Which means, a society 
which opens its gates and borders for people fleeing slavery, persecution, or other injustice. It 
was not just the cities of refuge within Israel where someone who had killed a person without 
intent could flee to. Israel was supposed to be a society open to the world to see and taste, and 
to the world’s poor and oppressed to flee to and join. There were no laws that established any 
restrictions on immigration, nor was there any institution that would control immigration. To 
the contrary, the Law expected that strangers would freely come to live in Israel and take 
advantage of its liberty, and economy, and even of its system of care for the poor. The charity 
that the Law prescribed was to be extended to the poor not only of Israel, but also to the 
stranger. Gleaning was to be open to all, including the stranger (Lev. 19:10; Deut. 24:21). The 
tithe each year was to be deposited in the towns for sustenance for the poor, and the stranger 
in town was entitled to eat from it (Deut. 14:28-29). But there was more. Refugees from 
oppression were to be allowed free entry and liberty within the nation of Israel, in Deut. 
23:15-16: 

You shall not hand over to his master a slave who has escaped from his master to you. He 
shall live with you in your midst, in the place which he shall choose in one of your towns 
where it pleases him; you shall not mistreat him. 

In other words, not only was Israel to have open borders and full legal protection to 
immigrants, it was supposed to be a sanctuary society. Now, keep in mind that Israel was not 
the United States, a mighty and populous nation protected by two oceans, the technological 
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miracle of the world, spending on its military and security as much as the 20 largest nations 
combined. It was a small nation surrounded by greater nations, all utterly hostile to it and its 
God, lacking any centralized authority or professional standing army. The surrounding nations 
were ruled by military hierarchies which normally went on military raids to acquire slaves. 
This means that any fugitive slave could belong to a military leader in a neighboring country. 
Offering such a slave a sanctuary could mean a foreign policy conflict, leading directly to war. 
Our “common sense” today would tell us that such sanctuary policy would be detrimental to 
the national security of Israel; and yet, God specifically commanded that runaway slaves were 
granted freedom and full legal protection in Israel. 

Such sanctuary was not limited to slaves, however. Any individual could immigrate to 
Israel and settle and become a citizen, even if he originally belonged to the enemies of Israel, 
even if Israel was at war with them currently. In fact, such defectors seem to be extremely 
valuable, and they often became political, military, and religious leaders. Rahab is a well-
known example, but there are many more. Caleb, the leader of the largest tribe, Judah, was a 
Kenezzite; meanwhile, his own countrymen were one of the Canaanite tribes whose land God 
would give to Israel (Gen. 15:19). Uriah, the husband of Bathsheba, was a Hittite, another 
tribe whose land was to be taken and the tribe wiped out; and yet, he was a neighbor of the 
King of Israel and a captain in his army. Obed-Edom was a Philistine, a compatriot of Goliath 
of Gath, and yet, the Ark of the Covenant stayed in his house for three months (2 Samuel 
6:11), and he and his 68 relatives later served before the Ark in the Tabernacle (1 Chr. 16:38). 
If Israel was as fearful as modern Americans, and if its borders were closed to immigrants in 
times of wars worse than anything America has experienced, these men would never be able 
to come to Israel and join Israel. Man’s safety is in closed borders and building walls. God’s 
safety – true safety – is in building a sanctuary society. 

In comparison, the pagan nations around Israel were all closed to immigrants. Edom 
would not allow Israel to pass through their land. Egypt had closed borders and a permission 
by the Pharaoh was needed to settle in it. Pagan Greece and Rome denied any rights to non-
citizens. How is it, then, that God commanded Israel to be a sanctuary society in the midst of 
so many enemies who had closed borders? How was God planning on building safety? 

Because the safety of a nation is not in its isolation, but in its relations. And specifically, 
in its evangelism to those outside. Israel had a superior culture, of superior liberty and justice 
for all. Nothing in the pagan world could compare to this. That’s why the nations were invited 
to see and experience the Law of God in action. Deut. 4:5-8 establishes this function of Israel 
and its laws as evangelistic tool: 

See, I have taught you statutes and judgments just as the LORD my God commanded me, 
that you should do thus in the land where you are entering to possess it. So, keep and do them, 
for that is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the peoples who will hear all 
these statutes and say, “Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people.” For what 
great nation is there that has a god so near to it as is the LORD our God whenever we call on 
Him? Or what great nation is there that has statutes and judgments as righteous as this whole 
law which I am setting before you today? 

Solomon, in his consecration prayer for the Temple he built, declared the same principle 
of evangelism through open borders, in 1 Kings 8:41-43: 
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Also concerning the foreigner who is not of Your people Israel, when he comes from a far 
country for Your name’s sake (for they will hear of Your great name and Your mighty hand, 
and of Your outstretched arm); when he comes and prays toward this house, hear in heaven 
Your dwelling place, and do according to all for which the foreigner calls to You, in order that 
all the peoples of the earth may know Your name, to fear You, as do Your people Israel, and 
that they may know that this house which I have built is called by Your name. 

The principle was clear: a godly society is a sanctuary society. It is not afraid to keep its 
borders open, it welcomes the stranger and grants him protection, it especially welcomes those 
who flee persecution and sets them free; and it invites the world to come and experience the 
superiority of its liberty and justice for all. By doing this, a sanctuary society wins the hearts 
and the minds of its enemies – that is, in a way, evangelizes them – and thus prevents wars 
and disasters. A paranoiac society which keeps its borders closed and returns the slaves to 
their masters, earns only the hatred of the world, and the wrath of God. And there is no wall or 
immigration policy that can prevent that wrath. 

This was the accepted common sense of Christian America for three generations after the 
War for Independence. America kept its borders open, and invited the huddled masses of the 
world, yearning to breathe free, to come to its shores and join it. And as along as America did 
it, it grew and prospered and became the mightiest nation on earth, commanding 50% of the 
world’s GDP. Until, in 1920, a coalition of socialists, occultists, racists, and warmongers was 
able to change the tide and pass the first immigration restriction laws. After 1920, America 
was no more a sanctuary society, except for a very short time in the 1980s. And it is more 
insecure than ever. Contrary to man’s common sense, closed borders do not provide safety. 
Only a sanctuary society can be safe. When we as a nation reject the plea of the oppressed and 
return them to their oppressors, God delivers us to our worst fears. 

That’s why Trump’s executive order will only bring more insecurity and danger on 
America. 

The reading I will assign for this week are two essays by Gary North. One is old and 
exists in a pdf format, and can be searched through google, “The Sanctuary Society and Its 
Enemies.” The other is fairly recent and is titled, “Immigration Control: Federal Social 
Engineering.” 

And, as usual, I will ask you to consider supporting Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission in Eastern Europe which has been preaching and teaching the comprehensive 
application of the Gospel of Jesus Christ to every area of life, from personal ethics to 
institutional justice, and has proven to be successful in its work. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Institutionalism and Relevance 
" . . . the attempt to produce relevance through solidifying institutional power 
and demanding submission to it will only produce more irrelevance." 

Assigned reading: Bojidar Marinov, “One Holy Local Church? The Ghettoization 
of Protestantism” in three parts:  

1. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2017/01/and-in-one-
holy-local-church-the-ghettoization-of-protestantism-1/  

2. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2017/01/and-in-one-
holy-local-church-the-ghettoization-of-protestantism-2/  

3. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2017/01/and-in-one-
holy-local-church-the-ghettoization-of-protestantism-3/  

 
Welcome to Episode 44 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will rant. The purpose of my rant is to try to 
shake churchmen out of their sleep – something I shouldn’t have to do, if the church in 
America were doing her job. My thesis is this: As a church, in the last one century in America, 
we have dropped into a complacent slumber, content of going through the same useless 
motions over and over again, repeating the same meaningless rituals over and over again, not 
paying attention to the obvious historical trends around us, namely, that we are slowly but 
surely becoming a pavement for the culture around us, being trampled under the culture’s feet. 
Which, if we are paying attention to the Sermon on the Mount in Matthew chapter 5, is a clear 
indication that we have become a salt that has lost its savor. But instead of looking for radical 
solutions to what appears to be a radical problem, we continue the same things over and over 
again, mindless of the danger we are facing as a church. 

The prospect of being salt that has lost its savor would be deeply alarming to any 
Christian. It is certainly deeply alarming to me. In an episode of Axe to the Root last year I 
spoke about “Modern Presbyterianism: Under the Feet of Men,” showing that Presbyterianism 
in the US went from being the dominant intellectual and cultural influence in the society to a 
marginal sect which no one really pays attention to. And this in a mere two generations! 
Granted, cultures change, and different cultural influences may have their ups and downs, but 
such a fall from the top to the bottom, within such a short period of time, after about two 
centuries of total dominance (including and especially during the very formative period of the 
US, the Revolutionary War) should be troubling to any Presbyterian Christian, and even more 
to the leadership in Presbyterian churches, for in the Bible, whenever God promises judgment, 
His judgment starts with and is especially severe against the shepherds, those who hold a 
position of formal authority and actual power in the churches. 

Presbyterianism is not alone in this complacency in the face of obvious decline and near 
death. The same situation applies to all the other denominations. If you think American 
Baptists are any better, just think of Judge Roy Moore in Alabama. That’s right, Alabama, in 
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the Bible Belt, the very heartland of the Southern Baptists. And it is in Alabama where a panel 
of judges, most of them members of Baptist churches, removed from office a legitimately 
elected judge for his stance for the Biblical family, against sodomite perversion. Let that sink. 
And how deep corruption goes in the Methodist and Episcopalian and other churches and 
denominations, I don’t even have to mention. 

We have the highest percentage of church-attending population in the Western world: 
over 50% of Americans report to attend church regularly. And yet, we have a declining 
imprint of our churches in the culture – in fact, declining so quickly, that if our great-
grandfathers were here today, they would hardly recognize our culture. 

Such abrupt fall from dominant influence to irrelevance should trouble every Christian 
heart in this land. It should also grip in fear the heart of every single person in a position of 
leadership in the American churches, whether a pastor or elder, or a theologian and seminary 
professor. We have the clearest signs of our times that the church has become salt-less and 
light-less, and that in a radically short time after it had all the influence it needed to spread the 
Gospel and build Christendom. Such radical change in the times should produce a radical 
alarm in our hearts and lead to radical changes in our churches and practices and beliefs . . . 
and yet, nothing is happening. The pulpits continue business as usual, as if nothing has 
happened. The weekly rituals continue, as if nothing has happened. The same useless 
discussions and conferences on theological trivialities continue, as if nothing has happened. If 
someone from outside would observe the American church without knowing the historical and 
cultural context, he would come to the conclusion that the American church has nothing to 
worry about anymore, except for achieving perfect assurance on minor things, of which the 
Bible contains little more than a few ambiguous verses. 

God has given us a clear sign that our church today is useless in His kingdom, by 
removing her lampstand out of its place: a clear invitation to “remember from where we have 
fallen” (Rev. 2:5). And yet, the sense of urgency that should follow such invitation is lacking, 
and it is lacking especially among the leadership of the American churches. Yes, even among 
those who can see and acknowledge that there has been an abrupt loss of cultural influence, 
even where leaders understand that the church is trampled under the feet of men. In fact, if 
anything, modern churchmen have mostly been busy devising theologies and eschatologies 
that justify the decline rather than analyze the reasons for it or the remedies for it. How to live 
a Christian life in a fallen world, you know. Because once we define the world as intrinsically 
“fallen,” we don’t have to worry about the fact that the Bible calls that world God’s world (1 
Cor. 10:26) and that it is subject to redemption (Rom. 8:21). 

A few of us have tried to sound the alarm in articles, sermons, books, lectures, that the 
radical fall of the church from cultural authority is a clear sign that the American church has 
radically quit being salt and light. This cultural authority was not incidental; it was not simply 
some historical aberration. It has been the result of the hard work and faithfulness of 
generations of Christians and churches. The church hasn’t always been perfectly faithful, 
neither has she been perfectly knowledgeable about the Gospel, but she must have dome 
something right to be the factor for the creation of a society where the Bible exercised so 
much influence over both men’s lives and the operations of the civil government and all other 
social institutions. This accumulated cultural capital has been dissipated in just a short period 
of time, and we have tried to bring this to the attention of the church. From heavy theological 
guns and preachers like R.J. Rushdoony and Leonard Ravenhill to self-sacrificial groups and 
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movements like Operation Rescue and Abolish Human Abortion, the writing has been on the 
wall for a long time. 

And yet, the only argument raised against such attempts at correction has been the trivial 
and nonsensical, “You can’t be a valid critic of the institutional church, unless you are a 
member of the institutional church.” Which means, to legitimately speak against corruption, 
you need the approval of the very system which is corrupt; that is, you need to join the 
corruption. The saltless salt and the lightless lampstand must approve your salt and light, 
otherwise your salt and light are not legitimate. The system that is near death is expected to 
judge life. The shepherds of the modern church whom the signs of the times reveal to be on 
the defendant stand want to be on the judge’s bench, and judge the witnesses sent against 
them according to their “submission to authority.” 

The answer of many of those churchmen to the obvious failure of the church in the last 
one century has been to blame the flocks for their supposed lack of submission to the “local 
church.” In my conversations with different elders of different churches on proposed solutions 
of the problem with the diminishing relevance of the churches in America, they always resort 
to the argument that in the past, when the church was successful in changing the culture, there 
has always been some institutional structure to which men submitted, and this was what made 
the church strong. Thus, if we just have all men submit to the modern institutional structures 
that pass for “churches,” we will surely have the renewal and the revival which will restore 
the church to her relevance in the world today. To the decline of the American church in the 
last one century, their solution is more institutionalism. 

But such faith in the power of external institutionalism is nothing more than a modern 
form of the Cargo Cult. The Cargo Cult was a religion which developed spontaneously on 
some of the islands in the Pacific during WWII. The island populations who had their 
indigenous religions, saw the arrival of the US Seabees to their islands. The Seabees built 
airstrips and piers and roadways to provide the infrastructure for the US Navy and Army and 
the Marine Corps to defeat the Japanese. Once the infrastructure was built, planes and ship 
with cargo started to arrive, and this cargo had a number of nice things which made the life of 
the islanders much easier: from pocket knives and flashlights and batteries to compasses and 
rubber tires and textiles, the Seabees performed a real miracle in the eyes of the locals. The 
old religions and myths lost their adherents: they couldn’t deliver. But the more important part 
came after the war. 

When the war was over, the Seabees were gone, taking their materials with them. The 
ships and the planes stopped arriving to bring cargo anymore. The locals figured the solution: 
They started building their own improvised versions of piers and airstrips and roadways, out 
of available materials like bamboo or palm trees. Once the infrastructure was built, they 
figured, it would attract the planes and ships with cargo. Just like the Americans had done 
during the war. In the minds of the locals, the cargo just existed out there. No one knew how 
and why it existed. It was just a given reality. The mechanism to bring it over to the island 
was the infrastructure. The infrastructure was the altar to which the cargo will be attracted. 
Thus, any restoration of the prosperous years during the war had to start with building the 
altars. That the infrastructure of delivery was only the end product of centuries of civilization 
growth and development, of hard work and entrepreneurship and accumulated knowledge and 
organization of production, could never occur to the natives. 
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In a similar way, it doesn’t seem to occur to the modern churchmen that the authority of 
the institutional church is not the beginning of revival or of restoration of the cultural 
authority of the church in the society. Submission to the local church or to any institutional 
body is not, nor can it be the magic altar which will attract revival and Reformation. All that 
institutionalism can do is institutionalize already existing conditions. Where there is true 
relevance, life, and victorious expansion, institutionalism will channel and organize that 
relevance, life, and victorious expansion. Where there is irrelevance, death, and retreat, 
solidifying the institution of the church will only solidify and establish that irrelevance, death, 
and retreat. An institution is never an instrument for growth and victory. It is nothing more 
than city walls; it will protect what’s inside – whether misery or prosperity – but it will never 
conquer anything outside. Conquest is only achieved through men outside the city walls. 

But more importantly, true authority doesn’t come through more institutionalism. If it 
could come through institutionalism, North Korea would today be the highest authority in the 
world, and everyone would be looking up to them for guidance. It’s the other way around: a 
really successful and healthy institution can only be established where there already exists a 
reliable authority, trusted by the majority of the people in the society. The institution is the 
final product of authority, not the beginning of it. The attempt to build prosperity through 
building airstrips and waiting for the planes with cargo to land will only produce more poverty 
in wasted time, labor, and material. In the same way, the attempt to produce relevance through 
solidifying institutional power and demanding submission to it will only produce more 
irrelevance. The institutional church is only the final product of a long process. And that 
process never starts with the institution. Our attempts at solutions, therefore, will always fail 
when we base them on more institutionalism. 

We have a radical problem on our hands. We need to look for a radical solution. Doing 
the same thing and expecting different results won’t do. The church will continue to lose 
influence, and the legacy we will leave to our children will be misery. 

As Protestants, the Reformation should be a good example to us. It didn’t start with the 
establishment of a hierarchy. In fact, if anything, it started with a destruction of a hierarchy. It 
started with a radical departure from an institutional system. It took more than a century in 
most of the Protestant churches to develop any institutional system. In most places, the new 
institutional system was nothing like the Roman Catholic one, of before the Reformation. In 
fact, the majority of the great Reformed confessions of faith were written and adopted not in 
the context of an organized institutional system but to the contrary, in the context of 
institutional chaos. The very Westminster Confession of Faith, which became the foundation 
for many other confessions, was adopted in the midst of such chaos: it was a predominantly 
Anglican confession (yes, folks, it was not Presbyterian in its origin, only 6 Scottish 
commissioners and 9 elders of the Scottish Kirk attended, compared to 12 Anglican bishops 
and about 80 Anglican vicars or other clerics), so it was a predominantly Anglican confession 
in a time when the Anglican church was at its lowest institutional state, being controlled 
mainly by non-separatist Puritans. And England was not alone. The influence and the cultural 
impact of Protestantism not only didn’t come by institutional means, it in fact came in 
opposition to any institutionalism. 

It is in that very Westminster Confession, in its chapter on the Church, that we see the 
explanation to the current problems we have in the church today. In its 25th chapter, the 
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Confession specifically defines the visible Church in non-institutional terms, declaring it to be 
the sum of all believers, without any institutional limitations: 

The visible Church, which is also catholic or universal under the Gospel (not confined to 
one nation, as before under the law), consists of all those throughout the world that profess the 
true religion; and of their children: and is the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ, the house and 
family of God, out of which there is no ordinary possibility of salvation. (Chapter 25, point 2) 

To be a member of the visible Church, therefore, one doesn’t need to submit to a local 
church. All he needs to do is profess the true religion. Outside of that profession, there is no 
Church. But also, there is no other requirement for being a member of the Church but that 
profession. 

But what do we do with the institutional churches? Aren’t they true representatives of the 
visible Church? Not necessarily. In points 4 and 5 of the same chapter, the confession speaks 
of churches in plural, and has to say the following: 

IV. This catholic Church has been sometimes more, sometimes less visible. And 
particular Churches, which are members thereof, are more or less pure, according as the 
doctrine of the Gospel is taught and embraced, ordinances administered, and public worship 
performed more or less purely in them. 

V. The purest Churches under heaven are subject both to mixture and error; and some 
have so degenerated, as to become no Churches of Christ, but synagogues of Satan. 
Nevertheless, there shall be always a Church on earth to worship God according to His will. 

Obviously, when it comes to the institutional aspect of the church, that is, the many 
particular churches, the authors of the confession were careful to not put too much confidence 
in them: they are more or less pure, and some have degenerated to the point that they are not 
churches of God anymore. In this here, could the confession be telling us the possible reason 
for our situation today? Could it be warning us against investing too much confidence in 
earthly institutions, even if they are “churches” with all the right accreditation and correct 
Sunday morning rituals? After all, if we are Protestants, spiritual heirs of the Reformation, 
shouldn’t we be traditionally suspicious of any hierarchy, whether universal or local, which 
claims for itself a monopoly on salvation, and a monopoly on revival and renewal? Shouldn’t 
we be naturally resistant to any claim to authority, testing it through the Word of God? And if 
any institution claims authority, but its history proves that it is salt without savor and a 
lampstand without light, aren’t we as Protestants, the first who should challenge its claim to 
authority and reject it? Even if it is our own Protestant churches and seminaries? 

The Great Dutch Reformed theologian Herman Bavinck understood the problem and 
understood the necessity of breaking out of the institutional mold for the purpose of 
reformation of the church and the society: 

It is not unbelievers primarily but the devout who have always experienced 
this power of the hierarchy as a galling bond to their consciences. Throughout 
the centuries there has not only been scientific, societal, and political 
resistance but also deeply religious and moral opposition to the hierarchical 
power of the church. It simply will not do to explain this opposition in terms of 
unbelief and disobedience and intentionally to misconstrue the religious 
motives underlying the opposition of various sects and movements. No one 
has been bold enough to damn all these sects because they were moved to 
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resist the church and its tradition. Even Rome shrinks from this conclusion. 
The extra ecclesiam nulla salus (no salvation outside the church) is a 
confession that is too harsh for even the most robust believer. Accordingly, the 
“law” we see at work in every area of life is operative also in religion and 
morality. On the one hand, there is a revolutionary spirit that seeks to level all 
that has taken shape historically in order to start rebuilding things from the 
ground up. There is, however, also a false conservatism that takes pleasure in 
leaving the existing situation untouched simply because it exists and—in 
accordance with Calvin’s familiar saying—not to attempt to change a well-
positioned evil (malum bene positum non movere). At the proper time 
everywhere and in every sphere of life, a certain radicalism is needed to 
restore balance, to make further development possible, and not let the stream 
of ongoing life bog down. In art and science, state and society, similarly in 
religion and morality, there gradually develops a mindless routine that 
oppresses and does violence to the rights of personality, genius, invention, 
inspiration, freedom, and conscience. But in due time there always arises a 
man or woman who cannot bear that pressure, casts off the yoke of bondage 
and again takes up the cause of human freedom and that of Christian Liberty. 
These are turning points in history. Thus, Christ himself rose up against the 
tradition of the elders and returned to the law and the prophets. Thus, one day 
the Reformation had the courage, not in the interest of some scientific, social 
or political goal, but in the name of Christian humanity, to protest against 
Rome’s hierarchy. . . .  

This certain radicalism of which Bavinck speaks, is very needed today. Again, with the 
obvious transformation of the American church in the last 100 years from dominant influence 
to under the feet of men, it is time for us to realize that business as usual will only produce 
more of the same. This radicalism may require that we revisit and revise many of our 
assumptions about how we should do church, and what system of church organization we 
should have. We can’t afford to continue doing the same things. We can’t afford to let the 
same people whose leadership brought us to this point control what is legitimate criticism and 
what is not. We can’t let the same pulpits whose false conservatism – to borrow Bavinck’s 
phrase – produced the powerlessness of the modern church – continue producing more of the 
same. As in the Reformation, we need to have the courage of opposing the institutional system 
of the modern American church, and look for alternatives. I don’t know all the answers. I 
don’t know what a new system of church organization should look like, and whether we 
should have such a system in the first place. What I know, however, is that we should be open 
to radical changes, which may include – as in the Reformation – the total abandoning of the 
current institutional church system in the US. 

Otherwise, the America we will leave to our kids will be much worse than what we have 
inherited. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is my new book on this specific issue: One 
Holy Local Church? The Ghettoization of Protestantism. In it, I am dealing with this very 
objection against the critics of the modern institutional church in the US: “Are you a member 
of a local church?” I have shown that mandatory institutionalism is not a Biblical concept. 
And more than that, that it is not historically Protestant concept. It is a modern invention, and 
it needs to go. 
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And remember in your prayers and your giving, Bulgarian Reformation Ministries. In our 
mission, we have been open to different ways to bring the Gospel to all aspects of the culture, 
not limit the new wine to old wineskins. And God has granted us success. This is amission 
worth supporting. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, and subscribe to our newsletter to learn 
more. 
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 The Spiritual Gifts 
“where a strong doctrine of the Spirit is not operative and governing, 
institutional controls and government replace the Spirit.” 

Assigned reading: Bojidar Marinov, "The Truly Covenantal and Reformed View 
of Prophecy (and of the Other Gifts)" three parts, on 
ChristendomRestored.com :  

1. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2014/01/the-truly-
covenantal-and-reformed-view-of-prophecy-and-of-the-other-gifts-
i/  

2. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2014/01/the-truly-
covenantal-and-reformed-view-of-prophecy-and-of-the-other-gifts-
ii/  

3. http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2014/01/the-truly-
covenantal-and-reformed-view-of-prophecy-and-of-the-other-gifts-
iii/  

 
Welcome to Episode 45 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will try to challenge one of the dominant myths 
in the modern Reformed churches – or, I should say, churches who pass for “Reformed” – 
namely, the myth of cessationism, the myth that the Bible says it, somewhere, no one knows 
where, that the gifts of the Spirit described in 1 Corinthians 12-14 were supposed to cease, to 
pass away at some point in AD 1st century. That is, what was described as a normal and 
normative in Scripture for the early church, and especially for its worship gatherings (1 Cor. 
14), suddenly became obsolete and even heretical for the church after AD 1st century. That 
the gifts which Scripture describes as “of the Spirit” (1 Cor. 12:1-11), and therefore present 
wherever the Spirit is present (Mark 16:17-18), have suddenly become only “apostolic” (a 
word Scripture never uses), and therefore have passed away with the passing away of the 
apostles. And if we have the time, I will also show how that doctrine is partially responsible 
for the retreat of the Reformed churches in America from their previous position of cultural 
influence and dominance, and also for the ghettoization of the Church and for the rise of the 
celebrity cult in the churches. 

If you are a Reformed Christian in any kind of Reformed – or supposedly Reformed – 
denomination or church, odds are, you have been taught that cessationism is the default 
Reformed position. And of course, it is dominant today in the supposedly “Reformed” 
seminaries, and since Reformed churches only get their teaching elders from those seminaries, 
it is also the dominant position of most “Reformed” pulpits. If you ask about sources, you will 
be referred to Benjamin Warfield’s book, Counterfeit Miracles, which, despite its multiple 
examples of poor logic, poor historical scholarship, and lack of any Biblical support – mostly 
rationalist conjectures and a priori reasoning fallacies – is considered a classic in the field. 
Among Christian Reconstructionists, Greg Bahnsen had audio lectures and Ken Gentry has a 
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book against the continuation of the spiritual gifts today. (Unfortunately, for all my respect for 
these two men, their position on this specific issue is just as un-Biblical and illogical as that of 
Warfield; but I will probably give them a specific refutation in a future episode.) If you ask 
about direct Biblical justification of cessationism, what you will be given is 1 Cor. 13:8, 
“Love never fails; but if there are gifts of prophecy, they will be done away; if there are 
tongues, they will cease; if there is knowledge, it will be done away.” We will talk about the 
meaning of the this verse in a few minutes, but for now it is worth mentioning that even if that 
verse really spoke of cessation of gifts in history, it is only one verse. The rest of the 
argumentation you will be given will be either rationalist conjectures or experientialist 
complaints. Among the rationalist conjectures you will find arguments like, “We have 
Scripture, we don’t need any other supernatural revelation,” as if supernatural revelation must 
by default compete with Scripture. Or, “the gifts were given only as a testimony to the Jews” 
– a claim that has no support in Scripture. Among the experientialist complaints, the main one 
is, “We don’t see the gifts practiced today, therefore they must have ceased.” Another one is, 
“Look at the abuses in the modern Charismatic churches; therefore, the gifts must have 
ceased.” In the final account, the whole intellectual defense of cessationism relies on one 
isolated verse and on a number of extra-Biblical conjectures and logical fallacies. Whereas the 
Bible contains systematic – and in some places, quite detailed – description of the function of 
the spiritual gifts and their importance in the New Covenant, the Biblical support for 
cessationism is quite meager. 

Not all Reformed theologians in the last 100 years have been cessationists, of course. A 
few have remained unconvinced in the Biblical veracity of the doctrines of the cessation of 
gifts. Martyn Lloyd-Jones is perhaps the most well-known name among them; in his series of 
sermons, The Sovereign Spirit, he has shown the inconsistency of cessationism with the 
Biblical message. Even among those who have adopted a mildly cessationist view, there are 
those who have remained mindful of the impossibility to defend cessationism directly from 
the Bible. Greg Bahnsen, even in the context of his lectures against the spiritual gifts, still 
admitted that the only verses that directly speaks of cessation of gifts, 1 Cor. 13:8, is not a 
good proof text for the doctrine. This left him without any direct support from the Bible, and 
he had to find extra-Biblical proofs for his thesis. A more interesting case is Rushdoony, who, 
even though he followed the academic tradition of modern Presbyterianism to assert the 
cessation of gifts (he believed they have ceased in AD 70) still rejected the main intellectual 
argument for cessationism, namely, that there can be no more direct revelation after the 
completion of the canon. In his Systematic Theology, in the chapter on the Holy Spirit, he 
pointed to the logical connection between the Reformed and the Charismatic doctrines: 

A charismatic emphasis should be highly Calvinistic. . . . Likewise, those who 
are Calvinistic and who stress God’s sovereignty should logically be very 
emphatically given to a high emphasis on the doctrine of the Spirit.  

But, as he continues, “this is clearly not the case.” He hits the core of the 
problem when he discusses the philosophical reason for it:  

It may be that sovereignty is confused with an exclusive transcendence, so 
that immanence is seen as a compromise. 
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To translate it in more common terms, we as Calvinists like our God to be sovereign only 
in His transcendence, when He writes that transcendent Word. When it comes to His direct 
immanent intervention in our everyday lives, to give us knowledge how to apply His Word, 
we push back. In the immanent issues of the day, we prefer to give the sovereignty of 
interpretation and application to our minds. 

In the same chapter, Rushdoony figured out that at the foundation of modern cessationism 
is Enlightenment rationalism, and he said clearly on page 324 of his book. “The result,” he 
said, “was that the form of Christianity remained, but its power was diminished or negated.” 
And then he concluded, 

Thus, without agreeing with all that the charismatic movement holds, we need 
to welcome it with certain dissents. The Holy Spirit has not spoken for the last 
time, not is His work limited to ordination services and ecclesiastical functions. 

Saying these things, Rushdoony was not out of line with historic Reformed theology. To 
the contrary, modern cessationism is a novelty compared to Reformed theology. It indeed, 
didn’t enter Reformed churches until the Enlightenment took hold of their theology. Before 
the 1850s, the continuing validity of the spiritual gifts was an established doctrine in 
Reformed circles. Puritan and Presbyterian divines (including names like John Knox and 
Samuel Rutherford) acknowledged the validity of the spiritual gifts; the belief in their 
continuation was even included in the Second Book of Discipline of the Scottish Kirk of 1578 
(which means that modern Presbyterian cessationists would have been excommunicated for 
their cessationist beliefs). Scotland and England in the 16th and the 17th centuries saw a 
higher concentration of miraculous and revelatory gifts than even the early church. Both 
Presbyterian and Puritan church leaders and ordinary members experienced and practiced 
different supernatural gifts and manifestations, from word of knowledge and prophecies to 
healing ministries, speaking in tongues, and even raising people from the dead. (Yes, some 
Scottish divines even raised people from the dead.) All these were abundantly documented at 
the time, and were summarized in several books, the most popular among which was John 
Howie’s Scots Worthies. The book was published in 1775, when Presbyterians still believed in 
the validity of the spiritual gifts. When the book went through a second publishing, in the late 
1840s, the editor purged from it all mentions of supernatural gifts – at the time, the 
rationalism of the Enlightenment had already permeated the Reformed churches, and the 
doctrine of the spiritual gifts was rejected. Historically, as far as the Reformation goes, the 
real novelty was cessationism. The original views of the Reformed churches were 
Charismatic. If anything, the modern Charismatic renewal is only a reaction to the Reformed 
churches dropping the ball on the doctrine of the spiritual gifts. 

Before 1900, every single theologian interpreted 1 Cor. 13:8 as applied to the last day of 
history. Obviously, the “perfect thing” can’t happen before the end of history. Calvin himself 
declared “stupid” any discussion that referred it to an intermediate time. Calvin himself made 
a few isolated cessationist statements, but he never gave any Biblical foundation for them, and 
at times sounds unsure of them. Meanwhile, his spiritual and intellectual heirs developed both 
the doctrine and the practice of the gifts. When reading all the occurrences of miraculous gifts 
and manifestations in the Reformation in England and Scotland, the question is: “Where were 
the cessationists to tell these people that such things shouldn’t be happening?” 
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It becomes even more interesting when we go back to the early centuries of the church. 
Not only didn’t the church believe in a cessation of gifts, but even the designations “apostle” 
and “prophet” were maintained for most of the history of the church. John Knox was called by 
his heirs “the Prophet and Apostle of our nation.” The history of the church is full with such 
apostles: St, Patrick, the Apostle of Ireland; St. Boniface, The Apostle of Germany, Cyril and 
Methodius, Apostles to the Slavs, etc. Throughout its history, the church also had its 
acknowledged – and some unacknowledged – prophets and even prophetesses. Prophecies 
were seldom despised, even if they sounded weird. My favorite example of such Biblical 
attitude to prophecies is Oliver Cromwell’s military council on the Christmas night of 1648. 
The council had convened to decide the fate of Charles I. That night, the procedures of the 
council were interrupted by the intrusion of a woman who claimed to be a prophetess of God, 
and that she had a message from God to the council. The message was that the council should 
refrain from sentencing the King to death. The message was clearly against the desires of 
most military commanders; and yet, these same commanders interrupted their gathering for 
the purpose of examining the woman to decide if the message was really from God. The 
examination and the discussions over the prophecy continued for several days, and they 
included distinguished Puritan divines like John Owen, who was Cromwell’s personal 
chaplain at the time. Again, the question is, Where were the cessationists? And such historical 
examples are way more than we are aware of. 

So what is the Biblical position on the spiritual gifts? 

It is obvious that the Bible speaks of the spiritual gifts in some very particular details. 
Three chapters are devoted specifically to the theory and practice of the spiritual gifts in the 
church: 1 Cor. 12-14. Other verses also point to the significance and meaning of the gifts, for 
example, Mark 16:16-18. The New Testament also contains a very strong doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, one that is seldom replicated in the sermons of our modern Reformed churches. If 
anything, the New Testament has much more material on the gifts of the Spirit than it has on 
water baptism . . . and, as I mentioned in a previous podcast, every time it mentions of water 
baptism, it also mentions baptism in the Spirit, as a higher and more important baptism. (And 
yet, baptism in the Spirit is entirely ignored in the modern supposedly “Reformed” churches.) 

The spiritual gifts are not described as something limited to a specific age; there is no 
such verse in the Bible. The gifts are specifically declared to be “of the Spirit,” and their 
purpose is specifically declared to be the establishment of Christians in the faith (Rom. 1:11). 
Obviously, such need for establishment can’t be limited to a specific period of history. There 
are more purposes of the gifts, as well, the main among which is the unity of the body. 1 
Corinthians 12 is the chapter entirely devoted to this principle, starting with the gifts of the 
Spirit and continuing with the unity of the body which these gifts serve. Another purpose of 
the gifts is evangelism, and especially convicting unbelievers (1 Cor. 14:24). None of these 
purposes can be limited to AD 1st century; they are all relevant to the church in all of history, 
and they just as needed today as they were in the early church. And just as valid. 

Obviously, also, the spiritual gifts have a function in what we call today a “church 
service,” or the gathering of the saints. 1 Cor. 14 is by fat the most detailed chapter in the 
Bible describing what a church service is supposed to look like. I will leave for a future 
episode the hypocrisy of those today in Presbyterian circles who beat themselves in the chest 
about the “Regulative Principle of Worship,” and yet judiciously avoid mentioning the only 
chapter that describes in detail Christian gatherings. The reason is obvious: 1 Cor. 14 give a 
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very clear preeminence to the supernatural gifts in the church service, and specifically to the 
revelatory gifts, prophecy, tongues, and interpretation. Tongues are to be used in prayer and 
singing, in balance with prayer and singing with the mind, and the chapter specifically 
regulates the order of prophesying and the self-control of the prophets in church. Given this 
detailed information, it is absolutely absurd to imagine that one day, when the last apostle 
died, the church of Corinth had to all of a sudden change their mode of service, because the 
old mode had suddenly become “heretical.” In addition, the idea that the mode of service had 
abruptly changed with the completion of the canon leaves modern cessationists with a big 
scriptural problem: that the modern church service has no mandate in Scripture, for Scripture 
was written before the supposed cessation of the gifts. So, much for sola scriptura. 

It is then expected that there would be no specific, direct verse in Scripture that speaks of 
the cessation of gifts. For all the detailed descriptions of the gifts and their purpose and 
function and use, we have not a single specific verse to speak of any cessation before the end 
of history. Not a single verse. I have read as many cessationists interpretations as I could lay 
my hands on, and none of them give any Biblical verse supporting the idea of cessation. 
Everything they have is indirect rationalizations, but never a direct verse. Isn’t it strange that 
God would give such detailed descriptions and then fail to mention that they don’t count 
anymore? 

The main such indirect rationalization used by cessationists is the claim that modern 
prophecy will by default undermine the authority of Scripture; or, if that prophecy is true 
prophecy, then it must be recorded as new Scripture. Ironically, the Bible contains a very 
direct refutation of this argument. The main argument for the sufficiency of Scripture are 
Paul’s words to Timothy in 2 Tim. 3:16-17, “All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable 
for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness; so that the man of God 
may be adequate, equipped for every good work.” According to the verse before, 15, Timothy 
knew the Scriptures from his childhood. And yet, it is that same Timothy whom Paul reminds 
to remember the prophecy which first pointed and on the basis of which he was ordained. And 
Paul mentions it not just once but twice: 1 Tim. 1:18 and 4:14. If prophecy conflicts with 
Scripture, why would Paul remind Timothy of a prophecy, if Timothy already had a near 
perfect knowledge of Scripture? 

The answer to this is that prophecy and Scripture are not in conflict; they just operate in 
totally different spheres. To quote Calvin on 1 Cor. 12: 

For we have said that prophesying does not consist of a simple and bare 
interpretation of Scripture, but includes also knowledge for applying it to 
present use — which is obtained only by revelation, and the special 
inspiration of God.  

So, prophecy, under historic Calvinism, is revelation and special inspiration, but it is not 
writing Scripture, only applying it. That is, prophecy relates to Scripture in the same way 
engineering relates to science: applies general principles to present use. For this application, 
the human mind is not sufficient – while Scripture is clear and open to all, its applications in a 
complex may be quite difficult even for the brightest minds. In this, the Holy Spirit comes to 
aid by giving us revelation – in different ways, including prophecy and miracles – of how 
Scripture should be applied. Just reading Scripture won’t tell Timothy whether he was 
supposed to continue the business of his father or become Paul’s apprentice and later an 
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apostle. Such everyday choices must be all controlled and guided by the Holy Spirit. As 
Rushdoony says in this regard, the charismatics have not gone far enough. We can’t limit the 
Spirit to specific meetings and revival sessions. We need Him to speak every day, in every 
place, to everything, in direct application of His Word. 

The argument that “there are so many abuses with prophecies in charismatic churches” 
doesn’t hold water either. For one, if Reformed Christians have abandoned the doctrine of the 
spiritual gifts altogether, we have no real theological basis to know if something is an abuse or 
not. You can’t beat something with nothing. It is also an argument that works in many other 
directions. The vast majority of Presbyterian churches have severe cases of abuse of pulpit 
(disastrous sermons of the lowest possible quality) and of authority (cases of incredible 
injustice by church sessions against individual church members). Are we then to assume that 
preaching and church government have ceased? By the way, the Bible does say that in the 
New Covenant, the people of God will need no teaching and no guidance by men, Jer. 31:34 
and Heb. 8:11, so there’s that. Perhaps we should argue for the cessation of preaching and 
church government because of the Biblical promise and the obvious abuses in Presbyterian 
churches? 

But the most obvious argument against cessationism is the loss of cultural influence of 
the church in the 20th century. The abandonment of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit and the 
spiritual gifts didn’t come at zero price. What it did to the churches is that it destroyed the 
concept of spiritual authority. Once the Holy Spirit was silenced through the introduction of a 
rationalist theology, the criteria for church leaders changed. No more are leaders expected to 
demonstrate any spiritual gifts as in the early days of Presbyterianism in Scotland. In fact, if 
anything, such manifestation of spiritual gifts would earn these elders ostracism and even 
excommunication. In fact, these days, even just an opinion that is off the mainstream center in 
the churches can earn that. Let’s not forget that both Rushdoony and Bahnsen had problems 
with the OPC, the former for his stance against government schools, the latter for theonomy. 
Modern church governments have become faceless bureaucracies manned by people who 
have no gifts, no identity, and bring nothing whatsoever to the table except for their ability to 
pass the bar for eldership. A mass of such faceless people is the fertile soil for the celebrity 
cult: gifted men skillful in manipulation rise above the mass and use the bureaucratic 
oligarchies in the churches to build their careers. The final result of all this is that the church 
suffers defeat after defeat in the culture, while at the same time its leaders only encourage 
apathy in their followers. The loss of the doctrine of the spiritual gifts naturally leads to the 
church being governed by men with no gifts at all. But this, after all, is what works for the 
leadership. For, as Rushdoony says in his Systematic Theology, “where a strong doctrine of 
the Spirit is not operative and governing, institutional controls and government replace the 
Spirit.” 

The only solution to all these problems – from the abuses in the charismatic churches, 
through the institutional abuses within the Reformed churches, to the lack of real spiritual 
authority in the churches today – is the rejection of the rationalist doctrine of cessationism. 
We as Reformed Christians need to start working on building a Biblical doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit, and a Biblical doctrine of the purpose, function, and practice of the gifts. We can’t beat 
something with nothing. We better start working on the something. 

The reading I will assign this week is an article in three parts I wrote: “A Truly 
Covenantal View of Prophecy and the Other Gifts.” It is my attempt at restoring the 
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dominance of Reformed theology in a field we have abandoned. It is by no means exhaustive. 
If you disagree, that’s OK. Just give it its day in court. 

And I would like to issue my regular call to help Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission which preaches and teaches a comprehensive Gospel to all of life, in Eastern Europe. 
Help us continue our work in translating and publishing Christian books and build the 
intellectual foundation of the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com. Subscribe to the newsletter and donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Biblical View of “Class and Caste” 
The central point here is that any communion or community has to be based 
on a moral commitment to a creed or a faith. It can’t be metaphysical, based 
on some neutral characteristics like genetics, place of birth, economic status, 
IQ, or anything else. It has to be ethical/judicial; . . . . There has to be a 
transcendent faith, and that faith has to have a transcendent moral law which 
would unite all the members of the communion into one body, without losing 
each one’s identity. Without such selective communion with people of the 
same faith and the same moral status, any community will end up being a 
communion with evil. 

Assigned Reading: Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism 

 

Welcome to Episode 46 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will be defending against slander the reputation 
of one of the Christian heroes of the 20th century who has been a major intellectual influence 
on my worldview, thinking, and on the practice of my ministry, R.J. Rushdoony. Not against 
all slander, of course, for the man has received way more than his fair share of flak throughout 
his life and keeps receiving it even after he is gone; which is normal for a writer of such 
disproportional influence. But I can’t deal with all of it in one episode, neither do I need to. I 
will only defend his reputation against one of the many accusations hurled against him, based 
on one single quote, taken out of context and butchered. And while defending Rushdoony’s 
reputation, I will also try to take a look at the topic of his quote from a Biblical perspective, 
and I will try to build a principled Christian understanding of it. And hopefully, principled 
Christian practice. 

As a very short introduction, for those unfamiliar with the name, Rousas John 
Rushdoony, son of Armenian immigrants, was a Reformed missionary (among Native 
American tribes), pastor, educator, theologian, and author, known for his defense of what 
today is known as Christian Reconstruction: a theology of applying the truths of the Gospel to 
every area of life. Rushdoony’s unique contribution to theology was that he applied Biblical 
analysis to areas outside pure theology, like history, legal theory, sociology, economics, 
psychology, education, even math and engineering, with the goal of creating a comprehensive 
Biblical worldview, a faith that applies to every area of life, not simply by borrowing crumbs 
from the table of the secular academia (as has been done before him) but by consistent 
application of the Bible. To achieve that goal, he turned to the Law of God in the Bible as the 
most consistent and systematic expression of God’s will for the ethical and judicial standards 
for the life of man and his society. Rushdoony never really held any position of institutional 
power in any big denomination or seminary; his Chalcedon Foundation stayed away from the 
institutional struggles and alliances in the American churches. But his books exercised a ton 
of influence on many church and social figures, as well as upon a growing number of ordinary 
Christians in the US. Rushdoony is also considered the “grandfather” of the homeschool 
movement; his book, The Messianic Character of American Education, revealed that 
government education is not religiously neutral, and was never intended to be; it was this 
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book that inspired a small minority of Christians to pull their children from the government 
schools and start the Christian homeschool movement in the US. Another very influential 
book of his has already been advertised in Axe to the Root as the most unique book ever 
written in the history of Christendom, The Foundations of Social Order; in it Rushdoony gave 
evidence that the modern Western civilization emerged not as the product of social or 
economic forces, but of the creedal definitions of the Christian faith in the early Creeds. His 
main influential work, of course, is The Institutes of Biblical Law, a three-volume 
commentary on the ethical and judicial principles of the Law of God in the Bible, and their 
applications to the modern society, and to the building a Christian civilization. Rushdoony’s 
influence was not and is not the influence of a celebrity preacher whose main skill is to bring 
his listeners to excitement over emotional issues; his is the influence of a true Biblical teacher, 
one who trains and equips his readers to apply their faith to all of life. Given that such 
influence is much more important – and therefore dangerous to his enemies – we should 
expect that he would be slandered abundantly by them. 

The accusation I want to deal with is based on a specific quote from one of Rushdoony’s 
books. The quote says the following: “No society has ever existed without class and caste 
lines.” 

If you google this specific quote, you will see that it is repeated in many places, in 
Wikiquote, in blogs of secularist opponents of Christian Reconstruction, in sermons of 
fundamentalist preachers opposed to Christian Reconstruction, in writings of fringe racist 
groups who try to pass for Christian. It is one of those quotes by Rushdoony that have caused 
much stir among his opponents. “No society has ever existed without class and caste lines.” 

Norman Geisler, a premillennial author, who has spent a good part of his career blasting 
postmillennialists for their supposed agenda of political power-grab (who also last year 
endorsed Donald Trump, because, y’know, some power-grab is OK, just not one that is based 
on too much following the Bible), so Norman Geisler, in one of his papers attacking 
postmillennialism, used this quote by Rushdoony to declare that “Rushdoony actually favors a 
kind of caste system.” This is nonsense, of course. Of all 20th century theologians, 
Rushdoony is the only one who systematically opposed elitism and argued for a society of 
equal justice for all, and that explicitly on Biblical grounds. Meanwhile, it was Norman 
Geisler who declared that freedom, moral education toleration, and many other good things in 
our modern world came from secular humanism. (Yes, even moral education.) This is not a 
joke, folks, read Geisler’s book, Is Man the Measure? Rushdoony in fact wrote a special 
paper, now part of his collection of articles, Roots of Reconstruction, titled “Elitism.” In that 
paper, Rushdoony specifically traces elitism and all its manifestations – including a caste 
society – back to pagan thought, specifically Plato and his Republic. Elitism, or caste society, 
according to Rushdoony, comes about when men abandon Christianity; here is the relevant 
quote: 

When men depart from Christianity, they abandon hierarchy, which means 
sacred rule in terms of God’s law-word, for man’s rule by elitists. 

Notice, true hierarchy for Rushdoony is opposed to rule by man. Geisler also accused 
Rushdoony of being anti-democratic. True, Rushdoony is against the secularist form of 
democracy, but here’s what he has to say about elitism and democracy: 
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The elitist hates the free market because it gives in its own way a good form of 
democracy. In a free market economy, most men, if they want them, can earn 
enough for an automobile, television, and their own house. In this way, they 
pass out of the servant class (“It’s so hard to get good servants these days”) 
into the middle class, and this means an independence from the elite. The 
great evil of Puritanism and of Cromwell to the English elite was that “Merry 
England” was “destroyed,” since now no large class of servitors were bowing 
and scraping before them. For some ever since, the restoration of such an 
order has been a dream, whereas their ex-servitors in many cases want to hurt 
“the ruling class” even if it destroys the country in the process.  

Do these words sound like the words of a man who advocates for a caste society? 
Obviously, Geisler has read into Rushdoony’s words not what Rushdoony really believed and 
taught, but his own bias. 

Others have expanded the scope of accusations and have used this quote to accuse 
Rushdoony of racism. The reason is that just a few sentences above Rushdoony speaks about 
“the black nigger.” And then about “class and caste.” Ergo, his critics say, therefore 
Rushdoony wants to create a “class and caste” society along racial lines. What else do we 
need? Two trigger words (which were just regular words back in the 1960s when he wrote the 
book), and our modern prejudices, and we can easily come to any kind of conclusion. 
Especially if we are committed to smear the author of these words. The total quote, however, 
shows that Rushdoony was only quoting from other sources, and that the quote had nothing to 
do with any racism: 

The radical humanists in and out of the church, and the Death of God school of 
thought hold to a concept of communion which is beyond good and evil and in 
which communion with man is communion with god. Erich Fromm has written, 
“God is one of the many different poetic expressions of the highest value in 
humanism, not a reality in itself.” True communion for this faith means that 
good and evil are denied validity as objective moral standards, and all men 
must be received into communion as gods without any regard to their moral 
status. Thus, a “Litany” popular in these circles identifies “God” with the city, 
with the “spick, black nigger, bastard, Buddhahead, and kike,” with “all men,” 
and calls for communion with all men as they are. Some churches have held 
meetings for homosexuals and worked to further homosexual “communion” 
with their members. In terms of this new faith, there is no God or Christ in 
heaven; God and Christ must be found in all our fellow men, accepted as they 
are without moral judgment or censure. This concept runs deeply through the 
so-called “Civil Rights” Revolution. It was expressed by a degenerate criminal 
and murderer as he was being executed. Aaron C. Mitchell was dragged 
screaming to the gas chamber at San Quentin, and his last words were, “I am 
Jesus Christ — look what they have done to me.”  

Obviously, his point was not some racist complaint about mixing blacks and whites in the 
society. In fact, in his Institutes of Biblical Law he specifically speaks against racial divisions 
and against the idolatry of blood brotherhood: 

The revolutionists and the statists thus have a common cause, to destroy 
society, to wipe out community. It is important to understand the reasons for 
this. Men have tried over and over again to establish a community on the basis 
of blood. Modern attempts to do so include the national states, Nazi Germany, 
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the Arab states, and Israel. Others have extended this racist idea of 
community to include all men, a one-world order. . . .  

Rushdoony’s point when he mentions the “Litany” and all the other attempts at non-
Christian communion is that such communion outside Christ, without any regard for objective 
moral standards or moral status, is a communion with evil. Such communion with evil will 
never produce the desired equality; the only way for it to work is to destroy the personal 
identity of the individual man. But in this destruction of personal identity no new society of 
equality will arise; social distinctions will only become worse. And a community of race and 
blood is no better than a world community united under one government; in all the cases, it 
will be a community based not on faith and covenant, but a community with evil. 

The central point here is that any communion or community has to be based on a moral 
commitment to a creed or a faith. It can’t be metaphysical, based on some neutral 
characteristics like genetics, place of birth, economic status, IQ, or anything else. It has to be 
ethical/judicial; at its very foundations, there must questions and answers about the definitions 
of good and evil, about the purpose of human existence and life, and about the purpose of 
human society. There has to be a transcendent faith, and that faith has to have a transcendent 
moral law which would unite all the members of the communion into one body, without 
losing each one’s identity. Without such selective communion with people of the same faith 
and the same moral status, any community will end up being a communion with evil. The 
Litany which Rushdoony quotes is not a Litany which calls for racial reconciliation; it calls 
for moral neutrality and for the obliteration of moral standards. Historically, the church has 
never been racially conscious until the 18th century, when Enlightenment ideas of 
metaphysics and race crept in it from the French philosophes. The moral neutrality which 
Rushdoony opposed would only create a world of elitist social lines; contrary to the Biblical 
social and cultural lines which are creedal and religious. 

Or, as y’all remember from the first episode of Axe to the Root, the solution is 
covenantal. And covenantal means ethical/judicial. Never metaphysical, genetic, economic, 
financial, or anything else. The only true communion and true individualism can be found in 
communion along creedal and ethical lines. Rushdoony again, 

As against this enforced collectivization, which is hostile both to true 
community and true individualism, is the communion of saints. The enforced 
community of evil has, first, no true community to it. It cannot see men united 
except by force or for gain. Second, it also hates the individual; it denies him 
his integrity of person and of property. The Biblical communion of saints rests 
on a God-given communion with an inner bond. By the grace of God, there is, 
first, a loyalty to Christ. The true Christian views the world in terms of God’s 
law. He sees the world in terms of a given perspective, a revealed framework, 
and the more he grows in grace the more sharply is his thinking governed by 
this Biblical framework. He is a member of Jesus Christ; he has a citizenship in 
heaven, a prior citizenship which governs every human relationship. His life is 
not his own, but Christ’s. 

Second, because the governing force in his life is increasingly grace, it is an 
inner bond which binds him to Christ and to his fellow Christians. The 
Christians draw together, not in terms of advantage, and often at the price of 
some sacrifice, in terms of this inner bond. They have a common life in Christ 
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and therefore a common future. They are governed by a moral unity; they 
move in terms of the Biblical morality. And they are governed by a doctrinal 
unity, professing one Lord, and one faith, and one baptism in Christ. But their 
unity is not alone in faith and practice, but a unity in the heart. They are one 
people. They are closer to one another than the members of the fraternity of 
evil can ever be to each other, but this unity is not at the price of their 
particularity, their individualism. The fraternity of evil is ultimately destructive 
of both unity and individuality, of both the one and the many, but the 
communion of saints establishes both on their true foundation, the triune God. 
In Him they are truly one, and in Him they are truly themselves, so that both 
the unity and diversity of life come to their realization.  

Rushdoony’s position will become even clearer when we include the bigger picture of his 
theology. He was a theonomist, that is, he believed in the continuing validity of the Law of 
God today, not simply for the personal morality of individuals but also for the corporate 
morality of man’s social institutions, whether family, or business, or the state. He was 
criticized for this belief; the prevailing opinion today is that the Bible has nothing to say about 
man’s institutions, that the state, business, education, and others are to be ethically neutral, not 
governed by the precepts of the Law of God. But Rushdoony’s main contribution was his The 
Institutes of Biblical Law, and in it, he showed that the Biblical Law, when applied to our 
society today, will be, in the words of James (1:25), the perfect law of liberty, and a society 
that is governed by the Law of God will be a society of justice for all, and blessed with 
prosperity by God. 

But when we examine the Law of God, we see that in contrast to all the laws of the 
nations, the Law of God contains not a single mention of any judicial difference between 
classes or castes. To the contrary, the Law specifically contains a provision that the rights and 
freedoms of that Law are guaranteed for all, including foreigners: “The same law shall apply 
to the native as to the stranger who sojourns among you” (Ex. 12:49; Lev. 24:22; Num. 9:14; 
15:15-16). Imagine our modern debate, whether the US Constitution guarantees the life, 
liberty, and property against the tyranny of the US government only for US citizens, or if 
foreigners are protected as well. The Law of God didn’t acknowledge difference even for the 
stranger; so complete was its liberty and justice for all. In terms of protection and rights, all 
people were equal. There was a social difference only in the privilege of political participation 
– and even there, that privilege was only judicial, that is, only limited to being a judge or jury 
on court cases, or electing judges. And that difference in privilege was based on a creedal 
profession; a stranger could become a member of full privileges if he declared his faith in the 
God of Israel and vowed to obey the Law of God. In all else, every Israelite was equal to 
every other Israelite, and every Israelite was equal to any foreigner who would decide to leave 
his country and come to live in Israel. There were no castes and no classes. Any man was 
equal before the law to any other man; and men were free to pursue their callings and their 
goals by all means possible, except for committing crimes. 

The New Testament not only continued this tradition, it specifically insisted that there is 
now no difference between Jew and Gentile, and even between male and female or between 
slave or free (Gal. 3:28). Within the church, the writers of the New Testament warned their 
readers against importing the class and caste divisions of the society within the church. In 
James 2:2-4 the apostle says about such divisions, “For if a man comes into your assembly 
with a gold ring and dressed in fine clothes, and there also comes in a poor man in dirty 
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clothes, and you pay special attention to the one who is wearing the fine clothes, and say, 
“You sit here in a good place,” and you say to the poor man, “You stand over there, or sit 
down by my footstool,” have you not made distinctions among yourselves, and become judges 
with evil motives?” Half of the Epistle to the Romans is devoted to destroying the class and 
caste distinctions between Jews and Gentiles. The whole First Epistle to the Corinthians is 
devoted to the concept of the unity of the body of Christ, against any divisions. “For consider 
your calling, brethren,” says the apostle Paul, “that there were not many wise according to the 
flesh, not many mighty, not many noble; but God has chosen the foolish things of the world to 
shame the wise, and God has chosen the weak things of the world to shame the things which 
are strong” (1 Cor. 1:26-27). and then, later in the same letter, in chapter 11, he admonishes 
Christians to wait for each other when they are about to break the bread. The meal was 
supposed to be a meal of all together, making them all equal before Christ in His Supper. 

And of course, from this followed the political and legal theory of the early church which 
denied any special moral or covenantal status to political rulers or the powerful of the day. 
When Bishop Ambrose told Emperor Theodosius that he didn’t have the right to even enter a 
private home, that was a revolutionary concept at the time. But was a Biblical concept. No one 
had the privilege to break the Law of God, no matter how powerful he may be. And we won’t 
have the time to talk in detail about the views of Augustine and Isidore of Seville, and of 
Anselm of Canterbury and of many other faithful church ministers, who fought to establish 
the principle of liberty and justice for all, as opposed to only a limited class of men of 
privilege. 

In a Christian social order, therefore, there can be no special classes of special privilege, 
established by a law. The only such privilege can be based on a confession of faith; in a 
Christian society, as it was in the early colonies in America, only professing Christians could 
vote and elect judges. Outside the limited political franchise, there was no other privilege 
except for what a man could achieve through his own faithfulness, productivity, and 
ingenuity. A man who could produce more than anyone else and therefore prosper more than 
anyone else, can have social privilege by paying for it. Such privilege is Biblical, and men are 
encouraged, in the context of the Dominion Covenant, to seek such privilege. Such economic 
privilege, however, cannot be protected by law more than the laws of protection for private 
property which apply to everyone, from the poorest to the richest. Neither can there be a law 
that prevents people from achieving prosperity – like confiscatory taxation, re-distribution, or 
government regulations on the economy. In everything outside political franchise, the Law of 
God provides full equality by giving full liberty of all individuals from the state. No favorites. 
Everyone is free. No special classes, and no special castes. And even the strangers are 
included. As Rushdoony says, a free market is the only good form of democracy. And it is 
also the only true expression of a Christian social order. 

The assigned reading for this week is a book that has been a classic in its field for a 
century. A book that at the time it was written was not considered anything unique. It was 
only the loss of the Christian legacy in Europe that made the book so important again for our 
modern world. It has been ridiculed and rejected by secular and even Christian commentators 
and historians. The book is worth being part of your library, and it is worth reading: The 
Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, by the German sociologist Max Weber. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission in 
Eastern Europe devoted to preaching the whole counsel of God, the applications of the Gospel 
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in every area of life. A mission that has been successful in changing the worldview of many 
people, of planting churches, training families, establishing and helping Christian 
homeschooling, and even influencing the political and social life in a nation that has had zero 
Reformed heritage just 20 years ago. Visit BulgarianReformation.com; subscribe to the 
newsletter, and donate. 
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 No Men in the Church? 
There is a deeper reason for the aversion American men have to church, and 
until we discover this deeper reason and act on that discovery, we won’t solve 
the problem. And if we don’t solve the problem, the next extraordinary 
situation will be created not by our persecutors but by ourselves, by our own 
apathy and by our own stupidity. 

Assigned reading: John Chamberlain, Enterprising Americans 

 
Welcome to Episode 47 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will be speaking to you as a fear-monger . . . 
well, sorta, not really. But I want to talk about an issue, or rather, a trend in the church today 
that should strike godly fear in the heart of any Christian man who cares about the future of 
the Church, and of the future of his family in the Church; and it certainly should strike even 
greater fear in the hearts of the shepherds in the Church, those who, in one way or another, 
have been invested with the power of decision-making, and especially decision-making in 
respect to the content of teaching from our pulpits. It is a trend that has not been abrupt, 
visible, or overwhelming enough to take us by surprise; it has rather crept on us by small 
increments, year after year, and today we are beginning to see it and experience it, and some 
pastors and commentators are already sounding the alarm. 

The trend I am talking about is the disappearance of men from our churches. Men, as 
distinct from women. 

Now, before I continue, let me make this disclaimer: the church is not the men in the 
church, as some modern patriarchalists seem to believe. There have been extreme situations in 
history when the church has consisted mainly of women and has survived. Rodney Stark gives 
a reliable account of the early church in the Roman Empire, and that during the persecutions, 
and that the church had a high ratio of women to men. He even believes that the church 
encouraged believing women to marry unbelieving men and bring them to the church; and 
indeed, there is historical evidence to somewhat back this claim. A recent example of the 
same situation would be the Hungarian Reformed Church in Transylvania under the 
Communist rule of Nicolae Ceausescu. In many places the men in the churches were either 
murdered by the authorities or sent to concentration camps. The women took over and they 
kept the flame alive, by organizing church services and Bible readings, keeping their Bibles 
and copies of the Heidelberg Catechism in special hiding places in the walls and under the 
floors of their houses. (I personally visited Transylvania in 2003 and I saw the churches and 
the places and I heard many stories by participants in these events.) The underground 
churches in China have survived the Cultural Revolution almost entirely without men. Most 
of us, when we are looking at the growing church in China, do not realize that this growth has 
been planted in the efforts of millions of women who today are simply cute Chinese 
grandmothers in today’s churches. Most of today’s Chinese Christians can trace Christianity 
back to a patient grandmother who would insist on family reading from the Bible written in 
the old script. And why go to all these historical examples, when we have the example in the 
Bible, when it was the women of Israel who dared disobey Pharaoh and save the children of 
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Israel. The men? Well, the men were rather timid, and later, when Moses came to rescue 
them, were not willing to save even their own backs from the whips, let alone save their 
children. But, these were extraordinary times, times of survival, and it seems that Christian 
women have been extraordinarily prepared and capable to fight and survive for the faith and 
for God’s Church in such times. I have no doubt of that. 

But, again, those were extraordinary times. And extraordinary times cannot and should 
not be our norm and standard. And besides, we are the Church of God, and survival cannot be 
and should not be our normative mode of operation. The Gospel as described by Paul in 1 
Cor. 15:1-28, has as its aim the subjection of all enemies of Jesus under His feet. And for this 
victory to be complete, we need men in the churches; men who will take their battle stations 
and won’t leave them until the victory is secured, in history and on earth. Therefore, we 
should be very concerned, if Christian men are disappearing from our churches. 

I have noticed the trend first on the mission field, where it is very clearly discernible. And 
it seems to be a plague that doesn’t discriminate between the different denominations. 
Whether a mission is Charismatic or Baptist or Presbyterian, the same problem always 
persists: foreign missions are mainly capable of attracting women, but they seldom attract 
men. Or at least, they seldom attract enough men to balance the number of women in the 
planted churches. We had the same problem with our mission in our first years, before we 
figured out the problem and its solution. I have seen Presbyterian churches on the mission 
field where there are two and three men, and two dozen women in the church. (I have also 
seen a Presbyterian mission send to the mission field young single American women as short-
term missionaries. A very, very foolish policy.) I have seen Pentecostal missions where there 
are so many women and so few men, that their evangelism teams are entirely manned – pun 
intended – by women. In fact, in some churches the young girls just plainly ignore the 
teachings of their pastors and marry unbelieving men from the culture around; of course they 
would, the biological clock is ticking, and they don’t have the time to wait for the pastor or 
the missionary to figure out how to fix the discrepancy. Whether these families will produce 
godly children or apostate wives is left to the mercy and providence of God; but the mercy 
and the providence of God do not excuse the incompetence – and sometimes the 
unwillingness – of the pastors to face the issue and find its Biblical solution. 

The situation may be a little better on the home front, in the churches in the US; but don’t 
be quick to relax, it is not much better. Commentators and polling agencies and church leaders 
from all denominations are sounding the alarm concerning the American Church. Ten years 
ago Biola Magazine wrote of “the Feminization of the Church,” and quoted from David 
Murrow’s book, Why Men Hate Going to Church. Even earlier, Leon Podles wrote a much 
deeper study, The Church Impotent: The Feminization of Christianity. Women, even then, in 
the 1990s, outnumbered men in the churches by anywhere between 25 and 40 per cent. In year 
2000, Barna research came up with a study titled, notice, “Women Are the Backbone of 
Christian Congregations in America.” At the time, 25% of all Christian women would 
worship without their husbands. About one-fifth to one-fourth of all single Christian women 
won’t find a husband who would share their faith. More than 90% of the American men 
profess some faith in God, but only one in six view see a point in attending church. 

As a female blog author – a member of an orthodox, Reformed, conservative church 
expressed it, “Do single Christian men even exist anymore?” And her answer is, “Yes, they do 
exist. But they are hard to find because the demand is outstripping supply. And, unlike the 
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case of the early church, or the persecuted churches in Transylvania or China, the supply is 
low because the churches have neglected their obligation to create what J.H. Bavinck called a 
“power of attraction.” 

Some churches have awakened to the problem, and have tried to give it a solution by 
creating such a power of attraction; but their attempts have followed the same tactics as for 
attracting women: make some sort of a men’s ministry, or a men’s fellowship, focused 
superficially on something that men might be interested in. It seldom works, except as just 
another avenue of wasting church funds and propping the ego of just another church activist. I 
have been to a few of those. Whenever a fishing trip, or a paintball game, or something else is 
organized, some unchurched men from the community would come to hang around for the 
event, and sometimes even listen politely to sermonizing. Then, the next Sunday, they don’t 
show up for service. Such lame attempts at luring men in the churches are an insult to 
people’s intelligence; men don’t go to church not because it doesn’t have enough men’s 
events. Others have tried to attract men by displaying some sort of superficially manly, macho 
behavior from the pulpit, using even profanities or mimicking the manners and the lifestyle of 
some masculine subcultures like lumberjacks or criminal gangs. It doesn’t work either. Men 
don’t go to church not because they are looking for a theatrical setting where they can pretend 
they are masculine. There is a deeper reason for the aversion American men have to church, 
and until we discover this deeper reason and act on that discovery, we won’t solve the 
problem. And if we don’t solve the problem, the next extraordinary situation will be created 
not by our persecutors but by ourselves, by our own apathy and by our own stupidity. And 
especially by the apathy and the stupidity of our church leaders. 

I have had multiple encounters with pastors and missionaries on this particular issue, and 
my question, when I talk to them about it, has always been: Have you tried to find the creedal, 
theological root for this problem? The righteous shall live by faith, and faith is at the 
foundation of all our prosperity or poverty, including the presence or the absence of men in 
our churches. And our Christian faith is not just a bare mystical awareness, it is a confessional 
faith, a faith that is self-conscious about itself, and is expressible in specific definable terms, 
which we call a creed. And then that creed must be developed into theology, which means, 
into a systematic worldview, a system of presuppositions and propositions about God, man, 
law, history, and the future. When we have such consistent, coherent, and cogent theology and 
worldview, our faith is well-informed about itself, and therefore we can find the solutions to 
our problems in terms of that informed and self-conscious faith. So, may question has always 
been, have you tried to find the creedal, theological root for the problem? 

Most of the time the people I talk to can’t even understand what I am saying. (Yes, 
Reformed seminary graduates.) The minds that are trained in the modern Reformed 
seminaries – unless they were self-educated from extracurricular materials – are usually 
incapable of even grasping the question. I mean, what does theology have to do with attracting 
men in the church? Men don’t come to church for the theology, do they? Well, a few may, but 
most won’t. So, what does theology have to do with it? 

Men don’t come to church for the theology, of course; although, some modern 
fundamentalist “Reformed” celebrities seem to believe this. But a Biblical, orthodox theology 
will help us understand the nature of man as he is in God’s eyes. And by understanding the 
nature of man, we will be capable of figuring out what it is in the constitution of man which 
keeps him away from the church, even when he professes faith in God, and even when he 
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professes a saving faith in Jesus Christ. Our preaching is our power of attraction, or repulsion. 
Whatever we preach, based on our theology, will either attract men to our church, or will send 
them away dissatisfied. And let’s not soothe our consciences by saying that it was because 
these men were not seeking the Lord. In the majority of cases – if not all of them – the fault 
lies with the preacher and his preaching. 

A few years ago, in a sermon titled “What Is Man?”, I presented the case that the 
definition of man in the Bible is not the Greek, metaphysical definition we are all used to 
today. We all know today that man – and I mean man generically, as man and woman – we all 
know today that man was created in the image of God. So, far it all sounds clear, except that 
we need to find out what that “image of God” is or means, in order to find out what man is. A 
variety of solutions and answers have been given by theologians, all seeking to find a fixed, 
essential, internal characteristic of man which defines him as “in the image of God.” Some 
have placed that characteristic in man’s intelligence; others in his ethical nature. “Although, 
both technically won’t work since the angels also have both intelligence and ethical nature 
(they can fall, too), but they are not made in the image of God. There have been other attempts 
at definition, but again, all of them have focused on a metaphysical, fixed, stagnant feature or 
nature in man to describe him and define him. 

But such metaphysical definition is not supported by the Biblical text. In the very text 
where God declares man to be made in the image of God (Gen. 1:26-30), there is not even a 
trace of such definition, whatever the inner metaphysical nature of man is, God has not reveal 
it, and neither has He defined man on the basis of it. 

What we see however, is that man is defined in terms of his external purpose. And not in 
only in terms of his external purpose, but also in terms of his external purpose as applied in 
time, and extending into the future. Hear the words of God’s definition of man, the image of 
God: 

Then God said, “Let Us make man in Our image, according to Our likeness; and let them 
rule over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the sky and over the cattle and over all the 
earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps on the earth.” God created man in His own 
image, in the image of God He created him; male and female He created them. God blessed 
them; and God said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it. . . . 

From the very beginning, man was given a definition in the very purpose for which he 
was created. And that purpose included a development in time, a distant but final goal to 
which man had to reach through time, through generations of his descendants, until the final 
goal, the subduing of the earth, is complete. Man didn’t learn what he is; but he learned what 
he was created to do. And his whole knowledge of himself was supposed to revolve around 
this simple fact: “you are created for a purpose, and that;s all you need to know about your 
real nature.” 

In short, the definition of man was the Dominion Mandate given to man. Nothing else. 
You are in image of God, go take dominion, subdue the earth. You are given power and 
authority, you are lower than the angels, and yet because of the purpose I have put in you, 
angels are supposed to serve you as your serving spirits (Heb. 1). 

This definition of man didn’t go away in the Fall. To the contrary, it is in his fallen 
condition that man is even more under the compulsion to stay faithful to his definition and his 
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calling, or else. In fact, according to Romans 8, not only man himself, but the creation itself is 
groaning and eagerly expecting the fallen man to be restored to his position of its ruler and 
developer and capitalizer. Man has lost his covenant status before God, and therefore has lost 
his privilege of working towards his purpose in a world free of corruption and decay. But 
losing the privilege is not the same as losing his nature; and in his nature, man is still under 
the compulsion of the Dominion Mandate. It is in his DNA. He can’t flee from it. 

In the words of the great Dutch theologian Klaas Schilder, 
“Covenant of Works” is the name given to the initial relationship between God 
and man. This relationship was a covenant simply because service of God is 
possible only in the form of a covenant. The term “Covenant of Works” was 
applied in retrospect, in contrast with “Covenant of Grace”; and the very 
Covenant of Grace adds depth and meaning to the concept of the Covenant of 
Works. It is evident, then, that the Covenant of Works must not be looked 
upon as merely temporary; it is rather the original, fundamental, and therefore 
irrevocable covenant. 

The sequence of events must be explained by their beginning, if we would see 
whither they tend. If we proceed from the Covenant of Grace as the starting 
point, we go astray; but when we see the Covenant of Works as basic to all 
covenant relationship, we are on the right track.  

You may ask, “what is the difference”? Why would it matter if we define man in terms of 
his inner nature or in terms of his purpose? How would this attract men to the church? 

Where it matters is that in all our modern programs of trying to attract men to the church, 
we have treated men as if they are stagnant metaphysical impersonal entities who can be 
manipulated by behavioral techniques. We have basically assumed that man is a machine – 
not necessarily mechanical, but certainly a psychological or metaphysical machine – and 
therefore all we need to do is use some user manual to trigger that machine to do the things we 
want it to do. There has to be a button somewhere. We find it, we push it, and, voilà, man 
prays for salvation, comes to church, gets baptized, and participates in out church programs. 
Oh, don’t forget, and tithes. And everyone is happy, and “the gospel” is preached, or whatever 
passes for “the gospel.” 

Men, however, don’t fall for it. And what we think are their buttons – fishing trips, men’s 
gatherings, or anything else – just doesn’t work. And we are losing men by an alarming rate, 
and we still can’t figure it out. 

What will restore men to the church is not the magical button triggering their 
metaphysical nature. What will restore is the knowledge of a transcendent and yet tangible, 
real, personal purpose in life. What will restore then is a theology – and a preaching based on 
that theology – that doesn’t keep men busy flipping through repetitious pages of abstract 
religious terminology, but instead creates in them a vision for each one’s personal place in the 
work of the Kingdom of God. An identity based on purpose, and extended in time, towards a 
final goal glorious enough to deserve the hassle. Glorious not simply in the eternity, but 
glorious on earth and in history. A goal of victory, in which every individual man will have 
his share, and his opportunity to prosper and contribute. 
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Such personal purpose and goal can be created in men only when the theology of the 
Dominion Mandate – given at the beginning as the very definition of the nature of man in the 
image of God – when that theology of the Dominion Mandate is restored in our churches. 
When those colonists 200+ years back followed their pastors to fight King George, they were 
self-consciously Christian because to be a Christian was to be a man of the frontier – a man of 
purpose and a vision, and an unbreakable optimism of the future. A man in those days could 
be alone against the whole world and still believe in his destiny to conquer the world. “You 
may all go to hell, and I shall go to Texas” were not the words of one superman of 
superabilities. Such was the sentiment of hundreds of thousands of just regular Christian men. 
And why were they such supermen compared to our modern effeminate churchmen? Because 
they were nursed with a theology that instilled in them a sense of destiny, a sense of purpose, 
and an urgency of finding their own part of creation which they should develop for the glory 
of God, under their personal destiny in Him. The men were not extraordinary beings; they 
were the same men as we are today, with their personal weaknesses and shortcomings. But the 
preaching they heard in their churches, the Christianity they grew up with, was what brought 
to the surface their gifts and talents, and gave them courage to serve God in ways more 
courageous and gallant than anything we can imagine today. 

A few weeks ago I read the words of a modern preacher of the group of the modern so-
called “covenanters” who stated that Christians should be centering around local churches, 
and should not be seeking better and more gainful employment in places they can’t find a 
good church. What an unfortunate and miserable end of the legacy of the original Covenanters 
and Presbyterians who, to the contrary, encouraged their church members to go out and 
expand their dominion over the land, whether there was a church or not. The golden age of 
Presbyterian Scotland saw Scotsmen traversing the globe as sailors, settlers, entrepreneurs, 
explorers, natural scientists, doctors, etc. (Did you know that the real-life prototype of 
Robinson Cruzoe, was a Presbyterian Scotsman, Alexander Selkirk. He survived his years of 
solitude by building a prosperous one-man economy and by reading his Bible every day.) But 
such false teachings are not limited to the modern so-called “covenanters.” Such a theology of 
passivity and purposelessness is common to most churches today, and common to most 
missionaries on the mission field. By preaching purpose out of our churches, we have 
preached manliness out. And then we wonder why men are not attracted to our churches. 

For this to change, we need to change our definition of man. Man is first and foremost a 
purpose, a mission, a vision of a future victory, in history and on earth. Our preaching must 
speak to this kind of man, because this is the kind of man that the Bible describes and defines. 
And when we change our definition, and when we preach it, men will come. Because they are 
made to come to a purpose. Individual purpose. And a victory. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is John Chamberlain, Enterprising 
Americans. Read and learn what made those Americans be the men they were. And take 
notes. And then take the notes to your pastors. And force them to preach it. Or force them out 
of the pulpit. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, on the mission 
field, we have tried to remain faithful to this definition of man. As a result, our mission 
churches have attracted more men than women – and yes, we have the opposite problem now, 
praise God. Our work has given fruit abundantly, but there is more to be done, and more 
books to be translated and published, until we have the secure intellectual foundation of the 
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future Christian civilization in Bulgaria. Help us build it. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, 
subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 How Bad Have Our Hearts Become? 
But in all this external progress, is there internal progress? Are our hearts 
changed compared to the generations before us, or are we the same moral 
degenerates, or even worse? 

Assigned reading:  Gary DeMar, The Paralysis of Pessimism (audio) 

 
Welcome to Episode 48 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will try to cover an issue that has become very 
important in the last one century, in respect to the victories and the defeats of the church, and 
especially in respect to the work of spreading the Gospel, both at home and in the field of 
foreign missions. So, important, in fact, that I have seen foreign missions fail exactly because 
of lack of understanding on this particular issue. As far as its influence at home, we can safely 
say that a large part of the cultural defeats of the church in the US have been caused by lack of 
understanding on this particular issue. And, as we will see later in this episode, a number of 
false church practices have come out of either lack of understanding, or of deliberate false 
teaching on this particular issue. So, this issue needs to be resolved; we need to lay the axe to 
the root of this sacred oak of modern church theology and eschatology, and deal with it before 
we are able to score again cultural victories for the Kingdom of Christ. 

The issue is the moral condition of our hearts. Or, to be more precise, the moral condition 
of the hearts of all men taken as an aggregate; that is, the moral condition of mankind, the 
covenantal unity of all human beings living on earth in this particular moment of history. Are 
we as mankind better than our ancestors? Are we more morally upright? Are we less cruel, 
less violent, less prone to commit crimes against property? Are we less willing to lie? Or are 
we more corrupt and more eager to commit all kinds of crimes? The answers to these 
questions are very important to everything we do, from our personal undertakings to our 
business decisions, to our cultural and church practices. The dynamics of mankind’s morality 
in history gives a clue to the expectations we should have of our immediate future and of the 
future of our children. And while it is impossible to know the future for certain, we still need 
to have somewhat reliable expectations. After all, no one makes any decisions without certain 
expectations of the future, right? (If you don’t believe this last sentence, try making even a 
single decision without taking the future in account.) 

Of course, those of us who have been involved in Christian Reconstruction and have 
preached and taught postmillennialism have had to face the question: “Is the world getting 
better or worse?” There have been multiple sermons and lectures and books on this issue; all 
of them showing that contrary to the nearsighted view of a world that is gradually declining, 
we actually have a world that is getting better, generation after generation. Yes, even with all 
the wars we have had in the last one century – after all, at the end of all these wars, all the bad 
guys and their extremely wicked ideologies have been defeated, to the point that they are 
extinct today, or limited to only a few small impoverished nations around the world. My 
favorite question in this regard has always been, “What century would you prefer to live in, 
compared to today?” Most people who believe the world has been getting worse, after giving 
it a good thought, come to the conclusion that they would still prefer to live in our own day. 
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Some would mention some period of the past, usually of what they assume to have been a 
period of unquestionable prevalence of Christian ideas. And yet, when I point to them the 
reality of that specific period, stripped of the romantic and nostalgic descriptions, they take an 
exception, “Well, without these bad things.” In other words, they would like to live in a past 
of their own imagination, sort of a modern cultural setting (without the bad things of the past) 
with a vintage wardrobe. 

Anyone who is trying to prove that the world has been getting worse and worse will have 
serious hard time with collecting his evidence. The world has been getting better and better, 
and that is obvious. Economically, our poor today, in the West, are richer than the richest 
people just 300 or 400 years ago; and the vast majority of the world’s population today is not 
under the danger of starvation. Politically, we don’t have the gigantic and cruel empires of 
ages past. With time, the empires of man seem to be shorter and shorter-lived. Remember, as 
a political entity, Rome existed for 12 centuries; the Ottoman Empire for just a little over 7, 
the Russian Empire as established by Peter the Great for only 2 centuries, and the Communist 
Soviet empire couldn’t survive even two generations. Would-be dictators in Africa and Latin 
America seldom stayed in power for more than a few decades, and the remaining ones are 
viewed as remnants of a forgotten past. Not that we have achieved the perfect state of civil 
government in the world today, but yet, we don’t have anything close to Caligula or 
Tamerlane. Judicially, one may argue, we have had ups and downs, but then again, remember 
that even in America, we had slavery on the books until just 4 generations ago, and legal 
segregation was a daily reality in the childhood of millions of Americans who are still living 
today. And while police brutality today is just as bad as it has always been – because police is 
created to be an institution of brutality and oppression – the public opinion is changing against 
it. Technologically, we have the world at our fingertips today, and nowhere is this more 
obvious than in the direct access to a world of literature and knowledge; making Paul’s reward 
in 1 Cor. 9:18 come true, namely, the Gospel is offered free of charge around the world. And 
speaking of preaching the Gospel, nowhere is progress more visible than in the fact that 
within just the last century, the unreached groups in the world shrank from 60% to less than 
5% of the population of the world, during a period when the population of the world increased 
7-fold! 

The world is getting better with every generation. Really. There is no doubt about it. No 
matter what anyone says, no one really wants to live in ages past. Not without some 
disclaimer like, “without the bad things,” most of which “bad things” were in fact 
characteristic for the ages past. The world today is a serious improvement over the world of 
200 years ago, or of 2,000 years ago. In all respects. 

While this issue has been dealt with in numerous publications, one legitimate question 
remains: “Have our hearts changed also?” Yes, we have seen technological and scientific 
progress, no doubt about it. Yes, we have certain judicial and political progress; no one really 
wants to live in earlier ages when there was no rule of law, and everything was dependent on 
the whim of rulers. Yes, undoubtedly, we have economic progress; what is the last time we 
saw real famine? (Think about it, we have thousands of gyms where spend energy to spend 
energy, so that we don’t get too fat!!!) But in all this external progress, is there internal 
progress? Are our hearts changed compared to the generations before us, or are we the same 
moral degenerates, or even worse? I said that the question is legitimate because if that external 
progress is only external, then it is only temporary, and it is only a prelude to judgment, a 
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judgment from God on our civilization. But if this external progress is also internal, then the 
progress is not only here to stay, but we should expect even more progress coming our way, 
including more and better ways of spreading the Gospel. 

So, what is it? Is the current state of mankind common judgment, external progress 
without internal sanctification, and therefore a prelude to judgment? Or is it special grace, that 
is, internal moral sanctification plus external cultural redemption, a manifestation of the 
Kingdom of God? 

Now, while there can no perfect assurance when we covenantally interpret history and 
present circumstances, and while there is no broad-brush interpretation that would apply to 
everything without exception, we have a very good reason to believe that mankind has been 
experiencing a steady moral sanctification ever since the Cross and the Resurrection of Jesus 
Christ. 

Let me start with this: Even before the ministry of Christ, and before the Cross and the 
Resurrection, the Word of God exercised a redemptive role in the ancient world. It is hard for 
us today, having been brainwashed by the modern secular concept of ancient history and 
ancient chronology, to imagine that the Law of God actually had any influence in the world 
before Christ, but the reality is, it had a much greater impact than we today imagine. I have 
written an article on the impact it had on Greece and Rome, titled “The Shadow of Christ in 
the Legal Revolutions in Greece and Rome,” found on ChristendomRestored.com. But Greece 
and Rome were not the only cultures affected. According to Eusebius, the first great historian 
of the Church, the Law of God given through Moses did change the hearts of mankind from a 
state of savagery to a civilized state: 

. . . an entire nation appeared, sprung from the Hebrews and practicing the 
true religion. To them, through the prophet Moses, he revealed images and 
symbols of a mystical Sabbath and of circumcision, as well as instruction in 
other spiritual principles, but no complete revelation of the mysteries, for they 
were still bound by old practices. Yet when their law became famous and 
penetrated everywhere like a fragrant breeze, the minds of most of the 
heathen were moderated by lawgivers and philosophers. Savage brutality 
changed into mildness, so that profound peace, friendship, and easy 
communication prevailed.  

Yes, yes, I know, it sounds like Eusebius was exaggerating or making it up, but in reality, 
such was the common consent in the antiquity, even among the pagans, that the Law of 
Hebrew God was the foundation of all civilization. This was the reason why Julius Caesar had 
read the Septuagint and had freed the Jews in the Empire from taxes every seventh year; and 
why Titus ordered his legions to not destroy the Temple. The Jewish historian Josephus, 
writing two centuries before Eusebius, had the same view. The same view, in fact, is 
confirmed by Scripture in 1 Kings 4:34: “Men came from all peoples to hear the wisdom of 
Solomon, from all the kings of the earth who had heard of his wisdom.” Modern secularist 
history and chronology have brainwashed us to believe otherwise, but the Biblical truth is, the 
ancient world knew about the Law of God, and this knowledge became especially widespread 
with Solomon, over the whole earth. As I have argued in a previous episode of Axe to the 
Root, if we reject the secularist chronology and adopt a chronology that is in agreement with 
the Biblical narrative, we will see that all known civilized societies in history – societies of 
some established form rule by law, as opposed to rule by the whim of a ruler – appeared after 
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900 BC, that is, after Solomon’s reign. The ancient world knew this, and what Eusebius wrote 
about the minds of the heathen being changed by the Law of God was a common knowledge. 
Even before Christ, the Word of God was changing the minds and the hearts of even the worst 
of the heathen. 

This change was obvious to the ancients, for in the first century AD, the memory was still 
kept of earlier empires and conquests. Rome was an exquisitely cruel culture by modern 
standards, but by the standards of, for example, the Assyrian Empire or the Phoenicians, it 
was rather mild and tamed. Assyrians liked to flay all their war prisoners alive and leave 
heaps of flayed, still wriggling bodies in the scorching sun. The Phoenicians sacrificed their 
children to their gods. Rome didn’t practice unnecessary cruelty on the battlefield, and human 
sacrifices were especially loathsome to the ordinary Roman. The reason why the early church 
fathers tried to preserve the Empire was exactly this: in their eyes, the alternative was much 
crueler and more savage. 

The problem was not only with the pagan nations. The Bible tells us that before Christ, 
even the Jews had extraordinary hardness of heart. Jesus specifically said it when discussing 
the provisions for divorce in the Law of God, in Matt. 19:8 and Mark 10:5: “Because of your 
hardness of heart Moses permitted you to divorce your wives.” The general understanding 
here is that Jesus was giving indulgence to the husbands. The truth is, however, he was 
protecting the wives. Because of the hardness of the hearts of the men under the Old 
Covenant, when a husband quit loving his wife, her life would become a nightmare, while she 
would be trapped in a marriage without love and care. It was much safer for such a wife to 
receive a divorce from her husband, for given the hardness of men’s hearts, she wouldn’t get 
anything better. Under the New Covenant, however, Jesus restored the original legal 
condition, namely, whatever God has joined together, man can’t put asunder. Therefore, Jesus 
expected that under the New Covenant, there won’t be the same hardness of hearts, and 
therefore the protection of the wife would be not so much in outward legal rules but in the 
inner sanctification of her husband. In fact, such family sanctification even of unbelievers is 
specifically anticipated by Paul in 1 Cor. 7:14, where the unbelieving spouse is expected to be 
sanctified (not necessarily saved) by the believing spouse; therefore, the physical proximity 
would lead to some sort of inner sanctification and partial redemption in the unbeliever. 

The early church fathers began to see signs of cultural sanctification as early as the 4th 
century. In his work On the Incarnation, Athanasius testifies how his compatriots, the 
Egyptians, have abandoned their worship to idols, and even the non-Christians have stopped 
offering sacrifices to their temples. He even speaks of the sacrifice of Jesus as “restoring the 
whole nature of man.” We may judge his enthusiasm a bit premature, from our own vantage 
point, but for Athanasius to declare such things, the change in the hearts of men – all men – 
must have been really obvious and surprising, within just a generation or two. Missionaries 
testified of similar experiences on the mission field where even the unconverted were still 
influenced by the preaching of the missionary, and changed their conduct accordingly. 
(Today’s missionaries also testify of such indirect influence of the Gospel upon even those 
who are just listeners, even if they have never turned to Christ.) 

And these were still the times of the Roman Empire, with all their cruelty and oppression 
and personal wickedness. People still flocked to see gladiatorial games and found 
entertainment in the cruel death of human beings in the arena. Roman women still found 
pleasure in torturing their male and female slaves. Sexual immorality was still rampant in the 
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culture, and temple prostitution was the norm. And yet, even in those early centuries of the 
Church, the change of heart was obvious. A new paradigm of personal conduct was replacing 
the old paradigm. Step by step, the pagan concept of morality and conduct was being 
replaced. Cruelty to slaves gradually disappeared. The old paradigm of dominating other 
human beings did not disappear, but it was softened by the introduction of new codes of 
conduct that emphasized the servanthood aspect of power. Chivalry was one of those new 
codes of conduct; while in itself imperfect and not really Biblical, chivalry did change much 
in the way the ruling classes saw themselves in relation to their subjects. The social position 
of women changed from being second-class citizens under the old pagan laws (whether 
Roman or German) to position of full rights and even social influence and special protection 
for women and other weaker members of the society. The change was legal, but it was also 
ethical, for the teaching of equality came through the preaching of the church. 

Overtime, more changes came in the hearts of men, through that same preaching. Our 
modern economic prosperity didn’t come by magic; it was a fruit of the Protestant 
Reformation and its concept of spiritual calling. (Read Max Weber’s The Protestant Ethic and 
the Spirit of Capitalism.) It only happened because the doctrines of the Reformation changed 
the concept of work, stewardship, and wealth. Where previously the middle class of 
productive entrepreneurs was viewed with suspicion, under the Reformation this same class 
was now elevated to the status of the most important class in the society. This elevation of the 
entrepreneurial class by the preaching of the Reformers changed the hearts of many people 
and created a new role model to follow for future generations. Modern atheists often point to 
the fact that many unbelievers have high work ethic – therefore, they say, Christianity is not 
unique in creating such work ethic. The question, of course, is, how did this sanctification in 
the hearts of these unbelievers happen? The answer is: through the preaching of the 
Reformers, and through later imitation and historical legacy, which modern unbelievers have 
taken advantage of. Steve Jobs and Bill Gates and Henry Ford and Sam Walton etc could only 
happen in a culture that had been previously saturated with Gospel truths. Such saturation 
inevitably leads to sanctification not only in the hearts of the Christian believers, but also in 
the hearts of everyone. 

The decline in crime is another example of the influence of the preaching of the Gospel. 
We often today imagine that crime is on the increase, that the world is becoming less and less 
secure . . . but the truth is, we have never had crime rates so low, and we have never been 
safer, especially in the West. The crime statistics show a much lower rate of all violent crimes, 
from murder to rape, and multiple studies confirm it. In fact, despite all the scares of 
terrorism, terrorism is in decline compared to the second half of the 20th century. Only France 
in the 1970s had as many terrorist acts and people killed in them every year as all of the US 
today, again, a year. Such decline is not simply due to some change in the legal system; it is 
very clearly a change in the heart of the population in general. Violence is not considered a 
normal conduct anymore. Again, we can say many things about the moral condition of the 
hearts of all our neighbors, but it is still true that a world of less criminal violence is a better 
world than the one with more. 

And such decline in violence is obvious even in nations where Christianity is not the 
prevalent faith of the population. India is a good example. Just a generation ago, in India, any 
act of cruelty against people of lower castes was considered the norm, and no one was 
surprised. (Read the story of Phoolan Devi, the Bandit Queen of India.) The caste divisions 
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which had ruled India for millennia, were enough of a justification for any cruelty against the 
lower castes. This situation has been changing rapidly for the last several decades, even for 
the lowest of lowest castes, the Dalits. Just recently, the harassment of a Dalit professor by his 
colleagues which led to his suicide became a public scandal in India; obviously, the heart of 
India is changing. And much of this change has come through the preaching of the Gospel. 
(Read the novel Karukku by the Christian Dalit writer Bama Soosairaj to find out more.) If 
even India is changing, the rest of the world is changing too. And the change is not simply in 
technology, or politics, or economics. It is in the hearts of men as well. The Gospel never 
returns back empty. It changes hearts. Even where the hearts remain hard against the Lord 
Jesus Christ. 

We can continue with more and more evidence, if we had the time, in any case, one thing 
is obvious: The hearts of men have not become harder. To the contrary, they have grown 
softer. Even the unbelievers these days understand justice and mercy better than some 
Christians in ages past. Mankind is growing more sanctified. God’s special grace is at work, 
overcoming the curse of the sin. Until every enemy of Christ is made subject to Him. 

The only issue that needs to be resolved is, can there be any harm from this false belief 
that the hearts of men become harder and more wicked? Yes, such belief is harmful. The 
promise of the New Covenant is that the more the Gospel is preached, the more mature and 
self-governing men will be. That applies to Christians first, by special grace, but it also 
applies to unbelievers as well, as common grace which spills over the cup of special grace. 
When we understand special grace at work in history, in changing the hearts of mankind, we 
will plan for a world that will be much better, much more mature and responsible, and much 
less prone to violence and crime. In such a world, we don’t need to spend more energy on 
building institutional controls. In such a world, preaching the whole council of God will be a 
much more effective tool for securing justice and liberty for all. The Holy Spirit at work in the 
culture will be the protection of our society, as the promise in Zechariah 2:3-4 says, that God 
Himself will be protection around His Church. 

When we, however, expect men to become less mature, more wicked, and more prone to 
commit crime, we will invest more effort and resources into building institutional restraints. In 
a world of immature men, we will want to make sure we have as many guardians as possible – 
whether as police presence or as church bureaucrats. In addition to wasting resources for such 
“security,” we will be opening the door for tyranny, civil or ecclesiastical. Any institution that 
is given the power to constantly correct the steps of men, is an institution that can impose a 
foreign agenda on men. In the final account, we will be back to Rome, in both civil and 
ecclesiastical sense. And back to Rome means no growth, and no future. 

And Paul tells us that the future belongs to us. 

The reading I will assign this week is an audio by Gary DeMar, titled The Paralysis of 
Pessimism. Listen to him explain the consequences of our expectations of the future. Add to 
this the assigned reading of several weeks ago, Gary North’s Millennialism and Social 
Theory. Your expectations of the future determine your present. And your effectiveness as a 
worker of the Kingdom of God. 

Consider in your prayers and your giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to preaching the whole council of God in Eastern Europe. Our goal 
has never been to create immature men and place them under the care of ecclesiastical baby-
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sitters in some sort of spiritual nursery. Our goal has been raising mature, spiritual men, who 
can apply the Word of God to every area of life and change cultures. Help us continue the 
work. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. 
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 Covenantal Art 
Art must take the world as interpreted by God and represent it in a form that 
emphasizes either beauty or ugliness, and re-interpret them 
ethically/judicially after God’s interpretation of them. 

Assigned reading: Jacques Barzun, From Dawn to Decadence 

 
Welcome to Episode 49 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes I will talk on a topic that I know only 
theoretically: art, artistic expression, beauty, harmony, etc. I said I know only theoretically, 
because, I must admit, I am not gifted to be a producer of beauty and harmony in any area 
whatsoever. But art always has two sides: that of the artists and that of the “connoisseurs,” the 
people who, in a sense, “consume” art, or are on the receiving side of it. So, I am on that side. 
I am an avid consumer of all kinds of art, from visual arts to music and literature. And I can 
say that to some extent, I can tell the difference between art and a sloppy imitation of art; you 
can call me an educated amateur consumer of art. Or something. Now, I don’t think everyone 
should be a consumer of art; the snobbishness of those who pride in being fine connoisseurs 
of art is just another version of pridefulness which I don’t share. (Well, to be honest, I did 
share for a certain period of my life, but it’s over, I hope.) I can certainly tell the difference 
between a Rubens and a Rembrandt, I never make the mistake of using the term Classical 
music for Baroque or for Romantic music, I can recite by heart Shakespeare and Alfred de 
Musset, but I don’t make much of it. Technical details don’t matter in a covenantal frame. 

Scripture, however, gives a very special place to art. Not to a specific style or fad of art, 
not to specific forms of expression or specific rules of harmony. Some specific forms or styles 
may be found in Scripture under certain interpretations, but even if found, they are not given 
any covenantal significance over other forms or styles. But art in general is clearly depicted to 
be part of the Dominion Covenant, of that mandate God gave man in the beginning to take 
dominion over the earth and transform it to God’s glory. 

The first mention of art and craftsmanship is in the early chapters of Genesis, a natural 
consequence of the Dominion Mandate. It is interesting, however, that such mention is made 
in the family line of Cain, not of Adam’s righteous son, Seth. Genesis 4:20-22 says this: 
“Adah gave birth to Jabal; he was the father of those who dwell in tents and have livestock. 
His brother’s name was Jubal; he was the father of all those who play the lyre and pipe. As for 
Zillah, she also gave birth to Tubal-cain, the forger of all implements of bronze and iron; and 
the sister of Tubal-cain was Naamah.” Adah and Zillah were the wives of Lamech, the first 
man to openly brag about committing a murder, so Jabal, Jubal, and Tubal-Cain were his sons. 
All these were descendants of Cain, and therefore were legally excluded from mankind, from 
the family of man in Genesis 4:11-12. Notice that the descendants of Cain are first listed, but 
then the next chapter immediately starts with “This is the book of the generations of Adam.” 
The chapter then continues only with the descendants of Seth, and in verse 3 explains why: 
“When Adam had lived one hundred and thirty years, he became the father of a son in his own 
likeness, according to his image, and named him Seth.” The theology behind this remark 
which mirrors the language of Genesis 1:26 is an issue for another episode, the question here, 
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however is, “Why are art and metallurgy mentioned in relation to the sons of Cain, even 
though they were legally excluded from the family of man?” Why weren’t they mentioned in 
relation to the redeemed family of Adam, the descendants of Seth? 

I am not sure about the exact interpretation of these verses, but my best guess would be 
that God’s purpose was to show that art (as well as crafts, as well as metallurgy and other 
productive activities) can, for a time, exist outside a covenantal frame. Unbelievers, even as 
wicked as the sons of Cain, can produce beauty and harmony. The act of productivity itself or 
the beauty itself does not make up for unfaithfulness of the covenant. In the final account, 
beauty can exist outside the covenant of redemption, but it must serve the covenant of 
redemption. It must only exist in a covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial frame. 

Beauty, of course, is very difficult to define. “Beauty is in the eyes of the beholder” is an 
established truism, and indeed, people do have different tastes . . . supposedly. But then, on 
the other hand, we all seem to know when we see something beautiful, or something ugly. 
Some girls are sought after more than other girls, and that’s not because boys are smart 
enough to be attracted to the girls’ moral character. There seem to be differences, and yet, 
there seem to be certain shared tastes among all the people. And yet, we are still not capable 
of giving a rational, academic definition of beauty. Or of harmony. But art is all about beauty 
and harmony, and about their impact on the human senses. An artist may claim to not care 
about other people’s perception of his own art, he may claim to do art for the sake of art, to be 
driven by motives far above the approval of the crowd, and yet, at the end of the day, he wants 
to see his work displayed in an art gallery and admired by other people. That is, every artist 
expects that there is some sort of objective reality which makes people have the same 
appreciation for beauty (or ugliness) as he does. We all do. And yet, we can’t define beauty 
objectively. Historically, a number of art schools and academic groups have tried to produce 
an objective definition of beauty in terms of rules and relations of harmony, and yet, the 
moment they did it, new forms of beauty and harmony have appeared which disobey the old 
rules, and yet are perceived by the senses as beauty. 

How do we solve this obvious contradiction that art – or perception of beauty and 
harmony – is both subjective and objective? 

The solution is found in the Word of God, and that is, that art is a direct inspiration and 
revelation by the Holy Spirit. The New Testament speaks much of being filled with the Holy 
Spirit, and the Old Testament has its stories of people filled with the Holy Spirit. Even Saul, a 
man who was not in any way in any intimate relationship with God, was filled with the Holy 
Spirit at least once in his life, in 1 Samuel 10:9-13. (Just as a side comment, so unusual was 
his religious zeal that all who knew him were amazed, “What happened to Saul? Is he also 
among the prophets?”) As much as the Bible speaks of being filled with the Holy Spirit, 
however, the first person mentioned to be filled with the Holy Spirit was an artist. In Exodus 
31 God speaks to Moses about building the Tabernacle and tells him that He has supplied the 
man who will make all the designs: 

See, I have called by name Bezalel, the son of Uri, the son of Hur, of the tribe of Judah. I 
have filled him with the Spirit of God in wisdom, in understanding, in knowledge, and in all 
kinds of craftsmanship, to make artistic designs for work in gold, in silver, and in bronze, and 
in the cutting of stones for settings, and in the carving of wood, that he may work in all kinds 
of craftsmanship (Exodus 31:2-5). 
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But Bezalel is not unique. The next verse explicitly say that similar inspiration and 
revelation is put in the hearts of all who have skill: 

And behold, I Myself have appointed with him Oholiab, the son of Ahisamach, of the 
tribe of Dan; and in the hearts of all who are skillful I have put skill, that they may make all 
that I have commanded you. . . . (v. 6). 

The key words here are the repetition of “skill”: “in the hearts of all who are skillful I 
have put skill.” The English translation of “skill” is harmonized with the context, of course, 
but in Hebrew the word translated “skill” is the plain common Hebrew word hakmah, that is, 
“wisdom.” The same “wisdom” which speaks in Proverbs 8, and the same “wisdom” whose 
beginning is the fear of God, according to Psalm 111:10. The verse sounds like this in 
Hebrew: “All the wise-hearted in whom I have put wisdom.” The men who have artistic skill 
are filled with the Spirit of God, and that artistic skill is nothing more than the same wisdom 
we all are supposed to have, just expressed in a different area of life. The same connection 
between wisdom, the spirit of God, and artistic abilities can be seen in Exodus 28:3: “You 
shall speak to all the skillful persons whom I have endowed with the spirit of wisdom. . . .” 
Again, “skillful” in Hebrew is “wise-hearted,” and the spirit of God is the source of that skill. 

If art is supernatural inspiration given to specific people, this would explain both the 
subjective and the objective aspect of art. There are objective standards, obviously, because 
all art comes from the same Spirit. Of course, as everything else, spiritual inspiration can be 
twisted to serve evil purposes, or even twisted to subvert the very objective concept of beauty. 
But no matter how humans may try, the objective concept of beauty is still there, because it 
comes from the same Spirit. And yet, since the Spirit gives it as a direct inspiration and 
revelation to specific individuals, its specific expression remains ostensibly personal and 
subjective. And not only the expression but the perception as well: after all, the appreciation 
of art needs just as much of spiritual discernment as the production of art. Art does require 
what we call “intuition,” which is nothing less than supernatural, that is, spiritual 
understanding of reality that can’t be defined by rational standards. That doesn’t mean that an 
artist can’t be self-conscious in obeying rules and standards in his art, but that within the 
bounds of those rules and standards one needs supernatural inspiration to really produce 
works of beauty that appeal to the senses and the inner heart of other people. 

To deviate shortly from our topic, this also explains why Christian art has deteriorated so 
sharply in the last one century compared to Christian art of previous centuries. If artistic 
abilities are direct inspiration and revelation by the Holy Spirit, just like Biblical wisdom, then 
any ideology that diminishes the role of the Holy Spirit in the Church will by necessity 
diminish the faith in His direct operation in inspiration and revelation to individual believers. 
Less inspiration and less revelation will lead to less artistic ability, and to fewer people having 
artistic talents. In the last 100 years, we have had such ideology: cessationism, the belief that 
the Holy Spirit has ceased being involved directly in the life of the Church through the 
manifestation of His spiritual gifts, described in the New Testament. One of the fruits of that 
ideology – among many others – has been the disappearance of talent and the dominance of 
mediocrity. Churches – especially the Reformed churches – have been strictly rationalistic in 
their worldview; and rationalism can’t produce artistic talent. I have read a number of articles 
and book that complain about the decline of arts and literature in our day; but the critics 
seldom follow through with finding the source of the problem, namely, the decline of the 
belief in the real presence of the Holy Spirit in the Church today. When the Holy Spirit is 
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reduced to church activities regulated by a churchian elite, His inspiration disappears. And 
therefore art disappears too. Next time some pastor of theologian complains about the decline 
of arts, remind him that he is part of the problem by teaching and preaching the doctrine of 
Enlightenment rationalism, also known as cessationism. 

Returning to Bezalel and Oholiab, their direct appointment tells us not only that artistic 
abilities are a direct work of the Holy Spirit in the hearts of men, it also reveals to us the 
ultimate purpose of covenantal art. 

The sacrificial system of the Old Testament was not designed to be a system of occult 
atonement. There was nothing in the ceremonies and in the blood of the sacrifices that would 
satisfy God. This was a common knowledge among both Jews and Gentiles, for Stephen told 
his persecutors that “God doesn’t dwell in houses made by hands” (Acts 7:48) and Paul told 
the Athenians the same, adding that “God is not served by human hands” (Acts 17:24-25). 
There was no spiritual reality in the OT ceremonies, for Paul says in Col. 2:17 that they were 
only shadows, while the body – that is, the reality – is Christ. Heb. 10:1 speaks of the Law – 
the sacrifices of the Law, in context – as only the shadow of the good things to come, not the 
form of things. In fact, the whole epistle to the Hebrews is a theological treatise on the 
difference between the shadows of the Law and the light of the coming of Christ. We will talk 
in a future episode about this division in the Law between shadow and light, but for our 
purposes here, what is important to understand is that the Old Testament sacrificial system 
was not a system of religious service to God. God, in fact, destroyed the Temple and the 
services in it for a while, and yet the Hebrew nation continued being the Hebrew nation, and 
all the covenantal obligations continued to be in force even without the Temple and the 
sacrifices. Even under the Old Covenant, a person and a nation could be in covenant with God 
without the ceremonies. 

The purpose of the system was evangelism and teaching. The Temple and the ceremonies 
in it were the Old Covenant equivalent of modern street preaching and evangelism crusades 
and missionary outreach. There was nothing magical in the ceremonies; God simply used 
them to teach both Israel and the nations about His world and His redemption. And thus, the 
purpose of the artistic skills God, through His Spirit, put in Bezalel and his co-workers, was 
evangelism and teaching. 

It started, of course, with an appeal to the senses – beauty and harmony. The Ark and the 
Tabernacle combined a number of materials which gave the appearance of beauty and majesty 
– gold, acacia wood, linen and goat hair, different colors (color was an expensive luxury at the 
time, especially purple), etc. There were special measurements that were meant to give the 
appearance of harmony as well: and the measurements were given not only for the Tabernacle 
as a whole but for every single item in it, including the tables and the laver and the lampstand, 
etc. We today sometimes criticize appeal to the senses when we see it – cause it doesn’t look 
“spiritual” to our rationalistic minds – but the Bible clearly endorses it as something good and 
useful; provided, of course, it is used in a covenantal way. The Tabernacle was meant to be a 
feast for the eyes of any beholder, and the Temple built later by Solomon even more so. 
Beauty and harmony were a necessary part of Israel’s place as God’s priest to the nations. In 
other places in the Bible we see the same: the appeal to the senses is perfectly legitimate. For 
example, throughout the Song of Solomon, female beauty is extolled a number of times. Deut. 
21:11 also acknowledges the legitimacy the appeal of female beauty to the senses, and 
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regulates it to prevent injustice. Beauty is good and lawful, art is good and spiritual. It all 
needs to be regulated by the law of God. It must be subject to a higher covenantal principle. 

At times, that higher covenantal principle, of course, requires that beauty is diminished or 
ignored, and God even uses ugliness – a negative appeal to the senses – to teach His lessons. 
The ultimate example of it is Jesus Himself. While our modern illustrators and historic 
painters of icons have been tripping over each other to depict Him as a fairly handsome man, 
we know from the Biblical record that He was quite inconspicuous when among other people; 
we also know from Isaiah 53:2 that in His earthly image, Jesus had no majesty to look upon, 
and no beauty for others to be attracted to Him. At times in the Bible, we see plain ugliness in 
literary expression, again, with the purpose of conveying higher truths. Thus, beauty, and art, 
while important, are not necessary in themselves. They are only to be used in service of the 
covenant. The appeal to the senses can’t have an independent existence. It must have an 
ethical/judicial purpose. 

When we come to that ethical/judicial purpose, however, too often it is understood as an 
artistic version of an altar call: a bland, simplistic repetition of a few moralistic cliches, plus a 
call to praying the sinner’s prayer and “accepting Jesus in your heart.” Our modern songs are 
such repetition of cliches, to the point where they are simply unbearable to even listen to, let 
alone sing, in the church or outside the church. A few Christian movies I have seen in the last 
20 years are just as unbearable: again, cliched, bland, preachy, and at times straight out 
patronizing the viewers. Visual arts, of course, are almost non-existent today among 
Christians; where Christians undertake them, the result is again tasteless and simplistic. We 
are today devoid of the ability to represent beauty, but even worse, we are devoid of the spirit 
of art and beauty in all we do, whether visual, performing, or literary arts. 

The reason for this mediocrity is that our modern Christianity has abandoned the 
comprehensive worldview of the Christian faith. The world is left to the enemy, and Christian 
endeavor in it is restricted to “preaching the gospel,” which means not really preaching the 
Gospel but repeating a few intellectual propositions about personal salvation. I have talked 
about this truncating the Christian message in other episodes and articles; what is important to 
realize here is that one of the reasons for the mediocrity of Christian art these days is that art is 
supposed to be a representation of a world and a worldview, and Christian today have no 
world nor worldview to represent. Christian art can’t be greater than the gospel it serves; thus, 
a truncated “gospel” will by default produce a mediocre and truncated art. Even where we 
have talented artists, their product will inevitably be bland and simplistic. Your worldview 
determines the art you produce. 

Covenantal art in the Bible, and specifically in the Old Covenant, included all of life. The 
Tabernacle, and later the Temple, were representative not simply of God’s salvation; they 
were supposed to be a microcosm of the larger cosmos. A person who looked at the 
Tabernacle and the sacrificial system and the objects in the Tabernacle and the ceremonial 
activities of the priests saw not only salvation; he saw the history of the human race from the 
Creation to Christ. He saw the age-old struggles of the human race; he saw the futility of 
human efforts; he saw the promise and the hope of God’s intervention; and he also saw God’s 
justice and the bright future of the redeemed mankind. In the Song of Solomon, a love story is 
presented without one single line of moralism or preachiness; just straight love poetry. But 
that poetry again is so interwoven with the comprehensive worldview of the covenant that we 
can see Christ and the Church in it even as we are enjoying the beauty of the words. 
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Covenantal art, therefore, must not simply issue a call to repentance or conversion. For 
such a simple call there is no need for art. Art must take the world as interpreted by God and 
represent it in a form that emphasizes either beauty or ugliness, and re-interpret them 
ethically/judicially after God’s interpretation of them. It must presuppose an absolute source 
of ethics; or present the picture of a world without such a source. It must depict and describe 
the real man in his fallen state, his struggles and failures and insecurities and fear; or it must 
present the redeemed man in his victories. It must explore and exploit to the utmost the central 
topic of our created world, namely, self-sacrifice for a higher purpose. (That’s what made 
Rogue One, for example, such a good movie: That principle of self-sacrifice never fails to 
produce good art, does it?) It must take present reality, past reality, and even imaginary reality 
(think The Lord of the Rings or Star Wars) and create a world out of it. Not necessarily a 
world of the same religious or churchian slang of today. It may be even a world using the 
vocabulary of the enemy, and yet, subjecting it to a Biblical worldview. (Think of the wizards 
in The Lord of the Rings). Its music must appeal to the senses, and through them lead the mind 
and heart discern between good and evil. Etc, etc. The list of legitimate horizons that 
covenantal art can reach is as great so the world God has created. The limit is only in the 
ethical/judicial interpretation of reality; what that reality is – modern, historical, futuristic, 
imaginary, fantasy, poetic, even ugly (think Solzhenitsyn) – doesn’t matter. The legalistic 
moralism against certain types of artistic reality is stupid; no Christian has ever tried wizardry 
because of Gandalf the Grey. 

I recently had the chance to listen to several songs by a modern Christian popular music 
group. Not commenting on the quality of the music, the lyrics left in me the impression that 
what they were trying to do was to give exactly the same simplistic altar call under several 
different tunes. (And how different they were I don’t want to discuss.) After listening to the 
songs, my conclusion was that there was more Biblical worldview in some songs of the hippie 
generation of the 1970s (think, for example, Dust in the Wind by Kansas or Blinded by 
Science by Foreigner), than in all of these supposedly Christian songs. The hippies, 
apparently, for all their resistance to Christianity, had a much larger world in view, and, 
exploring their much larger world, inevitably had to discover and agree with certain Biblical 
truths, which they then included in their songs. The majority of modern Christian artists, 
having a truncated gospel and a small world to draw on, end up having no covenantal truths to 
convey. Having no covenantal truths to convey is the surest road to mediocrity, even if you 
are the most talented person on the planet. 

Much more can be said on this issue if I had the time, and we will expand on art in a 
future episode. For now, the assigned reading for this week will be a book by the French 
author Jacques Barzun, From Dawn to Decadence. Barzun was born in France but spent the 
last years of his life in Texas; and he lived to be 105 years old. The book is an enormous essay 
on the rise and decay of European art for the last 500 years. While Barzun had no explicit 
covenantal worldview, he nevertheless grasped quite a few of the ethical/judicial issues 
related to art, and related to its decline. It’s a fat book, but worth your time. 

Keep in your prayers, and in your considerations for support, Bulgarian Reformation 
Ministries, a foreign mission devoted to a comprehensive Biblical worldview, working the 
create the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe 
through translation of books and teaching the Biblical faith for all of life. Visit Bulgarian 
Reformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. And God bless you all.  
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 Science, Engineering, and the Kingdom of God 
Social visibility doesn’t influence culture. Only service does. 

Assigned Reading, Richard Dunn, Rebekah Higgit, Ships, Clocks, and Stars 

 

Welcome to Episode 50 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will talk about educational and career 
choices. That’s correct, the topic of this episode is science and engineering, but we won’t talk 
about science and engineering in a general, abstract way, not in terms of systematic theology. 
We will talk about them in terms of applied theology; that is, what do science and engineering 
have to do with our life choices for this specific point in time and history. And even more, 
what do they have to do with the choices our children make, choices for which we as parents 
are partially responsible, given that it is our parental responsibility under the Dominion 
Covenant to teach and direct our children in their individual purpose in the Kingdom of God. 
Thus, we will dive into the issue of educational and career development, and its relation to the 
Kingdom of God. 

Among Christian families, and especially homeschoolers, it has become popular in the 
last decade or so to get their children interested and involved in activities and career choices 
of high social visibility. On one hand, we have a number of Christian colleges and universities 
– like Regent, Liberty, Grove City College, etc, – that place a high emphasis on education in 
social sciences, specifically geared towards training professional Christian social and political 
activists. (Whatever that means.) A number of them claim to offer a “classical liberal arts 
education.” In case you don’t know what the word “liberal” means in this combination of 
words, as was explained by one such educational activist a few years ago, its original meaning 
was that such arts are meant to be studied by “free men” (hence “liberal”). This, as distinct 
from the other arts, like mathematics, natural science, applied sciences, engineering, 
entrepreneurship, management, banking, etc., which in the classical world were reserved for 
the lower classes, that is, slaves and freed men. Naturally, for we all know that engineering, 
entrepreneurship, applications require work, and work is simply another word for servanthood 
– in fact, in Hebrew, the word is exactly the same – abad – for “work” and “serve.” (In the 
Slavic languages the word for “slave” also comes from the word for “work.” The modern 
word “robot” comes from the Slavic word for “slave” and was first used by the Czech science 
fiction author Karel Čapek in his novel R.U. R.) The concept behind the popularity of liberal 
arts and the classical curriculum is that liberal arts must be studied by those who want to 
influence the culture. That is, learn the social sciences to understand the society and the 
culture, take an influential position in the society and the culture, and thus you will influence 
the culture. 

Then, as part of the same drive, there was a renewed interest in Christian circles in 
Christian art. More specifically, Christian music and movies. Christians have always made 
music for their internal use, in the churches, Sunday morning. But recently that has expanded 
to mimic secular music – which, of course, is not in itself bad. Secular movie making, that is, 
Hollywood, has influenced Christians as well, and there has been a rising interest among 
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younger Christians in this area as well. The success of the Kendrick brothers gave it a new 
impetus, as well as the short-lived but quite popular annual San Antonio Independent 
Christian Film Festival. A number of young men and women got involved in studying how to 
make movies. The impetus behind it was, again, that the high social visibility of the movie 
makers shapes the culture. Thus, if Christians learn to make expert movies, they will be 
capable of influencing the culture. There is also a philosophical reasoning behind this: the 
conspiracy theory of the so-called Frankfurt School and their “cultural Marxism.” I have 
talked about the oxymoron of “cultural Marxism” in another episode, and I have shown that 
the influence of the “Frankfurt School” has been rather a myth. But that myth in itself has 
prompted some circles within the Christian and conservative churches to oppose that 
supposed influence through producing Christian art and culture. 

Then there is also the Seven-Mountains Dominion Theology, a Charismatic imitation of 
Christian Reconstruction, which sees the restoration of Christendom in Christian working to 
capture the “seven mountains of the culture,” namely, religion, family, education, 
government, media, arts & entertainment, and business. The idea is, again, cultural influence, 
through producing leaders in every one of these areas, who will take over leadership and will 
command the cultural choices of a nation. Only a small segment of all Charismatic churches 
has been affected by this theology, and much of it has been only wishful thinking – so far no 
great leaders have been produced by this movement, and, as I suspect, it is still in the stage of 
defining its terms. 

There is nothing wrong with all these efforts per se, to be sure. No matter what we do, we 
need to work to bring the principles of the Word of God to every area of life, and we should 
be working to apply our faith to all we do, personally or corporately, as a society. There is, 
however, an unhealthy focus in all these campaigns of “capturing” or “influencing” the 
culture, which prevents them from producing fruit. So, far, these efforts have not produced a 
single dent in our largely secularized and secularizing culture. If anything, it seems we have 
been spending money and effort only to register some small movement at the periphery of our 
society. The central idols of the society, however, have not been touched yet. The homeschool 
movement was and continues to be a smashing cultural success for Christianity; but it took no 
special efforts, training, or strategic planning or campaigns to do so, only the commitment of 
individual fathers and mothers, and a few small publishers to make the first steps. In 
comparison, all the Christian colleges and their classical liberal arts programs, all the 
Christian movies and music makers, and all the sound and fury of Christian organizations for 
capturing this or that “cultural mountain” still have their “successes” registered only in the 
small eco-chambers of their own small niches. As I have pointed many times before, just 
about 100 years before whatever happened in the Presbyterian churches in America was front-
page news for most newspapers. Today, there is no Christian organization, ecclesiastical or 
not, that would capture the interest of the broader culture, despite all our efforts to “influence 
the culture.” 

There is a reason for that failure. The reason is that behind all these efforts to “influence 
the culture,” there is a false philosophy. That philosophy is that cultural influence is achieved 
through high social visibility. The higher one’s position in the society is, the more influence 
he can have on the culture. Since in our own time the highest level of social visibility belongs 
to politicians and Hollywood actors, the assumption is that these are the true cultural leaders 
of the today. And that politicians and Hollywood producers by default set the cultural 
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standards of today. Therefore, the majority of Christians today – well, the majority of active 
Christians today, to be precise, since a vast majority of those who go to church couldn’t care 
less about anything whatsoever – see the capture of those positions of high social visibility as 
the only way to turn the tide of secularism. If we only elect Christian politicians, we’ll have a 
Christian America again. (By the way, it was a majority of Christian judges who removed 
Judge Roy Moore in Alabama. And it is majorities of Christian politicians who keep abortion 
legal in most states.) If we only have a Republican majority on the Supreme Court, we will 
overturn Roe v. Wade. (By the way, it was a Republican majority that gave us Roe v. Wade in 
the first place.) If we only have more influential Christian lobbyist organizations, we could 
change Washington DC. (We have dozens of those, and they do nothing more than consume 
donations.) If we only start producing Christian movies, we will change the culture. If we only 
capture Hollywood. Etc., etc. 

The problem is, even if we capture these “cultural mountains,” we won’t be able to 
change the culture nor influence the culture. Because the culture is not influenced by social 
visibility. 

You all know about the modern obsession with gender and sodomite “marriages”; it’s a 
constant talking point for some conservatives pastors and church activists. Some even say that 
this is the first time in the history of Christendom when the meaning of marriage has been 
changed to mean a union between two men or two women . . . or whatever else it may mean. 
But this is not true. There has been such a period in history before, in the 14th century, when 
sodomy was on the rise among the ruling classes and even in the monasteries. It was openly 
depicted in art (just google homosexuality in art 14th century and see for yourself), and 
churches and priests in Italy and France openly performed same-sex marriage ceremonies. It 
was everywhere, among the most highly visible members of the society. Some Italian cities 
had their special part of town where male prostitutes lived and members of the nobility openly 
visited those parts. On the surface, it looked like Christendom would surrender to sodomy; 
after all, it was the most culturally visible members of the society who practiced it and 
promoted it. And yet, within just a generation or two it disappeared from the society. By the 
time of Erasmus in the second half of the 15th century, no memory had remained of the 
rampant sodomy just a couple of generations prior; and Erasmus only makes a hint to it in the 
monasteries of his time. Luther seems to not know of the problem in his time in the 16th 
century. Apparently, sodomy’s high social visibility didn’t give any cultural advantage to 
sodomy; the culture didn’t accept it as normative, and it died away. There is a multitude of 
such examples in history, the most amazing of which is the victory of the early church against 
the Empire in the first three centuries after Christ’s death and resurrection: Not only the 
Church was not culturally visible, it had to hide to survive. And in the final account, the 
catacombs won the culture over the palace. Social visibility doesn’t produce cultural 
influence. 

Then what does? 

Jesus explained it in Matt. 20:24-28 (also Mark 10:41-45; Luke 22:24-27): 
“You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their great men exercise 

authority over them. “It is not this way among you, but whoever wishes to become great among 
you shall be your servant, and whoever wishes to be first among you shall be your slave; just as 
the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life a ransom for many.” 
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The mother of sons of Zebedee had come to Him and asked Him to place her sons in a 
position of high social visibility: “Command that in Your kingdom these two sons of mine 
may sit one on Your right and one on Your left.” Jesus’s answer was, “You don’t know what 
you are asking for. My social visibility is of a different kind. And in fact, in the new world I 
am about to inaugurate, cultural greatness will be defined in a different way: not through 
being socially visible, but by being a servant. Or, as Dennis Peacocke summarized it perfectly 
well three decades ago, in God’s world, “whoever serves, leads.” The culture is never and has 
never been dominated by crafty political manipulators, or artists, or movie producers; these 
have, at best, only followed the culture. The culture itself follows those who serve. This truth 
manifested itself in Jesus’s life as well, when in John 6:26 He said that the real reason the 
people were seeking Him was not the miracles (that is, the high social visibility) but the fact 
that they ate of the bread and were filled (that is, real social service). 

This, now, leads us to an important conclusion: if we want, as Christians, to influence the 
culture, we need to be looking not for ministries and occupations of high social visibility, but 
for those of real service. Whoever wants to be great culturally, must be the servant of the 
culture. And servant means not someone who simply speaks with culturally acceptable cliches 
of pretended humility – as so many of our churchian celebrities today do – but someone who 
has identified the real needs of the society and works to minister to those real needs. And in 
order to identify those needs, he has gone to the Bible, and to the meaning and purpose of 
man’s life, within the framework of God’s Covenant. And then, when he has identified and 
defined those needs, he has organized his life and the lives of his children – in terms of 
training, education, and career choices – to meet those needs. 

Of course, the needs of men are a countless multitude . . . but only on a first glance. In 
reality, they are very few, or at least, can be summarized under one heading only: the 
Dominion Covenant. Man was created for a specific purpose: work to turn the formless earth 
into an ordered, capitalized city. Work real value into God’s creation; make it ordered and 
useful for future generations. Take the resources scattered in the garden and build then into a 
productive society in order to save other men time and effort, which they would be able to 
apply to even more stewardship of the creation. That original Dominion Covenant is still in 
force; we have never been freed of it. It continues to be our debt and obligation to God, and it 
continues to define our very nature as human beings. (Listen to my sermon, “What Is Man?”) 
This Dominion Covenant is also at the foundation of why we were saved: not to enjoy a 
purposeless eternity in golden slippers, plucking golden harps, but to continue to transform 
God’s creation into greater and greater order, for the glory of God. Make the creation 
productive. Make the society productive. Think of a country like Russia, having GDP of about 
$1 trillion with a population of 140 million. Now consider the fact that Greater Houston has 
an economy half that size, with a population of less than 5 million. When you add some 
adjacent areas, Houston has economy comparable to that of Russia. That is, it can produce as 
much as Russia, with a population of only one-25th of the population of Russia. And now 
consider that the Kingdom of God in its developed stage of covenantal faithfulness and 
blessings will have productivity far greater than that of Houston today. 

This task at increasing the productivity of creation through order and capitalization helps 
serve all the other needs of man. While poor people will always be with us, and we can 
always give them whenever we want (Matt. 26:11; John 12:8), the best solution for poverty is 
not alms but increased productivity. Look around yourselves; even our poorest in America 
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today are richer than many average people just 200 years ago. Increased productivity also 
helps men find new occupations and get involved in more and better focused ministries. It 
helps finance missions. It also helps give men their individual purpose in life better than 
poverty can. In the final account, a faithful culture is a culture that takes the Dominion 
Covenant seriously, and applies its energy to work and productivity, so that in the final 
account, the earth is subdued and serves man in the best and most economical way. Work, 
according to R.J. Rushdoony, is the social energy of the redeemed man in action. The 
redeemed man is a working man. 

True covenantal service, therefore, must be sought not in socially visible positions of 
power. It must be sought in those occupations and ministries that help develop the 
productivity of mankind. It is there where we can only expect to achieve such positions of 
authority as to influence the culture. And it is there where we need to focus our attention and 
the attention of our children. 

There’s hardly a need to explain to modern Americans the importance of science and 
technology for the enormous levels of productivity – and therefore prosperity – that our world 
today enjoys in comparison to previous generations. there’s probably not much need anymore 
to explain to American Christians the Christian origin and the Biblical foundations of modern 
science and engineering. Whatever mythologies secular historians may devise to claim some 
non-Christian origin of modern science and technology, historical data are clear: we owe our 
science and technology to the development of Christendom in the last 1,000 years. Indirectly, 
we can see the proof for this Christian character of science and technology in the cultural 
agenda of the enemies of Christianity today: it is not just by mere omission that Common 
Core math is designed to confuse children using completely illogical principles of reasoning. 
It is not by chance that environmentalists and socialists and global warming alarmists and 
others like them have made their target the technological development of the West. It is not by 
chance that modern governments are trying to take control over and restrain, where possible, 
technological development. (Think of the recent decision of several European countries, and 
of some US cities, to ban Uber and Lyft, for example, or to control Internet.) This war against 
science and technology is not a side issue to the covenantal battles of the Kingdom of God; it 
is one of its main battles. Technological growth is a testimony to God’s victory; His 
Dominion Mandate to man is being fulfilled even with mankind still burdened by sin, and 
only lifted by the redemption of Jesus Christ. For this technological development to happen, 
more and more people – whether Christians or not – have to abandon their pagan worldviews 
and adopt the worldview of the Bible. Whether they believe the Bible or not, they have to 
agree with its presuppositions in order to be able to do science. In the Dominion Covenant, 
even the enemies of God are forced to learn more about Him and His Kingdom. They may 
hate it, but they have no choice. The worldview of the Gospel – which only makes science and 
technology possible – will eventually permeate every area of man’s thinking. 

That’s where true service is. Especially in America, where, because of the retreat of the 
church and the Christian families from education, we have allowed math and science 
instruction to deteriorate to disastrously low levels. We are a culture increasingly dependent 
on technology; which, in itself, is good. And yet, we are a culture that is increasingly 
incapable of supplying the job market with technicians and engineers trained to not simply 
perform tasks but to understand the very processes they are supposed to control and manage. 
That’s the real reason why US companies are forced to h ire more and more engineers and 
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technicians from abroad. Donald Trump recently spoke against US companies hiring foreign 
engineers and technicians; thus, he vowed to cut the work visa quotas. He imagines that US 
companies just don’t like to hire American employees. This is nonsense. The reality is, we 
don’t have the trained engineers our economy needs. Very soon we will either have to 
abruptly repair our education, or open our borders to immigrants; else the US will lose the 
enormous technological advantage we have always had over the rest of the world. President 
Trump’s near-sighted policies will only lead to an economic disaster. 

And here, Christians can make the difference. Because it is where the culture is bleeding 
where true service is needed. And since our culture is bleeding in the field of trained scientists 
and engineers, because of the low quality of math and science education, Christian 
homeschooling families can and must effect a change by changing their educational and 
career priorities. There’s a void to be filled; we must be there to fill it. That void is not in the 
area of high social visibility; it’s not that we don’t have enough actors or movies or music 
bands or social activists or politicians or lobbyist groups or even lawyers. Sure enough, we 
need Christians in all of these fields, and we need Christians who know what the Word of God 
says about all the areas of life and action. But our overall focus must be where the void is, and 
how to fill it. A void in the culture – especially a void which has to do with productivity and 
therefore with the Dominion Covenant – is God’s opportunity for the church to engage in real 
service. If the church doesn’t take up the challenge, someone else will. 

A few years ago, Joel McDurmon delivered a lecture on the Reformation in Germany in 
the 16th century. To our modern sense, it sounds impossible that Luther’s Reformation 
actually succeeded. With Luther being held secretly in an isolated castle for his safety, and 
with the church and the nobility (the socially visible classes) against him, how did his ideas 
spread throughout Germany? The answer is: through the new technological entrepreneurs, the 
printers. The Gutenberg press was a new technology, and some entrepreneurs embraced it for 
the purpose of making money. It turned out, Germany needed it, for millions were willing to 
pay the lower prices for books and pamphlets. In the final account, it was Luther’s books and 
pamphlets that were most often printed and sold on the markets. Luther himself ever made a 
dime on his writings. But the men who exploited the void on the culture through the new 
productivity, serving their communities and making money out of it, were those who spread 
the Reformation. The Roman church lagged behind, and eventually lost the war. There’s a 
similar opportunity today. It is again a void. It is again about technology and productivity. It is 
about a real need, which will soon lead to greater demand, and the supply will be lower. Train 
your kids in mathematics, engineering, and science. In a generation, they will be shaping the 
culture better and more efficiently than Hollywood and DC together. 

Social visibility doesn’t influence culture. Only service does. True service, under the 
Dominion Covenant. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Ships, Clocks, and Stars, by Richard Dunn 
and Rebekah Higgit. Read to learn how just one small technological innovation changed the 
course of history. And then consider that there are millions more to be discovered, in God’;s 
universe. Your children may be the ones who discover some of them, and change history 
accordingly. 

Keep Bulgarian Reformation Ministries in your prayers, and when you consider donating 
to worthy causes. We are working on organizing another Biblical worldview conference this 
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summer in Bulgaria. Part of what we will be covering will be this: what service does the 
culture need that Christian can supply? What void is there that God has left for Christians to 
exploit? To support us, visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and 
donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Curse of an Export-Oriented Economy 
Those who call for the US government to “stimulate the economy” by 
regulating import and export are calling for and economic disaster. They are 
calling for the government to turn us all into frugal tramps – and keep us so 
for the purposes of a government policy. 

Assigned reading: Ian Hodge, Baptized Inflation 

 

Welcome to Episode 51 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will cover what I call the “frugal tramp 
economic theory.” Have patience, you will learn why I call it this way. We will also see how 
it has affected our government’s policies, and how especially it has affected the philosophy of 
government of the current administration – although, to be fair, it has always been present in 
the policies of all administrations for the last 100 years . . . or at least, all the administrations 
since FDR. 

I remember when I first encountered a “frugal tramp” story, about 30 years ago, in some 
British tabloid, about a homeless beggar who carefully saved every single penny he got by 
begging on the streets of some English city, and never paid a penny for either clothes or food, 
or cigarettes, being content to mine those basic necessities from the dumpsters around 
restaurants, supermarkets, and clothing stores. When he died, his relatives discovered that he 
had a bank account of several million British pounds, the result of both his thriftiness and of 
the compound interest the account had accumulated. I don’t know if that first story I read was 
real – British tabloids 30 years ago were just as an unreliable source of news as FOX News or 
CNN are today – but over the years, similar, and more truthful, stories have appeared. The 
best documented of those is the story of “Tin Can Curt,” real name Curt Degerman, a Swede 
who spent his whole life on the streets of the small Swedish town Skellefteå (about 30,000 
population), scavenging for tin cans and glass bottles for cash. He never had anything more 
than an old bicycle, and he was avoided by the people in his town because of his poor hygiene 
habits – with the exception of one distant relative, who kept contact with Curt. Curt Degerman 
died the richest person in his hometown, bequeathing to his relative the amount of $1.5 
million. The man hardly spent any money on anything. Or, to put it in the slang of modern 
theoretical economics, he had a total positive trade balance: in all his transactions, money was 
flowing to him, and never from him. That is, in modern economic terms – as defined by 
Keynesianism – Curt Degenhart was a really wealthy man. 

Or was he? Was he really wealthy, having all that money in the bank while eating food 
from dumpsters and seldom taking a bath, while engaging in the least productive occupation 
one can ever have, collecting tin cans and glass bottles for cash? Did Curt Degerman’s 
positive balance of trade really make him a wealthy man? Granted, he left a significant 
amount of money when he died . . . but if we only count money as “wealth.” Could there be 
more to “wealth” than a simple accumulation of money? 

These questions, plus Curt Degerman’s example, came to mind when I was criticized a 
couple of weeks ago in a personal letter for a previous Axe to the Root episode, “Economic 
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Nationalism and the Religion of Death.” The author of that letter accused me of “economic 
illiteracy,” and that I didn’t really understand the concept of “balance of trade,” and how 
important it is to the economic wealth of a nation. The more a nation exports, the more money 
comes in, and therefore the wealthier it is. The more it imports, the less money it has left, the 
less wealthy it is. That is, less money and more goods makes you poor. More money and 
fewer goods makes you wealthy – like Tin Can Curt Degerman. In the final account, my critic 
said, President Trump’s idea of closing the borders for imports is a good idea given the 
“economic realities,” and even if we need to pay more for some goods – because domestic 
production of them is more expensive – this will be offset by the fact that more money will 
stay home in the US. That is, more money plus higher prices will make us wealthier. But even 
better if President Trump takes the steps to re-orient the US economy towards more exports. 
That is, more legislative and tax incentives for companies that produce for export, and more 
legislative and tax obstacles for imports. That’s economic reality. I just don’t understand 
economic reality. 

Ironically, while such positions are touted in the name of conservatism and free market, 
in reality, this obsession with national trade balance has always been characteristic to leftist, 
and even Marxist economists. John Maynard Keynes was so obsessed with what he saw as the 
“problem of trade balances” that his proposed “Keynes Plan” in 1944 was to create a system 
called International Clearing Union based on an international currency, which would work to 
even the disbalances and flow money to the nations with negative trade balance. (To translate 
it in English, he wanted to make sure that when a nation keeps buying so much that it runs out 
of money, it will be given more money to continue buying. If you think the idea is ridiculous, 
remember modern Greece.) Marxists have been similarly preoccupied with the specter of 
trade balances. Vladimir Lenin, the founder of the Soviet Union, defined imperialistic 
colonialism as an economic system in which industrial nations buy cheap raw materials from 
third-world countries and sell them expensive industrial products. The disbalance of payments 
is in favor of the industrial nations, and thus wealth is being stolen from the so-called 
“colonies” to the industrial nations. It never occurred to him that the “colonies” profited by 
forfeiting cheap raw materials – which were useless to them anyway – to get valuable 
industrial goods. Both men, Keynes and Lenin, had zero understanding how the economy 
really works; in their view, it was nothing more than currency numbers. Thus, economic 
growth for them was simply abstract manipulation of currency numbers; it never occurred to 
them that economic growth has only one real basis, and that is increased productivity. And 
increased productivity depends only on the religious commitment of a nation, and very little 
else. 

Meanwhile, the economists on the right side of the specter have always rejected the 
validity of the concept of “national balance of trade.” Adam Smith believed that it is 
unnecessary for a government to enact trade regulations to encourage exports and discourage 
imports; he even used an unusually strong expression to demonstrate his disapproval of the 
doctrine:  

 Nothing, however, can be more absurd than this whole doctrine of the balance 
of trade, upon which, not only these restraints, but almost all the other 
regulations of commerce are founded. 

Frederick Bastiat, known to American readers for his book, The Law, proved that the very 
notion of “balance of trade” is a misnomer, for it only takes in account declared value at the 
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customs; he concluded that a national trade deficit (as measured by the government 
statisticians) is actually evidence for private profit for the individual participants on the 
market. Which is the only possible solution to the puzzle which no economist today wishes to 
mention, namely, that if we take the trade surpluses and deficits of all the nations in the world 
and add them up with their respective signs (plus for surplus, minus for deficits), the result 
will be deep in the negative. That is, the global economy as a whole seems to be running a 
trade deficit . . . but against whom? Bastiat also ridiculed the economic nationalism and 
protectionism of politicians and professional guilds (trade unions) of his time in his brilliant 
essay, Candlemakers’ Petition, in which candlemakers lobby the Parliament to block out the 
sun as unfair foreign competition to their domestic supply of light and heat. Under the 
principles of Classical Liberalism, which are based on methodological individualism, there is 
no such thing as a “national balance of trade.” The very notion has no meaning at all. In a 
nation, we have millions of individuals. Some of them want to use their money to buy the 
cheapest product of the best quality, and they don’t care whether that product is made in the 
US or abroad. To use the government to punish these people for their choices to use imported 
goods is no different than any other kind of socialism where the government dictates the 
personal choices of individuals in favor of certain policy of the elites. (Think Obamacare.) 
Milton Friedman also taught that trade deficits have no significant meaning for the economic 
development of a nation, because all that a deficit does is lower the value of the national 
currency, which in turns makes the national economy more competitive, which sends the 
pendulum in the other direction, of more exports, which raises the value of the currency, etc., 
etc., forming a natural cycle which balances itself and therefore doesn’t need any government 
regulations. 

In the final account, it is leftists – Keynesians and socialists – who worry about the trade 
balance and who call for government intervention. They even use the imaginary problem of 
the balance of trade to attack capitalism and free trade; in 2010, Ian Fletcher, a leftist 
economist, published a book on the issue titled (take note), Free Trade Doesn’t Work. From 
the perspective of the free market economists, the obsession with trade balances is absurd, 
because they have no bearing whatsoever on the economic growth or the prosperity of a 
nation. After all, keep in mind that the only two nations in the Western hemisphere that have 
maintained a trade surplus for the last 20 years were Cuba (about 1% of the GDP), and 
Venezuela (a whooping 3% of the GDP). In comparison, the US has maintained a trade deficit 
of more than 3% of its GDP. You make you own conclusions from these facts. 

When we look at other nations, we see no pattern of correlation between trade surpluses 
or deficits and economic growth. Among the nations with net surpluses we find Germany and 
France, whose GDP however has stagnated in the last 10 years. On the other hand, the US has 
grown by a steady 2.5%, and the UK – another nation with high deficits – has grown by 2% a 
year. Russia has had surpluses, and yet, it’s growth is quite meager. Among the nations with 
stable trade surplus we find nations like Algeria, Nigeria, Angola, Saudi Arabia, Iran, and 
even Yemen. Among those with deficits are Australia and New Zealand. If anything can be 
said about trade deficits and economic growth, it is that there is no visible connection between 
the two. In the final account, Tin Can Curt Degerman had the perfect trade balance. And yet, 
he lived like a poor man. Because accumulated money is not a measure of wealth. 

It should be obvious, of course. When we exchange money for a commodity or asset, we 
are not giving up wealth. To the contrary, whenever we exchange, we do it because the thing 
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we get is more valuable to us than than the thing we give up. When a buyer in the US spends 
$40,000 for a BMW made in Germany, he has not only become poorer by $40,000; he has 
also become richer by one BMW. When people buy stuff, when they exchange, they do it only 
to become wealthier, to surrender a less valuable commodity for a more valuable one. In the 
case of the BMW, it as some quantity of Federal Reserve fake money for a real value high-
quality car. How can anyone say that such exchange (fake government money for real private 
business high quality item) is a loss of wealth is beyond me. When we buy cheap things from 
foreign nations, we are giving up a “commodity” that America produces – Federal Reserve 
dollars – for something of high value and lower price, which someone else produces. The 
wealth of the nations flows to us. 

The only group of people who may object to such increase of wealth are the government 
bureaucrats. Why? Because wealth that is converted into real commodities – assets or 
consumer goods – is by nature decentralized. Goods and services are always decentralized; it 
is very difficult to create a central bank of BMWs, or of any other asset or consumer good. 
Neither is it easy to tax commodities: How do you take 10% of a BMW in taxes? Throughout 
history, statists have tried to create centralized systems of distribution or taxation of goods, 
and they have always failed. More market exchange means less possibilities for the 
government to control marker transactions. But a government can easily control the money 
supply of a nation through a central bank. Thus, if the wealth of a nation is stored primarily in 
some currency, it would be easy for the government to control that wealth. If it is in billions 
market exchanges involving billions of different real items, goods, commodities, or services, 
centralized control of that wealth is not so easy. This is why governments of nations like 
Russia, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, Uzbekistan, who have had enormous revenues from the sale 
of oil in times of high oil prices, have never bothered to use that money to encourage more 
diversified economies in their countries: a more diversified economy would mean less 
controllable wealth, and therefore less control for the government. Thus, such governments 
have preferred to use their surpluses to bribe their populations through handouts. Russia’s 
economy has never been anything else but an addendum to its mining industries, mainly oil 
and gas; something like a convenience store in a mining town, owned by the mining company 
itself. Every government wants to control the wealth of its people. The best way to do it is 
convert all wealth into currency, and then the control is easy. To do that, a government needs 
an export-oriented economy, an economy where goods produced using cheap labor at home 
(cheap, because they have to be competitive on the world market) are sold for cash outside 
home, and the cash is centralized in the hands of an elite of exporters, or in the hands of 
government bureaucrats. 

This leads us to a main characteristic of government regulations on trade. For the 
government to keep the economy constantly oriented to export, it has to keep its people 
constantly underpaid. After all, labor is always the greatest expense for any business. Low-
paid labor is a comparative advantage for exporters – they can keep their prices low and keep 
underselling their international competitors. The modern assumption is that when a nation 
starts exporting, more money flows into the nation, and more people become wealthier. But 
wait a minute? How would these people become wealthier, if not through higher wages? And 
what would higher wages do to the cost of the exported commodities? Thus, the government 
has only one way to continue a constant trade surplus: Keep the domestic workers constantly 
underpaid. This will, on one hand, keep the expense low, and on the other hand, will make the 
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worker less capable of buying stuff – which means, imports will be lower. After all, no one 
wants to import goods into a nation where the population has no money to buy anything. 

What are the government’s ways of keeping the people poor so that the exports are 
maintained? One way, of course, is a cap on wages. But such caps have never been popular, 
and they can’t easily be defended. A better way is a manipulation of the currency. Also known 
as “quantitative easing.” Or, we also call it “inflation.” In order to keep a nation’s economy 
exporting, a government can lower the value of its currency by printing more money. When 
this brings down the value of the currency, this change is reflected on the foreign exchange 
markets. The local currency becomes less valuable, and thus the prices of local goods become 
even more competitive on the world markets. This is what China has done with their currency 
in order to keep its exports going. 

But who suffers from such manipulation? The workers in that economy. While foreign 
buyers see lower prices for the goods produced in that economy, local workers will see 
inflation for themselves and their families. They will get more money into their hands, but the 
prices for their basic necessities will jump too. In the final account, they will be impoverished 
to be able to afford less than before, so that the government and its exporter cronies have more 
business and better profit. China has done it to its workers for the last 20+ years. Thus, despite 
the gigantic economic growth in China, the majority of its population still remains at very 
low, poor levels. Because that economic growth has been achieved not through an increase in 
productivity, but through manipulation of the money supply with the purpose of encouraging 
exports. In the final account, the average Joe on the street loses. The same principle works 
when the government imposes tariffs on imports: In the final account, the prices rise, and the 
average Joe on the street loses for the benefit of a few exporting companies. Any government 
intervention on the market to encourage an export-oriented economy will by necessity involve 
impoverishing those who are expected to produce the goods. There is no way around that. 
Those who call for the US government to “stimulate the economy” by regulating import and 
export are calling for and economic disaster. They are calling for the government to turn us all 
into frugal tramps – and keep us so for the purposes of a government policy. 

What should we do, then, with a nation which constantly scores trade deficits? Wouldn’t 
this mean that one day the nation will run out of money? No, it doesn’t. Deficits and surpluses 
are temporary conditions, and they are self-regulating. They have no significance for the 
economic growth; and they have no need to be controlled by the government. 

Think about an individual person, or a family. I mean a normal person or a normal family, 
not some frugal tramp. There are periods in their life when they work hard and save money. 
That is, periods of trade surplus: more money is coming in than is not going out. Then, one 
day, they decide to buy and furnish a home with the money they have saved. Or start a 
business. Or just spend it on a cruise. This will be the period of trade deficits: more money is 
going out than is coming in. until they run out of money, and they return to their work routine 
again, saving and not spending, that is, trade surplus. Then the kids are grown and they need 
to be sent to college. That would be another period of trade deficits. Etc., etc. The trade 
deficits may mean many things: they may be investing, or consuming, or just throwing money 
away. The fact that there is trade deficit doesn’t tell us what is done with that deficit, whether 
something foolish or something productive. All we know is where the money flows, 
technically. But from that flow alone we can’t have any clear knowledge what is happening. 
Eventually, they will be brought back to reality. 
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The same with a nation. In certain periods, a nation can have a surplus. That surplus then 
can be used in the future for new investments, or just for squandering. But remember, both 
surplus and deficits affect prices. From the perspective of the domestic economy, imports 
have the same effect as deflation: less money supply, more goods. This will tend to lower the 
prices. (Deflation also means lower prices.) Low prices will then lead to the economy being 
more competitive, and therefore exports will rise. But from the perspective of the domestic 
economy, exports have the same effect as inflation: more money and fewer goods. More 
money and fewer goods will tend to increase the prices in the economy, which will make 
foreign goods more attractive. This will increase imports, and the pendulum will turn again. 
On and on, this process of economic calibration of the economy will continue. But again, it is 
self-regulated, and it has no need for government intervention. The only result of government 
interventions will be the further impoverishment of the poorest people in the society. 
Manipulation of export and import won’t produce prosperity; it will only produce more 
poverty. 

The Bible, of course, tells us what produces prosperity: covenantal faithfulness before 
God, and especially faithfulness to His Dominion Mandate. A nation which stands in the 
covenant of God and increases its productivity will see greater prosperity. But the Bible also 
has a very specific instruction concerning the issues of export and import. It is found in 
Proverbs 31; in the chapter that tells us about the wisdom of the virtuous wife. We know that 
she is a woman who is constantly working to increase her economic dominion. She looks for 
wool and flax and works with her hands in delight; she buys a field and she plants a vineyard, 
etc., etc. and in the midst of all this, there is a verse that should shock us, if we read it 
carefully: verse 14: “she is like merchant ships; she brings her food from afar.” Huh? Why? 
This is the same woman who has no problem with producing food. She has her fields and her 
vineyard and her servants; why would she want to buy food from afar? 

Because, when you can buy food cheaper than what you can produce, it is foolish to not 
buy it. That is what merchant ships do: they look for the lowest possible price, and take 
advantage of it, even if it is far away, in another land. The wise woman is like those ships: she 
will buy cheap, even if she herself can produce it. Because buying low is one part of 
increasing one’s wealth. 

Thus, a wise nation won’t close its borders for cheap merchandise. To the contrary. If 
others can produce the same goods, cheaper, we will buy them. This will free more money for 
other expenses, or for investment. Government regulations that ban cheap goods from being 
sold in America are simply an example of socialist foolishness. Wisdom is getting the best 
quality for the lowest price. Always. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Ian Hodge, Baptized Inflation. It will teach 
you something the real origin of some of the modern economic theories and practices. You are 
in for a surprise. 

And remember, in your prayer and your giving, Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission in Eastern Europe committed to teaching the comprehensive Gospel of the Kingdom 
of God, and building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization in 
Bulgaria. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. And God 
bless you all. 
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 The Proverbs 31 Woman 
If you are looking for a passive, docile, obedient woman, a woman that would 
be satisfied to be bossed around and “discipled” and told what to do and be 
patronized and taught and instructed . . . you are looking for the wrong kind of 
woman. Take those patriarchal ideas and throw them in the garbage can. 

Assigned reading: Rodney Stark, The Rise of Christianity 

 

Welcome to Episode 52 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 20 minutes we will be talking about patriarchy and 
feminism, and what both patriarchy and feminism can’t understand about women, about their 
place in the society and the Kingdom of God, and about the relationship between a man and a 
woman in the family. Yes, you heard well, I dumped both patriarchy and feminism together. 
As a Christian, you may have been taught to think that patriarchy is Biblical while feminism is 
secular and pagan. This is not true. Both modern patriarchy and modern feminism have pagan 
and idolatrous foundations and origins, and neither is consistent with the message of the 
Bible. And this week we will try to describe the true Biblical woman and her rightful place in 
the Kingdom of God, based on Proverbs 31. 

Modern feminism, of course, is completely lost in a hole of irrationality and, to be honest, 
outright insanity; this is so obvious to all – including those on the left side of the political 
spectrum – that it hardly needs to be demonstrated. Even the leading figures and celebrities on 
the left stay away from it, and lead a lifestyle that is more consistent with a more traditional, 
quasi-Christian family life. The extremist feminism is left to childish street activists, all of 
whom are culturally irrelevant, and continue being culturally irrelevant. Not to mention, of 
course, that such modern feminists continue destroying their own credibility in the eyes of the 
very women they supposedly care about. The most recent feminist idiocy is the conclusion of 
some recent so-called “study” published in some supposedly scientific journal that calling 
breastfeeding “natural” is unethical, because it has sexist overtones. What does that mean? 
Well, that means that, “calling breastfeeding ‘natural’ reinforces a certain set of values about 
the gender roles.” It is, I suppose, much more ethical to call it “unnatural.” I wonder how they 
will sell that nonsense to the millions of mothers in this country. Seriously, wanna tell a 
mother of a newborn baby that her breastfeeding is “unnatural”? 

In reality, most of what secular feminism has been doing in the last one generation is put 
its foot in its mouth so deep as to touch its throat with its toes. It has been hijacked by 
mentally unstable women who have built their defense of women by trying to make women be 
men. Even the most independent woman would be grossed out by such an idea, if she is sane. 
Women who find their self-identity in pretending to be men are very rare even among non-
Christians; and such women are seldom capable of having any influence over other women. 
But don’t be quick to assume that just because modern feminism is self-destructive, this will 
automatically translate into a cultural victory for the church. It won’t. And the reason is that 
the church has things in its past to repent of. Yes, specifically concerning the place and 
authority of women in the society. There was a time when the church joined the side of 
injustice on this issue. And we have still not repented for it. 
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The earlier women’s rights movement, the so-called “first-wave” feminism, was about 
defending the legal rights and equality of women in the society, which have been under attack 
by the different legal theories of the Enlightenment. In his Institutes of Biblical Law, pages 
348-353, R.J. Rushdoony points to the fact that because of its biological theory of women, the 
Enlightenment quickly destroyed the legal equality which European Christendom had built for 
women. Yes, you heard that well. Contrary to what many people believe today, the 
humiliating lower legal status of women in the 19th century was not the product of 
Christianity, but of the Enlightenment. Thus, the original women’s rights movement was not 
directed at destroying the family, but only at what Rushdoony called, “restoring women to 
their rightful place of authority beside men.” That is, to the same place to which they were 
elevated after centuries of Christendom. Paganism had no legal rights – nor any legal place – 
for women in its society. The legal status of married women in Athens, for example, was no 
different than the legal status of married women in modern Saudi Arabia: women were not 
allowed to leave the home unattended, and were not allowed to inherit property. Courtesans, 
in fact, enjoyed greater freedom and public influence than married women. Christendom, on 
the other hand, elevated women and gave them a special place in the society, culturally and 
legally. Especially married women. The Enlightenment restored the pagan view of women, 
and led to lower civil rights for women. And the early women’s rights movement tried to 
restore the Christendom’s ideal. 

Unfortunately, the churches in the 19th and the early 20th century did not respond to the 
women’s rights movement with the Biblical view, but instead joined the Enlightenment’s 
pagan view of women and of their role in the society. That, of course, was one of the many 
reasons for the decline of the Christian influence in the West. For over a millennium, 
Christendom had built a foundation of justice for the place of women in society. Then, within 
a few generations, justice was aborted. And the church joined the side of injustice. That’s how 
we have a church that is trampled under the feet of men. Thus, even if modern feminism is 
self-destructive, this won’t restore the church to her position of authority. That authority is 
earned by repenting and taking the side of justice. Or, if you want it simple, the Church is a 
woman, a bride. One woman can’t establish her own authority by denigrating the authority of 
other women in the society. That much should be obvious to all. 

Modern feminism is insane, it approaches men and women as isolated atoms who 
shouldn’t be allowed to be in any meaningful relation to each as men and women. And since 
this is obviously idiotic, modern feminism is an easy target. And it has been a target of many 
conservative preachers and churches whose purpose was to restore and protect the Biblical 
family. So, far so good. 

The problem with many, if not most, of these conservative preachers and churches is that 
their criticism of feminism and defense of the Biblical family are based on another extreme 
which has pagan origins: patriarchy. Patriarchy, as in the idea that the father and husband in 
the family is the ruler of the family. Ruler, to the point where the wife – and by extension, all 
the other women in the family – is absorbed into the family unit as an addendum, not as an 
individual and distinct person of authority and covenantal standing. Ruler, to the point where 
his wife has no independent authority of her own, but her authority is only “delegated” to her 
by her husband. The concept of “rulership” has been then expanded to include not only the 
children in their childhood (Biblically, the children are legally considered no different than 
slaves in the household, according to Gal. 4:1), but also the children in their adult years. They 
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are supposed to stay within a clan system, obeying their father and serving their father even 
while having their own families and children. Girls are not encouraged to develop 
academically and professionally, because their place is in the kitchen anyway. Or to breed 
more children. As some modern patriarchalist preachers declare, “A woman who works 
outside the house commits sin.” This institutional subjugation of women is then extended to 
an ideology of the ontological and therefore intellectual inferiority of women – which was 
exactly the concept of the Enlightenment, inherited from paganism. One of the popular books 
in the Patriarchy movement, Family Man, Family Leader, by Phillip Lancaster, advises the 
husband, before leaving for work in the morning, to leave for Mom a list of chores and 
errands she is supposed to do during the day, with clear instructions on each point. Thus, 
according to the book, Mom knows that this heavy burden of deciding what needs to be done 
is taken off her shoulders, and all she needs to do is follow the list. Then, at the end of the day, 
Dad comes back home and spends time with Mom going over the list, praising her for what 
she has accomplished, and working for improvement on the points she hasn’t. I am not 
kidding you, find the book and read it. The book is a perfectly good example of the modern 
patriarchalist ideologies: it works to establish man’s authority by denigrating and humiliating 
women as nothing more than imbeciles under care. 

Ironically, what that has produced has been not more families and more stable families in 
these patriarchalist circles, but fewer families and much later ages of marriage for the average 
young person. The reason should be obvious: such views of women produce in young 
Christian men the expectation that the women they want to marry must be somehow inclined 
to be babysat and patronized. One such man shared with me once that when considering 
marriage, he wants to go out with the woman and observe how she does her shopping, and 
whether she is willing to be teachable in areas where her shopping doesn’t meet his high 
standards. (I just laughed in his face when he told me that. “You think you know better than a 
woman how to shop?”) This was 15 years ago, and he is still not married. Another, having 
been looking for a wife for the last 10 years, told me that he first gives the girl a book, and 
sees if she is going to read it, and then talks to her over the book in order to find out if she 
would be humble and willing enough to be “discipled” by him. Because, you know, he 
considers it his duty as a husband to disciple his wife in the faith as much as he should 
disciple his children. My response was that the girl that would be happy to take such insult to 
her intelligence and God-given authority is not the girl he would be happy with, and the ones 
he wants will never suffer such humiliation and patronizing. In the final account, many of 
these young men are looking not for a mate (as in help-mate) but for a maid (as in house 
maid), for a perpetual child which they will patronize and boss around under the pretense of 
“exercising male leadership” in the house. Patriarchalism creates in men the impression that 
women are inferior creatures, and that not much can be entrusted to them outside cooking, 
laundry, and giving birth; for everything else they need “discipling”; and any authority they 
have in the house must be carefully controlled by their husbands. 

(And, of course, as an extension of this ideology, the husbands are expected to remain 
perpetual children and therefore to be constantly controlled by their fathers, or, in some cases, 
by their fathers-in-law. The system is consistent in that it doesn’t allow for any level of 
independent maturity under God, at any level. But we will confine ourselves to the authority 
of the women here.) 
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As I pointed out in an episode of Axe to the Root titled “The Concubinage,” such a 
woman who is restricted to the position of a housemaid, with only delegated but no direct 
authority in the house, is considered a concubine in the Bible, not a wife. A concubine in the 
Bible is a woman who comes into the family without a dowry, and therefore has no 
inheritance in the family. Having no inheritance, she has no authority of her own in the 
family, except over her own children – who, by the way, don’t have the right to inheritance 
either. She is entitled to all the rights of a wife but she doesn’t have the privileges of a wife. 
Any authority she may possess over her husband’s home can come only from his good will; 
he has the right to delegate to her responsibilities and authority, but he has no obligation to do 
so. Thus, from a covenantal perspective, modern patriarchalists, by denigrating the authority 
of the woman in the family and by placing all authority in the hands of the husband – to 
delegate to her whatever he wants – are really looking not for wives but for concubines. 

But in the world after the Cross, there are to be no more concubines, no more second-rate 
wives. This characteristic has a much more profound meaning, and we won’t have the time to 
examine it today. One application of it, however, needs to be mentioned: the fact that there are 
no more concubines in the world after the Cross affects the way we view the Church and her 
covenantal status before God. In an article in Faith for All Life several years ago, I made the 
connection between the different existing eschatologies and how they view the Church as the 
Bride of Christ. Modern amillennialism views the Church as simply a girlfriend, or, at best, a 
fiancee of Christ. “Almost a wife but not yet.” She has no authority over the world which is 
her Husband’s estate. Like a virtuous fiancee, her focus is on purity, not on responsibility and 
authority. She is not expected to take over the world as her legitimate sphere of work and 
dominion; she doesn’t have that legal right. Modern dispensationalism views the Church as a 
concubine of Christ. The real, fully privileged wife is national Israel, and all the promises and 
the inheritance belong to that real wife. But since, for a time, the real wife has eloped with her 
heathen lovers, Jesus has taken a temporary consort, the Church, with the purpose to incite the 
real wife, national Israel, to jealousy, and thus return Israel to Himself. The Church has all the 
rights of a wife and she will be rewarded for her services, but she has no inheritance or 
authority, for all the promises belong by right to Israel. Finally, postmillennialism view the 
Church as the true, fully privileged wife of Christ. Not only does she have the rights of a wife, 
she is fully representative of her Husband and has full authority over His estate, the world. 
She is expected to take dominion over the world now and to exercise her authority in bringing 
the world. She has full authority; she doesn’t have to wait for any more permission to rule in 
her own right. Being Christ’s body and His fulness (Eph. 1:23), redeemed, crowned, and 
enthroned to rule with Him, her job is to occupy, or, in another translation, do business, or, 
using the Greek original, pragmateusaathe (from the same root as “practice”), until He comes. 

But that mandate is not limited to the church. It is actually a mandate to every wife. 
Whoever claims that wives are supposed to remain passive and waiting for their husbands to 
rule over them and tell them what to do, micromanaging their work, shopping, and business 
decisions, has no idea of what the Biblical view of the virtuous wife is. That Biblical view is 
expressed very specifically in one of the most important chapters about the Biblical view 
family: Proverbs 31. Anyone who does not lay Proverbs 31 as the foundation of his view of 
the family, is not restoring the Biblical family, but some twisted pagan view of the family, 
whether patriarchal or feminist, but the Biblical view. 
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Proverbs 31:10 gives us the introduction: “An excellent wife who can find?” That’s New 
American Standard, the one I usually prefer, because it sticks closer to the literal meaning of 
the words . . . well, most of the time. But if you compare all the available translations, you 
will find out they can’t agree on the translation. Some translations have “excellent” translated 
as “virtuous.” Others as “of noble character.” Still others as “of strong character.” Still others 
translate it as “capable,” or “worthy,” or “diligent.” I have seen disagreements between 
translations, but, boy, the disagreement over this word is a bit too much. Why is there such a 
disagreement? Because, believe it or not, the original Hebrew word means nothing like these 
words. The original Hebrew word is chayil, that is, “army.” “And army wife who can find?” 
The root for the chayil, of course, is the word for “strength, force, endurance.” No matter how 
you want to translate the literal text “army wife,” one thing is perfectly sure: the kind of wife 
commended by it is certainly not the docile, servile, subjugated type of woman ancient and 
modern patriarchalism imagine. The woman in Proverbs 31 is very different. 

As Andrea Schwartz pointed recently, the virtuous wife in Proverbs 31 is not known for 
her ostentatious spirituality. There are no women’s meetings in that chapter, no church 
activities. The virtuous wife is not known for being a prayer warrior. Not that she doesn’t 
pray, of course, but long prayers and church activities are not what defines her as virtuous. 
Neither is she defined by her obedience to her husband. Such obedience is not mentioned at 
all – to the contrary, the virtuous woman is shown as an independent woman who makes her 
own decisions. 

What defines her as virtuous is her ability to take dominion. More than that: what defines 
her as virtuous is her ability to take dominion independently of her husband, making decisions 
for him, with his and her property, in his absence. 

To start with, notice where her husband is. He is not in the home barking orders. Nothing 
like this. He is in the gates, taking dominion in the world outside the family. (The city gates 
were the locus of judicial authority in Israel.) He doesn’t oversee her work; in fact, verse 11 
specifically says that “his heart trusts in her.” (Nothing even similar to discipling her as an 
immature child.) The decisions to buy and sell are her own, not his, according to verses 14 
and 16. (Nothing even remotely similar to teaching a wife how to shop. She makes the 
economic decisions as to what the family should produce (verse 13), and she makes the 
economic decisions if something should be produced or bought at a lower price (verse 14). 
She controls the labor force of the business (verse 15), and she controls the charity 
contributions of that business (verse 20). All this means, she is not a woman whose training 
has stopped at being able to cook and do laundry and give birth. We have here a woman who 
is educated and knowledgeable, in order to make all these decisions. Many of these decisions, 
depending on the specific situation of the family, will require a business education, and the 
production part may require engineering or other technical education. (You don’t expect that 
the “spindle” in verse 19 will still be just a spindle in the 21st century, do you?) The Biblical 
woman is not expected to be dumb or uneducated; she is expected to be as highly educated as 
the circumstances allow it, in all available information. 

Oh, but this is not all. Wait for it. She is not silent either, neither does she need to be 
discipled in the faith, that is, to be patronized and humiliated. Not at all. She is herself a 
source of wisdom and teaching, for verse 26 says that she opens her mouth in wisdom. The 
same wisdom of which Proverbs 8 speaks. But that wisdom goes far beyond that. The virtuous 
woman of Proverbs 31 is expected to speak with God’s authority. How do I know this? 
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Because in two places (Proverbs 1:8 and 6:20), the author of Proverbs admonishes a young 
man to not forget the teaching of his mother. But the word for teaching there, in both places, is 
actually torah, the same word used to denote God’s Law. The author could have used another 
Hebrew word for teaching, like musar. That he chose, twice in a row, to use torah, for the 
teaching of a woman, is very significant. When a woman and a mother is speaking with 
wisdom, she is speaking as God’s representative. Her authority is not delegated through 
anyone, not even her husband. It may be united with his authority in the same covenant, but it 
is distinct. She has her own authority under God, and it is her own, whether her husband 
“delegates” it or not. The family is not the husband, plus a wife as an addendum. The family is 
the husband cleaving to his wife, as his equal, of equal and distinct authority. 

So distinct it is, and so equal to his, that she is under obligation to oppose her husband 
when he goes astray. The greatest Biblical example of this is Rebekah and her deception of 
her husband Isaac. While we won’t have too much time to discuss it, one thing is clear: 
contrary to many claims today, Rebekah was not in rebellion against Isaac when she 
encouraged Jacob to deceive his father. It was Isaac who had gone against the will of God, 
trying to thwart God’s plan by giving away the birthright for a meal. (What his unbelieving 
son Esau had done years before to his brother Jacob.) Rebekah’s actions were aimed at 
keeping her husband withing the plan of God. She was successful, and Isaac acknowledged it. 
He never changed his mind. Listen to my sermon, “Redeeming Jacob.” 

The importance and power of the woman’s authority in the family can be seen also in the 
fact that the Bible doesn’t expect women to be passive even in the very act of marriage 
proposal. In our culture today we have adopted the practice of the women being passive, while 
the men are supposed to take the initiative to make the marriage proposals. While this sounds 
quite romantic, the passivity of the woman in such relationships is not a Biblical standard; it 
rather comes from earlier, pagan times. I will refrain from discussing the Song of Solomon 
here, but everyone can read it and notice how normal it should be for the woman to take the 
initiative. What is more important is that in the New Testament, Paul actually commands 
women to take the initiative in getting married! I want the younger widows, he says in 1 Tim. 
5:14, to marry, bear children, and rule households. (Notice, rule households.) But such 
command is impossible in our modern church culture. How can a woman – let alone a widow 
– obey Paul’s command, if she has to abide by the rules of our modern society? If she is to 
remain passive, waiting for a man to come to her, she may never be able to marry again. It is 
hard enough for unmarried girls to find bridegrooms in the modern effeminate church culture; 
how would a widow be able to do it, unless she takes the initiative. And obviously, Paul 
connects such initiative to her ruling a house. Apparently the woman of Proverbs 31 must be a 
woman who can initiate a marriage proposal too. 

In the final account, if you are looking for a passive, docile, obedient woman, a woman 
that would be satisfied to be bossed around and “discipled” and told what to do and be 
patronized and taught and instructed . . . you are looking for the wrong kind of woman. Take 
those patriarchal ideas and throw them in the garbage can. The Biblical woman you need and 
want is a woman who will be your partner – independent of mind and spirit, but committed to 
the same purpose. She is a woman that can run your household and make your decisions in 
your place while you are away. She is a woman who can provide for the family, and stay 
tough and enduring – like an army wife – in the worst of the worst circumstances. And, most 
important of all, she is a woman who won’t hesitate to stand up to you and speak truth in your 
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face when you go astray; and thus protect you from yourself. If you are looking for anything 
different, you are in for a disaster. 

The reading assigned for this week is Rodney Stark’s book, The Rise of Christianity. 
Some of his claims may need to be verified, but pay attention to the role of women in the 
early centuries of Christianity. You may be surprised to learn how much our modern world 
has been shaped by those Christian women. 

Remember in your prayers and in your giving the Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission organization committed to building an intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, 
and donate. God bless you all. 
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 France, the Huguenots, and Deuteronomy 28 
How did the most powerful nation in Christendom for several hundred years 
sink down to the level of such insignificance? 

Assigned Reading: Covenant Enforced: John Calvin's Sermons on Deuteronomy 
27-28 

 
Welcome to Episode 53 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about one of the worst sins of 
Christian Reconstruction in the eyes of antinomian supposedly “Reformed” seminary 
professors: namely, its doctrine of covenantal sanctions in history. We won’t talk just in 
general terms about it, nor will we repeat over and over the theology behind it. This theology 
has already been expressed sufficiently by men greater than me, like R.J. Rushdoony, Gary 
North, and Greg Bahnsen. In fact, going all the way back to the Reformation, giants like John 
Calvin and John Knox believed that God visits nations and groups and kings and ruling 
bodies, in history, with His judgment – whether judgment for blessing for their obedience (as 
imperfect it can be at times) or judgment for curse for their disobedience. I don’t need to 
repeat their words; it is your responsibility to sit on your you-know-what and read the big 
books. No amount of podcasts and episodes can replace solid reading. If you want to know 
what books speak of this doctrine of God’s covenantal sanctions in history, you can find it 
developed in Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical Law, in chapters 13 and 15 of his Systematic 
Theology, and also in his Biblical Philosophy of History, in Greg Bahnsen’s By This Standard 
and Theonomy in Christian Ethics, as well as in Gary North’s Unconditional Surrender, 
Dominion and Common Grace, Millennialism and Social Theory, and the economic 
commentary on Numbers. And you can also revisit John Calvin’s sermons on Deuteronomy 
27-28. 

So, in this episode I will be giving a specific historical example. It’s much easier, y’know, 
after the big guys have written their books, for me to look at history and discover specific 
examples of a Biblical covenantal principle. Having studied history extensively, I can give 
tons of them, especially from the history of the Balkans, which I know quite well. But since 
these last weeks another European country has been in the focus of American conservatives – 
France – I will use the history of France as an example. And specifically, the history of the 
Roman Catholics in France as a distinct religious and cultural group. 

Several years ago I gave talk at an American Vision conference, titled “Europe as a 
Mirror to America.” In it, one of the historical examples I gave was the example of the French 
province of the Vendée and the revolt in the 1790s of its Roman Catholic population against 
the Republican government in Paris during the French Revolution. While I gave historical 
accounts of the horrible massacre of Roman Catholics by Republican troops (named officially 
“the columns of hell”), my focus was rather on the agenda of political secularism in fighting 
Christendom. In the case of the Vendée revolt, the issue was authority: whether family and 
church as institutions will be controlled by the government, or will remain as separate and 
independent in their spheres of jurisdiction. And I explained the reason why the French 
Republican government, in times of total war on all its frontiers against all of Europe, decided 
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to set aside 20% of its army to not simply pacify, but completely massacre and obliterate a 
small province which was posing no real strategic threat to the government in Paris. The issue 
was religious, of course, it was an issue of whether family and church will remain free of 
government interference, or will become, in everything, subservient to the state. 

What I didn’t cover, however, was, why this happened to the Roman Catholics in the 
Vendée. And, in fact, why it all happened to France. Why did France, which used to be the 
most staunchly Roman Catholic nation in Europe, suddenly fall into secularism? And even 
worse, why did it have to happen with such bloodshed? Secularism advanced in other 
countries as well, but in many of them, while there was a change towards tyranny – because 
secularism always presupposes the tyranny of man, the new god – very few of them had such 
domestic genocide as France did. Why did that happen? This question is very important from 
a covenantal perspective, because it involves a fundamental ethical/judicial issue: why did 
moral restraint in France fail so spectacularly, to the point of Frenchmen killing Frenchmen by 
the hundreds of thousands and the millions? 

The covenantal importance of this question becomes even more obvious when we 
consider the traditional role of France in Europe throughout most of the history of 
Christendom. Today, Americans and most Europeans look at France with a slight dose of 
condescension and even some disdain. After all, this is the country which, despite its 
population, got effortlessly defeated by Germany in three major wars (the Franco-Prussian 
War of 1870-1871, WWI, and WWII). In the two world wars, France had to rely on the help 
of the United States, which most French disdain as an example of rugged individualism and 
capitalism; and of national pride and arrogance also. (Although, I would say on the pride and 
arrogance, the French seem to compete well with us, Americans; just as we seem to be trying 
to catch up with them in the socialism and collectivism race.) To add insult to the injury, 
France seems to be never capable of catching up with Germany in terms of economic growth, 
even when the cards are stacked decisively in its favor. After WWI, France received enormous 
reparations from Germany, plus control over Germany’s most industrialized province, for 
several years. After WWII, Germany was devastated, deprived of 1/3 of its previous territory, 
and split in two. And yet, in both cases, just a decade down the road, France was eating the 
dust behind Germany’s economic train. 

The French themselves are aware of the inferiority of their own country. Just a few weeks 
ago, before the elections, one of the candidates, Marie le Pen, stated that no matter what the 
result of the elections, France will be ruled by a woman: Either Marie le Pen herself, or 
Germany’s Angela Merkel. How correct that statement is we will leave aside; but the fact that 
it was accepted as valid by at least 40% of France’s active voters shows that the French do not 
consider their country powerful or stable enough, and always in danger of being controlled by 
another nation. A sentiment that would be natural for a small Eastern European country, but 
hardly expected to come from one of the supposed world’s superpowers. 

Strange that this should be so. For much of its history, France was the undisputed political 
and cultural center of Europe. She was also the undisputed demographic center of Europe. In 
its modern territories, France reached a population of almost 30 million in the late 1600s and 
the early 1700s. To compare, Germany at the time (devastated by the Thirty-Year War), was 
about 10-12 million, and England, Scotland, and Wales numbered less than 7 million total. 
Four hundred years later, the UK has grown to 65 million (10-fold increase), Germany, with 
all its wars and disasters and calamities and political turmoil, and within only 2/3 of its 
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previous territory, has grown to 82 million (7-8-fold increase), while France has grown to 
only 64 million, barely over two-fold increase of the population. 

Put it in different terms, if modern stock exchanges existed in the 1500s or the 1600s, and 
if you asked an investment adviser, “What are the most prosperous and secure economies 
where I can invest my money for future generations of my children and grandchildren?”, his 
first answer would be: France. His second answer would be: Spain. These were the most 
prosperous and the most stable nations in Europe. If anyone suggested that the Netherlands, or 
Germany, or England, or Switzerland, or Norway would be a good investment, you would 
laugh at them. And yet, 400 years down the road, France is steadily sinking in the ranking of 
world’s superpowers, and soon will be nothing more than just another middle-size nation of 
marginal significance. And that, while nations who previously showed no prospect of any 
greatness, are now surpassing it on all fronts: economy, culture, technology, influence, etc. 

How did that happen? How did the most powerful nation in Christendom for several 
hundred years sink down to the level of such insignificance? 

The answer, of course, is covenantal. France – and specifically the Roman Catholic 
population of France, as a distinct religious and cultural group – has been under God’s 
covenantal sanctions. And since this group has historically been the largest cultural group in 
France, God’s covenantal curse on it has been affecting France as a whole. And the curse has 
been for committed injustice and murder against a whole group of other Frenchmen, for no 
other reason but for their conversion to Protestantism. This sin of the French Roman Catholics 
was not simply a sin of passivity and omission, where the civil rulers commit the injustice and 
the population just remains silent. (Think of the Holocaust in Germany.) It was a sin of 
commission, or even of active commitment by the general Roman Catholic population, far 
beyond the orders of its rulers, and at times, in opposition and disobedience to their rulers’ 
edicts for toleration. We all know of the French Revolution and of the drunkenness of a whole 
generation in France and the rivers of blood shed during the last two decades of the 18th 
century. What is less known is that France had experienced a much worse drunkenness 200 
years before that, and had shed rivers of blood for several generations. 

To find out about it, we need to go back to the time of the Reformation. France gave the 
Reformation two of its most illustrious scholars and theologians, namely, William Farel and 
John Calvin. Calvin, whose name remained in history because of his work in the Reformation 
in Geneva, but also because of his enormous productivity as an author and his ability to 
summarize Christian doctrine, wrote in two languages: Latin and his native French. When we 
today think of Calvin’s influence, we always imagine nations like the Netherlands, Scotland, 
England, and the United States. The truth is, originally, the first country to be most seriously 
impacted by his teachings was his native France. 

Calvin published his first systematic treatise on the Christian religion, The Institutes of 
the Christian Religion, in 1536. It was in Latin. Over the next 28 years, with only a small 
leave of 2 years, he lived and worked in Geneva, expanding his Institutes, and also producing 
innumerable volumes of sermons, commentaries, and other theological material. He wrote 
much of it in French, and the Institutes themselves had six French editions, the last one being 
in 1560. While his material was mainly meant for the French-speaking Swiss and the 
Savoyards south of Geneva, an unknown number of copies have been smuggled in France and 
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have been re-printed and distributed. Calvin never returned to his native France, but his books 
were having influence greater than he could ever achieve himself. 

So successful were his books, that by the mid-1560s, and estimated 10-12% of the 
population of France was Protestant, or, as they called themselves, reformés, Reformed. The 
majority of the Reformed population was in the west of France, along the Atlantic coast, and 
the south central of France. These were the regions with the best developed urban and 
industrial culture; cities like La Rochelle, Montauban, Montpellier, were major industrial 
centers in the economy of France of the time. Since Protestantism largely spread by the power 
of persuasion of written theological books, the bulk of the Protestants in France was among 
the educated and the literate: the nobility and the urban industrial elite and factory workers. 
For their small overall numbers, Protestants could boast with a disproportional representation 
in the government of the country. The old royal family of Bourbon of Navarre joined the 
cause of the Protestants, and the brothers de Coligny – Odet, Gaspar, and François – of an 
ancient noble family of Burgundy also became champions of the Protestant faith in France. 
The second oldest of these brothers, Admiral Gaspar de Coligny, eventually became the 
undisputed political leader of Protestantism in France. As we will see, his influence and 
authority were of such great importance that when the Roman Catholic royal court decided to 
move against the Protestants, they found it expedient to start their attack with the assassination 
of Admiral Gaspar de Coligny. 

By the early 1560s, the Protestants in France were known as Huguenots, for reasons that 
no historian today is able to guess. They were now a force to be reckoned with, for the 
teachings of Calvin were spreading in a number of cities. In 1558, a national Reformed synod 
was held in Paris. At the time, France was under the rule of Henry II, a king who was tolerant 
of the Protestants, and even took their sides on a number of issues. Henry, however, died in 
1559 of an infected wound from a jousting incident. His son being only 14, the regency was 
given to Henry II’s wife, the Italian Catherine de’Medici, a devout Roman Catholic, and a 
brutal and unprincipled political player. 

Catherine started the persecutions almost immediately after the death of her husband. 
Huguenots were rounded up and delivered to Roman Catholic courts on charges of heresy. 
The first massacre happened in Wassy in north-east France, where the Huguenots were in the 
minority. A church gathering of Huguenots was attacked by royal troops and by the local 
Roman Catholic population. Close to 100 people were murdered, and 200 were wounded. 
After this, he Huguenots started organizing militarily and politically, and by 1562 they held 
over 60 walled cities, and their leaders, Henry of Navarre and Admiral de Coligny, 
commanded a significant army. Catherine de’Medici was soon forced to escalate the conflict 
to keep up with them, for the Protestants had become a serious threat to the royal government. 
For the next eight years, the French Wars of Religion continued with no clear promise of 
victory to either side; the death toll of these wars, however, for that period, was quite high. 
Close to half million people lost their lives between 1562 and 1570, until the peace of Saint-
Germain, which put an end to the wars and restored all the rights and privileges of the 
Protestant minority. 

Ironically, the culmination and the decisive action in the Wars of Religion came only 
after the peace treaty was signed. Catherine de’Medici, rather tired of the wars and desirous of 
consolidating the power of her family through diplomacy, offered her daughter Margaret in 
marriage to the Protestant prince Henry of Navarre; the rationale was dynastic connections 
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and claims, not so much religion. By 1572 Catherine seems to had lost her zeal for religious 
controversies. The population of Paris, however, hadn’t. The idea of one of their Roman 
Catholic princesses being married to a Protestant created a number of riots in Paris in 1572, as 
distinguished Protestant leaders began to arrive in the city for the royal marriage in August. 
While the government was seeking reconciliation and co-operation, the population of Paris 
was revolting. On August 18, 1572, a political assassin by the name of Charles Maurevert shot 
and wounded Admiral de Coligny, the leader of the Huguenots. For the next several days, 
rumors were spread in the city that the Huguenots were planning a revenge on the city and on 
the royal family. The rumors became so persistent, and the pressure of the mobs so 
uncontrollable, that on August 22, Catherine de’Medici reluctantly decided, for safety, to 
move against the Huguenots. She broke her promise and oath, as well as the peace treaty she 
had signed, and ordered the massacre of their leaders gathered in Paris. 

On the night of August 23, the carnage started. But it didn’t all go by plan. The original 
orders were to exterminate only the leaders. Once the common people of Paris got wind of 
what was happening, all Paris was cheerfully given to hunting and barbaric killing of all 
Huguenots: including women and children. Remember, the French government didn’t order 
all the executions; the majority of the murders – especially of non-combatants and innocent 
people – were committed by the common people of Paris. The St. Bartholomew’s Night was 
not just government injustice; it was truly a national crime of Biblical proportions, of all 
French Roman Catholics. Innocent blood was shed on that night on the streets of Paris, blood 
which later repeatedly spelled curse for Paris and the French nation. 

There are no official numbers, but estimates of the massacre give anywhere between 
25,000 and 50,000 Huguenots slain in one night. These were the elite of Protestantism in 
France, plus their entire households. Gaspar de Coligny was killed in his bed and his body 
was thrown out of the window, on the street. By the morning of August 24, the streets of Paris 
were full with the bodies of slain Huguenots and covered with blood. 

The reaction of Christendom – whether Roman Catholic or Protestant – was unanimously 
negative. Protestant countries, of course, immediately cut their diplomatic ties with France, 
and for a generation, France – previously dominant on the European scene – lost both its 
ability to conduct a successful foreign policy and its control over the trade routes and market. 
(Protestant merchants, Dutch and English, who were gaining ascendance in the developing 
trade with Asia and America, simply preferred to avoid French ports.) The Roman Catholic 
world first reacted with joy to the news: the prospect of losing the most populous and most 
powerful European nation to Protestantism was a nightmare to the Papacy. When the details 
of the massacre became known, however, most Roman Catholics outside France changed their 
minds. The Holy Roman Emperor, Maximilian II, father-in-law of the French king Charles 
IX, described the massacre as “shameful.” Pope Gregory XIII, who first praised the massacre, 
later had misgivings about it. When the killer of Gaspar de Coligny, Charles Maurevert, 
wanted an audience with him, the Pope declined under the pretext that Maurevert was a 
murderer. The massacre became such a focal point of the attention of all Europe that even the 
Russian Czar, Ivan the Terrible, himself never flinching from shedding the blood of his own 
people, used it as an argument in a letter to Maximilian II concerning the dynastic succession 
in Poland. At the end of that letter, he added completely out of context, “You deplore, my 
brother, the horrible massacre of so many innocents on St. Bartholomew’s Day! All Christian 
monarchs ought to be distressed on that account!” 
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The murder of innocents didn’t stop there, however. The King sent orders to the 
provincial governors to refrain from violence and to abide by the terms of the peace of Saint-
Germain. Once the news of the massacre reached the provinces, however, nothing could stop 
the local Roman Catholic population, goaded by the local clergy, from committing the same 
crimes. In many cities of France where there was a sizable Huguenot minority, there were 
massacres. Between August and November 1572, a number of French cities were entirely 
cleared of Protestants. Nobles and commonfolk, men and women and children were murdered 
indiscriminately. While numbers it is not possible to have exact numbers, estimates are that 
only in these months, more than 100,000 Huguenots were killed in France, in addition to the 
massacre in Paris. Many Huguenots escaped by fleeing deep in the south of France where the 
influence of Roman Catholicism was weaker. Thousands fled the country towards the 
Netherlands and England. 

The culmination of Protestantism in France was 1572. The Huguenots numbered over 2 
million. The pogroms of 1572 decapitated their community. From there, Protestantism started 
its decline in France. A decline caused not by its weakness, but by the treachery and 
bloodthirstiness of its enemies. 

The persecutions didn’t stop in 1572. The French government tried to restrain the 
population, and in 1589 an edict of toleration was declared. But that edict was violated 
multiple times by the central government and by the local governments. And, worst of all, the 
common population of France continued its hostilities against the Huguenots, despite the 
government attempts at greater restraint. Eventually, in 1685s, the Sun-King Louis XIV 
repealed the edict of toleration and declared Protestantism illegal in France. The sanctuary 
cities of the Huguenots – among which were Montpelier, La Rochelle, and others – were 
besieged by the army and their walls rased to the ground. Huguenot families were subject to 
official harassment by army officers, taken to court on trumped-up charges, their children 
taken away from them, or left to be lynched by the mobs. Within a few years, due to murders 
or emigration, France lost about 1 million Huguenots, many of whom fled to America or 
South Africa. By the end of his Reign, Louis XIV bragged that he left not a single Protestant 
in his realm. 

It wasn’t until the French Revolution that a French government officially erased the legal 
discrimination between the different Christian faiths. But God had more in store for France. 

The decline of France as the greatest power in Europe started with the decline of 
Protestantism, in the late 1500s. For one, since the Huguenots at the time were 
disproportionately represented among the nobility and the industrial class (factory owners, 
factory workers, and craftsmen), the death and the emigration of hundreds of thousands of 
these people made France lose a significant share in the economy of Europe. Blacksmiths and 
goldsmiths, weavers, technicians and engineers, military commanders and executives took 
their knowledge and experience with them to the Netherlands and England. The loss of talent 
and skill is seldom replaceable within one generation; the loss of so much talent and skill was 
irreplaceable, period. Losing a significant portion of its middle class, France lost its economic 
advantage over the rest of Europe. The country was pacified, but only at the expense of losing 
the productivity which the peace was supposed to protect. Peace without rising productivity is 
the formula for stagnation, and for the next 200 years, France experienced only stagnation, 
watching its smaller competitors, the Dutch and the English, take over the ocean trade, build 
mighty fleets, and even challenge France on the battlefields of Europe. In the 1700s, this 
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economic stagnation brought economic crisis, and even widespread famine. It is such famine 
that eventually became the trigger for the French Revolution; and it also became the context 
for the famous phrase ascribed to Marie-Antoinette, “If they don’t have bread, let them eat 
cakes.” God started his covenantal judgment on France immediately after its national crime in 
1572. 

But the economic judgment was nothing compared to what was coming; God was only 
preparing the stage for visiting the crimes of the fathers on the children. When the French 
Revolution started in 1789, its leaders specifically targeted Roman Catholics and their priests 
exactly the way 200 years earlier the Roman Catholics targeted Protestants. A predominantly 
Roman Catholic population which had previous rejected having Protestant political and 
economic elite was now subject to the bloodthirstiness and cruelty of a secularist elite. 
Ironically, as if to remind the Roman Catholics that this is God’s judgment on them, some of 
the leaders of the French Revolution justified their acts of terror against Roman Catholicism 
with the fact that Roman Catholics were themselves guilty of terrorism against the Huguenots. 
And if this was not enough to point to God’s judgment, the worst massacres of Roman 
Catholic population in France happened exactly in the same areas of France (in the west, that 
is, in the Vendée, and in the south) where for the last 200 years Huguenots were massacred. It 
is ironic that in the Vendée revolt against the republican government, the rebels raised a flag 
with a motto which 200 years prior was a motto of many Huguenots (some of whom were 
anti-monarchists): Dieu le Roi, God the King. And just as Huguenots used to be slaughtered 
under that motto in the 1570s, in the 1790s, hundreds of thousands of Roman Catholic 
Vendeans were slaughtered by the soldiers of the “columns of hell” sent by the republican 
government. For anyone who was paying attention in France, what was happening was clearly 
God visiting the nation and treating it the way it treated the Huguenots. Within two decades, 
the body of France was eaten from the inside. In 1815, all that was left of the old superpower 
was a defeated, bankrupt nation subservient to other, new superpowers. 

God is not mocked. A nation can ignore His words in Deuteronomy 28, but it can’t 
escape their implication. And until there is repentance in France, and Protestantism is revived 
again, as it was in the 1500s, France will continue to sink, slowly but surely. Even today, we 
Americans imagine that the population of France is predominantly secularist. The truth is, it is 
predominantly Roman Catholic. Remember, just last year, millions of ordinary French people 
demonstrated on the streets of France against the socialist government’s attempt to legalize 
sodomite “marriage.” Apparently, France still has more Roman Catholic influence than we 
can see on the surface. But this Roman Catholic population is ruled by a secularist elite. There 
is a reason why. And that reason is God’s covenantal sanctions in history. 

We would be fools if we stopped here, however. Every time we see God visiting a nation 
with His judgment, we need to stop and consider our own situation, as American Christians 
and conservatives. Is there a similar judgment of God on us as a religious and cultural group 
in America? And if there is, we need to pay attention and look for the reasons for it. 

Indeed, there is such a judgment. Ever noticed how for the last 40 years, ever since the 
rise of Moral Majority, we as Christians seem to lose the cultural battles in America? No 
matter what we do, no matter how much effort we put into it, no matter how many billions of 
dollars we spend on conservative politicians and lobbying and political action councils, all we 
get is lies, broken promises, corruption, and new lies. No matter how much we spend on 
seminaries, evangelical celebrities, churches and pastors, we continue to see a decline of the 
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influence of Christianity in our culture, and the cultural ascendance of the enemies of God. 
It’s time for us to stop and consider: There is covenant judgment in action. It is still in its 
preliminary stages, but it is there and it is real. The question is, What brought it upon us? We 
must have committed injustice, in beliefs, words, or actions, against others. We need to find 
where the covenantal root of the problem is. 

And indeed, we have committed many injustice. We have been silent and passive about 
the slaughter of unborn babies in our nation. We could have stopped this slaughter many years 
ago, if we cared. We have been silent about police brutality, especially against minorities. We 
have been silent about government schools – and we have even supported them. We have 
supported unjust immigration restriction laws. We have supported injustices like the War on 
Drugs and the prison-industrial complex. We have said nothing against the Federal Reserve 
and the IRS. Our pulpits have babbled about basic issues, but they have never touched on the 
tow pillars of God’s Throne, Righteousness and Justice. 

And there is judgment in progress. We better start making corrections in our faith, word, 
and action. Or our kids will pay the price for our complacency. 

The book I will assign this week is The Covenant Enforced: John Calvin’s Sermons on 
Deuteronomy 27 and 28. Read and consider how our nation, and we as Christians may fall 
under the curse section of these verses. 

Remember also, I don’t want donations for myself. There is a mission field which I have 
in my heart, and where I want to see God’s Covenant enforced: Eastern Europe. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com to read more about Bulgarian Reformation Ministries. Subscribe 
to the newsletter, and donate. 
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 Abolition and True Leadership 
Abortion, therefore, won’t be ended by professional entertainers and 
institutional leaders building their own brand names and a host of spectators. . 
. . Abortion will be abolished only by the work of those leaders who, within 
three and a half years, recreate themselves in many others, through teaching 
them the vision, and entrusting them to the Holy Spirit. 

Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony, The "Atheism" of the Early Church 

 
Welcome to Episode 54 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I would like to tackle the question, “What is true 
leadership?” And, to ask the same question in more practical and obvious terms, “What kind 
of leadership changes history?” The question, obviously, is the same, because true leadership 
is only defined by real results from it. If the work of an alleged “leader” doesn’t result in any 
visible change in history, if things remain the same as they have always been, then that 
alleged “leader” hasn’t really led his people too far, has he? And as I tackle true leadership, I 
want to do it in the context of a growing movement, or, rather, a growing ideology, or, rather, 
a growing worldview in the Church in America today, namely, Abolish Human Abortion. 
Why do I want to do it in this context? Well, because abolition of abortion is about the most 
“radical” of all ideas that are floating in the church today. You know, there are many ideas 
whose authors and adherents claim to be “radical”; but when I look at them, the claim is 
simply ridiculous. Recently, for example, a supposedly Reformed celebrity preacher 
thundered from his pulpit that the idea of the grace of God being sufficient for salvation was a 
“radical” idea, and there is no idea that the world hates more than it. He, of course, has been 
preaching mainly the grace of God (not His Kingdom, nor His judgment, nor much of 
anything else) for over thirty years, and that from behind one of the safest pulpits ever in 
history, raking in 70+ million dollars in tax-free donations a year; and over the course of those 
30+ years, there has not been one recorded case where he has been persecuted by any worldly 
power for preaching the grace of God. (In fact, in at least one case, he encouraged the state to 
persecute other Christians for acting as Christians.) It doesn’t take much brainpower to realize 
that his claims of the grace of God being a “radical idea hated by the world” are empty babble. 
Hated, radical ideas meet a different kind of reaction from the world. Such truly radical idea 
today is the abolition of abortion. Judging from the reaction of the world – and judging from 
the reaction of the vast majority of alleged “church ministers” – it is truly a radical and hated 
idea. Thus, obviously, if there is an area where we will have to see true leadership, it will be in 
the abolition of abortion in America. Preaching the same old theological milk from behind 
safe 501(c)3 pulpits or making celebrity debates and conferences on long-resolved theoretical 
and theological topics is not where true leadership is exercised. 

Anyone who has been at the abortion mills knows what hatred is; he knows what it is to 
meet the Beast face in face. (Remember that scene from The Lord of the Rings where Pippin 
decided to look into the Palantir, and the paralyzing hatred he saw? That’s you see every time 
you confront the staff and the murderous mothers in front of the mill.) Operation Rescue 
people experienced it on their bodies when they tried to interpose and block the access to 
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some mills. The hatred of their opponents was so strong that even cops who otherwise claim 
they are Christian and go to church every week, were not above brutally torturing women and 
elderly people on the street, and even kicking and torturing pregnant women until their babies 
were killed in the womb. This same hatred continues today, unabated, and it comes more and 
more from the same celebrities who hide behind their 501(c)3 pulpits, and call the cops on 
those faithful Christians who today call for the abolition of legalized murder. And when it 
comes to political action, even elected representatives are not safe from this hatred; the Texas 
House representative who introduced the bill to abolish abortion, Tony Tinderholt, was the 
target of numerous anonymous death threats. And the same happened to representatives in 
other states as well. 

Thus, Evangelical celebrities worth millions of dollars babble about persecutions, but 
they always stay within their safe perimeters when it comes to preaching and action. The real 
action and preaching, earning real persecution, is done outside the institutional system of 
American Evangelicalism. And it is there where we should be looking for examples of true 
leadership, and it is on that soil that we need to discuss the different approaches to leadership. 
The pulpits are dead, and it’s time for us to acknowledge this reality. But the Church is still 
alive, outside the pulpits and separate from the pulpits, and we need to plan and discuss the 
future of the Church in such terms. 

Just plunging into the world of radical and universally hated ideas, however, is not 
sufficient . . . especially if we plunge in it with no clear idea of what we are doing, and with 
no principles for action and plan for expansion and success. By default, being the proponent 
of a radical and hated idea is a lonely business; to make it worse, being an active worker for a 
radical and hated idea leaves you not only lonely but also a target for other people’s hatred. (I 
can tell you a number of stories from my mission work in Bulgaria.) By default, you start 
from very small and humble beginnings. You need to grow from those humble beginnings. 
The vast majority of people around you will be most apathetic about your passion. At the very 
least, they don’t care if children are butchered across the street from their church building. In 
most cases, they or their pastors have made up some good excuses why they shouldn’t care or 
why they shouldn’t act as if they cared. And since our war is first and foremost for capturing 
the minds of men, anyone who engages in such a ministry, will have to be a true leader, if he 
is to succeed in his vision and mission. People will follow a true leader; they won’t follow a 
fake leader. Or, more precisely, a true leader will attract the right kind of people, those who 
will indeed fight the right battle the right way and with the right spirit. A fake leader, on the 
other hand, may attract people, but they won’t be the right kind of people, and they won’t 
have the right spirit to fight the battle. At the beginning, it may not be obvious who’s 
attracting and leading the right kind of people. Over time, however, it will become obvious. 
What I want to do here is to lay the principles for making that judgment as early as possible, 
so that we don’t waste time and effort following false leaders. 

Now, before you misunderstand me, this episode is not about training leaders. As much as 
we can talk about leadership, I don’t believe in training leaders. I don’t believe in leadership 
conferences, seminars, books, training manuals etc. All these are useless. Why? Because 
Biblically, leaders are not trained, they are born. No matter how much you train a person to be 
a leader, no matter how many titles you put before his name or ordain him thousands of times 
in big ceremonies or give him enormous power over people, he won’t be a leader if he was not 
born to be a leader. And no matter how much you try to suppress a born leader – put him in 
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chains, in jail, or even kill him – he will continue to be a leader once he touches the field 
where he was born to be a leader. We don’t try to create leaders; leadership is a spiritual gift 
and it is only conferred by the Holy Spirit, irrespective of human decisions and PR campaign 
and ordination ceremonies. The best we can do is try to encourage the born leaders among us 
by opening the broad horizons of the Kingdom of God before as many covenant people as we 
can, hoping that the Holy Spirit will stir their leadership gift to action, and praying for 
discernment to be able to recognize His leaders and sift out those driven by human ambition 
and pride. Thus, y’all need to understand, my purpose here is not to talk about how we train 
leaders. My purpose is to talk about how we discern and recognize the true leaders God has 
raised. And it is there where we Christians so often fail, and where we so often reward with 
our obedience and money petty dictators, manipulators, soulless and faceless bureaucrats, 
entertainment gurus, PR experts – in short, we obey and follow and elevate and idolize people 
whom God despises. And we despise those whom He has really raised as His servants, for the 
growth and the maturity of His Church. And it is because of this widespread failure that the 
American church in the last one century has been such a disaster, delivering into the hands of 
the enemy a culture that our ancestors in the faith had won for Christ. 

Whether we realize it or not, whether we are willing to admit it or not, our modern 
Christianity has inherited a concept of “leadership” from our pagan past, a concept which 
continues to plague our churches today and our society today. That concept is that a leader is 
someone who is capable of gathering a host of followers who do the bidding of the leader. He 
has the collective vision, he has control over the collective mission, and he is the one barking 
out orders. The structure of his ministry is usually pyramidal, with one or a few elite leaders at 
the top who control everything the ministry does. The rest are either only participants, or 
workers, whose function is only to perform the tasks given to them by the leaders. They are 
not expected, and often not allowed to speak as representatives of the ministry. They are all 
admonished to “submit” to the leaders of the ministry, or, to put it in some more religious 
terms, “to place themselves under the care” of the leaders of the ministry. Under permanent 
care, to be precise, for such an ideology of leadership assumes the permanence of the relation 
“leader-follower.” A leader is a job for life, and the leader is entitled to permanent obedience 
from his followers. Or, to put it in Biblical terms, the followers are expected to remain 
immature and in need of being babysat by the leaders for life. 

Just a couple of months ago I had the opportunity to witness an example of such kind of 
thinking and ideology, in a conversation with the pastor of a PCA church. The man was no 
different than the vast majority of Presbyterian pastors in this country – about 99% of them: 
limited knowledge of the Bible, barely educated in the doctrines of the Reformation, 
unfamiliar even with the constitution of his own denomination, and utterly incapable of any 
logical discourse. In short, the typical representative of three generations of Presbyterian 
ministers who, for the last one century, have led Presbyterianism to collapse from being the 
dominant cultural influence in America to being just a marginal sect today, salt thrown out 
and trampled under the feet of men. At some point in our conversation I asked him if he 
believed that church government was necessary for the existence of the church; my point was 
to return him back to his own denomination’s constitution which explicitly says that church 
government is not necessary for the being of the church, only for its well-being. His first reply 
was that church government was necessary for the being of the church – that is, if there is no 
formal church government, there is no church. That was contrary to his own denomination’s 
constitution. When I pointed to him the very church constitution to which he had taken an 
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oath to subscribe, he changed his reply, and then added that what he meant was that a mature 
church would need church government, and that he expects only immature churches to not 
have governments . . . but as they mature, they will have to have governments. 

I know, this is just one Presbyterian pastor, and he was rather low-level in terms of 
knowledge and education; but the evidence around us is that he is not alone. Presbyterians or 
Baptists, Reformed, Charismatics, Methodists, Lutherans, in the whole American church 
today, this is the established view: that the more “mature” a church becomes, the more it has 
to have institutionalized legal power and the establishment of an elite caste of “leaders.” The 
function of the Church is defined by its elite government; the purpose of the Church is 
institutionalization, and “maturity” is defined not in terms of the growth of the individual 
believers in the Church, but rather in terms of greater institutionalization. 

This, of course, is contrary to the testimony of Scripture. The promise of the New 
Covenant is that it will lead to mature individuals who won’t need to be under anyone’s 
guidance, because they will all know God (Heb. 8:11; Jer. 31:34). Numerous other promises 
in the Old Testament point to the fact that under the New Covenant, all believers will be 
taught directly by God (see, for example, John 6:45, or Is. 54:13). The author of Hebrews, in 
chapter 5, chastises his readers that they still need someone to teach them, and then 
admonishes them to grow to maturity where they themselves should be teachers and don’t 
need to return to the six basic doctrines. Where special ministries of special authority will be 
needed, they will be temporary, until the individual believers under their ministries achieve 
maturity: In Eph. 4, after Paul says that God gave apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors and 
teachers, he adds, “until we all attain to the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son 
of God, to a mature man, to the measure of the stature which belongs to the fullness of 
Christ.” The role of these ministries is temporary, and their authority is temporary, just as the 
authority of parents and teachers is temporary; and Paul adds: “As a result, we are no longer 
to be children.” The purpose of Biblical leadership is not the maturity of the institution, but 
the maturity of the individual. Thus, Biblically, the more mature a church is, the less it will 
need a government. Not the other way around. 

Such a top-down view of leadership, of course, comes from paganism. It is in paganism 
where “authority” is conceived of as a top-down relationship, and where authority is expected 
to “organize” men into collectives under a central command. The Bible contains numerous 
testimonies that the farther men deviate from God, the less value their human individuality has 
to them, and the more they succumb to centralized government, tyranny, and bureaucracy. 
Right after the Flood, we see Nimrod leading the way by establishing his own empire in the 
lands where today Mesopotamia is (Gen. 10:8-12). The Tower of Babel of which the next 
chapter of Genesis speaks was built in the same lands, under Nimrod’s empire. (By the way, 
contrary to modern fashionable interpretations, the Tower of Babel was not an attempt at 
globalism; it was rather an attempt at localism, at gathering people locally under the power of 
a local leader, or local pastor, or local governing body. The fear of these people was that they 
were going to be scattered globally. God’s answer to their rebellion was true globalism: He 
scattered them over the face of the earth. Next time you hear some celebrity preacher see 
“globalism” in the Tower of Babel, keep in mind he hasn’t read the text.) Further on, the 
pagan nations around Abraham and later Israel are shown to be controlled by the whim of 
their kings. Neither Egypt nor the nations of Canaan had anything close to a free society based 
on public law and self-government; they all had kings who were expected to rule by diktat and 
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permit. The same principle was operational in all pagan empires in history: a small elite at the 
top, ruling with raw power over the masses of people. At the first attempt at establishing a 
monarchy in Israel, the rule of Abimelech, Jotham, the youngest son of Gideon, responded 
with the finest parable in all history of the nature of centralized political power, in Judges 9:7-
15. In the final account, when people want to establish a centralized power over themselves, 
they end with the worst (the brambles) being at the top, trying to subjugate all the productive 
members of the society (olive trees, fig trees, and vines), threatening them with vengeance if 
they don’t. Israel was meant to be exactly the opposite: the ideal constitution was no earthly 
king, and a population that was thoroughly instructed in the Law, in private and in public, 
capable of maintaining law and order without any official bureaucracy or police or other 
executive institutions. 

Jesus explained the same principle to His disciples when they were arguing who would be 
the greatest: “The kings of the Gentiles lord it over them, and those who exercise authority 
over them are called ‘Benefactors’” (Luke 22:25). And then He said that “It’s not this way 
among you.” In His Kingdom, the concept of greatness and leadership and authority was to be 
very different. 

Modern churches and modern church ministries have adopted exactly that pagan view of 
leadership. It doesn’t start with servanthood, as Jesus said it should be. It starts with the 
establishment of an authority structure. Every church and denomination in the US today starts 
with the concept of who will be greater and the greatest, and then, a significant effort of 
sermons, teachings, and organizational work is put into programming the people under the 
“leaders” to obey the leaders. All this is based on one or two Biblical verses – and, as with so 
many other false or misplaced and misbalanced doctrines in the churches today, one or two 
Biblical verses are made into a whole theology of obedience to the leaders, a theology that the 
Bible doesn’t emphasize, and neither does it teach it. And of course, just like the political 
leaders of whom Jesus speaks call themselves “benefactors,” (despite the fact that it is actually 
their subjects who work for them), the modern celebrities of the ministry-industrial complex 
call themselves “ministers,” when in fact, demand the opposite, that their followers serve and 
obey them. 

In general, such ideology of the vertical nature of leadership affects everyone in the 
churches, but its principal victims are people who have been through some abuse in their past 
– usually drug addicts, orphans, slaves, victims of domestic abuse, oppressed peoples, etc. The 
tactics of establishing a mini-empire of vertical “leadership” is to find a social sample of 
people who suffer from abuse, and liberate them from that abuse, but only to the point where 
they will be simply attached to their new liberator, not freed to develop to maturity and to 
follow their own individual purpose in life. Being freed of a more damaging dependence, such 
people will gladly accept a less damaging dependence as an “improvement” in their life; and 
then, not being taught to become independent, they will be constantly reminded of their old 
dependence, so that they appreciate the new one. A very informative example of the nature of 
this tactics can be seen in the educational theory and practice of the Communist educational 
expert, Anton Makarenko, in the 1920s and the 1930s in the Soviet Union. In his attempt to 
create, through education, the new Soviet man who will be perfectly obedient to the Party and 
shaped and motivated and conditioned by the collective, Makarenko focused his educational 
efforts on orphans who were in abundance in the Soviet Union after decades of constant wars 
and political purges. Having come from a life of chronic starvation and living on the streets, 
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without shelter, the orphans found in the new educational colonies obvious improvement of 
their lives: regular nutrition and relative safety. An important part of the children’s education 
was being reminded of their past; but since no individual purpose and future were taught, the 
children were trained to grow in subjection to the collective, and in obedience to the Party. 
Eventually, some of Makarenko’s early disciples became henchmen for Stalin’s regime; after 
the death of Stalin, many were used as spies abroad or as informants at home. 

Granted, the same ideology of “leadership” in the churches doesn’t result in such extreme 
immoral use of people, but it does lead to the same lack of individual purpose and future for 
the followers. The exorbitant focus on “grace” and on “our wretched sinfulness” in modern 
“Reformed” preaching, without any follow-up with the concepts of the Dominion Covenant 
and the Kingdom of God in history, has the same purpose as the educational tactics of 
Makarenko: Keep the listeners focused on their miserable past, never offer them a glorious 
individual meaning of a future of maturity and productivity, and insist on their “obedience” 
and “being under care,” so that they remain constantly dependent on their current “leaders.” 

Of course, since a mass of people is supposed to be ruled or “taken care of” by a small 
elite of “ministers,” high social visibility is a must for the “leaders,” for without such high 
social visibility, control and manipulation become difficult. In previous eras, such visibility 
was achieved through two means: magnificent construction projects (think the Tower of 
Babel, designed to prevent people from scattering, and think of all the construction marvels of 
the ancient world), and lavish garments and ceremonies. Israel’s public ceremonies were 
decentralized and limited to eating and drinking before the Lord; the only centralized public 
ceremony was every seven years and was a public reading of the Law, not a pompous 
ceremony of worshiping the political power. Communism was just as committed to gigantic 
centralized ceremonies that establish the high social visibility of the state. But Communism 
was also the political system that introduced the new tool for high social visibility: the media. 
Vladimir Lenin said in 1919, in conversation with film producers, that “of all arts, the most 
important to us is the cinema.” Following that, the Soviet Union produced the first state 
propaganda films in the 1920s and the 1930s, and they astonishingly impressive for the time. 
With the cinema – and the media in general – providing this high social visibility, modern 
“leadership” thus has changed the requirements for the modern so-called “leaders.” A “leader” 
today is is an entertainer, someone proficient in the use of media, someone capable of keeping 
his followers fixed on the screen, a PR expert, a producer of movies or of music, etc. This 
change in the concept of the “leader” into an entertainer led to the emergence of modern 
celebrity worship in the churches in the US; all the celebrity preachers in the US are skillful 
media manipulators first and foremost. Most “ministries” are stuck at the same level of 
teaching and preaching, ministries of 30+ years teach today exactly the same things they have 
taught 30 years ago. Thus, real service of helping their listeners mature to higher levels of 
theological and practical knowledge is not valued; what is valued is the ability of the “leader” 
to find fancier and more entertaining ways of saying the same old simple, basic things, to keep 
his audience fixed on the superficial, and never really go in depth in teaching them to discern 
good and evil in everything, as mature men should do. Only in the last one year I have 
counted two dozen new and fancier phrases by modern “Reformed” celebrities to say that we 
were dead in our sins and we were saved by grace; for the same period, not a single one of 
these same “Reformed” celebrities offered to his listeners any tactical knowledge of how to 
fight evil and injustice in our society, let alone lead them in the fight for abolishing abortion. 
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The modern “Reformed” world is a huge tomb full of dead bones, but its walls are covered 
with pure sparkling white. No true leadership can come out of dead bones. 

While the system based on such concept of leadership – a small elite of entertainers and 
conference speakers and a large crowd of faceless and inactive listeners – may command for a 
time superior financial resources, in reality, it produces no results. Let me qualify this 
statement: it can produce no results for the Kingdom of God. It does serve well the purposes 
of small human kingdoms – whether political establishments or denominations or local 
churches – but it never produces any advance of the Gospel. As the churches in the US shifted 
their operational focus from individual maturity to collectivist submission to institutional 
hierarchy (local churches and denominations), they lost both their ability to preach the Gospel 
and their ability to influence the culture. I have talked in a previous episode about American 
Presbyterianism and how within less than two generations it degenerated from being the 
dominant influence in America to being a marginal sect of no significance at all: an 
astonishing modern example of salt that has lost its savor and is thrown out to be trampled by 
men. The same applies to all American churches in general. The pro-life movement, very 
early in its history, adopted the same system of leadership, a small political and ecclesiastical 
elite and large faceless masses who are only expected to send the checks and wait for the 
magic to happen at the highest levels of church and civil government. Forty-plus years later, 
that kind of “leadership” has led us nowhere, abortion continues to be legalized, Planned 
Parenthood makes more money than ever and laughs in the face of the pro-life movement, and 
the “leaders” of that movement continue asking for more money from the same gullible public 
that has bought into their concept of leadership. And, as if that is not clear, we have new 
celebrities now who continue subscribing to the same kind of institutionalized leadership, and 
continue offering promises that if we just have another conference to “train” church ministers 
how to do it, this time we will certainly be able to “end abortion.” As if the problem of these 
church ministers so far has been their lack of knowledge, and not their cowardice, greed, and 
lust for power. Institutionalized leadership doesn’t work for the Kingdom of God. It has never 
worked for the Kingdom of God, and never will. 

What is, then, the Biblical concept of leadership; of true leadership, that is, based on 
Biblical principles and practically applicable and successful? 

Sit down and hold fast to your chair. You will be administered a doze of BFO, that is, a 
blinding flash of the obvious. If you grasp it, it will immediately explain to you the reasons for 
the gigantic failure of leadership in the American churches in the last one century, that same 
failure which has made the church be thrown out and trampled under the feet of men. 

Ready for your blinding flash of the obvious? 
Here it is: The ultimate example of true leadership and discipleship in history and in the 

Bible was designed so as to only continue three and a half years. 
In three and a half years the disciples were given the vision and some initial training in 

basic things. Then they were left alone with the Holy Spirit. Worse than that: they were 
brutally weaned off of their dependence on their Leader. Yes, not just left alone; they had to 
witness the crucifixion of their leader, which pretty much sealed it for them: He is not coming 
back. He designed it that way, to show an example of leadership. In His concept of leadership, 
unless He left them alone, they wouldn’t get the Holy Spirit. John 15:7 is very clear: “If I 
don’t go, the Helper will not come to you.” The Holy Spirit doesn’t come to people who are 
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dependent on constant babysitting by their leaders. The Holy Spirit comes only to teach adult 
people to maturity, to being able to discern between good and evil in everything, without 
having to be “under the care of leaders,” and without having to return over and over again to 
the milk of the faith (Heb. 5:11-6:2). 

This should be a no-brainer. As I have mentioned in many other places, this is one of the 
most prominent promises of the New Covenant, that all will be taught directly by God (Is. 
54:13; John 6:45); that there will be no more a need for people teaching each other (Jer. 
31:34; Heb. 8:11). That was the very purpose of the giving of the Holy Spirit: so that everyone 
who believes can know God, and there is no need for middlemen. The Levitical priesthood 
was removed; the access to God is open. And this access is not just limited to salvation, as 
many allegedly “Reformed” claim; it is an access of priesthood, that is, of direct learning and 
direct authority for every individual believer in the redemption of the world. 

True Biblical leadership, therefore, has for its purpose not the perennial dependency of 
the masses under the leaders, but to the contrary, the maturity of each individual to do the 
work of the Kingdom. It is always temporary, until the listeners achieve maturity, as 
Ephesians 4:13 teaches. A true Biblical leader is not one who leads a host of faceless 
followers; he starts a fire in the minds of men and only makes sure the fire continues to 
spread. As far as his leadership and authority is concerned, the Biblical leader works hard to 
phase himself out of relevance; he does everything he can to say to his disciples, “I have to 
go, so that you continue the work.” The sooner, the better. Any Evangelical celebrity who 
plans for a lifetime of “ministry” – profitable ministry, to be precise – is not worth following, 
and odds are, he is a dangerous wolf. Especially if he continues insisting on “obedience” and 
“being under the care of leaders.” It is the maturity of the disciples that is the focus of a true 
leader, not the survival of his own “ministry.” 

This is the way Jesus acted with His disciples, and this is the way Paul treated his 
converts. Paul never stopped for too long at the same place to establish himself as a “leader.” 
He never requested obedience to himself as a leader. Initially, he didn’t even establish 
authority structures in the churches he planted; most of his epistles speak not to the elders in 
the churches but only to the mass of Christians in them. See, or example, how he deals with 
the disorder in the Corinthian church; there is not a single reference to elders or church 
ministers in the several chapters where Paul lays down the rules for order in the church. He 
expected that the Christians in Corinth – yes, even in Corinth – will be mature enough to 
establish order without any hierarchical structures. The only cases in which he arranged for 
the ordination of elders and establishment of structures is in the epistles to Timothy and Titus; 
and in both cases the reason was that disorderliness of those churches was so great, that there 
was no hope of recovery without some level of institutional structure. If the Christians in 
those churches were more mature – like the Corinthians – such measure wouldn’t be needed. 

“I have come to cast fire upon the earth,” Jesus said in Luke 12:49. He had just finished 
speaking about stewardship as servanthood. He continued speaking about division on the 
earth; and that division was to be not some gigantic collective clash of armies but division on 
individual and family level, within the families: three against two and two against three, father 
against son, mother against daughter, etc. This all tells us that the fight will be at individual 
level first and foremost; for people to be willing to stand against their families, there had to be 
strong commitment and leadership in each one of these individuals. The family always 
commands the strongest loyalty; only a committed leader will be able to break from the bonds 
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of such loyalty and pursue righteousness and justice. The fire Jesus was speaking about was 
that leadership which spreads like a fire: creating more and more independent individuals who 
can lead others to become independent individuals. So, independent that they would be able to 
stand even against their own families of they oppose the Gospel. It was not a fire of faceless 
collectives; it was a to be a movement of committed, independent, free individuals, under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit. And only such a movement can achieve the goals of the Kingdom 
of God. 

Abortion, therefore, won’t be ended by professional entertainers and institutional leaders 
building their own brand names and a host of spectators. Neither will it be ended by 
conferences that rely on the institutional church system to do the work; the pastors’ inactivity 
is not caused because they don’t know what to do, and won’t be removed by teaching them 
what to do. Abortion will be abolished only by the work of those leaders who, within three 
and a half years, recreate themselves in many others, through teaching them the vision, and 
entrusting them to the Holy Spirit. The true Biblical leaders whose first care is the maturity, 
and not the institutional obedience of their listeners. Those who are building a movement 
based on a vision and a worldview, not an institution based on personal charisma and 
soundbites. And therefore leaders who work hard to phase themselves out of relevance, 
because their vision has been multiplied beyond their limited reach, and the fire is spreading. 

The book I will assign this week is R.J. Rushdoony’s The Atheism of the Early Church. A 
short book with short chapters. But full of important content. There is a chapter in it, titled 
“The Future of Justice.” Pay close attention to what it says. 

And remember in your prayers and giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries: A foreign 
mission devoted to building a Christian civilization in Eastern Europe by building first the 
intellectual foundation for it: translation and publishing of books and other materials. While 
working on this episode, I am also preparing for my annual trip to Bulgaria for our Worldview 
Conference there, where Joel McDurmon and I will be speaking on personal investment, 
entrepreneurship, and the future. We need your prayers and your support. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. May God bless you all. 
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 The Modern Navel-Gazing Pseudo-Calvinism 
Assigned reading: Gary DeMar’s You’ve Heard It Said 

 

Welcome to Episode 55 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will talk about a theology of selfishness. Or, 
rather, an idolatry of selfishness. Or, to be more precise, an idolatry of selfishness that in the 
last 100 years has been established as a “mainstream” in the pulpits of the modern supposedly 
“Reformed” churches and seminaries, and parades – using theologically correct language, of 
course – as “Reformed theology.” Yes, it is all theologically correct, it uses all the lingo of 
true Reformed theology, and also its theological and terminological constructs. All heresies 
and idolatries, however, as we know from history, can be adjusted to speak in theologically 
correct language – and from the history of the Church we know, that this has been the task of 
church theologians, to be able to sort through the smoke and mirrors and be able to identify 
idolatry even when it parades under theologically correct language. And the idolatry of 
selfishness we will tackle this week has been thoroughly developed to look like it is the real 
orthodoxy. 

Before I delve into this issue, I would like to break my routine for once and extend an 
invitation to my listeners at the beginning of this episode. The invitation is rather directly tied 
to what we are going to be talking about today; for today we are going to be bringing down 
idols, and the invitation has to do with offering the Biblical alternative to those idols. I invite 
as many of our listeners who can make the trip to join me and many others at the Future of 
Christendom Conference in Reading, Pennsylvania, organized by the Mid-Atlantic 
Reformation Society. I will be one of many speakers, and you will have the chance to meet 
many Christians committed to the task of Christian Reconstruction and restoring 
Christendom. This won’t be your typical celebrity-ladden, dairy diet, fundamentalist event 
where a number of armchair philosophizers offer the latest fashionable fancy ways of 
expressing the TULIP or splitting hairs over the meaning of substitutionary atonement and 
supralapsarianism. This will be a tactical event, where we will be talking about how to change 
the focus of the church from itself to the Kingdom of Christ, and how to conquer the world for 
Christ. Find out more on the FB page of the Future of Christendom Conference. And then 
come and join us on July 7, 2017. Back to our topic now. 

Before we start explaining the modern idolatry, I need to go into some pre-history here. 

The religion described in the Old Testament was unique in the ancient world. Unique by 
many indicators, but one indicator is very relevant to us now: it had no mystical elements in it. 
The essence of the religion was its ethical/judicial core. God was not far removed, and man 
didn’t have to strive to get a spiritual access to him; in fact, exactly the opposite, Moses 
declared to Israel that there was no need – as it was with the Gentiles – for the Hebrews to try 
to find God. “The word is very near to you, in your mouth and in your heart” (Deut. 30:14; 
Rom. 10:8). The pagan nations didn’t have such a God; their gods were remote, and it took 
elaborate rituals to have access to them (including sacrifice of children, self-castration, magic, 
etc.), and that access had to be through an elite of priests and rulers. To the contrary, the Jews 



ARP#55. The Modern Navel-Gazing Pseudo-Calvinism  409 

just had to call on God and He would listen. “For what great nation is there that has a god so 
near to it as is the LORD our God whenever we call on Him?” (Deut. 4:7). The rituals in the 
Temple had no magical significance; their purpose was not to manipulate God’s favor, it was 
only evangelistic and revelational. (We will talk about it in a future episode.) Man’s access to 
God was not mystical; obviously, you don’t need mystical rituals to speak directly to someone 
who is sitting next to you; much less to speak to someone who is in your heart and in your 
mouth. man’s relationship with God was covenantal, which means ethical/judicial. That is, the 
main issue of the divine-human relationship was the issue of good and evil. Man kept his 
relationship to God by doing good, and lost it by doing evil. Nothing else mattered, neither 
ceremonies (which God suspended for a long time, and yet still expected covenantal 
obedience) nor intelligence or artistic abilities, nor any political abilities or collective efforts. 
The only boundary God acknowledged was ethical/judicial: do good, you are in a good 
relationship with God; do evil, you have lost it, and you are doomed. 

The pagan religions, on the other hand, postulated gods who were removed from their 
worshipers in another realm, separate and unlike the material realm. To seek them out and 
implore them, the pagan worshiper had to find a way to bridge the gap between the two 
worlds. We know today of the occult rituals used in voodoo and associated with the Ouija 
board; the purpose of these rituals is to bridge the gap between the two realms and summon a 
being from the other world. All pagan religions are in their essence a version of the Ouija 
board; their worship is entirely predicated on the magical attempt of men to bridge the gap to 
the spiritual world in order to be able to procure blessings from the gods in that world. 

Since the difference between the two worlds is metaphysical (spirit vs. matter), and not 
ethical/judicial, for a pagan worshiper to gain access to his god, he must affect some 
metaphysical or occult transformation in his own being. Ethical commitment and faithfulness 
is not enough – and often, it is the other way around, immorality is required to achieve a 
higher metaphysical union with the gods. (Think of the ceremonial orgies and prostitution in 
the pagan temples. Also, read Gary North’s Marx’s Religion of Revolution.) Man must work 
on himself to achieve a higher level of mystical consciousness, which – listen to this, this is 
important – will take him away from this world and thus open the spiritual world for him. 
Pagan prophets and shamans and medicine men all had to artificially force themselves into a 
form of trans or self-hypnosis in order to be able to hear from the spirits. Modern occult 
mediums also have to be in a trans to speak for a spirit. In both ancient religions and in the 
modern New Age practices, man has to gaze deeply into himself, away from the world, in 
order to discover his true nature and reality. Carlos Castaneda’s Don Juan relied heavily on 
narcotics to achieve his higher level of “awareness,” and this influenced a whole generation of 
young people to experiment with drugs. Again, in all these religions and ideologies, bridging 
the gap between the material and the spiritual world required a self-conscious withdrawal 
from the real world, and self-conscious focus on the inner self of the worshiper, as deep as 
possible, into discovering oneself’s hidden spiritual potential, in order to make the connection 
with the world beyond. 

All pagan religions developed their own rituals and rules for such withdrawal from the 
world. Even physical self-mutilation has been used as a tool: The candidates for priests of 
many pagan cults had to go through self-castration in order to qualify. The meaning was clear: 
in order to get access to the deity, get as far away from the world as you can, or even make 
yourself as impotent in the world as you can, in order to ascend to a higher spiritual level. 
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(Remember, the Law of God forbade eunuchs not only from being priests in the Temple, but 
even from being members of the assembly.) Ancient mathematics is another example. It is 
commonly accepted today that the Greeks who developed mathematics used it for the same 
purpose as we do today – to model physical realities. However, the pioneers of Greek 
mathematics, like Pythagoras, saw in mathematics not a tool for practical knowledge and 
transformation of the world – God forbid! They saw it as a medium for achieving occult 
enlightenment and ability to communicate with the spiritual world. For this to happen, 
mathematics had to be completely divorced from any practical applications. It was not just an 
ivory tower of theoretical science; it was a self-conscious castration of knowledge to the level 
of complete inapplicability, so that a higher level of occult spirituality was achieved. (Read 
Mathematics: Is God Silent? by James Nickel.) So deep was the religious commitment of the 
Greek mathematicians that when one member of Pythagoras’s circle proved through practical 
examples that irrational numbers do exist (and for their mysticism, irrational was the same as 
satanic), the disciples of Pythagoras excommunicated that member, built a tomb, and offered 
libations as if he was already dead. 

The Jews – and later, the early Christians – did not have any mysticism in their religion. 
Not having mysticism, they had nothing of the trappings of mysticism: elaborate rituals and 
ceremonies, special magical rites of cleansing and achieving higher consciousness and 
spirituality, spells for invoking beings from other realms, and, most importantly, rules for 
withdrawing from the real world – or for one or another form of self-castration – in order to 
reach out to the spiritual world. It is for this reason they were often accused by their pagan 
contemporaries of . . . “atheism.” The faith of the God of Abraham was ethical/judicial, 
mainly concerned with righteousness and justice here in this world. For a pagan, this 
amounted to no belief in any god; after all, what god can be so close to his worshipers as to 
not need special effort by them to get access to him? This difference was so stark that Paul 
made it the main point of his sermon in Athens; read carefully his sermon on Mars Hill in 
Acts 17:22-29 to see that the main antithesis there is between God Who is close to His 
worshipers and the ignorance of the gentiles who believe that the gods can be reached through 
temples and services by human hands. With God being so close, holiness for Jews and 
Christians was ethical obedience; and since ethical obedience was impossible for the fallen 
man, holiness was in their faith of a Savior who will bridge the ethical gap between their 
fallen state and God’s holiness. It was not them who had to strive to buy that holiness; it was 
the Savior. Once that holiness was redeemed and restored, they had to return to their task of 
ethical obedience. For the pagans, it was way too simple, way too easy. What kind of God can 
be so lax to His worshipers, to not require that they sweat and cut themselves and cry out all 
day long? 

The early church started without any such mysticism. The New Testament describes the 
life of the church in the same ethical/judicial, and practical terms as was the synagogue. 
Christians got together to break bread, and then went about their business, bringing the Gospel 
to the world. There was no focus on hyper-spiritualized Christianity, or on Christianity self-
obsessed with some sort of mystical connection to Christ. Spirituality was defined by the 
ability of a man to judge all things by the standard of the Law of God (1 Cor. 2:15; Heb. 
5:14). Even their breaking the bread was not a mystical ceremony; in the first two centuries, it 
was just a communal meal. The covenantal part of it, as described by Paul in 1 Cor. 11, was 
about oath and judgment, not about mystical connections, and certainly not about hyper-
spiritualized self-improvement. It was a meal, and because it was a covenant meal, it was 
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supposed to be . . . er, covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial. Judgment was expected from God. 
Man had to make no effort. He was there not to make spiritual exercises. He was there to 
recline on the table, even lie comfortably down, if he could, and just . . . eat! If there was to be 
judgment, God was supposed to act, not man. 

Paganism, however, crept in the church from its early decades. And it was to be expected, 
given that the Church in the AD 1ct century didn’t have the luxury of 2,000 years history of 
Christendom. Pagan ideas – especially from Persia and Greece – crept into the church. And 
one of the first such idea to creep in was the idea of a different, higher spirituality, which 
requires not just ethical commitment, but ritual cleansing and deep mystical self-absorption. 
This pagan influence led to the rise of many mystical practices in the church, from ascetism 
and monasticism to different mystical and pietist cults, to the rise of ceremonial religion. 
Hundreds and thousands of people, excited by the prospect of achieving this higher 
spirituality, fled to the deserts of Egypt, Syria, and Libya, and spent years and decades living 
like animals in caves or on pillars, engaged in deep mystical battles against their own 
imaginations. The practice did not differ in anything from the pagan mysteries and hermits. It 
has for its purpose an occult connection to the spiritual world; it required withdrawal from the 
world; and it was entirely obsessed with the self. 

It required a restoration of the old pagan dualism in the teachings of the church; the 
dualism of Plato, and of the Persian Zoroastrians (in fact, endemic to any pagan religion): the 
dualism between spirit and matter, between sacred and secular, between nature and grace, etc. 
The dualism had to be developed further. Two realms were postulated, with different laws and 
standards – the spiritual and the secular. Of course, the spiritual was the higher one, and those 
entirely devoted to the spiritual realm were people of much higher value in the society. 
Monasteries and convents continued the same tradition of paganism of imagining some sort of 
higher, mystical spirituality, which was divorced from the ethical commitment and obedience 
of man in the real world. Oh, yes, not to forget castration; it was not practiced physically, but 
the Roman church required of all its priests to become castrated for all practical purposes. 

Granted, it was not all bad. Many monasteries and monks were active in the practical 
applications of the Gospel. After the fall of the Roman Empire, it was the monasteries that 
preserved valuable knowledge – especially on practical topics like agriculture, construction, 
medicine, etc. Churchmen organized the defense against barbarians and acted as civil judges 
in the absence of civil government. Learning was preserved by the efforts of priests in places 
like Ireland and Visigothic Spain. But inside all this great development, there were still seeds 
of the old mystical paganism. 

The Reformation, of course, destroyed the false dichotomy between sacred and secular, 
by restoring in the Church the covenant antithesis of the Bible. There was no more any higher 
spirituality or higher conscience or mystical awareness. Both prayer and work were sacred – 
or could be profane, if in violation of Scripture. What most opponents of the Reformation at 
the time, and most Christians today don’t realize, is that the doctrine of the Sovereignty of 
God is first and foremost a doctrine of the Closeness of God. That closeness of which Moses 
spoke when he said in Deut. 30:12-14, 

It is not in heaven, that you should say, ‘Who will go up to heaven for us to get it for us 
and make us hear it, that we may observe it?’ “Nor is it beyond the sea, that you should say, 
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‘Who will cross the sea for us to get it for us and make us hear it, that we may observe it?’ 
“But the word is very near you, in your mouth and in your heart, that you may observe it. 

A God Who is absolutely Sovereign is also a God Who doesn’t need man’s efforts to 
establish a spiritual connection. He grants access with any efforts of man, because such a God 
can be everywhere, near his worshipers, in fact, even in their mouth as they speak. The 
doctrine of the Sovereignty of God thus restored, Christians didn’t need any special efforts to 
reach God. A simple prayer – or even a silent prayer – will be heard, without mystical 
exercises and lavish rituals. Man was thus freed again to focus on the practical application of 
the Gospel in the real world. Out of this came an enormous growth of innovation and industry; 
and eventually, the Western civilization established its technological and economic 
superiority. Not because Westerners are any better than the rest of the world, but because the 
faith they had adopted was superior. When everything in life is spiritual, when you don’t have 
to work to get access to God, and when God is as close to you as your mouth, there is no limit 
to creativity and growth. Men go to work and produce because they know they don’t have to 
spend hours and days procuring God’s mercy. It is already theirs. 

The antithesis should be obvious to any Reformed Christian: A God Who is near vs. gods 
who are remote, in another realm. Access to God provided by God Himself vs. man groping in 
the darkness, trying to touch something he doesn’t even know what. Ethical obedience and 
commitment vs. mystical exercises and rituals for bridging the gap between the two realms. 
Full practical judicial participation in the world God has created vs. withdrawal, passivity, and 
self-castration. The Biblical faith is not mystical; it doesn’t try to manipulate God to listen. To 
the contrary, God listens even when you wish He didn’t. It doesn’t try to create a higher 
consciousness. Your higher covenantal consciousness is simple and rational; it is your 
knowledge of the Law of God and the application of it for judging all. Simple and clear. 

But not so simple and clear to today’s Reformed Christians. 
A few months ago I listened to a sermon by a well-known and respected Reformed 

celebrity. I admit, I seldom listen to sermons by celebrities anymore. They are all the same to 
me. They all speak of the same things over and over again, and they are all focused on the 
same limited range of topics: The confessions, the sacraments, personal salvation, church 
membership and obedience to the elders, and personal holiness. They would probably go as 
far as to speak of the Christian families and parents and children – and even there it is 
everyone repeating the same things over and over again. (I don’t even know why people in 
those pews need to be repeated the same simple things over and over again.) To me, every 
modern sermon I hear is just the same sermon as the previous, just on a different verse. The 
broader ethical/judicial application of the faith to all of life is missing. This particular sermon, 
however, was recommended to me by a friend, so I decided to listen to it. 

The preacher was very emotional, and his topic was personal holiness and dealing with 
sin. Not a bad topic, of course, we all need it. Since the preacher passed for Reformed, I 
expected him to apply the Reformed understanding to the issue. Namely, “You are a sinner, 
period. You have no way to change that. But God has already changed that. You are now still 
a sinner, but you are a redeemed sinner. And you are also a transformed sinner. Thus, repent 
for your sins, ask God to help you in your unbelief, and this is it. And now, go find a 
productive occupation and make the world a better place for the Kingdom of God. And if sin 
returns to you, rebuke it and reject it. If you succumb to it, ask for forgiveness, learn your 
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lessons, and . . . get back to work. Never abide on your sin, or on what miserable sinner you 
are. Abide on the purpose God has for your life.” 

But I was mistaken. The preacher, supposedly Reformed, was not going to let his listeners 
off the hook so easy. If they wanted holiness, they had to work for it. 

He did first talk about our general sin and the sins we commit. He did mention that there 
is a ready solution to them: repent and believe. With a God so close to us, nothing more is 
needed. In fact, nothing more can be done anyway. And here, where his sermon should have 
moved on to the Kingdom and the work associated with it, he took a turn. This was only the 
initial step. There was more. 

Once we have repented, according to him, we need to go deeply into our hearts and start 
searching for more sins to confess and repent. Start examining for sin every thought we ever 
had, every desire we ever had. Examine our appetite, our desire for fancier clothes. Examine 
the way we think and dream. Examine our vocabulary, the words we use. Try actively to find 
any sin we may have committed or commit. 

Then go back to our past. What sins have been most prone to. What can we do to avoid 
them? Build awareness of those sins. Spend some time every day recapitulating those sins and 
asking God to free us of them. 

Our minds must abide on these things all the time. Our sanctification and perfection are 
the most important thing for us. More important than our work or ministry. If we do not 
achieve that perfection that God requires in repentance, our life is a wasted life. We are 
obligated to apply ourselves to such exercises, constantly, and strive for that purity without 
which no one can see God. 

Our work for the Kingdom? It is just secondary. In fact, we better not do it unless we 
have resolved the problem with our spirituality and purity first. Nothing more matters. 

I shouldn’t have been surprised, of course. While other preachers are less emotional and 
less emphatic, the majority of sermons in the Reformed churches are like this one: focused on 
pietistic issues, and very often, like the desert hermits of the early church, working hard to 
find demons everywhere in order to play “spiritual warfare” against them. There is an 
extensive concentration on one’s own navel, on one’s own spiritual perfection, and one’s own 
salvation. 

It all must come, of course, with making our practical work in the world a lower priority. 
Perhaps not as bad as the hermits, but close. Perhaps not as brutal as the castration of the 
pagan priests, but close. At the very least, the scope of your work in the world should be 
limited; you need the time to search for those demons in your heart. 

On the surface, it looks very pious. It is, after all, true spirituality: spirituality free of 
involvement in the world. In fact, the world and our work in it are put on the back burner, 
until we achieve the true access to God, through spiritual exercises. Withdraw and focus on 
yourself. The ancient pagan mysteries revived, in a theologically correct form. 

Behind this mentality, as behind all pagan mentality, there is a worldview of selfishness. 
It regards the Gospel as centered on the salvation and the perfection of the individual. There is 
truth to the saying that “Jesus died for me.” But the modern Reformed Christians take this to 
mean that “me” was the central point of Jesus’s death. As if the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
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Spirit have for their ultimate goal and purpose the salvation of individuals. With salvation 
being the ultimate goal of the Gospel, the Kingdom of God remains in the second place. It’s 
all about ME. That was the main objective of paganism also. The pagan worships his gods not 
because he believes they deserve worship, and not because he elevates them to a higher level. 
He worships them because he wants to get something from them. His worship of them is not a 
covenant, it is a market transaction: I sacrifice this for you, you give me that. The gods had to 
be placated to provide favors for their worshipers – whether prosperity, or salvation, or 
military success. Outside such favors, worship was useless and didn’t make any sense. If the 
gods didn’t deliver, they didn’t deserve worship. 

In the modern pseudo-Calvinism, the same focus is obvious – except that the favor that is 
sought now is personal salvation. Personal salvation, personal perfection, personal sinlessness, 
personal purity. And the work of the Kingdom of God, of applying the Gospel to all of life, of 
bringing God’s righteousness and justice to earth and administer them in our societies, is 
neglected. We have built for ourselves a comfortable, navel-gazing religion. 

And it is this religion which has destroyed the influence of the church in America. It is 
time to throw it on the dustbin of history. The legacy of the Reformation teaches us that we 
shouldn’t invest our time in achieving personal perfection. Pietism and mysticism are not the 
legacy of the Gospel, and not the legacy of the Reformation. Our sins are real, and the 
judgment for them is real. But our redemption is even more real. We won’t make our sinful 
nature less sinful by exercises. We will achieve perfection only when we do God’s work in 
this world, and we let God do His in us. Our personal salvation is only a means to a goal. And 
we better treat it like that. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Gary DeMar’s You’ve Heard It Said. The 
book contains simple but comprehensive answers to modern pietism. Read that book and 
teach your children to avoid the mysticism and pietism of the modern Reformed churches. 
Nothing kills true Biblical spirituality as a navel-gazing religion, devoted to attention on the 
self, and subjecting all of God’s work to our own salvation and perfection. God is our 
perfection. But He won’t do out Kingdom work for us. 

Remember the Future of Christendom Conference, July 7, 2017. Visit the FB page and 
register. 

Also, remember in your prayers and giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a foreign 
mission to Eastern Europe committed to preaching the whole counsel of God to all of life. We 
have books to translate and publish, an intellectual foundation to build. Visit Bulgarian 
Reformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. 
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 The Hebrew Roots of Classical Culture and Law 
But meanwhile, as Eusebius pointed out, the pagan world was learning 
spiritual principles from Moses, through the fame of Solomon. The pagans 
themselves knew very well where their civilization came from. Julius Caesar 
read the Septuagint and freed the Jews in his empire from any taxes. The 
temple in Jerusalem was a place where many Greeks and Romans and other 
nations came to worship. Wise men from the east came to worship the King of 
the Jews, and Titus specifically instructed his legions to spare the Temple of 
God. Proselytes – even from the house of Caesar – joined the Jewish 
communities and became part of the nation of Israel, later of the nation of the 
Church. When the covenantal status of ethnic Israel was removed, then the 
burden of defining and directing history through a confession of faith fell to 
the Church. But the Church didn’t act in a vacuum. It had material to work on: 
a civilization which in the course of centuries, slowly and painfully, was shaped 
and influenced by the Hebrew worldview to become more civilized, seeking 
God, and thus more open to accept His Gospel. In the final account, even the 
ancient world was driven by a profession of faith; and history was simply the 
perfection of that faith. 

Assigned reading: Barry Fell, America BC 

 

Welcome to Episode 56 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will talk about history. To be more precise, 
we will be talking about a part of history that has happened a long time ago, and there aren’t 
many historical documents left of that period; and yet, that part of history is very important to 
our understanding of the Bible, of the Kingdom of God, and of what we call “redemptive 
history,” that is, the history of salvation applied to this world and to its institutions. We are 
going to be talking about ancient history, and I mean, really ancient, like the history before 
Rome, actually, even before Persia and Classical Greece, as far back as the barbaric times of 
Greece, when the mythological heroes of Homer were just teenagers fighting over a girl, and 
Hammurabi, praised today as the first and the greatest lawgiver of mankind, was a mere local 
warlord who simply had the idea of recording his so-called laws on a stone. Whether these 
laws were his work or not, we will see later in this podcast, for now, keep in mind, that we are 
going really back in history, and if some of what I’m saying sounds like Greek to you, my 
friendly advice is: buy a few books about ancient history and get an overall idea of what it 
was all about. 

A few years ago, at an annual conference of the Mid-Atlantic Reformation Society – just 
like the one I mentioned in the previous podcast, in Reading PA, titled, The Future of 
Christendom – I delivered a lecture titled, “History Is Nothing More Than the Perfection of 
the Creeds Over Time.” In it, I spoke of the principle of meaning of history, following R.J. 
Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order. What binds history together? What creates the 
cause-and-effect relationship for all the events in history. What is the red thread that goes 
through history and defines it, and gives it meaning? The Biblical answer is: Faith. And since 
faith in history is visibly expressed in the creeds of the church, my point is that history is 
nothing more than the perfection of the creeds over time. At every point in history, there is a 
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level of creedal awareness in Christians which expresses itself first in their formal creeds or 
confessions, and then in their ideologies applying these creeds to the realm of ideas, and 
finally, in their practice, applying the ideologies to the practical world of human action and 
endeavor. What about the unbelievers? They follow suit. Every event in history, every trend, 
every continuity (whether growth or decline) and discontinuity (whether a revolution, a 
catastrophe, or a discovery of new technologies) can be traced back to the current level of 
creedal growth of the Church and of its influence upon the world. As the creeds and 
confessions of the church develop the faith of the church into a more informed, detailed, and 
self-conscious faith – self-conscious about all its applications in all the areas of life – the level 
of maturity of the world’s civilization will grow, and the world will be turning into a better, 
more productive, and safer place. Faith is the motion principle of history; anything else 
follows from faith. And specifically, from the Christian faith, given that all the other faiths are 
worth nothing. I have the lecture published as a separate article. If you are interested in my 
thesis, you can find it on ChristendomRestored.com, as well as an audio lecture on 
Reconstructionist Radio. 

I met my regular share of criticism. Some came from the regular atheist/agnostic crowd. 
Some came from the self-styled “strict subscriptionists” in the Reformed circles, that is, those 
who claim to “strictly subscribe” to the Confessions, and specifically to the Westminster 
Confession. Obviously, if history is the perfection of the creeds of time, then the Westminster 
Confession – or any other confession – is not perfect, and strictly subscribing to it makes 
absolutely no sense whatsoever. To the contrary, what should be expected in history is the 
perfection of the Confession. Which means, some of its content will need to go, because it 
was theologically incorrect, some will have to be modified or expanded, and, of course, the 
main truths in it will remain the same, because there will always be continuity. None of these 
criticisms were serious enough to deserve more than a few words to answer. 

Out of all the flak, however, came a good and serious question, which, in fact, reflects a 
greater problem for our faith in the field of apologetics. The question was as follows: 

“I understand that history after the Cross is only the perfection of creeds over time. But 
what about history before the Cross, when the world had such rich history, and yet, knew 
nothing of Christ or the faith in Christ. Are there two separate and different principles for 
interpretation of history, one BC and the other AD?” 

It was a wonderful and profound question, indeed. In a sense, we know that there is a 
discontinuity between the Old and the New Covenant, and there is a discontinuity in history 
between the two eras. So, much is easy to say. On the other hand, is that discontinuity so 
radical that it excludes faith and confession of faith as the ruling principle for history? Was 
history before the cross defined and motivated by something other than faith in God? If it was 
so, then it sounds like at least for a time, God’s redemption and grace were not the most 
powerful factor this side of the final judgment; and yet, we know from the Bible that God’s 
grace – and with it, the faith in God – has been the central thread of all history. The 
Westminster Confession states that the Covenant of Grace was instituted right after the sin of 
Adam, and that the giving of the Law was itself one of the administrations of the Covenant of 
Grace. And grace only works through faith, whether in the life of the individual or in history. 
Thus, no matter what discontinuity we postulate between OT and NT history, faith and 
confession of faith must continue to be the central factor that defines and motivates history. 
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But then, how does that happen in the OT, before the manifestation of the Author and 
Perfecter of our faith (Heb. 12:2)? 

This question is also important in view of another problem, one related to apologetics. 
Those of us who have adopted the presuppositional epistemology of Van Til know well that 
one of the arguments for Christianity is that without faith in Christ, there is no basis for any 
ethics or law. The immediate reply of the unbelievers would be: “But before Christ, there 
were organized societies and civilizations, and they had their own systems of ethics and law. 
If without faith in Christ there is no basis for ethics or law, how did these societies emerge in 
the first place?” Indeed, how did Egypt, Babylon, Persia, Greece, and Rome emerge? How did 
the empires in India and China appear and survived for a few thousand years before the first 
missionaries arrived? How did the empires of the Mayas, the Aztecs, and the Incas emerge? 

These are all good questions, and they deserve an answer. Not an answer within the 
framework of a pagan worldview but within the context of a Biblical worldview, one that 
takes in account the nature of the very concepts of law and ethics and their relation to Christ, 
and also takes in account the clear Biblical history as it is related in the Old Testament of the 
Bible. Biblical history, not the modern secularized version. We talked in a previous podcast 
about the modern secularized version of history and its chronology. Modern secularist 
historians always act and speak as if they have everything nailed down, all the events, all the 
actors, and all the chronology of the ancient history. The truth is, they have very little, and 
most of what passes for ancient history in the modern textbooks is 90% or more conjectures, 
and less than 10% facts; and even these facts are rather a haphazard collection organized on 
nothing more than guesses and imagination. I have seen more than a few history students who 
somehow believe that the ancients for sure must have recorded all of their activities, and must 
have dated them as we do today, for example, “This happened on January 30th, 678 BC.” The 
modern history textbooks seldom contain more than pure conjectures, and the only book we 
have available that gives a reliable uninterrupted account of events and actors in ancient 
history is the Bible. 

But the question still remains: How did these ancient civilizations appear, if we say that a 
civilization can’t appear without some sort of faith in Christ? 

In order to answer this question, we need to make a short review of what is really known 
about ancient history, and then make note of one very interesting fact in that history that is 
seldom mentioned by secularist historians. 

We know very little of the history of the world right after the Great Flood which 
happened about 2,400 BC. We know that Noah’s family multiplied greatly within a period of 
about 1,000 years. We don’t have many details about the historical events in that period. We 
know that Nimrod organized the first centralized state in Mesopotamia, and that under his rule 
some groups of men tried to build the Tower of Babel. Abraham came out of Ur of the 
Chaldeans about 400 years after the Flood, and by his time, there were societies organized as 
local monarchies all over the Middle East and Egypt. Some of these societies seem to have 
had high levels of technology, for they left us some construction wonders like the Pyramids 
and the Temple in Baalbek. Similar highly technological societies must have been founded in 
other parts of the globe, for we know of other, similarly impressive, construction projects in 
other places in the world, like South America, China, India, South Africa, and others. We 
know next to nothing about the real builders of these marvels of construction; as far as we can 
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judge, they either disappeared, for one reason or another, or over time lost their technological 
knowledge and experience. 

We have a sufficient Biblical explanation for the emergence and existence of these 
organized societies: In the several generations after the Flood, Noah’s descendants must have 
kept at least some remembrance of the Flood and of the reasons for it. The faith of Noah and 
his sons must have still been the dominant cultural factor in the world around them. After all, 
Noah was still alive when Abraham was born, and he passed away around the time Abraham 
was leaving his family. Even more interesting, Noah’s son, Shem, ancestor of Abraham, 
actually outlived Abraham by about 50 years! These direct survivors of the Flood must have 
been the ancient substitute for an official public creed; their faith had given the foundation of 
a worldview that helped establish law, organization, and structures of government which were 
not easily corrupted . . . well, in the beginning, at least. Even where the people may have 
fallen into idolatry, the worldview of the faith of Noah had remained as a cultural heritage 
(similar to the modern Western Europe) and provided the intellectual foundation for their 
societies. So, in these first generations after the Flood, history was defined and motivated, 
again, by the faith of the covenant people of God, and their influence on the world around 
them, including the unbelievers. 

This situation did not remain for long, however, for even at the time of Abraham we see 
that the cultures through which he traveled were already reverting to barbarism. In not a single 
one of these societies was there anything close to an objective law of the land. (Objective in 
the sense that it doesn’t depend on the whim of a ruler or a caste of rulers.) Everywhere he 
went, Abraham had to deal with the whim of the local rulers – which was a tough task, given 
that he was traveling with a stunningly beautiful wife. He had to ask them for permission to 
travel and settle and do business; there was nothing like a law he could appeal to. Even 
hospitality, which is considered a “traditional value” in the region, had to be extracted from 
them through God’s threats in dreams and visions. Foreigners were not protected in any 
possible way; even though Lot and his family had nothing to do with the population of Sodom 
and Gomorrah, they were still taken captive by the victorious kings. And the only way 
Abraham could extract justice was by a military victory. This situation remained for more 
than just a few generations. At the time of the Exodus from Egypt, the pagan nations still had 
no idea of objective law or even courts; everything was done at the whim or permission of 
their rulers. From the Exodus from Egypt to the passing through Edom, through the times of 
David and Solomon and the rest of the kings of Judah and Israel, only Israel had an objective, 
public law, which didn’t depend on the whim of the ruler, but governed both rulers and ruled. 
The first instance in the Bible when objective law is mentioned as a concept in a pagan nation 
is Persia in the times of Daniel. Moses’s promise in Deut. 4:5-8 that Israel would be unique 
because of the Law it was given was very significant. True enough, no other nation had such a 
law . . . or even a concept of such a law. 

It is of this period that the modern science of history has its first written documents. The 
memory of the great developed societies immediately after the Flood is lost completely. All 
we know about is that period of barbarism in which there was no commonly accepted system 
of ethics between the nations, and there was no law. Of that same period we have stories of 
the earliest kingdoms in Egypt, which were nothing more than warring clans. We also have 
Homer’s Iliad: a story of unruly and undisciplined young men, entrusted with whole armies, 
fighting over a woman. Other accounts of pre-classical Greece – especially that of Licurgus, 
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whom we will mention later – also show that Greece was nothing more than a battlefield 
between different tribes, with no knowledge of law or civilization, or organization of life. Of 
that same period is the Xia Dynasty in China, of which very little is known, but what is known 
is that it was similarly, a period of warring clans. Apparently, after the death of Noah and his 
sons, the faith in God declined, and, accordingly, the worldview supported by that faith 
disappeared. With the disappearance of that worldview, the principle of cohesion in the 
society disappeared. All that was left was the absolute power of the local rulers, and a naked 
ambition for conquest and plunder. 

As was to be expected, the principle of cohesion disappeared in the society, but it first 
disappeared in the religion and the philosophy of the ancients. In his revolutionary work on 
the religion and society of the ancient Greece and Rome titled The Ancient City, the Swiss 
scholar Fustel de Coulanges describes the religion of the ancient Greeks and Romans. There 
was no concept of a universal God; all that they had were their family gods or heroes. There 
were hundreds of Jupiters and Junos and Minervas and Marses. Every town had its own 
version of some god, and had a temple to it. Every family had its gods, and these gods lived 
within the boundaries of the family property. (Think of Rachel stealing her father’s household 
idols in Gen. 31:19 as stealing the religion and the power of her father’s family.) That’s why it 
was so important for the deceased to be buried under the threshold of the house: this was a 
guarantee that his spirit will join the household gods and will continue having a strong 
influence on the household. This faith was so strong that, as de Coulanges relates, an Athenian 
admiral who won a sea battle was taken to court and sentenced to death because after the 
battle, due to an approaching storm, he decided to give up trying to recover the bodies of the 
killed Athenian sailors from the water, in order to save those who were alive. In the eyes of 
his compatriots, he put his country at risk; the dead bodies of Athenians were considered of a 
greater value for the defense of Athens than its living citizens. The admiral, of course, was 
motivated by the new spirit I will mention in a few minutes; and de Coulanges gives this as an 
example of a religious revolution through which the whole ancient world went through 
between twelfth and sixth centuries before Christ. The same view of the local power and 
nature of the gods can be seen in 1 Kings 20 where the Arameans believed that Jehovah is a 
god of the mountains, and therefore he won’t have any power in the valleys. The 
fragmentation of the ancient societies started with the fragmentation of their worldview first. 
Once the deity was fragmented and broken down to many gods limited to families and clans, 
there could be no ideology of universal manhood and civilization. 

There could be no universal ethics either. De Coulanges demonstrates that not only the 
gods were limited to the families, but the very concepts of law and ethics were limited too. 
Law was not universal, it was private to the family; and when the ancient cities were formed, 
law and knowledge of the law were a restricted privilege to the ruling class; there was no 
public, objective law, and the lower classes were not taught any law. Rome is a good example 
of that: Between its founding and the time of Julius Caesar, there were multiple insurrections 
of the plebeians, that is, the lower classes. To their demand for equal rights, the patrician class 
always responded with, “We can’t grant you equal status. You have no knowledge of law.” 
The law of the land was not public knowledge; it was a privilege of the rulers to know it, and 
they used that knowledge as a means of oppression and suppression of discontent. In Greece, 
and especially in Sparta, it was illegal to teach slaves or foreigners the laws of the land; in 
some places, even teaching the slaves to read and write could earn one the death penalty. 
Foreigners could claim no protection, for such protection would have involved some 
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interaction with the law; they were left entirely to the mercy of the citizens, and there was no 
court to take up the cause of a foreigner. It is for this reason Athenian residents convicted of 
treason were given the option of either suicide or exile, and many chose suicide, for exile was 
a much harsher penalty. 

All this started changing in the 8th and the 7th centuries BC. First, the concept of gods as 
universal principles began to emerge. Those universal principles were soon separated from the 
local deities with whose names they were associated; the gods were sent to abide on the 
Mount Olympus, and they were now given universal power over the earth. The idea of Jupiter 
as an exalted Father of the gods appeared, and was promoted by a number of play-wrights and 
philosophers. Remember, however, this was an attack on the older religion which considered 
the gods as belonging to families and clans. The conflicts were severe at times, and the story 
of the Athenian admiral I shared earlier was part of that religious conflict: obviously, the man 
had a universal view of the gods and rejected the localist view of divinity limited to tribe and 
clan and kin; that made him free of the superstition that the dead bodies of slain warriors 
would protect the home if they were buried in the same ground. The conflict can be seen in 
quite a few of the Greek tragedies by play-wrights like Sophocles and Euripides. A number of 
Greek philosophical schools of the time were based on the belief in the universal nature of the 
godhead; and therefore some philosophies were devoted to examine the nature of that 
godhead. Apparently, by the time of Paul that nature hasn’t been discovered yet, for Paul 
believed that the “unknown god” whom some in Athens believed in was the same God as that 
of the Bible. Similar transition from local deities to universal gods and goddesses was 
happening in the same period in India. In China, the period around the 10th century BC (or 
perhaps later, given the habit of Chinese historians to stretch their chronology) was marked by 
the rule of the Shang Dynasty. The Shang, or the Heavenly Dynasty was known for 
introducing new concepts of religion and law in China, and building the first modern 
organized society. In its religious reformed, the Shang Dynasty established the worship of one 
god, ShangDi, the heavenly God. True enough, at the lowest, practical level, the Chinese 
people still venerated and deified their ancestors, but at the level of official state ideology, 
monotheism seems to have been the rule, and this was a serious break with the older 
Shamanism of the first Dynasty, the Xia Dynasty. 

Modern secularist historians, of course, claim that such change from local demons to 
universal gods was just a natural “evolutionary development.” It is very hard to accept such an 
interpretation, however, given two facts: First, the change was not accepted as “normal” or 
“natural.” There was resistance, and the old beliefs continued existing along with the new 
worldview. And second, the change happened almost simultaneously around the world; as if it 
came from the same source. These lead us to a conclusion – may be not 100% proven, but 
more probable than the alternatives – that the nations of the world learned about a universal 
god or gods from the same source which was popular around the world at the time. But was 
there such a source, and what was it? 

The Bible gives us the answer: Solomon. 
We are all influenced today by the modern secularist thinking that ancient Israel was 

somehow just a small insignificant kingdom in the big picture of things, and that when we 
study ancient history, we can easily ignore it. Somehow the Bible has its own version of 
history, and it relates to Israel, while there is also real history, which relates to the real events, 
and the two are in a state of dualistic separation. But the truth is, the Bible speaks true history, 
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and modern textbook history is 90% and more the imagination of modern secularist historians. 
And the Bible gives us the most reliable account of the events of ancient history. 

Hold on to your chairs now. 
The Bible specifically says about Solomon that his fame spread over the whole earth, and 

that all the kings of the earth came to him to ask for advice. Not just some kings, not just the 
local kings. All of them. 1 Kings 4:34: “Men came from all peoples to hear the wisdom of 
Solomon, from all the kings of the earth who had heard of his wisdom.” 1 Kings 10:23-24: 
“So King Solomon became greater than all the kings of the earth in riches and in wisdom. All 
the earth was seeking the presence of Solomon, to hear his wisdom which God had put in his 
heart.” 2 Chr. 9:22-23: “So King Solomon became greater than all the kings of the earth in 
riches and wisdom. And all the kings of the earth were seeking the presence of Solomon, to 
hear his wisdom which God had put in his heart.” 

Keep in mind that what was happening to Solomon was simply the promise of Moses in 
Deut. 4:5-8 coming true. The nations of the earth were expected to be attracted to the wisdom 
of Israel and thus acknowledge and glorify the God of Israel. In the same way, the kings and 
the nations of the earth were attracted to the wisdom of Solomon; and this couldn’t lead to 
anything else but to some form of acknowledgment of the God of Solomon. And since the 
God of Solomon was unique in the fact that he was not a local deity limited to a nation or a 
piece of land, but a universal God, the nations of the earth started applying that universalist 
concept to their own religions. Granted, they did not accept the God of Solomon as their God; 
such worldwide conversion was saved for later, for the ministry of Jesus Christ and His 
Church; but even before Christ the knowledge of the Jewish religion was known around the 
world; after all, that’s why we had the Magi coming from the East to worship the King of the 
Jews, and that’s why there were Greek worshippers in the Temple in Jesus’s time. And yet, 
even if their religion didn’t change, their view of reality started changing towards seeking for 
the God of the universe, “if perhaps they might grope for Him and find Him, though He is not 
far from each one of us” (Acts 17:27). 

We don’t have the time to go into details, but given the facts of history, and given the 
Biblical narrative, we have an explanation how mankind, which in the several generations 
after the Flood had fallen into barbarism and lawlessness, was raised back to civilization: The 
fame of Solomon’s wisdom restored around the world the religion – or at least the worldview 
following from that religion – which the authority of Noah and his sons had maintained for 
several hundred years after the Flood. We may not know today how all these kings learned 
about Solomon; we may even be influenced by the secularist ideas that communications at 
that time were not such as to make it possible for ships to reach all the parts of the globe. The 
truth is, however, we have abundant evidence that the peoples of the Middle East and Europe 
were trading with the whole world, including East Asia and the Americas. Early Hebrew, 
Phoenician, and Celtic inscriptions were found, and still exist, in some places in America, and 
some of the Psalms and the prophets seem to indicate long-range voyages for commodities 
normally not known to the Mediterranean. I will assign for reading a book that deals with 
these issues, so now, let’s continue to the logical consequence of this change in religious 
worldview: 

Not only the worldview changed, but the view of law and justice changed, too. 
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Some time ago I wrote an article which you can find on Christendom Restored.com, 
titled, “The Shadow of Christ in the Legal Revolutions in Greece and Rome.” I wish I could 
read the whole article here, but that would make this episode too long. So, I will just give a 
short resume. 

It is beyond doubt that by the time of Christ, mankind had put the earlier stage of 
barbarism behind and had adopted a more civilized approach to society and justice. This 
doesn’t mean that the Classical civilization had any idea of mercy or detested cruelty; far from 
it. But at least, unlike in the early years of Greece and Rome, law was believed to be 
something objective and public, and was published for common knowledge and restraint. To 
get an understanding of how sharp the difference was, keep in mind that any earlier attempt to 
make the law public for all to read and understand, including for the plebeians, was promptly 
suppressed by the senatorial class. What we know today as “Roman Law” only came about 
with the Empire, when Julius Caesar and then Augustus started the process of dismantling the 
old aristocracy. But how did the ancient world come to an understanding that the law should 
be public? 

The Christian historian Eusebius explains in his History of the Church that this change 
started with Moses: 

. . . an entire nation appeared, sprung from the Hebrews and practicing the true religion. 
To them, through the prophet Moses, he revealed images and symbols of a mystical Sabbath 
and of circumcision, as well as instruction in other spiritual principles, but no complete 
revelation of the mysteries, for they were still bound by old practices. Yet when their law 
became famous and penetrated everywhere like a fragrant breeze, the minds of most of the 
heathen were moderated by lawgivers and philosophers. Savage brutality changed into 
mildness, so that profound peace, friendship, and easy communication prevailed. 

Indeed, in the ancient world, there was only one nation that had an objective law, not 
dependent on the whim of the rulers, and that law was supposed to be read publicly every 
seven years for all to know. And, if this was not enough, there was a special class in Israel, the 
Levites, who were supposed to be supported by the general population with the sole purpose 
of teaching the Law of God to their hosts. Israel was unique in this regard, and if there is a 
nation that could be the source of the revolutionary change in the thinking and legislation of 
the nations of the world at the time, that nation would be Israel. 

By tradition, the creation of first public law in Greece was ascribed to Lycurgus, a king of 
Sparta who lived just a generation after Solomon. According to the many accounts of him, he 
was distressed by the internecine strife in his native country, and he voluntarily abdicated 
from his kingship and went abroad in the search of a good law to bring back. On his journeys, 
he met one of the most mysterious characters we know of in ancient history: someone named 
Thales (like the other Thales, of Milletus, the father of Greek philosophy and mathematics), or 
Thaletas. This Thaletas made his living as a bard at weddings and funerals, but he was 
universally known as one of the ablest lawgivers in the antiquity, who used his songs to teach 
his listeners law. Now, that was a novelty at the time. Not that the pagan nations didn’t have 
their bards, but these bards usually sang praises to their heroes and kings. Using songs to 
teach law was something new. Lycurgus didn’t waste time, and he asked Thaletas to move to 
Sparta and start a music school. there. Thaletas thus became the father of Greek music and the 
father of Greek legislation. 



ARP#56. The Hebrew Roots of Classical Culture and Law
  423 

Interestingly enough, however, the name Thaletas is not Greek and it doesn’t mean 
anything in Greek. The name is clearly Semitic, and in both Hebrew and Aramean it means 
the same: a Lamb. Thus, the first laws of Greece were made by someone who sang songs 
about the Law (like David) and used a Semitic name meaning “a Lamb.” The story was well 
known to the classical world and especially to all Greek-speaking inhabitants of the Roman 
Empire. Apparently, the Bible also directs the attention of its Greek readers to it: in one of the 
very few instances where Aramean is used instead of Greek, Mark 5:41, Jesus uses the word 
“talitha” (a ewe-lamb, a name normally used for young girls, just like a “kid” today is used for 
children): Talitha Kumi. There is no obvious reason why Mark should use the Aramean 
version of Jesus’s words here, until we realize that for a Greek speaker, the text sounds like, 
“Thaletas, rise!” As if Jesus was declaring to all His Greek readers that in His ministry, He 
was the new Thaletas, the supreme legislator of the Greek world. 

Thaletas’s work, of course, did not give the perfect solution to Greece; that perfection 
was to be brought only by Christ Himself. Lycurgus’s laws, based on the counsel of Thaletas, 
did not deal with the deep divisions of the Spartan society. The social castes were preserved, 
the oppression of certain people was preserved, and Sparta remained a militarized society. 
There were also improvements, however: the civil wars ended, and Sparta had internal peace 
for several centuries. Three hundred years later a legislator in Athens, Solon, continued the 
work by giving Athens laws that were much better and more just than those of Lycurgus. Still 
not perfect, that is, not according to the Law of God, but much better nevertheless. The Greek 
world was being civilized step by step, and that process was started by a Hebrew bard, who 
sang the Law in his songs. 

Solon, on his turn, was the inspiration for the legal and religious reforms of Numa 
Pompilius, the second King of Rome after Romulus. Numa was the man of peace in a 
bloodthirsty generation, a man of spirit in a generation of lusty materialists, and a man of 
justice in a generation that believed that injustice is the way to achieving cultural domination. 
He claimed divine guidance, but there are indications that he also learned from the east, 
specifically Athens, but also Israel. Numa started his reforms by closing first the temple of the 
god of war, Mars, and then all the other temple of the pagan gods. According to Plutarch, the 
reason for this was that, 

Numa forbade the Romans to represent God in the form of man or beast, nor was there 
any painted or graven image of a deity admitted amongst them for the space of the first 
hundred and seventy years, all of which time their temples and chapels were kept free and 
pure from images; to such baser objects they deemed it impious to liken the highest, and all 
access to God impossible, except by the pure act of the intellect. 

Now, where could Numa have gotten such an idea? Noah and his sons had been dead for 
1,000 years, at least, and none of their descendants continued the faith of these patriarchs. 
There was only one place in the world at the time of Numa – 8th century BC – where such 
ideas about God were the official religion: Israel. Numa took the throne in 715 BC, about 200 
years after the death of Solomon. Solomon’s fame must still have been remembered, and his 
ideas about God and religion must have left some trace in the minds of many people on the 
planet. The Hebrew origin of Numa’s religion and worldview is quite clear. 

He didn’t leave it there. Numa also started a legal reform, a reform which was supposed 
to give the plebeian population of Rome their own vote in the assembly, as well as legal 
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protection for them and their families against the arbitrary dictat of the senatorial class. At the 
foundation of his reform was the belief that a public law, equal and just to all, was the 
foundation of peace in the society. Again, such idea was unheard of in the pagan societies at 
the time; it was an idea unique to Israel and the Law of God. He also began an institutional 
reform designed to free the government institutions from the tyranny of the politically and 
economically powerful of the day. He was so successful in this that centuries later, many of 
the political and judicial institutions of Rome were still ascribed to his genius. He also 
disbanded many political institutions and made his government economically effective, by 
reducing his expenses. 

Numa lived to old age and died in his 80th year of age. After his death, however, the 
patrician class made sure that his legal and religious reforms were reversed. The public plates 
with his laws were buried with him in his grave; many generations later, when his library was 
discovered, members of the Senate demanded that it be burned, for in h is library several 
books were discovered with Numa’s views on justice and the legal system – the idea of 
making the law available to all inhabitants of Rome was unthinkable for those pagan 
aristocrats. Again, as with Lycurgus, God gave Rome in its early years a worldview that 
would at least preserve her for a while. The perfect law was to be given later, at the Cross of 
Christ. 

But meanwhile, as Eusebius pointed out, the pagan world was learning spiritual principles 
from Moses, through the fame of Solomon. The pagans themselves knew very well where 
their civilization came from. Julius Caesar read the Septuagint and freed the Jews in his 
empire from any taxes. The temple in Jerusalem was a place where many Greeks and Romans 
and other nations came to worship. Wise men from the east came to worship the King of the 
Jews, and Titus specifically instructed his legions to spare the Temple of God. Proselytes – 
even from the house of Caesar – joined the Jewish communities and became part of the nation 
of Israel, later of the nation of the Church. When the covenantal status of ethnic Israel was 
removed, then the burden of defining and directing history through a confession of faith fell to 
the Church. But the Church didn’t act in a vacuum. It had material to work on: a civilization 
which in the course of centuries, slowly and painfully, was shaped and influenced by the 
Hebrew worldview to become more civilized, seeking God, and thus more open to accept His 
Gospel. In the final account, even the ancient world was driven by a profession of faith; and 
history was simply the perfection of that faith. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is America BC by Barry Fell. It is not 
directly related to this topic, but it will give you evidence that the modern views of ancient 
history are strongly deficient, that in the time of Solomon, people traveled all over the globe, 
and brought with them their religion and worldview, and cultural practices. 

Remember in your prayers Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission organization 
devoted to building a Christian culture in Eastern Europe through the translation and 
publishing of solid Reformed and Reconstructionist books. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, 
subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless y’all. 
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 The Celebrity Cult 
"Ethically and judicially, making an authority of celebrities in the churches is 
not different than making an authority of celebrities in the political world." 

Assigned reading: Karl Schlögel, Moscow 1937 

 
Welcome to Episode 57 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will talk about one of the greatest idols of 
American Christianity, an idol that has permeated every single corner of the life of American 
Christians and has claimed a much greater following in the American churches than Jesus 
Christ Himself. The idol of celebrity worship. 

That celebrity worship is a problem in American Christianity should be obvious to 
everyone. That it is a problem of gigantic proportions and at the level of idolatry, should also 
be obvious to everyone who cares. If there are some to whom it is not obvious, keep in mind 
that even Phil Johnson, of all people, graced the G3 conference this year with a lecture against 
celebrity worship. Yes, the same Phil Johnson who is the right-hand man of John MacArthur, 
the only person in fundamentalist churchianity today who has a study Bible officially named 
after himself, The MacArthur Study Bible. To hear Johnson speak on the evil of celebrity 
worship is like hearing Joseph Goebbels speak on the evil of racism or Molotov speak on the 
evil of collectivism, or Mitt Romney speak on the evil of government-controlled healthcare. 
To those of us who have studied propaganda, however, this is not a surprise: it is just an 
ordinary propaganda technique to become an ardent speaker against the very evils you 
practice, so that you can control the narrative and deflect criticisms. (“See, we can’t be guilty 
of celebrity worship if we speak against it ourselves, right?) Johnson’s obvious motives aside, 
the very fact that he found it necessary to speak on the issue – trying to control the narrative – 
is a clear indication that more and more Christians are aware of the problem. So, obviously, 
there is a problem with celebrity worship in American churchianity. 

Several years ago, in his book commentary on 1 Samuel, chapter 11, Joel McDurmon 
touched on the psychology of a people who have abandoned the Law of God, in relation to 
how they choose their leaders. 

To begin with, we learn that the majority of Saul’s appeal was outward. And indeed, 
judging by outward appearances only, Saul was the greatest man in all of Israel. In 1 Sam. 
9:1, we learn that Saul comes from great stock. His father was a man of wealth. There is 
question among the commentators whether the word for “wealth” here (chayil) should be 
translated “wealth” (as in Deut. 8:18) or “strength” (as in 1 Sam. 2:4). It can mean both, 
and both may very well apply to this case. What is not in dispute is that Saul was quite a 
physical specimen: he was a handsome young man. There was not a man among the people 
of Israel more handsome than he. From his shoulders upward he was taller than any of the 
people (9:2). This guy was the quarterback, the prom king, the star of the show. He had a 
commanding presence: he drew all the eyes when he entered the room. For a nation in 
search of a king who would lead them into battle and be a symbol of national greatness, 
Saul was just the guy who looked the part. 
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Joel has touched a nerve here. In the Bible, we have very few descriptions of the physical 
appearance of men – we have them mostly of women, which is only natural. Whenever the 
outward appearance of men is mentioned, it is to emphasize some covenantal point. In this 
case, the covenantal point, obviously, is the stupidity of people who have abandoned God as 
their King, wanting a human leader over them. Ironically, instead of a true leader, what they 
elected is a celebrity figure, one devoid of the ability to lead or inspire, but certainly able to 
play to the superficial emotions of men. 

Now, keep this in mind: this is how men elect their leaders when they have abandoned 
God. We will return to this issue a bit later, but first, we need to have a Biblical analysis of 
why people want to place themselves under the authority of celebrities, that is men whose only 
quality is their appeal to the emotions. Why is it that we get attracted to manipulators of no 
real moral strength? It in this question that we will find the reasons, as well as as the essence 
of the modern celebrity culture in the American churches. 1 Samuel 8 tells us that the people 
wanted a human king because they had abandoned God as their King. But what exactly is the 
sin that made them abandon God? 

Ethically and judicially, making an authority of celebrities in the churches is not different 
than making an authority of celebrities in the political world. In neither case are men under 
any obligation nor necessity to have leaders over them. A man who is in the redemption of 
Jesus Christ and under the guidance of the Holy Spirit needs no leaders; as Paul says in 1 Cor. 
11:3, “The head of every man is Christ,” not some human leaders. The same message was in 
the Law: the Law was all given in second person singular, that is, it was primarily a Law 
given by God to every individual member of Israel. The existence of civil government was 
limited only to the courts, and they were only involved when there was a crime or a dispute. 
Outside crimes and disputes, redeemed men under the law were subject to no government and 
could conduct their own lives as they saw fit, according to their own understanding of 
obedience under God. This was to be even more true in the New Covenant where, according 
to Jer. 31:34 and Heb. 8:11, the knowledge of God will eventually spread so far and deep, that 
men won’t even need teachers anymore. Men, therefore, in their redeemed state, do not need 
human rulers, whether political or ecclesiocratical. And the only reason they want rulers is 
that they have sinned against God. 

The sinful motive for such self-subjection to human rulers should be clear: it is fear. We 
have talked about fear as a motivator in a previous episode of Axe to the Root. Just to remind 
us of the Biblical truth on this issue, fear of anything else but God is non-existent in the 
redeemed man. At the very heart of fear is the concern about the self; and the redeemed man 
doesn’t live for himself. Fear is at the foundation of all idolatry, and that’s why the 
commandment, “Do not fear,” is the most frequently repeated commandment in Scripture. 
Fear is what made Adam and Eve hide from God after they rebelled – had they been in a 
redeemed state, they would have approached God with repentance but not fear. Fear, as I 
pointed out in an article on ChristendomRestored.com titled, “Terrorism: Biblical Analysis 
and Solutions,” is in itself worship: those who fear God also worship God. And, conversely, 
those who fear other things than God, also worship other things than God. At the heart of 
every idolatry, therefore, is fear. Or, we can also say, paraphrasing Henry Van Til, idolatry is 
fear externalized. 

Behind the idolatry of the celebrity worship and submission to human rulers, however, 
there is a very specific type of fear. We can see the nature of that type of fear in the story of 
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the Tower of Babel. Before we consider that story, however, a look at the pre-history of it is 
needed. The Tower of Babel didn’t happen in a political vacuum; there was a submission to a 
celebrity prior to it. We read in Genesis 11:2 that the men who wanted to build the Tower of 
Babel arrived and settled in the Land of Shinar. Shinar (meaning “two rivers” in Hebrew) is 
another name for Babylon (the Hebrew language uses the same word for both Babel and 
Babylon). But in the context of Genesis 11, the land of Shinar has a very special significance: 
It wasn’t a no-man’s land. It was under the rule of a mighty man of power; or, to be precise, 
under the first mighty man of power. The previous chapter in Genesis, in verses 10-12, speaks 
about Nimrod who first became a mighty ruler and had a kingdom; “The beginning of his 
kingdom,” the text says, “was Babel and Erech and Accad and Calneh, in the land of Shinar.” 
If Babel was the “beginning of his kingdom,” then we can easily assume that it was the 
capital, or, as the Hebrew word rosh is usually translated, the “head.” Bishop Ussher, in his 
The Annals of the World, believes that Babel was the capital of Nimrod’s kingdom at the time 
of the tower, and in his History of the Jews, Josephus believes that Nimrod built Babel and 
oversaw the building of the Tower. This point is important here, for the men in Genesis 11 
were not operating in a political vacuum. Before they set out to build a tower, they had first 
submitted themselves to the rule of the first mighty man recorded in the Bible, the first one to 
organize his own kingdom and have men under his power. The rebellion at Babel didn’t start 
with the construction project; the construction project was only the logical continuation of the 
true rebellion. The true rebellion was men submitting themselves to a human ruler where they 
should have submitted themselves to God. 

What was their motive? Their own words explain it: “Come, let us build for ourselves a 
city, and a tower whose top will reach into heaven, and let us make for ourselves a name, 
otherwise we will be scattered abroad over the face of the whole earth.” It was Cain who built 
the first city to himself (more precisely, to his son, Enoch); the genetic line of Cain was 
extinguished in the Flood, but these men obviously continued the spiritual legacy of Cain. 
And just like Cain, who was concerned of being a wanderer on the face of the earth, these 
men were afraid of being scattered over the face of the earth. It was the fear of being scattered 
and becoming a wanderer that made men gather together and deliver their God-given liberty 
to a man of power, and give him authority over their lives. 

Being scattered is a terrible punishment for men who are not under God. A man who is 
scattered over the face of the earth, who is a wanderer over the face of the earth, is forced to 
deal alone with all the challenges of life, to stand against a faceless, impersonal universe 
which he has no assurance is friendly toward him. Or even neutral. He doesn’t have any solid 
foundation to know what to do to achieve his goals and purposes. In fact, it is hard to even 
begin to establish goals and purposes in such a universe; after all, in an ocean with no shores 
and no bottom, how do you decide which way you are supposed to go; and once you have 
decided, how do you know if you are going in the right direction? It’s a terrible ordeal, and 
this is why God included the curse of scattering in His curses against Israel, if they rebelled 
against Him (Deut. 28:65). It was not just that they would be scattered, but they would be also 
wanderers, because, in the next verse, “Among those nations you shall find no rest, and there 
will be no resting place for the sole of your foot.” 

Pagans in the ancient world understood this concept very well, and they dreaded it more 
than anything else. In the ancient Greek cities, one accused of a capital crime was given a 
choice: to either commit suicide or be exiled, that is, scattered away from his home to become 
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a wanderer. It is surprising how many chose suicide; apparently, Cain’s complaint, “My 
punishment is too great to bear!”, was the complaint of many others of his spiritual 
descendants. And the same complaint can be seen in the motive of the builders of the Tower 
of Babel: “otherwise we will be scattered over the face of the whole earth.” This was their 
motive to gather together in one collective, under the same ruler, and build a tower that would 
cement their belonging to a collective. Notice, the purpose of the tower was to make a name, 
that is, one single name – which means one single purpose – for the collective, not many 
individual names and purposes for all the individual members of that congregation. 

The motive was fear of being scattered. Once man abandons God, he abandons all solid 
ground. There is no purpose, no individual meaning of life, no direction in life – for the 
simple reason that purpose, meaning, direction are impossible in such a world without God. In 
that ocean without solid ground – whether bottom or shores – the only apparent solution is to 
establish a relative center of gravity, and just attach oneself to it. That center of gravity may 
be a collective of people, but soon enough, even the most democratic collectives degenerate 
into little kingdoms of a few attractive personalities. Whether in a local community, or a 
nation, or a tribe, or a church, or anything else, people without God are afraid of being 
scattered, and in seeking a safe place from being scattered, they appoint celebrities over 
themselves to serve as a point of gravity and cohesion. Most of the time, of course – as it was 
with Saul – the celebrities they choose for themselves are just as lost and without purpose 
under God, but they are skillful enough to make others follow them and serve them. Political 
and churchian celebrities have their power only because there are people willing to grant it to 
them; and the reason these people are willing to grant other people power over them is 
because they are afraid of being scattered. Yes, even those who otherwise profess the name of 
Christ and go to church; in fact, especially those who profess Christ and go to church – 
because the majority of those who go to church are just as lost and without purpose as any 
average unbeliever out there, if not even more. 

Worth mentioning here is the fact that while for the covenant-breakers being scattered 
was an enormous curse, a “punishment too great to bear,” it was not a threat to the people of 
God. In fact, if anything, being scattered while under God’s Covenant was God’s way of 
expanding His kingdom. The history of God’s people is filled with numerous examples of 
people who were wanderers, some into the most desolate places of the world, forced to face 
dangers and challenges alone, while refusing to join collectives of iniquity and idolatry. 
Hebrews 11:38 speaks of these men of whom the world was not worthy, and the whole 
chapter names quite a few of them. The father of all who believe, Abraham, left the well-
organized collective of his home town and embarked on a journey through the wilderness 
which tested both his faith and his ability to deal with challenges, many of them much greater 
than what an average man would be facing at the time. His grandson, Jacob, had to go through 
the same ordeal, and Jacob’s most beloved son, Joseph, was “scattered” by the betrayal of his 
own brothers – and yet, later Joseph declared that this “scattering” was God acting for the 
good of His people. Moses was “scattered” too, having to deal with hardship and challenges 
alone, and later, the nation of Israel left the civilized world of Egypt for the wilderness. Once 
in the Promised Land, Israel was supposed to stay “scattered” and not ask for human kings 
and rulers, but remain a free, decentralized society of independent individuals and families. 
More than that, in fact, as I argue in my article, “Christian Culture vs. Clan Culture,” the Law 
was designed so as to force the Israelite families to eventually look for opportunities out of the 
land, settle foreign lands and effectively conquer them. Three characteristics of the Law make 
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this obvious: First, it is the Jubilee regulations which demand that the land within Canaan 
could not be sold between families. It had to remain within the same family as from the 
beginning; it could only be leased out for a period of up to 49 years. Second, the inheritance 
laws which demanded that all the sons get equal shares of the estate, with the oldest son 
getting a double share. And third, the promise that if obedient to God, Israel will have an 
explosive demographic growth, that is, many sons per family. The effect of all these three 
would be that centuries down the road, every Israelite son would inherit land the size of a 
handkerchief, and will only be able to lease it out but not sell it. This would force many 
Israelites to seek opportunities either in the cities or outside of Israel – similar to Joseph, the 
husband of Mary, who preferred to launch a carpentry business in Galilee rather than stay on 
the land of his family in Bethlehem. Thus, the mandate to scatter was embedded in the Law. 
Israel had to look to expand, and the expansion was supposed to be by individual families who 
will settle other lands. 

The same mandate we see in the NT church. The task of evangelism requires that 
Christians scatter over the face of the earth. The same scattering which was dreadful to Cain 
and to the builder of the Tower of Babel, the same scattering that was only implied but not 
commanded in the commandments in the Law specific to national Israel, this same scattering 
is now an explicit mandate to the people of God. In fact, if anything, the Church is supposed 
to be built on the foundation of the apostles and the prophets, and “apostles” literally means 
“sent out.” The Book of Acts – which means the acts of the apostles – contains very little of 
what the apostles did in the church of Jerusalem, which was the largest church at the time, of 
thousands of people. The book is mainly concerned with the Christians who were “scattered” 
outside Jerusalem. And in fact, the very church in Jerusalem was meant to be scattered in the 
final account, and Jesus prophesied it in Matt. 24:16. Another promise, that of the events in 
the last days of history in the parable in Matt. 24:31 and Mark 13:27, speaks of His angels 
gathering the elect “from the four winds,” a Greek phrase which means that His elect must 
have been dispersed all over the face of the earth. To the woman at the well in John 3 Jesus 
declared that in His New Covenant, visible worship will no longer be centered around a 
geographical place or a congregational or denominational gathering. (As a side note, this 
concept is embedded in the Westminster Confession where the invisible church is described as 
“gathered,” while the visible church is described as “scattered,” or throughout the world. This 
is completely the opposite to today’s ideology in many Presbyterian churches, where the 
invisible church is seen as scattered, while the visible must be in official visible gatherings. 
Another example that the modern so-called “Presbyterians” have no clue whatsoever of what 
their own professed confession teaches.) 

We see the same concept of scattering confirmed even in the events in the church in the 
last century or so. While current events can’t be used to build a theological concept around 
them, they can still be evidence for theological concepts found in Scripture. (Otherwise, 
history would have no meaning.) That the American church is in decline is obvious to all, and 
everyone talks about it, even those who have styled themselves as teachers of that church and 
rake in hundreds of millions of dollars for that task. (Why do we pay them, if they can’t teach 
the church well enough to prevent the decline, I ask?) At the same time, we all know that 
churches in Asia and Africa and Latin America are vibrant and live and growing. But that’s 
exactly what we should expect: American Christians are afraid of being scattered and prefer to 
cluster in “congregations” where they are comfortable and have no need to face the challenges 
of the world alone with God. Whereas the nature of the cultures on other continents forces the 
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Christians there to scatter, and the Biblical principle is that in history, scattering produces 
growth for the people of God. We shouldn’t be surprised, therefore, of this discrepancy, but 
we should be aware of the covenantal reasons behind it, and act accordingly. 

Being scattered, therefore, is not a curse but a blessing to covenant-keepers. Thus, among 
the people of God, the fear of being scattered should not exist. The people of God should 
gladly desire to be scattered, or sent out, so that the Kingdom expands. This means that among 
Christians – those who are truly obedient to Christ, at any rate – there should be no incentive 
nor desire to be placed under the power of other men, whether civil rulers or churchian 
celebrities. True Christians do not settle in any kind of Babel, whether political or 
ecclesiastical, do not put themselves under any kind of Nimrod, whether political or 
ecclesiastical, and do not build any tower reaching up to heaven, whether political or 
ecclesiastical. Throughout the last 20 centuries, therefore, Christians have always been the 
main troublemakers for all kinds of human powers. Why? Because they can’t be scared 
sufficiently to voluntarily place themselves under human rulers. (And forced subjugation 
never works with them anyway.) A mighty man or group of men of power – civil or 
ecclesiastical – has no tools in their arsenal to make a loyal subject of a true Christian; he will 
always have only Christ as his head, and will have no fear to compel him otherwise. Being 
scattered, or forced to deal with the challenges of life alone, against the world (contra 
mundum) is not a scary prospect for him; he will gladly accept it. 

Until, of course, the second half of the 20th century. American Christianity underwent a 
serious change in its faithfulness, and therefore also a serious change in its view of power and 
authority. And the result of this change is the modern celebrity worship in the churches in the 
US. Losing the vision of God’s expanding kingdom, Christians have acquired, in its stead, 
fear. Fear of everything. Fear of a world that might ridicule them for their beliefs (and such 
ridicule is called persecution, imagine that). Fear of becoming culturally and politically 
unpopular. Fear of being personally perceived by the enemies of God in the society as mean 
and unloving. But most of all, fear of having to deal with the challenges of the modern culture 
alone, with God, without any visible help from any earthly source, be it economic, or political, 
or relational. In short, they have become fearful of being scattered. The irony is that this 
happened in the same nation which, for the last 300 years, has had a history replete with 
millions of examples of individual families who were not only not afraid of being scattered, 
but willingly took up the task of leaving their extended families and conquering the 
wilderness. The heirs of several generations of individuals and families who were willing to 
brave the harshest of the circumstances alone, in order to exercise their Christian liberty under 
God, have become fearful of losing their privileged status of being a majority, and have 
retreated to their collectivist ghettos, where they hope to be shielded from the prevailing 
culture . . . which they themselves have abandoned to the enemy. And collectivist ghettos – 
created by that fear of being scattered – are what produces the celebrity cult in our churches 
today. Let’s subject ourselves under this or that pulpit Nimrod, and let’s build ourselves an 
ecclesiastical tower and make a name for ourselves, lest we are scattered all over the face of 
the land and we are forced to deal with God’s enemies in God’s strength alone, and – God 
forbid – even expand His Kingdom. 

Once idolatry, and through idolatry, fear, take dominion over the hearts of men, they 
can’t be rational or Biblical. They can’t be rational or Biblical even in electing their leaders 
and celebrities. Returning to Joel’s analysis we mentioned at the beginning, men who have 
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rejected God are not capable of choosing their celebrities – civil or ecclesiastical – in a way 
that is in agreement with the Biblical qualifications for leaders. Saul, as Joel McDurmon 
shows in that chapter of his book, had no strong moral character. Despite his impressive 
stature, he was a coward, and yet, he was full of himself and in love with himself. It should 
have been clear to those wise leaders of Israel that the man they were electing lacked the 
courage to be a leader, and was a narcissist who would certainly abuse his power. And yet, 
they were only looking at his stature, tall above everyone else, and very handsome. Any wise 
woman would have known better than these fine specimen of male leadership in Israel; most 
women won’t fall for external handsomeness if there are abundant signs of lack of character. 
The male leaders did. 

(On a side note, that’s why I am very skeptical when I hear today modern Christians 
whose level of discernment is not very different from those elders of Israel in 1 Samuel 8, 
insist on “male leadership” and use that concept to assign some subjugated place for women 
in our society and the churches. Yes, I am all for Biblical manhood and Biblical womanhood, 
and I am all for covenantal masculinity and femininity, but, puhleeze, don’t babble about 
“male leadership” until you actually have men who are qualified to be leaders. As of now, the 
American institutional churches have given no sign whatsoever of having male leaders. Thus, 
I don’t want to hear that nonsense. Real leaders don’t need to make up ideologies of 
submission – female or other – in order to be leaders.) 

Modern America is just as obsessed with visible perceptions as these elders of Israel. As a 
friend of mine likes to say, look at baldness and its impact on elections. An estimated 20% or 
more of American men are bald, and yet, for the last 100 years, we have had only one bald 
man for president, and bald men are underrepresented among elected officials. Why is that? Is 
it because bald men are less qualified? Not at all. The truth is, in a nation where visible 
perception means almost everything, they have to fight an uphill battle against public 
perception which is entirely dominated by outward looks. 

This obsession with outward appearance dictates both how people choose their 
celebrities, and it also dictates how the celebrities present themselves to become likeable. And 
in our modern society, perception is more than just outward looks. It is also PR, media 
presence, acting, visual presentation, etc. It is no coincidence that very few “successful” 
ministries are not run by media experts and PR stuntmen, who pose for preachers and 
theologians. It is also no wonder that for most so-called “ministries,” the most pressing 
necessity at the very beginning is hiring a video guru, or a Hollywood or TV celebrity; after 
all, the prospective market needs “leaders” who seem attractive, entertaining, appealing to the 
senses of their listeners rather than serving their souls. 

The motive is clear: a PR expert, a media personality, a Hollywood or TV celebrity are 
proficient at creating a brand name. And creating a brand name is what the collectivist 
builders of the Tower of Babel wanted to do: “Let us make for ourselves a name” (Gen. 11:4). 
That’s why in the evangelical world in the US today, most ministries – at least the large ones 
– are more concerned with building their brand names than with preaching the Word of God. 
John the Baptist’s ministry principle, “He must increase and I must decrease” (John 3:30) is 
not an acceptable principle in the modern American celebrity worship culture. To the 
contrary, building a brand name always involves increasing oneself. 
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In our modern, complex world, thus, Saul’s handsomeness translates into many more 
things than just face and stature. It translates into constant professional media presence for the 
modern Sauls, and into building a name for them through media stunts. Rev. Saul preaching 
from an elevated pulpit to thousands of listeners. Rev. Saul meeting with the President or with 
other politicians. Rev. Saul in the jungles of South America; or climbing a glacier in 
Greenland. Rev. Saul denouncing some easy targets, like the Charismatics, at a conference. 
Rev. Saul doing useless debates with other Rev. Sauls on worn-out topics of marginal 
significance. Rev. Saul standing in front of the Mormon temple preaching to Mormons. All 
these activities are just as safe for Rev. Saul as the original, historical King Saul in his full 
shining armor on the hill, far far away from Goliath: in modern America, they do not carry 
any special stigma nor invite any personal persecution. (They pay well, however, in tax-
exempt dollars.) All these activities are also useless in terms of equipping the saints; none of 
them involve training other people to do the work, they are all Rev. Saul creating an 
impression before his followers; an impression that Rev. Saul is powerful and influential 
enough to keep them from being scattered. That under his wing, or under the wings of his 
church, or denomination, or ministry, ordinary Christians who are not as powerful as Rev. 
Saul would be safe from having to face the challenges of Christian life alone under God, with 
self-government that is the fruit of His Spirit (Gal. 5:22-23). 

This is what makes the celebrity cult worship what it is today. And I am not talking about 
Joel Osteen, Benny Hinn and the TBN types. I am talking about our own celebrity types 
within the supposedly “Reformed” circles; those who no one is ever allowed to criticize, even 
when they are clearly preaching false doctrines, and even when nothing of what they do is 
directed or effective in equipping the saints, but only in building brand names. 

Of course, churchian celebrities are to blame for this deception, just as Saul had his own 
responsibility and guilt to carry. But let’s not forget that the only reason their deception flies is 
because ordinary Christians, the regular attendees in the churches, have lost their connection 
to God and therefore are looking for human masters. This is no different than the men who 
settled in Babel under the power of Nimrod, and no different than the Israelites who wanted to 
place as human king over themselves. And, it is no different than the trees who wanted to set a 
king over themselves in Jotham’s parable in Judges 9 – the finest, ever in history, parable 
about the real nature of man-made authority. When the trees want to set a king over 
themselves, those who are upright, productive, and service-oriented among them wouldn’t 
take the job, because that would divert them from serving others. Only a useless and fruitless 
tree like the bramble would take it. In all the cases, men set as king – or leader, or preacher, or 
elder, or celebrity – an unworthy man. No amount of democratic procedures, or session 
meetings, or seminary training, or examinations, or presbytery oversight can fix this problem. 
The celebrity culture is based on apostasy (“they have rejected Me from being king over 
them,” 1 Sam. 8:7), and no matter what techniques and procedures that culture may devise to 
elect the best men for leaders, it will always end up electing the worst men. The manipulators. 
The narcissists. The swindlers. The tyrants. Etc. 

The parable of the trees in Judges 9 gives us also another insight into the celebrity culture 
and the drive of apostate men to subject themselves to false authorities: Not only are the 
people motivated by fear, as we saw, but the appointed human leaders understand very well 
that the motive is fear, and their first act to consolidate that power is to enhance that fear and 
make it an official policy. From Judges 9:14-15, 
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Finally all the trees said to the bramble, “You come, reign over us!” The bramble said to 
the trees, “If in truth you are anointing me as king over you, come and take refuge in my 
shade; but if not, may fire come out from the bramble and consume the cedars of Lebanon.” 

We should immediately ask the question: What in the world is the bramble thinking? 
Why does he resort to threats right away? Can’t he see that the other trees are quite self-
sufficient without him, and he risks being brought down from his new position of king? Why 
resort immediately to using fear to manipulate the others into submission? 

Because the bramble knows the premise unspoken in the parable, namely, that there is no 
other motivation for people to place human rulers over themselves but fear. The “bramble” in 
the parable was Gideon’s son from his concubine, Abimelech. Abimelech used fear-based 
tactics to convince the people of Shechem: “Is it better for you that the seventy sons of Gideon 
to rule over you, or that I, your relative, rule over you?” It was a false dilemma, of course. 
They should have answered, “No one should rule over us.” Gideon was a man of many 
failures, but it seems he did have at least some righteous understanding of power, for in the 
previous chapter, when the men of Israel, again driven by fear, asked him, “Rule over us, both 
you and your son, also your son’s son, for you have delivered us from the hand of Midian,” he 
refused. “I will not rule over you, nor shall my son rule over you; the LORD shall rule over 
you.” This is what they should have replied to Abimelech: “No man but the Lord shall rule 
over us.” But Abimelech’s fear-based manipulation worked – because they were all driven by 
fear anyway. And then, their justification was, “He is our relative.” 

Once made a king, the first thing Abimelech did was to show what he would do to even to 
those relatives whom he perceived as a threat to his power. The men of Shechem were his 
relatives, but so were the sons of Gideon who were his brothers. Abimelech hired a group of 
thugs and went and killed all of his brothers save one. In other words, “Now that you have all 
come under the shadow of the bramble, let me teach you what the bramble can do, even to his 
fellow trees.” You can read the rest of the story in Judges 9. What is important for us here is 
that once accepted as a king because of fear, he made sure to immediately reinforce that fear. 
After all, if fear made him a king, fear would keep him a king. So, his first act was to produce 
more fear in the hearts of those who made him a king. 

The celebrity culture in the churches in the US is no different. Once it has gained its 
followers and worshipers, it creates its own propaganda of fear. True, it can’t use the same 
physical violence Abimelech used. Churches, after all, are “spiritual” institutions, so the 
violence has to be spiritual, against the conscience of the individuals. It is the same violence 
used by the Roman church during the Reformation and in the centuries before the 
Reformation, namely, that the institutional organization is the same as the Church, and 
therefore anyone not in subjection to that institutional organization is by default outside the 
true Church, and therefore must not be saved. The same tactics of fear-mongering and 
institutional manipulation the Roman church used against the Reformers, are used today by 
churchmen – and I don’t mean just those of the liberal variety, not at all. Popular, supposedly 
“conservative” or “Reformed” preachers and churchmen have blown out of proportions one 
single verse of the Bible, Heb. 13:17, “Obey your leaders and submit to them,” with the 
manipulative insinuation that if one is not under the institutional power of those celebrity 
types, he must be outside the church and therefore not saved. Their fear-based rhetoric and 
propaganda has nothing to do with God’s Church nor with true submission; we saw it in the 
last several years in the smear and slander campaign against AHA, where even people of good 
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standing in established churches were declared “haters of the church” only because they have 
dared criticize elevated churchian celebrities. In planting fear in the hearts of their followers, 
the celebrity culture is not above slander and lies. And the idolatry of celebrities produces 
arrogance in their hearts at the same level as the arrogance in Abimelech’s heart, to the point 
that even recent converts who should be elders in the first place, and have nothing under their 
belt but Hollywood charisma which drives up their popularity in the modern society, presume 
to speak as authoritative representatives of the Church who can declare who is part of the 
church and who isn’t. Just like Abimelech, these celebrities know very well that fear is the 
main factor that gave them power, and therefore fear must be maintained so that their power 
can be maintained. 

The celebrity culture in the US, however, is not the Church, and it has nothing to do with 
the Church. It’s not even the institutional church. It may be an institution but it is not a church. 
It lacks the main characteristic of the true church, namely, equipping the saints to fight the 
good fight. The evidence is all around us and has been for 100 years. For the last 100 years, 
since the celebrity culture took over the religious market in the US, Christianity has retreated 
from every facet of our culture; a society that used to be deeply influenced by Christianity in 
its very center, has now cast Christianity to its periphery. And that while the celebrity types 
have been raking in millions and billions of dollars for their alleged “ministries.” Most of 
these celebrity types even declare that Christianity is not supposed to rule the culture anyway; 
or that there is no such thing as a Christian culture, or Christian victory in history; that any 
victory we see will be only in eternity. And even those who speak of some victory, have used 
it as a rhetoric to collect followers and donors but have left these followers and donors 
spiritually starved and practically powerless to fight the wars of God’s Kingdom. 

Thus, the celebrity worship is not only not the Church, it is antithetical to the church, and 
it must be destroyed as an enemy of the Kingdom of God. The exodus from it has already 
started; the institutional churches have been losing numbers. There have been many 
complaints in the last decade from prominent churchian celebrities that Christians – and 
especially the younger generation, the millennials – are “leaving the church.” But this is not a 
bad thing; if anything, it is a movement inspired by the Holy Spirit; and no complaining on 
the part of celebrity preachers will stop it or reverse it. As I wrote in an article in response to 
such complaint by Kevin DeYoung, they are not leaving the church, they are taking it with 
them. These people have not lost their faith; to the contrary, they have matured in their faith to 
where they can see through the smoke and mirrors of the celebrity worship culture. They have 
figured out that there is no essence nor purpose in the current institutional system that calls 
itself “church.” They refuse to serve dumb idols. This exodus needs to be accelerated, 
however. 

It will be accelerated when we realize the main motivation for people to place rulers over 
themselves, which is also the main prop for the celebrity culture: fear. Fear, specifically, of 
being “scattered,” of being left alone with God, instead of seeking safety in numbers and 
power structures. A true Christian is not afraid of being scattered, and not afraid of being 
alone against the world (contra mundum), even if that world includes the apostate religious 
power structures that call themselves “churches.” A true Christian knows that it is better to be 
separated because of the truth instead of united in lies. Thus, a true Christian keeps only 
Christ as head above him (1 jCor. 11:3), and rejects men who by manipulation try to assert 
their power over him. His submission is only to true elders, whose only ministry is equipping 
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the saints – which is demonstrated by the fact that they teach self-government and individual 
purpose, not collectivism. The Reformation was based on the fundamental Biblical idea of 
self-government expressed in the Doctrine of the Right and Duty of Private Judgment. Even 
though this doctrine has been affirmed by every single Protestant theologian since Luther, it 
has been purged from our pulpits today. The reason? The reason is that this doctrine strikes a 
blow at the very heart of the modern celebrity worship. Once the private individual is given 
priority in judging all pretended leaders, elders, preachers, ministers, evangelists, pastors, etc., 
then the authority structure is flipped over to its true position, where men whose only concern 
is making a name for themselves are at the bottom, and those whose only concern is the 
equipping of the saints are acknowledged to be men of authority. This would be the death of 
the celebrity culture. And unless we kill that culture, it will kill the church in the US. And our 
children will inherit a nightmare. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Moscow 1937 by Karl Shlögel. It is an 
account of the show trials of Stalin’s Great Purge in the 1930s, where almost all former 
buddies of Stalin in his rise to power were arrested and accused of crimes against the party 
and the state. This book is relevant to our topic because among other things, it shows how 
even when crushed by the injustice of the Communist system, even when it was clear that they 
would be executed, they were still professing loyalty to that system and even to their main 
accuser and judge, Stalin. The fear of being scattered, of being left psychologically alone was 
stronger than the fear of death. Stalin knew it very well, and he played on it to create a 
massive cult to his own personality, cult that brought people to madness. Consider the fact 
that the celebrity preachers in the US know it very well, and are playing on it just as Stalin 
did. 

In your prayers and your giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted not simply to planting churches, but to building the intellectual 
foundation for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe by translating books that 
apply the Gospel to every area of life. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our 
newsletter, and donate. God bless y’all. 
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 Where Does Christian Resistance Start? 
"Whatever Christians were not trained to do in the church, they won't be able 
to do outside the church." 

Assigned reading: Alice Baldwin, The New England Pulpit and the American 
Revolution 

 
Welcome to Episode 58 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes our focus will be righteous rebellion. Or, for 
those Christians who don’t like the word “rebellion” (even though it is just a technical term 
and has no moral connotations), we may use the expression righteous resistance. Although, in 
reality, “rebellion” is a better word for it because it literally means “fighting back,” that is, it 
includes an active element of response. “Resistance” means “withstanding” or “standing in 
opposition to,” and thus doesn’t really express the activist aspect of our conflict with injustice 
and wickedness. True enough, rebellion against God is sinful, but so is resistance against God; 
and neither word in itself carries any negative connotations, for rebellion against tyrants is just 
as righteous as resistance against tyrants. 

For the churches in America in the last 50 years – at least for those that are trying to be 
faithful to God’s Covenant in Christ – coming to the idea of righteous resistance against the 
state has been a painful process. I said coming to that idea, but in reality I should have said 
returning to that idea. That rulers do not deserve automatic allegiance – and indeed, deserve 
even revolutions and even executions – used to be accepted by default in Reformed circles. 
During the Reformation and after, wherever the Reformed faith appeared, revolutions of one 
sort or another against existing authorities inevitably followed. The Huguenots were the first 
to develop the concept of righteous resistance based on the concept of the Sovereignty of God; 
obviously, if God is Sovereign, the king is only a servant to God, and failing to perform as a 
servant automatically stripped him of the authority to rule. Calvin left many paragraphs in this 
vein, using as strong language as to say that we ought to spit on the heads of princes who 
abuse their power rather than obey them. The French Wars of Religion and persecution of 
Huguenots continued for two centuries, and despite being severely outnumbered, the 
Huguenots were a serious challenge to the French crown in terms of military resistance. 
Calvin’s and Zwingli’s Switzerland fared much better, but it had to fight against different 
claims of political and feudal sovereignty within the Holy Roman Empire. The Calvinists in 
the Netherlands organized their resistance against Spain even before they had their churches 
organized; so powerful was the influence of the so-called “hedge preachers” upon the 
population that the local magistrates always lagged behind the people in confronting the 
Spanish monarchy. The history of resistance of the Covenanters in Scotland – the original 
ones, not the modern fake ones who pretend to be their heirs – is well known, or should be 
well known to all Reformed; and the history of the English Revolution and the 
Commonwealth under Cromwell should be even better known. It is under that same 
Commonwealth that for the first time in the history of Europe, a King was taken to court and 
executed for crimes against his own nation; a logical conclusion of the Reformed concept that 
a ruler is supposed to be a servant, and a failure to be such is tantamount to treason deserving 
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of death penalty. (Remember that Luke 12:48 verse so conveniently forgotten by modern 
American churchmen, “From everyone who has been given much, much shall be required”?) 

That propensity of Reformed Christianity to give any political ruler a serious run for his 
money was not limited to the period of the Reformation. The American War of Independence 
was almost entirely influenced by Calvinist preachers in the colonies who spoke of righteous 
rebellion as a moral imperative in the face of a tyrannical government. Even as late as the 20th 
century, Reformed Christians in Nazi Germany were very clearly opposed to the regime. In at 
least two of the assassination attempts on Hitler, military officers from East Prussia and 
Brandenburg were at the center of those attempts. East Prussia and Brandenburg – at least 
their political and economic elite – were traditionally Calvinist, and you can see the influence 
of their faith in the letters of Henning von Trescow and Claus von Stauffenberg, the two best 
known conspirators, both of whom came from traditionally Calvinist Prussian aristocratic 
families. Even as late as the 1980s, in Romania, the revolution against the blood-thirsty 
Ceaușescu regime started with the open civil disobedience of a pastor from the Calvinist 
Hungarian minority – named László Tőkés – against the dreaded secret police of the regime. 
Historically, them Calvinists are a dangerous bunch; their finger is always on the trigger when 
tyrants and would be tyrants are trying to terrorize innocent people. 

Except for the Reformed Christians in the United States in the last 100 years. Sometime 
in the last two decades of the 19th through the first two decades of the 20th century, in one 
way or another, the leadership of the Reformed and Evangelical churches in the US developed 
a relationship with the political elite that was a little too comfortable and amicable. The War 
Between the States of 1861-65 was, of course, a clash of two political powers, both devoted to 
anti-Christian ideologies. When one of them won militarily, the two then united politically in 
an agenda to destroy the Christian roots and influence on the social and civil life of the United 
States. Christianity was still strong, and was even stronger among the millions of immigrants, 
so the elite had to act duplicitously: on one hand, giving lip service to the Christian faith, and 
on the other, slowly eroding the spiritual foundation of the civil establishment. Politicians 
would loudly profess to be Christians, and then would introduce laws that were in essence 
anti-Christian: government regulations on business, taxation of income and land, government 
schools, immigration restrictions, fiat money and legal tender laws (including confiscation of 
gold), standing armies at home and abroad, systems of government redistribution of wealth, 
destruction of savings through inflation, taxation, and social security, etc., etc., etc. FDR was 
probably the most duplicitous of all, openly paying lip service to Christianity while acting 
every day in opposition to the Bible in his career as a politician; but he is not the only 
politician to do that. For two generations, between the 1880s and the 1960s, there was barely a 
political figure in the US who didn’t do the same. 

These anti-Christian laws were not only designed to undermine the Christian influence on 
government, they were designed to also undermine the very churches themselves, and the very 
Christian culture the previous generations of Christians had left as a legacy. Economic liberty 
was taken away, financial freedom was taken away, Christian children were taken away, the 
ability of the church to act as God’s agent of welfare was taken away. . . . What was given, 
however, was a special tax status for churches and pastors. The government was taking away 
everything that the Christian culture of America has produced over several generations, and 
left a small handout to the pastors in the form of tax exemptions. This was enough to produce 
deep loyalty in the pastors. Their spiritual ancestors – the Black-Robed Regiment – preached 
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against the government and rejected any handouts in the name of Christian liberty under God. 
The pastors of the 20th century elevated a false interpretation of Romans 13 as their 
fundamental doctrine of dealing with the civil government – a doctrine of full obedience to 
Caesar, except when Caesar specifically orders them to sin. (A doctrine that is fallacious and 
dangerous, because it renders Christians passive when injustice is committed by the 
government.) By the 1960s, there was no voice in any Protestant churches in America that 
spoke against the government. The doctrine of righteous resistance was forgotten. Of course, 
this amnesia was not limited to that doctrine; many other Biblical doctrines were forgotten, 
and especially those about the Biblical limits on civil government. As long as the government 
had special provisions for the pastors and for their incorporated entities, it was OK. 

The first bits of awakening to the reality of this deception came in the 1962 with the 
Supreme Court’s decision in the Engel v. Vitale case where the Supreme Court declared 
prayer in public schools to be unconstitutional. (Interestingly enough, the plaintiffs were an 
alliance between the Synagogue Council of America, a few other Jewish rabbinical 
organizations, and the atheist Ethical Culture movement.) By 1962, apparently, the political 
elite considered its hold on the institutional churches to be strong enough to not worry about 
any backlash. And indeed, there wasn’t any backlash from the institutional churches. But the 
bitter taste left after that decision made at least some Christians realize that the days of 
comfortable co-existence with the political elite are over, and the government would now start 
using its power – and the passivity and acquiescence of the church leaders – to advance its 
anti-Christian agenda. The 1960s, thus, saw the beginning of the Christian school and 
homeschool movement. These first signs of resistance were taken very seriously by the civil 
authorities everywhere, to the point of persecuting homeschooling parents. Almost every 
single state held one or more trials against homeschoolers. Even the few individual families 
that dared defy the civil government were already considered a serious threat. 

Then came January 22, 1973, when a panel of 5 Republican and 2 Democrat judges, all 
members of good standing of institutional churches (one Methodist, one Roman Catholic, two 
Episcopals, and three Presbyterians) ruled in favor of decriminalizing abortion. The mask was 
now off, and there was no way for any sincere professing Christian to even begin to imagine 
that civil government in the United States – at any level, federal, state, or county – was the 
government described in Romans 13. January 22, 1973 clearly revealed that for the last 100 
years, a Revelation 13 beastly power had replaced the Romans 13 government authority that 
was meant by the original colonists. 

One would think that this would be the point where the institutional churches would 
realize what was going on and would start prepare for battle. False. No denomination and no 
institutional church raised their voice in the first several years after that decision. In fact, if 
anything, a few supported it. No, not just the liberal ones; supposedly conservative 
denominations also supported it. For a while, in the 1970s, even the largest Evangelical 
denomination in the US, the Southern Baptist Convention, came up with a statement 
supporting the legalization of abortion. No, this is not a joke. Only a week after the ruling, 
Baptist Press, the official news service of the Southern Baptist Convention, came out with a 
report in support of the decision, including the following text: 

Religious bodies and religious persons can continue to teach their own particular views to 
their constituents with all the vigor they desire. People whose conscience forbids abortion are 
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not compelled by law to have abortions. They are free to practice their religion according to 
the tenets of their personal or corporate faith. 

The reverse is also now true since the Supreme Court decision. Those whose conscience 
or religious convictions are not violated by abortion may not now be forbidden by a religious 
law to obtain an abortion if they so choose. 

This continued for a while, in fact. As late as 1979, when Jerry Falwell, Paul Weyrich, 
and Howard Phillips were working to establish the Moral Majority, they discovered that for 
the majority of the churches, denominations, and Christian colleges and universities, abortion 
wasn’t even on the list of societal evils of our age. Some of those institutions were way more 
concerned how to keep receiving federal grants while maintaining a policy of racial 
segregation than that their own daughters were now free to go to the nearest abortion mill and 
murder their babies. When Operation Rescue started their work in the 1980s, their main 
opponents were not the atheists but the church pastors across America. Even today, the vast 
majority of denominations, churches, and pastors don’t really want abolition of abortion but 
only government regulation of the mode of abortion, and the mode of disposal of the bodies of 
the murdered children. 

Or, if you take the case of government education, so far no large denomination has taken 
a stand against it. You would think that the very fact of property taxes (a real blasphemy, for 
only God owns the land) used to support it would have the so-called “conservative” churches 
up in arms. Not to mention that for the last 50 years the government schools have become 
openly anti-Christian not only in their sporadic practices, but also in their consistent, 
principled ideology. And yet, returning to that same largest Evangelical denomination, the 
Southern Baptists, 55 years after that decision by the Supreme Court, and after all this 
evidence of the evil of government education, there is still no definite official statement in 
favor of Christian education. Not even from Baptist Press. Not even after Obama’s directive 
to public schools to allow boys in girls bathrooms. In fact, in a news release of last year, 
Baptist Press took a rather disinterested approach to the issue, noting that Baptist parents 
don’t seem to be much alarmed by the possibility that their daughters might be forced to share 
showers with boys. And, wait for the most important confession in that article: “The church 
has not made up its mind on this issue.” Indeed. Or, to be more precise, it has. It has sided 
with the enemies of God. Not to speak is to speak. Not to act is to act. Not to resist the enemy 
is to resist God. 

The only true resistance and rebellion against the expansion of the pagan state in the US 
has been shown by individuals and what is called “para-church organizations.” (Although, this 
term is incorrect. According to the Westminster Confession of Faith, the visible church is not 
the institutions who claim to be churches, but all individuals who profess the true religion; 
under this definition, all professing individuals are the Church, and all Christian organizations 
are the Church, whether they are connected to an institutional body or not. If we are to be 
precise, the vast majority of institutional churches should be called “para-Kingdom religious 
clubs.”) The institutional churches have not only failed to organize a righteous resistance in 
accordance with their past history, in the majority of cases they have sided with the enemies 
of God, against those who have resisted. R.J. Rushdoony was threatened with 
excommunication from his denomination for speaking against government education, for 
Christian education. And he is only one case; there are thousands of such cases. And yet, the 
resistance has been mounting up among individual Christians and ministries, even where their 
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so called “pastors” and “elders” have remained passive, or, since remaining passive is 
impossible, have remained faithful allies to more and more openly anti-Christian political 
powers. 

Pressure from below, however, and especially pressure from the donations reports, can 
do miracles so powerful that even Evangelical churchmen sometimes can begin at least faking 
having a backbone, and faking involvement in the cultural battles of our time. Franklin 
Graham, who just 7 years ago declared that he won’t move a finger to fight the cultural war in 
America, last year played the role of unofficial campaign face for Trump among church-goers. 
Robert Jeffress of First Baptist Church in Dallas intensified the spiritual battle by declaring 
that people salvation depends on whether they vote for Trump. Even John MacArthur, who 
for decades advised his followers to not worry nor participate in political or cultural struggles, 
now advised them to vote. (He didn’t explain how and why anyone would vote, if politics had 
nothing to do with “the gospel,” and we are only called to preach “the gospel”; but then again, 
this certainly is not MacArthur’s only manifestation of intellectual schizophrenia.) None of 
this, of course, is a return to the Reformed doctrine of righteous rebellion; it is only a political 
support for one side of the same secularist political elite, the one that is more willing to use 
seemingly religious language to advance the same secularist and pagan agenda. We can’t 
expect anything serious from there. 

In all honesty, however, some individual churchmen are beginning to grasp the reality of 
the situation, and are beginning to call the church to its tradition of righteous rebellion. The 
historical memory of the Black-Robed Regiment has been revived in at least a few sermons 
and articles and books. Whether these churchmen are sincere or not is not clear, yet. Some 
may be sincere, and may indeed be preparing their flocks for a resistance that would be both 
effective and shrewd. Others may be just trying to ride what the see as a new wave, which 
may give them some advantages in more followers and donations. Similar to Paul’s sentiment 
in Philippians 1:15-18, whatever their motives are, whether in pretense or in truth, a return to 
the original spirit of resistance is preached. 

That preaching is good and useful, of course, even if done in pretense. The problem is, 
however, it won’t work. I mean, yes, more preaching will inspire more individual Christians 
to seek ways to righteously resist and rebel against the secularism, statism, and paganism of 
state and its institutions. If more and more pastors start preaching it, perhaps more and more 
people will attempt it. But the real results won’t come. All we will have is people who want to 
resist the state but don’t know what to do. And in the final account, nothing is going to be 
achieved outside just words. 

Why do I think so? 
Because, following the Great Commission, I believe that Christians can’t do anything 

practical in the world outside the church before they have learned to do it within the church. 
The church is supposed to be the teacher of the nations. Or, as R.J. Rushdoony called it, “the 
recruiting station, the training field, and the armory” of the people of God. Whatever they 
have not trained for in the church, they won’t be able to do outside the church. If they were 
not trained to care for their families within the church, they won’t be able to do it on their own 
outside the church. If they were not trained to be entrepreneurs inside the church, they won’t 
be able to be entrepreneurs outside the church. If they were not trained to judge righteously 
inside the church, they won’t be able to judge righteously outside the church. (That’s why we 
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had 7 judges, all members in good standing of their churches, judge in favor of abortion.) And 
I don’t mean the church as an institution bossed around by a few self-appointed men who 
imagine themselves to be “elders.” I mean the church in the confessional sense, namely, the 
community of all those who profess the true faith, and their children. 

And now, fasten your seat belts: unless Christians practice righteous rebellion against 
corrupt church government within the church, they won’t be able to apply righteous rebellion 
against corrupt civil government outside the church. The church is supposed to be the teacher, 
the training ground. If it is, then we can’t hope to learn how to depose wicked civil rulers 
unless we first learn how to depose wicked church rulers. Unless we learn how to build a 
better church, free of tyranny, corruption, and false theologies, we can’t hope to build a better 
society, free of tyranny, corruption, and false ideologies. We can’t convince the world we 
have a solution to civil government, if we haven’t demonstrated we have one to church 
government. God’s judgment always starts from the House of God. That’s where our 
judgment must also start from. Otherwise, we won’t achieve anything. Before we learn to take 
care of the trash in our own backyard, no one will trust us that we can take care of the trash in 
the backyard of the society. 

Consider this: No successful Christian resistance against political powers has ever started 
or has been successful where there hasn’t first been a large-scale rebellion against existing 
ecclesiastical powers. The Reformation and the political revolutions that followed from it – 
France, the Netherlands, Switzerland, England, Scotland, and finally, the American colonies – 
are our brightest most recent global example of that truth. But there are multiple others as 
well. The early church was only capable of resisting the Roman Empire because it was born 
first in the context of religious resistance against the ecclesiastical power of the Jewish 
Temple. We today tend to underestimate the influence and the oppression the early church got 
from the Jewish religious leaders – mainly because in our modern world, the Jews seem to be 
a rather small group of no religious significance. But in the Roman Empire 2,000 years ago, 
they were numerous (more than 20% of the urban population of the Empire; the Jewish 
quarters of the two most populous cities in the Empire, Rome and Alexandria, comprised 
about ¼ of the population); and not only numerous but also politically and economically 
powerful (Julius Caesar had freed all the Jews of taxes every seventh year, and during the 
other six years, their taxes were to be paid to the Temple, not to Rome, which gave the strong 
economic power). As we know from the New Testament, the Temple even had its own armed 
guards under local command, which was seldom allowed to the conquered nations. The 
religious establishment of the Jews was powerful and dangerous, and Christians had to first 
learn to rebel against it before they were able to turn the Empire around. Even after the 
destruction of Jerusalem and the weakening of the Jewish power and influence, different 
Christian groups had to resist corruption and tyranny within the church, and that before 
Constantine the Great. Tertullian and his struggle against corrupt church powers in Rome is 
little known today, but it reveals that the early church was not free of human ambition and 
tyranny; and it didn’t lack righteous rebels who stood against that tyranny. 

The history of the dark ages gives us another example of it – and when I say “dark ages,” 
I don’t mean it in the secularist sense, that is, the centuries of Christendom before the French 
Revolution, but the period of invasions, migrations, and social chaos between the 5th and the 
8th centuries AD, after the old Roman power disintegrated, but before Charlemagne 
consolidated his kingdom. It is not a well-known history for most Christians, and in a future 
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episode, we will cover a grass roots movement that was unique in history, for it was the 
longest surviving grass roots movement ever, and yet, has the deepest impact on history, 
profoundly changing the moral rules for politics and government in the West: the Peace and 
Truce of God Movement. It is also the least known of all Christian grass roots movements, 
despite its enormous importance, that’s why we will cover it in a future episode. For now, 
suffice to understand that before the political establishment of feudal Europe could be trained 
to act in a civilized, Christian manner, there had to be first a series of church reforms where 
church leaders were confronted and often kicked out of their positions of power; and the 
monastic movement in the West played a revolutionary role in changing the leadership of the 
church. 

I mentioned earlier the resistance of the Hungarian Reformed pastor László Tőkés against 
the Communist authorities. Even his mini-rebellion against the Communist government had to 
start with rebellion against the church powers; his bishop ordered him to stop preaching and 
vacate the church. László Tőkés refused. It is then that the secret police came to arrest him, 
and the events then unfolded. All righteous resistance starts with resisting ecclesiastical 
powers. Unless we start from the church, no political or social change is possible. 

The only question we have to answer now is this: do we really have ecclesiastical powers 
that deserve to be rebelled against? 

You bet. 
Just like every positive change in the society starts in the church, every negative change is 

also the product of negative change in the church. We didn’t get thus far in losing America 
and what she stood for without the active collaboration of our churchmen with the authorities. 
Christianity didn’t lose influence just because of nothing. As the Bible always points out, the 
problem always starts with the shepherds. Thus, if we are looking for churchmen to rebel 
against, there are thousands of them, here, in America. That is where we need to start from. 

Ironically, even many modern pastors and even church celebrities unwittingly admit it. 
“We need a new Reformation,” I have heard preached from many pulpits. “Semper 
reformanda,” always reforming, reply other churches. And as I am sometimes sitting in the 
pews, listening to such rhetoric, I want to rise up and say, “Amen, pastor, but do you realize 
what you are asking for?” Because only a precious few of these pastors who are asking for a 
new Reformation or for continuing Reformation really know what they are talking about. It’s 
like modern Christians who are awaiting “the Day of the Lord,” and God says in the Bible, 
“You idiots, do you know what you are asking for? You who are longing for the day of the 
LORD, for what purpose will the day of the LORD be to you? It will be darkness and not light” 
(Amos 5:18). In the same way, for what purpose will a new Reformation be to you? The 
Reformation is not an affirmation of your ecclesiastical power, it will be a revolt against your 
legal powers in the church. A new Reformation will start with judging you first, and all of 
your pulpit buddies, and the standard by which you will be judged won’t be your meager 
standard by which you have measured yourselves to excuse yourselves from responsibility. A 
new Reformation would be a day of darkness for many church ministers, in fact, for the vast 
majority of them. And that new Reformation’s first fruit will be the purging of all pulpits of 
all the churches in America from the pastors and the preachers that have brought us to this 
disastrous situation today. 
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It is clear that the modern state of the American church is God’s judgment on it for being 
unfaithful over the last two generations. It is also clear that there are lessons for all of us in 
this judgment; and that eventually God will raise His Church back to her state of faithfulness. 
A righteous rebellion against the expanding pagan and secularist state is inevitable, just as it 
was inevitable in the 1760s and the 1770s. The enemies of God won’t sign a truce, and won’t 
stop until they have established their control over everything – or get beaten back. And 
beating them back will only be accomplished by a church that has beaten the enemies of God 
in its own pulpits first. And that’s where righteous resistance starts from: from our resistance 
to our own corrupt shepherds. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is by Alice Baldwin, titled, The New 
England Pulpit and the American Revolution. Notice the subtitle: When American Pastors 
Preached Politics, Resisted Tyranny, and Founded a Nation on the Bible. The book is 
published by American Vision. Read and learn your true Reformed heritage, not the watered 
down milk that comes out of our pulpits today. 

And remember in your prayers and giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to preaching the comprehensive message of the Kingdom of God in 
Eastern Europe through translation and publishing of Christian materials for the application of 
the Gospel to every area of life. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to out newsletter, 
and donate. 
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 The Shadows and the Light of the Law 
"The division used by modern theologians – Moral, Civil, Ceremonial – is not 
found in the Bible." 

Assigned reading: Gary North's Economic Commentary on Leviticus 

 
Welcome to Episode 59 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will look at an old theological controversy 
from a different perspective and with a different terminology. We will see what terminology 
has been used to cover this particular controversy so far, and some of the errors which that 
terminology has led to; and we will try to look at the specific terminology the Bible uses on 
this particular topic, and then try to have a new discussion around that Biblical terminology. 

The topic is the Law of God, and specifically the discontinuity and continuity of the Law 
of God. What in the Law of God as given through Moses remains valid today. And what has 
been abrogated on the Cross of Christ. 

This topic has become quite hot in the last 40+ years, mainly because of the emergence of 
the teachings of Christian Reconstruction, and specifically of Theonomy. Theonomy, or the 
teaching that the Law of God as given in the Bible is the standard for righteousness and justice 
for all – whether private individuals or government entities. The Law of God, as summarized 
in the two greatest commandments, “Love God” and “Love your neighbor”; then expanded in 
the Ten Commandments; then explained as case laws in the rest of the Books of Moses; then 
applied as specific cases in the history of Israel and in the prophets; and eventually brought to 
its full light in the New Covenant. As we talked in the first episode of this podcast, covenantal 
thinking is centered on issues of justice and righteousness – the two pillars of God’s Throne – 
and the Law of God is the standard for justice and righteousness mean. The Law of God 
shows the way God would act if He was a Man . . . and guess what, He did become a Man, 
and He did perfectly obey the Law. The Law is His character. 

Theonomy has had its opponents, of course. In the last 400 years, rival doctrines have 
arisen in the supposedly “Reformed” churches, doctrines that point to other sources of justice 
and righteousness but the law of God – whether some vague notion of “natural law,” or a not 
so vague obedience to the state. The opponents have their theological arguments, of course, 
and the main argument they use is that the Law of God has three parts: The Moral Law, which 
concerns individual righteousness; the Judicial Law, which concerns institutional justice; and 
the Ceremonial Law, which concerns the religious ceremonies which represented the Jewish 
religion. So, the position of the anti-theonomists is that only the Moral Law is valid today; 
individuals are under obligation to model their individual behavior according to the moral 
rules of the Bible. For example, do not murder, do not commit adultery, do not steal, etc. The 
Judicial Law, however, which gives God’s standards for civil justice, is not valid for today; 
just as the Ceremonial Law is not valid. Thus, governments, firms, and other governmental 
entities – civil or not – are not under obligation to look to the Law of God for their standards 
for conduct. When it comes to judicial standards, the Law of God has been replaced by the 
laws of men, or “natural law” – a law that is supposedly equally accepted as valid by both 
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believers and unbelievers. Such is the position of the recently revived rhetoric of the “two 
kingdoms,” coming out of modern so-called “Reformed” seminaries. Of course, no one has 
that holy book of “natural law” and therefore no one knows what it says about the specifics of 
justice, so, in the final account, all that is left is whatever the current rulers arbitrarily impose 
and enforce. “Natural law” is simply another name for “unlimited civil government.” Justice 
abhors vacuum: when the Judicial Law of God is abandoned, the judicial lawlessness of man 
takes over. 

The theonomist’s answer to this is that the Judicial Law of God is not abrogated. It 
continues to be valid today, because the New Testament has not abrogated it. The rule of 
thumb for the theonomist is that unless a law has been explicitly abrogated in the New 
Testament, it continues to be valid. This is the case with the Ceremonial Law: a number of 
passages in the New Testament show that the Ceremonial Law is abrogated; in fact, more than 
that, it is now idolatry to go back to the Ceremonial Law and use it for the purposes of 
redemption and restitution. We don’t sacrifice animals anymore. But the Judicial Law still 
stands. The civil government is still bound by it, and a nation whose civil government doesn’t 
abide by the Law of God sins in the same way as an individual who doesn’t abide by the Law 
of God. A nation which establishes and maintains concentration camps, or legalizes abortion, 
is just as guilty of murder as is an individual who commits murder. The whole Law of God is 
still valid, except for those parts that are explicitly abrogated. 

The objection of the anti-theonomists to this are that not all ceremonial laws are explicitly 
abrogated. Are they therefore valid today? And another objection – especially popular in 
Presbyterian circles – is based on the Westminster Confession of Faith, chapter 19. The 
Confession apparently claims that the Judicial Law, “expired with the State of these people,” 
that is, the Jews. Therefore, the argument goes, confessional Presbyterians can’t be 
theonomists because, you see, the Confession teaches that the Judicial Law has expired and 
therefore is not obliging. We can still use some of it, as the “general equity thereof may 
require,” and that general equity is just another name for “natural law.” But as far as the 
Judicial Law of the Bible is concerned, it should not be used as a source for what justice is 
supposed to look like. 

Theonomists, on the other hand, point to the fact that all of the Westminster Divines 
were, in their sermons and writings and practices, theonomists, for they appealed to the Bible 
as a source of justice; and in fact, in many cases at the time, the law books had Biblical 
references attached to every single law in them. That may be a good argument, and it may not 
be a good argument. After all, the Confession says what it says, and if it says that the Judicial 
law has expired, then it has expired. So, the best we can say about this controversy is that it 
has led to a stalemate: The Confession says one thing in its plain text, the words and actions of 
its authors say the opposite. Looks like a serious confusion which would hardly resolve the 
issue in any definitive way. 

My view is that neither of the sides reads the Westminster Confession for what it really 
says. A careful reading of the plain text of the Confession reveals that it doesn’t at all divide 
the Law of God into three parts, Moral, Judicial, and Ceremonial, as three separate, logically 
consistent bodies. It does speak of the Moral Law as one consistent body, singular, in articles 
1 and 2 of chapter 19, and calls it a “perfect rule of righteousness,” and then sums it up in the 
Ten Commandments. When it moves to the next articles, however, where ceremonial and 
judicial are mentioned, these are not described as consolidated bodies of law, but only in 
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plural. When it comes to the judicial portion of the Law of God, the Confession specifically 
speaks only of “sundry” laws, not of a body of Judicial Law: 

To them also, as a body politic, He gave sundry judicial laws, which expired 
together with the State of that people;  

“Sundry,” which today means “various, miscellaneous,” had a completely different 
meaning in the 17th century English: it meant, “separate, disconnected.” (Hence the word 
“asunder,” meaning “into separate parts, apart.”) The Confession thus speaks of individual 
judicial laws that are sundry to the Law of God and are only related to the political body of 
Israel, not of a Judicial Law as part of the Law of God. What could these sundry judicial laws 
be? Well, those specifically related to the political body of Israel, duh. For example, the 
Jubilee Law, which was related specifically to the land of Canaan, given by God to Israel. The 
tribal divisions of the land. The specific judicial stipulations for the tribe of Levi and 
specifically about the Aaronic priesthood. For example, the death penalty for a priest’s 
daughter who has fornicated; for the rest of Israel, fornication – that is, sexual intercourse of 
unmarried persons – didn’t involve automatic death penalty. And many other such sundry 
laws explicitly related to the political system of Israel. What then about the general judicial 
laws, like the definitions of crimes and penalties for crimes like murder, theft, etc? Those were 
part of the Moral Law. Yes, for the Reformers and the writers of the Westminster Confession, 
the Moral Law included what today is considered “judicial law.” They did not have the 
modern dualism between moral and judicial. Without going into too much detail, read John 
Calvin’s Book 4, chapter 20 of his Institutes. It shows very clearly that Calvin considered 
government’s laws against crimes as part of the Moral Law and therefore valid today. The 
only thing he considered “judicial” was the specific mode and form of punishment. Now, I 
could argue with Calvin on whether the specific mode and form of punishment shouldn’t be 
part of the Moral Law (there are good reasons to believe that the specific forms of punishment 
in the Bible had their moral reasons), but what is relevant for this discussion is that Calvin 
thought government actions against crime are part of the Moral Law. 

Thus, the Judicial Law that modern anti-theonomists claim to see in the Westminster 
Confession is simply not there. That Judicial Law is subsumed under the Moral Law, and the 
Moral Law continued to be, as the Confessions says, “obliging.” 

Still, however, this is not a clear cut case for theonomy. Nor it is a case for anti-
theonomy. Still, there is the question: if the law of God is all valid, as theonomists claim, what 
do we do with the ceremonial laws? Another important questions is: how do we distinguish 
between sundry judicial laws related to the body politic of Israel, and judicial laws that are 
part of the Moral Law? The deeper we go into these questions, the more difficult it becomes 
to sort things out. Why is it that this issue that is so important for the sanctification of the 
believer and of the modern societies, can’t seem to be open to resolution? 

I think I have an answer to this. And the answer is that so far, the theological debate on 
these issues has been based on a fallacious terminology and a fallacious analysis of the Law of 
God. When I say “fallacious,” I mean un-Biblical. The division used by modern theologians – 
Moral, Civil, Ceremonial – is not found in the Bible. It is not mentioned anywhere, neither is 
there any hint at any differences between moral and judicial. The two words “justice and 
righteousness” are used, but neither is said to be more important than the other, and in fact, 
both are declared to be the foundations of the Throne of God (Ps. 89:14; 97:2, and multiple 
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other verses). There is no difference in the moral requirements between an individual and a 
king: the king is commanded to obey the law just as much as an individual is commanded. 
Thus, the separation between moral and judicial is simply not there. 

In addition, the separation between Moral, Judicial, and Ceremonial is a metaphysical 
separation between the laws, not covenantal. It separates the laws in terms of fictitious legal 
realms. Such separation doesn’t take in account the transcendent conflict between and evil, 
and it doesn’t take in account the immanent historical dynamics in the history of redemption – 
especially the concept of newer and better revelation after the Cross. 

The true Biblical separation in the Law is given in the Bible in terms of “shadow” and 
“light.” Parts of the Law are shadows. Other parts of the Law are light. The central passage 
giving this description is Heb. 8:4-5: 

“since there are those who offer the gifts according to the Law; who serve a 
copy and shadow of the heavenly things, just as Moses was warned by God 
when he was about to erect the tabernacle. . . .  

The tabernacle, thus, and the gifts offered in it according to the Law were a shadow. 
Other verses confirm this concept. Heb. 10:1: 

For the Law, since it has only a shadow of the good things to come and not the 
very form of things, can never, by the same sacrifices which they offer 
continually year by year, make perfect those who draw near. 

Col. 2:16-17: 
Therefore no one is to act as your judge in regard to food or drink or in respect 
to a festival or a new moon or a Sabbath day—things which are a mere shadow 
of what is to come; but the substance belongs to Christ. 

These shadows of the Law – the ceremonial sacrifices and the festivals and the foods – 
were meant, of course, to give a limited revelation of the light. It was the light that was to 
come in the New Covenant, as promised in Malachi 4:2: “But for you who fear My name, the 
sun of righteousness will rise with healing in its wings.” The New Covenant was to be a 
sunrise, when the sun was going to rise, and therefore the shadows of the night were not to be 
the rule of faith anymore. This was the difference between the Old and the New Covenants: in 
the Old Covenant, God spoke only in part, through shadows. In the New Covenant, the 
“radiance of His glory” has been revealed (Heb. 1:3). The shadows in the Old Covenant were 
to be the Gospel of the Old Covenant; not having revealed Jesus Christ yet, God only showed 
His people, and through His people, the world, only shadows. The ceremonies, the sacrifices, 
the judicial laws of the Jubilee and the levitical priesthood, etc., were meant to keep the eyes 
of the people focused on the future Messiah. The shadows themselves did not produce 
righteousness nor saved anyone (Heb 10:1). But they preached the Gospel of the Kingdom in 
the only way possible in a world, where very little of that Kingdom was revealed in the first 
place. 

But if those were only shadows, why were there death penalties for the violation of some 
of the shadow laws? The answer should be obvious: In that system of shadows, the place of 
the nation of Israel was central and very important. Luke 12:48 applied here: Israel was given 
an enormous privilege as a nation under God, but her responsibility was also enormous: she 
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was under the obligation to exemplify that Gospel in pictures and symbols and shadows in a 
perfect way. Just as today we expect a preacher of the Gospel to exemplify the Gospel, Israel, 
God’s preacher and priest to the nations, had to live out not only the Law but also the Gospel 
in all respects. The sacrifices were shadows of Christ; she was supposed to offer her sacrifices 
as an image of Christ (not because they saved her but because they taught the nations). The 
Sabbath day, the Sabbath year, and the Jubilee were an image of Christ’s redemption and 
deliverance; Israel was supposed to keep them as a teaching display to the nations of what 
Christ would bring when He comes. The festivals were – obviously – images of Christ’s 
ministry and offices; Israel, therefore, was under obligation to keep them. Again, none of this 
observing the shadows was meant to be a method of salvation. All of it was a special burden 
of preaching the Gospel through partial images; but before Israel was given that special 
burden, she was also endowed with a special blessing. 

This duty to exemplify the Gospel in the shadows of the Temple and the ceremonies and 
the sundry judicial laws was peculiar to national Israel, just as her blessing among the nations 
was peculiar. “What advantage has the Jew?”, Paul asks in Rom. 3:1, and answers, “Great in 
every respect. First of all, that they were entrusted with the oracles of God.” Being entrusted 
with them, they were obligated to preach the Gospel; but since they didn’t have the bright 
radiance of the Gospel as revealed in Christ, their preaching had to be in bits and pieces, 
symbols and shadows. That was the peculiar calling and function of national Israel. Once, 
however, Christ was revealed, that function and calling ceased. Christ now became Israel, and 
He became the Gospel, and the light of the Gospel. In this new economy, guided not by 
shadows but by the light, a return to the shadows would be a statement to the world that the 
light has not come. Such a statement, in the world after the cross, would be an idolatry. The 
Jewish leaders made that statement when they refused to accept Jesus as the Messiah, and this 
was counted by God as an idolatry, and Israel was visited with destruction for it. 

“You foolish Galatians, who has bewitched you, before whose eyes Jesus Christ was 
publicly portrayed as crucified?”, Paul asks in Gal. 3:1. This is in answer to their seeking 
righteousness through the shadows of the Law. In the previous chapter, he tells his story of 
confronting the chief of the apostles for the same reason: by separating from the Gentile 
Christians, he was sending out a message that the shadows of the Law – the dividing wall 
between a Jew and a Gentile – were still operational. Paul says that Peter “stood condemned.” 
Condemned for what? Just a few years before that, while Jesus was still with them, it was 
mandatory for Jews to stay away from the Gentiles; the Syro-Phoenician woman in Mark 7 
admitted she was a “dog” and her place was not at the table with the sons. The centurion in 
Luke 7 didn’t allow Jesus to enter his house, knowing the Jewish law of separation. Jesus 
didn’t want to meet with the Greek worshipers at the Temple – this of course, doesn’t have to 
be related to the separation principle, but what is clear is that Jesus did promise in a way that 
He will go to them and make them His fruit after His resurrection (John 12:24). The disciples 
were amazed that Jesus was speaking to a Samaritan woman (John 4:27). Peter had grown up 
in a culture where associating with Gentiles was a no-no. It was no different than eating 
snakes and other crawling things (Acts 10:9-16). He was immersed in such a culture, and he 
never knew anything else in his life. And yet, Paul declares that he “stood condemned.” The 
Cross and Resurrection of Christ had changed things so abruptly, he had to learn now that 
what, just a few years ago, was an imperative for a Jew, now made the Jew condemned. This 
was an abrupt transformation in the nature of his religion, one that put an enormous amount of 
pressure on the believing Jews. It was like the difference between light and darkness . . . or at 
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least, between light and shadow. Once he had the Light, Peter stood condemned if he 
continued to live in the darkness, as if the Jewish nation was still separated from the rest of the 
world. The Gospel preached through the shadows required separation; the Gospel preached in 
the light required the end of separation. 

While part of the Law was shadows, the good news of the future Messiah told in pictures, 
another part of the Law was light. That light was the moral character of that future Messiah, a 
character that all believers are enjoined to imitate. The Old Covenant believers were not 
expected to only wait. They were also instructed to imitate God: “Be holy as God is holy” 
(Lev. 11:44-45; 19:2; 20:7, 26). The righteousness and the justice of the Law were supposed 
to be a light to the nations: Isaiah 51:4, “My justice will become a light to the nations.” Israel 
was supposed to preach the Gospel in its two aspects: the coming of Christ was to be preached 
through shadows, but the character of Christ (justice and righteousness) was to be preached in 
its fulness. Israel had to know what the Messiah’s moral character looked like in order to be 
able to recognize Him when He comes. 

The Old Covenant, then, was just like Moses after he came down from the mountain a 
second time. He had seen Jesus as He is, and his face shone with the reflected radiance of 
Christ; but he put a veil on his face because the Israelites couldn’t stand the light. At the same 
time, while with the veil, he continued judging them and teaching them the Lord’s 
commandments. The coming of Christ was still to remain veiled; but His character in the Law 
was to be preached and taught and embodied in Israel. Be ye holy just as God is holy. 

That light of the Law, the character of God, revealed how God would act in every 
situation if he was a man. How would God act if He was just an ordinary man with a family 
and a job? How would He act as a neighbor? Or as a member of the community? How would 
He act if he was an employer, or a banker, or a mortgage broker? How would he act if he was 
a ruler, or a king? Would He have different moral characters as an ordinary man and as a 
ruler? How would He act if he was an artist, a child, a merchant, a salesman? How would He 
act if he was a father and husband, or a wife and mother? (Don’t give me that offended 
patriarchal look, God does say that He cares for us like a nursing mother.) 

That is, the light of Law taught Israel how God would act if He became a man. And guess 
what: He did become a Man, and His character was a full embodiment of the Law. It’s not 
because Jesus had reached the highest point of sanctification after a laborious process, and 
could now obey the Law. The Law was His very character, by nature, by birth, by conception. 
Jesus was the Light, and that Light was righteousness and justice, and the Law revealed that 
Light to the covenant people in the Old Covenant; and through them, to the nations around 
Israel. The nations were not commanded to abide by the shadows of the Law. But they were 
commanded to abide by the light of the Law. 

This light, unlike the shadows, is to stay with us. It includes everything, from personal 
conduct, to family government, to church government, to civil government and business 
government and education and science and everything. The rise of the sun of righteousness, 
the manifestation of the Son of God, dispelled the shadows but it did not extinguish the light – 
it only made the light brighter. Now every one, Jew and Gentile alike, is obligated to abide by 
it. 

Thus, in the New Covenant, the laws that describe the righteousness and justice of the 
Law of God continue to be valid. What is the standard for personal conduct of an individual 
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who walks in the light? It is the light of the Law of God, the character of Christ. What is the 
standard for conduct of a family that walks in the light? It is the light of the Law of God. What 
is the standard for conduct for a businessman, church leader, civil government, courts, a 
scientist, a teacher, an explorer? It is the light of the Law of God. In every station of life, in 
every situation, in every position of power or submission, in every state of mind and action, 
man as an individual and men as collectives are to seek the instructions of the Law of God. 
None of these instructions have passed away. And there is no separation between moral and 
judicial – either in individual conduct or in corporate policies. What is evil as individual 
conduct, is evil as a corporate policy. 

With this division of the Law into two categories, we can now analyze the two 
movements in the churches today that lead the church away from the Law of God into 
autonomy and ultimately antinomianism. 

On one hand, we have modern pietism: a theological movement which views the validity 
of the Law of God as only limited to the personal piety of man. Man’s corporate conduct and 
therefore his institutions are to be regulated by a different set of laws, not found in the Bible. 
Man as an individual would have a different ethics than man as a ruler; and by default, since 
we are called to imitate Jesus Christ and be conformed to His image, Jesus Christ as an 
individual would have a different ethics than Jesus Christ as a ruler. This view basically states 
that the light of the Law is limited to only individual righteousness, and the justice of the Law 
was only a shadow. That justice has passed away. It is not valid anymore. 

On the other hand, we have the modern liturgist movement which claims that the 
ceremonies of the Law have not passed away. That is, that what was used under the Old 
Covenant to teach about the future Messiah, should still be used in the churches as a teaching 
device. And therefore, a church service should borrow heavily from the Temple ceremonies 
under the Old Covenant. (There is an underlying conflict between two views about the church 
here, one holding that the Church is the modern Temple and should emulate the Temple, the 
other holding that the Church is the modern synagogue and the Lord’s Assembly; but we are 
going to talk about it in a future episode.) The liturgist movement, therefore, believes that 
liturgy – that is, a set of ceremonies that have a non-natural influence in the spiritual world – 
is a necessary part of the modern covenant. 

Both of these movement, of course, lead people astray from the New Covenant. The New 
Covenant is Theonomic, that is, it takes the light of Law of God – all of its light – and applies 
it to our views and actions today; and it believes that the shadows – the images and the 
ceremonies which have depicted the person of Christ and His coming and ministry – have all 
passed away. Theonomy is simply the teaching that emphasizes this division between shadow 
and light, and builds a theology of action based on it. 

The book I will assign this week is Gary North’s commentary on Leviticus part of his 31-
volume economic commentary on the Bible. I know, you will say that Dr. North there is only 
looking at the economic truths in the most ceremonial book of the Bible. That is not true. Gary 
North stated in the very introduction to his first volume that the discipline of economics is 
impossible to learn in a value-free context. Biblical Economics is not simply a study of 
economic processes; it is a study of the moral and judicial actions of individuals and 
collectives in the context of the Covenant of God. That’s why the real field of study is not just 
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economic, but law and economics. When you are reading North’s economic commentary on 
Leviticus, oay attention to that “law” part. 

Finally, again, remember in your prayers and your giving Bulgarian Reformation 
Ministries, a Reformed mission organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation 
for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe, through translation and publishing of 
book for the application of the Gospel to every area of life. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, 
subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Repeal of DACA and the Culture of Death 
". . . for a nation, to be given the children of another nation for free, without 
even having to go to war, is one of the greatest blessings God would bestow. " 

Assigned reading: Zygmunt Bauman, Strangers at Our Door 

 
Welcome to Episode 60 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about how a nation acts when 
it is optimistic and believes in life and the future; and, conversely how a nation acts when it is 
pessimistic about the future and it worships death. There will be some sound Biblical theology 
in our talk, and there will be some specific application of that theology to the most recent 
developments in American political and legislative life. Specifically, to President Trump’s 
repeal of the DACA Program, or, the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals Program. Of 
course, Trump’s actions won’t be in focus here; covenantal thinking rejects the notion that any 
politician or legislative attempt have any strategic significance for the Kingdom of God. After 
all, all human legislation only follows the hearts of the people. Therefore the strategic 
significance lies with the hearts of the people in the nation, and in this case, specifically with 
the hearts of the millions of so-called “conservatives” and church-goers in America. 

For those inside and outside the United States who don’t know what DACA is, in short: 
The Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals Program is an immigration policy which gives 
immigration authorities discretion to not prosecute illegal immigrants who were brought to the 
US as minors by their parents. Now, the program has received a lot of criticism by 
conservatives, and most of it has been based on myths about the program – because, as we all 
know, American conservatives are just as irrational and schizophrenic as American leftists, 
and they eagerly believe every myth their news sources throw at them. So, let me first dispel 
some of these myths. First, the program did not give money or welfare to illegal immigrants; 
it only deferred action on their deportation; in fact, if anything, more than 95% of the adult 
participants in the program are employed. Second, the program has nothing to do with 
amnesty; amnesty is a pardon for a violation. But minors brought to the US by their parents 
have not committed a violation; they have acted under compulsion. And the US Penal Code 
chapter 8 point 5(e) declares that acting under compulsion constitutes a defense against legal 
liability. Thus, those conservatives that scream that we are a nation of laws need to take 
seriously those laws and acknowledge that minors brought to the states by their parents are not 
legally liable. Therefore DACA can’t be related to amnesty. Third, the program doesn’t 
demonstrate that the Democrats want open borders. To the contrary, the program was part of a 
larger effort, the deportation of millions of illegal immigrants, more than ever before. Yes, the 
Obama administration effectively deported more immigrants than all previous administrations 
together, proving once again that immigration restrictions – contrary to the babbling of brain-
washed conservatives – are actually a leftist ideology and policy. Fourth, the program is not 
an additional expense; in fact, the real purpose of its introduction was a decrease of spending. 
Deportations are expensive, and millions of them made the immigration act the most 
expensive single federal law in the US for the last one decade, costing the federal government 
hundreds of billions of dollars over the course of just a few years. The purpose of DACA was 
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to lighten the financial burden on the several departments and the court system, which it did. 
With 850,000 DACA recipients and an average cost of $11,000 per deportation (only the 
direct, official cost; who knows what the real total cost is), this is a reduce of spending of 
about $10 billion. Given that close to 95% of the recipients of DACA are employed, we don’t 
even know what the cost to the economy would be by such an abrupt removal of close to a 
million of trained and experienced workers. (By the way, why are we so eager to give to other 
countries workers whose training and education we paid for? Isn’t that stupid?) And, fifth, 
DACA is not a path to citizenship. It only grants work permits but leaves the immigration 
status of the person undecided, and therefore can’t be used to grant citizenship. Citizenship is 
not granted to non-immigrant work-permit holders. These people’s legal status will remain 
unclear for the rest of their lives. They will be allowed to work, and they will also be taxed 
like everyone else, but they will never be represented. They will be the true modern example 
of taxation without representation. All these are legal facts. Anyone who doesn’t acknowledge 
them but simply parrots media mythologies, doesn’t really understand the situation, and 
doesn’t really believe in laws, his screams to the contrary notwithstanding. 

But our purpose here is not to explain the technical characteristics of DACA or to defend 
it against myths and misconceptions. The Axe to the Root Podcast is about giving a Biblical, 
covenantal analysis of situations like this, and smash to pieces the idols of the culture that 
make Americans adopt and support anti-Biblical ideologies and practices. And we want to 
talk here about the covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial nature of this case. We want to see what 
the Bible says specifically about this case. 

But does the Bible speak specifically on the case of DACA? I mean, we know it speaks 
on the issue of immigration, and I have three lectures on immigration plus a Q&A session on 
Reconstructionist Radio. But that is general on immigration. Is there anything specific about 
DACA, that is, about minors who were brought to our country by their parents, and are left in 
a position where they don’t have legal status in any country whatsoever, whether it was the 
country of their parents or the US? 

The Bible actually speaks on the issue of foreign children. Not in the technical legal lingo 
of modern secularist America, but in the language of God’s Covenant. And what it says is 
very important to us as American Christians today. And, given our practices on this issue, and 
given our general presuppositions that are behind those practices, the overall worldview that 
controls our policies today, what the Bible says is very condemning of us American 
Christians. 

Before we start our analysis, we need to look at DACA and the case it covers for it really 
is: It has to do with children. It has to do with children born to foreigners, that is, by birth 
belonging to a foreign nation, but delivered by their parents to serve the United States, to 
adopt its culture, and contribute to its society, and that without the hope of ever becoming 
citizens, given the existing laws. It doesn’t have to do with adults who have broken some law 
– now, I believe that the immigration laws are both un-Biblical and unconstitutional – but 
whatever you may believe about these laws, we are not talking about adults here. We are 
talking about children. Specifically, about children belonging to another nation but brought to 
the US to serve the American society. 
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The best place to start our analysis is Deuteronomy 28. (Could there be a better place to 
start than God’s covenant blessings and judgments?) There is a very specific text there about 
sons and daughters. It says the following: 

Your sons and your daughters shall be given to another people, while your eyes look on 
and yearn for them continually; but there will be nothing you can do (Deut. 28:32). 

This is in the second section of Deut. 32, the section with God’s promised curses for 
disobedience. The text is clear. For a nation, it is a curse to lose its sons and daughters to 
another nation. Moses here, of course, speaks to the families of Israel, but he is also speaking 
of the whole nation; by threatening them with the curse of their children taken away in 
captivity, he is threatening them with the destruction of their future. After all, if our house is 
on fire, what’s the first thing we try to save out of the flames? Isn’t it our children before 
everything else? Why the children? Because they define our future. And, as we 
postmillennialists have said so many times, your eschatology, your concept of the future 
defines everything you do today. (As Gary DeMar remarked once, it is not true that the 
present determines the future; the truth is, the future determines the present.) It is bad enough 
when a family grows old and they never had children, that is, never had future; witness the 
troubles of Sarah, Abraham’s wife. It must be even worse when they had children, and there 
was a promise of a glorious future, and those children were taken away from them. This, in 
fact, was the ultimate test of faith for the father of all who believe: surrender your future and 
your hopes to God. And this was the topic of a whole book in the Bible, the book of Job, 
where a man’s faith was tested by taking away his children. Obviously, there is something in 
losing one’s children that makes it worse than even death; after all, Job and Abraham were not 
tested through death threats, but by taking away their children. To have never had children, or 
to have had them but see them taken away, must be a terrible ordeal. But stop and consider 
this: How much more terrible would it be to not only see them taken away, but also given to 
your enemies, to become their servants and their future? 

In case someone didn’t get the message, Moses repeated the same curse just a few verses 
down. In verse 41, he says it again: 

You shall have sons and daughters but they will not be yours, for they will go into 
captivity. 

A curse repeated twice is not to be ignored without heavy consequences. But then he 
upped the ante. Children are again mentioned, but this time not as being taken in captivity, but 
as being dead. No, not just dead as in killed, but in a form that is the worst of the worst. A 
whole section, several verses (53 through 57), is devoted to a detailed gory presentation of 
Israel eating her own children because of starvation. It’s not just about losing their children to 
the enemy – where the children will still have some future, like Daniel and his friends – it is 
about Israel so devastated by judgment that the parents would willingly destroy their own 
future by eating their own children. 

Behind this repetition of a threat – to lose their children to the enemy – and the detailed 
description of a picture worthy of a horror movie or heavy metal lyrics (although, having 
listened to hundreds of heavy metal songs, I can’t remember anything as bloody as Deut. 
28:53-57), behind all this, there is a principle: in a covenantal worldview, children are an 
enormous asset, and losing them to another nation is a curse. A curse so terrible and so 
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significant, that it deserved being mentioned three times in the list of curses in Deuteronomy 
28. 

At the other end of the line, conversely, acquiring the children of another is considered a 
blessing. Gal. 4:27 quotes Is. 54:1-4, 

Shout for joy, O barren one, you who have borne no child; Break forth into joyful 
shouting and cry aloud, you who have not travailed; For the sons of the desolate one will be 
more numerous Than the sons of the married woman. 

Ps. 113:9 repeats the same promise. Whence would these children come from to a barren 
woman? It should be obvious: the children of the married woman will be given to her, for the 
antithesis is between the barren woman and the married woman. The barren woman is told to 
rejoice, for the children of another will be hers. This was, in fact, also a promise of the 
Gospel; New Covenant evangelism is supposed to be a massive transfer of children from the 
pagan nations to the Church of God. It is for this reason Paul and other authors in the New 
Testament insist to call their readers “my children” (see John 13:33; 1 Cor. 4:14; 2 Cor. 6:13; 
Gal. 4:19; 1 John 2:1; 3 John 4, and many others). The growth of the church in the New 
Testament era is nothing less than a massive collection of spoils; the pagan world is robbed of 
its children, who become children of God. Such robbing was imaged as a shadow in the Old 
Testament as well, in the laws of warfare in Deut. 20 (see. v. 14), women and children were 
supposed to be spared and taken as “booty.” Now, what was to be done with the children? Use 
them as slaves? Build a government slave army of captive children, like in Babylon and 
Persia? No. Israel didn’t have such centralized government. Captive women were to be taken 
as wives and incorporated into Israel’s families, as is clear by the next chapter in 
Deuteronomy (21:11-14); the text specifically forbids treating women in captivity as slaves. 
This should lead us to the conclusion that captive children were to be adopted as children and 
incorporated into Israel’s families. They were to become an inheritance of Israel and part of 
her future. And this was another shadow of the glorious future of the New Testament church 
which would rob the pagan world of its future, and would appropriate that future for itself. 
“All things belong to you,” Paul said in 1 Cor. 3:21-22, including the future. 

God’s laws of warfare to Israel were not an encouragement for Israel to aggressively 
attack other nations and steal their children, of course; kidnapping was a capital crime. The 
nations around Israel, however, were busy attacking others and stealing and kidnapping each 
other’s children as well, as a form of perverse blessing they were trying to earn for 
themselves. Joseph’s brothers sold him to traders while he was still a child; In Ex. 10:10, 
Pharaoh was outraged that Moses and Aaron wanted to leave with their little children; so 
outraged, in fact, that he exclaims, “Take heed, for evil is in your mind!”, an exclamation he 
uses only in regard to children, and nothing else. He got his reward later, of course, when all 
the first-born in Egypt were slain. The policy of subjugating conquered nations by kidnapping 
their children to be assimilated we can get from the Book of Daniel; and from historical 
sources. The practice remained common among pagan cultures till very late in history. 
Gypsies were still known to steal children by the end of the 19th century; and missionaries in 
New Guinea reported to have solved the problem with the constant inter-tribal wars and 
cannibalism by turning that custom into the custom of “peace children”: mutual exchange of 
infants between several tribes in an area with the purpose of preventing them from wars. 
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The New Testament church took this principle very seriously. It was in Christendom that 
for the first time, orphanages were organized, both by the church and by private 
philanthropists. The purpose was clear: to preserve the children of the society a future 
productive members of that society, instead of losing them to physical or spiritual death. But 
even before there were orphanages, in the dark ages of Roman persecution, Christians literally 
snatched the children of pagans from the jaws of death. In the Roman empire, there were 
designated dumping grounds where the undesired infants were thrown to die of exposure. 
They were the Roman equivalent to the modern abortion mills Christians started visiting those 
hellish places (by the way, the Hebrew word for “hell,” gehinnom, comes from the name of 
the valley in Jerusalem where the Kings of Israel used to throw children in the fire as a 
sacrifice), and by visiting those hellish places, Christians started rescuing as many babies as 
they could. The practice was so successful in growing the church that some regional 
governors forbade Christians from saving babies from the heaps. Christians, however, 
continued, until the very practice of abortion was abolished. 

The general Biblical principle in this regard should be clear to all who know their Bibles 
and use the name of Christ: For a nation, it is a curse to lose its children to another nation, for 
whatever reason they have to do it, military defeat or economic disaster. Conversely, for a 
nation to be given the children of another nation for free, without even having to go to war, is 
one of the greatest blessings God would bestow. It means that God is still interested in that 
nation’s future, and wants to invest in it all the assets of the nations. Such blessing in history 
is part of the blessing promised to New Jerusalem in Rev. 21:24, that “the kings of the earth 
will bring their glory into it.” The same verse repeated several times in several different ways 
in the Old Testament, speaks of gifts, wealth, riches, etc. Children in the Bible, as we know, 
are all of it: riches, wealth, glory, etc. When the other nations are giving you their children, 
your nation still has hope. What the church is obligated to do is take these children and make 
them into its own children – mindful of what they were saved from, committed to conquer the 
world for Christ. Imagine if a donor came to your church and dropped a million-dollar check 
without asking for anything in return. Would your church reject such blessing. Well, having 
children of others given to you as your children and your inheritance is more valuable than all 
the money in the world. And rejecting such a blessing is rejecting a blessing from God 
Himself. 

And, listen to this: there is no reason for a nation to reject God’s blessing unless – unless 
– that nation has adopted an anti-God worldview. 

Most of my listeners have probably heard my lectures on immigration which I delivered 
several years ago at the Church of the King in McAllen TX. The place was providentially the 
most appropriate place for such lectures, for at the time, McAllen was in the center of an 
immigration so-called “crisis.” The “crisis” consisted of tens of thousands of children from 
Honduras, El Salvador, and Guatemala who had embarked on the long trip from the southern 
to the northern border of Mexico using the Mexican railroads, hoping for a chance to enter the 
United States and remain there. Some were so young that it was clear that their parents back 
had arranged to pool them together and organize the trip using criminal channels. Such 
migration has been around for years; it has never been anything new. The “triangle” of 
Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras has always been a hellhole of violence and poverty, 
with the local people being systematically uprooted and exterminated by governments and 
crime gangs alike (both supported in one way or another by the US government; it is only 



ARP#60. The Repeal of DACA and the Culture of Death
  457 

natural that, in their powerlessness to change their situation, the local people would prefer to 
send their children far away, hoping for a chance for them have a better life, rather than keep 
them home to a life of guaranteed slavery and misery. If anything was unusual in 2014, when 
the crisis happened, was the increase in the number of such children coming from that region: 
an increase of about 100%, which caught the border authorities unprepared. 

How did America respond to this situation? Actually, how did the church in America 
respond to that situation? Did it respond Biblically, with joy that our nation has been blessed 
by God to acquire the inheritance of other nations? Did it at least respond with joy that, at the 
very least, we are blessed to have the opportunity to rescue these children from the curse of 
their land, adopting them and raising them to be Christians first, then Americans, and then use 
them to evangelize the world, as the early church did? Did we open our hearts and homes to 
these children? 

No. At the time, the vast majority of American Christians and conservatives in general 
were screaming in terror that such a presence of 70,000 Honduran children (70,000, that is, 
0.02%, that’s two-hundredths of one percent of the US population) was a clear sign of a plot 
for the destruction of America. These are all children under 14 years of age, most of them 
malnourished, many sick and dehydrated from the long trip in box cars across Mexico, all 
desiring nothing more than to have some food, water, and peace. When I talked to a federal 
worker at one of the temporary shelters, she told me that she had seen 10-12 yo kids who just 
wanted to get a job to sustain themselves, because most didn’t hope to be able to find their 
relatives. She said they were very disappointed that the laws in the US do not allow 10-12-
year-olds to have gainful employment. It is of such kids that the brave and the free Christians 
and conservatives weer scared to death, because surely these kids must have come to destroy 
America, right? I heard at the time ridiculous, insane theories of global leaders who used that 
as a clever plot to change the face of America forever, and I saw thousands of Christians and 
conservatives believing those theories, and demanding that the kids are deported back to 
wherever they came from, even though we don’t even know how to find their parents, nor do 
we know if their parents are alive in the first place. “Whatever,” a blogger said, “just deport 
them and drop them there, let them find their parents, we are not responsible for them.” And 
there was no negative reaction to what he said. With over 300,000 Protestant congregations in 
America, there are 4-5 congregations to every one of these children who were caught in the 
middle of that crisis. In the final account, it was the federal government that worked to 
provide for these kids shelter, food, and to find their relatives in the US, and for those who 
had none, to find foster families. Can you imagine how low we have fallen, if faceless 
government bureaucrats take care of children, while the Church is screaming bloody hell 
against those same children? How does that compare to the practice of the early church in the 
Roman Empire, where the church saved and adopted the babies, often against the resistance of 
the Empire? And we wonder today why the church has lost her influence in our culture, and 
why the culture is increasingly secularized? God makes the nations give us their most 
precious inheritance; instead of adopting it and turning into an arsenal for the Kingdom of 
God, we are turning our backs on it. 

OK, granted, this case was a bit extreme; real but extreme nevertheless, and it caught the 
whole nation off-guard. Although, I am not sure what was so hard to figure out: the children 
couldn’t be returned back home without putting their lives at risk, therefore they were to be 
raised in the US, in one way or another. (Although, keep in mind, the federal government has 
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some history in abandoning deported children in the Mexican desert to die; read up on 
Operation Wetback under the Eisenhower administration.) But even if this case was a bit 
extreme, the case with the children brought here by their parents shouldn’t be that hard to 
figure out. These children have grown up in the US; culturally, they are Americans. Many of 
them don’t even speak the original language of their parents, or speak it very poorly. They 
have been educated here in the US. (And, please, don’t tell me someone else paid for their 
education; education is paid for by property taxes. Everyone who owns a house or pays rent 
pays for the public schools; this kind of tax doesn’t depend on your immigration status.) But 
even if the taxpayers have paid for their education, what stupidity is it to demand that such 
investment should be wasted by giving it to another country? I mean, where is the end of 
conservative schizophrenia? We have paid for the education of an immigrant child, and 
instead of doing it the good old Christian conservative way, give her the opportunity to work 
for us and pay back, we are donating her to another country, wasting her talent and our 
investment in the process??? Aren’t we complete idiots? It’s not just the immorality, that we 
have rejected the blessing of God in being given that child, it’s also the stupidity of throwing 
away our own capital together with the blessing. Forget about the Queen of the South and the 
people of Nineveh; I wouldn’t be surprised if the Pharaoh of the Exodus is present at the 
judgment of this generation of American Christians and conservatives. 

And don’t forget, while in the more extreme case – the Honduran children – the church 
still had to sacrifice something by adopting the children, in the DACA case even that is not 
needed, first, because they already have their families here, and, second, because they are all 
perfectly integrated and capable of surviving and working in the American society. And we 
are still asking for a solution that is both immoral and stupid? 

The obvious question now is, why we, the American church, being so knowledgeable in 
the Bible, having all these fancy seminaries and ministries and pulpits and celebrities, 
knowing well what a blessing from God is . . . why are we kicking against these blessings, 
again? 

There can be only one possible answer to this: our worldview, as the church in America, 
has become detached from the worldview of the Bible. In fact, so detached, that it has become 
a cult of death. To love having children, to welcome getting more children, to rejoice in 
appropriating the children of the nations requires a worldview that celebrates life and has 
fearless, optimistic expectations of the future. It requires placing the value of life high above 
the value of man-made order; life, as Dennis Peacocke said in one of his lectures many years 
ago, is a messy thing (think of the mess in the room when a baby is delivered), while perfect 
order is found only in death. Just the news of having another child on the way is always a 
shock for the parents; and for the parents to embrace it as a good news, their minds have to be 
captive to a perspective that views life as constantly and inevitably growing, increasing, and 
filling the universe with more and more life. That’s why we don’t define biological life by the 
biochemical processes in the body; such processes can be replicated in the dead and sterile 
setting of the laboratory. For life to be present, there has to be a constant drive to 
reproduction, multiplication, growth, more than anything else – to the point that organisms are 
willing to sacrifice other functions just to ensure reproduction. It is for this reason that the 
Bible calls men who are still alive but incapable of producing children, “as good as dead.” 
Abraham in his old age, for example, is called in Heb. 11:12, nekrow, that is, “mortified, as if 
dead,” on account of the fact that he was too old to have children. You don’t rejoice over a 
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new child unless you love life with a savage, uncontrollable, irrational, ecstatic love; anything 
else than such overwhelming love will make you focus only on the mess of having another 
life form around, and you will prefer to reject the blessing of God. 

Thus, the only explanation for the rejection of those children is that in the American 
churches, and among American conservatives, there isn’t such love for life as the Bible 
prescribes. But where there is no love for life, there is a love for death. Adam and Eve could 
have eaten from the Tree of Life; by going to the other tree instead, they chose death. That 
death didn’t come because they wanted to die, but because they were not ultimately 
committed to life. The cult of death doesn’t need rituals of human sacrifices to flourish – it 
can flourish everywhere where life is not unconditionally embraced as the ultimate value. 
Unbelievers don’t openly hate life; but by rejecting the offer of eternal life, they eventually 
get death, and that eternal. Thus, when our society doesn’t value the blessing of having more 
children – actually, of having even the children of its enemies delivered to it for assimilation – 
our society demonstrates that it doesn’t value life, and therefore loves death. It is a death cult 
that controls our American churches, not the life of the Gospel. Our attitude to God’s 
blessings is a good testimony to that. 

Of course, we don’t need to look at DACA to know that our culture today is in the grip of 
a death cult; all we need to do is look at the abortion mills in this country, at the fervor with 
which politicians and police defend them against abolitionists, and at the apathy of the 
churches who sometimes stand right across the street from abortion mills. And, of course, it is 
apathy from the pulpit and the ordinary members, but also active participation by the 
daughters of these congregations – several studies show that a good portion of churched girls 
have had an abortion. If their churches had and preached a gospel of life, that wouldn’t have 
happened. For these girls to be so unconcerned about the murders they commit, and for their 
parents to be so apathetic to the evil of abortion., it means that the pulpits have served a death 
cult, and not the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

And indeed, often you will hear the opponents of DACA, or of immigration in general, 
use the same argument as abortionists: “We have too many people, we can’t take care of 
more.” The enemies of God have been using this argument ever since the French Revolution. 
The bloody French revolutionaries in the 1790s had a theory that France could only feed so 
many people, and therefore millions must die so that there is enough food for the rest. Yes, the 
revolutionary terror was deliberately based on such “calculations.” The Nazis fought for 
Lebensraum, that is, “living space,” because their ideology told them that there were too mane 
people – or, subhuman beings – on the planet. Communism and modern environmentalism 
have the same ideology of demographics. And when it comes to children and especially 
immigrant children, the majority of American Christians and conservatives have the same 
ideology: “We have too much life here; we can’t afford to bring in more life.” It’s a worship 
of death. 

In one of his lectures, R.J. Rushdoony mentions the immigration policies of the first 
Christian settlers in America, the Puritans and the Pilgrims. Their policy was open borders. 
They were willing to take in even the criminals of other nations: so deep was their faith and so 
great their worship of God, that they did not expect that anyone who reached their shores 
would remain untouched by the redemption and life of Jesus Christ. Bringing children was 
even higher on the list of priorities: When you read the list of the passengers on the 
Mayflower, keep in mind that there were a number of children from poor families who came 
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over not with their families but as indentured servants of other families. Their support, of 
course, cost money and effort – although the children were still expected to work – but those 
early American Christians were willing to invest in children, because they valued and honored 
life. That honor of life, transferred from generation to generation, was what made America 
great. And the death cult of our generation will destroy her, if we don’t destroy the cult first. 

In the final account, God has given us a blessing. He has brought to us the children of the 
nations. Children, who, if they stayed in their own country, could have been wasted lives, and 
may be turned into enemies of the US by their upbringing and education. By being brought to 
America by their parents, these children were delivered for education to us, so that we turn 
them into our allies and brothers. Such blessing is not common; it is very special. And yet, we 
have rejected it, and we have called for their return. We can have more life here, but we want 
less – and we want less life in every single area, including our own children whom we murder 
in the womb, thousands a day. We are ripe for judgment. 

The book I will assign this week is Strangers at Our Door, by Zygmunt Bauman. You 
will have to use discernment, for not everything in Bauman’s worldview and practical 
ideology is commendable. But what you need to pay attention to, in the book, is his 
documenting how the political class in the West created and maintains the culture of panic and 
fear of the refugees and other migrants, with the purpose of expanding the power of the state 
over the minds of its subjects. Those today who are still captive to that fear and panic, are the 
easiest to manipulate for the purposes of the political elite . . . for their own safety and 
security, of course. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to building the intellectual foundation of the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe. We have just published two new translated books on 
homeschooling, helping the growing Christian homeschool community in Bulgaria grow in 
knowledge and understanding to prepare the future generation of Christians in Bulgaria. We 
need your help for publishing even more books. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe 
to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Biblical Slavery vs. Chattel Slavery 
"Biblical Slavery is always temporar and has a redemptive purpose." 

Assigned reading: Gary North, Economic Commentary on Exodus 21-40 

 

Welcome to Episode 61 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about an issue which, after so 
many years of church history and Christian social activism, should have been completely 
resolved and we should never have to talk about it anymore: the issue of slavery, whether it is 
lawful and Biblical or unlawful and un-Biblical, and how much of it is Biblical, and what the 
Biblical principles for slavery are. 

The issue of Biblical slavery has return to prominence in the last decade, especially in 
Christian circles. Just about 40 years ago, of course, no one in the churches seriously talked 
about slavery, nor dared to address the Biblical accounts of slavery. For about 100 years after 
the victory of the North in the War Between the States, the common consensus in the society 
– and also in the church – was that slavery was a thing of the past, and whatever the Bible 
may say about slavery is to be left in the past, and in our brave new world there is no slavery. 
Thus, the majority of pastors and theologians have been misled to believe that whatever the 
Bible says about slavery must not be relevant to our world today. Slavery is simply gone, 
forever, and no need to exegete the Bible to find what the Bible says about it, and whether it is 
all gone, or may be some of it is not, or may be even that some of it may be good and Biblical 
and beneficial to both the society and the individuals involved in it. It’s just gone, period. 

The 20th century, however – and especially the early second half of it, the era of the civil 
rights movement and the beginning of the War on Drugs – was also the time when a new and 
disturbing reality started gradually dawning on more and more people in the US: that slavery 
had not disappeared from the land, it had only been redefined. The War on Drugs mainly – but 
other government campaigns also – gradually criminalized a significant part of the everyday 
life in America. Prisons were delegated to private corporations who make money off of every 
inmate both from the government, and from slave labor into which inmates are forced one 
way or another. This created corporate interests – and therefore also lobbyist interests – in 
making prison the court solution to any and every crime or violation in the nation, from 
jaywalking and incorrectly filled out tax return form to armed robbery and murder. Judges are 
bribed to sentence to prison as many people as they can, and prison corporations have lobbied 
different levels of government to increase the number of people sent to prison in order to 
maintain their profits. This led, in the final account, to the US becoming the nation with the 
highest number of prison inmates per capita in the world, and also the nation with the longest 
average sentences for even minor infractions. This eagerness of the different levels of 
government to keep people in prison for as long as they can, and the complicity of the courts 
with such executive policies have created in many people the correct impression that the 
bureaucrats are restoring the slavery, but under a different name and different apparent 
purposes. 
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This is itself, while not conclusive, is still powerful evidence that slavery, in the final 
account, is an inescapable reality in our world. You can’t eradicate it; all you can do is change 
it from one form to another, or make it serve different interests. Private slavery may have been 
abolished, but only to be replaced by government slavery, in a form that profits no one except 
government bureaucrats and private cronies. (Those prisons are businesses worth billions of 
tax dollars, keep that in mind.) So far all the political regimes that claim to have abolished 
slavery have only replaced it with government slavery; and this fact has been very obvious in 
the 20th century when totalitarian regimes in the Soviet Union, Nazi Germany, imperial 
Japan, Communist China and Cambodia, etc., have extensively used government slavery for 
their government projects, all the while claiming they have abolished slavery. 

This, of course, should have been expected, given that, as I said earlier, slavery is an 
inescapable reality in the world before the final judgment. This shouldn’t be news to anyone 
given that both Christian and non-Christian theologians and philosophers have said it many 
times. For non-Christian thinkers, slavery is inescapable because it is inextricably, 
metaphysically woven into the very nature of man. The two greatest names of Greek 
philosophy, Plato and Aristotle, believed that some people are born to be masters and others 
are born to be slaves. Since slavery is part of the very nature of some people, they will 
inevitably be slaves. Such views were common in all caste societies of the antiquity – and as 
late as the 20th century, as a matter of fact – and especially in that epitome of a caste society, 
India, where being a member of a certain caste made you inescapably confined to specific 
social position, which for some castes boiled down to slavery or being completely socially 
disenfranchised. This view of the metaphysical roots of slavery was revived in Christian 
Europe in the 16th and the 17th centuries, and continued well into the 19th century, this time 
in respect to racial characteristics; a number of non-Christian and even some Christian 
thinkers fell captive to the metaphysical idea that certain genetic traits – specifically the 
quantity of melanin in the skin – are the decisive factor as to whether a person was born to be 
a slave or not. Such ideas – the so-called “Curse of Ham” – of course, didn’t come from 
Christianity; the original ideology of the “Curse of Ham” was developed as early as in AD 
10th century by Judaist rabbis in service of the Muslim Caliphs to justify the growing slave 
trade with black African slaves. Such trade was disturbing to the religious feelings of the 
Caliphs, given that in his last sermon Mohammed is reported to have given a strong statement 
against racism: 

There is no superiority for an Arab over a non-Arab, nor for a non-Arab over an Arab. 
Neither is the white superior over the black, nor is the black superior over the white – except 
by piety. 

The rabbis of the large Jewish diaspora, however, profiting from the trade with black 
slaves, created the myth of the Curse of Ham in order to give a religious sanction to the slave 
trade on racial grounds. Over the next several centuries, the myth was established in the minds 
of most Muslims, even though a minority of Muslim scholars opposed it as inconsistent with 
the teachings of Islam. 

Christian Europe did not adopt that myth for a long time – there were no ideologies of 
metaphysical origin of slavery in the Christian world. As I pointed out in my lecture on 
Prester John of many years ago, the Christian world believed in the existence of a powerful 
Christian leader somewhere outside Europe, who ruled over an established and successful 
Christian empire. He was universally believed to be black-skinned, and for this reason the 
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Christian rulers of Ethiopia were confused for Prester John by Europeans. (Vasco da Gama’s 
youngest son, Christobal da Gama, died a heroic death defending the Queen of Ethiopia, 
believing her to be the Queen-Mother of Prester John). It was only when slavery was restored 
in the American colonies of the European powers that the rabbinic myth of the Curse of Ham 
was introduced through Arabic writings into Europe and used for the same purpose, to provide 
a religious justification of slavery. The myth persisted well into the 20th century, and even 
after the official end of slavery was used from the pulpits in the American South to justify the 
segregation and the Jim Crow laws. 

In the Christian worldview, slavery is an inescapable reality but not for metaphysical 
reasons. There is nothing in the created nature of man that necessitates slavery: men are born 
free and, all things being equal, should remain free throughout their lives, not being subject to 
other men. All things, unfortunately, are not equal, and they are certainly not equal when we 
compare man’s created nature to his nature after the fall. After the fall, man’s nature changed 
ethically (perhaps there was also a metaphysical change but it is not a factor), and man is now 
a slave to sin. This spiritual slavery to sin predicated the entrance of legal and physical slavery 
in the world. The Curse brought death, but also brought all the smaller manifestations of death 
– and the subjugation of men to other men was one of these smaller manifestations. Slavery, 
therefore, is an inescapable reality, not because it is metaphysically programmed in the nature 
of man but because it is one of the consequences that came with the Curse. Even the 
submission of the woman to the man, which today some try to portray as part of the original 
purpose of God, was given as a curse after the Fall. When Paul said in 1 Cor. 14:34 that he 
Law said that the women must be in submission, there is only one verse in the Law that he 
could be quoting from, and that is the Curse in Gen. 3:16; there is no other verse in the Law 
that commands women to be subject to their men. If the most basic form of submission – that 
in the family, between a husband and a wife – came as the result of the Fall, then all slavery is 
the result of sin: both as active disobedience against God and as judgment from God upon 
mankind. 

This difference is important to remember, and therefore I will repeat it: Both Christianity 
and paganism view slavery as inevitable, but for different reasons. For paganism (and its 
modern form, secularism) it is inevitable on metaphysical grounds: slavery is embedded in the 
nature of man, and some men are born to be masters, while others are born to be slaves, 
whether because of their immutable internal nature, or because of their skin color, etc. For 
Christianity, slavery in the world today is inevitable on ethical/judicial (that is, covenantal) 
grounds: slavery is the result of sin, whether as active disobedience to God or as judgment 
from God for disobedience. This difference is important to emphasize today for two reasons. 
First, because it is another direct application of the difference between the Biblical worldview 
(which is covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial) and the pagan worldviews (and they are usually 
metaphysical). The second reason it is important to emphasize is that, believe it or not, we 
have Christians today – and even Reformed Christians, who, of all men, should know better – 
who claim that the race-based slavery in the American South prior to the War Between the 
States of 1861-1865 was a Biblical slavery. 

While it is to be expected that there would be today remnants of white supremacists who 
would still defend the southern slavery, it is ludicrous that professing Christians who have 
read their Bibles, have listened to sermons in church, and know the history of Christianity in 
the last 300 years, would have such beliefs. I mean, of all things, is it possible that there are 
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people today who would profess Christ and still believe that enslaving other human beings 
and keeping them in permanent bondage would be a Biblical policy? And that based on the 
color of a person’s skin? We are not talking here about the Roman Empire where the whole 
culture was grandfathered in it from its pagan times. (Although, even in the Empire, 
Christians eventually brought about the abolition of slavery.) We are talking about modern 
Christians, who have behind them 2,000 years of church history and preaching. Is it possible 
that Christians can be so deceived? 

Much of it, of course, can be ascribed to a knee-jerk response very typical of American 
Christians and conservatives in general in the last 20 years. That knee-jerk response is 
manifested in the fact that every time the leftist end of the spectrum adopts certain rhetoric – 
temporarily, for tactical purposes – Christians and conservatives automatically assume that it 
must be a leftist policy, and therefore the opposite is adopted as a Christian or conservative 
belief and policy. For example, in the last 10 years, socialists in America have temporarily 
adopted immigration amnesty in their platform in order to win some minorities; conservatives 
then have mindlessly concluded that closed borders must be a Christian and conservative 
policy, and have rooted for immigration restrictions. (The truth is, all the immigration 
restriction laws have been proposed and passed by leftists, and conservatives in the past have 
always been for amnesty and open borders. And of course, since open borders reduces the 
power of the state, it can’t be a leftist policy.) Another example is the attitude to police: since 
in the last several years a few leftist radicals have used anti-police rhetoric, Christians and 
conservatives have mindlessly concluded that police must be a Christian and a conservative 
thing, and therefore have supported the expansion of the police state like never before. (The 
truth is, historically, it was the political Left that created the first police forces in the US, and 
it is the political Left that has controlled the police unions up to today. Read my article on 
“Capitalizing on the Stupidity of the Conservative Voter.”) And the same knee-jerk response 
is the factor behind legitimizing the southern slavery among some church-goers in America: 
since some leftists today use the southern slavery in their rhetoric, therefore, some Christians 
(and even pastors!) conclude, southern slavery must have been good and Biblical. Imagine the 
stupidity behind this knee-jerk response: If tomorrow leftists decide to turn around and 
condemn abortion and sodomy, these same church-goers may decide that abortion and 
sodomy are good Christian and conservative policies. (Actually, some atheists in the mid-20th 
century did blame homosexuality on the Christian sexual morality, believe it or not.) 

Thus, having today people who with the same mouths profess Christ and yet try to justify 
southern slavery as being “Biblical,” it is necessary for us today to have a clear view of what 
Biblical slavery is and how it works, and compare it to what pagan slavery is and how it 
works. It is clear to all that slavery is an inescapable concept. What is not clear to all is that 
while it is an inescapable concept and that there are forms of slavery that are Biblical and 
righteous, there are also pagan counterfeits of Biblical slavery, forms that are contrary to the 
Bible, idolatrous, and unjust. 

You need to keep in mind that when I talk about slavery, I take the word in its dictionary 
definition: the legal state or condition of a person in which he is owned and directly controlled 
by another person; where his life, liberty, and possessions are entirely at the disposal of 
another person. This definition would exclude some modern highly ideologized and made-up 
definitions of slavery which include other forms of necessity. For example, the modern 
Marxist view of hired labor as a form of slavery is clearly stretching it too far: while there is a 
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necessity on the hired worker to work in order to survive, there is no direct personal control 
over his life and liberty by any specific employer. Another example would be the concubinage 
of which I talked in a previous episode of Axe to the Root: While a concubine was in a less 
privileged condition than a wife of full rights, she was still free to leave that dependence if the 
terms of the contract – her sustenance, shelter, clothes, and marital relations – were not 
provided for her. (Thus, the atheist fantasies of sexual slavery condoned by the Bible are 
refuted.) We only consider slavery that form of dependence where the enslaved person is 
made incapable – by law or by force – to leave the dependence and make his own decisions 
about his own life, liberty, and property. 

So now that we know that the Bible does speak of slavery, and that there are righteous 
forms of slavery, what are they? There are three of them, and they all have to do with 
ethical/judicial problems. 

The first and the mildest form of slavery in the Bible is charitable slavery, or what we 
call today “indentured servitude.” That servitude applied to buying other members of the 
covenant community as slaves. Slavery was the result of sin, and the Law acknowledged that 
there may be instances of sin in the covenant community; not necessarily crime (and we will 
talk about slavery for crime) but sin, which will lead to the necessity of selling oneself as a 
slave. The Law didn’t give too much information about the reasons for such selling, except 
that a Hebrew could be sold in slavery for his debts – or, in another explanation, for being too 
poor to afford surviving on his own. Ex. 21:2 and Deut. 15:12 regulate that kind of slavery 
without mentioning why a Hebrew would be sold in servitude; the only regulation is that such 
slavery cannot continue for more than 7 years, until the next sabbath year. Lev. 25:35-46 
gives a more detailed description and instructions of the causes and the rules for such slavery: 
apparently, such form of slavery is allowed in the case when the person has fallen in poverty, 
has taken charity loans which he hasn’t been able to repay, and the only way for him to repay 
is to be sold in slavery and work for his debts. While the Bible acknowledges that a person 
can fall into poverty because of his own sin and foolishness, this is still not a crime, and the 
passage in Leviticus 25 specifically instructs the master to not treat him as a slave. 

The purpose of such slavery, obviously, is charity towards other members of the covenant 
community, not so much economics. Taking as a slave a person who has proven incapable of 
taking care of himself would mean that the master has only acquired another dependent, no 
different than any of his children. (Remember, Paul said in Gal. 4:1 that an underage heir is no 
different than a slave.) The only difference is that while the children are still expected to 
become economically productive when they grow up, this type of a slave may have already 
proven to be incapable of becoming economically productive beyond his need of sustenance. 
There is no guarantee that his servitude will really pay for the accumulated debts; in fact, the 
texts mentioning this type of slavery specifically instruct the master to not worry whether the 
Hebrew slave has really produced enough economic value to cover the costs. The instruction 
is that at the end of the seven-year period, he is to let him go free and even furnish him with 
enough to start his life anew. All the texts also allow the slave to ask to be added to the 
household as a permanent slave – that is, as a permanent dependent, and that means, as a 
permanent expense. It is important to understand here that the slave in such charitable slavery 
is specifically protected; he is not to be treated as a slave – that is, he cannot be beaten in 
order to force him to work – but as a member of the household. Normally such slaves did not 
inherit anything from the household, except their right to be provided for their basic 
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sustenance, but in exceptional cases the master could decide to leave a slave some or all of his 
estate. (See, for example, the childless Abraham contemplating leaving his estate to his 
servant Eliezer, in Gen. 15:2.) 

The other form of slavery reserved for Hebrew slaves was restitutional slavery, that is, 
slavery for criminals. Notice, it wasn’t punitive slavery nor correctional slavery, like the 
modern prisons. While it is true that such slavery may serve as punishment or even as a 
teaching experience for the correction of criminals, the focus of the Bible has always been the 
victim: the victim must be made whole first, and then everything else. Ex. 22:3 speaks of such 
slavery: the text says of a thief, “He shall surely make restitution; if he owns nothing, then he 
shall be sold for his theft.” Thus, if a thief is convicted and he has no money to repay the 
double restitution, he would be sold in slavery to a private employer, and the money will be 
used to repay the victim. The thief himself will work as a slave for his master until he repays 
the money originally paid, plus the applicable interest. 

Obviously, then, this kind of slavery is not limited by the seven-year rule as is charitable 
slavery. If the sum that needs to be paid is large, and if the thief doesn’t have the skills to 
make his labor more valuable, he may remain in slavery for life – he, of course, would be 
encouraged to improve his skills in order to be able to acquire his freedom as early as 
possible. But there is no law that necessitates that he be freed before he has paid everything he 
owes. He has no protection as the poor man has in Lev. 25:43; his master can rule over him 
with severity, that is, he can use corporal punishment on him to force him to work, if the slave 
refuses. (Remember, he is a criminal who has to pay restitution.) There is only one protection 
for him, and that is that in those beatings, the master is not allowed to kill him nor inflict 
permanent damage on him. Exodus 21:20-21 protect all slaves against deliberate murderous 
actions by their masters; and vv. 26-27 declare that any permanent damage on the body of the 
slave – whether a destroyed eye or a knocked-out tooth – automatically result in freedom for 
the slave, no matter what. Thus, a criminal sold as a slave still has some protection against 
death and permanent damage, but no protection against severity and beatings – except for his 
willingness to comply and work and be a valuable asset for his master. 

We should add here that this particular type of slavery should also include people who 
have accumulated too many loans – business or consumer – and have defaulted on them. 
While it is true that such activity is not necessarily criminal (although, we could argue that it 
borders fraud), consumer and business debt can’t be considered in the same category as 
charitable loans for poor people. The seven-year rule, therefore, can’t be said to work in this 
case, and thus, such people should be considered liable to be sold in slavery as criminals who 
have stolen and can’t repay. It is hardly justice to put a poor person who has nothing in the 
same category as a loan millionaire who lived luxuriously at the expense of his creditors. 

The third type of lawful slavery in the Law of God is evangelistic slavery. This type of 
slavery is reserved for non-Hebrew slaves and is described in Lev. 25:44-46. The text allows 
the Israelites to purchase permanent slaves from the pagan nations around them, as well as 
from the foreigners who sojourn in Israel – and “sojourn” in this case means that they 
continue living as strangers, that is, separate from the covenant community. The text, of 
course, doesn’t condone kidnapping Gentiles or sojourning strangers; given that kidnapping is 
a capital crime and that the same Law protects the strangers as the homeborn, that would be a 
major contradiction in the Law. But it does allow Hebrews to buy slaves from foreign slave 
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owners, and it does allow them to permanently enslave strangers who live in the land; not by 
kidnapping them but for the same reasons as enslaving Hebrews – debt or poverty. 

It is this type of slavery that is used by the modern defenders of the Old South to justify 
southern slavery. The argument goes that since the black slaves were purchased from the 
pagan lands of Africa, and since the black slaves were themselves “strangers” to America, 
therefore the Law of God must permit the permanent enslavement of blacks, and therefore the 
southern slavery was Biblical. The problem is, such application of this law to southern slavery 
is twisting the meaning of the Biblical text, and in fact is based on pagan presuppositions. 

In the first place, one thing should be obvious: the definition of “stranger” is not genetic. 
Paul’s statement in Rom. 9:6 applies here: “They are not all Israel who are from Israel.” 
Translated: Your birthplace and your genetic origin do not determine what nation you belong 
to. Your faith and your covenantal commitment does. Paul’s point was that those born Jews 
who don’t believe in Christ do not belong to Israel; they are like natural branches that are cut 
off from their parent tree (Rom. 11:16-24). Their genetic origin doesn’t give them any special 
rights of belonging to Israel. (Although, it does give them privileges of being exposed to the 
teaching of the law from an early age – but these privileges only turn into a liability later in 
life, when they reject Christ.) In the same way, a person born to a foreign nation doesn’t 
necessarily belong to that foreign nation; if he believes in the God of Israel and has become a 
member of His covenant, he is now part of Israel and not a stranger. The Old Testament is full 
of such examples: Rahab the Canaanite, Ruth the Moabite, Caleb the Kenizzite, Obed-Edom 
the Philistine, the diverse multitude that came out of Egypt with Israel, etc. Being an Israelite 
has never been by race but always by grace, yes, even under the Old Covenant. 

This law, therefore, did not apply to those strangers who have become Israelites by 
adopting the faith and by being adopted in Israel. It would be absurd to believe that the family 
of Caleb, because they were genetically strangers to Israel (Kenizzites are mentioned in Gen. 
15:19 as one of the pagan nations whose land God would give to Abraham and his 
descendants), therefore this law applied to them, and the rest of Israel could buy members of 
Caleb’s family as permanent slaves. As a whole, it would be absurd to believe that under the 
Old Covenant, believers can enslave other believers permanently, except for charity purposes: 
such an idea would be in total violation of everything God’s Covenant stands for. 

The strangers, therefore, are religious strangers: members of other religions, not people of 
different genetic stock. Skin color would have nothing to do with this law. The Law allowed 
Israelites to buy permanent Gentile slaves from Gentile nations, and the Law allowed 
Israelites to buy as permanent slaves Gentiles living in the land. The permanent slavery 
applied to unbelievers – because under “strangers,” the Law had in mind unbelievers, or 
believers in other religions. 

But what was the covenant purpose of this law? Was it that the Israelites develop a grand 
slave society of permanently enslaved strangers, similar to the American South before the 
War Between the States? Was it that Israel developed a genetically segregated society where 
all Israelites were slave owners and all strangers were slaves, or that a certain genetic stock is 
always considered lower caste and always being slaves, as in the American South? We don’t 
see such development in Israel in the generations after the law was given. There is no 
permanent slave class of foreigners who are transferred and sold down the generations? Why 
is this, if the Law allowed the Israelites to buy permanent foreign slaves? The slave markets 
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were extensive in the antiquity, and certainly a permanent foreign slave would be a much 
more attractive investment than a Hebrew slave who was protected in more ways than a 
foreign slave. Why didn’t Israel develop the slave society of Rome or of the American South, 
despite Lev. 25:44-46? 

The answer to this is that the covenantal purpose of this law was never the slavery itself, 
but evangelism. I have talked in many other places about the evangelistic function of the Law 
of God, that Moses, in the Law, preached the Gospel not only to the Jews but to the whole 
world as well. The Law contain numerous references to strangers coming to Israel and 
adopting the faith of Israel. Solomon’s prayer about the Temple of God was that strangers 
would travel to Israel just to see the Temple and would confess the God of Israel when they 
see the Temple. The Law also contained provisions that foreign slaves who had fled from 
their foreign masters were to be protected within the borders of Israel, never returned to their 
masters, and treated as free people, and that without any requirement of changing their 
religion (Deut. 23:15-16; the expectation was that a slave who found refuge and freedom in 
Israel would eventually adopt the faith of the nation whose law allowed for that refuge and 
freedom). Women and children of foreign nations were protected in times of war and were to 
be adopted into Israel’s families. And anytime a pagan slave could be saved from his pagan 
masters, Israel should use that opportunity to save a soul from paganism and hell, into the 
family of God. 

And here we are forced into a quandary. Imagine a Hebrew family buys a foreign slave. If 
he remains pagan his whole life, and show no interest whatsoever in the God of Israel, he is to 
remain slave all his life. But what if he converts, believes, and shows, by all his actions and 
speech, that he is now a member of the Covenant of God? He is now a brother in Christ, a 
member of the Hebrew nation. Would the laws for unbelievers still apply to him? Should he 
be treated as if there has never been any conversion? If the laws for unbelievers apply to 
strangers even after they have converted, would Caleb be treated as a stranger and not as a 
Prince of Judah? 

Such a concept, that the conversion of a pagan slave to Christ brings no changes in his 
legal standing before God and the nation of Israel, is utterly ridiculous. It contradicts 
everything the Covenant of God stands for, and it contradicts the very concept of evangelism 
in the Bible. If man shall live by faith alone, if the covenant community is defined by faith 
and profession of faith, if the worldview and the religion we espouse are a creedal worldview 
and a creedal religion – as opposed to metaphysical rationalism or occult, magical 
irrationalism – then the conversion of a man should make all the difference in the world as 
what his legal standing ion the society would be. Anyone who claims the opposite is not a 
Christian and has zero knowledge of the essence of Christianity, and I don’t care how well he 
know his TULIP or how many seminary degrees he has accumulated. 

Pagan slaves were supposed to be bought with this one purpose in mind: so that they 
convert. They had a choice: they could remain indifferent to the faith and stay slaves their 
whole lives. But if they converted, the law for slavery of a Hebrew brother now applied. They 
were to be given 7 years in slavery with the purpose of repaying their masters as much as they 
could for saving them from their previous, pagan masters. After 7 years, the convert was 
supposed to go out free and take his rightful place as a member of the nation of Israel. He was 
a son of Abraham now, by faith. He was the Old Testament shadow of billions of Gentiles 
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who in the New Covenant would be purchased by Christ from their satanic master and 
released as free men in His Kingdom. 

But this was not what southern slavery was. Southern slavery was not evangelistic 
slavery. Its purpose was not to evangelize the African blacks and then release them as free 
members of the society. Blacks were evangelized alright, and they were made to listen to 
sermons and even have their own black preachers; in fact, so successful was such evangelism, 
that black culture in the second half of the 19th and the first half of the 20th century 
committed to its Christian roots more than white culture, which was experimenting with 
occultism, atheism, socialism, and many other anti-Biblical ideologies and practices. 
However, the slave masters of the South did not evangelize blacks because they cared for their 
souls but because Christianity was expected to make the slaves more obedient to their masters. 
That is, it was not the Biblical principle of using slavery in service of Christianity, it was the 
pagan principle of using Christianity in the service of slavery. (No different than Fabian 
socialism which uses Christianity in service of socialism.) For generations, Christianized 
blacks, despite their profession of faith, were considered mere property and sold and re-sold 
as cattle. Christian families were broken apart; in direct violation of Christ’s command in 
Matt. 19:6 and Mark 10:9. 

As a matter of fact, southern slavery not only was not Biblical slavery, it was the epitome 
of paganism in the Western world, a form of idolatry that hadn’t raised its ugly head since the 
time of the pagan Roman Empire. It was everything Rome wanted to be but failed, lacking the 
technology and the manpower. That slavery was not charitable: it’s purpose was not to create 
free, responsible, and independent men. It was not restitutional: far from enslaving criminals 
to make restitution to victims, it was the other way around: a culture of criminals was keeping 
in slavery people who were kidnapped by other criminals, and sold like cattle. And it was 
certainly not evangelistic. It was the ultimate expression of the pagan concept of slavery: men 
were enslaved as a group, as a race, because they were considered metaphysically and 
genetically inferior to normal human beings. And because they were considered 
metaphysically fit to be only slaves and nothing else, this was the rationale behind keeping 
slavery permanent. Wherever we see paganism and idolatry, we also see chattel slavery, the 
eternal subjugation of one class of people to an elite, whether that elite is Party apparatchiks, 
or government bureaucrats and their armed henchmen in blue, or a priestocratic elite as in the 
Aztec and the Inca empires and Tibet, or aristocratic plantation owners. Chattel slavery, that 
is, slavery without redemption, is exactly the religion of Satan, and nothing else. 

Yes, slavery is inescapable in the world before the final judgment. With the growth of the 
Kingdom of God, it will inevitably retreat, until only small traces of it remain; slavery is the 
result of sin, and the conquest of sin will lead to the extinction of slavery. Meanwhile, 
however, God in His Law prescribes certain forms of slavery which take account of the sin of 
man and his society, and yet, at the same time, lead man and his society to overcome sin and 
thus to restore freedom (because the Law of God is the perfect law of liberty, according to 
James 1:25). These forms of slavery are: first, charitable slavery, designed to help 
improvident men learn work and responsibility and put them back on their feet; and if they 
can’t then provide for their survival under other people’s guidance. Second, restitutional 
slavery, designed to deal with non-capital crime, to restore the victim and, hopefully, teach the 
thief a lesson. And, third, evangelistic slavery, designed to rescue the weakest members of 
pagan societies, those who have become victims of pagan slavery, and give them the chance 
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to become children of God, free and independent. All these three forms are temporary, and 
have a redemptive purpose. Pagan slavery is chattel slavery; its purpose is only to keep a 
certain class of people in subjugation while maintaining another class in a position of power. 
It has no ethical/judicial purpose; it is pure worship of power, in favor of the powerful of the 
day. Southern slavery, despite the attempts of some Christians and to whitewash it, was a 
pagan slavery of the worst possible kind. We are under obligation to declare this openly, as 
part of our preaching of justice in the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

The book I will assign this week is Gary North’s economic commentary on the case laws 
of Exodus 21-40, previous title, Tools of Dominion. No other book in the history of 
Christendom ash a better and more consistent and detailed treatment of the Biblical view of 
slavery. He also comments on southern slavery and on the covenantal reasons for the War 
Between the States, and the reasons for the defeat of the South. These reasons were not 
military but spiritual. The South had to lose, for it had become a pagan society worse even 
than the secularist North. Read Gary North’s book. It will open your eyes to how the Bible 
approaches this and many other ethical/judicial issues. 

Also, when you consider giving for worthy causes, remember to pray and donate to 
Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission organization devoted to building an intellectual 
foundation for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe through translation and 
publishing of books that apply the Gospel to every area of life. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, get familiar with our work there, and 
donate. God bless you all. 
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 Immigration and Cultural Sabotage 
In the interaction between a superior culture and an inferior culture, it is the 
inferior culture that loses, and eventually gets assimilated. 

Assigned reading: Jack Barsky and Joe Reilly, Deep Under Cover 

 
Welcome to Episode 62 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be talking about immigration. To be 
more precise, we will be talking about immigration in a context that has become so 
fashionable among Christians and conservatives in general in America: the context of cultural 
sabotage. Is immigration a good, viable tool for cultural sabotage? Can a civilization be 
brought down by immigration? The current conservative propaganda in the US says, yes, 
immigration can be a tool for cultural sabotage and a war against a civilization. This is, 
however, a rather recent belief among conservatives; as late as the 1990s, they still believed 
the opposite. But then, again, this is not the only area where conservatives have changed into 
leftists in the last 20 years. There is almost nothing left of the old conservatism – ironic, isn’t 
it – in what today passes for conservatism. All of it is just a warmed-over version of the old 
leftism. Anyway, our purpose here is not to discuss conservatism, but to discuss whether it is 
at all possible to use immigration as a tool for cultural sabotage. Is it? Can a culture be 
brought down by immigration? 

Before I continue to the topic, I want to tell you a true story. It may sound to you as a 
fantastic story or a Hollywood movie, but it is a true story; and this true story will reveal to us 
a characteristic of the minds of men, a property of our psychology which is important to our 
understanding of how cultural influence and cultural sabotage work. 

The character of our story is a German young man by the name of Albrecht Dittrich, who 
is better known today to those of us who know his story under his American name, Jack Philip 
Barsky. Albrecht was born in 1949 in East Germany, in the family of hardcore Communists 
who had decided to stay in the Soviet part of Germany as a matter of ideological convictions. 
In his later years he even remembered how his father used to speak very highly of Stalin and 
cried when the dictator died in 1953. With parents so ideologically committed and reliable, 
Albrecht had no problem being accepted in elite schools, and later to the University of Jena 
where he was on his way to earn PhD in chemistry and become a university professor. What 
also helped was that he was exquisitely intelligent and had a superior work ethic. As far 
humanly predictable, he was being prepared to become part of the Communist elite in East 
Germany. 

This changed abruptly in 1969, when he was only 20 years old. He was approached by an 
officer of the German secret services, Stasi, and asked if he wanted to get a job with Stasi. He 
was free to turn down the offer and continue in the same path he had chosen, but if he wanted 
to take it, he had 24 hours to decide. Intrigued, Dittrich decided to accept. When he was 
invited to his interview in Berlin, however, it turned out that the real offer was working not for 
Stasi but for the Soviet KGB. And the job they offered him was not a simple agent in 
Germany but a spy in the United States. 
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Over the next several years Dittrich worked on two fronts. He continued studying for, and 
eventually got his PhD in chemistry, and he taught chemistry to university students. Behind 
the scenes, however, unknown to his friends and even to his family, he was being trained in 
all the skills and practices of foreign espionage – like what we see in the movies, but much 
more applicable and practical – and also English. It took him several years to master the 
English language and New York accent to the point that he spoke like a true New Yorker. He 
also learned all the mannerisms of the American culture, watched movies and TV shows and 
sitcoms and reality shows until he was so immersed in it that he could easily assume the 
identity of an American and not be caught. By 1978 he was ready to go. He told his parents 
that he was hired by the Soviet space program and was leaving to the Baikonur Cosmodrome; 
in order to maintain the story, he wrote dozens of letters which the KGB would regularly drop 
in the mail in Baikonur over the next several years. Everything was prepared so that he just 
disappears from his old life in Germany and no one would ask any questions and raise any 
doubts. 

In October 1978, nine years after his recruitment, Dittrich arrived in Chicago with a fake 
Canadian identity. In the United States, already resident Soviet agents handed him $6,000 and 
a fake birth certificate for the name of Jack Philip Barsky. They took it from a tombstone in 
Maryland; the real Jack Barsky was born in 1944 and died at the age of 10 in 1955. His 
parents were still alive, but the rationale behind the fake identity was that if Dittrich kept a 
low profile for the first several years, it would be highly improbable that the parents will ever 
hear of him or suspect anything. He rented an apartment in New York City and settled there. 

Dittrich’s task was complex and strategically long-term oriented: He was supposed to 
first establish himself in the American society and eventually get an American passport. Then, 
he was expected to become active politically, become involved with foreign policy think-
tanks, and make political connections that would take him to the top advisers of the US 
presidents, placing him in a position to influence policy. His specific target was Zbigniew 
Brzezinsky, Jimmy Carter’s National Security Adviser, but any rise through the political ranks 
would have been a success. He was also given smaller, tactical tasks of espionage and 
counter-espionage, including tracking KGB spies who had gone rogue, transmitting 
information, and others. 

The work on the main task, however, didn’t go as planned. His instructors never told him 
how specifically he was to proceed with getting close to Brzezinsky. Barsky then decided to 
try to fit as deeply as possible in the American society, and wait for opportunities. He started 
attending computer science classes at the Baruch University while working as a bicycle 
messenger in NYC. He earned a degree in computer systems in 1984 with a 4.0 grade point 
average. As a class valedictorian, he was picked by the dean to deliver a speech to 4,000 
students from one of the biggest stages in NYC, Madison Square Garden. Yes, an illegal 
resident and a cover KGB spy. In the same year he got a computer science job with MetLife in 
NYC, and started rising through the hierarchy in the company. He still couldn’t figure a way 
to infiltrate the political circles, but he was in a position to do economic espionage, which the 
KGB was very happy with, given that in the 1980s, the Soviet Union was lagging disastrously 
behind the United States in terms of computer technologies. 

He continued traveling back to East Germany every two years with fake passports. On his 
first trip back he married his fiancee there and had a son with her. But then he met a woman in 
the US, an illegal immigrant from Guyana, and he married her as well and had a daughter with 
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her. It was at this time when he started having a change of mind concerning Communism, 
America, and his work as a spy. He realized that he was falling in love with America, and 
more and more he felt like it was his true home and his true country. 

In 1988, due to a false alarm, KGB decided that his cover had been blown and he was 
ordered to return home. He ignored the orders; his family and work in America were 
everything to him now. A few months later a KGB agent approached him in the subway and 
warned him that if he didn’t return, he was dead. Barsky then lied to his superiors that he had 
contracted HIV and had to stay in the US for treatment. At the time, the KGB was scared of 
the perspective of an HIV epidemics in Eastern Europe; Barsky knew that and correctly 
gambled on those fears. They left him alone, and a year later his wife in East Germany was 
officially informed that Albrecht Dittrich was dead. For the first time in 10 years, Barsky 
could live his American life without having to do espionage. He was still technically illegal, 
but there was no danger that he would ever be discovered. The KGB’s fears that his cover had 
been blown turned out to be ungrounded. For over a decade, no one in the US even suspected 
anything, not even the FBI or the CIA. In terms of efficiency and secrecy, Barsky seems to 
have been the most successful KGB agent in the US – never discovered, never even 
suspected. His training and his intelligence might not had prepared him for the task of 
infiltrating the political circles, but it certainly enabled him to live a fake identity as if it was 
his own. 

One day in 1991, Vasily Mitrokhin, a high-ranking officer in charge of the KGB archive 
in Moscow, walked in the US Embassy in Riga, the capital of the newly independent republic 
of Latvia, and requested a meeting with CIA officers. At the meeting, he told them that he had 
doubles of 25,000 pages of KGB archives in his house, and he offered some samples, telling 
them that he had everything in his home back in Russia. The CIA operatives didn’t consider 
his credible and ignored his offer. Mitrokhin then went to the UK embassy and made the same 
offer to operatives of MI6, the British intelligence service. The Brits took him seriously, paid 
for his family’s exfiltration to Britain, and sent resident agents of MI6 to retrieve the copies 
from under the floor of his country house. By 1992, MI6 had the names and residencies of all 
KGB’s sleeper agents in the West. In 1994, the Brits informed the FBI about Jack Barsky, a 
KGB agent in New York City. 

This information must have come to the FBI as a bolt out of the blue. Spies are human, 
and they often make mistakes which, if not conclusive evidence, at least create suspicions and 
draw the attention of the security services. Very few active spies in history have managed to 
go undetected for long periods of time, even if they maintained a low-key existence. But Jack 
Barsky managed to go undetected for over 16 years! 

By 1994, Barsky had moved from New York to Mount Bethel, PA. With his wife and 
daughter, he lived in a single family house in a small community. The FBI established a 24-
hour surveillance of the family: they wiretapped their house, searched regularly through their 
trash, they even bought the house next door and moved in a male and a female agent as a 
“family,” to keep visual surveillance around the clock. And yet, for another three years they 
couldn’t harvest a single piece of evidence that the man was really a KGB spy. It was only as 
late as 1997 that Jack Barsky made his first mistake; and he wouldn’t make it if it wasn’t for 
the fact that his marriage was going downhill. In one of his conversations, in an attempt to 
earn compassion from his wife, he told her that he had been a spy. This confession was the 
only thing the FBI had against him. A few days later, he was pulled over by a Pennsylvania 



ARP#62. Immigration and Cultural Sabotage  474 

state trooper, accompanied by FBI agents. They took him to a local hotel where he was 
interrogated for the first time. 

However, by 1997 – or even ten years earlier, as a matter of fact – Albrecht Dittrich, born 
in the family of hardline Communists, raised as a Communist in privileges that only children 
of faithful Communist families enjoyed in Eastern Europe, trained for 9 years ideologically 
and professionally as a Communist spy, had come to love America with all his heart and 
mind. It didn’t take much to convince him to co-operate with the FBI. Within two hours after 
the start of his first interrogation, Barsky was let free to go home with the agreement that he 
would come back to give the FBI all the information he had. The FBI decided not to charge 
him, and eventually, he was legalized and was granted US citizenship for his co-operation. 

As of today, the US citizen Jack Philip Barsky, now 68 years old, is retired and lives in 
Atlanta GA. After 1997, he continued his career in computer science and technologies; he was 
responsible for the developing the software for the new computerized power grid of the state 
of New York. Oh, and did I forget to mention, while Albrecht Dittrich of 1978 was raised and 
trained as an atheist, Jack Barsky of today has found and embraced the Christian faith. 

As many of my listeners know, about three years ago I delivered three lectures on 
immigration where I developed the case that the current legal system of immigration 
restrictions in the US, is neither Biblical, nor historically Christian, nor even Constitutional, 
according to the Constitution of the United States; and certainly not logical and practical. The 
true Biblical, historically Christian, Constitutional, and logical and practical system is open 
borders and limited political franchise. (And contrary to what many Americans believe, even 
in the context of a welfare state, it is still better and more logical to have open borders; 
immigration restrictions do not help with a welfare state, they make the situation much 
worse.) My purpose here is not to repeat my arguments; you can find the lectures on 
Reconstructionist Radio, under the tag Christendom Restored. What is important to to us here 
is a question asked in the fourth audio of that series, the Q&A session, namely, “If we open 
our borders, couldn’t the Chinese government use it to send 40 million Chinese who through 
voting would eventually influence the political life in the United States in favor of China?” 

In other words, if we open our borders, wouldn’t that also open America to cultural 
sabotage? Wouldn’t that make us vulnerable, for governments around the world would 
eagerly take the opportunity to plant as many of their residents as they can and make America 
a servant of their interests? What’s going to happen to our beautiful American culture if we 
allow all these foreign governments to infest the land with their residents, millions of them? 
We will see in a moment how absurd these fears are, but keep in mind, this is major scare 
among many Christians and conservatives in general. I have been asked this same question 
even by people who are otherwise intelligent and some are even professors of economics or 
sociology – and they truly believe that such an absurd scenario is possible, even though it has 
never been observed in history. 

My reply in the Q&A session started with the technical analysis of the scenario. (Later, I 
will give you the ethical/judicial analysis as well.) In short, for the Chinese government to be 
able to plant 40 million immigrants in the United States, it will have to organize the logistics 
for transporting them and helping them settle. The average cost per immigrant person – from 
the preparations back home, through the transportation costs, through finding a home in the 
US and settling until the immigrant finds a job – is about $5,000. And this is the lower end of 
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it; the costs may be much higher if the immigrant can’t find a job in the first several months of 
his stay in the US. But for our purposes, we will take the lower end of it. 

Right there, in order to send 40 million Chinese, the Chinese government will have an 
initial tab of about $200 billion to pay, and the very minimum. While this is nothing compared 
to the Chinese economy, remember that this is still 5% of their government budget. 5% 
devoted to a single specific task is a little too much. And this is only part of the cost. For these 
people to be able to survive in the United States for several years, before they get their 
citizenship, they need to be educated better than the average Chinese citizen: They need to 
speak English, they need to be able to find jobs, etc., otherwise their stay in the US until the 
time they can take the citizenship oath would have to be sponsored by the Chinese 
government, and living in the US is way more expensive than living in China. So, it’s much 
cheaper if they educate their residents back home to prepare them to live and survive on their 
own in the US. But the average – that’s only the average, not the above average needed for 
that better level of education – cost of education in China is about $1,600 per year. (In the 
Q&A session I mentioned $1,000, but in the last year, the American National Center for 
Education and the Economy came up with the $1,600 figure based on data from the Ministry 
of Education of China.) Even if all these people have only high school – not university 
education – this is 12 years times $1,600 times 40 million, an additional cost of about $800 
billion. Total of $1 trillion – at the very minimum – before these people even begin 
establishing themselves in the US. 

But the real cost doesn’t stop there. There are hidden costs which, while not always 
visible, can prove to be devastating to a national economy. Remember, nations invest in 
education because they expect that that education will eventually pay off through the future 
productive labor of the students. GDP, after all, is produced by people; if you remove these 
people, you also remove the possibility for them working and covering the cost for their 
education. China’s GDP is about $8,000 per person – that is the average, and includes 
everyone, including the non-working parts of the population, students and retirees. In reality, 
the average working person in China adds about $16,000 dollars to their GDP every year. The 
removal of 40 million people in active working age will mean the loss of 640 billion from the 
GDP every year. In addition, sending them to the US, where the GDP per capita is a bit lower 
than $60,000, and the GDP per working person is over $100,000, China thus will add about 
$4 trillion worth of GDP per year to the US economy – and for workers whose education cost 
zero to the US economy. That is, over their first 5 years in the US – needed to obtain 
citizenship – China would have lost over $3 trillion in forgone productivity, and the US will 
have gained $20 trillion from these 40 million immigrants. And that before they are even 
eligible to become citizens and vote. Does such an operation even make sense? It would rather 
be a Pyrrhic victory of gigantic proportions, a guaranteed enormous loss now for some skimpy 
chance of success in the unforeseeable future. 

Thus, even before we get to the ethical/judicial analysis of the issue, the technical 
analysis shows that if China decided to take advantage of open borders and send 40 million 
Chinese to the US, this would mean a major loss to the Chinese economy, and will be a 
serious contribution to the American economy. No matter what you believe about the 
economy, people are an asset, and all thing being equal, the more of them you have, the larger 
your economy becomes. Remember, America shot up to be No. 1 economy in the world 
exactly during the era of open borders. From a small regional power in 1870, she grew to 
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produce 25% of the world’s GDP in 1920. And during much this time, she took about a 
million immigrants every year. People are an asset. 

So what about the ethical/judicial analysis? Yes, the Chinese government may still invest 
all that money, and may still decide to forgo the benefits of having these people working back 
home. But wouldn’t it be worth the task of cultural sabotage? Wouldn’t the long-term benefits 
of subverting the American culture and political life be worth the effort and the investment? 

And here is the place to ask that one-trillion-dollar question: even if the Chinese 
government – or any other government in the world – invests so much money to send so many 
residents to the US with the purpose to use them in the future to influence elections and the 
culture in general . . . how are they going to be able to control the individual decisions of so 
many people? How would they know who votes how? How would they be able to force even a 
small minority of these people to not do what’s in their personal interest and work for a 
government that has kept its people so poor compared to Americans? Once these people are 
US citizens, their previous government has no mechanism whatsoever to control their voting 
or any of their decisions. Remember Jack Barsky: he wasn’t even a citizen, his position was 
so precarious, and yet, even he couldn’t be kept under control; and remember, he was 
specifically trained for his job, a training that cost way more than just 12 years of school! 

Years after he was discovered, Barsky was able to lay his hands on the Mitrokhin 
Archive: the same archive that uncovered him as an agent. He studied it carefully – Barsky 
spoke Russian fluently, given that two years of his training as a spy was done in Moscow, at 
the KGB center – and came to the conclusion that he was part of the third of total three waves 
of spies that the KGB tried to plant in the West. There were dozens of other agents who were 
sent years before him or about the same time as him. All of the three waves failed miserably 
to achieve anything close to the original objectives; and the main reason for the failure was – 
you could easily guess – that the agents kept defecting once they were on the American side 
of the border. Barsky himself was charged with tracking defected agents as part of his 
assignment; and when in 1988 he refused to return to East Germany, his superiors were afraid 
that he would defect. (He never officially defected, but at the time, his ideological 
commitment was already gone.) The question is: if the KGB couldn’t keep their own agents – 
trained so thoroughly, and having so much to lose, including their lives – in line, what makes 
us believe that any other government would be able to keep under control millions of its 
former citizens who are now US citizens? It would be ridiculous to believe that such control is 
even possible, let alone such a gigantic operation of cultural sabotage. 

Ridiculous as it is, even great minds have fallen prey to such knee-jerk thinking and have 
imagined that such a scenario is even possible. One such mind was Murray Rothbard. Lew 
Rockwell related in one of his articles how Murray Rothbard, when he was still a young 
libertarian, used to support open borders (which, obviously, is the logically consistent 
libertarian position, no matter what Lew Rockwell imagines), but then, later in his life, he 
changed his mind against open borders and supported closed borders. Lew Rockwell’s 
explanation for this change of mind is an amazing testimony of how even the brightest minds 
have moment when they think at an elementary, simple, knee-jerk reaction level: 

He noted, for instance, the large number of ethnic Russians whom Stalin 
settled in Estonia. This was not done so that Baltic people could enjoy the 
fruits of diversity. It never is. It was done in an attempt to destroy an existing 
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culture, and in the process to make a people more docile and less likely to 
cause problems for the Soviet empire. 

Murray wondered: does libertarianism require me to support this, much less to 
celebrate it? Or might there be more to the immigration question after all?  

One wonders: What was in Rothbard’s mind at the time that he couldn’t stop and see that 
government resettling of populations has nothing to do with open borders? But since our focus 
here is on the question of cultural sabotage, looking back historically, we can ask, did it really 
work? Was Stalin successful in destroying the cultures of the Baltic republics? The answer is: 
not at all. As much as Stalin tried to destroy the independent spirit of the peoples of the Baltic 
republics, it did not disappear.. To the contrary, it remained alive, and when the weakness of 
the Soviet Empire was obvious at the end of the 1980s, the three republics declared 
independence. Estonia, in fact, declared independence as early as 1988, before any other 
Eastern European country had thrown off Communist rule. And what about all these Russians 
that Stalin had resettled in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania? Most of them joined the 
independence movement. Even as today, Estonia and Latvia have about 30% of their 
population ethnic Russians. All these Russians can return to Russia, if they want to, instead of 
living in a “foreign” country. They all prefer to stay in Estonia and Latvia. And the culture? 
Well, the culture in these two countries is Estonian and Latvian. Contrary to Stalin’s plans, 
and contrary to Rothbard’s fears. Because a culture can’t be destroyed by immigration. Not a 
superior culture, at any rate. 

And here is the most important concept of this episode: a superior culture can never be 
destroyed by immigration. 

Ironically, one of the regular complaints of Christians, conservatives, and secular 
libertarians against the political Left and against the so-called “cultural Marxists” (which is an 
oxymoron, as I explained in a previous episode) is that the political Left insists that there are 
no superior cultures, that all cultures are equally valuable. The Christian, conservative, and 
libertarian part of the spectrum always replies: That’s not true, some cultures are superior to 
others, and some cultures are so inferior that they are not worth preserving. The goal of the 
political Left, however, is not an attack on the Western culture: such attack is impossible from 
the position of non-Western cultures. After all, who would want to abandon the prosperity of 
the West for the misery and poverty and chaos and injustice of the Third World cultures? The 
goal of the political Left is to prevent the Western civilization, with its at least remote 
Christian roots, from expanding and assimilating those inferior cultures. Why is it? Because 
the political Left knows one truth: In the interaction between a superior culture and an 
inferior culture, it is the inferior culture that loses, and eventually gets assimilated. Cultural 
sabotage never works in favor of the inferior cultures; even when the inferior culture is more 
powerful in terms of military power, population, money, etc. Like Stalin’s Communism was 
more powerful than the traditionally Christian Baltic cultures. Or like Pagan Rome was more 
powerful than the fledgling early Church. This process of defeating inferior cultures is known 
today as “evangelism.” 

The Bible speaks clearly of such cultural sabotage, in Deut. 4:5-8: 
See, I have taught you statutes and judgments just as the LORD my God commanded me, 

that you should do thus in the land where you are entering to possess it. So, keep and do them, 
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for that is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the peoples who will hear all 
these statutes and say, “Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people.” For what 
great nation is there that has a god so near to it as is the LORD our God whenever we call on 
Him? Or what great nation is there that has statutes and judgments as righteous as this whole 
law which I am setting before you today? 

The superiority of a culture, therefore, is expressed not in its might and power, but in its 
justice, in the righteousness of its ethical and legal foundations. Foreigners, no matter how 
indoctrinated they are with their own original culture, will eventually submit and acknowledge 
the superiority of a culture that is more righteous and more just. Granted, there may be a few 
who, due to vested interests, or due to self-conscious commitment to evil, or because God has 
hardened their hearts, may resist the clear evidence in front of their eyes, but as a general rule, 
the majority of those who come to witness and understand a culture of superior justice and 
righteousness, will eventually come to love it. 

Solomon as a king was known throughout the world for his wisdom; and his wisdom was 
expressed in the fact that he judged his people with righteousness, because this is what he 
asked of God in 1 Kings 3:9: “So give Your servant an understanding heart to judge Your 
people to discern between good and evil. For who is able to judge this great people of Yours?” 
Once his fame of a righteous judge was established, however, and he built the Temple, 
Solomon’s prayer was not that his kingdom’s borders were closed and no foreigners were 
allowed in, so that no one could sabotage their wonderful culture, but exactly the opposite: 

Also concerning the foreigner who is not of Your people Israel, when he comes from a far 
country for Your name’s sake (for they will hear of Your great name and Your mighty hand, 
and of Your outstretched arm); when he comes and prays toward this house, hear in heaven 
Your dwelling place, and do according to all for which the foreigner calls to You, in order that 
all the peoples of the earth may know Your name, to fear You, as do Your people Israel, and 
that they may know that this house which I have built is called by Your name (1 Kings 8:41-
43). 

Other nations, of course, had temples just as magnificent and beautiful as the Temple of 
Solomon. There was no reason why strangers would come only to see the beauty of the 
Temple. (And remember, for several generations God had no Temple, only the Tabernacle, 
and He declared that the Tabernacle was enough for Him.) The real attraction of Israel was 
not architectural but ethical/judicial: Solomon’s wisdom in judgment. The Queen of Sheba 
could have brought her large retinue to any other land with magnificent temples – and, if 
Velikovsky’s chronology is correct, which I believe it is, she was actually the Egyptian queen 
Hatshepsut, which means she had magnificent temples back home, in her own land. But she 
came to hear of his wisdom, and she acknowledged that the Lord had established him to do 
justice and righteousness (1 Kings 10:9). 

But under the New Covenant, such is to be the standing of every nation which 
acknowledges the God of the Bible and establishes its legal system and its culture on His Law. 
Under the Old Covenant, Israel needed specially inspired rulers and kings, like Moses, Joshua, 
David, Samuel, Solomon, to maintain justice and righteousness. Under the New Covenant, it 
is the very essence of the Gospel that a nation’s justice system should be founded on the Law 
of God (see 1 Tim. 1:8-11; “according to the glorious Gospel”). Israel under Solomon was a 
peculiarity under the Old Covenant; under the New Covenant, the Great Commission 
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commands us to make every nation do justice and righteousness as Solomon was commanded. 
A Christian nation, therefore, would be a nation where the morals and the laws are in harmony 
with the Law of God. The closer to the Law of God a nation’s morals and laws are, the more 
attractive it will be in the eyes of the people from other nations. Such nation should not be 
afraid to let strangers come to it. No visitor or spy or immigrant can sabotage a truly Christian 
nation; but it will sabotage the hearts of those who come to it, and will turn them away from 
their paganism. Just like the KGB’s work was sabotaged and their plans thwarted, the hearts 
of men always eventually surrender. There is no reason for fear. 

The only question we need to answer now is: what about those cultures who disappeared 
and were defeated in history? What about Rome that was overwhelmed by the immigrating 
Goths and Slavs and Huns, and later the Muslims: a superior civilization overrun by 
Barbarians. What about Byzantium, another superior civilization overrun by Muslims? Aren’t 
these examples that a superior culture can be defeated by inferior cultures? 

No, they aren’t. In all these examples, it was the superior culture that destroyed itself long 
before the Barbarians got to it. Rome was already rotten when the Germans started arriving at 
its borders; the old moral and civic virtues which characterized the Kingdom and then the 
Republic of Rome were gone by the time of Julius Caesar. Those old virtues – copied from 
the expanding influence of Solomon’s Israel several centuries earlier – helped Rome survive 
the Punic Wars and even expand. Their enemy, Carthage, an heir of the Phoenician city of 
Tyre, still practiced child sacrifice that was an integral part of the religion of their motherland, 
as described in the Bible. God wouldn’t let such culture survive and thrive for a long time. But 
later Rome, although never engaging in child sacrifice themselves, adopted similar practices, 
including abortion; and instead of a quest for justice, the Roman legal system became a tool 
for oppression and injustice. By the time of Julius Caesar, the only splendor Rome had was its 
architecture; ethics and justice had disappeared. When the Barbarians came a couple centuries 
later, few were eager and willing to defend a culture that had lost all sense of morality and 
justice. In fact, if anything, it was those same Barbarians who tried to restore it; and if 
anything survived, it was because of Christianity. 

A superior culture, therefore, never dies from outside attacks or sabotage; it always 
sabotages the hearts of its enemies and converts the best and brightest of them to its own 
service. Just like Christendom converted its pagan enemies – the Celts, the Saxons, the 
Scandinavians, the Slavs – and then made out of them more fierce and committed defenders 
and evangelists of the faith than the Jews or the Romans ever were. But when a culture begins 
to give way before its enemies, it can be for one reason only: it has become rotten. 

And when it has become rotten, it is not worth defending. And when it is not worth 
defending, no immigration restrictions will save it. They will only destroy liberty, and will 
make it even more rotten. But they will never save it. 

In the final account, American Christians and conservatives in general need not fear. 
Immigration is not a good tool for cultural sabotage. Any foreign government which decides 
to spend the resources and send thousands or millions of immigrants to achieve cultural and 
political goals in the US, is taking serious risks, and will eventually lose those resources 
without achieving anything of value. Individual people have their individual interests, and 
most of the time their individual interests are on the side of that culture that can provide them 
with more justice; their dictators back home can’t compete with the US on that account. 
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Eventually, even those specially trained and ideologically committed – like Jack Barsky – will 
surrender before the overwhelming evidence of the superiority of a culture. 

But if you are concerned about America, you better start looking for dangers inside its 
culture. America can’t be brought down by foreign enemies; but her most dangerous enemies 
are those inside who want to deprive her of her freedom, and those who want to remove from 
her midst the religion that has protected that freedom for centuries. Look for these enemies in 
the seats of power, both in the civil government, and in the pulpits. Especially the pulpits. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Deep Under Cover: My Secret Life and 
Tangled Allegiances as a KGB Spy in America, by Jack Barsky and Joe Reilly. If you wonder 
who Joe Reilly is, he is the FBI agent who was with that Pennsylvania state trooper when 
Barsky was first arrested and taken for interrogation. The two men later became close friends. 
When you read the book, pay special attention to the change in Barsky’s mind year after year, 
while living in America and experiencing her culture first hand. Barsky is not alone. There are 
millions like him who have made the US their true allegiance, abandoning the allegiances to 
their former dictators and slave masters. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to expanding the Kingdom of God in Eastern Europe through preaching 
the Gospel of Jesus Christ to every area of man’s life and institutions. Our focus is not just on 
saving people’s souls but in building a culture that will reflect Jesus Christ and His 
righteousness and justice. Visit BulgarianReformation.com to learn more about our work and 
our view of how missions should be done in the modern world. Subscribe to the newsletter for 
updates, and prayerfully donate for publishing and translations, which will help us build the 
intellectual foundation for the Christian culture in Bulgaria. God bless you all. 
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 Tithing, Responsibility, and the Presence 
Given that ethical/judicial context of two-way responsibility between men and 
their institutions, then, what is the Biblical way for us to think about the tithe? 

Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony, Tithing and Dominion 

 
Welcome to Episode 63 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will tackle a topic which, for all 2000 years 
of church history, still remains unresolved: tithing. No, don’t expect me to resolve it in one 
little episode of one little podcast, if dozens of books by all kinds of theologians of all kinds of 
denominations, and tens of thousands of sermons by all kinds of preachers of all kinds of 
denominations have not led to anything close to agreement, nor even to approximate 
agreement on the issue. I sometimes think that tithing is a bit overrated topic, just like water 
baptism. If you remember, in the episode where we talked about water baptism, I pointed out 
that the proportion of our modern theological talk that we have devoted to water baptism 
doesn’t in any possible way match the proportion the Bible devotes to it: we have at the most 
half dozen verses in the Bible – a very low share compared to the whole Scripture – dealing 
with water baptism, while in our modern theological discussions we have thousands of books 
and hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of chapters, lectures, articles, seminary textbook 
lessons, etc., that deal with the topic of water baptism. I wonder sometimes, where do we find 
all the material to comment on, if the Bible contains so little on the issue? The same problem I 
see in our theological treatment of the tithe: there is very little on it in the Bible (although, 
admittedly, more than about water baptism), and most of it is not prescriptive in any way, or 
can’t serve to give us any practical instructions or commands as to what we should do about it 
in the modern church. 

Now, don’t get me wrong, I am not saying that the tithe is not important – just like I am 
not saying that the sacraments are not important. But importance has its degrees, and it is 
perfectly possible for the importance of some things to be overestimated, for different reasons. 
For one, it may be overestimated because of false ideology based on a fallacious worldview. 
To think of an example, it would be Paul’s discussion of the virtues of celibacy in 1 Cor. 7:32-
35. Paul’s words are important, but a false ideology like that of the Roman church will lead us 
to ascribe too much “spirituality” to a special class of single people. Or importance may be 
overemphasized because it is in the personal interest of a special class of people to establish 
their power over other people; and I am sure you can easily figure what class of people may 
be served by overemphasizing the sacraments and the tithe. Especially the tithe. 

Thus, as important as the tithe is, it is not awfully commonly covered in the Bible – at 
least not as much as other things, like righteousness and justice, which most of the time go 
unmentioned from the church’s pulpits in America. But if you have listened to most episodes 
of Axe to the Root, by now you know why the vast majority of pulpits seldom mention justice 
and righteousness, the foundations of God’s throne. This is not our topic now, however. This 
week, we want to look into a connection seldom made by most churches today, even when 
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they claim to preach “Biblically” on the tithe. The topic is: What is the responsibility of the 
tither as to where his tithe goes? 

“Responsibility” and “accountability” have become fashionable words in the churchian 
landscape of the last several decades. Now, when I say “fashionable,” I don’t mean that 
accountability is not a good thing. In fact, accountability – in terms of giving an account to 
other Christians about one’s beliefs, words, and actions – is part of the very nature of the 
covenant, and is an integral part of covenantal thinking. Remember, when we talked, in the 
first episode of Axe to the Root, about the nature of Biblical spirituality, and about the Biblical 
definition of a spiritual man, we saw that the Bible has only one definition for a spiritual man: 
one who judges everything. Biblical spirituality, therefore, requires that all the actions of all 
the people pass careful scrutiny as to whether they are in agreement with the ethics and the 
worldview of the Bible. The spiritual man must judge everything, and his actions must be 
subject to judgment; or, as Hebrews 5:14 indicates, a mature person is one who has trained his 
senses to discern between good and evil in everything. And he must judge himself; especially 
himself, as Matt. 7:3-5 and Luke 6:41-42 command. Therefore, in a world of Biblical 
spirituality, you will have to judge, if you are spiritual, and, conversely, you will have to be 
judged, because as spiritual as you are, you aren’t perfectly so, and therefore you are not 
above judgment by other people. In this mutual judgment between covenant people who are 
all spiritual, and yet who are all still imperfect in their spirituality, comes true accountability. 
We are judged by others in terms of good and evil in all we believe speak, and do, and we 
judge others in terms of good and evil in all they believe, speak, and do. This mutual 
judgment is what restrains us from going rogue on God and His covenant. This mutual 
judgment is what keeps us accountable to God. 

Unfortunately, however, this is not what modern pastors and preachers have in mind 
when they speak about accountability. And I am speaking here not just of any pastors and 
preachers, but of evangelical and Reformed pastors and preachers – or what passes for 
“evangelical” or “Reformed.” Ironically, the Reformation started with Luther’s attack against 
Rome’s ecclesiology; an ecclesiology that placed all the power in the church in the hands of a 
self-appointed institutional elite, which institutional elite insisted that it was by the right of its 
institutional power free of any accountability to the mass of ordinary believers and members 
of the universal church. Today, we like to look back to the Reformation as a gigantic battle of 
theological concepts, but the reality is, for the first 7 years after Luther posted his Theses on 
the door of that church in Wittenberg, the arguments used against the German Reformer were 
only ecclesiological arguments: “By what authority are you saying all these things?” “Who 
are your elders?” “What church are you a member of?” Etc. The theological debates didn’t 
start until 1524, when Erasmus published his Diatribe on the Freedom of the Will, to which 
Luther replied the next year in his The Bondage of the Will. The resistance against the 
Reformation was initially not against Luther’s theology – in fact, quite a few Roman 
theologians were willing to acknowledge the basic points of his theology as valid. The 
argument was against his claim that the Pope and his cardinals and archbishops should be 
subject to the same rules for accountability and judgment as the ordinary believers. That’s 
why the real controversy of the Reformation was not the doctrine of Scripture, nor the 
doctrine of predestination vs. free will, nor even the doctrine of salvation by works or by faith, 
but Luther’s doctrine of the priesthood of all believers, and, even more than that, what 
followed from it: the doctrine of the right and duty of private judgment. Yes, the same 
doctrine of the right and duty of private judgment which today is forgotten and never even 
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mentioned in any Reformed or evangelical church throughout the United States. The doctrine 
that gave the spark of the Reformation has ZERO sermons devoted to it on SermonAudio 
today, and the vast majority of “Reformed” or “evangelical” church-goers have never even 
heard of it, and certainly not from their pastors or elders or seminary professors. For all 
practical purposes, what passes for “Protestant” or “evangelical” today has returned to Roman 
Catholicism. 

Under this papist ecclesiology restored in the churches that claim to be “Protestant” or 
“evangelical,” accountability is only applied to ordinary members but not to church 
leadership. Obviously, if ordinary members are not priests (if their priesthood is not 
reaffirmed in the church’s theology) and if their right and duty of private judgment is not 
established and affirmed (because it is forgotten and not preached about at all), there is no 
theological principle that can keep the elders or the session accountable for anything they do. 
Except, of course, to themselves, which is no different than the practice of modern police 
department to “investigate themselves” and, of course, clear themselves of any wrongdoing, 
even when cops commit obvious crimes like murder of robbery. In my article, “Modern 
Presbyterianism and the Destruction of the Principle of Plurality of Elders,” I have shown how 
the very constitutions of Presbyterian denominations are so written as to prevent any judicial 
action against church sessions who commit injustice. On the surface, individual elders are 
liable to be taken to court; but that means nothing once you realize that according to the same 
denominations’ constitutions, rule in the churches is only joint, never individual. Thus, 
sessions as bodies make decisions but sessions as bodies are not liable, and you can’t take a 
session to court. (And if you take individual elders to court, they always have the session’s 
decision as their justification.) Accountability is only for the ordinary believers who are not 
protected by the legal power of their status as members of the session; for them, their 
“membership” only makes them vulnerable to all kids of injustices from the leadership. But 
for the leadership, accountability is zero. Thus, when you hear the word “accountability” 
coming out of the mouth of a modern “Reformed” or “evangelical” pastor or preacher, keep in 
mind, it doesn’t mean what you think it means. It only means that he keeps for himself the 
power to control your life and part of your money, under the pretext of “ministering” to you, 
while at the same time you are not allowed to ask about or seek accountability from him as to 
what he does with the power he has and with the money you are expected to contribute to his 
so-called “ministry.” 

Responsibility, R.J. Rushdoony says in his Institutes of Biblical Law, pages 481-484, is 
not a one-way street. Even when we enter a covenant with God, Who has no obligation to 
anything in His creation, He still voluntarily assumes certain obligations on His part of the 
Covenant. It would be even more applicable to relationships between men: there is never a 
one-way street relationship where only one of the parties is responsible to the other. 
Responsibility must be a two-way street, otherwise, as Rushdoony shows from Biblical 
examples, it is not true responsibility but pure theft. In a relationship where only one party 
bears responsibility and therefore is accountable to the other, the other party is nothing more 
than a thief, and can’t be any kind of “minister.” 

This context and background – of true Biblical responsibility and accountability – is the 
only legitimate context and background for any discussion on the tithe. Without first laying 
the foundation of true Biblical relationships of mutual judgment and accountability – 
including between members of the church and ministers of the church – we can’t really talk 
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about the tithe. Without such background, the tithe becomes nothing more than extortion 
money; a fee levied on the ordinary believer to acknowledge him as part of the visible church. 
A refusal to pay the fee makes him officially un-admitted into the church. Again, not that the 
tithe itself is unlawful or un-Biblical; but the context in which it is paid – one-way 
responsibility between the ordinary members and the church leadership, and the total lack of 
accountability for the leadership – makes the tithe nothing more than theft. Unless we 
acknowledge this ethical/judicial reality of any relationship between church members and 
church ministers – not just the tithe – we are doomed to create nothing more than the same 
papist bureaucracy as Rome. And indeed, the vast majority of the so called “local churches” in 
the US are nothing more than local popedoms. This last week was 500 years of the beginning 
of the Reformation; and yet, looking at the churchian landscape in America today, one can 
hardly see anything else but Rome replicated 300,000 times. 

Given that ethical/judicial context of two-way responsibility between men and their 
institutions, then, what is the Biblical way for us to think about the tithe? Keep in mind that 
while the Bible does speak about the tithe, and while it can be safely concluded from the little 
it says about it that every believer owes God a tithe, and that means not just given directly to 
God but to someone else on earth, whether institutions or projects or individual people, there 
is nothing in the Bible that specifically declares the procedural details of where and how the 
tithe is supposed to be paid. At least not in the New Testament. There are such specific laws 
in the Old Testament, but there is also sufficient evidence that these laws are part of the 
shadows of the Law, and therefore these laws are applicable under the New Covenant under 
the discretion of general equity at best. Besides, as we will see shortly, even the shadows of 
the Old Testament admitted of the use of discretion, common sense, and general equity 
contrary to the specific commandments – and in fact, Jesus approved of such use. To say it 
simply, there is more to the tithe than just giving it to a group of priests or elders. The group 
or session of priests or elders have to work hard to deserve it. If they don’t, the obligation of 
the tither is to re-direct his tithe. In other words, he has an obligation to pay it; but his pastor 
or elders are not entitled to it by default. Once we understand the Biblical principle that the 
tithe has to be given only in a setting of two-way responsibility, the theory that the giver is 
obligated to give, and then it’s on the church ministers what they do with it, is dispelled. The 
giver must make sure the money he gives goes to the right purposes, otherwise his 
responsibility is to not give, and to re-direct his money to where it will be used rightly. So, 
then, what is the principle? 

Since the modern defenders of ecclesiocracy defend, in one way or another the principle 
of one-way responsibility – that is, the church member is obligated to tithe (that’s where the 
so-called “local church membership” matters the most, not the nonsense of “fellowship,” 
which is actually lacking in almost all the churches who practice formal “membership”), so, 
the church member is obligated to tithe but spending the money is left to the discretion of the 
church leadership – and since these modern defenders of ecclesiocracy point to the Law of 
God and its commandments to tithe to the levitical system, our best starting point in learning 
the principle behind tithing is to start from the exceptions to the rule. If there are exceptions to 
the rule, then it can be only because the principle of tithing is broken somewhere; and if we 
find out what is broken, we will be able to find the connection between tithing and the 
ethical/judicial foudnation for the responsibility of the tither. 
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In his Institutes, page 513, Rushdoony mentions one such exception, and comments 
shortly on it. Here are his words: 

The tithe is to the Lord. Thus, in the days of Elisha, a man from Baal-Shalisha 
brought his tithe to Elisha and his school rather than to the priests (2 Kings 
4:42). In so doing, he was exercising his right to give to that which served the 
Lord best, rather to an official but apostate priesthood. 

Notice how Rushdoony pays homage to the fundamental principle of the Reformation, the 
Right and Duty of Private Judgment, a principle that today is forgotten in every single church 
and denomination that claims to be “Reformed” or “Protestant.” I think, however, Rushdoony 
is slightly incorrect here. No not incorrect in the fact that an individual has the right and duty 
to judge who is eligible to receive his tithe: That much is obvious, if we understand the 
principle of Biblical responsibility and accountability. Where he is slightly incorrect is that he 
believes that the principle for giving is “to that which serves the Lord best.” While it does 
have some merit to it, I think there is more to consider in this situation. At least we know from 
the Bible, that even under the Old Covenant, the laws for the tithe were such as to be open to 
breaking when it came to giving; an individual could decide to give elsewhere, not to the 
priests, and that didn’t have to incur guilt. The bikkurim, the first fruits mentioned in this 
example, were specifically to be offered as a grain offering and also eaten before the Lord, in 
a sort of presentation of Israel. Taking them to a prophet somewhere in the wilderness was a 
violation of the Law. But Elisha didn’t see it as such. He instead used it to make the first 
example of feeding hundreds of people with just a little food, and some even remained, pre-
imaging Jesus’s similar miracles. This connection with Jesus’s miracles is important, and we 
will return to it shortly. The question still is: what did the man of Baal-Shalisha (which 
literally means, The Lord of the Three, or The Lord of the Trinity, by the way, and is a city 
that no one really knows where it is) see in Elisha to find it necessary to break the Law and 
give him what belonged to the priests and the Temple? 

It must have been the same thing as in another example where what by the Law belonged 
to the priests was given to a non-priest: 1 Samuel 21:4-6, when Ahimelech the priest gave 
David and his men the consecrated bread which only the priests were allowed to eat of. 
Another violation of the Law, and yet, God didn’t seem displeased with it; in fact, Jesus 
affirms that it was right and just to do it, in Matthew 12:4. (See also Luke 6:1-5 and Mark 
2:23-28.) Jesus’s words here indicate something, however, which is usually missed in the 
English translations, which translate it either the consecrated or sacred bread or the 
shewbread. The phrase Jesus uses, however, is different; it literally means, in Greek, the 
bread of the presence, in all three gospels. Now, the original Hebrew text of 1 Samuel 24 only 
uses the phrase “sacred” or “consecrated” bread. Why did Jesus change it to “of the 
presence”? The phrase “bread of the presence” is used only twice in the Old Testament, once 
in Exodus 25:30, and then in Exodus 39:36. The bread is usually called kodesh, that is, 
“consecrated,” and Ahimelech uses that same phrase, but for this specific case, Jesus prefers 
to call it “of the presence,”, as in its less common use. 

He obviously does it to indicate that the shadow parts of the Law can be ignored when a 
greater issue is at hand. He is speaking of His disciples violating the Sabbath (which was true, 
they were violating it), and after giving His examples from the Law, He ended with His 
justification of their actions: “Something greater than the Temple is here.” 
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Now we are beginning to see the common element: There is a presence there. Jesus 
preferred to use the less known name of the bread – the bread of the presence – and He ended 
His lesson with, “There is a greater presence here.” Returning to His other example in Matt. 
12, the priests breaking the Sabbath in the Temple and not being guilty. Why? Well, they are 
in the Temple, and the Temple was not a magic place, it was the presence of God. Obviously, 
if the Presence was gone, the Temple was nothing, so the only thing that saved the priests was 
God’s presence. 

Now that we have noticed the common element, we can return to the man of Baal-
Shalisha and ask, what did the man see in Elisha, after all? Again, he saw the presence of 
God. The story of him bringing Elisha his first fruits is right in the middle of a long passage (2 
Kings, chapter 4-6) describing the everyday miracles Elisha was performing in Israel and 
outside Israel. Now, modern cessationist theologians to the contrary, miracles are not limited 
to proving the veracity of a word; they have a much greater function, and that function is to 
indicate of the presence of God. All the miracles in the gospels were meant to prove to Israel 
that the one called Emanuel, that is, God with us, is here. “Are you the One,” asked John the 
Baptist, “or should we wait for another.” (There’s your long Baptist tradition of distrusting 
God’s miracles and trusting men’s words.) Jesus’s answer was: “Look at all these miracles. 
What else do you need to know Whose presence is here?” Such examples can be found 
everywhere in the Bible, where miracles indicated the presence of God. So, the man of Baal-
Shalisha knew well: This Elisha dude has miracles happen around him all the time. God’s 
presence must be with him. I will put first fruits where God’s presence is. 

The same principle can be seen in other instances of the tithe, or of any offering 
whatsoever. Why did Abraham give Melchizedek a tithe? Hebrews 7 explains it: 
Melchizedek, whose name is both priest and king, was the presence of the very God: “Without 
father, without mother, without genealogy, having neither beginning of days nor end of life, 
but made like the Son of God.” Abraham, whose spirit was very sensitive to the presence of 
God (remember Gen. 18:3), and he could certainly sense when someone has the presence of 
God with them. This is what made him give a tithe. 

Jacob’s pledge to give a tithe was related to the same factor: God’s presence. In Genesis 
28:10-22, Jacob has a dream, and he sees God, and God repeats to him the promise of His 
covenant. Jacob wakes up and his reaction is, “Surely the LORD is in this place, and I did not 
know it.” Again, God’s presence is there. He calls the place Bethel, the House of God, even 
though there was no temple nor any institutional arrangement there; and, by the way, there has 
never been any in the history of Israel. And then Jacob promises to serve God and – wait for it 
– to “surely give a tithe” to God. Again, it is God’s presence, and that in a place where there is 
only a stone, and there has never been anything else, no church, no temple, not even a 
synagogue. 

And there are many other examples in the Bible, where people felt obligated to give 
money where they saw the presence of God: when the Israelites contributed to the Tabernacle, 
later to the Temple, when Naaman wanted to donate a fortune to Elisha, when the Christians 
in Jerusalem sold their property and took the money to the apostles, etc., etc., etc. To this we 
need to add the special tithe of the third year which was not even related to the Temple system 
in any possible way (Deut. 14:28-29; 26:12-15). It was supposed to be kept in the towns and 
used as welfare for the porr, the strangers (yes, welfare for the strangers, in the Bible), the 
levites, the orphans and the widows. But again, mentioning all these categories means that the 



ARP#63. Tithing, Responsibility, and the Presence  487 

tithe was supposed to deomnstrate that God is present among His people Israel, for His 
abundance and mercy can’t be anything else but a sign to His presence. Immanuel, God with 
us. 

In every such example of paying some form of a tithe of making an offering to God, the 
common element was that the giver sought the presence of God and gave to the place where 
he saw that presence. The Presence was the factor; while Rushdoony is correct that the giver 
has the responsibility to decide who deserves the tithe, I think his explanation for the 
fundamental criteria is inadequate: it’s not where the money will serve the best, it’s where the 
presence of God is. 

But how could a giver decide where the presence of God is? Isn’t he supposed to just 
accept the word of his ecclesiastical rulers as to where that presence is, as a sign of 
“submission” to church authorities? Not at all. 

In all these cases in the Word, the presence of God was a personal, direct revelation to the 
giver. Ahimelech the priest knew – from Samuel’s prophecy – that David was God’s beloved. 
Abraham personally knew Melchizedek was an image of the Son of God. The man from Beth-
Shalisha could personally judge that God’s Spirit was with Elisha. Jesus’s disciples had a 
personal revelation that He was God; “Peter, Peter, flesh and blood did not reveal that to you, 
but My Father in heaven.” Jacob had a dream and a personal revelation. The presence of God 
is not determined by institutional arangements. Sometimes He does abide by the institutional 
arrangements, as long as the leaders of the institution obey His voice – which hasn’t happened 
too often in history, and is certainly far fom happening today in the so-called “Reformed” or 
“evangelical” churches. In other times, God is outside the institutions that are officially 
bearing His name, as He was in the times of the prophets, and in the time of Jesus, and in the 
time of the Reformation. When God is outside those institutions, it is the responsibility of His 
worshipers to seek and pray for personal revelation to indicate His presence, and re-direct 
their tithe accordingly. The tithe is owned to God. Since it is owned to God, it must be paid 
where God is. If a church or other institution wants that tithe, it must make sure it is obedient 
to God and therefore has His presence. If not, it doesn’t deserve the tithe, and then it is 
responsibility of the giver to not give it his tithe, but seek the presence of God. 

The presence of God is a concept, however, long-forgotten in our churches. It was the 
central concept of the Old Covenant. Where God’s presence was decided everything, decided 
more than than any institutional organization or ceremonial activities could decide. Israel in 
Elijah’s time had a powerful monarchy, an established Temple hierarchy, was a prosperous 
and vibrant culture still eating the fruit of blessing from the previous generations; and yet, 
when Elijah left Israel and went to Mount Sinai, God’s presence was there with him, the lone 
ranger prophet of no roots and no church membership. (Remember, Elijah was an exile in 
Israel, he couldn’t even offer his mandatory sacrifices under the Law.) The Bible clearly 
speaks that it is God’s presence that decides everything; institutional action doesn’t. Even 
where the institutional leadership has all the power, where the Presence of God is missing, 
eventually they become powerless and lose their churches, and children, and eventually the 
culture. The presence of God is a central concept in the New Testament; in fact, this was the 
very promise of the New Covenant, that God will establish His dwelling place among and in 
His people, and will walk among them, and that the new name He will be known is Immanuel, 
God with us. This presence was very obvious in the descriptions of the early church in Acts; 
both Jews and Gentiles acknowledged that presence. And yet, there is nothing even close to it 
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in our modern churches in America. Our churches are all dead, for all practical purposes; they 
are all devoid of the presence of God, no one can recognize it there. In fact, if anything, our 
whole generation – and probably a few generations before us – has lost even the sense of 
discerning the presence of God. We don’t even know how it looks like, we haven’t even 
experienced it once, we don’t know what it is to have a church really moved by the Spirit and 
the Word, all we have is whitewashed tombs that we attend every Sunday to participate in 
“services” that are grimmer and more somber than a funeral service. And then we demand that 
people attend them regularly and even pay us money for them. 

The tithe, therefore, must be restored in its true meaning and intent; but more important 
than that, our discernment of the presence of God needs to be restored before anything else is 
restored. We in the US have been losing not only the culture but also our children and our 
churches – which is not bad, given that most of those churches are not worth a dime – and that 
loss has a spiritual reason for it. The Temple was lost when God’s Glory Cloud, God’s 
presence. This may be the reason we are losing. And the restoration will start when each one 
of us prays for, seeks earnestly, and through the Holy Spirit develops that discernment thta 
will make us capable of saying like Jacob, “I can see that God is in this place.” And then act – 
and tithe – accordingly. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is RJ Rushdoony, Tithing and Dominion. 
While after so many years and attempts at consistent development of my views of tithing, I 
would like to correct a few details in that book if I could, its general view of the tithe and its 
relation to dominion and Christian life is unsurpassed in all Christian literature so far. The 
tithe is not about your church, and not about any church. The tithe is about God and His 
Kingdom. Once we learn that principle, many things will change to the better. 

And remember in your praying and giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries. God has 
been with us in Bulgaria, granting success to a mission that, unlike many other missions, has 
operated on a shoestring budget. We need help to edit translated books, and we need help to 
publish these books and put them in the hands of Bulgarian Christians. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter (to find out if God’s presence is with 
our mission) and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Christians in Caesar’s Household 
Does the Bible mention believers who are in service of a pagan, executive 
state, and does the Bible give specific commands to those believers? 

Assigned reading: Joseph Goulden, The Best Years, 1945-1950 

 
Welcome to Episode 64 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I will try to cover a topic about which I have 
received multiple questions given some of the previous episodes of Axe to the Root, and 
certain teaching I have done on the nature of Biblical government and justice: namely, the 
issue of the executive state, as opposed to the judiciary state. 

For those listeners who are not familiar in detail with those teachings, I want to give a 
short summary of them: 

To get to the point, the civil government the Bible prescribes is strictly judiciary, that is, it 
is entirely devoted to issues of justice and nothing else. In the Bible, civil government is only 
the courts, which means, it is largely passive and inactive, and is only triggered to action 
where there is a dispute between private parties (which cannot, for one reason or another, be 
resolved through private arbitrage) or where there is a crime and the victim of the crime or his 
representatives cry out for justice. Thus, in the Law of God, the only function of magistrates is 
to be judges, nothing else. The so famous passage in Romans 13, which modern statist 
churchmen use to justify any obedience to the state and any action of state bureaucrats, also 
supports this limited view of government: it specifically says that civil rulers are to have 
authority (fear, in the Biblical term) only over evildoers, not over those who do good – thus, 
Romans 13 doesn’t describe our modern governments. (Our modern governments are rather 
described in Revelation 13, not Romans 13.) Lawful government servants, therefore, are only 
those who serve the courts in their functions, nothing more (as were the sheriffs in colonial 
America and the early American republic). All the other functions of safety, protection, and 
maintaining order outside disputes and crimes are left to individuals and the community, not 
to specialized government thugs. The Law also charges the government with the responsibility 
or waging war, but under the Law, wars are not part of executive policies, they are part of the 
judiciary, that is, restoring justice and punishing foreign criminals in the same way domestic 
criminals are judged. That’s why in Israel, it was judges who declared war and led the troops 
into battle. And when Israel became a monarchy, the kings were supposed to declare war only 
in their capacity as judges – that is, to restore justice, not to enlarge their dominions or their 
treasury. Such view of the government as strictly judiciary is the only view that truly 
maintains a limited government; any other view will by necessity lead to an expanding 
government, until the state controls every aspect of life. 

We have today in America and in the Western world a different concept and practice of 
government: the concept of the executive state. Under that concept, the state is a corporation 
with its own vision, ambitions, goals, objectives for the society and its future, and of course, 
its own policy and its own business. Unlike private corporations, however, the state has no 
customers or clients (or, rather, has ‘clients,’ but in the old Roman sense, as in legally 



ARP#64. Christians in Caesar’s Household  490 

dependent subjects), because it doesn’t sell any real commodities or services; it has only 
subjects. Its only commodity or service is raw power – power which, under the Law of God, is 
supposed to stay dormant until there is a need for it, and then only awaken for the specific 
case it is needed, and then go to its dormant state again. In the Bible, power is given to not be 
used except as a last resort. But in the political religion of the modern state (and in the 
political religion of many modern Christian groups), unused power is wasted power; it must 
be used to achieve purposes other than justice in order to justify its existence. Thus, we have 
the state as a corporation with its own goals and purposes, we have the commodity it produces 
– power, and we have its subjects who are the only available source of resources for the 
purposes of the state; the logical conclusion can be only one, namely, that the state must use 
its power to force its subjects to work for or contribute their resources for the goals and the 
purposes of the state. This is what the executive state is. It has, by default, to control and 
regulate every single activity its subjects are engaged in, to make sure that every single 
activity in the society serves the purposes of the state. The modern state, therefore, is 
described not in Romans 13 but in Revelation 13: “And he causes all, the small and the great, 
and the rich and the poor, and the free men and the slaves, to be given a mark on their right 
hand or on their forehead, and he provides that no one will be able to buy or to sell, except the 
one who has the mark, eitherthe name of the beast or the number of his name” (vv. 16-17). No 
matter what your eschatological interpretation of Revelation 13 is, this passage clearly 
describes the nature of the beastly state, and looking at out world today, we can clearly see 
that every single state in the world today is a beast, including the United States. 

For this reason, my argument has been that a major part of the Christian resistance and 
the Christian view of righteous civil government is that the executive state must go. Executive 
authority in the Bible – that is, the authority to manage resources, establish and achieve 
objectives for the future, and set up policies and purposes for those resources – is given to the 
families and the individuals, not to the state. There is no power in the Bible given to the state 
to declare illegal or regulate or permit or ban any activity of individuals that the Bible has not 
declared a crime – from consuming substances, through selling and buying, through starting 
companies, hiring workers and being hired as a worker, through decisions for saving or 
spending, through crossing national borders in search of better life, through decisions of 
voluntary co-operation with other people on any kind of economic or non-economic projects, 
etc., etc., etc. There is no power given to the government in the Bible to control non-criminal 
individuals under the pretext of ‘safety.’ There is no power given to the government to create 
special classes of uniformed thugs granted executive privilege to steal other people’s life, 
liberty, or property for the purpose of ‘maintaining order.’ Order, safety, prosperity, 
investments, employment, immigration, education, the future, etc., are prerogatives of the 
community of free individuals. The only authority the Bible allows the civil government is the 
area of justice. Nothing else. Thus, police, standing armies, government bureaucracies, 
immigration restrictions, regulatory agencies, educational agencies, taxing agencies (including 
school districts), game wardens, are all immoral and unlawful, as far as the Bible is 
concerned; they are clearly part of the realm of the Beast of Revelation 13, not part of the 
godly civil government in Romans 13, because they are given power not just over criminals 
but over non-criminal members of the society as well. 

No need to dig deeper here, y’all can find those lectures I have done, at the Freedom 
Conference earlier this year, and previous episodes of Axe to the Root. My goal today is not 
talk about the evil of the executive state and the Biblical view of the civil government as a 
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limited judiciary. I want to cover a question that I have been asked many times, especially 
when I talk about the evil of the standing army of police, which is nothing more than an 
enforcer for the executive state, and specifically a revenue collector – or you can call it a 
racketeer or a bagman – for the executive state. The question is: What do we tell those people 
who work for the police but are not in their personal hearts and conduct, or in their conscience 
even, corrupt? Police is an evil, anti-Biblical institution, that much can be derived from the 
Bible, given that there is no mandate in the Law of God for an institution of special executive 
privilege charged with controlling the general population for the purposes of the elite. 
Contrary to what most people believe, cops do not spend most of their time fighting crime – 
only less than 10% of the work of the cops is devoted to that; the rest of their work is revenue 
collection in one form or another. As one author noted, “if two people start fighting with 
knives, cops will probably never show up to stop the fight, but dare drive down the road 
without a registration plate or sell burritos on the street without a license, you bet within less 
than an hour you will be besieged by several police cars and dozens of cops, threatening you 
with all kinds of consequences and writing you tickets for hundreds of dollars in fines.” But in 
that evil institution there are still people who have gotten in because they were misled about 
the nature of that institution; some of them professing Christians, and some of them still 
believing that the institution is OK, it just needs to be reformed or even redeemed. What do 
we tell these people to do? And cops are not the only ones. We have government school 
workers and teachers who are good people caught in the middle of decisions made out of 
ignorance, we have good people working for regulatory or taxing agencies, we even have 
good people working for corrupt politicians or judges, or public attorneys, and should we 
mention the standing army of the military, something that both the Law of God and our 
American historical tradition clearly forbid – and we have hundreds of thousands of Christian 
men and women misled by all the militarist propaganda so cherished by the conservative part 
of the socialist population of the US – what do we do we tell all these people once we open 
our eyes and their eyes to the massive idolatry of the executive state we have in out midst, to 
the political machine of the Beast in Revelation 13? Do we tell them to quit? Do we tell them 
that it’s OK to stay where they are and just obey orders? How can we teach the Romans 13 
view of government – a limited judiciary – and yet approach the issue of Christians working 
for the current Revelation 13 pagan state in all its different manifestations? 

I call this the problem of Christians in Caesar’s household, from the phrase used in 
Philippians 4:22: “All the saints greet you, especially those of Caesar’s household.” Paul 
writes this letter from Rome, and he uses the Greek word oikia, meaning not immediate family 
but ‘household’ in the economic sense of the word, including everyone who is in one way or 
another dependent on the personal household or business ventures of the ruling emperor. This 
included the immediate family of the emperor, but also his slaves and servants, his ‘freemen’ 
(that is, freed slaves), and his clients. Now, clients in Rome meant not the same word it means 
today; to get a better idea of the meaning of that word, search for ‘patron-client relationship’ 
in ancient Rome. In general, the phrase ‘Caesar’s household’ meant everyone who in one way 
or another was economically and judicially dependent on the emperor’s family. The question 
now is, however, why am I using this phrase in relation to modern executive government 
agencies, if there isn’t today any Caesar, nor is there any ruling family? 

Because the underlying ideology and the principle of existence and operation of the 
modern executive state is the same as that of the pagan states in ancient times and in the 
antiquity. The ancient monarchies пїЅ and not only the ancient, but most monarchies in 
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history – as should be well known to any student of history, ruled their domains in a way a 
homeowner rules his house. Fustel de Coulanges, in his amazingly good study of the Classical 
Civilization, The Ancient City, points to the fact that the Greek polis as a political entity, and 
later the Roman Empire, emerged not as a new form of government but only as an extension, 
or rather, an imitation of the ancient family household. Just as the father in the family ruled 
over his children and his slaves, the monarch ruled over his subjects. But since every political 
entity needs not only a ruler, but also a system of bureaucracy to control and manage the 
resources at the disposal of the state, the ancient monarchs were in need of loyal bureaucrats 
to do the control and the management. There is only one way to have loyal bureaucrats, and 
that is, to make them all economically dependent on the ruler, just as servants in the 
household. Under the Republic, government positions were voted to members of the patrician 
class. The voting process eventually became corrupt, there is no doubt about it, but it was still 
a process that at least assumed some manner of separation between private business and 
public duties, and it at least placed some restrictions and threatened prosecution for abuse of 
power. (Julius Caesar started the civil war because he was asked to give up his military 
command and appear in Rome for prosecution.) Once the Empire was practically proclaimed 
in 45 BC with the proclamation of Caesar for dictator for life, he immediately started 
replacing the elected patricians in positions of government with appointed bureaucrats – and 
all of them members of his own household, including his freed slaves. The Empire – which 
was in its very essence an executive state – continued replacing elected statesmen with 
household servants, and by the time of Constantine, it was all a gigantic bureaucracy, with no 
true public servants anymore. When Paul was writing his letter, the process was under way, 
and even at that early time (he was writing under the reign of Nero), much of the government 
of the empire was given over to low-level members of the household of the Caesars. When 
Paul was speaking of ‘those of Caesar’s household,’ he was speaking of what today would be 
described as ‘public servants’: bureaucrats, low-level administrators, police, regulatory and 
taxing agencies, etc. These were people who owed their economic survival to their loyalty to 
the person in power. They had no other means to make a living or prosper; they relied on the 
power of their master to rob the rest of the population of their hard-earned money, and then 
distribute part of it among his own household. And that is exactly the way the executive state 
operates today. It has its own household, its own army of people who are economically 
dependent on it; a bureaucracy which survives and thrives on the power of the executive state 
to rob the working population of a portion of their income, gainings, or profit, and the power 
to distribute part of it among its own house servants. Caesar doesn’t exist today, but the 
principle of making the state into a giant household ruling over the families of the land is still 
here with us. 

Now, much can be said about why today, after 2,000 years of Christianity, we still have 
such a pagan state ruling over us, instead of the Biblical model of civil government of a 
strictly judiciary state. The blame, of course, is on the church and its leaders, but analyzing 
their guilt is not the focus of this episode. The question today is this: what do we say to these 
members of the household of the modern Caesar? Do we tell them to quit, or stay where they 
are? 

Over the last several years, while speaking on the concept of the Biblical judiciary state 
and the evil of the modern executive state, I have been confronted with the logical challenge: 
If we know that the modern executive state is evil, that it is only a modern version of the 
ancient pagan states, we should be telling those Christians – and not only Christians – who 



ARP#64. Christians in Caesar’s Household  493 

serve it and are part of its household to quit their jobs. Face it, Bo, there can be no such thing 
as good cops or good tax collectors or good public school teachers or public government 
employees. Or good public military servicemen, for that matter, given that the Bible doesn’t 
allow standing armies, and besides, the US military is involved in so many unrighteous and 
unjust wars around the globe. Why would we tell those people – especially if they are 
Christians – to stay where they are, instead of telling them to leave and not serve the Beast? 
Seeing that I never made that call, some of my friends who insist that a Christian must be 
consistent and not work for any executive government agencies were rather exasperated and 
baffled by my position: How is it that you, who of all people are the most vehement critic of 
the executive state, don’t see it logical and necessary to call for an exodus out of it? In fact, I 
have also said several times that it may be expedient for Christians who are in these agencies 
to stay there for as long as they can. Why is that? 

Of course, the most obvious – although, not the strongest – reason is the impracticality of 
such an advice. Or, rather, the impossibility of consistently applying it across the board. OK, 
we can apply it somewhat in a mixed economy where, while the government controls a certain 
share of the market and the economy, other parts are left to some form of private initiative. 
Like the US. Anyone can decide to leave his government job and go into the private business; 
and in fact, in most cases, his economic position will improve by doing that. So, it’s really not 
that much of a sacrifice; well, perhaps, the only thing that one sacrifices when leaving their 
government job is the relative security of the job. But what do we do with Christians in 
totalitarian states where everything, the whole economy and the market, are not simply 
controlled but owned by the state and used for its purposes? In Eastern Europe before 1989, 
there simply wasn’t any market nor economy nor entrepreneurship outside the state. Any job a 
person could take had to be working for the state in one form or another, and therefore 
producing value for the state. (Now, how much of value that was is a different issue.) 
Whatever one wanted to be or was born to be – an engineer, an agricultural worker, a teacher, 
an accountant – he had to work for the state. The only alternative was to completely abandon 
the society and find a remote place where one could survive without the society. That’s what 
the Russian Lykov family did in 1936: Old believers being persecuted by the Communist 
authorities, they retreated with their two younger kids deep into the Siberian taiga and settled 
in a place never before visited by any human being, including the local tribes. Two more 
children were born while they lived in isolation, and the family survived year after year with 
great difficulties, until they were discovered by geologists 42 years later. But is this the way 
for a Christian family, and specifically for a Reformed family living under a totalitarian 
regime? Can we consistently demand that Christians fulfill the Great Commission expand the 
Kingdom of God in any circumstances, and yet, demand of them life choices that, in certain 
institutional settings, will make them powerless, or even doom them to starvation? Having 
lived under Communism, and knowing what it is, I can’t consistently tell anyone that they 
need to leave their job for the government and try to find another means of survival. If I can’t 
do it to a Cuban or North Korean or Venezuelan Christian, I can’t do it to an American 
Christian. 

But this is a practical consideration, and, admittedly, it can be a weak argument. 
Consistency perhaps can sometimes be trumped by extraordinary circumstances. Perhaps. The 
ultimate strong argument, however, would be a Biblical command or example. Does the Bible 
mention believers who are in service of a pagan, executive state, and does the Bible give 
specific commands to those believers? 
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It turns out that it does, and the passage where it does it is pretty clear, and applies quite 
well to our modern situation. That passage is Luke 3:12-14, where tax collectors and soldiers 
were asking John the Baptist what they should do now, as repentant and baptized people: 

And some tax collectors also came to be baptized, and they said to him, “Teacher, 
what shall we do?” And he said to them, “Collect no more than what you have been 
ordered to.” Some soldiers were questioning him, saying, “And what about us, what shall 
we do?” And he said to them, “Do not take money from anyone by force, or 
accuse anyone falsely, and be content with your wages.” 

Tax collectors and soldiers. I don’t know how much worse it can go. The racketeers of 
the Empire; those who sucked the blood of the Empire’s population in order to feed the Beast. 
It was these two categories – the tax collectors and the soldiers – who made sure that no one 
who didn’t have the sign of the Beast (a permit, a certificate of paid taxes) could buy or sell. 
And these guys – these guys – came to be baptized! Imagine the nerve! And, even worse, 
John the Baptist didn’t reject them, he actually baptized them, and then, when they asked him 
what to do, he failed to tell them, ‘quit your jobs.’ Amazingly enough, even though it is only 
logical for him to tell them to quit their jobs in service of the Beast, he not only didn’t do it, he 
gave them ethical rules for how to do their job. It’s not like the Roman Empire was a 
totalitarian state where everything was owned by the state and therefore every job was 
working for the state. People were allowed to be free workers, they were allowed to have their 
own business. Peter was a fisherman, Paul made tents, etc. No one had to work for the 
government. Then why didn’t John tell these people to quit their jobs? 

It is also interesting to see what ethical instructions he gave them. To the tax collectors, 
he said, “Collect no more than you are ordered to.” Now, before some statists decide to use 
this as a ‘proof’ that the Bible justifies any taxes and any rate of taxation, it doesn’t. These 
were instructions to people in a lower position, whose only power was to decide how much 
they will collect. They were not the ones who ordered what taxes must be collected. They 
were the ones fulfilling the orders. That is, if an order was given that a family must pay a 
specific sum, the tax collector’s job was to count the families in his district and take the 
money from them. Using the power of the state, that is, the soldiers, if necessary. Now, at the 
time, tax collectors apparently had the same drive as tax collectors today: they were always 
tempted to use their power to extort more from the defenseless population than what was 
ordered – of course, with the purpose of lining up their own pockets. Except that at that time, 
the practice was rather illegal, at least on the books. But since there was no regulatory organ 
to control tax collectors, they were pretty left alone to extort as much as they could, and 
pocket the difference. In today’s US, tax collectors are encouraged to collect more, and 
receive bonuses for it. 

John’s instructions to these tax collectors are that they shouldn’t collect more than they 
are ordered to. That is, they are not supposed to enrich themselves while they carry out the 
orders of their sovereign, the pagan state. But these are people who just got baptized and are 
believers! How can we interpret John’s words? What is the worldview and what is the  

; that is, they were a standing army charged with the task of suppressing the population in 
favor of the ruling elite in Rome. Naturally, as any standing army of the interior, they were 
also charged with the task of assisting the tax collectors in their work. No different than 
modern police: modern cops spend more than 90% of their time collecting revenue, and only 
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5% fighting crime. Just like the modern cops, the cops of the time were subject to the same 
temptations and committed the same sins and crimes. Because of this, John warned them 
against those sins and crimes: Do not take money from anyone by force (asset forfeiture, 
fines, etc), do not accuse anyone falsely (planting evidence, cops posing as instigators of 
crime, lying in court, etc.), and be content with your wages (corruption, bribery, using their 
power to run criminal enterprises, etc.) Obviously, the cops at the time were exactly like the 
cops of our time. And yet, all John told them was to refrain from abuse of power, leading to 
these specific sinful and criminal practices, but he never told them to quit their jobs. Why? 

This clear example has been what makes me reluctant to declare that since police and 
other government executive institutions are, by the nature of their function, unlawful 
Biblically, then the Christians who work in them must quit their jobs. If John didn’t tell the 
tax collectors and the soldiers of his time to quit, I have no Biblical mandate to tell modern 
policemen, government school teachers, IRS agents, agents of regulatory agencies, etc., to 
quit their jobs. That much must be clear. 

Now, none of this means that the institutions they work for are lawful or necessary, from 
a Biblical perspective. The Roman executive state was the Beast, and the modern state is the 
Beast, and their executive institutions are unlawful and must be abolished, all of them, as soon 
as possible, preferably yesterday. For a Christian to remain working in them is lawful, 
Biblically, provided the individual is aware of the institutional sin prevalent in that institution, 
and provided he takes measures to not participate in it. But why should a Christian remain in 
such an institution? 

The only possible answer is: because there, he fulfills an important purpose in the 
Kingdom of God in history. But what is that purpose? It is certainly not to rationale for his 
words within that worldview? 

He said the same to the soldiers. Soldiers, of course, in the Roman Empire, were not just a 
military. They also fulfilled the role of the modern police perpetuate the institution; 
perpetuating a pagan institution can never be the purpose of a Christian. But what is it, and 
where in the Bible can we find such an answer? 

The answer is found in the person and ministry of Joseph. Joseph, who was raised to the 
position of the highest ruler in the Kingdom of Egypt after the Pharaoh, and since that 
kingdom at the time was the most powerful kingdom in the world, he became the most 
powerful man alive. He achieved all this while serving a pagan empire. In his time, it was just 
as pagan as it was centuries later, when the Israelites were enslaved under it. It openly served 
false gods. It openly made sorcery and occultism its government policy. It was, for all 
practical purposes, a pagan state, if there has ever been one. And yet, Joseph served that state, 
and Joseph’s service to that pagan state is considered one of the highest examples of service to 
God in the Bible. 

Now, before we jump to incorrect conclusions, let me explain something. Some modern 
Reformed authors have taken the example of Joseph to postulate some legitimacy to the 
modern socialist state – see, if Joseph was the most powerful man of a socialist state, therefore 
there is nothing wrong with statism and socialism in our modern days. This interpretation 
misses the fact that unlike the modern socialist state, Joseph did not use his power to force a 
nationalization of Egypt’s economy. All Joseph used was his prophetic skill and his economic 
genius. The people of Egypt were not forced to surrender their property; nor was the military 
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or police apparatus of Egypt used to confiscate private property. They voluntarily surrendered 
all they had (Genesis 47). During the seven years of abundance, when the land had a surplus 
of food, Joseph gathered one fifth of the food – presumably, the surplus of those years. The 
people of Egypt each had the opportunity also to store food for himself and his family, 
learning from Joseph’s example, but none of them did. When the years of starvation came, 
they were forced to sell everything they had to Joseph in order to get food from him. Joseph’s 
power – and the power of his master, the Pharaoh, grew not through superior force but 
through superior economic reason. Thus, Joseph has nothing to do with the modern socialist 
states. 

And yet, he served a pagan state. What was the purpose for the Kingdom of God of that 
service? 

It was bringing temporary redemption to a place of evil, in history. 

The Egyptian state was a pagan state. It was also the most powerful state at the time, and 
its power was fueled by its control of the most fertile land at the time, the valley and the delta 
of the Nile. The promised land was situated very close to that pagan state. The pagan state 
itself was not always a reliable neighbor; remember that Sarah was taken away from Abraham 
by the king of Egypt (Gen. 12). Later, when a Pharaoh came to the throne who remembered 
not Joseph, the state enslaved whole populations. All this happened in times of relative safety 
and prosperity and peace. Imagine what would have happened during the seven years of 
famine, if such a pagan state was faced with the problem of population restless because of 
famine, and pressure from other nations for the same reason? The result would have been 
devastating. In places like China or India, a simple change of dynasties or an internecine strife 
have led to millions slaughtered. Egypt wouldn’t have avoided a similar fate if it had entered 
the famine period without proper economic preparations. Joseph, in this case, was serving not 
the pagan state but God’s Kingdom through the medium of the pagan state. He was bringing 
temporary redemption in a place of evil. It was temporary: God never designed to take over 
Egypt through Joseph. He only designed to bring temporary redemption to Egypt, until His 
people were safe. Nothing more. No service to the pagan state. No legitimacy to socialism. No 
legitimacy to the executive state and its brutal institutions. The only purpose was bringing 
temporary redemption to a place that without that redemption would have turned into hell on 
earth. 

The same was situation with Naaman, the Syrian general serving under king Ben-Hadad 
of Syria. He became a believer after being baptized in a way by the prophet Elisha (2 Kings 
5:15). Elisha, however, did not tell him to leave his position of the highest general of a pagan 
king. In fact, Naaman even told Elisha that he would regularly enter the temple of Rimmon, a 
Syrian deity, because of his obligations to his king, but that his bowing before the statue of 
Rimmon won’t be because of worship to Rimmon. Elisha did not see a problem with this 
arrangement and even sent him out with a ‘lech l’shalom,’ a greeting reserved only for those 
in the covenant. Why was this? While the answer is not explicitly given, we see that during 
the reign of Ben-Hadad, Syria, which at the time was the mightiest kingdom in the region, was 
friendly to Israel, and Ben-Hadad honored Hebrew prophets as ‘men of God’ (see 2 Kings 8). 
Apparently, the influence of Naaman the believer was felt in the Syrian court; God had a 
temporary mercy for Israel, before He allowed all hell to break loose. All hell indeed broke 
loose and we see the true nature of Syrian paganism when Hazael, a man who was anointed 
by Elijah (1 Kings 19:15) and prophesied about by Elisha (2 Kings 8) assassinated Ben-Hadad 
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and became a king of Syria. Again, the influence of a believer in a pagan government was 
obvious: a temporary respite from the full manifestation of hell on earth. And certainly not an 
endorsement of pagan governments and pagan political and judicial practices. 

There are other examples in the Bible and in church history as well, but these two should 
suffice for our purposes here. What is important for us to understand is this: God doesn’t 
command all the servants of pagan governments to leave their posts upon becoming 
Christians. He doesn’t discourage Christians from joining pagan governments as servants or 
even rulers. Yes, even where they join an institution that is, in its purpose and intent, an evil 
institution. The only caveat for a Christian joining such institution is that he must join it with 
the clear intention and vision to serve as a temporary redemption in a place or institution 
ultimately destined to be abolished, because it is nothing less than hell on earth. He must be 
there as Jesus who preached to the spirits in prison (1 Pet. 3:19). Or, even better, following 1 
Tim. 4:10, we know that Christ is the Savior of all people, especially of those who believe. 
Now, obviously, there is some sort of salvation to those who don’t believe, although it is not 
the special one we get. This general salvation, or temporary redemption, is what such a servant 
of God is supposed to do. Not to perpetuate a pagan government; but to undermine a pagan 
government in its purposes and agenda, and deter the full unleashing of its potential of 
wickedness and injustice. 

Cops and tax collectors and other government servants today are no different than what 
they were in the Roman Empire. They use their position to steal, rob, and destroy. Whole 
divisions within the police departments are specialized in false witnessing – those where cops 
are trained to pose as drug dealers who push drugs to people with the purpose of arresting 
them after that. If, of course, they just don’t plant ‘evidence’ to justify arrests. Police, contrary 
to the claims, doesn’t fight crime. More than 90% of the work of modern police is revenue 
collection for the local governments. Which is not different from collecting more money than 
they are told to. More than 40-50% of the budgets of many local governments and police 
departments and Sheriff’s offices come from fines and tickets and from the modern form of 
highway robbery called ‘asset forfeiture.’ Let this sink. May be we think that we as voters 
vote on how much our taxes should be, but in reality, unelected bureaucrats – or worse, 
unelected bureaucrats with weapons and badges – really decide how much they are going to 
extort from us, and it is more than double than what we vote for. This is exactly the modern 
form of what Zachaeus did before he repented, using government force to extort people for 
money, and this is exactly what John the Baptist warned the tax collectors and the soldiers 
again: ‘Do not force anyone,’ and ‘Do not take more than what ordered.’ (Ordered today 
would mean what was voted, given that the official sovereign are the voters.) We have seen 
from so many examples that cops are not even above murder of innocent people for no reason 
whatsoever – and the courts support them. For all practical purposes, our modern government 
is just as barbaric and cruel and pagan as any government in the antiquity. 

What would be the reason for a Christian, then, to stay in such institutions, or to even join 
such institutions? 

What the Biblical reason is: To bring temporary redemption to an institution which will 
eventually be abolished, but in the meantime, if not restrained, may create hell on earth. The 
purpose for Christians in Caesar’s household must be to sabotage Caesar’s household in its 
pagan nature and goals; to use their power to refuse to implement the wicked aspects of its 
policy. In times of disaster, Christians in Caesar’s household must be trained and taught to act 
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like Joseph: Taking over to prevent pagans in power from acting as pagans, and bringing 
God’s order to situations that otherwise would disintegrate into chaos. 

Christian tax collectors should use their position to sabotage the collection of taxes as 
much as they can. Collecting more than 10% in taxes is idolatry and an affront to God, so 
using one’s position to achieve any decrease in the tax burden on individuals and companies is 
a worthy goal for a Christian in any tax agency. Additional charges must be sabotaged, court 
action against taxpayers must be sabotaged; and in dire times when businesses and individuals 
suffer from both economic downturns and government oppression, tax collectors must fulfill 
their oath to God by deliberately refusing to implement policies that place even more burden 
on affected families and businesses. Every single rule in the book must be used to justify more 
money left in the hands and bank accounts of the taxpayers; and when a tax collector goes to 
court, he must deliberately come unprepared so that the case against the taxpayer is dismissed. 

The advice to police should be similar: sabotage the unjust and wicked aspects of the 
work of police. First and foremost, refuse to be a revenue collector for the government. 
Revenue collection is not mentioned in any of the oath police officers take; thus, there is no 
violation of oath if a cop refuses, either overtly or covertly, to be a revenue collector. 
Moreover, the practice of revenue or tickets quotas is illegal, so no police officer is under any 
pressure or obligation to write tickets or collect fines. The principle of a Christian police 
officer must be this: ‘If the bureaucrats want to collect money, they are free to leave their 
offices and go collect it. I am not doing it for them.’ It should also go without saying that a 
police officer must deliberately refuse to get involved in all the immorality and false 
witnessing cops are taught to do: planting ‘evidence,’ murder, using force, even detaining 
individuals who have not committed any crime. The only Biblically legitimate function of a 
police officer is being an agent of the courts; that is, serving court warrants and executing 
court orders. Nothing else. Of course, in case a cop finds himself in a situation where crime is 
being committed – and such situations are notoriously rare – he is obligated to act to stop the 
criminal, but then again, this is a not specific police job, it is the duty and privilege of any 
individual. In court, a police officer must refuse to testify against individuals who have not 
committed a crime according to the Law of God, even if the laws of men say they have 
committed a crime. In everything police does these days, a Christian police officer should 
sabotage the work of his own agency by remaining faithful to the Biblical Law, and also, 
remain a servant of the only institution that is Biblically legitimate, namely, the courts. 

The same applies to government school teachers, bureaucrats in regulatory agencies, 
employees of federal standing armies like the military, the BLM, the immigration agencies, 
etc. all these executive agencies were created to enforce the will of the pagan state, and thus 
create hell on earth. A Christian working for them must strive to bring temporary redemption 
to those places by (1) sabotaging the anti-Biblical aspects of their work, and (2) bringing 
God’s order to situations which otherwise would deteriorate into chaos. Bringing God’s order, 
and sabotaging Satan’s disorder, is the covenantal purpose of work of a Christian in Caesar’s 
household. 

And if a Christian government employee can’t do these things, or feels he is not strong 
enough to deal with the opposition, he should leave. Living and working where the throne of 
Satan is not a job for everyone. It is a legitimate job in the history before the Final Judgment, 
but it is not an easy job. And certainly not for everyone. 
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The book I will recommend this week is Joseph Goulden’s The Best Years, 1945-1950. 
The book covers the problem of the returning WWII veterans and their proneness to violence. 
But it also shows the conflict between the returning GIs and the boss-ruled Democrat southern 
states. Including the Battle of Athens, TN in 1946. Pay attention to the role of police in these 
events. You will find out that police has never been on the side of justice; it has always been 
on the side of corrupt governments. If it wasn’t for the military superiority of the GIs over the 
cops, to this day, the Southern states would have remained corrupt and controlled by party 
bosses like third-world countries. But even today, police continues to serve corrupt party 
bosses. And since today we don’t have returning GIs in such numbers as after WWII, the only 
restraining force in our society are those Christians who have served or serve in the police, 
and know how to sabotage its work and bring morality and order to the wickedness and chaos 
of the modern state. 

And remember, in your prayers and giving, Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to bringing the full and comprehensive Gospel to Eastern Europe; not 
only saving souls, but also redeeming the society for the Kingdom of God through preaching 
the Law of God and the Redemption of Jesus Christ to every area of society. 
Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. Your money won’t 
be wasted. And God bless you all. 
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 Head-Covering: Freedom and Justice vs. Liturgy and 
Power-Play 

Assigned reading:  Paul and Gender, by Cynthia Long Westfall  

 

Welcome to Episode 65 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I will try to fix a gap in my teaching for the last 
20 years. That gap is the interpretation of 1 Cor. 11:2-16: Paul’s injunction about women’s 
head-covering in the church. When I say gap, I don’t mean that I had taught a fallacious 
interpretation of the passage. As a matter of fact, I had no interpretation at all. I had been 
asked many times about my interpretation, especially by women, and especially by women 
who are sensitive about abuse of power in the church. But I always replied that I hadn’t gotten 
to that passage yet. I had nothing to say. I knew all the official interpretations – especially the 
so-called “Reformed” ones, by respected Reformed preachers. I couldn’t buy into any of 
them, though. All of them seemed quite out of character for Paul in his other epistles, and 
even in that same epistle of 1 Corinthians. All of them seemed to interpret the text quite out of 
the context: these several chapters of 1 Corinthians treat the topic of the church as one body, 
with everyone in it, male or female, equal in honor and dignity, and all these interpretations – 
even by the most respectable Reformed theologians and preachers, seemed to take this 
passage out of context and interpret it as if half of the church – the women, had lower honor 
and dignity. In addition, there was nothing ethical or judicial in the interpretations I was 
hearing: they were all focused on the liturgical trappings of head-covering as if they were the 
real thing; and I knew from both Biblical common sense and from experience that women can 
outwardly cover their heads and yet despise their husbands, and other women could never put 
on any covering and yet were pious and orderly in their conduct. Thus, head-covering 
certainly doesn’t correspond to the reality these preachers and theologians wanted to ascribe 
to it. And as far as I am concerned, when you interpret a passage for me, you better give me 
the ethical/judicial reality behind it that I can apply today, or I don’t buy into your 
interpretation. An interpretation that confuses liturgical symbols with ethical/judicial reality is 
not my cup of tea, thank you very much. I am a Reconstructionist; I need to know what 
covenantal issues are behind the passage. Symbolism is fine and nice, but symbolism is not 
real theology. Tell me what the passage says to justice and righteousness, and tell it in ways 
that account for both the historical context and the clear and precise grammatical meaning.  

Speaking of historical context and grammatical meaning, we have all adopted the claim 
that the historical-grammatical method is the best “conservative” method for interpreting the 
Bible. That is, the method that looks at the grammatical structure of the text and its direct and 
plain meaning, and then at the historical context and what the text would have meant for its 
contemporary readers. And then, of course, the interpreter, after he has discovered the 
grammatical meaning and the historical meaning in context, may try to discover what 
ethical/judicial application there is in that text for us today, of if there is such modern 
application at all. This is where I have my doubts about the historical-grammatical method: 
While the concept is good, it has been used by modern Reformed churchmen not to really 
interpret texts but to interpret covenant applications away. I have listened to tons of lectures 
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and sermon where the preacher, claiming to be “sola scriptura,” conservative, Reformed, 
expository, and whatnot, takes a Biblical passage and builds a long, boring, pseudo-
intellectual treatise on it, going into excruciating detail about alleged historical facts and 
context (most of them imaginary or anachronistic), only to leave his listeners with no modern 
application, or with false application, or with an “application” that in reality denies any real 
application. Modern so-called “Reformed” preachers have done this to the Law of God, to the 
mandate of engaging in issues of justice (politics), to the current validity of the gifts of the 
Spirit, to Biblical texts that refute modern concepts of ecclesiology and church government, 
etc. In general, because of this use of the historical-grammatical method for such massive 
abuse of preaching and leadership in the churches today, I am somewhat suspicious of its real 
worth. Perhaps I would make it only an element, and the real method should be 
ethical/judicial, that is, if the interpretation is correct historically/grammatically, but there is 
no ethical/judicial application for today, or if that application is contrary to the grand Biblical 
framework of ethics and justice, then the interpretation must be considered false by default. 
Put it in a different way, as a method, the historical/grammatical approach tends to fragment 
theology and Biblical knowledge into small unconnected parts of useless intellectual 
information. In order for it to work, it must be part of another method, one that by default 
looks at the Bible as a complete picture of covenantal, ethical/judicial system, and only use 
historical and grammatical information to place the pieces of the puzzle in their places. The 
historical/grammatical approach is not a consistent system in itself; it needs systematic 
organizing, and it must come from another method. Otherwise, it is simply used to interpret 
away modern applications of Biblical truths.  

Anyway, my goal here is not to give a total breakdown of the historical-grammatical 
method. But I do remember a rather ironic occurrence related to it and the passage in 1 Cor. 
11. A little over 10 years ago, when we attended a well-known Reformed church, the Sunday 
school one Sunday morning was devoted to the historical-grammatical method. (Now, I will 
never understand why, in the modern “Reformed” churches, the Sunday school is where real 
deep – relatively deep, of course – theology is taught, while the main sermon is at the level of 
complete morons, reaching sometimes as high as second grade in the government school. My 
only suspicion is that the so-called “Reformed” seminaries have become proficient in 
cranking out moron after moron to man the pulpits.) The elder who was teaching had the 
reputation of very well prepared theologically, he had read tons of those fat theological books 
with tons of Greek and Latin words and quotes from dead Germans, so he certainly knew 
what he was talking about. He explained the historical-grammatical method perfectly well and 
yet simple enough for all of us to understand it, gave a few small examples, and finally turned 
the mike over to us for question. A lady of the audience almost ran to the mike and asked the 
first question, which also turned out to be the last, because the answer exhausted our 
remaining time: “Can you give us an example by applying the historical-grammatical method 
to 1 Cor. 11:2-16, the passage about head-covering for women?” What happened next was not 
surprising to me: The elder in question took back the mike and talked for another 10 minutes . 
. . without getting even close to giving an answer to the question. We just heard another 
lecture – or mini-lecture – on the historical-grammatical method, but e didn’t hear how it 
applied specifically to the passage in 1 Cor. 11. The time was then out, and we were dismissed 
to prepare for the real service. Now, I understand why he was reluctant to reply: His seminary 
had only taught him to use the method to explain or interpret away Biblical passages, like the 
Law of God, the gifts of the Spirit, the Great Commission, etc., and he could do those without 
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any effort. The problem is, the passage in 1 Cor. 11 is a cherished one by modern churchmen, 
for it is an issue of power to them, and they don’t want to explain or interpret that one away. 
That one has to stay and be applied as it is, without any regard to historical or grammatical 
context; the only context must be the power games played in the modern churches, of which 
the gender games are a significant part. So, he couldn’t apply the historical-grammatical 
method to this specific passage without engendering doubts about its application today. That’s 
why he steered clear of it.  

You may want to disagree with my assumptions about his motives – although, I think I 
have had enough encounters with churchmen and am familiar enough with their religion of 
power to both discern their motives and predict their behavior in such circumstances. But 
what you can’t disagree with is that we still don’t have a true historical-grammatical 
interpretation of the passage under question. Every single sermon you will hear will be based 
on the same anachronistic assumptions: about the psychology of the women in the Corinthian 
church, about the psychology of the men in the Corinthian church, about the gender norms in 
the Greco-Roman society, about the meaning of the head-covering vis-à-vis the issue of 
authority, etc. “Anachronistic” means “out of time,” that is, all Reformed preachers and 
theologians apply to the text their modern norms and stereotypes and interpretations of 
symbols, instead of trying to view the text through the eyes of 1st century Romans or Greeks. 
In addition, the Greek text contains several grammatical and logical problems for the modern 
dominant interpretations of it, and yet, for all the claims of modern Reformed scholars, none 
of them has ever tried to resolve them, or at least comment on their problematic nature for 
their interpretation of the text. As a whole, we don’t have any reliable covenantal 
interpretation of the text in 1 Cor. 11:2-16.  

I didn’t have one either, for I didn’t know much about certain aspects of the Greco-
Roman culture. Until recently, when a dear friend of mine sent me a book by Cynthia Long 
Westfall, Paul and Gender, where, in the first chapter, the author takes a detailed historical 
look at these details in the classical society of the 1st century, and provides the needed 
historical context for the correct Biblical interpretation of the text. After reading her book, I 
am convinced we now have what we need to construct a true ethical/judicial interpretation of 
Paul’s intention. Please, bear with me. I don’t claim this is the final interpretation of this text, 
and I don’t claim I can develop such final interpretation. But I do think that this is a good start 
for developing something much better than what Reformed theologians have offered us so far. 
Semper reformanda.  

Let me read the passage in question to you all:  

Now I praise you because you remember me in everything and hold firmly to the 
traditions, just as I delivered them to you. But I want you to understand that Christ is the 
head of every man, and the man is the head of a woman, and God is the head of Christ. 
Every man who has something on his head while praying or prophesying disgraces his 
head. But every woman who has her head uncovered while praying or prophesying 
disgraces her head, for she is one and the same as the woman whose head is shaved. For 
if a woman does not cover her head, let her also have her hair cut off; but if it is 
disgraceful for a woman to have her hair cut off or her head shaved, let her cover her 
head. For a man ought not to have his head covered, since he is the image and glory of 
God; but the woman is the glory of man. For man does not originate from woman, but 
woman from man; for indeed man was not created for the woman’s sake, but woman for 
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the man’s sake. Therefore, the woman ought to have a symbol of authority on her head, 
because of the angels. However, in the Lord, neither is woman independent of man, nor is 
man independent of woman. For as the woman originates from the man, so also the man 
has his birth through the woman; and all things originate from God. Judge for 
yourselves: is it proper for a woman to pray to God with her head uncovered? Does not 
even nature itself teach you that if a man has long hair, it is a dishonor to him, but if a 
woman has long hair, it is a glory to her? For her hair is given to her for a covering. But 
if one is inclined to be contentious, we have no other practice, nor have the churches of 
God.  
I am surely not going to have the time to cover all the little details in the passage. But I at 

least will try to cover the whole picture behind it. The historical-grammatical picture, I mean.  
The common modern interpretation, given by a number of supposedly Reformed 

commentators, takes this passage to be a sort of rant against feminism. To start with, what laid 
as the foundation for the passage is the belief that in the early church and in the society, the 
head-covering signified a “symbol of authority” over one’s head – an assumption that has 
never been proven by any commentator, but used only axiomatically. I mean, after all, if our 
modern culture understands head-covering as a “symbol of authority” over the woman’s head, 
surely the Greco-Roman culture would have had the same understanding, right? Then the 
assumption is that the Corinthian church must have had a number of women who refused to 
wear that symbol of authority over them when they were at church, and thus must have 
revealed themselves as rebels against authority. So, the apostle in these verses decided to 
straighten it out and, speaking to those women, he commands them to wear head-covering as a 
symbol of their submission to men, or, otherwise, they better shave their heads. That’s the 
way the passage is read today, and that’s the way many commentaries read it. It is read as an 
injunction to women to submit. In short, the passage is interpreted as an issue of liturgy 
(symbolic meaning of clothes) and power (submission of women to men and establishing 
men’s superiority in the church). So, there, Paul must be speaking against feminism in that 
passage.  

The problem is, there are several grammatical problem with this interpretation, problem 
that are always avoided by the commentators. The first and most important one is the fact that 
the Greek text doesn’t say that the woman should have a symbol of authority over her or over 
her head. The direct Greek reading of the text has nothing about “symbol,” and the preposition 
is not “over” but “on.” The Greek epi signifies not indirect contact, as if the authority is 
someone else’s and is over her, but plain and direct possessive. That is, grammatically, the 
verse must be read, “the woman must have authority on her,” which means her authority 
displayed publicly, not someone else’s authority symbolized by her clothing.  

Another problem is the mention of angels. Why are angels mentioned at all, and why are 
they mentioned in relation to that alleged symbol of authority the woman has to have over her 
head? What, angels feel uneasy when a woman claims authority? Perhaps even blush in 
embarrassment? Well they better get used to it, because earlier in that same epistle, 1 Cor. 6:3, 
Paul says that the saints – which includes both male and female – will judge angels. Why 
would Paul mention angels, if all he means to tell women to symbolize submission?  

Another problem – may be not as major but surely indicative, is the gender of the words 
“anyone” and “contentious” in verse 16: In Greek, both words have gender, and it is 
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masculine. That is, if any man wants to be contentious, not any woman. If Paul was speaking 
to women, his use of masculine would be grammatically awkward in Greek. It rather sounds 
like he has a bone to pick not with the women in the church but with the men.  

Yet another problem is the fact that the words translated “we have no other practice,” in 
Greek are actually, “we have no such practice.” What is the practice they don’t have, and what 
churches of God is Paul speaking about?  

To this we need to add some problems related to the Biblical context. I already mentioned 
the fact that is the passage was a command to women to assume a lower status in the church 
by symbolizing submission, this is in contradiction with the larger context of 1 Cor. 9-14. The 
greater passage actually speaks of the opposite, that in the church as one body, all are equal in 
standing before God, and there is no hierarchy between genders. Even the instructions about 
maintaining order in the assembly in ch. 14 mention nothing of church hierarchy: Paul could 
have instructed the elders to restore discipline when prophets get out of hand, but he doesn’t 
do such a thing, his instructions are to all worshipers. We also have the fact that in the Bible, 
the head-covering doesn’t necessarily signify submission to authority. For example, in 
Genesis 38:15, Judah assumed that Tamar was a harlot, because she had a veil over her head. 
If the veil was automatically a symbol of submission to authority, this verse doesn’t make any 
sense. Etc, etc. There are a number of other problems with the dominant interpretation of the 
passage in 1 Corinthians, and I won’t have the time to mention them all.  

What is more important is that none of these has ever been addressed by modern 
Reformed theologians and preachers. The dominant interpretation is taken for granted, and so 
carved into the minds of their listeners – mainly because there is no alternative to it – that the 
theologians can get away with overlooking the problems with it. No one asks any questions 
anyway, so why bother, if everyone accepts it? Perhaps some woman may ask a question 
about the historical-grammatical method applied – like the one I witnessed – but hardly 
anyone would even notice that no answer was given. The dominant interpretation wins by 
default, whether it is true or not, and whether the grammar and the historical context support it 
or not.  

But all these problems with the dominant interpretation fade when compared to the 
greatest problem, namely, the historical context of the time. And specifically, the cultural and 
legal norms of the Greco-Roman society, specifically about the head-covering and its meaning 
in the society. Let me state this greatest problem directly, and then I will develop it further, to 
show how a complete different and even opposite interpretation of Paul’s intentions is forced 
upon us by the text, when read in the context of 1st century Corinth. Ready for it? Here it is:  

In the Greco-Roman society, the veil or the head-covering did NOT symbolize 
submission to authority. Exactly the opposite: it indicated possession of authority by the one 
wearing the veil, while an uncovered head was an indicator for lack of authority or 
submission.  

The veil in the Classical society was limited, by custom, and even by law, to the upper 
classes in the society. It was a cultural privilege to wear it, and eventually was made a legal 
privilege. Only women of higher rank were allowed to wear a veil or a head covering. Women 
of lower ranks, slave women, prostitutes, etc., were by law prohibited from wearing a veil. 
Their heads were supposed to remain uncovered as a symbol of their submission to authority. 
Yes, you heard that right: it was an uncovered head that was a symbol of submission, not a 
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covered head. Thus, Paul couldn’t be talking about women covering their heads as a symbol 
of submission to authority, for in the Greco-Roman culture of Corinth (a Greek city populated 
by Roman citizens) such connection would be not only not understood, but would be 
completely opposite to the cultural norms and to the expectations of his readers. Not only that, 
but Paul wouldn’t even have to command the women to cover their heads: they would do it 
gladly, on their own accord, for covering their heads would be a declaration of higher social 
status, not lower. Thus, it is absolutely absurd to imagine that rebellious, authoritarian women 
in the church in Corinth would be refusing to cover their heads; if anything, a rebellious 
woman who desires to establish her own authority would do exactly the opposite: she would 
cover her head and face as a statement that she is a woman of authority and she is outside the 
control and authority of anyone around her.  

It is this simple historical fact that completely destroys the modern anti-feminist 
interpretations of 1 Cor. 11:2-16. If we apply the historical-grammatical method, the 
grammatical part of it creates doubts about the validity of that interpretation. But the historical 
part destroys it completely. Paul commanding the women to have their heads covered would 
be the modern equivalent of commanding women to only wear the priciest and most beautiful 
clothes, and have tons of jewelry on them every time they go to church – otherwise, if they 
just go in plain clothes and no make up and no jewelry, they would be “rebellious.” Head-
covering was an indication of social status, and it was legally banned for the women of the 
lower classes. Every woman in Corinth at the time would want to be free to have head-
covering all the time. Only some were legally allowed to have it.  

The reason for this is the view of men and women the Roman society had. It had no law 
of sexual morality; marriage was considered a divine institution only for the upper classes. 
Even there, chastity was expected of the wives but not of the husbands. The husbands were 
pretty much free to take sexual advantage of any woman of lower rank or unprotected by an 
authority. Just like in the slave society in the American South where it was an established 
custom that the slave owners would take sexual advantage of their female slaves, all the while 
expecting their wives to maintain a Christian view of chastity. In such a society, only women 
of higher rank and authority are out of bounds, and in the Roman society, such rank and 
authority was signified by a veil or a head covering. The women who were expected to be 
sexually available were supposed to keep their heads uncovered. For the men in the society, it 
was an issue of power: the veil was a limit to their power, and therefore where they could 
legally exercise their power, the veil was legally banned.  

A similar situation was present in Islam. We think today that the veil there is a symbol of 
submission. The reality is, for the women, it is a symbol of authority. In the first years of the 
Muslim religion, Mohammed decreed that all women should be veiled; the reason was that his 
soldiers harassed and sometimes abused women who were in public. His soldiers protested 
against the rule; they wanted women to go around with uncovered heads, as a symbol of 
submission. Eventually, a deal was struck between Mohammed and his soldiers, in which 
slave girls and other women of low rank were not allowed to be veiled. The privilege was 
reserved only for married women of higher rank. The same situation persisted in the Ottoman 
Empire until the 19th century. Since the hijab and the burka were rather inconvenient for work 
in the field, a woman wearing them declared that she was a woman of means and authority, 
because she didn’t have to work like a commoner.  
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In the Roman Empire, the Roman Law actually made a a difference between rape of a 
woman of higher rank and of a woman of lower rank. Raping a woman of lower rank was not 
a crime, and the blame was usually thrown on the woman – modern Shariah took that concept 
straight from the Roman Law. When it comes to raping a woman of higher rank, some rules in 
the Roman Law specifically prescribed that if the woman was dressed as lower class – that is, 
with her head uncovered – this would put corrections on the guilt of the rapist, and may be 
even get him off the hook, because it is assumed that he must have thought the woman was 
sexually available for abuse, because she had no veil.  

This significance of the veil worked for the men, too. The Roman men prayed to their 
gods and performed their religious sacrifices with veils over their heads; check out, for 
example that well-known statue of the veiled Augustus as a religious leader (pontifex 
maximus). But a pagan doesn’t approach his gods with a symbol of submission; the principle 
of communicating with pagan gods is opposite to the principle of communicating with the 
God of the Bible. A pagan worshiper approaches his gods as a man of authority approaches 
another man of authority; the prayer and the sacrifice are not ones of submission but of 
bargaining between men of equal power. The pagan gods don’t speak to the lowest in the 
culture; they only speak to men in power. And the veil was such a symbol of power on the 
heads of the Roman pagan priests, and subsequently, the emperors as priests. Among the 
Tuareg tribes in the North African desert, it is the men who are veiled as a symbol of 
authority, while the women are not veiled. The principle extended into medieval Europe, and 
even as late as the 20th century a man standing in the presence of his superiors was expected 
to remove his hat as a symbol of deference. (“My hat is off to you,” remember that 
expression?) Only a few chosen men coming from families of power had the privilege to 
remain with their hats on in the presence of the French kings. We can bring in even more 
historical examples, but the main point must be understood: the head covering was a privilege, 
not a burden, and certainly not a symbol of submission in the Roman Empire. It makes no 
sense to declare that rebellious women would refuse to wear it. And therefore, it makes no 
sense to believe that Paul was really addressing some rebellious, feminist women. Such a 
thought is absurd.  

Then who was Paul addressing? Obviously, the men in the church. The men in the church 
who wanted to keep the women from covering their heads.  

The Christian teaching brought a radical change in the cultural views concerning gender 
and the views of men and women in the society. In Christ, there was no higher rank and lower 
rank; all were the same rank. In fact, that very same chapter 11 of 1 Corinthians speaks of that 
problem when Paul covers the subject of the Lord’s Supper. Some come earlier and eat all of 
the food,  others come later. Why. Well, some are rich and can afford to come earlier. Others 
are workers and can’t come until after the work day is over. By telling them that they have to 
wait for each other, and eat together, Paul basically destroyed the meaningfulness of any rank 
and class distinctions in the church.  

Combined with the sexual ethics of Christianity, this would mean that women of lower 
social status would rank equal to women of higher social status. Put it bluntly, there was to be 
no more sexual availability of women based on their status, and symbolized by their lack of 
covering. It is to be expected that ij the church, even the converted prostitutes would want to 
have their heads covered, as a symbol of their newly acquired authority as priests of God in 
Christ. This is where the line about the angels is explained: the head covering ascribes a status 
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of authority to all women, and since the angels are to be judged by all the saints (including 
women) and since they are serving spirits to those who inherit salvation (including women), 
then no woman should be in the Lord’s assembly stripped of her authority.  

But the Greco-Roman society was a society based on the ethics of power, not on the 
power of ethics. The laws were made so as to establish the power relationships in the society; 
the Roman society was very close to some modern power-based societies like the Mafia or the 
bureaucratic-military institutions of today. The men in the church of Corinth were all from 
pagan background, and it would be natural that the customs and habits of the power-based 
society would still be alive in their hearts. Such men would object to all women covering their 
heads in the church. Even if they had no intention to claim that the women should be sexually 
available, they would still insist that the law is the law, and therefore women who are banned 
from covering their heads in public shouldn’t cover their heads in the church either.  

But Paul’s position is clear: by insisting that some women shouldn’t cover their heads, 
you are disgracing them. More than that, you are degrading them based on the cultural 
stereotypes and the legal rules of the pagan society around you; you may as well shave their 
heads. If you are not allowing them the authority they have in Christ to be fully manifested in 
the Church, you are declaring them second-class citizens of the Kingdom of God. And there is 
no such thing as a second-class citizen in the Kingdom of God; women are just as valuable, 
and honored, and clothed with authority as you, powerful men. Even those women of lower 
rank, the weakest members of your society which worships power and despises weakness. In 
fact, specifically those women of lower rank, for it is in the least of the least that the power of 
Christ is made manifest. So, cease trying to limit the liberty of these women; let them have – 
as a principle of justice in the Kingdom of God – the symbol of authority on their heads. Not a 
symbol of someone else’s authority over them, but the symbol of their own authority before 
the world and even before the angels.  

And any man wants to fight about it, Paul says, we in Israel, and the churches of God in 
the Jewish diaspora, we have no such custom about veiling, either way. The issue is not one 
you men should be fighting about. There are more important things.  

There are other issue to be covered as well, but we won’t have the time. My purpose was 
to cover only the issue of women’s covering ans submission, as imagined by modern 
“Reformed” commentators. Let’s look at a summary of this interpretation:  

First, the modern dominant interpretation is that the passage is a criticism and an antidote 
to feminism in the church. Paul commands the women in the church to cover their heads when 
they pray or prophecy, because a head covering is a symbol of authority over them.  

Second, such interpretation is not supported by the grammatical reading of the text. There 
is no mention of “authority over” women, and grammatical structures show that Paul was 
speaking to the men in the church, not to the women.  

Third, contextual Biblical criticism of the text shows that such interpretation is 
inconsistent with the context of the larger passage, and is even inconsistent with other places 
in the Bible.  

Fourth, in the Greco-Roman society, a veil was not a symbol of “authority over,” but of 
“authority on,” that is, authority residing and belonging to the one wearing the veil. Women of 
lower rank were forbidden from covering their heads.  
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Fifth, men in the church in Corinth wanted to continue these practices of cultural 
domination over these weakest members of the society, banning them from covering their 
heads in the church, which would signify that they now have power and authority.  

Sixth, Paul comes to the defense of these women and tells the men in the church that such 
laws and customs degrade women so badly that they are equivalent to shaving their heads. 
Therefore, Paul says, women are to pray with their heads covered, because of the angels, that 
is, to judicially declare their authority in Christ, in the Kingdom of God.  

And, seventh, Paul tells the men who want to be contentious: the churches in Israel (“of 
God”) have no such custom. There, the women are free and have authority.  

The customs of our own society today are quite different from those of the Roman 
society, of course. The veil is no longer a symbol of power and authority; it is rather a symbol 
of submission. But Paul didn’t speak in this passage to impose on the women a symbol of 
submission in the church – if he had such a thing in mind, he would be insisting that all 
women should go uncovered in the church. Paul’s intent was to free the women to declare to 
the world and to the angels their newfound authority in Christ. The ethical/judicial meaning of 
Paul’s words was, “Give those women the freedom to exercise their authority in the way they 
believe is best for them. Don’t impose your pagan rules of power in the church. That power-
based world is dead, it is over, and it will soon disappear. We have a world where all those 
who inherit salvation have authority, and must be let free under God.”  

The conclusion, therefore, is, that those theologians today who use these verses to impose 
a rule on the women to wear a head covering as a symbol of their submission, actually go 
straight against the teaching of Paul. While the specific physical symbol is the same, the head 
covering, the cultural interpretations between Paul’s time and our own time are diametrically 
opposite to each other. And therefore, arguing for preserving the same symbol is arguing 
against Paul’s meaning of the text. Or, to put it bluntly, if our theology today insists on 
forcing women to exhibit submission in the church, then such theology is certainly not 
Biblical, and not Pauline. It is a false theology, and should be eradicated from our churches.  

The book I will recommend this week is the one I mentioned above: Paul and Gender, by 
Cynthia Long Westfall. I am not fully familiar with the author, and I have the suspicion that I 
won’t probably agree with all of her theological positions. But in this book. I can say, she 
presents herself as faithful to a conservative interpretation of the Bible, free of higher criticism 
or other liberal tricks, taking the Bible as the inerrant Word of God which is the foundation 
for all knowledge, reasoning, and wisdom.  

In your praying and giving this new year, 2018, consider Bulgarian Reformation 
Ministries, a Reformed, Reconstructionist, Theonomic mission to Eastern Europe, devoted to 
building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe. The 
books you help us translate, edit, and publish, will have a tremendous impact on the culture, 
for the growth of the Kingdom of God. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our 
newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Patents 
In the same way, as patent legislation was proposed to lead to faster pace of 
scientific and technological growth, in the majority of cases, it only stifled 
growth, as inventors spend more time and resources running the race to get 
monopoly grants from bureaucrats to kill all competition, rather than develop 
their ideas in practice and making them available, serving as many people as 
possible, and making money in the process. 

 

Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony, The Mythology of Science 

 

Welcome to Episode 66 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov.] “Why patents”, you will ask, I am sure. You have never heard a sermon on 
patents in your church, right? If you open Sermon Audio and search for ‘patents,’ you will get 
‘No matching sermon title found.’ Just like something we talked about before, the Right and 
Duty of Private Judgment. Well, the real scandal is about the Right and Duty of Private 
Judgment, of course, because it was a fundamental doctrine of the Reformation, so not finding 
anything on that topic shows the sorry state of what passes today for ‘evangelical’ or 
‘Reformed’ or ‘Protestant’ churches in the US. It’s more natural to not find anything on 
patents, though, for patents . . . do they actually have any covenantal significance. Does the 
Bible speak of them at all? 

And if you are rather confused why we should talk about patents in a podcast that is 
focused on covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial commentary on our modern world, it is because 
your ‘pastors’ or ‘leaders’ or ‘elders’ or whatever other self-designation they have, have never 
really made the effort to rise to the demands of their position and actually apply the Word of 
God to all of life. Patents are an important covenantal topic in our world today. They span 
over several areas of application of the Law of God, from the nature and purpose of scientific 
and technological development, through the nature of man as the agent of the Dominion 
Covenant, all the way to issues of property rights and theft, and also government interference, 
and specifically the executive state versus the Biblical, judiciary civil government. Studying 
patent law, and trying to discern good from evil in the modern patents laws, will give us a 
great deal of insight in many topics of Christian Reconstruction, and in expanding the 
Kingdom of God. 

Patents, to be honest, have not been covered much by Christian Reconstructionist authors 
either. It is not because Christian Reconstruction, as a theological and intellectual movement, 
believes that patents are ethically or judicially neutral. To the contrary, we see every single 
part of human life and society as inherently religious, and therefore subject to the same 
spiritual laws and principles described in the Bible. (And ‘spiritual,’ if you remember the first 
episode of Axe to the Root, means ‘ethical/judicial.’) So the reason is not that we don’t see the 
area of patents and patent law as spiritual. It is rather that among the vast quantity of topics we 
are trying to cover, the topic of scientific and technological development has not been 
developed well enough, yet. We do have a general epistemological understanding that science 



ARP#66. Patents  510 

and technology are only possible in the context of a Biblical worldview. We do have a 
philosophy of history that connects the prevalence of the Biblical worldview to the growth in 
inspiration in all areas of thought, including science and technology. It is not a pure 
coincidence that modern capitalism, with its better management of social resources and 
increased economic productivity first emerged in Protestant, and specifically Calvinist 
nations; for it to emerge, a specific set of beliefs is needed to become prevalent in the society. 
(Read my article on American vision titled, ‘Is There a Non-Christian Way to Fly a Plane?’) 
We have that general idea of the relation between the Christian faith and science and 
technology. However, we have not developed it in detail yet. Remember when I said in 
previous episodes that Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order is the most unique book 
ever written in the history of Christendom, because it makes the connection between the 
theological development of the Christian faith and the social and political and judicial 
progress of the Western civilization, something that no Christian author has done before? 
Well, we need a similarly unique book for the foundations of scientific and technological 
progress. We haven’t gotten to it, yet. The comprehensive worldview that Christian 
Reconstruction sees in the Bible gives is such a vast array of topics to talk about that one 
generation of writers is not sufficient to cover all of them; and future generations will 
certainly have to cover topics that we today don’t even recognize as topics to start with. 

In Axe to the Root, I will try to cover certain segments of the relation of the Biblical 
worldview to science and technology but I have to warn my listeners ahead of time: none of it 
will be as comprehensive and exhaustive as we need to develop it. As we are talking this week 
about patents, we will have to talk in part, and really short (in order to fit into the time frame) 
about science and technology and their relation to the Dominion Covenant. We will also need 
to get a closer look at the modern atheist/secularist view of science and technology and of 
their place in history. When we do that, we will see that secularism has a very specific 
religious view of science and technology. And when we see that, we will then be able to see 
that the modern patent laws are all based on that specific religious view of secularism. And 
once we see that, we will be able to understand the problem with them, as well as the Biblical 
solution to modern patent laws. 

Let me first get something out of the way: are patents and patent laws important in our 
society? After all, we may be talking about a really small thing here, right? 

Wrong. Take this: every year, inventors in the United States only file over 600,000 
applications for patents with the US Patent and Trademark Office. Of these, about 350,000 get 
approved every year ‘ close to 1,000 a day. The total expenses for filing a patent until its 
approval can range from $10,000 to $100,000, with an average of about $35,000 a patent. 
Which means, if we only count the approved patents, we are looking at a whole industry of 
more than $12 billion a year. When we add the expenses on the unapproved patents, the total 
size of the industry may go well over $20 billion a year. To compare, the homeschool market ‘ 
literature, curricula, co-ops, online school, etc. ‘ is estimated at a little over $1 billion a year, 
and projected to reach $2.5 billion per year by 2020. The average annual work income of a 
patent attorney is estimated at $160,000 per year, and the average annual dividend of partners 
in patent law firms is estimated at over $500,000 a year. Are patents an important part of our 
economy and society? You bet. Just because we don’t see them mentioned too often doesn’t 
mean they are not important. 
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So, now, how do we approach the issue of patents from a Biblical perspective? And how 
do we analyze the modern patent legislation, its good sides, its bad sides, and the problems 
arising from them, and how do we look for Biblical solutions? 

We start from analyzing the place of science and technology in the Bible, and the 
antithesis between the Biblical and the secularist view. 

One common criticism used by atheists against the Bible is that the Bible never explicitly 
mentions science and technology. Therefore, the atheist argument goes, we can’t abide by it in 
our modern world, for it can’t really account for the complexity of our modern world which is 
so permeated and governed and conditioned by technology. The world is changing 
technologically, and therefore the moral and judicial rules must be changing, too. Therefore, 
Christians want to impose an outdated religion on the modern world. Unfortunately, the 
majority of Christians today have no answer to this claim, because they don’t have a 
comprehensive Biblical worldview. The Bible, indeed, doesn’t explicitly mention science and 
technology. It has no special moral rules for a world governed or conditioned by technology. 
So, Christians who have no comprehensive, covenantal worldview, have no answer. The only 
answer you may hear from the pulpits from time to time is that God created all science and 
technology, and that science and technology can help the Gospel. But such answer is simply 
reactive, and it doesn’t provide an active interpretation and analysis of the rightful place of 
science and technology in God’s plan for history. After all, God created the sodomites too, 
and He has a place for them in His plan. But it is one thing to know that something is created 
by God, and another to know what place it has in God’s plan for history. 

So what is the Biblical answer to this challenge? If it s true that our modern world has 
been so thoroughly changed by science and technology, and is so thoroughly governed by 
science and technology, while the Bible has nothing to say about that, what do we have to say 
about the modern world? 

Science and technology are actually mentioned in the Bible. They are not mentioned in 
our modern cultural terms, as ‘science and technology.’ We will see a little bit later that our 
modern cultural terms are not really objective or morally neutral; they are the product of a 
specific worldview different from, and contrary to the worldview of the Bible. (Just the terms 
and their use, not science and technology themselves.) But the concepts of science and 
technology are central to the Biblical message in a covenantal way; central to such an extent, 
that the whole movement and direction of Biblical history are predicated on the centrality of 
science and technology to history. 

In the Bible, however, science and technology go under their covenantal name: The 
Dominion Covenant. 

One of the serious mistakes of modern Christianity ‘ including the Reformed, or the so-
called ‘Reformed’ segment of it ‘ is to look at history as nothing more than the expression of 
God’s grace to sinners. As the Dutch theologian Klaas Schilder expressed it, in his book, 
Heaven: What Is It?, modern theologians tend to look at the original covenant, the Covenant 
of Work (as he calls it, instead of Covenant of Works), as a temporary covenant, while the 
Covenant of Grace is the eternal covenant, superseding the Covenant of Work. This is a 
serious mistake, Schilder said, and it is one that leads us astray. In his words, ‘the sequence of 
events must be explained by their beginning, if we would see whither they tend. . . . when we 
see the Covenant of Work as basic to all covenant relationship, we are on the right track.’ 



ARP#66. Patents  512 

We don’t have the time to expand on this idea. I have talked about it in more detail in my 
sermon on Work. Translated, this means that we come to God not to just seek salvation. We 
come to God to be restored in His original intent for us, which is to take dominion over the 
earth as God’s representatives. Take dominion for what purpose? To put the earth and all its 
resources to productive use for a mankind that is growing to fill all the earth. (And its 
surroundings, perhaps.) The Garden was given as the initial capital for humanity. It had 
everything in it, capital goods (trees and animals), liquid assets (the rivers flowing out from 
the center of the Garden), monetary assets (gold and precious stones), and human capital 
(Adam and Eve were created as adult, mature beings, who could start learning and working 
and reproducing right away). If it wasn’t for the Fall, we would have had a mankind which 
developed science and technologies at an incredibly fast rate, to match its population growth. 

In such a view, there is no special magic place for science and technology. Scientific and 
technological development, therefore, is just the natural state of a mankind that is not laboring 
under the burden of sin. And even under the burden of sin, mankind continues, in an imperfect 
way, developing science and technology. It’s work, like any other work; it is simply using the 
resources of God’s earth to increase productivity. And like any other work, it depends on 
many factors. One of the factors is the availability of human capital. A small population will 
only produce small advances in science and technology: an improved tool, a new ingredient to 
a metal alloy, an improved method of pasturing, etc. A larger population will have the larger 
brain power to apply to many areas at once and produce more advances, all other things being 
equal. This may be the reason for the apparent scientific lead of China and the Muslim world 
over Europe in the medieval period, which secularists today like to celebrate so much. Europe, 
after the devastation in the fall of the Roman Empire, plus several outbreaks of the plague, 
was a very sparsely populated continent compared to China or the Muslim world. Only in the 
14th century, the continent lost about 40% of its population due to the plagues. And yet, on 
per capita basis, it still had a higher amount or science and technology produced compared to 
the Muslim world of China. 

Which brings us to the other factor in scientific and technological development, namely, 
the religious and philosophical and ethical and judicial background that makes it possible. I 
am not going to expound too much on this, you can read my article, ‘Is There a Non-Christian 
Way to Fly a Plane?’, where I respond to Murray Rothbard’s challenge to us Christian 
Reconstructionists, on the religious foundations of science. I am going to jump straight to the 
conclusion, namely, that sustained scientific and technological progress is only possible in a 
culture that has the religious foundation ‘ the tenets of faith ‘ that, first, creates a foundation to 
legitimize science (philosophically and judicially), second, makes it intellectually and socially 
possible for individuals to do science, and, third, creates incentives for those who do science. 
Keep in mind that while China had many more scientific and technological discoveries, it was 
Europe that developed them practically and put them to everyday use. The best example of 
how the culture can kill inventions is the story told by Pliny the Elder about a Roman inventor 
who created a new metal from clay, shiny as silver but much lighter, and demonstrated it to 
emperor Tiberius. From the description, this was the first discovery of aluminum in Europe. 
However, Tiberius, who was afraid that such an invention would devalue his huge personal 
treasure of gold and silver, ordered that the inventor be put to death. It took another 1,800 
years before aluminum was re-discovered. It was only Christianity that made it 
philosophically acceptable and socially possible not only to do science, but also apply it to 
technologies and thus improve the total productivity of the society. 
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From the perspective of the Bible, therefore, science and technology do not change the 
world, nor do they create a new world. The cause-and-effect relationship is the other way 
around: It is a world that is recreated and renewed that gives rise to scientific and 
technological progress. Science and technology do not appear out of magic; they emerge 
when a sufficient segment of society returns to obedience to the Dominion Covenant, and 
thinks, and works, and innovates accordingly. That’s the reason science and technology are 
not specifically mentioned in the Bible: because they are not a cause, they are only an effect. 
In the context of the Dominion Covenant, there is nothing separately unique or special or 
magic about them. The world has always had scientific and technological growth at all times, 
just like it has had any other kind of production or education or travel or roads or any other 
kind of activity. But a society which is faithful to the Covenant of God ‘ that is, the Dominion 
Covenant ‘ will eventually see a rise in all kinds of human activities, whether production or 
education or road building or art or music or . . . science and technology. The world today is 
not governed by science and technology, it employs them, because someone in the past has 
changed it and renewed it to make it possible. In covenantal terms, that is, in terms of ethics 
and justice, the world is just the same as it has always been, and there is no need for a new 
standard of good and evil. 

And it is here where the antithesis is between the worldview of the Bible and the 
worldview of secularism and all anti-Biblical thought in general: Non-Christian religions and 
philosophies have no idea whatsoever where science and technology come from. Of course, in 
the first place, they don’t even have the explanation of why science should exist in the first 
place. Given a universe of no ultimate design or purpose, why should we expect such a 
universe to be favorable to man the more he studies and discovers its physical mysteries? Why 
should we expect any discovery to help increase man’s productivity and wealth, let alone all 
of them? This alone is a good question, an presuppositional apologists have dealt with it in 
detail. But the other question is even better: How does science and technology actually 
appear? What factor makes it appear? How is it that Scotland prior to the 17th century was a 
backwards nation on the edge of the civilized world, and the suddenly, for about 150 years, 
gave birth to a vast number of the world’s scientists and engineers, giving the world most of 
the inventions that fueled the Industrial Revolution? And how come today it is back to relative 
obscurity in terms of scientific inventions? 

Not having any reliable ideology of why and how science and technology happen, non-
Christians are reduced to a practical belief in science as some sort of a magic. In fact, popular 
movies today often promote the idea that what used to be known as ‘magic’ in times past, 
today is known as ‘science.’ But it’s not just the movies; even self-proclaimed rationalists like 
Isaac Asimov or Carl Sagan have promoted this idea in their books and articles. (To compare, 
the Bible specifically distinguishes between science and magic.) In the pre-Christian antiquity 
such magic was considered ‘black’ and malevolent; scientists could be suspected together 
with sorcerers of performing magic rituals and often executed in Greece and in Rome. It was 
Christianity that changed the views of the whole world concerning science and technology; by 
the end of the 19th century, almost all the pagan lands in the world had adopted the view of 
the superiority of science, and eagerly sought its fruits, even if they couldn’t plant its root. 
(The last major culture to surrender to the new view of science was, amazingly, Japan, after 
the Shoguns saw the destructive power of the Western ships and their guns. 
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Science and technology now became acceptable for unbelievers, but they still remain 
magic, and the factors producing science were still unclear. Karl Marx believed that scientific 
development was just a normal evolutionary development; when faced with the problem why 
some nations have it and others don’t, he ascribed it to genetic backwardness in some races, 
just like modern racists do. (Modern racism and nationalism is in fact old Marxism.) In other 
words, for Marx, genes somehow produced science and technology. The atheism emerging in 
the 19th century in fact promoted science from being just magic to the level of religion. It was 
in that period that the atheist dogma was born, ‘I don’t believe in God, I believe in science.’ 
That atheists needed a new religion to replace the one they rejected shouldn’t be of any 
surprise to any presuppositional thinker. That they chose science to be their new religion is 
nothing less than ironic; for the very science they chose to ‘believe in,’ was started and 
developed by the same Christian scientists whom they rejected and maligned. When the 
scientific method was being developed as a concept by several generations of scientists, and 
then crystallized by Isaac Newton, there wasn’t a single atheist thinker to add one single 
contribution to the work. What Christian scientists developed as a useful tool, atheists erected 
as their god. They may as well burn incense to a shovel; it would be just as meaningful. It was 
during that time that the concept of ‘nature’ was developed, as a self-existing, self-
authenticating entity, to replace God. There is no god but nature, and science is its religion, 
became the dogma of the new secularists. (Read ‘The Myth of Nature,’ a small appendix to 
Rushdoony’s book, The Mythology of Science.) 

Out of this religion of science or, as Rushdoony calls it, ‘the mythology of science’ came 
the belief that our modern world is somehow radically different from the older world, of that 
earlier mankind that knew no science. It is a sort of an Old Covenant / New Covenant 
situation: the Old Covenant is the old world that had no science, with just a few would-be 
scientists scattered here and there, and the New Covenant is the modern world where we have 
all this wonderful science. So, just as the Christian New Covenant brings changes in the 
worship of God and in the application of His Law, in the same way, the new scientific world 
necessitates changes in the worship of the secularists gods, as well as changes in the morality 
of the times. And from there comes the claim that the Bible can’t be used for our modern 
world, because it has nothing about science in it. The magic has become a religion, and now 
Christianity and the Bible are assessed based on that religion, and are found to be ‘heretical’ 
according to the New Covenant of Science. 

This so far was a rather long presuppositional background to the case of patents, but it 
was necessary for our understanding of modern patents. Why? Because, while the Bible views 
science and technology as just another activity of man in his Dominion Covenant, modern 
patent legislation views science and technology as an activity of a higher order, something 
very special that is over and above any other human activity. And since science is the new 
religion, expected to bring us redemption from the older, unredeemed state of lower science 
and lower technology, the modern governments make legislation about science turn into a 
special religious ritual. In some countries, even the official language of government 
legislation is unashamedly religious. In Canada, for example, one can’t work as an engineer 
unless being licensed and accepted as a member of a local engineering association, and some 
of these associations bear the names ‘orders,’ like the religious orders of the Roman Church. 
This licensing and acceptance is done through a secret ceremony (yes, a secret ceremony) 
involving a sort of secular religious oath to the order. Similar requirements are in force in 
other western countries as well, and in the US, there is also an organization called Order of the 
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Engineer, which copies the Canadian religious rites for becoming an engineer. But it doesn’t 
stop there. Think of the graduation ceremonies in the modern colleges: from the special 
priestly robes to the speech (like a sermon) to the special rituals, they are all a reflection of 
that new religion of science. 

And because modern governments look at science as some sort of a new and special 
magic, or even a religion of the modern world, that’s why modern patent legislation is 
designed so as create a completely new system of morality and justice in respect to science. 

The presumed purpose of patent laws is this: Patent laws are meant to give incentive to 
researchers and inventors to make their discoveries and inventions open to the public. 
According to some interpretations, that’s the meaning of the word ‘patent,’ from the Latin 
verb patere, ‘reveal, lay open, make obvious.’ (Actually, the true origin is different, but that’s 
another story altogether.) The incentive given to them is a monopoly on the economic benefits 
stemming from their inventions and discoveries ‘ and sometimes even benefits from the non-
economic use of them. The purpose, therefore is entirely pragmatic: the concern is not so 
much with property rights as with the expected public benefit from science and technology. Is 
this a problem? 

This is actually the first and most important problem with modern patents: in their desire 
to create pragmatic incentives for inventors to make their inventions public (which stems from 
their view of technology as some sort of extraordinary, magic power), modern legislators 
ignore the justice of property rights in favor of pragmatic considerations. How so? Patent law 
grants exclusive rights not to the inventor himself but to the first person to apply for a patent. 
There is no real process to discover whether the filer is the same as the inventor. If an 
engineer works hard to develop a new process or a new machine, and a patent lawyer steals 
his plans and files for a patent, the patent will be granted to the lawyer, not to the inventor, 
because there is no legislation that allows for restoring the property rights of the inventor. 
This is an extreme case, of course, but another case has been awfully common over the last 
150 years: when several inventors independently develop the same invention, and the one 
with the most unscrupulous lawyers and the most money gets the patent. This was the case 
with the telephone patent granted to Alexander Graham Bell. The concept of transmitting 
voice over long distances using electrical signals (also known at the time as sound telegraph 
or harmonic telegraph) was known to many people, and a number of inventors worked on it, 
and some were ahead of Alexander Bell. Some even had proven working prototypes years 
before Bell even had his plans completed, like Daniel Drawbaugh. (Drawbaugh was such a 
genius, he was one of the first to figure out how to use radiowaves to create a wireless 
telephone; his first prototype could work within 4 miles from the transmitter.) But while Bell 
was well-positioned as a university professor to use financing and legal services from his 
students’ parents, Drawbaugh was a redneck living in the woods who could never save 
enough money to file his patent. Before Bell filed his patent application in 1876, the Patent 
office received a number of ‘patent caveats,’ that is, a number of inventors were declaring 
their working on it independently. Apparently, there was no danger that any of them would 
hide their invention and not reveal it to the public. Thus, there was really no need for granting 
an exclusive patent to anyone, because the professed purpose of the patent laws was achieved 
even without a patent. But the Office eventually granted the patent to Alexander Graham Bell, 
effectively shutting all other research work. The monopoly of that unnecessary patent 
translated into a monopoly over all telephone service in the US and Canada by the Bell 
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companies. Despite the claims by the leadership of Bell that this was for the better, the 
monopoly actually slowed down the technological progress in that particular area. In 1974, the 
year when that monopoly was finally broken, and competitors were allowed, the quality of 
telephone services was not awfully much different than it was 50 years earlier. Almost all the 
technological progress in that are ‘including cell phones’ happened after the break up of that 
monopoly. America could have had cell phones as early as WWII, if it wasn’t for the patent 
granted to Alexander Graham Bell. 

In short, in its professed purpose to make inventions available to the public, the state 
trampled on property rights and liberty, created an artificial monopoly which in turn stifled 
technological progress, contrary to the original professed purpose. You can’t have progress 
where liberty and property rights are destroyed. 

The weird religious character of the philosophy behind modern patent laws is even better 
visible in the fact that it allows for patenting even a theoretical idea without its practical 
application. And thus, anyone who has the same theoretical idea but decides to develop it 
practically, will have to pay royalties to the guy who patented the theoretical idea but never 
developed it. Yes, even if it could be proven that the real inventor developed it independently. 
Thus, if 150 years ago someone decided to patent the vague theoretical idea that blades or 
vanes attached at an angle to a rotating axis could produce airflow (what we today know as 
fan), he could patent it without developing it in practice, and then everyone who actually 
developed it had to pay him a fee. And this actually happened in the United States, and it 
happened to the Ford Company in its very first years. In 1895, George B. Selden, a patent 
lawyer and son of the same powerful political attorney Henry Selden who defended Susan 
Anthony in court, filed for a patent for an automobile driven by internal combustion. His 
project was rather primitive and never tested in practice; it was the idea that was being 
patented. When the first makers of real working cars appeared in America, Selden used his 
patent to extort fees from them on every sold automobile. Henry Ford, however, refused to 
pay, which led to the most publicized court case in the first decade of the 20th century. The 
judge decided in Selden favor, declaring that the patent covered every automobile propelled 
by an engine powered by gasoline vapor. Henry Ford appealed by putting up a bond at the 
gigantic for the time sum of $350,000, and 8 years later won. One of the factors for the win 
was that Selden was never able to produce a working prototype of his patent. But he was 
granted that patent nevertheless! 

The lunacy of this characteristic of patents can be clearly seen when we compare it to 
property rights in other areas. For example, land ownership. Imagine the era of the Homestead 
Act. Huge tracts of land, never explored and never settled. People who want their piece of 
land can get all their belongings and move to that piece of land, and claim it as their own, after 
they have built their house on it and have a plow on it. Once they do that, they can go to the 
nearest title office and lay claim to their 160 acres of land. 

Now imagine a person who just walks into a title office and gives the geographical 
coordinates of a lot and asks for a title on it. He has never been to it. He has never seen it. He 
has never applied any kind of tool to it, whether a plow or an axe or a pickaxe. He only has 
the theoretical coordinates, and that’s it. Or, to make the analogy even closer, not just a lot but 
a whole region. (Because a theoretical idea might involve much more than a single specific 
invention.) And then, when other people move into that region, he sues them for rent, even 



ARP#66. Patents  517 

though he has never been in that region, and has never done anything to improve the 
conditions of life in it. 

That’s how the modern patents on theoretical ideas look like. And they certainly don’t 
help science and technology. To the contrary, they stifle scientific progress. As Henry Ford 
testified concerning George Selden,  

It is perfectly safe to say that George Selden has never advanced the 
automobile industry in a single particular…and it would perhaps be further 
advanced than it is now if he had never been born.'  

Well, it would be perfectly safe for us to say that if patent legislation didn’t 
allow a patent to be granted for just a theoretical idea, George Selden 
wouldn’t be able to cause the damage he did. 

We shouldn’t be surprised by such results, however. Once government legislation is 
based on a false religion, we should expect that whatever good intentions are claimed by that 
legislation, the opposite results will come around. Marxism professed to defend the workers’ 
class against the rich capitalists; what it created was a system that exploited the workers more 
than any capitalist has ever exploited them, without any hope of negotiations for better 
conditions or wages. The apartheid in South Africa professed to defend the rights of the poor 
whites (contrary to what many today believe, the apartheid was a socialist system), and yet it 
produced a permanently poor white class chained to a life of dependency and lack of vision or 
purpose for their lives. Labor legislation in the US proposed to improve the conditions of the 
factory workers, and yet it led to a mass exodus of jobs as American companies gave up on 
negotiating with the unions and the government and outsourced to other countries. We see the 
same process going on now with Trump’s administration: most of his policies that are 
supposed to ‘put America first,’ in practice only hurt American citizens, families, and 
companies. 

In the same way, as patent legislation was proposed to lead to faster pace of scientific and 
technological growth, in the majority of cases, it only stifled growth, as inventors spend more 
time and resources running the race to get monopoly grants from bureaucrats to kill all 
competition, rather than develop their ideas in practice and making them available, serving as 
many people as possible, and making money in the process. 

There’s more to be said about it, but we don’t have the time. Hopefully, the main 
presuppositional antithesis is clear. 

What is the Bible’s solution to all this? 
The Dominion Covenant, in the first place, doesn’t presuppose anything magical or 

special about the invention process. It is work like any other dominion work, whether tilling 
the earth or making a tool. There have always been new inventions in history; for example, 
Lynn White, in his book on Medieval Technology and Social Change about several such 
inventions. There’s nothing so special about those inventions as to claim that the world is 
ethically changed by them so as to require a new system of ethics. To the contrary, science 
and technology themselves are the product of an already changed world. There is no need for 
new and special laws to protect inventions, and certainly, there is no need for new and special 
laws to pragmatically encourage scientists and inventors to publicize their inventions anymore 
than there is a need for new and special laws to encourage farmers to work their land and take 
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produce to the market. Just like a farmer is forced by the market ‘by the competition of other 
farmers’ to produce, if he wants to stay ahead of other farmers who are his competitors, in the 
same way an inventor is forced to make his inventions public. The risk is that if he keeps them 
secret, his competitors can develop their own alternatives and get a lead over him on the 
market. Competition in the free market, not monopolies in a closed market is what brings the 
best productivity and ingenuity out of people. 

Property rights still have to be defended, if justice is to be maintained. But just like 
everywhere else in the economy, property rights do not apply to general concepts. Group 
property over general concepts have always been characteristic for pagan religions and has 
been at the foundation of collectivism and injustice. The Masai of East Africa, for example, 
believe that they were granted, by their god, an exclusive right over all cattle on the earth. 
That is, they have the patent on all cattle. Thus, all non-Masai who hold cattle are in a state of 
‘patent infringement.’ Over the centuries, this has been the practical justification for the raids 
the Masai have conducted against their neighbors for stealing cattle. As of today, the Masai 
have the largest number of cattle per capita of all cultural and national groups on the planet, 
because of their predatory practices, fueled by their mythology. While we may laugh at the 
backwardness of their beliefs, let’s not forget that it was the same beliefs that supported 
George Selden’s general patent on the idea of the automobile. If anything, the Masai were 
more justified in their beliefs, given that they can practically prove that they are among the 
most skilled cattle herders on the planet. US patents don’t require such skills, as was obvious 
from Selden’s example. 

Thus, property rights, if they are to be protected, should only apply to specific practical 
inventions and scientific developments whose author and owner can be clearly proven. If 
several inventors develop something ‘like the ceiling fan’  independently of each other, then 
each one has property rights only over his own specific plans and draftings and diagrams. 
That is, his being a few days ahead of his competitors doesn’t constitute a moral right of being 
the owner over their independent inventions. (Besides, could it be that he was a few days 
ahead only because his concept was of lower quality and needed less time to develop? If so, 
then a patent would only harm the consumers.) Independent inventions of the same concept 
must be treated as independent and all given the right to be marketed and make profit for their 
creators. 

Theft, then, in such a judicial system, will constitute only the stealing of specific prepared 
plans to use them against the wishes of their owner. While no one can prove that an idea was 
stolen from his brain, proving that specific plans and draftings and notes were stolen is much 
easier. If the specific plans for a ceiling plan of one inventor suddenly appear in the 
production line of a company, and it is known that that company had access to his workshop 
or draft room, then the theft is clearly proven. 

There was actually such a case in the 1960s and the 1970s, involving the same Ford 
Motor Co. we talked about earlier. In 1964, Robert Kearns, a former CIA agent, filed a patent 
for intermittent shield wipers for cars. The electrical diagram he submitted was very clear 
(you can find it online: Patent US 3602790 A) and it was ingenious and unique. It was also 
working, for he had created several working prototypes and they were proven to work. He 
immediately contacted Ford Motor Company and Chrysler, trying to sell to them his invention 
or at least license it in a joint venture with them. Both companies rejected his request, but kept 
the plans, and a couple of years later started installing his system on all of their cars. Kearns 
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then took them to court. He defeated Ford Motor Company in court for a verdict of $10 
million, and later defeated Chrysler for a verdict of $20 million. By 1995, he was a rich man 
thanks to the dishonest practices of the two automakers and his court victories against them. 

But in his case, there was a specific diagram and specific working prototypes. Ford here 
were not dealing with a George Selden-type patent vulture, they were dealing with a real 
inventor who had provable rights over his invention. Kearns’s case is the best example of how 
we are supposed to protect the property rights of inventors, without stifling competition and 
slowing down progress. Property rights only over specific property, against provable cases of 
theft. 

More can and must be said, but it will be in a future episode. To summarize, the modern 
patent law is based on fallacious presuppositions: that science and technology are a sort of 
magical activity in the world, and therefore have some magical impact on society, creating the 
need for a completely new system of justice and righteousness. For this reason, modern laws 
protecting patents don’t really protect property rights; they rather encourage theft and 
unscrupulousness. The result is that they really stifle the invention process. A Biblical solution 
to the problem is to treat science and technology as just another human activity in the context 
of the Dominion Covenant, and apply to them the Biblical rules for protecting property: 
property is specific goods and services created by specific individuals, not general ideas or 
concepts without any practical utility. Only then we will have both the incentive to innovate 
and the freedom to apply it, for a world of better productivity. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is R.J. Rushdoony, The Mythology of 
Science. Science, as you should know by now, is not religiously or morally neutral. It stems 
from specific presuppositions and tenets of faith. When the Christian faith is lost, science 
becomes nothing more than magic. And when magic becomes the foundation of legislation, it 
produces disaster. 

Keep in your prayers and in your giving Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to planting the seeds for a future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe 
through translating and publishing books that teach the comprehensive application of the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ to all of life. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our 
newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 



ARP#67. Technology and the Environment  520 

 Technology and the Environment 
Assigned reading: Abundance, by Peter Diamandis and Steven Kotler  

Welcome to Episode 67 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be building upon a topic that we started 
in the previous episode of Axe to the Root, the one on patents. We talked about science and 
technology and how different worldviews can affect government legislation on patents and 
protecting property rights in the area of inventions. We saw that in all non-Christian 
worldviews, there is no real understanding where science and technology come from – not 
only philosophically, but also in the psychological motive and incentives to do science. What 
is the reason men even bother to discover new things? No one knows. That is, no non-
Christian religion or philosophy knows, people just happen, just out of the blue, to want to 
discover new things, and spend the time and energy to discover new things, no one knows 
why. The motivation is clearly there, but what causes that motivation is rather looked upon as 
some sort of magic or occult. We saw that this is the reason for the chaotic legislation on 
patents. And we also saw the Biblical interpretation of the factors behind the motivation for 
discovery and invention: it is the Dominion Mandate. Man is commanded to fill the earth and 
subdue it, that is, make it productive for an expanding mankind. Based on a Biblical view of 
science and technology, we don’t need any special new ethical and judicial system for 
protection of property rights; the Law of God and its protection of property – specific, 
defined, lawfully acquired or created possessions – is sufficient. 

What I want to look at, this week, is the relation of technology to our stewardship of 
creation, and specifically, our stewardship of the environment. Specifically, pollution. 
Technology is all fine and dandy and we all like to have fancy gadgets to make our lives 
easier – cars, smart phones, computers, power tools, new building materials, LED flashlights, 
etc. The question is: does this technology come at a cost? Well, it comes at the cost of 
countless hours of research and production management, and billions of dollars invested into 
capital assets (which billions of dollars is nothing more than countless of hours of work and 
savings of millions of people). That much we know. But is there other cost as well. Like, what 
about the cost of the waste left over after the production of all these gadgets? What about the 
ore mines dug and left open after they have been exhausted? What about the emissions from 
all these plants in the atmosphere? What about the spilled fluids, acids and bases, that poison 
the soil and destroy the food production of whole regions; or poison waters used by whole 
populations for fishing? Shouldn’t this be a cost that we should take in account? 

And, the more important question, if this is a cost that we should take in account, 
shouldn’t we self-consciously slow down our technological progress – and our economic 
growth, as well, for it depends on the productivity produced by the technological progress – in 
order to reduce pollution, that important cost? Shouldn’t we give up on some newer and better 
technologies, given that the more we develop, the more we pollute? Or, even better, shouldn’t 
we use the government to stop technological progress so that we control the level of 
pollution? I am an avid reader of science fiction, and science fiction, because of the nature of 
the genre, has always tried to give predictions about the future and the many possible 
problems and issues that may arise consecutive to the growth of mankind. And I remember 
how back in the 1970s and the 1980s, many science fictions writers liked to predict the 21st 
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century being a future period in which the air in the industrialized world would be barely 
breathable. Some predicted that people won’t even be able to exit their homes without a gas 
mask (I am not kidding). Shouldn’t we, then, do something about it? Stop technological 
progress? Slow it down? May be slow down the growth of mankind in general, through 
population control or birth control? 

Secular humanism, of course, gives exactly those answers: Slow down technological 
progress through government control and regulations. And, also, slow down population 
growth, through murder and extermination, if necessary. We should expect such answers 
given that secular humanism has no idea of what the world is, how the world operates, what 
man is, and what drives man in his quest for technological progress. Secular humanism has no 
idea of the Dominion Mandate, and since in its ideology, man’s existence just happened by 
chance, it can’t understand neither the technology, nor pollution and its causes, nor the true 
solution to the problem of pollution. 

But what is the Biblical solution to the problem? 

In order to understand it, we need to look at the overall direction of the Dominion 
Mandate in history: Man was given the Garden as his initial capital, and told to grow his 
capital base. That Garden was a small patch of available resources in the middle of an earth 
which was still bare. As large as the Garden may have been, it was not large enough nor 
resourceful enough for a growing population. Adam’s task under the Dominion Mandate was 
to export the order and productivity of the Garden to the whole world – after all, without that 
order and productivity, a constantly expanding mankind will end up starving, and therefore 
not expanding at all. 

Now, visualize for a moment what it must have been in the Garden. It had all the 
resources Adam needed to start building a civilization, and he had all the knowledge and the 
brainpower to do it; and he did have enormous brain power, if he was able to name all the 
animals. We see that this was the very purpose of the resources in the Bible: to build a 
civilization out of them. We see at the beginning that there were gold and precious stones in 
the Garden; we don’t know in what condition, but they must have been scattered around, for 
the text doesn’t mention if they were build into something. At the end of the Bible, however, 
we see the same gold and precious stones built into a city, and used for the walls and the 
streets of that city. Thus, the course of history under the Dominion Mandate is clear: from 
scattered resources towards an ordered civilization where all these resources are built in. The 
precious stones and the gold are, of course, only a symbol of everything else, of all the other 
regular resources: be it wood and cloth made of plants or animals, or chemical elements and 
substances, or radioactive minerals and substances for nuclear fission or fusion fuels, or 
sunlight, or wind, or electronic or radio impulses, or anything else. They all need to be built 
into the city God is building, a civilization that will first conquer itself and its own sinful self, 
then will conquer the universe, and then, after having exhibited the supremacy of God’s Law 
and the glory of God’s salvation in history and on earth, will submit in Christ to God. In that 
final historical stage, mankind will be at its ultimate mastery and control of all of the 
resources of the universe, subduing it to the glory of God. 

Before we get there, however, things need to be built. Things that will allow us to make a 
better and more efficient use of God’s resources. We may, from time to time, know how to 
unleash some resources into action, but that doesn’t mean we know how to use them 
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productively. One modern example would be the difference between a nuclear bomb and a 
nuclear reactor: unleashing the power of the process of nuclear fission turned out to be 
relatively easy; channeling it into productive use is still not that easy, and we often suffer the 
consequences of it (think Chernobyl). It is in the building of these more and more facilities 
which make it easier and more productive to harness the power of God’s universe, where the 
Dominion Covenant is most visibly applied in practice. 

But building these same facilities means that man needs to learn to harness energy and 
apply it to productive use. To pick up a precious stone from the ground in the Garden and put 
it in its place in the wall, man needs to do some work. Work is simply energy applied to 
effective use. 

And the question of the use of energy is a central question to the Dominion Covenant, but 
also, to the issue of how our work affects the environment around us. 

In order for man to be able to apply energy to productive use to do work, he needs to 
draw energy from the creation around him. Which means, he needs to find a part of the 
creation around him that is not in a perfect energy equilibrium (also known as “entropy”). 
There must be some depository of available energy, of electrons, atoms, molecules, fluids, or 
solid bodies which are found in a higher energy state, and under the right conditions will 
spontaneously move from one place to another, or from a higher energy state to a lower 
energy state, creating momentum, which momentum can then be used to move other things. 
That depository must not be active until man triggers it by applying the right conditions to it – 
otherwise, if it was active without him, it would just dissipate energy without doing any useful 
work. It must contain potential energy, energy which is not active until triggered to become 
active. 

Think of a heavy cannonball placed on the top of a mountain in such a way as to be in a 
perfect balance. There is a lot of potential energy in that cannonball, stored in its sheer mass, 
but more important, stored in its position, high on the mountain. (That’s the physics formula 
for potential energy, mass times height times the gravitational acceleration at the surface.) As 
long as the cannonball is sitting there, it may have all this potential energy but it does no 
work. That potential energy needs to be transformed into kinetic energy, that is, an energy of 
motion, that is energy that can be transferred from the cannonball to other objects. Such 
transformation can happen cheaply and easily: just give the cannonball a little push to the side 
of the crest. 

What we see then is the cannon ball accelerating down the hill. It starts gaining kinetic 
energy (that is, energy of motion), but only at the expense of losing potential energy (that is, 
energy of position). As it rolls down the hill, its position is lower and lower, or, we can say, it 
is moving from a higher energy state to a lower energy state, releasing energy in the process. 
The only question now is, how can we make this energy do work, instead of just getting 
dissipated in the environment? 

What we need to do is build some devices to take some of that energy of motion and 
translate it into real motion. Place, for example, several water wheels on the path of the 
cannonball so that it falls in one after another consecutively on its way downhill. What will 
happen is that the velocity of the cannonball will decrease with hitting every waterwheel, 
which means that its kinetic energy will decrease every time. But that energy is not lost. 
(Well, some of it is lost to productive use, under the Second Law of Thermodynamics.) It goes 
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for rotating the axis of the waterwheel. The waterwheel now has some kinetic energy which 
can be transferred to other devices. If we build the path of the cannonball with waterwheels, 
the potential energy of the cannonball won’t be lost, it will be translated into kinetic energy 
for different technological devices, and then used to productive work. 

What happens at the end? The cannonball will eventually get to the foot of the mountain, 
on flat ground, where there is no more downward slope. It is not in its lowest energy state, 
where there is no more potential energy to spend. Which means, in its downward path, its 
potential energy was all transformed into kinetic energy to move the cannonball itself, or to 
move the axes of the multiple waterwheels on the way. When all this energy was spent, and 
the cannonball is at its lowest energy position (at the foot of the mountain) no more kinetic 
energy can be extracted from the cannonball. There is no way now to make the cannonball 
produce more energy to spend . . . except, of course, if we moved it again to the top of the 
mountain. But guess what: moving it back to the top will require, in the ideal case, just as 
much energy as it gave away on the way down. In reality, however, the ideal case doesn’t 
exist; under the Second Law of Thermodynamics, some of that energy was dissipated in the 
form of heat. So, even if we decide to spend energy to move it back up, we will be in the red. 
It makes more sense to leave the cannonball resting at the foot of the mountain and try to find 
another cannonball. And in fact, that’s the essence of the work of the energy industry: to find 
“cannonballs” that are rested in a state of unstable balance at the top of the mountain, build 
them a downward path of waterwheels, and push them down the hill. 

Cannonballs, of course, are not used for energy generation, but our example is a very 
good illustration of how energy works. All energy sources are in reality like that cannonball: 
stored potential energy in a state of unstable equilibrium – unstable because a small push can 
unleash that potential energy into kinetic energy. Think of the gasoline you put in your car. 
It’s just a liquid, right? A vaporous liquid, to be precise, but even as a vaporous liquid it is in 
an equilibrium. It doesn’t spontaneously change its composition from one state to another, and 
it doesn’t spontaneously release energy. But give it a little push, light a match next to it, and 
you will experience the power of the energy stored in it. But it’s not limited to fire or motion, 
the universe God created is replete with countless such storages of energy waiting to be 
discovered and used by man. Think of the trees in the forest and the grass in the fields; they 
are all a vast accumulator of the energy coming from the sun, waiting to be applied to 
different uses. Trees can be used for burning, of course. In fact, in its formative years, 
America had such thick woods that the railroads used firewood instead of coal for their 
engines; it was not unusual for the crews that ran the trains over the long transcontinental 
distances to stop at some place for several hours, cut as many trees as they could and store 
them as fuel. Vegetation has been an important storage of energy in another way, too: for 
thousands of years men used domesticated animals for transportation or work. And animals 
are nothing more than biological machines for transforming the chemical energy of plants into 
energy of motion. (Well, human bodies are also such biological machines but much less 
efficient than the animals.) A storage of energy are the clouds over our heads: the water 
falling down and running down mountains in creeks and rivers is just another version of the 
cannonball rolling down the hill, and mankind has used it to run waterwheels for centuries. 
But wait, this is not all, energy is stored in ways you may have not even imagined. It is stored 
in chemicals used to do certain work. Your soap and shampoo are stored chemical energy 
used to disintegrate grease and bacteria. Acids and bases are stored chemical energy used for 
the production of different substances. The individual atoms and ions of elements can be 
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stored energy: take, for example, the two atomic ingredient of table salt, sodium and chlorine. 
In their pure state – metallic crystal for sodium and gas for chlorine – they are highly reactive. 
Sodium reacts with water so violently that when thrown in water, it explodes; chlorine has 
been used as a poison gas in wars because of its high reactivity. While they are not used in 
direct energy applications, their high energy level is used in chemical applications. Even table 
salt, in which they are combined and reduced to their lowest energy level, is still quite active 
and has the function of a catalyst for many reactions in human and animal metabolism, as well 
as for maintaining the balance in nerve reactions. This is still transforming energy from one 
form into another, even if it doesn’t look like a power plant. Some chemical elements have 
energy stored on a nuclear level, like uranium-235. In its natural state, uranium-235 is in an 
almost perfect equilibrium: it has a half-life of 704 million years! And yet, just put together a 
critical mass of it (a little over 50 kilograms) and add just a couple of fast neutrons, and see 
what happens within the next few microseconds. (One microsecond lasts for one millionth of 
a second.) All these are examples of a cannonball sitting on the top of the mountain, waiting 
to be pushed down the hill to transform its potential energy into an energy of motion, and then 
transfer momentum to a chain of waterwheels, which can then be used for work. And 
technology is simply the waterwheels used to absorb that energy and put it to work. The 
higher the technology, the better it will be able to capture every single unit of that energy and 
put it to work. Yes, you got it right; technology is not magic, it has a simple principle behind 
it: how do we find the metaphorical cannonballs sitting on top of mountains, how do we push 
them down the hill, and how do we build the best waterwheels to capture the released energy. 
That’s all about technology. 

And guess what: the more technology develops to capture more of that momentum, the 
cheaper things become. Or the better quality we have for the same price. Take gasoline, for 
example. Its price today is the same relative to the average income as it was in 1960; but 
because we have better cars, the same quantity of gas can take you much farther today than it 
could in 1960. Or the cars: The average family car is the same price relative to income as it 
was in 1960; but if you compare a modern family car to a family car of 1960, our modern cars 
would be beyond the imagination of even the science fiction writers back in those days. And 
cars are only a very small pixel of the whole picture. The more developed out technology is, 
the better we capture the momentum, the cheaper each individual unit of captured energy 
becomes, and the more productive our society becomes. And look around us: the poorest 
among us today are richer than the kings of 500 years ago. 

OK, stop here. This sounds so great, so convincing, and indeed, we see that our 
productivity has exceeded everything the world has known, and as a result we have conquered 
so many previously unimagined frontiers . . . but what about the environment? What about 
pollution? What about the side effects of all this technological development, namely, the 
destruction of our nature? In this apt illustration of the cannonball rolling down the hill, where 
is pollution included, and how can it be explained? 

The answer should be simple: pollution is energy that our current technologies are still 
not capable of capturing. 

Let me repeat this again: pollution is simply energy that our current technologies are still 
not capable of capturing. 
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See, by its very definition, pollution can’t come from substances or objects that are at 
their lowest energy status. In order for something to become a pollutant, it must have some 
residual stored active energy in it; things that are at their lowest energy state do not pollute. 
Take, for example, helium and all the other noble gases (neon, argon, krypton, xenon). 
Because of their nuclear structure and electron combination, their structure is the lowest 
energy level for all chemical elements. All these gases can absorb huge quantities of energy 
but they never give it back. (Helium and argon are used as so-called “shielding gases” in 
highly dangerous processes like tungsten welding, because of their ability to absorb energy.) 
And guess what: these gases never pollute. You can breathe them and they will never affect 
you. (Although, breathing in helium will make you voice funny.) You won’t even smell them 
– they have no smell. They won’t react in any possible way with anything in the nature around 
you, or in your body, or in your food. They produce ZERO pollution. Why? Because they are 
at the lowest possible energy level. They can give away no energy. 

Returning to our simplistic illustration of the cannonball rolling down the hill, helium is 
like the cannonball at the bottom of the valley. Unless you do something to move it up the 
hill, it won’t move spontaneously. It can’t produce anymore kinetic energy for your 
waterwheels, but neither can it affect or destroy anything in its way. It’s just not moving, and 
it can’t move, even if you give it a push. It has become part of the environment. 

Only those things pollute that still have some potential energy left in them, think of the 
cannonball rolling down the hill, but think of it after the last waterwheel, but before it reaches 
the bottom of the valley. It still has some energy in it, it is still moving, but its energy is not 
spent on anything productive, because there are no more waterwheels. Suppose that in this last 
section of its path there are houses instead of waterwheels. The cannonball still has some 
potential energy left, that potential energy is transformed into kinetic energy, but because 
there are no more waterwheels in its path, it hits the houses. The kinetic energy now serves 
not for creating a productive momentum but the opposite: it serves to destroy? Why? Because 
there are no more waterwheels. The technology was not develop to the point where the last 
drops of energy could be sucked out of the cannonball and put to productive use. 

And that’s what pollution is: remaining drops of energy not harnessed to productive use. 
Since they are still active, they affect the environment. Since they are not harnessed, they 
affect it in ways unfavorable to man. (Remember, after the Curse, nature spontaneously 
opposes man and his efforts; it takes self-conscious effort by man to make nature serve man.) 
Pollution is not some magical power out there. It is simply unharnessed energy. It is simply 
what the cannonball would do while rolling down the hill, if we haven’t built enough water 
wheels, or if we have built them in such a lousy way that it hops out of their path and 
continues on a path different from we have predicted. Where there is no active energy 
remaining, there is no pollution. Which means, where our technology has captured all the 
energy available in an energy source and has put it to productive use, there is no pollution. 

Now stop and think about it. This changes everything, right? It turns the current 
environmentalist narrative on its head. The current narrative is that pollution is just some 
magical entity out there which grows bigger and bigger the more we apply technology to the 
world around us. But when we analyze the nature of pollution and its relation to energy, we 
discover that pollution is always around us, ready to happen in a spontaneous way, for there 
are so many different energy sources – physical, chemical, nuclear – around us. What if we 
didn’t have any technology? Would we be free of pollution? Landslides and avalanches bury 
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whole villages, volcanoes erupt and bring ice ages to the whole planet, hurricanes and 
tornadoes bring destruction to living things in their paths. Ever been to the Black Sea? You 
know that its water is anoxic (that is, has no oxygen dissolved in it) below 200 meters deep, 
and this made it possible for certain bacteria to thrive that produce hydrogen sulfide. That 
means, 90% of its water is replete with hydrogen sulfide, one of the most reactive, flammable, 
and toxic gases in nature, buried under a 200-meter-thin layer of salt water. (200 meters is 
only half the height of the Empire State Building.) Scientific modeling shows that if just a 
medium-size meteorite hits the water, it will release so much of that gas in the air that the area 
may easily become uninhabitable for a while. No matter where we look, there are natural 
sources of energy that with or without us produce pollution and can potentially kill and 
devastate at an enormous scale. Pollution is simply  energy in an uncaptured state, 
unharnessed for man’s purposes. Where there is no available energy, where all things are in 
their lowest energy state, there is no pollution. 

I hope you already understand where this all is going. If all pollution is simply 
unharnessed active energy, then the only solution to pollution must be obvious: find a way to 
harness it. Find a way to put it to productive use. You can’t stop active energy from affecting 
the world around us; it will continue to pollute until the source of energy is depleted. So, 
instead of waiting for it to be depleted on its own and do damage, work to find a way to 
deplete it ourselves and use it for our purposes. If there is still potential energy in that 
cannonball rolling down the hill, don’t try to stop it. Just build more waterwheels in its path, 
until it gets to the bottom of the valley. That’s the only logical answer to the problem of 
pollution. 

Think of the most obvious example we have in front of our eyes today: internal 
combustion engines. 60 years ago, cars had to have large engines in order to have enough 
power to move. These large engines were a source of serious pollution. If back in those days 
we had as many cars as we have today, our levels of pollution would have been much higher. 
But why did those cars pollute so much? Because the technology of the times didn’t allow for 
capturing all of the active energy in the fuel and for transforming it into motion. The 
efficiency of those engines was low and therefore the spilled active energy was high. Over the 
years, however, advances in technology made it possible to build smaller engines who 
captured more of the active energy of the fuels, and thus decrease the level of pollution. The 
more energy our technologies were able to convert into motion, the lower the pollution. And, 
also – which is the main purpose of technology – the cheaper the use of fuel. By capturing 
more of that spilled energy, we have been able to lower the cost for using fuels, and, as a 
consequences of that, we have been able to reduce pollution. In short, our own drive to 
cheaper and more productive use of energy is what naturally led to lowering pollution. 
Eventually, more and more, we will be able to make engines that will convert all of the 
available energy in the fuels to water and carbon dioxide – and both water and carbon dioxide 
are the lowest energy level for carbon, hydrogen, and oxygen, thus producing no pollution. 

I can give another example I picked up in the course of my own professional career. The 
production of copper and many other non-ferrous metals (lead, nickel, tin, to mention a few) 
produces great quantities of sulfur dioxide as a waste product. Sulfur dioxide is a toxic gas – 
not as toxic as hydrogen sulfide we mentioned earlier, but toxic nevertheless. That’s because 
the molecule contains high levels of stored energy in the bonding between oxygen and sulfur; 
it’s a long story to explain why, so I won’t go into that. Sulfur dioxide has some limited use in 
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food preservation, winemaking, and cleaning, but certainly not in the large quantities 
produced by the metallurgic plants. 

The original solution was to oxidize sulfur dioxide to sulfur trioxide (an even more 
dangerous pollutant) and then dissolve it in water. The result is what we all know as “sulfuric 
acid”: one of the most potent inorganic acids known to man. It has more and greater 
applications than sulfur dioxide, but not enough to take all the quantities produced. And it is 
still a high energy level, and it can do a lot of damage – the only difference being that it is 
liquid, not gaseous. Still, the solution for its deposit was to build special containers and bury 
them underground – except that, eventually the acid would dissolve the containers and 
contaminate the soil. 

The problem was solved in an area that no one expected to offer any solution: the 
production of chemical fertilizers. The new agricultural technologies required the application 
of three elements to the soil: nitrogen, phosphorus, and potash. Of these, phosphorus proved 
to be the most difficult to obtain. In nature, it can be found in great quantities in the deserts, 
where it exists in the form of a rock called “rock phosphate.” Chemically, it is calcium 
phosphate, a very stable compound which takes a lot of chemical energy to break up. But 
guess what: sulfuric acid breaks it relatively easy, producing as a result phosphoric acid, 
which is the active basis for the production of many phosphate-based products, from 
fertilizers to plastics and polymers to cleaning agents to food preservatives etc. Since 
phosphoric acid is so valuable, the process can take all of the produced sulfuring acid by the 
metallurgic plants, and ask for more. The other product from the production of phosphoric 
acid is calcium sulphate. Is it a pollutant? No. Calcium sulphate is the formula for gypsum – 
the same gypsum used as plaster in construction. (Well, to be precise, there are still remnant 
phosphate elements in it, which make it a bit more reactive, but new technologies will take 
care of it, I am sure.) So, from the highly toxic sulfur dioxide, technology can take us all the 
way to producing useful compounds for agriculture and the home and food production, and 
the only waste product is low energy enough to not be a pollutant. That’s the only way of 
dealing with pollution: use up all available energy. 

And that takes higher and higher technologies. Not lower. Not stagnation in technological 
development. Not refraining from technological development even if we had it. Not refraining 
from higher productivity, or from mass production, or from lower prices, or from 
industrialization. Not a return to more primitive levels of social organization. (New York City, 
before the advent of the automobile, had to dispose of 2.5 million pounds of horse manure 
every day. Google “the great horse manure crisis of 1894” to learn more about it.) If pollution 
is unused, unharnessed energy, there is only one way of reducing it: develop the technologies 
that will be capable of harnessing of all available energy for productive use. Once you have 
them, you will have zero pollution, and at the same time, a highly developed and prosperous 
society. 

Of course, that ultimate level of technological development can’t be reached directly from 
a primitive condition of no technology at all. We can’t just continue living in the old times 
when supposedly we had perfectly clean environment and organic foods and natural life (and 
the life expectancy was 40 years, of course), and expect that suddenly we will wake up one 
day having all the clean modern technologies. Each level of development builds the capital 
base for the next level. The steam engine couldn’t be build if it wasn’t for the effective use of 
animal power and wind power to build the capital base. The internal combustion engine 
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couldn’t come around if it wasn’t for the steam engine to prepare the way for it. Nuclear 
technologies and electronics and turbines and the new materials that made them possible 
could only appear because the combustion engine helped the world become a more productive 
place. And our modern attempts at extracting clean energy out of sunlight and wind couldn’t 
happen unless we had more primitive chemical technologies to prepare the materials and the 
alloys needed for them. At every step, mankind, driven by the Dominion Mandate, has been 
trying to lower its costs of production, and in the process, has been building the base for 
newer and cleaner energies. Cleaner environment, therefore, came as the product of the 
Dominion Mandate. The more dominion man exercises, the less pollution he will produce. 

The conclusion to our modern policies should be obvious. Ever since environmentalism 
became a fashionable ideology in the West, its impulse has been to lobby politicians to stop 
this or that technological development, because it would produce more pollution. This has 
been based on the erroneous assumption that better productivity leads to more pollution. But 
given the scientific facts, such a proposition is nonsensical; no one builds a better vessel to 
spill more water out of it. In the same way, no one builds a better technology to leave more 
unused energy out of it. Government intervention, then, to continue blocking the development 
of newer technologies, has been not in favor of less pollution but in favor of more pollution. 
And guess what: where the government controls the economy to block any private initiative, 
and any possibility for inventors to profit from their own inventions, the pollution levels have 
been unimaginable. The Soviet Union and the whole Eastern bloc were among the most 
polluted places on earth; the air in some cities was barely breathable, while at the same time 
their economy was barely producing, and their GDP per capita was 1/10 to 1/20 of that of the 
Western countries,. Pollution doesn’t come from less production; it comes from less efficient 
production,. When you lack the technology to produce more efficiently, you pollute more. 

The Biblical solution to the problem of environmental cleanness should be then obvious: 
Free the way for individuals to fulfill the Dominion Mandate. Create the conditions for full 
market freedom for innovators to create better technologies and profit from them. Get the 
government out of the economy, and shut down all environmental organizations. Make it 
possible for the entrepreneurs to reap every single benefit of their increased productivity and 
efficiency. Remove any government protection and corporate welfare from any industry and 
make it compete on the basis entirely of price and quality; this will force them to seek ways to 
utilize every bit of energy available in nature to achieve their goals in a more efficient way. 

The final result will be that the cannonball will roll its way downhill producing the 
maximum useful effect: it will rotate the maximum water wheels it can hit, and it will do it in 
the most efficient manner, with the maximum energy transformed into work. And it will never 
hit any other object and destroy it. It will be pure work. 

And that’s the only way to prevent pollution. Anything else will only create more 
pollution, and finally, destruction. 

The book I will recommend today is Abundance, by Peter Diamandis and Steven Kotler. 
In it, you will find the facts and the logic of a new and bright future, where the scarcity of 
older times – through which many of us have lived – will be replaced by abundance. The 
authors don’t connect that abundance to a spiritual cause, but we as Christian 
Reconstructionists know how to see through the material veneer to the spiritual causes. The 
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book may be your most important extra-Biblical confirmation for what your postmillennial 
faith has already taught you. 

And again, in your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission effort for creating the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization in 
Eastern Europe, through translating the best Christian books and materials for giving a 
comprehensive Gospel, covering all areas of life. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe 
to our newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 South Africa’s White Farmers: A Covenantal Lesson 
“God doesn’t tolerate the injustice of closed borders for too long.” 

Assigned reading: Mark Mathabane, Kaffir Boy 

Welcome to Episode 68 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will look at a crystal clear example of 
covenantal approach to history. You know, that approach that looks at history not as a motley 
collection of purposeless, haphazard events of no origin nor direction, but as a string of God’s 
actions according to His plan for history, which is the progressive revelation of His Kingdom 
in history and on earth, manifested in the victory of the Gospel of His Son, again, in history 
and on earth. Is the difference important for a Christian? You bet. Our Christian faith hinges 
on whether we believe that history, in its every single event, is controlled by God for the 
purposes of His Gospel. The so often quoted verse of Gen. 15:6: ‘Abraham believed in the 
Lord; and He reckoned it to him as righteousness,’ repeated several times in the New 
Testament, was not speaking about Abraham’s faith for things present. Read the context of 
Gen. 15: it was faith in the future, faith about God controlling history so that Abraham’s seed 
eventually became the dominant factor on the planet: ‘So shall your descendants be.’ To have 
such faith towards the future that only can be credited for righteousness (for no other kind of 
faith would suffice), Abraham ad to believe that there would be no gray area in history free of 
God’s control. Everything, to the minutest detail, would be directly and intimately governed 
by God. That’s what’s called a covenantal approach to history. Such approach, then, would 
logically include covenantal sanctions: because of God’s Kingdom is to be manifested in 
history and on earth, then, at least partially and progressively, the war against the enemies of 
God, against covenant-breakers, will be waged in history and on earth, and there will be 
victories against them, which means that they will be gradually and progressively defeated in 
history. Until all of Christ’s enemies are made his footstool, which is the ultimate objective of 
the Gospel in history (1 Cor. 15:25). God will bring about Christ’s victory by defeating His 
enemies in history. 

The historical example we will use to show this covenantal lesson is of an utmost 
significance for us. Why? Because, unlike other historical events of which we have spoken 
before, this one is unfolding right in front of our eyes today. And not only that, it is also of 
enormous relevance to us as American Christians; for the sins involved in this example of 
historical sanctions are also sins that we as American Christians commit today, en masse, as a 
church, following wicked leaders and politicians. And we have not repented of them, and in 
fact, we are still involved in those sins. So we better pay attention. 

This last week, the parliament of South Africa passed, with overwhelming majority, a 
motion put forward by the radical leftist party Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) and 
accepted by the ruling African National Congress. The motion provides for legal action by the 
South African government to start confiscating agricultural land from white farmers and give 
it over to the black population. The decision is of very high historical significance, because it 
is the only such legislative act in this century so far which prescribes punitive executive action 
along racial lines. Even Mugabe’s Zimbabwe, while driving the white farmers out of their 
farms, didn’t declare it officially to be motivated by racial differences. (The racial prejudice in 



ARP#68. South Africa’s White Farmers: A Covenantal Lesson
  531 

Zimbabwe was in the selectivity of the executive action, not in the official legislative 
language.) Racial segregation and oppression, of course, was common for many countries 
during the 20th century, always in favor of white populations, but after the civil rights 
movements in the US, the decolonization of Africa and South-East Asia, and the fall of the 
Apartheid in South Africa, such racially motivated action and speech have been to great extent 
barred from official pronouncements of the world’s governments. The Parliament of South 
Africa brought back to life the Frankenstein of racism by government action. 

As of now, there seems to be little hope of repealing the motion. The ruling African 
National Congress seems to understand the dangers of the motion to the country’s economic 
situation and international reputation; the new ANC president, Cyril Ramaphosa, delivered a 
rather moderate speech giving vague promises that the government will proceed ‘carefully’ 
and that there will be no land-grabbing. And yet, his own party needs the support of their 
allies, the EFF. The Democratic Alliance, a party with a long history of anti-racism and anti-
Apartheid activism, is too weak politically to make any difference. The international political 
establishment doesn’t seem too interested in confronting South Africa about its new form of 
Apartheid and government racism. Even if it did confront it, little would come out of it; the 
white Apartheid survived for several decades in the midst of constant international 
condemnations and embargo. It looks like the white farmers of South Africa have little hope 
to keep their land. And without compensation, the prospect before their families is certainly 
not bright. 

There could have been an easy solution to their plight. Coming not from their own 
government and their own society, but from other nations. Such solution has been known to 
Christian Europe for centuries, and it has been used extensively, especially by Protestant 
nations. It is called ‘open borders.’ Starting from the 8th and the 9th century, especially after 
the rise of the most massive and the longest-lasting grass roots movement, The Peace and 
Truce of God movement (we will cover it in a future episode of Axe to the Root), 
Christendom understood it as an imperative for both nations and for their rulers that whenever 
a minority came under persecution by their own rulers, it had the God-given right to cross the 
border into territory where its rulers had no power to persecute. The already Christianized 
Roman Empire allowed Goths and Franks to flee from the attacks of Attila’s Huns into its 
own territory. (Later these same Goths and Franks helped it defeat the Huns and protect its 
borders; in fact, it was the Franks who preserved the Roman civilization long after the Empire 
was gone.) During the middle ages, tribal groups would cross borders to flee attacks and 
persecution, and it was expected that local rulers would not interfere with the movements of 
such groups. The crusades against heretical groups like the Cathari and the Albigenses 
produced a mass exodus from South France, and rulers in places as far as the Balkans 
accepted the refugees. If Spain persecuted its Jews, France and the Netherlands would accept 
them. If some German princes would persecute certain groups, other German principalities 
would be safe for the same groups. Etc., etc., etc. Open borders have always been the hope 
and support for those persecuted. And they could have been the hope and support for the 
white farmers of South Africa . . . provided, of course, America had stood faithful to her 
Christian legacy and had open borders. As it is today, even Christians and conservatives in 
America refuse to be faithful to that legacy, and root for the utterly pagan policy, passed in the 
US by socialists, occultists, and other enemies of God, namely, immigration restrictions. 
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That’s why we, the nation who declared to the world, ‘give me you tired, your poor, your 
huddled masses yearning to breathe free,’ today say no such thing. And those farmers have no 
place to go. 

Well, of course, in the last week or so, there have been voices among conservatives and 
Christians in the US for Trump to allow white farmers from South Africa to immigrate. In 
fact, there is even a petition to that effect. I have mixed feelings about it, however. On one 
hand, obviously, I am absolutely for opening the borders for persecuted people from around 
the world to find a safe haven in America. On the other hand, however, the very concept of 
‘Trump allowing people to come over’ is a deeply socialist and statist concept, and it has 
nothing to do with Biblical ethics, nor, for that matter, with the US Constitution. ‘Allowing’ 
people to come over presupposes that the civil government has the right to control the 
movement of non-criminal individuals. While South African farmers should be able to freely 
come over, this should not be a matter of government permission anymore than 
homeschooling or changing your job or renovating your house. All those are economic 
decisions, and no economic decision of a family or an individual should be the business of any 
government to permit or prohibit. 

There is also deep hypocrisy in that conservative petition. Under the current immigration 
law ‘ designed and lobbied for by Ted Kennedy and other socialists, and supported by modern 
conservatives (who are the same socialists as Ted Kennedy, their claims to the contrary 
notwithstanding) ‘ South African farmers are generally not eligible for immigration. The 
current Immigration and Nationality Act is basically a prohibition: it prohibits anyone from 
immigrating, and then only extends grace to four limited groups of people. South African 
farmers, as a group, are not among them. The law, however, allows significant latitude to the 
executive to decide on specific cases; in fact, the Immigration and Nationality Act was 
entirely designed to place all the privilege of controlling the movements of people in the 
hands of the executive. (In fact, unknown to the vast majority of Americans, this executive 
control over the movement of people extends even over US citizens. That’s why, when you 
travel abroad and return back home, the border control person at the airport has the power to 
ask you where you have been and for what reason. As I said in my lectures on immigration 
several years ago, whatever you want the government to do to the stranger, it eventually ends 
up doing it to you.) This executive power allows the executive to decide about specific cases 
or specific groups. Thus, under the Immigration and Nationality Act, Trump has the power to 
decide in favor of a specific group abroad, or even grant amnesty to other groups already here. 
So he can easily remove the restrictions for South African farmers and let them immigrate to 
the US. 

But that’s what Obama also wanted to do with another group: the refugees from the 
Middle East, from the countries that the US military has bombed or continued bombing, or 
has destabilized through its foreign policy. He also wanted to do it with the abandoned 
children from Honduras and El Salvador. In fact, Obama was much more careful: while the 
Act gave him the executive power to just make the decision, he preferred to defer it to 
Congress and have a legislative approval. But when he did that, oh what self-righteous 
indignation all conservatives and the majority of church-goers all fell in, and oh how many 
sanctimonious moralizing sermons we heard about Obama ‘breaking the law’ and ‘acting 
criminally.’ And the same conservatives and church-goers now insist that Trump does exactly 
the same with their own preferred group. Apparently, when Obama does it (in fact, he didn’t 
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even attempt to use his executive power), it is ‘breaking the law,’ but now that Trump is in 
power, it’s not breaking of the law anymore. Is it surprising, then, that with this and many 
similar disgusting displays of hypocrisy, conservatism and Christianity are losing support 
among the young people? And then, of course, we blame the millennials, but the reality is, it 
is conservatives and Christians who are the reason for their own demise. 

The only consistent solution is the Biblical and constitutional solution: open borders. Get 
the government out of the business of controlling immigration. Let non-criminal people travel 
and settle freely. Only control citizenship; may be even deny them citizenship forever, who 
cares. Citizenship is only a privilege, not a right; the freedom to move and settle and find a 
better life for one’s family is a God-given right. In order to help those in need, and not be 
hypocritical about it, open the borders. 

Conservatives’s and church-goers’ hypocrisy notwithstanding, it is still true that the only 
righteous response to the plight of those South African farmers is opening our borders. 
Whether our economy needs more farmers or not is of no consequence. (Pure pragmatically, it 
doesn’t. Our nation produces more food than it needs, and more than we can even consume.) 
Whether they are culturally integrated or not is of no consequence. (In fact, they are not. 
Mexico is much closer culturally to the US than is South Africa, let alone rural South Africa.) 
Whether they are white or not is of no consequence. People should be free to seek and find 
and settle in the best place for their safety and productivity. 

Having established the solution for the problem, however, we as Christians should resist 
the temptation to instinctively side with the white farmers of South Africa, and identify with 
their plight. Because, while the decision of the South African parliament is obviously wrong, 
and it will bring more suffering to South Africa. But such decision was not made in a 
historical vacuum; and it certainly wasn’t made in a covenantal vacuum. Yeah, we can say 
that the decisions was motivated by racism, but we shouldn’t stop to assuming racism was 
only the immediate cause for it. Because racism was present much earlier, one or two 
generations ago, and that racism was deeply embedded in the way white farmers were able to 
acquire that land in the first place. And less we forget, for two generations during the previous 
century, South Africa was governed by the most repulsive system of overt institutional racism, 
unique in the whole world in its government oppression of whole populations of people 
entirely on the basis of their skin color. 

One of the most amazing achievements of the South African system of apartheid between 
1948 and 1990 is the fact that it was capable of convincing millions of Western Christians and 
conservatives in general that it was a ‘capitalist’ system which fought for freedom and against 
socialism. Nothing could be further from the truth. The apartheid was a socialist system all the 
way through. It was a system of oppression of one group of people in favor of another group 
of people. And for most, if not all, of the history of the apartheid, it was the white farmers 
who profited the most from this oppression. 

Of course, South Africa didn’t invent racism, nor did it invent racial segregation by 
legislation. The earliest racist theories in the West sprang out of the Enlightenment and its 
environmentalist theory of culture in the second half of the 18th century. Before that, the only 
consistent racist theory about the moral or biological inferiority or superiority of certain races 
based on skin color could be found only in the Talmud ‘ the so called ‘Curse of Ham’ myth, 
which was designed to justify the North African slave trade in the Caliphate, controlled at the 
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time by Jewish merchants. European Christendom had no racial theories nor racial 
consciousness; the identity of Europeans was religious, as Christians vs. non-Christians, not as 
a genetic pool defined by skin color. The first attempts at African slave trade by the 
Portuguese were justified by the fact that the blacks were pagans, not by their skin color. 
Ethiopia, on the other hand, as a Christian country, was considered part of Christendom, and 
Portuguese soldiers and mercenaries fought in service of the kings of Ethiopia. Vasco da 
Gama’s own son, Cristóvão da Gama, died a heroic death defending the Queen Mother of 
Ethiopia against Muslim invaders in 1542. Black slaves brought to Portugal or Spain in the 
16th and the 17th centuries were converted and freed, and became part of the society; some 
rose through the ranks to become prominent figures in the society. (Visit the San Marcos 
fortress in St. Augustine in Florida, to see evidence of black military commanders in the 
Spanish army.) 

Racism as a theory was introduced in Europe through the Enlightenment. The French and 
Scottish Enlightenment philosophers rejected the concept that culture is religious and creedal 
in nature and started playing with ideas that culture is the product of material forces: climate, 
soil, physiognomy, genetics, etc. This led to the theory that certain physical features, being the 
product of physical factors and also physical factors in their own turn, were culturally and 
morally superior to other physical features. Thus, Europeans had a superior culture with 
superior technology and superior justice not because of the prevailing Christian faith and 
Biblical worldview but because somehow the physical make up of Europeans make them 
superior and therefore capable of creating a superior culture. Christian thinkers were quick to 
fall in line and adopted that same Enlightenment ideology; and the Rabbinic myth of ‘the 
Curse of Ham’ was put into use in the Christian churches. By the end of the 18th century, a 
number of racist policies were adopted by Western powers, and slavery, while originally not 
motivated by racism, was gradually made justified by the supposed racial inferiority of the 
blacks. It helps, however, to keep in mind, that that early racism was not limited to racism 
against blacks. Europeans also saw themselves divided by races. The English considered the 
Irish a ‘foreign race’; in fact, even as late as 1915, English ‘scientists’ described the Irish as an 
‘African race.’ Benjamin Franklin, complained about the ‘swarthy Germans’ who had 
immigrated in America and declared them to be foreign to the white Anglo-Saxon race. Etc., 
etc. 

But the real boost to racism in all its forms came from Darwin’s Origin of Species. It 
introduced a new element in the interpretation of cultural exchange and action: the struggle 
for survival. While racism came from the Enlightenment and was prevalent in the Western 
world by the 1850s, it still carried the older Christian missionary impetus. Cultures and 
civilizations were still considered mutually beneficial, even if conditioned by material factors. 
Both French and Scottish philosophers (the left and the right wing of the Enlightenment) 
looked at non-European cultures as ‘backward’ but still containing some good elements 
worthy of borrowing; also, they believed that, eventually, all non-European cultures will adopt 
the European culture. Voltaire and Rousseau could talk about the ‘noble savage’ who could 
teach Europeans about simple and honest life, uncorrupted by the influence of the civilization. 
British governors of India could envision a day when India would shake off her paganism and 
adopt Christianity, and join her sister Britain in being the two most exemplary Christian 
peoples on the earth. Western racism of before 1859 was pagan and immoral, but it was 
mitigated by the remnants of Christian thought in the culture. 
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Darwin’s book destroyed its outlook. It was racism taken to its logical conclusion. Its 
subtitle read, Or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. Darwin could 
have chosen another word instead of ‘races.’ He could have used ‘species’ or ‘genus’ or 
‘kinds.’ He chose to use ‘races,’ a word that could easily be understood by his contemporaries 
‘ and by us today ‘ to denote not just animal and plant species, but also human races, as white, 
black, yellow, etc. The hint was taken, and quite soon Darwinism became the leading 
paradigm in sociology and history before it did in biology and the other natural sciences. 
Cultures and races and civilizations were now understood to be in a deadly conflict with each 
other, and survival would be the prize for those who win. Before 1870, European colonialism 
was exploitative and at times cruel, but it was still relatively benign and missionary. After 
1870, in most colonies, it turned into a full-scale war against the local populations. The 
genocide against the population of the Congo by agents of the Belgian king Leopold between 
1885 and 1908; the murders of whole tribes in the American West by the US Army soldiers 
after 1865, the forced slavery or removal from the land of South American natives by the local 
governments are only the tip of the iceberg of thousands of other less known cases. In some 
cases, even European colonist populations were not spared; in the Boer Wars between the 
Dutch population of South Africa and the British Empire, the British army created the first 
concentration camps in history to incarcerate civilian population (women, children, and 
elderly); tens thousands of Boer women and children died in those camps by deliberate 
starvation and refusal of medical help. 

It was in the context of this belief in the ‘struggle for survival of the races’ that the first 
apartheid legislation was created in South Africa. And the black vs. white history in South 
Africa is much worse than anything you could have imagined. If you thought that whites were 
the civilized side, and the blacks were the savages, you are severely mistaken. 

During the Second Boer War (1899-1902) in South Africa, the native tribes didn’t take 
anyone’s side. Blacks were employed in mainly non-combatant roles by both sides, and very 
few blacks were assigned roles as scouts, again, by both sides. (It was admitted that black 
stretcher workers on the battlefield, working at times under heavy fire, saved the lives of 
thousands of British soldiers.) Despite that neutrality, both sides in the war, following a 
‘scorched earth policy,’ destroyed black farms and villages and drove peaceful black 
population out of its land. The British Army, having already created concentration camps for 
the Boer population, created camps for the neutral black population also. As many black 
Africans were interned as Boers, for the only reason that their native land was in the way of 
the British armies. But things would soon get worse . . . for those same blacks who stayed 
neutral. 

The surrender of the Boers and the end of the war resulted in the integration of the two 
Boer republics into the British Empire. The Boers were not happy about it, and a few Boer 
rebellions followed in the next several years, but the British government was determined to 
win the Boers on its side. A British imperial administration was appointed to lead and oversee 
the restoration of South Africa, and the integration of the Boer population into the British 
Empire. Much of the work of that administration was focused on the economic restoration of 
South Africa, built on developing industry and mining. But in order to placate the defeated 
Boers, it also gave the start to the first institutions of what later will become the apartheid ‘ a 
legislation of forceful segregation of the population of South Africa based entirely on skin 
color. At the time, it was known as the Colour Bar Act of 1911. It established segregation in 
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respect to work in industrial factories and the gold and diamond mines in South Africa, clearly 
in favor of the white population. During the same period, a new policy of land re-distribution 
was introduced which designated whole regions of agricultural land to be available for 
purchase and ownership to whites only; only 8% of the agricultural land was set apart for the 
black population. While the movement of blacks was not limited at the time, all blacks 
residing or working in cities of predominantly Afrikaner population were required to have 
passports and work permits. Yes, the same blacks who not only remained neutral during the 
‘white man’s war,’ and even helped equally both sides 

The Colour Bar Act was challenged in 1919 by the mining companies in South Africa. 
The world price of gold had collapsed by about 30% during WWI (gold always gets cheaper 
in war time), and the mining companies were trying to compensate for the lower price by 
opening the job market to cheaper black workforce. The government of the Union of South 
Africa moved to weaken ‘ just weaken ‘ the colour bar to allow it. This lead to a wide-scale 
revolt known today as the Rand Rebellion of 1921. A coalition of the white labor unions, the 
Labor Party, the Communist Party of South Africa, and the then very young National Party 
organized close to 100,000 miners and industrial workers under the slogan, ‘Workers, Unite, 
Keep South Africa White.’ The armed rebellion that followed was so extensive and so 
destructive, that the government of the Union of South Africa had to bring in a regular army 
with field artillery, tanks, and bomber aircraft, to crush the rebellion. This reflected poorly on 
the political position of the government of the Union, and the next year Jan Smuts, the Prime 
Minister who crushed the Rand Rebellion, was voted out of office. The National Party won 
the elections. The Colour Bar was preserved, and was even re-inforced and expanded. 

The National Party grew in influence in the next couple of decades, especially among the 
white farmers. When South Africa moved to independence in 1948, in the first general 
elections, led by the Dutch Reformed minister Daniel Francois Malan (notice, a church 
minister!), the National Party won the elections, mainly with the votes of the white farmers. 
(The election system was heavily rigged in favor of the rural Afrikaner regions.) Malan 
immediately moved to introduce one of the most egregious racial segregation systems the 
world has ever seen. Over the next 10 years, a series of laws were passed that basically 
established a system of internal closed borders throughout the country. A new re-distribution 
of land was decreed, one that still left only 8% of the land available to the black population, 
but even that 8% was mostly infertile, in areas with no infrastructure at all. The colour bar was 
not only retained, it was made even worse. Under the apartheid, the black population was now 
declared citizens of the ‘native lands,’ and stripped of their South African citizenship. This 
made it virtually impossible for a black person to get a job in the mines or in the industrial 
sector, unless they went through a long process of getting a work visa or permit. Even when a 
black person got that work visa or permit, they were specifically barred from bringing their 
families with them. And since the work permit was re-entry limited, that forced many blacks 
fathers to live away from their families for long periods of time. The minimum taxable 
income for a black worker was 350 rand a year, half that of a white worker. As if this was not 
enough, South African blacks couldn’t even emigrate; South Africa denied them passports 
(they were not citizens), and the rest of the world didn’t recognize their ‘native lands’ as 
sovereign countries. And neither did the South African government, fearing that this would 
legalize imports and exports, including of strategic materials and weapons. The situation of 
the South African blacks was hopeless: they couldn’t develop their own ‘native areas,’ they 
couldn’t find work, and they couldn’t emigrate. And the legislation was so evil, that even 
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foreign nationals were denied basic rights, if they were black. Wealthy black families from 
South Rhodesia, which never had segregation, when traveling to South Africa by train, were 
forced at the border to vacate first-class cars and move to the ‘Blacks Only’ cars; or were 
barred from staying at hotels. 

In the cities, whole populations were removed from their houses to designated areas, 
without compensation. Sophiatown, an affluent historic black neighborhood in Johannesburg, 
a cultural and economic hub for the urban black population, conveniently close to the city’s 
industrial areas, was forcibly vacated by the government (police with rifles and special maces 
known as knobkerries against unarmed population, including women and children) and 
residents and homeowners were moved 15 miles away from the city. The area was bulldozed, 
then rebuilt under a government plan, and renamed to ‘Triumph.’ In the final account, 
however, it was settled with mainly poor and low class Afrikaners, and soon turned into a 
slum ridden with crime, prostitution, and drug abuse. Ironically, the ‘white culture’ that the 
government planned to exhibit higher standards than the ‘coloured culture’ turned out to be 
much worse than it. Similar was the fate of the well known District Six in Cape Town: again, 
a whole area of town was confiscated by the government, forcibly vacated, bulldozed, and 
rebuilt under a government plan. Two thousand homeowners lost their properties and only a 
few of them were given any restitution, and it was much lower than the market value of their 
properties. District Six, however, was never rebuilt completely. Today, only 20% of it is 
rebuilt, with most of the land being simply fallow land or dumping ground. 

And guess how the ruling National Party excused all these actions of government control, 
confiscation, and oppression? That the apartheid was no different than the immigration 
restriction laws in Western Europe and the United States! In fact, on many occasions between 
1952 and 1990, South African politicians and officials were openly referring to the ‘illegal 
immigration problem’ in the US as the same ‘problem’ they had in South Africa. The 
apartheid was very deliberately and overtly a policy of closed borders. It was based ‘ just like 
the US immigration policy and the anti-immigration rhetoric after 1920 ‘ on evolutionary 
presuppositions: that immigration restrictions were needed to assure the survival of the 
European culture. Behind all that was the Darwinian belief that the cultures ‘ racially defined ‘ 
were in a global clash for scarce resources, just like the animal species in The Origin of 
Species. And therefore, the survival of the civilization had to be assured by government 
control over the movement of individuals. 

Where were the white farmers during these decades of violent socialist policies of 
government confiscation of property, re-distribution of wealth, closed borders, and 
government control over the movement and actions of individuals? They were the most 
fervent supporters of the National Party. All these years, the voting system of South Africa 
was heavily rigged in favor of white rural areas; and these white rural areas voted for the 
National Party and its socialist policies. There was a good reason for that. By limiting the 
access to the land market, the government made agricultural land exquisitely cheap. About 
90% of the land was open for use to 17% of the population, of which 17%, only a small 
portion took to farming. On the other hand, since the native population was given mostly 
infertile land, the ‘native areas’ depended heavily on food produced by white farmers for their 
survival. Given that the ‘native areas’ had no infrastructure and therefore not many job 
opportunities, the farmers could always draw on cheap black labor. The bureaucratic 
requirements for ‘work permits’ were quite heavy, and sometimes blacks had to work 
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‘illegally,’ which drove down the wages. For all these years, the market was always in favor 
of the farmers: abundant cheap resources, abundant cheap labor, and abundant dependent 
markets without competition. No wonder the farmers continued keeping the National Party in 
power. 

In itself, this was bad but no worse than the practice of many socialist governments and 
their constituencies in other places. What made it worse, however, is that all these 
abominations were committed in the name of Christ. Remember, the apartheid was designed 
and started by a Dutch Reformed churchman as a Prime Minster. Until the very end of the 
apartheid, the rural white population was the most churched white population in the world; 
they continued attending their church services, and continued pretending that they were 
building a Christian culture. Just like the German Christians did their services and sang their 
hymns, South African Reformed Christians ‘ especially in the rural areas ‘ did their services 
and sang their hymns, while voting for mass government incarceration of whole populations, 
government robbery, redistribution of wealth, control of individuals, separation of families or 
banning marriages not on the basis of religion but race, etc., etc. While any sin is an 
abomination before God, there is a special commandment, part of the Ten Commandments, 
against using the name of God in vain. South Africa has been violating that commandment for 
decades. And among the worst culprits in this massive violation were the white farmers. For 
all our sympathies for them, we as Christians can’t lawfully overlook that grievous cultural 
and individual sin committed in the name of Christ. 

Bill Evans, a wonderful friend and, as you might remember from our introductory episode 
to Axe to the Root, the inspiration for me to start this podcast, asked me a few days ago in 
relation to an article I had written many years ago: How does God’s judgment works in the 
modern world for the sins of a nation, or at least, of a generation of people? 

The way God deals with the white farmers of South Africa gives us a good illustration of 
God’s covenant judgments in history. For a generation after the end of the apartheid in South 
Africa, there was no word of remorse or repentance from those who carried the name of Christ 
and pretended to worship Him in their churches Sunday morning. The opportunity was there. 
There was also the opportunity for the farmers’ community in South Africa to try to rectify at 
least some of the damage by starting some sort of programs of training the young generation 
of blacks to become master farmers and eventually, independent entrepreneurs. For 90 years 
blacks were unlawfully barred from access to fertile land, and to produce markets as 
producers. They had no opportunity to develop the skills needed for independent 
entrepreneurship in agriculture ‘ and much of that lack of opportunity was due to wicked 
legislation. Since white farmers were the main beneficiaries of the system of apartheid, one 
sign of their repentance would have been a coordinated attempt to make up for all these years 
and offer training and assistance and reconciliation. Nothing like this happened. Much like the 
Canaanites in the time of the Exodus were given one extra generation to repent or to fill the 
cup of their iniquity, the white farmers of South Africa were given the time to use their 
‘wealth of unrighteousness’ to make friends (Luke 16:9). They didn’t make a good use of that 
time. God is now visiting the sins of the fathers on the children (Ex. 20:5). And He uses the 
Assyrians of our day ‘ the Communists ‘ to carry His judgment. 

As I said in the beginning, that is not an excuse for us to not open our borders to them. 
Whether they are victims of human injustice or a rightful target of God’s justice, or both, 
should not be a factor in our own decision-making. A people in distress may or may not 
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deserve mercy, but a people in affluence is under obligation to use its wealth according to 
God’s mercy; and God’s mercy requires that we spend our own money to nurse back to health 
even our enemies, as the parable of the Good Samaritan says. 

But there is a covenantal lesson for us in all this: God doesn’t tolerate the injustice of 
closed borders for too long. Eventually, the people who have relied on the power of the state 
to protect their privileges, lose that power. And then eventually God turns their own 
oppression against them, and makes them feel the sting of it. A lesson Christians in America 
better learn, less we find ourselves in the same situation. Or, if you want some taste of reality, 
the rise of socialism in America in the last 20 years is only foretaste of what is coming; and it 
is not the fault of the left. It is our own fault, for supporting anti-Christian, socialist policies. 
And one of them is closed borders. 

The book I will assign this week is Kaffir Boy by Mark Mathabane. The book is an 
autobiography, not a historical study. I read it many years ago, and I have only general 
memories of it. One thing I remember clearly: The hopelessness created among the black 
youth by the apartheid government by the policies of segregation is comparable to the sin of 
those who make those little ones stumble. The fact that God had so much patience with the 
injustice of the apartheid only shows His enormous long-suffering and goodness. Those who 
benefited from the apartheid and didn’t stand against it are without excuse. 

And finally, in your prayers and giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation of the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe by translating and publishing Christian books dealing with the 
application of the Gospel to every area of life. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, subscribe to 
our newsletter, and donate. 
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 The Church’s Forgotten History of Sodomite Marriage 
“A sodomite culture that has come to fruition has come to fruitlessness.” 

Assigned reading: A Distant Mirror, by Barbara Tuchman 

 

Welcome to Episode 69 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will delve into the problem of strategy, 
strategic thinking, long-term orientation, and postmillennial optimism. 

That’s right, these are the things we will be talking about. You may be wondering if this 
is the right episodefor the title, or the right title for the episode,but it is. We will be talking 
about sodomite “marriage,” or, rather, about the history of sodomite “marriage,” but we will 
be looking at it from a strategic perspective, one that projects our world a few decades ahead, 
and works to establish what our focus needs to be today in order to prepare for the future and 
its challenges. In one of his audio tape series of back in the 1980s, Dennis Peacocke said that 
“the future belongs to those who have prepared themselves for it.” Given that our cultural 
present in the US doesn’t belong to the American church but rather to her enemies, we can 
rightly assume that the church in decades past didn’t care to prepare herself for the future. Or, 
that her leaders and ministers didn’t care to prepare her for the future. You know, Billy 
Graham passed away a few weeks ago, and while reading different articles – some of them 
eulogies and some criticisms – I couldn’t help but think, “If I ever cared about the reputation I 
leave, the last thing I want to be known for is being ‘America’s pastor’ duringthe decades of 
the most precipitous loss of Christian influence in America.” OK, OK, I am not trying to say 
that Billy Graham was deliberately guilty of destroying Christian influence in the culture; but 
the truth is, whatever he did or believed he was doing, he did not prepare the church for 
thefuture, which is our present, and thus our present doesn’t belong to the church. And 
Graham is not solitary responsible. Thousands of pastors in the last 100 years have done 
nothing to prepare the church for the future, ad as a result, when the future arrived, it was 
captured by the enemies of God. In fact, if anything, thousands of pastors have deliberately 
focused on short-term issues, and ignored the long-term issues of the future. There wasn’t 
even a self-conscious effort to discern what was short-term and what was long-term, what 
battles deservedmost of our time and effort and resources and what battles should be either 
left alone or only committed small time and effort. This lack of discernment – and even a 
refusal to seek discernment – has lead to grave consequences today. 

So today I will tell you a story. A story from history. And you make your conclusions 
about the future. 

A couple of years ago, in the middle of the public debate over the Supreme Court 
decision on the Obergefell v. Hodges, I heardVoddie Baucham sayin a lecture, or a sermon 
that for the first time, a government acknowledges marriages between people of the same 
sex.It wasn’t just Voddie, however.LaterI heard and read the same claimrepeated several 
times. I assume, the claim was made to create a dramatic effect on the hearers; to make them 
realize that this is a very special moment in history, and this moment justifies the sudden 
attention the preachers gave it. Now, there is much to be said about why the evangelical 
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leaders of our day have to resort to such dramatic effects in order to shake their people out of 
their apathy; it is the fault of those same evangelical leaders who have preached apathy for 
decades. But this is an issue for another episode of Axe to the Root. As of now, I only want to 
focus on the claim that this is a unique moment in history in respect to sodomite “marriage.” 
And when we examine that claim, we will see that there are certain covenantal lessons for us 
in the history related to it. 

There is only one problem with such a claim: it is false. In history, many cultures and 
governments approved of and sanctioned sodomite unions. Ancient Egypt, Assyria, many 
Native American cultures. In Greece, the city-state of Thebes even had its elite troops – the 
Secret Band of Thebes – staffed with sodomite couples of male lovers; the theory was that 
since sodomite male love is spiritually loftier than the love between a man and a woman, male 
lovers will fight much more ferociously to protect their lovers. The Fujian province of China 
was known for its ancient history of sodomite marriages. The Buddhist temples of Tibet, 
China, and Japan practiced pederasty (old men with young boys) as part of their normal 
everyday lifeall the way until WWII. (Ironically, it was the Chinese Communists, of all 
people, who put an end to the practice.) Sodomite practices and “marriages,” in any kind or 
form, have always existed in pagan societies. Yes, even in Islam. In fact, Islam changed its 
policies and laws on sodomy only under the influence of Victorian England. And even as late 
as the early 20th century, notable British sodomites like John Maynard Keynes would travel to 
Tunisia to find themselves young boys for sexual pleasures. 

But there is more to the story. While we can expect that pagan societies, constantly being 
in war against God, would not only tolerate but also officially codify sodomy in their laws and 
customs, what is not known today is that Christian Europe also had widespread sodomy, and 
even sodomite marriages, for a while. And yes, church ministers presided over these 
marriages and officially registered them in their books. And fromthis lapse in the history of 
the church we today can learn a very serious covenantal lesson. 

The Roman Empire in its last days before Constantine was given over to all kinds of 
immorality, and in fact, that immorality continued long after Constantine. The Eastern Empire 
became officially Christian under Theodosius I, but the Western Empire continued to be a 
mixture of paganism and Christianity. Ironically, it was the invading Germanic tribes who 
brought Christianity – or its heresy, Arianism – and with it, stricter morals. The old Roman 
aristocracy remainedpagan in its beliefs and ways, and kept the immorality of the past. And 
with it, kept its sodomy as part of its life. 

The Western church, thus, started with the habit of overlooking that sin. In the first 
centuries after the fall of the Western Empire, there were almost no writings against sodomy. 
It was practiced for sure, and there were a few laws here and there against it, but in general, 
the society was tolerant of it. One reason could have been the fact that since sodomy is usually 
a sin related to wealth and free unproductive time, it was mostly the nobility and the monks 
that engaged in it. Being a sin of mostly the powerful of the day, therefore, not many 
theologians dared challenge the status quoagainst powerful men. 

Apparently,therefore,during that period of time sodomites were rather tolerated. In the 8th 
century, Pope Gregory III only postulated one year penance for male sodomy and 5 months 
for female sodomy. The 8th century, of course, was still the so-called Dark Ages – not in the 
sense the secularists use the word, as in the ages of Christendom, but “dark” in the sense that 
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the previously relatively secure and safe lands of the Roman Empire were still in turmoil after 
the fall of the Western Roman Empire two centuries earlier. Northern Africa and Spain were 
in the hands of the powerful Muslim dynasties of the Abbasids and the Ummayads. The 
Eastern Roman Empire was fighting for its life against the both the Caliphate in the east 
(Constantinople was besieged by the Arabs twice in 40 years) and the newly formed 
Bulgarian Empire in the north. Charlemagne hadn’t become a King of the Franks yet to unite 
the West, so the borders of Christendom were assaulted by Saxon, Norse, and Slavic 
barbarians, themselves pushed west by the tribes of the Eurasian steppes. In this situation, a 
sexual sin largely limited to a former ruling class that had become obsolete was not 
considered a priority. In the catalog of church penances, male sodomy was ranked together 
with other sexual practices that were not specifically banned by the Bible – within the family, 
of course –but were meant only for pleasure, not procreation. 

The reign of Charlemagne brought to Western Europe the peace it had lacked for 
centuries; with peace came relative prosperity, and with prosperity, complacency and idleness 
returned, and with them, the sins that usually accompany complacency and idleness. 
Especially among a class of the population which by that time has received a number of 
privileges by Charlemagne and his heirs, and therefore had the luxury of indulging in those 
sins: the monks. 

In 1051, the Benedictine monk Peter Damian wrote a long open letter to the then reigning 
pope, Leo IX; a letter that later was published ina book under the name of The Book of 
Gomorrah. The letter was a scathing attack uponthe clergy and the monks at the time, and it 
contained a long list of sexual sins and crimes that were rampant in the church. At the top of 
the list was sodomy and the related to it pederasty, that is, sexual abuse of underage boys. 
(The goal of sodomy – what today is called “homosexualism” – has always been pederasty, 
the abuse of underage boys.) Sodomy was rampant in the monasteries and among the clergy, 
said Damian, and he also spoke against the multiple practices of sexual abuse of boys given to 
the monasteries for education, or as orphans for care. The practice used to be accepted as 
normative in pagan Athens (Plato mentions it in his Dialogues), and it was banned by the 
early Christian emperors. But in the 11th century, the monasteries and the church schools had 
become a den of sodomitic iniquity, and children were the main victim of it. Against these did 
Peter Damian write, and requested that the Pope introduce new and harsher penalties, as well 
as demand the civil rulers legislate harsher civil penalties. 

His letter earned him the hatred of many churchmen at the time. Remember, sodomy is 
usually a sin luxury and idleness, thus, it is mainly the social elites that indulge in it. Damian’s 
attack on sodomy stirred the hornet’s nest and he quickly earned a lot of enemies. Pope Leo 
IX first praised the book highly but then, after pressure from the powerful of the day,changed 
his mind and decided that Damian’s criticism was an exaggeration. The very fact that there 
was such a push back, however, was sufficient proof that Damian was not exaggerating; 
sodomy was really rampant in the church. Of this period we have the first recorded sodomite 
marriage officially done by a church priest: in 1061 two men, Pedro Díaz and Muño Vandilaz 
were officially married by a priest in a small chapel in Galicia in Spain. Modern Roman 
Catholic commentators claim that the priest probably didn’t realize that he was marrying two 
men, but the names are very specifically male (Spanish names, unlike many modern English 
names, are very gender-specific). There is no way that the priest didn’t know what he was 
doing. 
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If the Renaissance was a period of great strides in fine arts, the pre-Renaissance centuries 
were a period of great development in poetry; one can remember that the Renaissance itself 
started with the poetry of two men, Dante Alighieri and Petrarch. Almost anyone literate 
enough to write was writing poems for different occasions, and whole epic stories were told in 
verse. (Think of the Norse sagas and edas, Beowulf, the whole chivalry epos, etc.) Those not 
literate enough to write poems just memorized them, and a favorite past time at social 
gatherings was reciting poems – a leftover from earlier times when tribal lore was transmitted 
to generations by reciting it at public gatherings. Of course, in a time when only the elite 
could have the luxury to learn to read and write, it was mainly the elite – the nobility and the 
clergy – who wrote poems. And guess what: since sodomy is mainly a sin of idleness, of those 
in the elite who had enough time on their hands and were bored of just standard everyday life, 
the centuries before the Renaissance saw an abundant flow of sodomite poetry, and – mark 
this – it was written mainly by priests and monks. A number of bishops between the 9thand 
the 11th century left poems that were obviously sodomite. Poetry, of course, always allows for 
an abundant use of similes, metaphors, and other figures of speech, and in poetry, the author 
has the liberty of hiding in plain sight his real motives and purposes. But even allowing for the 
most favorable interpretations, many of these poems were unmistakably sodomite and 
expressed sodomite lust. In one example, in the 9th century, a priest from Verona in Italy 
wrote a poem about a boy who was stolen away by his rival with words that were obviously 
an imitation of love poems written to women at the time: 

One of these stones is that boy who disdainfully 
Scorns the entreaties I utter, ah, painfully! 
Joy that was mine is my rival’s tomorrow, 
While I for my fawn like a stricken deer sorrow! 

In the late 11thand early 12th century Baldric, first an abbot of the monastic commune at 
Bourgeuil for 27 years and then bishop of Dol in Brittany for another 23 years, was known for 
writing love poems. Late in his life he admitted, again, in a poem, that among the addressees 
of his poems he had males as well as females: 

I wrote to maids, and wrote to lads no less. 
Some things I wrote, ’tis true, which treat of love; 
And songs of mine have pleased both he’s and she’s. 

The number of such poems during that period is surprisingly large, and may be not so 
surprisingly, given that during that period, the church’s penalties on sodomy were relatively 
light. The civil government’s penalties on sodomy were much harsher, but only on the books. 
Most of the sodomites were members of the government elite anyway, so they could get a 
pass. And, judging from the extant poetry, sodomy was widespread among the clergy, and the 
clergy, under the legal structure of the day, was exempt from civil sanctions, except where 
there was a violation of the royal law. And the clergy was surprisingly bold in their depictions 
of sodomy. The two poems I quoted above were of the mildest and most restrained sort. Many 
other were unashamed expressions of burning lust, containing depictions of physical contact 
and even metaphorized verbal pictures of sexual touching. Yes, that was among churchmen in 
the 9th through the 12th century. 

Peter Damian was right after all, and his letter to Pope Leo IX was not an exaggeration, 
after all. 
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A generation after Damian’s letter, the First Crusade was called, and the era of the 
Crusades started, to last for about two centuries. (Perhaps even three and a half, if one counts 
the lesser campaigns against the Turks which continued until the fall of Constantinople in the 
mid-15th century.) Until that time, Christendom had not seen warfare over such long 
distances. Within the small confines of Europe, wars were fought over short distances, and the 
armies’ trains usually included either the families of the knights (if they were wealthy enough 
to afford it) or prostitutes who took care of, and advantage of, the sexual needs of the soldiers. 
From this perspective, the Crusades were a different game. First, the distance was too far from 
home for either families or prostitutes to be willing to join the journey; besides, the logistics 
of caring for or carrying additional numbers of people over such long were complex for that 
day and age. And, second, the very nature of the Crusades as “holy wars” precluded allowing 
prostitutes with the armies, or even families. (Even sex within the family was considered 
“impure” when a knight was on a holy mission.) The military – especially where there was no 
strict moral code enforced – has always produced temptations for sodomite acts, and the 
Crusaders’ armies were not an exception. The tradition of homosexual poetry continued 
during that period, and in fact, the Crusades only gave it a new impetus. If anything, the 
Crusades would be expected to tacitly protect sodomy. The Crusaders were all knights, 
members of the nobility, and it is among the nobility that sodomy was spread in the previous 
centuries.In addition, the Crusaders – as participants in an undertaking by the Church – were 
protected from civil penalties; that is, only church penance was imposed if caught in the act, if 
they were ever even brought to trial.This is not to say that all Crusaders were sodomites; but 
certainly sodomites were able to find a safe haven in the Crusades, and especially in the 
religious orders of monks-warriors that were formed during that time. (Remember, it was 
monks and bishops who wrote sodomite poetry during that period.) They also fought and 
established their kingdoms in lands previously held by Muslims. There was cultural exchange 
between the Crusaders and their enemies, and, guess what, contrary to what many people 
imagine today, Islam is actually quite friendly towards sodomy, and sodomy among soldiers 
was rampant in the Muslim armies at the time. 

It is commonly accepted today that the accusations of sodomy against the Knights 
Templar in the 14th century were all fabricated. The truth is, however, there was and still is 
abundant evidence that at least some of these accusations were true – although, admittedly, 
the main target of their accuserswas not the Knights’ morality but the wealth of their order.It 
was during that era when sodomite art started growing in Europe. Most of that art appeared 
disguised under religious themes, and it was mostly as illustrations to books or even Biblical 
texts. Some of it is quite disturbing: in one illustration, the three wise kings of Matthew 
chapter 2 were depicted lying in the same bed, under the same blanket, naked, and two of 
them are in a position of an unmistakably sexual nature. In another such illustration, the 
Garden of Eden is depicted with two couples who passionately hug and kiss each other – 
except that each couple is of the same sex – two men and then two women. Etc., etc., no need 
to continue with these descriptions. As much as we love to point to the Crusades as a time of 
great courage and victories for the Christian faith, the reality is, the Crusades were at best a 
mixed blessing; and they brought back to Europe just as much corruption and apostasy as the 
faith and courage they took away from it. And while in some respects the faith and the 
knowledge of some grew and were strengthened, sin – and especially sexual immorality – 
grew even more in Europe before the Renaissance. We like to imagine that Christendom was 
all good and pure before the Renaissance, and that it was the Renaissance that made it all bad 
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and restored paganism. The historical truth is a bit different: European Christendom was 
already given overto immorality even before the Renaissance. In fact, there are legitimate 
reasons to say that the Renaissance was a step upward in terms of moral improvement. But 
that for another episode. Let’s stick to the sodomy issue. 

The era when it all came to fruition was the 14th century. Before we examine sodomy 
during that century, we need to look at the historical circumstances.The 14th century was 
rightly called by many modern historians the Calamitous Century. The first 15 years of the 
century saw a rapid drop of temperatures across the globe (due, probably, to volcanic 
activity). In Central Asia, winters became so bitter cold that the Mongol Empire created by 
Ghengis Khan collapsed. In Europe, the summers quit being dependable for food production, 
which culminated in the three “years without summers,” 1315-1317, with bitter cold winters 
and constantly rainy summers. The famine of these three years decimated the population of 
Europe which hadn’t known a shortage of food for several centuries. Just 20 years later, with 
their populations barely recovered from the famine, and in the conditions of much colder and 
more hostile climate, the dynasties of the Plantagenets of Englandandthe Valois of France 
started a war which would last for another 116 years (the Hundred-Years’ War), leading to 
even worse loss of productivity and life. Ten years after the start of the war, in 1347, the 
Bubonic Plague hit Europe through Venice. Europe had seen epidemics before but nothing 
that destructive. Within just a couple of years, between one-third and half of the population of 
Europe was exterminated. In some places, local feudal lordswere left without serfs; they all 
died. Christendom received such a devastating blow that had it been attacked by even a small 
force, it would have been conquered. And in fact, such small force did appear. In 1362, a 
small army under the leadership Lala Shahin Pasha, subject of Murad I, the grandson of 
Osman I, the founder of a small Turkish principality in Asia Minor, crossed the Dardanelles 
from Asiadeep into Byzantine territoryand captured the highly strategic but weakly defended 
city of Adrianopolis. Few people – even on the Balkans, where the local nominally Christian 
states, Bulgaria, Serbia, Walachia, Hungary, and a number of smaller principalities were busy 
fighting each other – paid attention to this bold move. Within the next 30 years, Murad I and 
his son Bayezid I conquered the whole Balkan peninsula and established positions to both 
conquer Constantinople andcreate a springboard for invasion into the very heart of Europe. 
The European powers realized the threat and assembled a significant army of the cream of 
their nobility for yet another crusade. That army – between 16 and 20,000 knights – was 
defeated so badly at the battle of Nicopolis in 1396 thatonly 300 escaped; the reason for the 
defeat being that European knights were so undisciplined and so obsessed with personal glory 
that they could even come together with a common tactical plan for battle, but most just 
rushed to the enemy and go slaughtered. Economically, politically, militarily, even socially, 
Europe was as good as gone by the end of the 14th century. 

One would expect that in the midst of all these calamities a Christian culture would 
develop at least the suspicion that all these may be God’s judgment on it for sins that 
shouldn’t even be present in it, let alone be rampant, let alone be almost the norm among the 
ruling classes. That’s the purpose of God’s judgment, after all, to inspire a return to the faith, 
and a return to the Biblical standards for justice and righteousness. But if anything, the 14th 
century saw only more apostasy. In the midst of constant wars, epidemics, and famine, the 
value of human life cheapened and death became prevalent. The hearts of men, instead of 
turning to God, hardened. And that was not only among the elite.Sexual immorality became 
rampant evenamong the lower classes of the society. Before the 14th century, especially after 
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the return of so many fighting men from the Crusades, it was common for the lower 
aristocracy, not having a means to make a living, and not willing to work for a living, to form 
gangs and terrorize whole areas either as marauders or as mercenaries for local rulers. The 
height of such activity was the 14th century. If you have read Arthur Conan Doyle’s poem, 
“The Song of the Bow” (“What of the bow? / The bow was made in England: / Of true wood, 
of yew-wood, / The wood of English bows; / So men who are free / Love the old yew-tree / 
And the land where the yew-tree grows.), was inspired by one such English gang in Italy, led 
by the English mercenary John Hawkwood. And there were hundreds like Hawkwood 
terrorizing Europe. 

But in the middle of the 14th century, right after the worst devastation of both the Black 
Death and the greatest battles of the Hundred-Years’ War, local peasant communities 
alsostarted organizing such gangs and raiding nearby cities. Europe became a nightmare of 
violence and injustice. Some of those gangs eventually grew strong enough to stage peasant 
revolts in France, Germany, Flanders, England. The dissolution of civil power removed the 
externalrestraints, and without restraints, the European society was in a constant collapse. The 
reason for it, of course, was the church. In the previous several centuries, the church had 
adopted for its social doctrine feudalism, the concept that the only bonds that provide 
cohesion in the society were the bonds of power and submission to higher powers. (Not self-
government under God, as in the Law of God.) When the calamities of the century weakened 
the bonds of power and submission, men had no other principle of cohesion to fall back on; 
and chaos ensued. A parallel can be made to the modern American evangelical church which 
has elevated submission to powers to the level of a fundamental tenet of the faith, at the 
expense of self-government; we should expect that if and when another calamity weakens the 
civil powers (like the inability of the government to pay on its debt), that will lead to similar 
problems. But that’s an issue for a different episode. 

 

Together with all the other dissolution of morals, the dissolution of sexual morals reached 
its culmination in the 14th century. Pre-marital sex was officially disapproved of by the 
church, but in real life, its stigma was removed. Young men at the time freely looked for 
available women to satisfy their lust. Giovanni Boccaccio’s The Decameron was published 
just a couple of years after the Black Death, and Geoffrey Chaucer’s The Canterbury Tales 
was written in the last decade of that century, after another epidemics of smaller proportions. 
Boccaccio’s and Chaucer’s treatment of extra-marital sex as a solution to psychological or 
health problems was not unique; it was the common “wisdom” of that age. Their description 
of sex as a tool of power of women over men – and sometimes vice-verse – was also in line 
with the spirit of that age. The Romance of the Rose, a poem of 22,000 lines written by 
Guillaume de Lorris and Jean de Meun, became a true bestseller among the aristocracy. The 
poem was a detailed description of the art of sensual and sexual seduction, and became like a 
liturgy of pornography to the courtier classes.Falling in love with a married woman and 
having fantasies about her was considered the highest expression of pure love for a knight. 
Female clothing – both in court and on the street – became deliberately suggestive and 
revealing, exposing more and more flesh which in earlier centuries was considered out of 
bounds. In the cities and in the countryside, the common folk organized parades and festivals 
similar to the ancient Saturnalia, where men and women paraded and danced naked in public, 
and indulged in public sexual acts. Just like in ancient Rome and Greece, the children were 
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not spared; if anything, girls and boys as young as 12 were considered sexually active and 
were involved in such debauchery. 

In this setting, sodomy reached its culmination and flourished like never before. By that 
time, some of the theologians of the Western Church had developed the theory that sodomy 
was mainly sin against natural law – and that is, because is didn’t lead to procreation. Thomas 
Aquinas was responsible for taking that theory to its logical end. And while Aquinas also said 
that sodomy was second in gravity only to murder, the result of that theory was to diminish 
the gravity of sodomy as sin; it was no graver sin than adultery, or fornication, or even than 
sexual relations within the family, between a man and his wife, simply for pleasure, not for 
procreation. (Yes, that was considered sin.) But in a society where all such acts were 
widespread because of the common dissolution of morals, sodomy was not considered 
anything too offensive. There were, of course, civil penalties against sodomy, but since 
sodomy was mainly a sin of the members of the feudal elite or of the military and monastic 
castes, those penalties were seldom applied. The church was rather silent . . . or, as a matter of 
fact, as we will see, it even joined the other side for a while. 

In many of the cities of Italy, there were special sections of town where the male 
prostitutes lived. In monasteries, sodomy had always existed even before the 14th century, but 
in the 14th century, it was now even openly celebrated in art. Some monasteries’ wall 
paintings of the time exhibit men hugging each other in poses that can’t be anything else but 
sexual; and the practice of monks raping boys sent to them for education seems to have 
continued throughout the century. 

And in Italy, church priests started performing sodomite marriages. A number of such 
marriages were recorded in several cities in North Italy; there may have been even more of 
which we don’t know due to lost records. Again, such marriages were mainly limited to the 
political elite, to those who had immunity to the otherwise strict judicial laws against sodomy. 
Of what we know, most such marriages were performed in small chapels, usually not in big 
ceremonies. By the end of the 14th century, some feudal courts had official same-sex couples. 
And while there were voices within the institutional church against perversion and 
debauchery, the majority went with it. In his Inferno, Dante Alighieri mentioned specific 
names of well-known sodomites in high government positions, one of them Guido Guerra, a 
man of influence and power, a military leader, and a confidant of Pope Innocent IV. Sodomy, 
apparently, was not even concealed, if the sodomites were so well-known; and even the popes 
had no problem befriending and confiding in sodomites. 

In terms of morality, therefore, the 14th century was the lowest point in the history of 
Christendom. No matter what area of life one would want to look at, family, sexuality, war, 
economics, social relations, foreign policy, art and literature, every area of life was soaked in 
wickedness and injustice. Rampant sodomy was only a natural consequence of the rampant 
total wickedness in the culture. What made it even worse than other cultures, however, was 
that the church said and did next to nothing against it. In most instances of immorality, church 
ministers joined the powerful of the day (or themselves were the powerful of the day), and 
indulged in that immorality themselves. 

And then it suddenly ended, within a little over one generation. 

Reading that part of history, I have always wondered about that abrupt change. The 14th 
century was, indeed, a dark age – not in the sense modern secularists propose it. In fact, if 



ARP#69. The Church’s Forgotten History of Sodomite Marriage
  548 

anything, they would have loved living in that century, with its dissolution of morals, its 
secularist character, and especially with the licentious liberty of its artists and poets, supported 
even by church ministers in high positions. The free fall of the society continued well into the 
mid-15th century – and with it, continued the judgment from God. There were no new moral 
or judicial reforms, and there were no leaders who would dare lead the society to correction. 
The only person who tried to reform something in the church or in the society based on the 
Law of God was the Czech reformer John Hus; but after he was executed, his followers either 
went into heretical extremes (including lawlessness and sexual immorality) or returned under 
the Roman church, for the lack of any vision of how the reforms should continue. The last 
crusade against the Turks, started by the Polish/Lithuanian king Wladislaw in 1443 ended in 
bitter defeat near Varna (today in Bulgaria; I used to live right where the battle was fought in 
1444), and that for the same reasons as the defeat at Nicopolis 50 years earlier: his knights had 
no self-discipline, no self-control, and were driven by ambition for personal glory and honor 
rather than common military sense. Constantinople fell to the Turks in 1453; in the same year, 
England and France finally ended the Hundred-Years’ War, not because they resolved their 
problems but because both kingdoms ran out of resources, including human resources. The 
Black Death returned several times after the great outbreak in 1347, in some regions. Even the 
universities started in the previous centuries were now closing for the lack of qualified 
professors; the plague had taken the lives of many of them. For all practical purposes, in 1453 
Europe laid in ruins, politically, socially, economically, militarily, intellectually. And in the 
midst of all this, sexual immorality – including sodomy – reigned supreme everywhere, from 
the highest courts to the lowest villages of the land. 

And then all suddenly changed. I have no idea where the change came from; there is no 
specific event or historical factor that can be declared the beginning of the change towards 
correction. After the 1450s, within a generation, Christendom suddenly developed the 
discipline, the desire for righteousness, the vision, and the impetus to break with the previous 
generations. In Portugal, Prince Henry the Navigator started laying the foundation for the Age 
of Exploration by developing a new kind of ship (the caravel) and training a generation of 
navigators like Antonio Noli, Nuno Tristao, Bartolomeu Dias, Vasco da Gama and many 
others, who became role models for many European youths (including the Genovese 
Christopher Columbus). Both Spain and Portugal were able to train armies disciplined enough 
to defeat the Moors and rejoin the peninsula to Christendom; Columbus left for his first 
journey in the same year the last Muslim fortress in Spain, Granada, fell to the armies of 
Ferdinand and Isabella. These new victories were the result of the development of better 
gunpowder and weapons, which took more disciplined armies than the knights of the previous 
era. In 1444, when Wladislaw was defeated at Varna, the technological levels of Islam and 
Christendom were the same. Just 50 years later, Christendom had superior ships and 
shipbuilding, and superior firepower on both sea and land. In 1439 Gutenberg developed the 
movable type, and within just 20 years, Europe produced more copies of different books that 
all of the previous centuries together. The universities were revived. A number of reformers 
appeared even before Luther, the greatest names among whom were Girolamo Savonarola in 
Italy and Desiderius Erasmus in Northern Europe. Europe, which had sunk to the bottom of 
the pit of iniquity, rose quickly to levels of individual and social morality that she never had 
before. Luther’s Reformation was not produced in a vacuum; it could only succeed because 
the righteousness of the society was pulling far ahead, while the morality of the institution of 
the church was lagging behind. 
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What about sodomy? 
By the end of the 15th century, sodomy had almost disappeared from public life. As 

opposed to the abundant evidence of widespread sodomy in the previous century, the second 
half of the 15th century and the 16th century give very little evidence of it. Erasmus, who, in 
his satire,In Praise of Folly, wrote against the clergy of his time, only mentions it in passim. 
(Compare this to the literature of the previous ages.) Luther, when asked about his view on 
sodomy, declared that he would prefer to leave the subject untouched, his fellow Germans 
were so blissfully unlearned about this horrible vice that he didn’t want to give them a chance 
to get educated in perversion, even if through a sermon. Calvin, in the gigantic volumes of his 
sermons and commentaries, never tackles directly the issue of sodomy: apparently, neither 
France nor Switzerland in his time had any widespread sodomy. John Knox also didn’t 
elaborate on that sin in his letters or sermons; he must have not considered it an issue in 
Scotland or England. Compared to Europe of just a generation or two before, in the 1300s and 
the early 1400s, sodomy seemed to have disappeared in Europe. Only a few cases are known 
of that time, and certainly none of them brazenly public display of perversion by the elites. 

What happened? To what can we ascribe such abrupt change? Certainly not to any church 
revival. There wasn’t any, in that period. There was no major drive towards reformation by 
any established church figure. The change in the society happened independently of the 
church; the seeds grew without any institutional help. How did that transformation happen? 
And what made sodomy disappear so abruptly within just a generation? 

The answer can be found when we consider the nature of the sodomite culture, and the 
nature of the godly, family-based culture. 

A sodomite culture is, by default and by its very definition, devoid of the ability to 
produce fruit. As long as that culture hasn’t developed to its practical maturity, it still has 
mixed practices: many of the early sodomites in Rome, and later in medieval Europe, had 
families and wives and children, while practicing their sodomy. The perversion, therefore, 
continued by example and imitation in the families and in the culture. But such mixture is not 
a matured sodomite culture. When a sodomite culture develops to its maturity, it completely 
rejects the concept of procreation and view of the future. (That’s why modern sodomites are 
the main supporters of the abortion industry.) To put it simply, a sodomite culture that has 
come to fruition has come to fruitlessness. It can’t develop anymore. It can’t procreate. It 
can’t produce offspring for the future. It can’t even think of the future. All it can do is destroy 
itself. It may bring some destruction on the culture around itself, but even there, a sodomite 
culture get so powerless the closer it gets to its fruition that even its attempts at destruction are 
powerless. 

And eventually, it disintegrates of itself. Even where there is no organized resistance 
against it. 

And it gets replaced with a culture of future-oriented families whose purpose is 
conquering the world. Even if that culture starts very small and very weak, and even if it looks 
like it won’t have any chance to survive against the odds. 

And you all make the conclusions for yourself, in our culture today. 
The book I will assign for reading this week is A Distant Mirror, by Barbara Tuchman. 

Tuchman is an outstanding historian, and an even more outstanding story-teller. Read the 
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story of the 14th century in that book. And as you realize the moral and social chaos Europe 
was thrown in by the end of the 14th century, just keep in mind that just two generations after 
the end of the book, Europe was completely different. And let that govern your hope and 
strategies for the future. 

And speaking of strategies of the future, remember in your prayer and giving Bulgarian 
Reformation Ministries, a mission organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation 
for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe. That’s right. No matter how the 
situation looks today, eventually, only the Christian civilization survives long term. And we 
are there for the long term. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, read 
what a mission is supposed to do to win long-term, pray, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 Measuring Our Guilt Down to the Ounce 
“He took on Himself all the guilt of the world.” 

Assigned reading: John Murray, Redemption: Accomplished and Applied 

Welcome to Episode 70 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes you and I will try to bring correction to a very 
significant failure of moral character in American Christianity: namely, the question of guilt. 
Even more precisely, how much guilt have we incurred, and how much guilt should we, as 
Christians, be willing to assume, if we are to bring our nation to repentance and our churches 
to revival. We will look at the Biblical principles for accepting responsibility, and for the 
Biblical principles of repentance. 

And when we do that, we may find out that with churches at every corner, and with 
seminaries in every city, and sermons on the radio and TV in every state and county, we have 
strayed far away from the Biblical view on these things. 

Before I get to the point, let me share a story. Roll back to 1992, when I had to be present, 
unwillingly, at a pre-trial inquiry. I was graduating from the Bulgarian Naval Academy in 
Varna, and I was assigned to an anti-submarine ship as commanding officer of Battle Station 
1 (or Battle Post 1), which, under the designation of the Warsaw Pact (still used by Bulgaria in 
1992), meant the navigation room and all the navigational equipment of the ship. Just within a 
month after I reported for duty, an accident happened on our ship: during maintenance, a 
depth charge was left loose and it rolled overboard. That happened while the ship was berthed, 
so the depth charge fell in the shallow water of the harbor, where there were more than three 
dozen other ships berthed as well, not to mention ground and underwater communication 
lines, ammunition stores nearby, vehicles parked, boats, etc. 

By regulations, drum depth charges are stored without their detonators (those are screwed 
on and adjusted to specific depth just a few minutes before their actual use in combat or 
training), so there wasn’t any immediate danger. And yet, the matter was serious, even if for 
the miniature probability of explosion. A depth charge of that type is about the largest single 
explosive you will find on a ship; all the others (missiles, torpedoes, artillery charges) have to 
be delivered to the enemy over long distances, so their size is usually limited. A drum depth 
charge is just rolled off the stern, or shot at a very short distance with a mortar-type canon (it 
looks like a giant hammer when it flies in the air, due to a special “handle” attached to it), so it 
doesn’t have the same limitations on weight and size as those for the other weapons. It is so 
powerful that when the ship drops it in the water and it explodes after several minutes, the hit 
wave is felt on the ship itself like a giant hammer hitting it, even if the ship is quarter of a mile 
away. (Imagine what it is for the submarine.) After all, it is a depth charge; it is supposed to 
go deep and create a hit wave in the highly resistant environment of water under pressure. 
Imagine what it is if it explodes in the shallow waters of a harbor. Actually, just go to 
YouTube and search for depth charge explosion. Anyway, back to the story. 

Depth charges were under Battle Station (or Battle Post) 3, which included mines, 
torpedoes, and depth charges (anything meant to explode underwater, unlike artillery and 
missiles which exploded above the water), and the commanding officer of Battle Station 3 
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was a friend of mine who had graduated from the same Naval Academy 5 or 6 years prior. At 
the time of the incident, however, my friend wasn’t on the ship. The mishandling of the depth 
charge was committed by one of his sergeants responsible for the maintenance, and a couple 
of seamen with him. So the common perception was that in that pre-trial inquiry, my friend 
would be off the hook, and the blame would be thrown on the sergeant. The people that would 
be indicted, if the case went to trial, would be his direct subordinates. 

The panel of the inquiry (one deputy military prosecutor and two ship commanders of the 
same base) called first for my friend to testify. I guess, since he was perceived to be clear of 
guilt, they wanted his testimony at the beginning. Besides, he was an officer of perfect 
reputation: he had a high work ethic, and his technical knowledge of his specific field was at a 
very high level. As both a commanding officer and a trusted technical expert on depth charges 
and their maintenance, he was expected to lay down the foundation for everyone’s 
understanding of what such maintenance involved, and whether there could be any guilt 
assumed, or at least criminal negligence ascribed. 

My friend’s testimony surprised all of us, however. He did indeed give us in short the 
framework to understand how that maintenance worked and how it was supposed to be done. 
At some point, however, he switched to the responsibility of the commanding officer and the 
technical specialist – both combined in his person and position – to train their crew to perform 
that maintenance. He went into a great detail as to how many hours of training they should do, 
what specific kinds of training with both the weapons and their maintenance, what sort of 
auxiliary technical training and study hours, how many hours of direct teaching by the 
commanding officer or the technical expert himself, etc., etc. While laying out all these 
regulations and requirements, he also started comparing them to his own work so far. At first, 
I couldn’t figure out why he was giving all this information; neither did the panel; they told 
him he didn’t have to. But my friend insisted. At some point it dawned on me that he was 
actually throwing the blame on himself. He repeatedly emphasized how his training of his 
crew fell short of what could be assumed to be good practice or common sense, even if it was 
within the limits of Navy regulations. He mentioned multiple examples of perfect work and 
good work ethic shown by the sergeant in question. He showed how he himself had failed to 
emphasize some central concepts and actions during maintenance so that his people could 
build the necessary habits and skills. By the end of his testimony, he had used the witness 
stand to present a picture which incriminated himself and cleared his subordinates of any 
wrongdoing, or even of negligence. His crew did the best they could according to their best 
knowledge. And if their best knowledge came short, it was his fault as their superior. 

I don’t think I had ever seen anything like that before, and neither have I seen anything 
like that since. And I was not the only one astonished. The panel was visibly perplexed. I am 
sure that prosecutor wanted to take the case to court. (How else would he justify his money?) 
But if he did, he couldn’t ignore the first and foundational testimony in the inquiry. And what 
if he pressed charges against my friend? There was a still a chance he could win the case 
against my friend, but that would mean that he would destroy the career of an officer who was 
regarded as a good asset. And the rest of the panel, being commanding officers themselves, 
were not willing at all to indict one of them who had put himself in the harm’s way in what 
was obviously an attempt to protect his subordinates. Communist – or former Communist – 
militaries are not and have never been the epitome of ethics, but even in that environment 
there was still some awareness of honor. And what my friend did was considered “honorable,” 
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even if most of the people present would choose a different course in his situation. (Just as a 
disclaimer, I consider a culture of honor and shame to be a pagan culture, as opposed to the 
Biblical culture which is a culture of ethics. But that for a future episode.) 

The rest of the inquiry was quite short; I don’t think the panel themselves were 
comfortable digging into it too much. A few days later, as most of us expected, the panel 
made the decision to not indict anyone. A few reprimands were issued, a few 
recommendations were submitted to the commanding officers involved, and the case was 
dismissed. When I talked to my friend about it, he shrugged and said he never really expected 
to be indicted. But there was still some probability that his testimony would be used against 
him, so why did he do it? He wasn’t perfectly sure why; he just knew that it was the right 
thing to do, to take the blame for his subordinates. He also wanted to make sure that he could 
look them in the eyes after all this was over; to abandon them in such an important moment 
would mean they couldn’t trust him in the future, and therefore he couldn’t trust them either. 
So his motivations were not really clear even to himself; he just vague felt this was the right 
way to go. To all of us who were there, it was also vaguely obvious it was an honorable act, 
although we didn’t know why. 

My friend was not a Christian, and I was less than two years old in the faith. I didn’t 
know anything about Covenant Theology, and I didn’t know anything about the judicial 
aspect of the faith, or of intercession, or anything else whatsoever. Only many years later, 
reminiscing on the experience, I realized that in what happened in that room that day, God 
gave me an earthly picture of Christ’s redemption. But we’ll look at Christ’s example later. 

I can’t say this experience had a formative influence on my view of guilt and 
responsibility; I would say it was rather one of many factors. But over the years I developed 
the feeling that a Christian is not supposed to measure down his guilt to the ounce; to the 
contrary, he should be willing to assume more responsibility rather than less; and therefore, a 
Christian should not shy from assuming more guilt that he has directly incurred with his 
actions. I say feeling, because it was rather vague; I couldn’t really provide any theological or 
exegetical case if I was asked. Like my friend, I just felt it was the right thing and the 
honorable thing to do. Perhaps there was also some pragmatic consideration, same as what my 
friend had when he said, “I didn’t really expect for them to indict me.” I guess if you asked 
me why I would be repenting for sins I haven’t committed, my answer would be that if I was 
in error, I would be on the safe side of that error: better repent for more sins than needed than 
for fewer. After all, assuming more guilt won’t make me more accused in God’s court, but 
assuming less guilt may make me liable in God’s court. Another factor was that in the 
Charismatic circles I was moving in my first years of the faith, we spent lots of time praying 
and interceding for both individuals and for the nation as a whole. And intercession by its very 
definition requires that you identify with the person or the group you intercede for. (That’s 
why Jesus had to be born in a human body.) This identifying inevitably faces you with the 
necessity to identify with their sins as well and repent for them. (And I will show later that 
there is actually deep Biblical theology behind this, contrary to the knee-jerk responses of 
some modern so-called “Reformed.”) Another factor is also that I was reading more and 
growing more in the knowledge of Covenant Theology, and I was beginning to understand the 
judicial aspect of the faith, and with it, the judicial applications of guilt, repentance, 
forgiveness, and redemption. But in all this, remember, it was an unbeliever who first 
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demonstrated to me the Christian way of dealing with guilt and responsibility. Even if he 
didn’t know that that’s what he was demonstrating. 

Until I met the reality in the American churches, where the mentality is exactly the 
opposite. 

My first encounter with the views on guilt and responsibility in the American churches 
was back in 2003 when I had a conversation over dinner with two of my elders. I was a 
member of a Presbyterian church at the time. The church was explicitly Christian 
Reconstructionist by its very articles of faith and by its mission statement; not just broadly 
“Reformed,” which these days simply means, in reality, “Pietist and Spiritually Dead, but 
Theologically Correct on the Narrow Topic of Salvation.” (That’s what 99% of the so-called 
“Reformed” churches in this nation are.) Officially, the church had a comprehensive 
covenantal view of reality. Until that conversation, I perceived my elders had the views they 
professed in the church’s constitution. The conversation shattered that perception. We talked 
about many different topics of politics, justice, social action, etc., and by the end I knew that 
while my elders had a mental knowledge of Reformed theology and even Christian 
Reconstruction, their applied ideology was no different that the run-of-the-mill neo-
conservative socialism of the surrounding culture. To make a long story short, we got to the 
issue of some immoral things done by the United States in their foreign policy – perhaps not 
as bad as what Germany or Japan or the Soviet Union or the United Kingdom have done, but 
still deserving some sort of acknowledgment and repentance or apology – and I discovered 
that I my elders’ view, no president should apologize for America, and America should not 
apologize for any of her actions, even if they were admittedly wicked. I was rather shocked; 
until that time, I thought such aversion to admitting guilt and responsibility was a character 
trait limited to the socialists (former Communists) in Eastern Europe who flatly refused to 
issue any kind of apology or repentance for the crimes of the Communist regimes. I would 
certainly not imagine that a Christian would be so averse to apology and repentance, let alone 
Reformed elders? 

It was then when I heard for the first time the phrase “false guilt.” They couldn’t be held 
responsible for someone else’s actions, let alone their government’s actions; that would be 
“false guilt.” (On the other hand, they believed that killing non-combatants in war – like at 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki – was justified because they are solidarily responsible for the crimes 
of their governments. That is, one standard for Americans, another for everyone else.) So, it 
would be “false guilt,” and “false guilt” was something very bad. Thus, more than anything 
else, they wanted to be careful not to assume “false guilt.” So every assumption of guilt – 
individual or corporate – had to be strained as precisely as possible, examined to minutest 
detail, so that they were sure that every ounce of guilt that was ascribe to them was really 
theirs. Again, these were “Reformed” elders, exhibiting mentality that in Eastern Europe is 
associated with Communists and socialists. 

I was disappointed, of course, and, as you may reckon, this conversation served me as an 
eye-opener to the really low standards for elders in the “Reformed” churches in America. At 
the time, however, I imagined this aversion to assuming guilt and apology may have been 
limited to some people. But it wasn’t. I encountered it again. For some time, I was moving in 
the circles of the Federal Vision theology – don’t ask me why, I was young and stupid, and it 
took me a while to see through the corruption and hypocrisy and sometimes sheer lunacy of 
the leaders of that movement. One of the first signs something was not right was when they 
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started spreading a new view on abortion: namely, that abortion was not a Christian concern, 
it was just the covenant-breakers killing off their offspring. Why should Christians be worried 
about the death of the non-elect? (You know, because you can be sure those murdered babies 
are all non-elect, I reckon.) At one Q&A session, when this issue was raised, I asked if, given 
that a nation under the same government is considered a covenantal – that is, “federal” – 
entity, Christians, as members of that covenantal entity would be solidarily responsible for the 
murders of infants in that nation, under that government. I was given a mixture of cheap 
wittiness and meaninglessness (which is the literary standard for all Federal Vision 
theologians), which, boiled down, meant, “No, Christians are not accountable for the murders 
of infants in the culture. After all, we are not the ones doing the murders.” So much for the 
“federal” part of Federal Vision. Again, there was this aversion to admitting guilt. It’s 
somebody else’s fault. 

Then the scandals about Doug Wilson’s plagiarism happened. I was not awfully 
surprised, to be honest. Plagiarism has been a common phenomenon in Reformed circles in 
the last 100 years. Francis Schaeffer was the greatest culprit; he prodigiously borrowed ideas 
and even direct paragraphs from original Reformed authors of his time – including Van Til 
and Rushdoony and North and Bahnsen – and sold them as his own thoughts without giving 
as much as a line of acknowledgment to the original authors. On a smaller scale, I have caught 
theologians like R.C. Sproul or John Robbins do the same. Wilson, after all, is not even a 
theologian; he is rather a salesman. So his plagiarism was not that much of a surprise to me. 

What was surprising, however, is the way the whole scandal was treated. One particular 
case was quite close to me, because it involved Pastor Randy Booth, whom I personally know. 
He was listed as a co-author of a book, (I think the title was A Justice Primer). Randy is a man 
of some standing in his Federal Vision circles, but he is certainly not a man of Wilson’s 
influence. Wilson is way more powerful and influential. (And power and influence mean 
everything in the institutional churches.) Under the principles of conduct I described above, 
and my friend demonstrated, I would expect that Douglas Wilson would have taken the blame 
for the plagiarized sections – the greater guy should carry the burden for the lesser guy. 
Besides, I somehow can’t imagine that Wilson didn’t even know about the plagiarism ahead 
of time. But instead of Wilson taking the blame – even if it was just to protect Randy’s name 
– both Wilson and Canon Press threw the blame completely on Randy Booth. Now, even if 
that was true, even if Randy Booth acted completely independently of Wilson and Wilson 
didn’t have any control over the process – which is very highly improbable – it would still be 
more ethical and honorable for Wilson to take the blame. 

So again, there was this aversion to acknowledging guilt. Again, in what is supposed to 
be a “Reformed” church leader. 

Do the examples end there? Not at all. The same spirit of denying guilt or measuring guilt 
down to the ounce is everywhere, in everything around us, and that especially in the American 
churches. And especially in the churches who are professedly Reformed. I will give one more 
example of it, very pertinent to our situation today, and very pertinent to our efforts at 
Christian Reconstruction of our society. 

In October 2016, Joel McDurmon published one of the most strategic books on American 
history produced by a Christian Reconstructionist author: The Problem of Slavery in Christian 
America. It is strategic, because it takes Christian Reconstruction to a field that has not been 
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treated before: the church’s complicity in the national sin of slavery. Christian 
Reconstructionist authors have treated the general topic of slavery before (Gary North has a 
really long chapter on it in his commentary on the case laws in Exodus 21-40). They have also 
treated the specific case of chattel slavery in America. But Joel’s contribution is that he 
applied to it the principle of 1 Pet. 4:17, “it is time for judgment to begin with the Household 
of God.” Joel’s book is also unique in its covenantal, ethical/judicial approach to the subject. 
So far all the books on American slavery have been written on the principles of identity 
politics: either eulogizing Lincoln and ignoring the sins of the North, or eulogizing Robert E. 
Lee, Dabney etc., and downplaying the evils of slavery. Joel refused to identify with either the 
North or the South; he identified with the Kingdom of God, and exposed the wickedness of 
both political sides, but also the wickedness of the institutional churches. The book didn’t 
come in a vacuum, however. It was the product of the work of several of us to develop 
Christian Reconstruction in the direction of applied righteousness and justice to the immediate 
issues of our day; and racism and racial justice are part of that larger context of applied 
justice. 

Several other issues needed to be raised in that context. The listeners to Axe to the Root 
will remember that we covered the issue of racism as an anti-covenantal ideology, also of the 
specific problem of institutional racism of theinjustice system in the US, and I also talked 
about the ethical issue of white privilege. There were other issues as well, raised by other 
authors; one of them the thorny, but important issues of reparations to the black community. 
After all, no matter how indignant we get on the issue of reparations, it is still true that black 
families were unlawfully and immorally exploited in the slavery, and were paid no restitution 
for their time as slaves. On top of it, they were then unlawfully and immorally segregated and 
oppressed for several generations, and that oppression and segregation was maintained by 
official laws. This deprived them of the opportunity to accumulate and pass on wealth their 
children. In comparison, the white community profited from the slave labor, and then from the 
segregation, and was able to pass on wealth. No matter what our personal emotions tell us 
when we hear the word “reparations,” our sense of justice should tell us that these are crimes 
in the Law of God, and we will either have to find a solution, or we will be judged as a nation. 

Then Joe Salant did a podcast on this issue where he laid most of it. Keep in mind, these 
issues should not sound radical to Christian Reconstructionists; after all, we are the ones who 
look at the Law of God and evaluate everything based on issues of righteousness and justice. 
And yet, believe it or not, there still were Christians – and even Reformed elders – who took 
offense at what Joe Salant said, and harshly criticized him. And what was their problem with 
his words? 

That he was forcing false guilt on them. They didndunuting. Someone else is to blame for 
slavery and segregation and for their consequences today. Someone else is to blame for the 
institutional racism of our injustice system. So, if Joe wanted to be accepted by them, he needs 
to measure their guilt down to the ounce. And they should only be responsible for precisely 
what their personal guilt is. Not an ounce more. And these are Reformed elders. 

No need to continue; you get the picture. And you probably get why I would be so 
disappointed. Many years ago, I witnessed an unbeliever who had only a vague feeling of 
what was good and moral and honorable, take the blame for other people and put his career on 
the line, when he didn’t have to do it. And for the last 20 years I have been witnessing 
Reformed Christians – and even elders! – constantly fighting against the boogeyman of “false 
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guilt,” going to great lengths to make sure that whatever guilt and responsibility are ascribed 
to them are precisely measured to the last ounce. This is us, Reformed Christians, who so love 
to repeat to the whole world what wretched sinners we are and how there is nothing good in 
us, but, boy, let someone tell us we have certain real guilt and responsibility to deal with, we 
suddenly forget our pious postures and defend our innocence like it’s our life. 

I am not saying this to shame Reformed Christians, nor to shame anyone in particular. 
But I am personally ashamed. We should all be ashamed that those who call on the name of 
the Lord have left the pagans have a better understanding of Biblical ethics and especially the 
ethics of intercession, which is central to the Gospel. We should be all ashamed that after 
2,000 years of church councils and synods, theological treatises, Biblical commentaries, 
creeds and confessions, reformations and revivals, seminaries and gospel crusades, Jesus’s 
words in Luke 16:8 still hold true: “The children of this world are more shrewd in relation to 
their own kind than the sons of light.” We are still the stupid ones; we have still not 
understood the most basic concepts of the very Gospel we are preaching, while the pagans to 
whom we are preaching it have understood them and practice them. (On a side note, that may 
be the reason why Hollywood is making movies with more Biblical worldview in them than 
most of the sermons we hear from our pulpits today. We are still the stupid ones.) 

What is the Biblical view of acknowledging guilt and responsibility? What is the Biblical 
view of “false guilt”? Is the man of God supposed to fight for every ounce of guilt and 
responsibility, and precisely measure them to decide which one is his and which one is not? Is 
there any Biblical foundation for such aversion to being ascribed guilt or to being called for 
repentance for the corporate sins of a nation or another covenantal group? Is there any 
morality in giving absolution to men of power and influence and higher social status while 
throwing the blame on their inferiors or subordinates? 

The answer to all these is, “No.” Not only doesn’t the Bible justify such behavior, it 
specifically declares that a truly spiritual man not only takes as his own the guilt of other 
people, but also that this is the very nature of redemption, intercession (which is the essence 
of priesthood), and, thus, of the very Gospel itself that we are preaching. If righteous men 
refuse to acknowledge other people’s guilt and responsibility as their own, the Kingdom of 
God can’t even grow. And, therefore, our aversion to guilt and incessant fear of the 
boogeyman of “false guilt” have played a major role in the loos of influence by the church. 
Let’s see the Biblical evidence. 

In Exodus 32, Moses returned from the mountain with the tables of Lawand found his 
own brother Aaron leading Israel into adultery and idolatry. His initial reaction was holy 
anger. He broke the tables, then burned the golden calf, ground it to powder, put it in water 
and forced Israel to drink it. In all this, Moses was holy and righteous and just. He had just 
been before God, fasting for 40 days, full with the Holy Spirit. After he had dealt with the sin 
in the camp, he stood before God, and, what do you think, did he ascertain his personal 
righteousness and freedom of guilt before God? Exactly the opposite. He declared to God that 
God would either have to forgive their sin, or He would have to punish Moses with them: 
“But now, if You will, forgive their sin—and if not, please blot me out from Your book which 
You have written!” (Ex. 32:32). Can you imagine that? The man just showed the most 
righteous behavior one can show when confronted by public sin, shows himself not only 
perfectly innocent of the crime but also of any toleration of it, and the next thing he does is 
put himself in the harm’s way for other people! Couldn’t he be like our modern Reformed 
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elders, declaring to God, “Datnotmuhfault, I didndunuting!”? He could. But he was of a 
different spirit than our modern Reformed elders. Of the Holy Spirit, to be precise. 

Should we look at Daniel’s example, in Daniel 9? Look at what Daniel says in verses 4-6: 
I prayed to the LORD my God and confessed and said, “Alas, O Lord, the great and 

awesome God, who keeps His covenant and lovingkindness for those who love Him and keep 
His commandments, we have sinned, committed iniquity, acted wickedly and rebelled, even 
turning aside from Your commandments and ordinances. Moreover, we have not listened to 
Your servants the prophets, who spoke in Your name to our kings, our princes, our fathers and 
all the people of the land.” 

Daniel confessed that. Yes, Daniel. Yes, confessed. Yes, he spoke in first person, as if he 
was one of these people who had committed all these sins. But he wasn’t. Daniel wasn’t even 
born when all these sins were committed. Those were sins of previous generations, 
accumulated over the years by the people of Israel, resulting in the judgment of the captivity. 
As far as personal guilt was involved, Daniel wasn’t responsible. He didndunuting. And yet, 
he acknowledged as his own guilt that wasn’t his, because he was a covenant member of the 
same nation that committed those sins. Why? Because that’s the very nature of standing in the 
gap: you can’t stand in the gap, you can’t intercede for your nation unless you admit the sins 
of the nation as your own, and be ready and willing to take the responsibility for them. 

Examples of such intercession are common in the Old Testament – actually, more 
common that most of us realize – but I won’t have all the time to mention them all. In fact, 
some of them are listed in that hall of fame in Hebrews 11. what is more important, however, 
is that we have two very important New Testament examples; and these examples should be 
sufficient for us to know what the Biblical ethics concerning guilt and responsibility is. 

The first example is Paul. Not that Paul was unique: all the apostles, in one way or 
another, put their lives on the line and suffered punishments for someone else: for Christ. 
Peter, according to the church legend, found his death in exactly such a way: He was leaving 
Rome to flee the persecutions, when he saw a vision of Christ going in the opposite direction, 
towards Rome. Puzzled, Peter asked, “Quo vadis, Domine? Where are you going, Lord?” 
Jesus replied, “To Rome, to die with my children whom you have left there.” Ashamed, Peter 
returned to the city and assumed his place as the chief victim, matching his position of the 
chief of the apostles, being hanged upside down. While we can’t know if the legend is true, 
we do see the mentality of the early church: that the greater a man is in terms of his influence 
and authority and privilege (having been with Jesus), the more he should be willing to 
willingly accept guilt and responsibility and even suffer for them. Even where he has the 
chance of avoiding the suffering; let alone where there is no suffering involved. 

But Paul’s example is much more important to us given that we have it from Paul’s 
personal testimony, recorded in the Bible. In Romans 9:3 Paul pronounces one of the most 
amazing statements in the Bible, one that still makes me, having studied that statement and the 
context in detail, to shake my head in disbelief: did Paul really say that? His words are, “For I 
wish that I myself were accursed, separated from Christ for the sake of my brethren, my 
kinsmen according to the flesh.” So incredible is this statement that Paul finds it necessary to 
start the passage with the words, “I speak the truth, I am not lying,” as if to swear to those 
who won’t believe him. And they have a good reason not to believe him. Being willing to be 
persecuted and killed by the enemies; that’s something big. But to be willing to even be 
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separated from Christ and accursed, to save his enemies – now this is what is called 
intercession of the highest order. Paul was highly privileged: he was saved in the most 
miraculous and spectacular manner the Bible describes; and then he was given the most 
honorable position in the church, to be her most gifted theologian and her most prolific 
missionary, to yield power and influence even Peter didn’t yield, and to have the Holy Spirit 
in such a gigantic measure as to be caught up to the third heaven and shown things no living 
man had seen. And yet, Paul was willing to trade all this privilege, and more than that, he was 
willing to trade his salvation, accepting eternal damnation for his people, if only they could be 
saved. 

But when talking about privilege, Paul’s privilege was nothing compared to the top 
privileged person in the Bible, the giant of all privileges, Jesus Christ. Who can be more 
privileged than Him? Born of God, not of a mortal, fallen man. Crowned with glory and 
power from before the world was. The Arch-Angel of God’s revelation under the Old 
Covenant. The Imprint (literally, the Character, in Heb. 1:3) of God’s being. One with the 
Father, the King of Kings, and the Lord of Lords. The Beginning and the End. The 
metaphysical principle of cohesion of all things in the universe, from the smallest atom to the 
galaxies (Col. 1:17). 

And in addition to it, He had no personal guilt of His own. It was by privilege: He was 
born outside the line of Adam. And it was also by merit: He was tempted and passed the 
temptation without succumbing to it. Above all power by privilege; above all accusation and 
guilt and liability by both privilege and merit. And what did He do with that absolutely 
privileged position? 

He took on Himself all the guilt of the world. And that taking on of all the guilt of the 
world became the absolute foundation for the glorious Gospel we today preach. Or pretend to 
preach, while acting contrary to it. Jesus traded all His privilege, all His merit, for guilt and 
liability. And punishment. Paul’s desire to be separated from Christ was real, but still only 
conjectural: He would never be separated from Christ just on the account of that desire. Christ 
willing took to be separated from God in order to save the world, and He got exactly that. 
False guilt? He took it all. False accusations? He took them all. False liability? He took it all. 
An unjust sentence, and torture, and no due process? He suffered them all. 

And it was this trading of privilege and merit for false guilt that won Him the victory. 
Because measuring our guilt down to the ounce never wins victories. Which is partly why the 
American church has been so powerless in the last century. Or, as a Gypsy pastor in Bulgaria 
preached to his congregation several years ago, “You wanna imitate Christ? Take all the guilt 
and responsibility for the ills of our community. Nail the guilt to the cross; and take the 
responsibility to the streets, and work as if you are repaying a debt.” And he was simply a 
Gypsy pastor of no seminary education, and no Reformed legacy from previous generations. 
And he knew better than our Reformed leaders. 

To summarize, our obsession today with not accepting false guilt is not a Biblical 
attitude. If anything, the very Gospel of Christ starts with the Author of our salvation 
accepting on Himself all the false guilt in the world. If we are to imitate Him, we should do 
the same. Unlike Him, we won’t have to die for it, neither will we have to be separated from 
god for it; thus, there is no reason to kick so ferociously against it. We will only be required to 
pay for it, in this life, with hard work, to restore and reconstruct the world on Biblical 
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foundation. It may not have been our fault, but it wasn’t Jesus’s fault either. When it comes to 
the evils of our day, we should accept them as our responsibility. And also the evils of 
generations past, including slavery. Yes, it is our guilt. And it is our responsibility to restore 
and reconstruct; including finding a way to pay those reparations in one way or another. Until 
we learn to not shy from guilt, until we learn to stand in the gap and use our privilege as 
Christians and Americans to bring redemption, we won’t see any victory. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Redemption: Accomplished and Applied, 
by John Murray. Keep in mind as you are reading: the book is not comprehensive for what we 
just talked about. But it is a tremendous start into what our psychology should be, when we set 
out to imitate Christ. And so far we have been disastrously inept in this regard. It is time to 
overcome the children of this age in terms of wisdom and judgment. 

And in your prayers and your giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe. As much as we as Reformed Christians are such moral failures 
today, the future of mankind is inevitably Christian, and our kids will surpass us in knowledge 
and wisdom and judgment. Help us leave the right books for them when they grow up. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to the newsletter, pray, and donate. And God may God 
bless y’all. 
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 “To the Least Among You” vs. Power Religion 
In the final account, our service to the lowest among us will determine the 
strength of our faith. That is where true Christianity is. 

Assigned reading: Vishal Mangalwadi, Truth and Transformation 

Welcome to Episode 71 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I will try to expose a religion that is as old as the 
Fall and yet always young and vigorous and new and coming under new forms and disguises 
and creeping into Christianity under many new excuses and emotional reasons; it is subtle and 
devious in its effects on our thinking, to the point that we not only don’t realize we are fully 
immersed in it but we also believe we are oh so righteous when we practice it and we presume 
to moralize on others as part of practicing it; and yet, when it slaps us in the face and we find 
ourselves on the wrong side of it, we complain loudly and we are so good at finding the right 
Biblical verses that expose it and oppose it . . . only to return to practicing it ourselves 
whenever we have the chance. It is a religion that often has no specific idols for worship, and 
even sometimes sneaks into our lives under the disguise of “strong and vigorous” Christianity, 
but in reality, it is more idolatrous than the worst superstitions of the most backward tribes in 
the corners of our world. And unlike those backward superstitions, it is quite rational, and 
quite appealing to the spirit of our age. Sometime ago, in a sermon, I heard Paul Washer 
admonishing his listeners to dig deeper and deeper into their consciences to discover the sin 
they hide there. I believe he is wrong in that admonition in the sense that a redeemed person 
needs to be focused on the Kingdom of God, not on his own navel, and certainly not waste his 
time in useless retrospection. In the process of building the Kingdom of God, God will 
continue bringing out in open our inner sins, in our actions and our words. Well, the religion I 
will be talking about has always laid out in open, and we have been way to eager to practice it 
openly. And it is about time for us to stop. (Have patience, stay with me, I will tell you later 
what that religion is.) 

A few weeks ago, in one of the FB groups I am a member of, someone asked the 
question: “Is it immoral to refuse to tip bad service?” A very important question, you see. A 
question that shows how spoiled we have become. “Bad service,” of course, for most of the 
people in the group “and not only in that group” usually means that the waiter was not going 
through the motions of showing” or, rather, professionally faking” personal respect to the 
people he was serving in a perfect way, as they expected. Or perhaps was not attentive to their 
minutest desires. Or was not fast enough to the second. Or something else that made his 
customers feel a notch less than catered for, spoiled, and worshiped, as they really deserve. 
Seriously. Now, I am not trying to excuse really bad service here. But think about it, just two 
generations ago, in the West, or just a generation ago in Eastern Europe where I grew up, just 
having enough and affordable quantity of proteins to make it through the day was considered 
a blessing. And here we are, not only having so much food that we throw away half of it, but 
also having that food prepared by someone else and even served to us by someone else (not to 
mention that someone else will do our dishes for us), and, on top of it, food plus cooking plus 
service are so darn affordable for the majority of us that we don’t have enough restaurants for 
everyone. (Where I live, in Houston, you have to wait in lines in order to get to eat at some 
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places.) And as if that were not enough, we are now obsessed with a different sort of pleasure: 
Will the waiter play the game for us in such a way as to make us experience a sense of being 
important? I may be ranting a bit too much on this one, but it seems to me that, like Frodo in 
The Lord of the Rings, we have forgotten the taste of food, and the only thing we have a taste 
for is wielding power over people in a weaker and more vulnerable position in the society. But 
more about this in a few minutes. 

The responses to the question were, in their majority, as I expected: most people wouldn’t 
forgive a waiter anything even close to bad service” and, of course, bad service defined as 
lack of proper respect and homage. They wouldn’t leave tips unless they perceived they were 
treated as they deserved (I wonder if even some of the Christians remembered what they 
really deserved). Some posts reached the level of unbearable sanctimonious moralizing on 
waiters: quite easy, I guess, given that waiters” and especially waitresses” are about the 
lowest-status, most vulnerable working group in our society; waiting on tables is usually the 
last resort for those who have run out of other options. 

What I noticed, also, was that the harshest and most vocal moralizers were, as a rule, the 
same people who would otherwise vote for the same politicians (on both sides of the 
spectrum), no matter how much they betrayed them. Those who are evangelicals and 
conservatives would justify Trump’s sexual escapades no matter how disgusting they are. 
Those who are leftist would justify and support Obama no matter what. All sides would 
support their government schools while bemoaning the worsening quality of education in 
those schools. All sides will look for excuses for the failures of their favorite government 
agencies (police, welfare, military, unions, regulatory, etc,) even when these government 
agencies commit obvious crimes. When it comes to men in power, all these people are quite 
eager to excuse, forgive, and forget. But wait until they get to a restaurant and they have to 
deal with some poor waitress. She better be perfect in making them feel important, or she will 
be going home penniless. A double standard, isn’t it. Actually, no. It is not a double standard. 
It is a fully consistent practical behavior, based on a fully consistent religion: the religion of 
power. 

Now, in order to understand what the religion of power is, we need to have a definition of 
the concept of”power” relevant to it.”Power,” of course, can mean many things. There is the 
scientific concept of power which is defined as work divided by time; or, to translate it in 
layman’s terms, it is the ability of an energy source to do certain amount of work over a fixed 
period of time. The more powerful a thing is, the more work it can perform for a shorter time. 
Imagine a gigantic tanker vessel: if you replace its enormous engine with the motor of a 
fishing boat, that motor might still be able to move the vessel a little bit, but it will take ages 
to move it across the ocean? Why? Because smaller power means that the same work” moving 
the vessel across the ocean” will be completed in a longer period of time. This is the literal 
definition of power, but from it, we derive the other definitions of power. In the cosmological 
sense, we say that God is all-powerful because He can accomplish an infinite amount of work 
within a portion of a second; which is why the doctrine of the six-day creation is such an 
important part of any Biblically sound theology: God doesn’t need ages to create the world, 
and the only reason He extended it to six days was because he had a covenantal lesson to 
teach us, not because He couldn’t create the world with a snap of his fingers. The six-day 
creation story shows that God not only possesses infinite power but also that He is capable of 
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perfect control of that power for His purposes. That’s because, in the cosmological sense, 
power is simply another attribute of His being. 

 Power, therefore, is the ability to shape and re-direct reality to serve one’s purposes. This 
cosmological definition of “power” leads to our modern general definition of power: Power is 
the ability of a person or an institution to shape reality for certain purposes. It can apply to any 
kind of reality: spiritual, physical, economic, social, relational, even the reality of mental 
constructs and perceptions and interpretations. A strong muscular man is relatively powerful 
compared to other men or to women because he is capable of lifting or moving or breaking or 
bending things that other people are not capable of. A highly intelligent person is relatively 
powerful compared to others because he is capable of grasping the logical connections in the 
world” and acting on them in a way other people can’t. A person of influence and charismatic 
presence is relatively powerful compared to other people because he can muster the support or 
compassion or friendship of many in a way other people can’t. A rich person is relatively 
powerful compared to others because he can pay to convince others to serve him in a way 
other people can’t. Etc., etc. People of power can achieve the same results or goals with less 
effort than people without power” namely because their power makes them capable of moving 
and shaping reality better than other people. 

What is important to understand here is that power is a privilege, and it is given from 
above. While power abilities still have to be developed through exercise, any exercise still 
must have something to work with. Exercise and training and self-discipline can make a 
person increase their ordinary abilities to levels above the ordinary. But even self-discipline is 
a supernatural gift of the Spirit (Gal. 5:22). And then, also, we have supernatural gifts given to 
people, which the Greek text calls dunamis, meaning . . . well, powers. Why is this important 
to understand? Because when we discuss power in the society and among men, we need to 
understand that there is a covenantal aspect to it, of which we will be talking later. Power is 
not covenantally neutral; and therefore, our understanding of power and our exercise of power 
must always be within a covenantal, that is, ethical/judicial frame. Outside such frame, any 
use or non-use of power can be a violation of the covenant, and therefore a grounds for 
condemnation. 

In an earlier podcast, when we talked about patent laws, I mentioned the fact that science 
was developed by Christian scientists with the purpose of making it a tool for our obedience 
to God in the Dominion Mandate. What was created as a tool, secularists then elevated as 
their god. (You heard that many times, I bet,”I don’t believe in God, I believe in science.”) 
And they believe that their idolatry of worshiping a tool makes them superior to those who 
worship the God behind both the tool and the world, which it was supposed to explore. There 
has been a greater idolatry at work among men, however, a worship of another, greater and 
more comprehensive tool. So great that science is actually only a part of that greater tool. That 
tool is power. 

Very early in its history mankind learned that power could be used for the purposes of 
man in his rebellion against God. In fact, in the very second recorded act of sin in history, 
Cain resorted to power to resolve his problem with his brother. He shouldn’t have had a 
problem in the first place, given that the issue was between him and God, not between him 
and his brother. But even with the problem, God explained to Cain what the true solution to 
his problem was: ethics.”Why are you angry?”, God asked.”If you do good, you will be 
accepted; but if you don’t do good, sin is at the door. And you need to be master over your 
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desire, not let it lord over you.” This has always been the Biblical solution to all problems of 
mankind, an ethical solution: Do good and control your desires. Cain gave the start to the 
fallen mankind’s solution to all problems: Instead of doing good, use the power given to you 
to solve your problems in your own way. 

This trend of resorting to power continued in the line of Cain, and in all of mankind in 
general. Five generations after Cain, one of his descendants, Lamech, took two wives (a 
statement in itself of wielding superior power) and bragged to them of his solving a problem 
he had with a young man by resorting to the use of power, just like his ancestor Cain:”I have 
killed a man for wounding me; and a boy for striking me; if Cain is avenged sevenfold, then 
Lamech seventy-sevenfold” (Gen. 4:23-24). (You can’t miss the irony of this macho man 
bragging to women about his power.) 

The step from abusing a tool to turning that tool into an idol and worshiping it is never 
too big. There’s a number of such examples in the Bible, one of the clearest ones being the 
brass serpent Moses raised in the wilderness (Num. 21:9) which was later raised as an idol (2 
Kings 18:4). Well, guess what, power, that tool given to man to use in his service to God in 
subduing the earth, was also destined to be elevated to a divine status. That may have 
happened even before the Flood, although we don’t have any specific indications in the Word 
about it. The specific indication of men worshiping power as such came after the Flood, in 
Genesis 11. 

Yes, that’s what Babel was. While many preachers today try to see in the Tower of Babel 
some modern type of elite conspiracy for one-world government, the text says nothing of the 
sort: Babel was a local government, and it did not include all the people all over the earth. The 
text says nothing about a one-world government, nor does it speak of government at all, or of 
an elite. These were just ordinary people who gathered there, and were afraid of being 
“scattered,” and decided to create something to stay together and to make themselves a name. 
What they tried to create was not a government but a religion; the language of “reaching into 
heaven” is inescapably religious language throughout the Bible. (See, for example, Gen. 
28:12: the language of “reaching into heaven” is not just similar, it is identical in Hebrew to 
the language in Gen. 11:4.) The men worked to establish a common worship, first and 
foremost; reaching heaven meant that they were trying to establish a new religion and a new 
worship. But who was the god of that new religion? You need to have a god to worship, after 
all. The god is not mentioned in the text. But we can grasp who the god was if we trace the 
city of Babel earlier, in the previous chapter. In Gen. 10:8-14, Babel is said to have been the 
beginning (in Hebrew, rosh, the head, or also, the capital) of the kingdom of Nimrod, the first 
one to become a mighty one on the earth. The men who gathered at Babel, gathered to be 
under the power of a mighty man, and wanted to build a shrine. The shrine was meant to make 
them a name, just like in the previous chapter, in verse 9, Nimrod had a reputation, a mighty 
hunter before the Lord. The center of worship, therefore, must have been not some made up 
god, but the power and might of man, as both the divine substance in man, and the savior of 
man. The men’s intent was to show the world that they could overpower even God the 
Creator. That such was their intention is obvious from God’s words, “nothing which they 
purpose to do will be impossible to them” (v. 6). The word “impossible” there has its root in 
the word, which means “fortified.” (For example, the same word is used in Deuteronomy 9:1, 
“great cities fortified to heaven.”) Nothing would be fortified against these people, they would 
be all-powerful. And the Tower would be the temple of their power, one that would reach up 
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to heaven and would give men access to what had been barred to them since Genesis 3. That 
cherubim with the flaming sword would soon become toast before the new and powerful god, 
humanity. God barred man from the Garden because of ethics; man will force his way back 
into the Garden through power. 

God broke the power of men by breaking their understanding of each other, and with it, 
their unity which was the source of their power. Today, there are all kinds of bizarre and 
imaginative and anachronistic interpretations of what happened there, and we will cover the 
Tower of Babel in another episode. The reality, however, from the text, is that what God did 
was break the back of the power religion men were trying to build in opposition to Him and 
His religion. He did not postulate division among mankind forever, as some heretical 
teachings have it; unity is good and it is unity, not division, that is the true normative state of 
mankind. He declared the wickedness of their power religion and showed how He would deal 
with it every time humans try to set up such religion against Him” destroy their unity. His 
target was power religion, not unity. And it is power religion that unredeemed mankind has 
always had in its heart, throughout history. 

Men did not stop there, however; they continued lusting after power. And they continued 
lusting after power in the same way as they started: by trying to establish collectives and 
hierarchical structures based on power. I won’t go into a lot of details about it; you need to 
listen to my lecture of four years ago before the Kuyper Foundation, “The Sovereignty of God 
or the Sovereignty of the State.” (It is on Youtube somewhere.) After Babel, men continued 
trying to set up collectives with the purpose of accumulating power, and dominating other 
men. The history of mankind is a long list of wars between different religions of power. And, 
in the midst of all these wars, God also intervened with His religion of ethics, and waged war 
on all of man’s religions of power. “The kings of the earth take their stand,” says Psalm 2, 
“and the rulers take counsel together against the LORD and against His Anointed.” God 
laughs at them, and deals with them in exactly the same way He dealt with the religion of 
power at Babel: He breaks them up: “You shall break them with a rod of iron, You shall 
shatter them like earthenware.” No matter what false religion the fallen man takes up, it is 
always a religion of power; it is always an attempt to rule over his fellow man, an image-
bearer of God, and through that, rule over God. In the final battle between God and man, in 
Revelation 13 and forward, the enemy of God is the Beast, and what is that Beast main 
characteristic? Power. “Who is like the beast, and who is able to wage war with him?” (Rev. 
13:4). 

Because this worship of power, this lust after power is a religion in its own, it has certain 
religious tenets. Namely, that power is good, and all who have power are by necessity good 
and righteous. But even worse, the lack of power is considered to be a proof of ethical 
deficiency. This is to be expected, of course, given that a closer relationship with your god is 
always a sign of greater piety. If power is your god, having power means you are spiritually 
superior to those who don’t have power. Thus, the people in a lower social position are by 
necessity guilty for their lack of power; and therefore, the burden of the laws you create will 
be on them, on those who do not have power. We should expect such a religion of power, 
therefore, to be more concerned with how we treat those on the social ladder above us, rather 
than the least among us. 
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And guess what. This is what our modern society has become. We have become a society 
which legislates, to the minutes detail, how inferiors are supposed to treat their superiors. And 
when I say, “legislates,” I don’t mean simply the laws that come out of our legislatures. I 
mean also the overall customs and mores in our society, the social habits expressed in the 
media and especially on social media. I mean also the teaching in our schools. I mean the 
teaching in our families. And last, but worst of all, I mean the teaching in our churches, 
coming out of our pulpits. We, and our whole society, are all obsessed with power religion, 
and are under the spell of a power religion. 

Look at our laws. From beginning to end, our laws are not concerned with anything else 
but the relation of the individual to the state” which means, to the most powerful institution in 
the society. Government bureaucrats control so much power” including firepower” and thus, 
they are really the most powerful group. And that without any real service. All of their power 
is predicated on their ability to jump through bureaucratic hoops. And the majority of our laws 
are focused not on the protection of individual citizens, but on the protection of government 
bureaucrats from those citizens. Just look at the laws protecting those who project power, the 
cops; there are special laws that allow cops to do what no individual citizen is allowed to do” 
from the kinds of weapons cops can use, all the way to the legal privilege of cops to kill 
individual citizens without legal repercussions. Politicians are also well protected from the 
consequences of their own laws; remember, while Congress was passing Obamacare, 
Congressmen were careful to pass a completely different healthcare law for themselves, one 
that allowed them to live off taxpayers” money forever. The same principles apply not only to 
the federal government but to all local governmentts as well. There are more laws to protect 
local bureaucrats against taxpayers than there are to protect taxpayers against bureaucrats. 
Every time there is a decision by a government body to tax or regulate more, it is final; every 
time there is a successful appeal by private citizens, it is only temporary, until the next 
legislative session, or until the next bucreaucratic regulation, which always annuls the appeal. 
In all their laws, all levels of government are concerned only with how the less powerful 
should treat the more powerful, not the other way around. Look at the special privileges for 
police. Back in Eastern Europe, under Communism, we knew the definition of tyranny: 
Tyranny was when the laws gave special privileges to the powerful of the day. And what do 
we have today in the US? We have laws that allow cops to do things that no private citizen 
would be allowed to do without going to jail or having to spent tons of money on fines or 
legal fees. While cops get away even with murder committed in broad daylight, in the view of 
all, and even recorded on camera. Because men in power are more important than everyone 
else. 

In fact, in the developments of the last decade in the US, laws have been changed not 
only to ignore the weakest members of the society, but also to actively punish everyone who 
decides to help them, out of the goodness of their hearts. Almost all big cities now have 
regulations that ban private citizens from setting up private soup kitchens; to set up one, one 
has to go through multiple regulations and requirements, and the final cost is so high that the 
value of the money and time lost to the government far outweigh the value of the foods 
distributed to the poor. Thus, even in charity, the government considers itself needier than the 
poorest people in the community; if you want to feed the poor, you first need to feed” or, 
rather, enrich” the most important people, the rulers, and then you can move to helping the 
poor. 
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But why blame the government and its legislators when our whole political system is 
based on a power religion, starting from the voting booth. Our whole political system is a 
power religion applied to practice. It presupposes that ethics” issues of good and evil” in the 
society are best decided on the basis of who can get the greatest number of votes behind them. 
That’s the very definition of democracy as a political system. Which means, whoever has the 
power of numbers gets to declare good and evil; that means, he gets to be a god. That’s as 
much a power religion as you can find it anywhere. And don’t make the mistake ot believe 
that Republicans are any different than Democrats in this respect; as much as Republicans 
swear they are not for democracy but for a republic, in practice, there is no difference between 
the two political constituencies; both believe that whoever has the power of of the greater vote 
should have the power to determine good and evil by the stroke of the legislative pen. 
Democrats would force us all to be good by compulsory re-distribution of wealth, 
Republicans would force us all to be good by supporting government schools or bombing 
foreign countries to democracy. Democrats would declare a criminal anyone who doesn’t 
want to participate in government healthcare or has a gun; Republicans would declare a 
criminal anyone who crosses a border without asking federal bureaucrats (mainly Democrat) 
for permission. Etc. At every level, in every details of their respective political views and 
practices, both major sides of the political spectrum are devoted worshipers of power. A true 
republic, namely, a restraint on power under a transcendent, Divine Law that is independent of 
the whims and agendas of men in power, has never been the ideology of either party, even of 
that which has the largest number of churchmen in it. 

Not to mention, of course, our foreign policy, which is entirely predicated on intimidation 
and the use of power. It has been a long time since the United States had a foreign policy 
based on ethics and service. Even where, on the surface, our government distributes foreign 
aid, it is not real service to the needs of the local population; it is our bribe to local powerful 
men to take the right side in the international struggle for power, and to keep their populations 
subjugated. 

Such policy of oppressing and subjugating foreign nations abroad is paralleled by our 
own attitude towards our minorities at home. Objectively speaking, ethnic minorities are 
always the weaker partner in all ethnic or racial relations, when we speak of groups. (They are 
minorities, for crying out loud.) And yet, somehow, everything is their fault, no matter what 
they do. Blacks, who are statistically less wealthy and live in more isolated communities, are 
by default lazy, deadbeat dads, improvident and what not. You know,”Where are the fathers?” 
Jews, who are wealthy, family-oriented, and community-organized, are by default cunning, 
corrupt, conspiratorial, treacherous, etc. Immigrants who are looking for nothing more than 
finding a better life for their kids, are by default here only to take advantage of welfare, or do 
voting fraud, or are trying to subvert the political system, etc. It is always those that are 
different, and always the minorities. You never hear ethnic majorities entertain similar 
stereotypes about the majorities themselves; they are always honest, sincerely naive, faithful, 
entrepreneurial, minding their own business, never envious or wanting other people’s money, 
never using welfare . . . you know the routine. It is always these smaller groups that are the 
rascals and the scoundrels. That was the case when I grew up in Bulgaria” us the Bulgarian 
ethnic majority were always the good guys, and you could never trust the rest. Same here in 
America: Us white Anglo-Saxon-Scottish-Irish good, them Asians, Blacks, Pollacks, Italians, 
Greeks and whatever other minority you pick, bad. And in the midst of all this, we have 
people who write public declarations to “All the Conquered Peoples,” just suck it up, we are 
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more powerful. And then the same people complain of immigration, because it is “invasion” 
and it turns them into a “conquered people.” Etc. 

The religion of power is not limited to the political or social realm, though. We have been 
practicing it in our families as well. Recently, I suggested on Facebook that in the Kingdom of 
God, true authority is not defined by nor based on ontology or on institutional power but on 
service. That, at least, should be a given among Christians, and especially among Reformed 
and Reconstructionist Christians, that dominion is through service; what could be more 
obvious than that? And yet, the proposition raised a storm of indignation among a number of 
Christians and church-goers: “Are you saying that our women should rule over us, in the 
family and in the church?” I, of course, never suggested anything about rule or institutional 
power; my arguments have always been about “authority” as a spiritual reality independent of 
any kind of power, physical or institutional. In my article, “Modern Presbyterianism and the 
Destruction of the Principle of Plurality of Elders,” I wrote clearly of the difference between 
power and authority, and said that ordination does not confer authority, it only grants 
institutional power. And yet, the instinctive reaction of so many Christians was not to think of 
terms of service but in terms of who has the power to force others to submit. The rise of 
patriarchalism in the last two decades, especially in Reformed circles, is another evidence of 
the religion of power: behind the pious rhetoric, the final appeal is to power and submission, 
not to service and ethics. Service and ethics are only a secondary product of the basic frame of 
power relationships in the family. The same applies to ecclesiology: the church is defined not 
by public profession of faith, as it is in the Westminster Confession, but by its power 
structure. And that even against the constitutions of most modern Presbyterian denominations 
which explicitly declare that church government is not necessary for the existence of the 
church. And yet, modern churchmen routinely declare those professing Christians who are not 
subject to the same power structures as they have set up as “not belonging to the church.” 
(Ironically, the modern Reformed have adopted the Roman Catholic notion of the “mother 
church.”) Most of the practices and teachings in the modern churches do not differ in ethics 
than the legislation of the modern socialist state: they are all focused on how the ordinary 
church members are supposed to treat the ecclesiastical elite. It is not surprising that in this 
ecclesiastical context abuse” and especially sexual abuse” thrives. A power religion will 
always seek to find excuses for the powerful, and in sexual abuse there is always a powerful 
side and a powerless side. In that rape case at John MacArthur’s university, it was predictable 
that the victim would be required to withdraw her accusation against the rapist: he was on the 
staff, that is, one of the elite, and she was was nobody. The men in power are always to be 
protected, and those least ones are always to be sacrificed for the plans and purposes of those 
in power. At every level in our society, we pay lip service to Christianity and to its ethics; but 
in reality, in almost everything we do or believe or speak, we are subject to a religion of 
power. Power is always what attracts us, power is always what makes bow down, and while 
seeking solutions to the problems of our society, we always resort to the question: Who rules 
and who submits? We very seldom ask the question, “What kind of ethics, and what kind of 
service resolves the real problems in our society?” 

So, what is the antithesis? What is the Biblical view of the fundamental ethics of the 
Kingdom of God? As Christians, what will separate us from the world, what will show the 
world that we bring a completely different faith, one that turns the world upside down? 
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Recently, the 22-year-old daughter of a dear friend of mine passed away, after fighting 
two major illnesses for years. She went through a ton of trials and tribulations and 
disappointments in her earthly life, but to the last minute, she kept her faith in Christ. At the 
memorial worship service, her father, while giving his testimony of her life, said this: “At any 
party, she would find and befriend the greatest losers, the misfits of the party. And she would 
treat them as if they were the kings of queens of the party.” Amazingly, she herself was a 
strong and powerful personality; she could be the heart and soul of any party if she wanted. 
And yet, she used her power to uplift and encourage and entertain the least. 

This kind of behavior always feels instinctively good to us, but we seldom stop to think 
why it is good. The answer is: it is good because that’s the Biblical approach to practical 
ethics. Contrary to many sermons and practices in the churches today” especially in the so-
called “Reformed” churches at the heart of Christianity is not how we treat the powerful of the 
day. At the heart of our faith and religion is how we treat the least among us. In fact, when 
Jesus described in detail how the Final Judgment would look like, that’s exactly what He said 
about the criteria for judgment. A full quote of His words is worth our time: 

“But when the Son of Man comes in His glory, and all the angels with Him, then He will 
sit on His glorious throne.” All the nations will be gathered before Him; and He will separate 
them from one another, as the shepherd separates the sheep from the goats; and He will put 
the sheep on His right, and the goats on the left. 

“Then the King will say to those on His right, “Come, you who are blessed of My Father, 
inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world.” For I was hungry, 
and you gave Me something to eat; I was thirsty, and you gave Me something to drink; I was a 
stranger, and you invited Me in; naked, and you clothed Me; I was sick, and you visited Me; I 
was in prison, and you came to Me.” “Then the righteous will answer Him, “Lord, when did 
we see You hungry, and feed You, or thirsty, and give You something to drink? And when did 
we see You a stranger, and invite You in, or naked, and clothe You?  When did we see You 
sick, or in prison, and come to You?” “The King will answer and say to them, “Truly I say to 
you, to the extent that you did it to one of these brothers of Mine, even the least of them, you 
did it to Me.” 

 

“Then He will also say to those on His left, “Depart from Me, accursed ones, into the 
eternal fire which has been prepared for the devil and his angels; I was hungry, and you gave 
Me nothing to eat; I was thirsty, and you gave Me nothing to drink; I was a stranger, and you 
did not invite Me in; naked, and you did not clothe Me; sick, and in prison, and you did not 
visit Me.” “Then they themselves also will answer, “Lord, when did we see You hungry, or 
thirsty, or a stranger, or naked, or sick, or in prison, and did not take care of You?” “Then He 
will answer them, “Truly I say to you, to the extent that you did not do it to one of the least of 
these, you did not do it to Me.” “These will go away into eternal punishment, but the 
righteous into eternal life.” (Matt. 25:31-46) 

Very clearly, Jesus establishes a contrast between the power religions of His day, and the 
care for “the least of these.” In His Kingdom, and at His Final Judgment, the hierarchy of 
values is flipped upside down: the most important people in the society are the least of these, 
not the greatest of these. In the Old Testament, the Law was specifically concerned with three 
categories: the orphan, the widow, and the stranger” being the weakest members of the 
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society. There was a special protection in the law for poor people, and even special privileges 
for them in the case of taking loans” charity loans were under a special heading. God warned 
the Israelites against oppression many times: “if the stranger, or the orphan, or the widow cry 
to Me because of your oppression, I will hear them, and I will make your children orphans and 
your wife a widow.” God didn’t believe in impartial justice. His justice was very specifically 
partial, and it was skewed in favor of the weakest members of the society. 

The apostle James repeated Jesus’ principle about who the most important people are in 
Christianity: “Pure and undefiled religion in the sight of our God and Father is this: to visit 
orphans and widows in their distress” (James 1:27). And Jesus Himself declared multiple 
times that the world of power structures and submission is the world of the pagans. As far as 
Christians are concerned, their world will have to be based on service, not on power, and not 
on obsession with authority (Luke 22:25-26). In the final account, our service to the lowest 
among us will determine the strength of our faith. That is where true Christianity is. 

So when you are powerful in any area, your power must be spent on helping the least of 
these. If you do not spend at least part of it there, you better not exercise it for anything else, 
for you would be surely wasting it. 

To return to the question asked at the beginning: “Is it immoral to refuse to tip bad 
service?” 

The answer is: No, it isn’t. What is immoral, however, is your obsession with how people 
serve you. What is immoral is your obsession with power and submission, and your desire 
(often subconscious) to boss and moralize upon those less powerful and les fortunate than 
you, while you excuse lying politicians and brutal cops. It is true that, from time to time, there 
will be a lazy or immoral waiter who would just mess up everything because he doesn’t care. 
But in all the cases where you treat someone perceivably lower than you on the social ladder, 
your treatment of them is being recorded. And will be played back to you in that final court. 
Looking back, I personally have a lot to cover me under a thick blanket of shame and guilt. I 
am sure everyone of us does, given that we have been under the influence of the prevailing 
power religions. It is time for this to change, and the change to start from our own behavior. 
Because if we don’t get this ultimate question right, we won’t get anything else right. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Truth and Transformation, by Vishal 
Mangalwadi. You know the author already. If you don’t, he was born in India, and he 
converted. He knows the Indian culture to minutest detail, and he knows the West that was 
shaped by Christianity. And Mangalwadi knows exactly how our world was shaped by the 
Bible, and what needs to be done to repair it. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe. Part of what we do is serve the least of these in Bulgaria. And 
we try to serve them Biblically. To find out about our service to the least of these in Bulgaria, 
visit Bulgarian Reformation.com and subscribe to our newsletter. You may learn quite a few 
interesting things about our view of missions. God bless y’all. 
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 Patriarchy and Sodomy 
Patriarchy is not the antidote to sodomy. It is its mother. 

Assigned reading: Scott Lively & Kevin Abrams, The Pink Swastika 

Welcome to Episode 72 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will see how giving wrong solutions to 
problems can get us nowhere, and even worse, will get us deeper into the same problem we 
are trying to resolve. As Christian Reconstructionists, we are supposed to be problem-solvers 
– after all, we are the ones who believe that every problem comes from the people’s deviation 
from the Word of God, and therefore we are the ones who believe that the Bible has a solution 
to every single problem we can identify in our society today. And that solution is not simply 
the vague out-worldly solution of the final coming of Christ (although, all problems will 
eventually have their solutions there), but a specific concrete solution that can be worked out 
and should be worked and eventually will be worked out in history, before the final coming. 
And that it can, should, and will be worked out by the Church, under the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit. History is the battleground of the Gospel, and it is the victory ground of the Gospel, 
and the victory of the Gospel in history will be manifested in the fact that all problems will 
find their solutions, in history, in the Gospel. Or, to put this statement in Biblical terms, all of 
Christ’s enemies will be made His footstool, before He returns. 

Problem-solvers we should be, that one should be obvious, but before we can be problem 
solvers, we need to learn to understand the problems, and to understand what causes them. In 
his book, Revolt Against Maturity, in the chapter on “Regeneration,” R.J. Rushdoony points to 
several fundamental facts about problems and problem-solving, and one of the facts is that 
different worldview systems will analyze problems in different ways and will see different 
roots for the problems and thus, will have different solutions attempted solutions for them. 
Humanism will mainly see the root of all problems as external to man (because humanism 
can’t acknowledge that there is systemic and inherent problem in man, and remain consistent), 
while Christianity will see the root of all problems as internal to man. Their proposed 
solutions, therefore, will differ from each other. And of course, only those solutions will really 
work that are based on the truth. An analysis of a problem that is not based on the truth of the 
Word of God, will give solutions that won’t work. Therefore, when we as Christians speak of 
solving problems, we need to first make sure that we are analyzing those problem based on 
the revelation of the Word of God and its application to history, not based on humanistic 
presuppositions and ethical and intellectual standards. 

Unfortunately, in this, we as Christians have pretty bad history. Over and over again, in 
history, Christians have been swayed by this or that humanistic doctrine or religion only 
because they sounded so impressively right to our unredeemed senses. From the early ages of 
the Church, church fathers would utilize Aristotelianism because some enemy of the faith 
used Platonism, and then switch to that same Platonism because some other enemy of the faith 
used Aristotelianism; without thinking that both Platonism and Aristotelianism belonged to 
Athens, not to Jerusalem, and that Jerusalem has nothing to do with Athens. At other times, 
theologians would resort to rationalism to oppose some irrationalist and experientialist 
movements with in the church, and then the same theologians would resort to the same 
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experientialism and irrationalism when their own teachings meet a rational challenge; without 
thinking that both rationalism and experientialism come from the presupposition of the 
autonomous mind of man, and therefore are both anti-Biblical. In recent years, because some 
enemies of the faith have resorted to feminism, the solution of many churchmen has been to 
resort to patriarchy; without thinking that both patriarchy and feminism are power religions, 
not covenantal principles, and therefore both are doctrines of hell. (More about patriarchy 
later.) We as Christians have often been gullible to adopt anti-Biblical analysis of problems, 
and as a result, we have often been misled by our own gullibility to come to anti-Biblical 
solutions to our problems, which often lead to defeat. 

The problem I will be talking about in this episode is sodomy. It has grown to be 
perceived as one of the main problems of the American culture today by conservative 
Christians. Just about 20 years ago it was not considered such a gigantic problem; perhaps one 
of the important problems facing our society, but certainly not a problem of an utmost 
importance. Today, it takes more preaching time and attention than the issue of abortion. 
Now, to make it clear from the beginning, I don’t believe that sodomy is such a gigantic 
problem in our culture; even though its acceptance as “normal” has grown among non-
sodomites, this has not led to an increase in the number of those who practice sodomy. The 
so-called “gay bars” have always existed in the US, and a number of them are “historic,” 
dating back to 1933, or some even before the Prohibition; there isn’t much of a difference. In 
fact, if there is any dynamics, it seems like the sodomite community is losing, both in terms of 
numbers and in terms of economic power. For the last one decade, a number of sodomite 
publications – including electronic publications – went bankrupt; the last major one being the 
Frontiers magazine in Los Angeles. Some historic sodomite bars shut down over the same 
period of time; Houston’s oldest “gay” bar closed for good in November 2009. All the 
attempts by the sodomite community to salvage it failed; there just weren’t enough people 
capable and willing to donate. All that is left of it is a few artifacts in a small local museum of 
sodomite history. Similar decline can be observed across the country: while the media and 
political presence of a few sodomites appears intimidating, the reality behind them is that the 
sodomite community is declining. Those of our listeners who remember the Axe to the Root 
episode on “The Church’s Forgotten History of Sodomite Marriage,” will make the 
connection to what happened in the mid-15thcentury: sodomy as a lifestyle simply 
disappeared from Europe, without any significant attempts at eradicating it. By its very nature, 
it can never last longer than a generation or two. 

Of course, declining or not, sodomy is a revolting sin, as Romans chapter 1 shows, and it 
is an indicator of a very perverse heart. On this one, there should be no argument among 
Reformed Christians. Where the argument lies, however, is what causes people to fall into that 
specific type of sin; what triggers it. It is clear that sodomy is not just a “natural” sin, like, for 
example, fornication or adultery. (I use “natural” in a conditional sense.) Even in their fallen 
state, all things being equal, boys naturally lust after women, not after men; such lust is 
spontaneous, often unconscious. God doesn’t make mistakes, He doesn’t put female hormones 
in male bodies. It takes some special trigger for the heart and the mind of a man to be so 
twisted as to lust sexually after other men. We all have a sinful nature; we are born with it. It 
makes us vulnerable to all kinds of sins. But the specific sins we commit are imparted into us 
by our cultural upbringing; and when it comes to something so unnatural, as sodomy, there 
have to be some strong cultural triggers to make the mind of a man switch from the “natural” 
lust after women to the unnatural lust after other men. The question now is, what are the 
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triggers in the culture around us that make young hearts and minds become so perverted as to 
abandon the natural use of their bodies? 

In the last several decades, a movement has appeared within the conservative Reformed 
and Evangelical segment of the population in the United States, which declares that the reason 
for the rise of sodomy – if there is such a rise in the first place, I would add – is the rise of 
what they call “egalitarianism.” The dictionary definition of egalitarianism, of course, is a 
social and political philosophy asserting the judicial equality of all men. (Women included.) I 
personally can’t see why egalitarianism would be a bad thing. The meaning this group uses 
for “egalitarianism” is a bit different, however, and is very particular to them – no one else 
uses it in the same way. “Egalitarianism” for them is an anthropological or religious doctrine 
which asserts the ontological identity (or sameness) of men and women. That is, men and 
women are basically the same, not different in any respect; and the acceptance of this doctrine 
of sameness has led to the acceptance of sodomy. This is the claim of that movement. 

Now, I have never heard nor seen anyone espouse such doctrine. Not even the most 
radical feminists. In fact, the most radical feminists teach exactly the opposite: that there is a 
radical difference between men and women. They use it, of course, to postulate the necessity 
for granting judicial and institutional power of women over men; but this is not sameness nor 
egalitarianism in any conceivable sense of these words. Now, I have seen feminists espouse 
egalitarianism in the regular, dictionary sense: as social, judicial, and political equality. Or 
egalitarianism in the sense of equal job opportunities – which I think is fair enough, if women 
can do it. But egalitarianism as no distinction between the sexes, that I have never seen 
preached or proclaimed. Perhaps some isolated, mentally ill activist somewhere; but never at a 
large scale. And even such isolated, mentally ill activists have appeared only in the last decade 
or so. I can’t see how they can be blamed for sodomy, which has been present in the US in 
significant numbers since the beginning of the 20thcentury, at least. 

However, for the purposes of this discussion I will assume that there is indeed such form 
of so-called “egalitarianism” floating around. The argument of that movement is that this 
“egalitarianism” relativizes all human relationships and makes them equal to one another – it 
doesn’t matter whether the relationship is between a man and a woman or between a man and 
a man. And thus, sex between a man and a man is lifted up to the level of sex between a man 
and a woman. And this is the social and moral cause for sodomy. 

Based on their assessments for the causes of sodomy, this movement has a solution. That 
solution a return to what they call “Biblical patriarchy”; which is supposedly the Biblical 
doctrine for the family. (It is not, and we will see why, in a few minutes. “Egalitarianism,” as 
they understand it, relativizes all social relationships; to counter it, the so-called “Biblical 
patriarchy” seeks to absolutize all social relationships, starting in the family. Men and women 
must have strictly distinct roles in the society, and these roles must be inculcated throughout 
the society and maintained by tradition, government legislation, and social practices. Men are 
supposed to be the rulers of their families, and the rulers of the society as well; women are 
supposed to remain passive and submissive at all times, and never assume leading roles in any 
field. Even where a woman is extraordinarily gifted – better than most men – to work, 
produce, and innovate in a certain field, she is expected to curb her aspirations and 
enthusiasm, as well as her exercise of her giftedness, and take the back seat to men who 
otherwise may be vastly inferior to her; after all, we don’t want a woman teaching or ruling 
over men. In fact, as per some patriarchalist teachers, it is better for women to not work 
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outside the home at all. “A woman who works outside the home is a whore”: no, I didn’t 
make this sentence up; it was actually said in a sermon by one of those patriarchalist teachers. 
(I was present when he said it.) It is even better if girls are simply not allowed to go to college 
or grow in any professional way; their place is in the home, in the kitchen, learning to take 
care of their future husbands and children. Authority – as patriarchalists understand it – in the 
family is given to the husband, and he delegates it to his wife; she has no independent 
authority under God. (I have shown in a previous podcast that such view reduces wives to 
mere concubines. The Biblical wife has her own authority under God, she is not delegated 
anything by her husband.) In order to combat sodomy, therefore, we need to elevate the social 
status of men above that of women. And, in 100% of the cases, patriarchalists seek to achieve 
that by lowering the social status of women. Only when women are reduced to the level of 
children, of wards of men, then sodomy will be successfully defeated. 

I must interject here that many good and honest Christians have sincerely fallen for this 
doctrine. But that doesn’t make the doctrine any more Christian or Biblical; “Biblical 
patriarchy” is just the same oxymoron as is “Biblical Hinduism” or “Biblical socialism.” 
Many of these good and honest Christians are trying to present it, and to make it work as a 
doctrine which is focused on servanthood. Reality is, however, that servanthood doesn’t need 
institutional power and submission to work, and patriarchy, even in its supposedly “Biblical: 
version, is a power religion from beginning to end. It is entirely obsessed with structures of 
power and submission and with who submits to whom. To start with, even the very name 
“patriarchy,” that is, “father’s rule,” is a misnomer. The concept that children are under the 
institutional power of their parents is common to all Christian persuasions, so there is really 
no need for any special doctrine to emphasize this. The real focus, and the real starting point 
of patriarchalism is not so much the authority of the father over the children, but the 
institutional power of the husband over the wife, and the submission of the wife to her 
husband; and of all women to all men; that’s where the real distinctive of patriarchy lies. 

The last several weeks, I made several posts on social media covering Jesus’s words in 
Matt. 20-25-28; Mark 10:42-45; Luke 22:25-27; where Jesus explains the nature of authority 
among Christians. Among the Gentiles, it is those who are in power that claim to be 
“benefactors” and have authority over their people; but among you, it will be the other way 
around: if you want to have authority, you need to serve. Based on those and other verses, I 
suggested that among Christians, true authority is defined by service, not by one’s gender or 
ordination papers. I immediately got lots of flak from patriarchalists; their main complaint 
was, “Are you saying that our wives should rule over us, and we should submit to them?” 

This instinctive reaction reveals two characteristics of patriarchy. First, and very ironic, it 
reveals that in the families of all those patriarchalists, it is the wives who are turned into 
servants, whereas the men, for all their babbling about “servanthood,” have preserved for 
themselves the role of “rulers.” Seriously, why would they even ask that question if they were 
real servants to their families, right? If authority is defined by service, then a man who is a 
true servant won’t be worried about whether he should submit to his wife; his question rather 
would be, “What do I need to do to be a better servant, then?” The fact that all patriarchalists 
– including the few among them who were sincere – were rather concerned with whether their 
wives would rule over them, is clear evidence to the fact that patriarchy is nothing more than a 
power religion. And therefore, whether we attach to it the label “Biblical” or not is of no 
consequence. It is always un-Biblical. Second, and very telling of the spiritual state of all 
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patriarchalists, in my analysis of the relation between authority and service, I never talked 
about rule, that is, institutional power. There is a clear difference between power and 
authority, and I have talked about it in other places; in this, I only follow R.J. Rushdoony who 
has, in many places, made the distinction between power and authority. Power is the ability of 
a person to force others to do his bidding – whether through physical force or through 
manipulation or through institutional mechanisms or other means. Authority is a spiritual 
reality, and it has nothing to do with power, whether institutional or physical or manipulation. 
A church can have duly ordained elders, and yet, the real authority in the church – the spiritual 
influence that shapes the minds and the hearts of the people in that church – can be seated in a 
man who has no formal ordination or power; as is the case in many churches today, especially 
Presbyterian churches, where ordaining faceless bureaucrats of no real ministry and no real 
authority has become the norm. A man can be very forceful and active in his attempts at 
ruling over his wife and children, and yet, the real spiritual authority in the family, the person 
through whom God speaks and acts in the family, may be his wife; or at times, even one of the 
children. This difference between power and authority should be New Covenant 101 to 
anyone who has read his Bible; the whole New Testament is a story of the conflict between 
power (Pharisees, Jews, the Roman Empire) and authority (Jesus, the apostles, the early 
church). In a much more extended and nuanced form the same conflict is threaded through all 
of the Old Testament as well. And even in church history, for us as Reformed, that same 
conflict has been at the bottom of the struggles of all the Reformers. I emphasized that 
definition of authority many times in my discussions, and yet, persistently, patriarchalists 
insisted that I was trying to make their wives rule over them. The fact that they would always 
imagine a power-submission relationships where the discussion is clearly about authority as a 
spiritual reality is another clear indication that no matter what pious epithet we attach to 
patriarchy (“Biblical,” “Christian,” etc.), it remains a power religion from beginning to end, 
and therefore is in its very essence always pagan. Yes, even if a number of good and sincere 
Christians have adopted it as their ideology and practice. And as a pagan ideology, it will 
always lead to disastrous results. These results may be postponed a bit if patriarchy is mixed 
with some Biblical principles; but eventually, the results will appear. 

Back to the main issue of this episode: in the view of the patriarchalists, what leads to 
sodomy in the society is “egalitarianism.” (Or what they believe is “egalitarianism,” not the 
regular dictionary meaning of the word.) In the specific context of our times, a flavor of 
conspiracy theory is thrown in the mix: that “egalitarianism” was the product of the 
conspiratorial activities of the Frankfurt School and its so-called “cultural Marxism.” I have 
talked in a previous episode about that boogieman of “cultural Marxism,” and I have shown 
why “cultural Marxism” is an oxymoron and a convenient escape for many churchmen from 
the necessity of doing a serious covenantal analysis of the failure of the church. Conspiracy 
theory is always more attractive than doing boring Biblical analysis. And the solution to 
sodomy is patriarchy: elevate men’s social status, make women submit to men, support this 
power/submission structure through legislation, propaganda (sermons), and social practices; 
and you will have a defense against sodomy. Simple, heh? 

There is a serious problem with this analysis, however. And it is this: 

First, there is no Biblical confirmation for it; and second, there is no historical 
confirmation for it. There has never been a single example of sodomy originating in an 
egalitarian society. And in fact, if anything – hold onto your chairs now – we have abundant 
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historical examples that the same patriarchy which they present as the solution, is in fact the 
mother of sodomy. Yes, rampant sodomy in the society always follows patriarchy, when 
patriarchy is the predominant social model; that is, patriarchy always begets sodomy, almost 
without exceptions. We also have logical reasons to go together with the historical data, 
namely, to conclude that patriarchy inevitably begets sodomy. And we also have Biblical and 
historical reasons to believe that the only solution to sodomy is exactly egalitarianism, 
namely, the doctrine that establishes the judicial, social, and political equality between the 
sexes. That is, reality is exactly the opposite to what the patriarchalist movement believes: the 
cause for sodomy is patriarchy, and the solution to the problem of sodomy is rejecting 
patriarchy and a return to egalitarianism, which is the Biblical social doctrine, revealed in the 
Law of God. 

So let’s get to the details. 

The first and most obvious evidence that patriarchy is related to sodomy is the Biblical 
record. Romans 1:27 is the only text in the Bible which speaks of the internal motivation for 
sodomy, it certainly doesn’t speak of any equality between men and women. To the contrary, 
it says the following: “men abandoned the natural use of the female.” The word for abandon is 
literally send away. The same word is used multiple times for forgiving sins, in the sense of 
ignoring sins. It certainly doesn’t indicate that the pagans of Paul’s time elevated women to 
the position of equal to men; exactly the opposite, the verb there shows that men ignored the 
women, sent away their natural use, and that led to the spread of sodomy in the Classical 
world. 

Such attitude to women was common to Greece and Rome. Women in Greece and Rome 
were indeed abandoned by the men in their societies. Women couldn’t inherit property, and 
women had virtually no rights under their fathers or husbands. As Fustel de Coulanges shows 
in his study, The Ancient City, in most of the classical cultures, women’s social status was no 
higher than that of today’s Saudi Arabia. In the so-called “enlightened” Athens, married 
women couldn’t leave the home without a male companion from the family; they were 
expected to remain at home all the time. Athens was a strictly patriarchal society, and Solon’s 
judicial reforms made sure that the patriarchal character of the Athenian society was encoded 
into the laws as well. And yet, judging from Plato’s Dialogues, sodomy and pederasty were 
considered the norm. Thebes, another Greek city and capital of Boeotia, was an even more 
radical example. The ancient myths and the later plays about Thebes by Aeschylus and 
Sophocles show a society that is strictly stratified, with a strongly subjugated position for 
women. And Thebes was too sodomite even for the other Greek city-states. You probably 
remember from a previous episode where I talked about the Theban Sacred Band of sodomite 
soldiers. And, note that, the mythological history of Thebes starts with a sodomite rape of a 
young boy by a Theban king. In Rome, sodomy was taken for granted and was not even 
registered as a deviation; the father of the house (the patriarch) had the right to sexually 
penetrate anything and anyone in his house – including male or female slaves – without 
incurring any judicial guilt. That right followed from his judicial position as a patriarch. 
Rolling back to the early days of Israel, all the surrounding nations that practiced sodomy 
were also marked by strong social stratification and patriarchy. Not only were those societies 
tolerant of sodomy, but some even practiced it as a matter of religious ceremony. Over and 
over again, the extant law codes of those ancient nations show two persistent traits: (1) their 
societies granted no independent social status to women, and (2) they tolerated sodomy, and 
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only tried to regulate it in some extreme cases (like rape of underage sons by their fathers). 
And not only their laws, but their extant art also shows that sodomy was prevalent and 
accepted. 

There is a strange exception among those pagan nations in the antiquity: Egypt. Egypt 
was not a patriarchal society. In fact, it was noted even in the antiquity, by Greek authors, that 
Egyptian women enjoyed a much higher social status than Greek women. A number of 
modern studies on the status of women in Egypt also conclude that Egypt was unique among 
the cultures in the ancient Middle East. Women not only didn’t suffer any social or judicial 
disabilities, when it comes to marriage, they had more rights than men. A woman could 
divorce her husband citing just his failure to provide love and moral support. Royal governors 
could be deposed by the Pharaoh just on account of their mistreatment of their wives. We also 
have a Biblical evidence of this equal social status of women in Egypt, in Exodus 2: ever 
wondered about the fact that in times when the Pharaoh decreed the killing of all Hebrew 
male children, his daughter saw no problem in sparing the life of one of those children? She 
even sent him away with his mother, so that he grew in his own home, safe from the 
Pharaoh’s henchmen. How could that happen? It could happen only because in Egypt, the 
word of a woman had the same power as the word of a man, and the word of the daughter of 
the Pharaoh could overpower even the Pharaoh’s edicts. The Talmudic rabbis also mention 
the high status of women in the Egyptian society, and even the fact that, unlike other culture, 
women in Egypt could take multiple husbands. 

And, guess what. Egypt was also unique among the nations of the antiquity in that we 
have no evidence of sodomy being part of their culture. Of the vast number of extant original 
sources, we have only three or four mentions of anything close to sodomy, and they are vague 
enough to be interpreted in many different ways. In one of those stories, King Pepi II of the 
Sixth Dynasty (the Old Kingdom) is said to have visited one of his generals in the night hours, 
in secret. Even if the language is taken to mean sodomite relationship (which most 
egyptologists deny), the fact that even the king had to do it in secret clearly shows the attitude 
of ancient Egyptians to sodomy. The Talmudic rabbis also agree that male sodomy was not 
characteristic of Egypt; they attribute it rather to the Canaanitic cultures, which were highly 
patriarchal. 

Clearly, then, we see a pattern even among the pagan cultures: the more patriarchal a 
culture is, the more prone to sodomy it is. And cultures that were egalitarian and held a high 
social status for women, even if they entertained other sins, were not prone to sodomy. Even 
among pagans, sodomy was not usually practiced, unless the society was patriarchal. 

But these were pagans and their patriarchy was not Biblical. We now have Biblical 
patriarchy, under Christ, right? Well, not really. In another episode of Axe to the Root I talked 
about the church’s forgotten history of sodomite marriage, in the 14th century and the first half 
of the 15th century. This period of rampant sodomy came after a long period of elevated social 
status for men and diminished social status of women. It was, after all, the age of strong men, 
knights in shining armor who left their homes and went to fight against the infidels. It was a 
romantic age of religious orders of monks-warriors who swore loyalty to each other to death, 
and also that they would remain celibate. An age when women were relegated to a lower 
status, because they were unable to take arms and fight, and fighting was the only thing the 
culture was obsessed with. That age ended in rampant sodomy among the ruling classes, and 
in multiple disasters which decimated the population of Europe, and more important, 
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decimated the ruling class and put an end to feudalism in Europe. During the 15th century, 
women increasingly took over the devastated European society and ran it. And by the time of 
Luther, sodomy was gone from most of Europe. 

We see the same trend in action in Victorian England – another part of Christendom. 
During the 19thcentury, England had two separate and parallel cultures. One was the culture 
of the aristocracy: highly patriarchal and segregated. Schools for the aristocratic elite – Eton, 
Cambridge, Oxford – remained exclusive for boys until the first half of the 20thcentury. The 
English aristocracy was not subject to the English Common Law which established the 
judicial equality of men and women; it was under the Royal Law, which could be traced back 
to old pagan laws – mainly Roman and Saxon – and was intensely patriarchal. Women could 
not inherit estates and titles, and the only reason for them to be able to inherit the throne was 
political expediency for the reigning dynasty. On the other hand, was the common population 
of England, the middle entrepreneurial class and the industrial workers. These were by 
necessity egalitarian: the Industrial Revolution demanded labor at rates higher than the market 
could supply, so all went to work, women and children together with husbands and fathers. 
Boys and girls mingled freely at an early age, working at factories and mines and offices; and 
then they mingled freely at union gatherings and in the pubs. Two cultures within the same 
nation, one strongly patriarchal, the other strongly egalitarian . . . and which culture do you 
think was given over to sodomy? That’s right, the patriarchal one. By the early 20thcentury, 
more than half of all aristocratic boys had at least some experience with sodomy acts, even if 
most of them didn’t go to the end to become full sodomites. Some did, however,, and from 
this era we have names like Lord Byron and John Maynard Keynes and multiple others. At the 
time when England’s lower and middle classes were producing missionaries and preachers, 
the aristocracy was digging deeper and deeper into the hole of iniquity. Patriarchy, again, 
produced sodomy. Egalitarianism produced stable families, even at times when men and 
women and children had to work 1-14 hours a day in the factories in order to get by. Just read 
about the early life of David Livingstone to get a glimpse of what it was. 

Many of these famous British sodomites chose to travel frequently to Muslim lands in 
order to find partners for their lust. And for a good reason, for, contrary to our modern 
perceptions, Islam has historically been quite friendly to sodomy and sodomites. Some of the 
most expressive pieces of sodomitic literature and poetry have to us from Persian. Openly 
sodomite poetry was considered the highest expression of art in Persia, and poems were 
translated in English for high-class connoisseurs in England as early as the 1860s. In the 
neighboring Afghanistan, pederasty and sodomy are considered national tradition even today. 
(Goodle “the dancing boys of Afghanistan.”) And there is hardly any doubt that Muslim 
societies are hard-core patriarchal societies. Whatever issues they have, egalitarianism – in 
any meaning of that word – is hardly one of them. 

As I mentioned earlier, it has become a habit for many Christian and conservative talkers 
to indulge in conspiracy theory and throw the blame for the “sexual revolution” and the 
modern dissolution of sexual morality upon the boogeyman of “cultural Marxism” and the 
Frankfurt School. But there is one problem today. We have, in the 20thcentury, a nation that 
self-consciously rejected and opposed the influence of Marxism – including the “cultural” 
version – and the influence of Hollywood and modern media: South Africa. For two 
generations, under the apartheid, the white population was the most churched population in 
the world. Its government was officially Christian and even Reformed; it did everything in the 
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name of Jesus Christ. (The apartheid was designed and introduced by a dutch Reformed 
minister who headed the government of the National Party in the 1950s.) In addition, the 
white culture of South Africa was self-consciously patriarchal – to the point that women did 
have to deal with certain social and political disabilities, many of which were encoded in the 
laws. (White women of South Africa often referred to themselves as “an inferior sex within a 
superior race.”) Take this, also: South Africa did not have television until 1975. And 
Hollywood movies were generally banned, except those that were deemed “clean” by the 
government’s censorship. A thoroughly churched population, an officially Christian 
government, an unapologetically patriarchal society, the influence of the Frankfurt School 
banned, Hollywood movies banned, no television, strong censorship . . . what could go 
wrong? 

But it did go wrong. As early as the 1960s, the South African military realized that a great 
number of the young people (between 16 and 24 years of age) conscripted into the military 
had sodomite inclinations. Since this was deemed unacceptable, military commanders tried to 
deal with it in the typical military way: through brutality. Young sodomites were beaten, or 
forced to participate in group rape of Angolan or Namibian women. Some commanders 
simply grouped sodomites together in units in order to avoid further complications. In 1971, 
the military started the so-called Aversion Project with the purpose to heal young men of their 
sodomy. Thousands of young men were included in it for their sodomy. The project was based 
on the Pavlov theory and consisted of series of tortures (usually electrical shocks) designed to 
create aversion in the patients against sodomite desires. The tortures were so cruel that they 
left many people crippled for life, physically and psychologically. The worst cases, those 
deemed “hopeless,” were assigned to a sex-change surgery. Between 1971 and 1989, the 
South African government paid for more than 900 such surgeries. Given that the white 
population of South Africa at the time was only about 8 million, and that the patients were 
only a small segment of that population (young men between 16 and 24 years of age), we can 
easily conclude, first, that no other population group in history has had so many sex-change 
operations per capita, and, second, no other population group in history has had such a high 
rate of sodomy registered among its young males. Just stop and consider: 50 sex-change 
operations a year, only for young males between 16 and 24 years of age, of a total population 
the size of Virginia. And these were only the hopeless cases. No matter what you may think of 
South Africa and its supposedly Christian character, something was terribly wrong. And that 
terribly wrong thing was its patriarchalism. 

Coming back to the US, let’s not forget that the modern wave of sodomite social activity 
came in the wake of the 1950s; it was the children of those parents who revolted against 
Biblical sexual morality. And when one studies the US culture of the 1950s, one thing 
becomes very clear: the 1950s were the most patriarchalist decade in the history of the United 
States. The media of the time were full of articles, studies, and advertisements that employed 
self-consciously derogatory attitude to women. Some of the advertisements are mind-blowing, 
even those directed at women: showing a husband spanking his wife like a child because she 
didn’t do the shopping the right way, or a wife kneeling like a slave serving her husband. 
Church sermons didn’t fall far behind; some sermons of the time were deliberately 
disparaging of women. In his Institutes, pages 349-352, Rushdoony points out that such 
attitude to women came from the Enlightenment and affected the churches as well. The 
original feminist movement was not against Biblical ethics but against this revived pagan 
ethics of patriarchalism. The church failed to take the right side, and took the side of 
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patriarchalism instead – and this is what led to the feminist movement being taken over by the 
enemies of God. The 1950s were the culmination of this patriarchalism in the society. And, as 
was to be expected from our historical experience, this inevitably led to a rise of sodomy. God 
is not mocked; you replace Biblical ethics with patriarchy, He lets your children turn over to 
sodomy. 

And even a cursory look at the sodomite community today shows that it is very far from 
being “egalitarian” in any sense of this word. Women are not only not welcome or valued 
among sodomites, they are actively excluded. And the sodomite so-called “families” are 
strongly patriarchal and hierarchical – as is the sodomite community. There is no thought of 
any equality in any sense of that word. If anything, the most consistent patriarchalism today 
can be found among sodomites. They know what hierarchy is. 

Of course, this is all historical evidence. But is it based on a solid logical analysis? Can 
we say for sure that the relation between patriarchy and sodomy is not simply correlational, 
but also causal? What is the mechanism by which patriarchy turns perfectly normal boys into 
future sodomites? What triggers these boys to switch to sexual lust toward other boys, instead 
of their natural lust for women? (Which needs to be controlled, of course, but is at least 
natural.) 

The answer should be obvious: any doctrine or social practice or custom that diminishes 
the social status of women to being inferior to, subservient to, or subjugated under men will 
inevitably produce a trigger for young boys to engage in sodomy. When men’s social status is 
elevated above that of women, then fellowship with men becomes more desirable than that 
with women. Their elevated social status creates an aura of loftiness and superiority around 
their relationships. Men, you know, can talk about things that women are too stupid to 
understand, or too emotional, or too petty, or whatever else, you know all the stereotypes. 
Women are also weak, never direct, always manipulative, and they need supervision from 
men all the time, even when they go shopping to do chores around the house. In the family, 
Mom is always the one to retreat and concede, even when the kids can clearly see that Dad is 
being cruel, or unreasonable, or simply stupid; obviously, being the more powerful person 
pays off, and women are not worth befriending, since they can never project that power which 
makes Dad get what he wants all the time. When boys go to an all-boys school, or simply 
hang on in an all-boys company, it creates a bond that girls are not supposed to take part in. 
This leaves the impression that even if there is a future marriage in the life of a young man, it 
will have to take a second place, while his loyalty to his male friends will remain forever. I 
mean, look, where do we find glory but in being one of the band of brothers; whereas there is 
no glory in bragging about being friend to a girl. This attitude is still present to a great extent 
in the collectivist environment of the public schools in America: a boy who befriends girls is 
usually mocked by other boys. It is present in many churches in America where men tend to 
exclude women from any important conversation about the affairs or the future of the church. 
Patriarchy is a religion of power and submission; sodomy is also a religion of power and 
submission. In both, some human beings are relegated to a lower status. There is no 
philosophical difference between the two. 

In such a culture where women are denigrated, or relegated to a status of permanent 
submission, or patronized as being too weak to take care of themselves or to take on activities 
and occupations that are reserved for men, boys will grow up with the psychology that 
relationships with women are low class, whereas relationships with men are higher class. 
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From this, the step to elevating intimacy with other men to a higher status is very small. In 
fact. Plato’s Dialogues give us exactly that rationale for sodomy: sex with women is just for 
material purposes, for procreation. In a patriarchal society, it is also for status: I mean, you 
can’t be a patriarch like everyone else unless you have a wife and kids. So, procreation and 
status: two quite mundane purposes. Intimacy, or even sex, with men is a different thing 
altogether: it has a lofty, spiritual meaning, and therefore brings more pleasure. The same 
mentality is present in many places in Islam. The sodomite community in the US has 
developed that mentality to its logical end: they reject sex with women altogether. As Paul 
said in Romans 1, sodomy doesn’t come from making women equal. It comes from 
abandoning, pushing aside, ignoring women. 

And that’s what a patriarchal culture always does. And the patriarchal culture that some 
churches have developed over the last several of decades in the US will inevitably lead to the 
same result. It is only a matter of time before it starts producing sodomy at a large scale. 

What is the true Biblical solution to sodomy, then? It should be obvious: Adam’s first 
relationship was with a woman, not with other men. Contrary to what many imagine, it was 
not firstly and primarily sexual, in fact, sexual relationship is not mentioned until chapter 4 of 
Genesis. That relationship was his only friendship, Eve was his only confidant, the only 
person he could share his thoughts with, whether in terms of his professional work, or in terms 
of his recreation or religious activities. Eve was his equal in all respects; he had no other 
friends. 

Translated into our modern society, this means that the solution to sodomy is elevating 
the status of women to the position of being equal to men. Not only judicially and politically 
and socially and in terms of job opportunities, but also psychologically. Fellowship and 
friendship with women – of course, in an ethically controlled and regular way – should be 
considered superior to friendship and fellowship with boys. After all, a boy is not expected to 
spend the rest of his life in a close intimate relationship with his male friends. His life will be 
spent being the best friend with a woman; and he must be prepared for it from an early age. 
That’s why I think that the practice of courtship is not Biblical, and is harmful: it leaves the 
impression that the ultimate relationship in a marriage is between the bridegroom and the 
father of the bride. Whereas such relationship is helpful to develop, the center must be on the 
fellowship and friendship between the future bridegroom and bride. When that is relegated to 
a lower level, this relegates the whole concept of family to a lower level. In order to fight 
sodomy, we need to have our boys seek friendship with girls, become trained in friendship 
with girls, and value friendship with girls above friendship with boys. Or, if you want a 
popular culture reference, this is the lesson Dr. Sean Maguire gave Will in the movie Good 
Will Hunting: when you meet The One, you give up your friends, you give up everything, 
even your ticket to the most important Red Sox game ever. “I just slipped my ticket across the 
table and I said, “Sorry, guys, I gotta see about a girl.” 

Some may object that the Bible doesn’t really emphasize the importance of such 
relationships and fellowship. I agree. It doesn’t. But it is only because the Bible takes them for 
granted. In fact, when we read the Bible carefully about such cultural relationships between 
men and women, we will see that the Biblical society is much more egalitarian than even our 
modern American society. Of course, I can point to the fact that there is no law in the Old 
Testament that specifically elevates the fathers and leaves out the mothers. The Fifth 
Commandment mentions both. But even more important, where the sons are instructed to 
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obey their parents, the mothers seem to be a priority. Isaac took his wife to his mother’s tent 
(Gen. 24:67). The famous verse in Proverbs 1:8 and 6:20, “keep the instruction of your father 
and the teaching of your mother,” the heavier word is used for the mother’s teaching: it is 
actually “torah,” the word for the Law of God. The word is not used for anything else but the 
Law of God and the instruction of the mother. (Even the law of the Persians in Daniel is not 
called “torah,” but a foreign word is used for it.) 

But a much better testimony would be the cultural practices in the New Testament. And 
when we pay attention to them, we will find out that, in terms of men-women relationships, 
the Jewish culture of the first century was much freer than today. We don’t have much time to 
dig deeper, but consider this: a young single man made it His habit to stay at night at the 
house of two single young women, and no one in the society seemed to have any issue with it. 
This is Jesus, in Luke 10:38-42. Keep in mind, this was not a palace with many rooms. It was 
not a house in 20th century America. It was a house in a village the 1st century Israel; it 
probably didn’t even have rooms, and people slept in proximity that today would have been 
considered awkward, at the very least. We see the same free attitude to male-female 
relationships in Luke 7:36-39, the prostitute who was kissing Jesus’s feet in public. The 
Pharisees saw no problem with the behavior; their problem was that Jesus allowed a prostitute 
to touch Him in such an intimate way. To this we need to add the fact that Jesus was followed 
by a number of married women, and they used their wealth to support His ministry. In all 
respects, that society was much less patriarchal than ours today; and the relationships between 
men and women were considered equal to, and even more valuable than the relationships 
between men and men. 

(Just as an interesting historical fact, the Reformed cultures of the 17th and the 18th 
centuries encouraged such mingling of boys and girls rather than discourage it. They even had 
some practices that today would seem completely awkward and even improper to most 
Christians. One of them was “bundling”: a family would invite a boy who is a prospective 
date for their daughter, and would allow him to spend the night with her . . . bundled in a bag. 
Both youngsters would have their hands tied, and then their bodies would be bundled in bags, 
and then they would be left next to one another in bed, free to converse all night. The practice 
seems to have been common to the Reformed communities in Wales, Scotland, the 
Netherlands, South France, Central Germany, and the American colonies. And there is no 
historical evidence of it being ever abused. Boys considered it the highest honor to be 
bundled, and bragged about it. Friendship with girls was far more valuable than friendship 
with other boys. And those cultures never developed sodomy, until the patriarchalism of the 
Enlightenment hit them. While I think such practices went a bit too far, and while I won’t 
recommend them to any Christian family, they still show us the importance these Reformed 
Christians attributed to developing men-women relationships and friendship from an early 
age.) 

To summarize: patriarchy, by its very nature as a power religion, begets sodomy. Always. 
And it doesn’t matter if you want to add a label “Biblical” to it. And the only solution to 
sodomy is true egalitarianism: equalize the social status of women to that of men, and make 
boys value fellowship with women more than they value relationship with other boys. And do 
it within the framework of the Dominion Covenant, of the family as the final goal and state of 
life for every young man, and the family as having the purpose of conquering the world, a 
man and his woman.  
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The book I will assign for reading this week is The Pink Swastika, by Scott Lively and 
Kevin Abrams. It is difficult for us today to imagine that such a masculine, power-oriented 
ideology like Nazism could have anything to do with sodomy. We were taught that the Nazis 
persecuted sodomites. This book will shatter than impression. The Nazis were much more 
given over to sodomy than most people today realize. The book may give you more insight 
into the psychology of sodomy than you might have bargained for. But it is necessary, if you 
want to understand the problem. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe through translating and publishing books that lay out the 
application of the Gospel of Christ to every area of life. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, 
subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. 
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 Agriculture and the Dominion Covenant 
Within the context of the Dominion Covenant, there is no contradiction 
between conventional farming and organic farming. 

Assigned reading: Mark Overton’s Agricultural Revolution in England 

Welcome to Episode 73 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I want to cover a topic in which, I must admit, I 
am not very well prepared. I have spent the last couple of weeks reading up on it; that topic 
has never seemed very appealing to me, until I started reading. It has always seemed to be 
quite boring; and there were topics way more interesting than it. But I thought I should start 
getting me up to date on that topic, since it has become quite popular in the general culture, 
and among Christians. Not that I want to run where the popular opinion goes; but every topic 
that God raises in the society as an important problem to resolve, needs to be given a 
covenantal analysis – and, hopefully, a covenantal solution. So I will try to at least give it a 
start here. Nothing of what I say in this episode should be considered my final opinion; I will 
continue educating myself on this issue, and I may see some of my analysis go through 
changes. Either way, a covenantal analysis must be at least started, and hopefully, others will 
also continue working on it. 

The topic is agriculture. And I want to specifically cover the topic of food production. 
And within that topic, I want to tackle the subtopic of “quantity vs. quality.” I will explain 
what I mean. 

In the last several years, a debate has formed around the quality of the food produced in 
the Western societies, a debate which did not exist a few decades back – at least not when I 
was teenager. On one end of that debate is what I call the “traditional,” or the “technological” 
party. Their view is that food should be produced in greater and greater quantities, and for this 
reason, all the scientific discoveries and available technological tools must be used, even if 
that means that, at some point, the quality of the food may suffer. The most visible player in 
that group is Monsanto, with their relentless drive for more technological discoveries that 
would increase the production of food, or decrease the destruction of crops. There are other 
players, too, not as big as Monsanto, but just as determined to discover newer and newer 
technological ways for increasing the production of food; for example, Monsanto’s 
competitors BASF in Germany, Syngenta in Switzerland, and Dupont Pioneer. I know, I 
know, based on a lot of bad publicity of the last decade or so, to quite a few people, the name 
Monsanto sounds like Satan. However, the stated mission and vision of all these companies is 
the increase of agricultural productivity by any means possible and any tools available to 
mankind. And there is much sense in what they are saying, if we sift out the propaganda. I still 
remember, in Eastern Europe before 1989, the times when food production was lagging 
behind the needs of a growing population. The Soviet Union, for all its vast expanses of 
naturally irrigated, arable land, never seemed to be able to feed its own population, so they 
had to constantly import food. The situation was similar in the other countries of Eastern 
Europe – we always had to wait in lines for basic food products. And it wasn’t like this was 
anything unusual; such shortage of food has been the normal state of mankind for centuries. 
And now that the population of the earth has grown exponentially, the danger seems to be 
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ever present. Just a century ago, only 7% of all agricultural land in the world was used. Today, 
this percentage has grown to 40. And the population is still rising. The population growth of 
the planet has slowed a bit, but, still, we are adding a billion every 12-13 years. If we continue 
down that road, by 2050, we will run out of arable land. True enough, we have much more 
land that can be improved by irrigation and fertilizing – just look at the Sahara Desert alone – 
but while such development is possible, it is also expensive in terms of energy and human 
capital. So if it comes to it, we can certainly develop vast stretches of currently unusable land, 
but at what cost, and how would that affect the food prices? The problem is much greater than 
most of us realize: many people think that it is easy to turn a desert into a blooming land. And 
while it is possible, as examples demonstrate (the western states on the US, Northern Chile, 
Israel, Egypt, the United Emirates), it also comes at a cost that makes it prohibitive to do at a 
large scale. So far such examples of reclaiming the land have been profitable only where the 
food prices have been high or there have been abundant supply of cheap labor. Since labor has 
been getting more and more expensive worldwide, our only option to turn deserts into 
agricultural lands is higher prices. 

Or, technology. And that’s what Monsanto and its competitors argue for. Our other option 
is to try to increase the yield from the same acreage. If we can do that, we would be able to 
produce more food from the same acreage, thus solving the problem with the production of 
food. How much more can we produce from the same acreage? More about it later. 

On the other end of the spectrum is what is called today “organic farming.” Now, until 
recently, I mistakenly believed that the concept of organic farming had to do with the quality 
of the food produced: that food from organic farms is better quality than food from 
conventional farms: healthier, better taste, etc. I personally never saw a difference in the taste, 
having tried both conventionally produced and organic products. I have also never seen any 
evidence that the quality of organic food is superior: after all, if all the food produced before 
the modern era was organic (as supporters of organic farming claim), why is it that mankind 
has experienced greater longevity after the introduction of the industrial methods of 
agriculture? Aren’t we supposed to die younger from those inorganically-produced foods? 
When I started educating myself on the issue, I found out I was not the only one who didn’t 
have evidence of such superiority of organic foods: the multiple studies done over the last 
several decades are rather inconclusive. Some do find difference, others don’t. Either there is 
no difference between organic and conventional food, or our modern methods of testing (and 
tasting) can’t categorically make out the difference. 

When I started reading up on it, however, I discovered that the concept of organic 
farming had less to do with the quality of food – although, there are some who claim that it is 
superior –  and more to do with the quality of farming itself. The methods of organic farming 
are not designed to necessarily produce tastier and healthier food; may be, only may be, the 
result would be such, but it would all depend not so much on the farming methods but also on 
the systems of distribution. The word “organic” did not relate to the chemical terms “organic” 
and “inorganic,” as in manure is organic matter while nitrogen fertilizers are inorganic 
substances. It had to do rather with the view of the long term relation between the farmer and 
the land, and the sustainability of the land in its natural state, as over against making it an 
exploitable resource which is to be exhausted until it can’t produce, and then maintain it in an 
unnatural state of being supported with chemicals with the purpose of maintaining its 
productivity. (Like a football player who is constantly kept on steroids and anabolics so that 
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he can perform all the time.) The term “organic” presupposed that the farm is an organism, 
and as an organism, the farmer is supposed to take care of it as an organism, so that it lives as 
an organism, naturally and smoothly, so that at the end of his life, he can transfer to his 
successors or heirs a living system which is in the same or better natural condition than it was 
when he took possession of it. The land is not supposed to be worked to death as a slave; it is 
supposed to be maintained and nourished as a partner; and no, I am not speaking here of some 
sort of animistic fetishism where the land itself is a person and people need to have some 
occult unity with it. It is rather the attitude one has to his car, house, or business office. We 
don’t just exploit our cars without any maintenance, and neither do we do maintenance only 
after the car has broken. We try to do things that are “natural,” “organic” to the car: we change 
the oil, we check and refill the fluids, we rotate the tires, etc. We have the same attitude to our 
houses and to our business offices. We try to anticipate and prevent the breakdown, we don’t 
just patch things up after the breakdown has happened. And that’s the philosophy behind 
organic farming. It’s not that inorganic chemistry is not allowed; but only that is allowed that 
preserves the natural state of the soil and the plants, so that the land can keep producing over 
and over again without any necessity to be patched up with unnatural remedies. 

And while the studies about the health and the taste of organic foods are inconclusive, it 
looks like other tests are quite conclusive: namely, that organic farming does indeed achieve 
the results it has set out to achieve: organic farms consistently demonstrate improved soils, 
greater biodiversity, lesser need for added chemicals (assuming that chemicals are by default 
unhealthy, of which I am not convinced), and, as a result of all this, gradually increasing 
productivity. The productivity of organic farms, however, still trails behind that of 
conventional agriculture: the best confirmed results are about 80% of the productivity of 
comparable conventional farms. On another indicator – prices – organic food is still 
prohibitively expensive for the majority of the world’s population. This has been the reason 
for two facts about organic food production: first, it is still quite small compared to the total 
food production ($80 billion out of a total of 2 trillion a year, or less than 5%), and, second, its 
markets are almost entirely limited to North America and Europe, that is, to populations that 
can afford the high prices. And, one more misconception that needs to be corrected, namely, 
that for centuries, mankind has been practicing organic farming, and only recently started 
practicing industrial farming. That’s not true. For centuries, mankind has been doing 
agriculture without any regard for the land and its sustainability. A group of people would 
come to a clearing in the woods, would expand it by cutting the trees, plow the land and sow 
their seeds, the land would then be exploited for several years until it became completely 
barren, and then the people would move to another location. That has been the history of the 
world for centuries. Very few locations had conditions favorable enough to do agriculture that 
was not destructive to the land. (And these locations developed might civilizations and 
became a magnet for conquest.) Individual methods of organic farming have developed 
throughout history, and have been used, but never at a large scale, and never conclusively 
enough to maintain sustainability. Organic farming is not the ancient or conventional farming. 
It is a new thing. It is the modern way. 

So, we have conventional farming, concerned with the fact that a growing population 
needs to have growing production of food, and all the help modern science and technology 
can offer. And we have organic farming concerned with food production as a holistic system 
which includes the land as its main resource, trying to assure the sustainability of the land, 
that is, its improved condition after the food is produced. And the two are in some sort of a 
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debate, which is better and which needs to be supported. And I was asked about my opinion 
on that debate. Which side am I on? Am I on the side of conventional farming and its drive for 
production of more and more food, using every scientific and technological tool we have at 
our disposal? Or am I on the side of organic farming and its care for the land not just as a 
resource to be depleted but as a partner to be respected and taken care of? 

Where should my answer start? From the Dominion Covenant, of course. 

In the command to be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth, and take dominion over it, 
there was an implicit command: make the earth itself fruitful. While man was created to be a 
steward over creation, under God, he was also made to be dependent on that creation. He 
could, of course, abandon his task of taking dominion over the earth, but that would come at a 
cost: he would starve. His body was created in such a way as to depend on the constant supply 
of new energy, in order to keep him going. A failure to supply that energy to his body would 
disqualify him from the task of taking dominion; forgive me for using such technical language 
for “die,” but from the perspective of the Dominion Covenant, that’s how it looks like. It gets 
even worse than that, given that God created innumerable ways in which energy can be 
transferred and transformed and utilized, but he didn’t make too many of them compatible 
with the functions of the human body. Man cannot absorb direct energy and use it for his 
bodily functions – if he could, we wouldn’t have any problem with radiation, it would be food 
for us. But bare naked energy doesn’t qualify as food for us, and in fact, outside a miniature 
band on the frequency spectrum, all direct energy is harmful to the human body. We can’t 
even take that energy stored in chemical substances: almost all chemical substances that have 
stored energy in them are toxic to humans – think strong acids and bases and active radicals. 
(This has nothing to do with political revolutionaries.) We can only use that energy when it is 
stored in special organic molecules, so complex that their production takes a long process, still 
barely understood by biochemists. We can’t even consume all kinds of organic molecules: the 
majority of common organic substances are either non-nutritional or even toxic to humans. 
Only certain organic molecules are capable of delivering energy to the human body. After the 
flood, God expanded the supply: certain organic substances are not edible for humans, but 
they are edible for some animals; and God made those animals edible for humans. But still, 
the same principle remained: the road from simple bare energy to energy fit to nourish the 
human body is very long and complex. 

In simple words, God created the human body to have a need to replenish its energy, but 
He didn’t make it easy for man to absorb that energy. Even for one human body, the work 
needed to transform and supply that energy amounts to trillions of molecular transformations 
every day, from simple sunlight and the low-energy molecules of water and carbon dioxide to 
the incredibly complex molecules of our food. Not to mention the incredibly complex 
molecules of the apparatus in our body that takes the energy from the food and transports it to 
the cells. (Try to figure and understand the molecule of adenosine tri-phosphate, the substance 
that transports energy within our bodies.) That for one human body. 

But the Dominion Covenant was not about one such body, nor about two such bodies. It 
was about becoming fruitful, and multiplying (reproducing) and filling the earth. That meant, 
billions of human bodies. Perhaps tens or hundreds of billions, who knows. And for all these 
human bodies, there has to be a sufficient supply of energy. That is, a sufficient supply of 
energy in the form of a very small set of very complex organic molecules, only capable of 
delivering energy to humans. And now you probably understand the vastness of the problem. 
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That means that this gigantic process of building up complex organic molecules from 
sunlight, carbon dioxide, and water has to be replicated trillions and quadrillions of times 
every single day. No, I am not being dramatic; it’s just all of us today in the 21st century West 
take it for granted that food somehow appears on our table. You need food? Just go to the 
nearest store. There’s plenty of food there, waiting for you to buy it. As if that was not 
enough, many different brands of the same types of food, competing for your attention. But 
stop and think: this abundance is rather an exception in history, and it has been around for 
only a few decades, and that only limited to a specific part of the world, the West. And it only 
appeared because the West had applied in practice the worldview that it inherited from 
Christendom; but today, that same West is abandoning the Christian faith that was the 
foundation of that worldview. It is possible, indeed, that the effects of that worldview are here 
to stay, as part of the growing Kingdom of God in history – such is my personal conviction. 
But could it be that we are living in a modern version of Joseph’s seven plentiful years, and 
the world – and specifically the West – is being stored up for judgment? And if this is the 
case, Christians need to start thinking of ways to use this abundance to store food. Now, that 
doesn’t necessarily mean that we need to start building granaries; physical storage of food can 
be quite insecure. With our modern knowledge, a possible way of “storing” food may be to 
invest in more research to increase the productivity of the land, so that when the years of 
famine come, we can offer ways to keep the productivity of the land high, compared to 
everyone else around. 

Either way, no matter what happens in the near or distant future, this is about the most 
important question of the Dominion Covenant: given that food is the most basic necessity of 
mankind, and given that mankind is commanded to be fruitful and multiply, and given that the 
amount of land available is limited, we are brought to the most basic reality – and the most 
basic aspect of the Dominion Mandate – namely, that we are supposed to throw a lot of effort 
into increasing the productivity of our agriculture. We have no other choice, if we are to fulfill 
that Dominion Mandate; no matter how much effort we throw in anything else – 
transportation, machines, cell phones and TV screens, clothing, tools – in the final account, 
our land must produce more and more nutrition per square meter, or we won’t be able to 
fulfill the purpose we were created for. That’s non-negotiable. 

Of course, we can’t afford to become victims of the delusion that the productivity of the 
land can be increased indefinitely. There is a limit to it. That limit is the amount of sunlight 
energy that hits the surface of the earth. In the episode on pollution, we saw that when an 
object is at its lowest energy state, it can’t give away anymore energy – like a ball at the 
bottom of the hill that has no more down slope to roll. It takes energy to take it from its lowest 
energy state and move it to a position where it can give away energy. The two raw materials 
for building organic molecules, water and carbon dioxide, are at their lowest energy level. The 
only source of energy in the process of producing food is sunlight, nothing else. Of course, 
you can say that nutrients in the soil are a factor, too, but then again, they come from organic 
matter, and it is previously produced from sunlight. The inorganic fertilizers do not provide 
net energy to the process – they are only catalysts, that is, they only provide energy short-cuts 
for the energy transformations, but no new energy. Thus, our theoretical limit is how much 
energy from sunlight hits the surface of the earth. 

That theoretical limit, surprisingly, is quite high. On a clear sunny day, the energy density 
of sunlight per square meter of perpendicular surface is 1 kW per square meter; that is, 
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translated into the system unit of energy, joule, every second, a square meter absorbs 1,000 
joules of energy. (If you want it in units closer to home, every hour, one square meter absorbs 
1 kWh of energy.) The need of the human body for energy is not that high: a minimum 2,500 
calories for an average man and 2,000 calories for an average woman per day. That’s not 
much: it is about 10,000 joules per man, or less than 3 Wh (equal to the average electricity 
consumption of your household for two hours). To make the comparison with sunlight, if the 
human body was perfectly capable of absorbing pure energy from sunlight, one square meter 
of land could have provided all the daily energy for one man within 10 seconds. Imagine if we 
could do that: 10 seconds of direct sunlight on your solar panels, and you are full. One or two 
minutes, and your whole family is fed. But we can’t do that. Only plants can absorb sunlight 
and transform its energy. So we need to find ways for plants to reach as near as possible to 
that theoretical limit of absorbing all the sunlight and transforming it all into energy. Of 
course, of course, I know this is only a theoretical limit. Under the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics, transformation of energy from one form into another never happens 
without some dissipation of energy into heat; the little energy transformers within those green 
leaves are not an exception, and what we get in calories from any food-producing plant is not 
even one-millionth of the sunlight hitting it over the course of one year. The most productive 
plant in terms of calories – sugar cane – only produces 3,500 calories a year from a square 
meter; which means that if a man was to survive on sugar cane calories alone, he’d need 260 
square meters of sugar cane. And the numbers are much worse for other crops: for example, it 
will take 1,500 square meters, or one-third of an acre, to keep a man fed. This doesn’t sound 
awfully much, but then you need to multiply it by 7 billion people, and the numbers become 
overwhelming. 

No matter how you look at it, increasing the productivity of our agriculture is a non-
negotiable mandate; we just can’t stay at the same level, and we can’t return to earlier levels 
of productivity. And no matter how nostalgic we may be about the past and its idyllic times of 
free peasants producing their own food within local communities where everyone personally 
knows the farmers who produced their food, such vision is impossible to sustain practically, 
and, also, it is oriented towards the past, which means, in covenantal terms, that it is barren 
and unfruitful. Those days are gone. They are gone just like the days when you could 
personally know the person who made your shoes, or the person who bore the barrel of your 
musket, or the days when your wife made all the clothes for your family out of cloth you 
bought from your local weaver. The necessity of increased productivity will mean that every 
producer on the market will become more and more specialized in his own trade, and 
therefore will become more detached from the trades of other producers. That’s the inevitable 
consequence from the increasing division of labor; and division of labor is the main factor for 
the increased productivity of anything, including agriculture. 

The initial natural and logical consequence from the Dominion Mandate, therefore, would 
be that mankind would have to think first of its own survival, and of increasing the 
productivity of the land and of agriculture, no matter what other long-term considerations may 
appear. After all, even if we wanted to preserve the land and make it richer instead of poorer, 
or rely on sustainable nutrition of the land, or aim at preserving biodiversity etc., we may find 
ourselves spending too much scarce energy into something that would leave us starving. From 
the very beginning, the clock of Adam’s stomach was ticking against him, and Adam had no 
time to think of preserving the land as a natural organism. (As a matter of fact,  the “natural” 
state of the land was desert.) He had to draw everything he could, out of that barren land, and 
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worry first about his own survival and about the survival of his family; and only later, when 
that survival is secured, work to improve the land as a capital resource. Adam didn’t have the 
luxury to go organic. While judicially, all the resources on the planet belonged to him, in 
practice, he was poorer than the poorest person today, because none of these resources were 
available for immediate use. All he could hope to get from one day’s work was one day’s 
survival. When a person is poor and can’t afford for more than survival, he doesn’t care what 
kind of food he eats – as long as there is food on the table. (Yes, that’s why McDonalds is 
good for certain people in certain circumstances, whether you like it or not.) And he certainly 
doesn’t care what side effects his agriculture produces – as long as it produces the main effect, 
namely, enough food for survival. And, also, keep in mind this: throughout history, the vast 
majority of human beings were dirt poor, and the main effort in the society was to produce 
food to put on the table. To give you a glimpse of what it was, today, most of us do not know 
too many people who work in agriculture; at the most, if you are a city dweller, barely more 
than 2 or 3 in 100 of your friends in involved in agriculture for a living. And yet, with so few 
people in agriculture, food is abundant. But if you lived 200 years ago or earlier, about 90% of 
your friends would be involved in agriculture. Why? Because, given the average productivity 
at the time, an agricultural producer would barely be capable of producing enough food to 
take care of his own household and workers, let alone have spare food to sell to the market. 
Having such a vast majority of the population on subsistence farming meant that the price of 
food was enormous, compared to the average income. As Deirdre McCloskey showed in 
Bourgeois Dignity, in year 1800, the average family in the world, no matter where they lived, 
whether Scotland or Bangladesh, survived on an average of $3 a day in today’s value. Enough 
for a pound of potatoes, a loaf of bread, and very little extra left for clothes, housing, or 
anything else. 

For people in such poverty, Monsanto would be a savior. If you have lived your whole 
life trying to eke some miserable existence from the ground, a company that offers you the 
opportunity to produce 3-5 times more from the same ground, and that at affordable prices, is 
a company that is giving hope and life to your family. And it doesn’t have to be Monsanto. 
Any of the technological advances of the Western civilization would do: fertilizers, 
herbicides, pesticides, growth control hormones, and of course, genetically modified crops. 
Why would a person care if, for them, the difference is the difference between life and death, 
hope and despair, prosperity and starvation? Would they worry first about the quality of the 
food or about the availability of food? And, given their level of poverty, would they be eager 
to adopt methods that make their food more expensive – that is, in economic terms, require 
more effort – or would they go for methods that make their food less expensive, thus freeing 
labor and resources for other undertakings that would help make their communities more 
prosperous? 

This is what the agricultural revolution of the 18th century did to the West. It was more 
destructive to the land than before; although, if you take it per unit of produced food, it was 
about as destructive as before. But if anything, it increased the productivity of the land to the 
point where, first, starvation was wiped out from the list of imminent threats to mankind, and 
second, only a small portion of the population needed to work in agriculture now, freeing 
minds and hands to devise, develop, and operate new technological marvels that would 
increase the total productivity to levels unheard of before. In the process, the pace of depleting 
the soils accelerated in many places. (In fact, one of the worst was the American South. No 
group of landowners exploited its land as brutally and improvidently as the plantation owners 
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in the American South. I guess, once you accept cruel exploitation of human beings as the 
norm, there is no reason to treat the rest of God’s creation any better.) But that wasn’t a 
concern for a while, for there were two factors at play now: more land was being opened to 
cultivation, and more people were being exposed to the new, technological way of producing 
food. And also, technology brought in chemicals. Whatever the land lost in natural richness, it 
gained in industrial chemicals. And then, more and more, anytime some ingredient is missing, 
the producers kept adding more and more chemicals to patch the land up. 

How long can this continue? We don’t know, but we know it can’t continue forever. It is 
like a cheap dormitory which never gets any maintenance, only ad hoc repairs when 
something breaks down. It may have solved the accommodation problem for many poor or 
homeless people, but it won’t do it for much longer. Eventually the building will collapse on 
the tenants. Or, in a better scenario, the cost of repairs will outweigh the cost for tearing it 
down and building a new dormitory. Except that, in the case of agricultural land, one can’t 
tear it down and build it anew. The process of restoring it to its naturally productive state 
takes much longer. Either way, business can’t continue as usual, even if that business may 
have been profitable in the past and has solved many problems. Something needs to be done. 
We need to start thinking about planned maintenance that prevents collapse. Some day, 
patching the land up with chemicals will cost us more than keeping it in a naturally productive 
state. And we better be prepared for that day. 

This is where organic farming comes to play. I believe it is planting the seeds for that 
future state of agriculture where the land will get its maintenance rather that being patched up 
chemically, so that the land is equally productive as under conventional farming, and the 
prices are just as affordable. While it is true that technology has given us enormous advantage 
in knowing the inner workings of plant growth and nutrition, we also need to be aware of the 
fact that we will never be able to know all of God’s workings perfectly, and will never be able 
to know all the different factors working together for the production of our food and for the 
preservation of the productivity of the land. Just like the scientists will never be able to create 
life out of inorganic matter, I believe scientists will never be able to create truly nutritional 
soil out of inorganic chemicals. There will always be more to the picture than we are capable 
of discerning. 

Of course, I also believe that modern “organic farming” is still in its baby steps, and it can 
barely provide any answers to the issues I raised here. Some of the practices promoted and 
associated with it are outright bizarre – and I don’t want to go into details here, it is not my 
purpose in this episode. It is still too small, and it lacks history and traditions, and it still lacks 
the scientific database that its competitors have. Its deficiencies are a multitude, but the 
ideology behind it is sound – it is straight in accordance with the Dominion Covenant. And 
given enough time, it will develop what it is lacking; the nature of God’s creation and the 
markets will force it. In the final account, if mankind is to fulfill the Dominion Mandate given 
to it in the Garden, we will have to come to a point where all agriculture is at its maximum 
productivity, not only short-term, but also long-term, so that we don’t use the fertility of the 
land as a credit card. 

But until we get to that point, we will have to go with the conventional ways of producing 
food, to assure that we are not all dead of starvation before we get to that better way of doing 
agriculture. 
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To summarize, then: Within the context of the Dominion Covenant, there is no 
contradiction between conventional farming and organic farming. The two focus on the 
solution of different problems: conventional farming focuses on the scarcity of food, while 
organic farming focuses on the sustainability of production. Both problems are important and 
need solutions. But they are spread in time, and have different importance at different times in 
history. For a long time, the availability of food was the main problem. We are getting to a 
point where this problem is almost resolved around the world. (Perhaps, and hopefully. Again, 
this may be a temporary situation.) Its resolution, however, came with an increased use – and 
often abuse – of the land. Conventional farming accumulated the capital – in the form of 
increased productivity – for a more responsible stewardship. The next step is using that capital 
for such responsible stewardship. It won’t happen overnight, and for a long time – perhaps 
even till the end of time – we will have a combination of the two methods, combining both 
care for mankind and care for God’s creation. And there is no need to oppose one to the other. 

The book I will assign this week is Mark Overton’s Agricultural Revolution in England. 
The beauty of that book is that it is not simply limited to the technological changes in the 
English economy, it also looks at the institutional changes that brought about the agricultural 
revolution. While the author has certain evolutionary presuppositions that are evident 
throughout the book, it is a good summary of how important that revolution was. A Christian 
covenantal reader will be able to make his own conclusions about the Dominion Mandate in 
history from the facts in the book. 

In your prayers and in your giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization 
in Easter Europe through translation and publishing of books that apply the Gospel to every 
area of life. Many years ago, when we were starting our mission, an American pastor asked 
me: “Why are there, among the books you want to translate, so many books on economics?” 
My answer was: “Because, if a nation has experienced the economic desolation of paganism 
and is looking for answers in that area, the best stepping stone for presenting the Gospel is to 
point to the economic productivity of a culture organized on the principles of the Gospel.” So 
far it has worked, and we are continuing translating and publishing. Keep us working. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. And God bless you all. 
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 Enlightenment’s Patriarchy and Women’s Suffrage  
Modern voting is an act of war against an ever-encroaching state, trying to 
consume lives, liberty, and property. In such a war of protection of the home, 
there is no difference between men and women. 

Assigned listening: Freedom Conference Lectures 
(https://reconstructionistradio.com/freedom-conference-the-biblical-
christian-duty-to-rebel/ ) 

Welcome to Episode 74 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 40 minutes (a little bit longer, yes) we will talk about 
suffrage. You know, voting. Political voting, to be precise, but we may also touch the issue of 
church voting as well. Voting seems to be en vogue these days, and a lot of social and 
political energy, not to mention finances (you may call them distilled social energy, if you 
want) is devoted to discussing voting, or to organizing voting, or making voting serve certain 
political goals and purposes. It’s a big deal in America; and, to be honest, I am rather excited 
about it, given my own personal history. Having grown up in a country under a Communist 
regime, I remember times when people were obligated to vote, and there was only one option 
on the ballot. (I mean, in theory, you could always write in a second candidate, but the 
consequences wouldn’t be nice.) Of course, at a closer look, at the most levels of the 
American political system as it is today, you still have only one candidate – or, to be precise, 
one and the same policy represented by several names, some Republican, some Democrat. 
Still, as it sometimes happens, the American system does allow an honest man to get through 
the sift and actually make a difference – like Ron Paul, for example. So, some good can come 
out of that system, obviously – well, at least compared to the system in Communist countries. 
(Although, I am not sure how relevant such comparison can be.) Either way, voting – and 
especially political voting – is in the focus of many people these days. And in the focus of 
Christian preachers, as well, for different reasons. 

Among these preachers, I have encountered numerous different theories what the Bible 
supposedly says about voting. Some, like John MacArthur, see all political activity as a waste 
of time at best, or, as “placing cultural and social issues above spiritual issues” (direct quote) 
at worst. (Because, you know, cultural and spiritual issues can’t be spiritual issues. As my 
friend, the abolitionist Todd Bullis, quipped, “if it was legal to murder gray-haired old men, 
you bet he’d be more balanced, don’t you think?”) Others – and that’s the majority of them – 
have simply adopted the modern secularist propaganda of representative republic or 
democracy or whatever, and see voting as a symbol of liberty in an America specially blessed 
by God. (She is specially blessed, but voting is not necessarily a token of it, I would say.) Still 
others come up with different theories about the nature of voting of the correct Biblical 
patterns of voting, many of them serving specific theological theories that such pastors have; 
some of these theories deserving serious consideration, others so outlandishly bizarre that one 
wonders how men of common sense and high intelligence could even come up with them. 

Recently, I was asked to comment on one of those theories about suffrage, a theory that 
comes out of a movement that emerged in the last several decades, the so-called “Biblical” 
patriarchy. I have talked about patriarchy before, and I have explained why it can’t be 
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anymore “Biblical” than Hinduism or Marxism can be Biblical; So I am not going to repeat 
myself here. Besides, as I have said before, patriarchalism in the Reformed churches reached 
its culmination a few years ago and has been going down the drain ever since, dragged by 
multiple scandals of abuse, as well as by revolt by children – and especially daughters – who 
have grown up under that ideological system. 

Some of its teachings are still with us, however. And one of them is its teaching on 
suffrage, political and ecclesiastical. Specifically, that women should not vote. 

Women’s suffrage has been in the cross hairs of almost every single patriarchalist speaker 
or leader, ever since patriarchalism raised its head again the evangelical and Reformed 
churches in America. I first heard of this doctrine back in the 1990s, and continued hearing of 
it until a few years ago when the whole patriarchalist movement started disintegrating under 
its own weight. Given that almost all of them have spoken against women’s suffrage, I won’t 
have the time to cover all of their writings in this episode. I will take on, however, a booklet 
that summarizes all these patriarchalist views on women’s suffrage: Universal Suffrage: A 
History and Analysis of Voting in the Church and Society, by Phillip Kayser, a pastor of a 
Presbyterian church in Omaha Nebraska. The booklet can be found on his online library, 
KayserCommentary.com. The reason I have to take on just a small booklet is because it is the 
most concise rendering of the patriarchalist position against women’s suffrage; there is no 
comprehensive treatment on this topic, and the majority of the criticisms against women’s 
suffrage are excerpts from sermons and lectures; and most of them are rather chaotic when it 
comes to exposition. Kayser’s booklet, however, is well-ordered, and the exposition is one 
straight logical construct from beginning to end. (Even if the arguments in its are rather 
deficient, as we will see shortly.) So it is that booklet that I will use to show why women’s 
suffrage in our day is not anti-Biblical or anti-Christian, and in fact, should be promoted and 
defended by the Church in our time, not as necessarily a “spiritual and Biblical necessity,” but 
as an expression of applied redemptive justice in times of temporary darkness. 

Pastor Kayser has three main arguments against women’s suffrage. I will just mention the 
first two in passim and show why they are deficient, and then I will focus on his third 
argument, which I believe is the most substantial argument; and it is also the argument that 
clearly shows that both Kayser and the rest of the patriarchy movement have failed to think 
covenantally and to apply the Biblical standards of the Dominion Mandate to our modern 
times in a way that would honor the justice of the Law of God. But more about this later. 

His first argument against women’s suffrage is an argument from history. He points to the 
fact that voting used to be restricted by several factors, and in fact, not only women, but also 
slaves, people of color in general, men without property, and other categories of citizens were 
excluded from voting. Kayser appeals to the fact that voting will always be restricted; and 
therefore, we shouldn’t be so surprised if he says that women shouldn’t vote. 

That argument from history, of course, is fallacious on its own. Before we turn to 
historical precedents to refute or support some modern idea or ideology, we need to make sure 
several things are in place. The people who were behind those historical precedents, were they 
motivated by the Word of God, or were they motivated by paganism that has remained in 
Christendom? Was the historical situation analogical to the modern situation? (As we will see, 
it wasn’t.) Do we interpret the precedents based on the mindset and expectations of the 
contemporaries, or are we introducing our modern bias? Etc., etc., etc. History doesn’t teach 
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us anything of value before we have a system of values to apply to history. Just because 
someone did something in the past doesn’t mean it is necessarily good. Time doesn’t sanctify 
anything. 

His second argument is one of the most illogical arguments I have ever read in a Christian 
book: He says that women’s vote “undermines family role in the church,” and, I would add, 
by implication, in the state. Unfortunately, Kayser has omitted giving the reasoning behind 
this claim; he doesn’t explain how in the world the family’s role is undermined if the family 
can cast two votes instead of one. He just makes the claim and leaves it there, without any 
explanation why. I spent some time trying to figure out his logic, and I wasn’t able to come to 
any conclusion. How is my family’s role undermined if my wife can cast a second vote for my 
family, if we are counted as two votes instead of one? How is two votes less than one vote? 

When you dig deeper, the logic becomes even more bizarre. A functional and harmonious 
family where the husband and the wife are in perfect agreement gets one vote. And then a 
dysfunctional family where the husband and the wife don’t agree on anything, including 
principles of church and civil government, also gets one vote. So dysfunctional families are 
equally represented as harmonious families, and that strengthens the family’s role??? And if 
the husband in that dysfunctional family is a scoundrel, he gets to be represented while his 
righteous wife gets no representation? And that strengthens the family’s role? Under universal 
suffrage, a harmonious family gets two votes, while a dysfunctional family gets zero votes 
(wife’s vote would cancel her husband’s vote). While under Kayser’s proposal, dysfunctional 
families are actually encouraged by giving them the same representation as harmonious 
families. Of what I see, logically, Kayser’s proposal only subsidizes broken families, 
ecclesiastically and politically. How is he not capable of seeing that? 

But it gets even worse. Explain this, if you can: a widow with children has zero votes, 
while a single man without a family has one vote. How does this strengthen the family’s role? 
(Well, Kayser may want to argue that only family men should be eligible to vote, but then he 
would have to exclude Jesus, Paul, and Timothy from being eligible to vote in church 
elections.) But that’s not the worst part. Listen to this: If two men live together in a 
“household,” such “household” would have two votes, while a normal family would have only 
one vote, and a widow with children would have zero votes. (The men don’t have to be in an 
illicit sodomite relationship, just living as single roommates who share a house.  Although, if 
they did have such illicit relationship, they would be protected against prosecution under the 
Law of God, as long as they kept it secret.) So by what logic does Kayser claim that women’s 
vote undermines the role of the family? Looks to me that, contrary to his beliefs, it is his 
proposal that would undermine the role of Biblical, solid, harmonious families, and would 
give disproportional representation to non-families, or even to perverts. He never makes the 
effort to explore the ramifications of what he said; but those ramifications show that his 
proposal would rather diminish the role of the Biblical family rather than strengthen it. The 
only possible logical explanation for Kayser’s position is that he doesn’t really believe that the 
wife is a legitimate part of the family; he only sees her as an external addendum who has no 
lawful share of her own in the family, and therefore cannot represent the family as a family. A 
single man, still being a man, is a family. A widow with children is not a family. Thus, the 
family is identified with the man, and the woman is just an outsider, all her life. Perhaps 
Kayser didn’t mean to say this, but this is the only logical conclusion from his position. 
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His third argument is the most important of the three: namely, that the Bible never 
mentions women’s voting. Kayser’s claim is that this is because voting is an issue of 
“leadership” (the perennial excuse of all tyrannies, by the way), and since women are not 
allowed to “have leadership or authority over men,” therefore women are not allowed to vote. 
He misses the fact that Deborah was a mother in Israel (clearly a position of authority), and 
that Jesus Himself mentioned that the Queen of the South will be at the judgment of a whole 
generation of men, thus exercising authority over them (Matt. 12:42; Luke 11:31). From other 
writings, Kayser’s excuse about Debora is that her rise was for the shame of the men in Israel 
who failed in their leadership – but such claim is extra-Biblical, given that no verse in the 
Bible supports it. And even if he could make that claim about Deborah, what about the Queen 
of the South? Was Jesus confused about “gender roles”? 

The artificial, non-Biblical obsession with “leadership” and submission aside, however, 
Kayser’s main problem with his argument is this: While it is true that women’s suffrage is not 
mentioned in the Bible, this is still not an argument to bar women from voting today. Why? 
Because – and this is where Kayser has failed to do his diligence and analyze the topic 
comprehensively – not only is women’s voting not mentioned in the Bible, but our whole 
modern system of voting is not mentioned in the Bible. In order for him to use the silence of 
the Bible and apply it to modern political or church voting, he needs to first prove that modern 
voting is, indeed, in the Bible, and therefore whatever applied to Biblical voting, must apply 
to our modern voting today, in church and state. But he never makes such effort. He just 
makes conclusions from linear, direct analogies between things that are not the same, and not 
even close to being the same. And in order to understand where he has failed to do his 
homework, we need to understand the nature of the modern political system and compare it to 
the Biblical political system. We will have to do that in the context of the Dominion 
Covenant, and understand the underlying covenantal issues at stake in the modern political 
system and the nature of voting, and only then decide whether women’s suffrage in our day is 
Biblically justified. We want to avoid making superficial analogies, as Kayser did, because 
such superficial analogies may help us feel good about our supposedly “Biblical” ideas, but in 
reality, may actually take us far away from the worldview of the Bible. 

Where do we start our analysis? From the Dominion Mandate, of course. 

As we as Christian Reconstructionists should know from our application of Covenant 
Theology, modern “spiritualized” pulpit Christianity notwithstanding, the Biblical covenant 
was economic, from the very beginning. We like to make it all spiritual and diminish and 
denigrate the economic aspects of it. The early Reformed theologians added somewhat to the 
confusion by giving a super-spiritualized name to that original covenant, “covenant of works” 
(as in salvation is through works). But as the Dutch theologian Klaas Schilder mentioned, a 
better name for that original covenant would be a Covenant of Work: God commanded man to 
work, to take dominion over the earth and subdue it, which means, make it productive for the 
purposes of an expanding mankind. It is not that that task was not spiritual: in fact, that was 
the spiritual task given to man in the Garden, and it will always remain the most spiritual task 
ever given to man: to improve the economic value of the resources given to him. The ethical-
judicial restraints God placed in the Garden were not meant to be separate from that spiritual-
economic task; they were supposed to protect man in his ability to take dominion over the 
earth. Man was created to take dominion, that is, to work, and the command to not eat of the 
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tree of the knowledge of good and evil was meant to keep man capable of fulfilling his task of 
work. 

When we closely examine that command – to not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good 
and evil – we notice that it was actually a command concerning property boundaries. It was 
about lawful and unlawful use of resources. “From any tree of the Garden you may eat freely, 
but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat.” As Gary North pointed 
out in several places in his economic commentary on the Bible, the definition of property 
rights can be boiled down a simple right: the right to exclude other people from the use of 
certain resources. When God legally excluded man from using the tree of the knowledge of 
good and evil, this was an exercise of property rights. But this was not the only example of 
property rights in the creation account. There is one more: And that was Adam’s property 
rights. When God put him in the garden, He gave Adam two task: to serve the garden 
(cultivate it) and to protect the garden. The word for “protect” here means to “establish a 
defensive perimeter” around the garden. Just like God exercised His property rights over the 
tree of the knowledge of good and evil by barring others from using it, Adam was supposed to 
exercise his property rights over the garden by barring God’s enemies from using it. 

Property rights, therefore, are a foundational aspect of dominion in general, and of the 
Dominion Mandate in particular. One can’t exercise dominion without property rights. And 
those property rights need to be established under a divine charter: they must be sacred so that 
no earthly power can have a legitimate claim over them, or, in other words, any kind of 
resistance and rebellion would be morally justified in case an earthly power decides to touch 
them. As I have argued before, contrary to von Mises who says that property is not sacred 
(mainly because there is nothing sacred to him), property rights must be sacred and must be 
inviolable by any external human agency, except in the case of crime. Dominion without 
property rights is impossible to even define theoretically, let alone apply in practice. 

But there is more to the relationship between dominion and property rights. It is not only 
that dominion is impossible without property rights; it is also that wherever property rights are 
granted, dominion under God is delegated as an ethical imperative. To exercise dominion, you 
need property rights; but once you are granted those property rights, you can’t escape the task 
of dominion; it becomes the standard by which you are judged. Jesus’s parable of the talents 
in Matt. 25:14-30 (and the corresponding passage in Luke 19:12-27) is very clear about it. The 
master (Jesus Himself) grants ownership of certain resources, and He expects a return on 
them. If such return is not produced, the person is judged for his failure to produce even the 
slightest return, equal to the general interest on bank loans. Without the resources given, 
dominion can’t be achieved; but once they are given, each servant is under judgment for what 
he has produced with those resources. So we can clearly declare that a person is as much 
empowered and responsible for dominion as is the value of resources they are given by God. 
The more property you are given, the more dominion responsibility is placed on your 
shoulders. Under the Biblical Law, your property rights are sacred (they come from God and 
can’t be lawfully violated by a human agency) but they come with a divine mandate. 

Once we have understood this, the next question is: Can women own property? Does the 
Bible allow women to exercise property rights? Is there any difference in the Bible between 
men exercising property rights and women exercising property rights? 
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The importance of this question should not be underestimated; it is actually central to 
understanding the nature of the family, and the functions of the two spouses in the Dominion 
Mandate. If the wife is not permitted to have property, and all the property of the family 
belongs only to the husband, and property rights are exercised only by the husband, then the 
logical conclusion from this would be that the wife is not charged with the task of dominion. 
At best, she is only a servant to her husband, an addendum to his dominion ministry in 
whatever area of life. If she has any dominion functions, they would be second-rate and 
derivative, not any better than the dominion functions of domesticated animals. She doesn’t 
have her own place in the Dominion Covenant; her place in it depends on the whims of the 
man, to whom she is attached as a “helper,” which, in this type of thinking, won’t be the 
Biblical helper, but rather a housemaid in the modern sense of the word. (Not a mate, but a 
maid.) But the logic doesn’t stop there. If dominion over God’s creation is what defines the 
image of God in man (because that is what is given as definition in Genesis 1), then the 
woman, as having no dominion task and purpose of her own, is by definition a lesser bearer of 
the image of God; or, she has it in an unequal measure. Let me repeat the logical sequence: it 
all starts from property and its relation to the Dominion Mandate. If the woman can’t own 
property, then she is charged with no dominion responsibilities of her own; if she has an 
unequal share of the dominion covenant, then she has an unequal share of the image of God. 
She is a lesser being. 

If you imagine that no one has such views today, think twice. As a matter of fact, the 
majority of the patriarchy movement (or whatever debris are left of it today, after the 
numerous scandals of abuse in the last one decade) shares such views of the lesser measure of 
the image of God in women. Most patriarchalists agree with John Knox that women are not in 
the image of God compared to men, because they are not allowed to have dominion over men. 
(In this, Knox is amazingly un-Biblical, given that the Bible doesn’t allow dominion of human 
beings one over another, only dominion over God’s creation.) There was a sermon discussed 
recently from one of those patriarchalist preachers who declared that women are not equally 
created in the image of God. That his church didn’t excommunicate him on the spot as a 
heretic is only another evidence that even our “conservative, Bible-believing churches” have 
become dull and anti-Biblical to the core. Anyway, this for another episode. 

But if the woman is permitted to have property, then, by the logic I mentioned above, she 
is charged with dominion responsibilities as much as the man is. The parables of the talents 
and the minas are then addressed to men only generically; they apply to all women who have 
been given property. Women are equally responsible for the stewardship of their own 
property, and there is no way to declare that women are unequal in dominion. And if they are 
equal in dominion to men, they are equal in the image of God. Property is the great equalizer 
(ironic, huh?). If property rights are equal to all, then all human beings – men and women – 
are equal. And therefore, egalitarianism would be a Biblical doctrine, contrary to some idiotic 
babblers today who speak against egalitarianism without knowing what the word means and 
what the Bible says about it. 

The answer to the question is this: The Bible contains no provisions against women 
owning property. To the contrary, women in the Bible own their tents and houses, own land, 
own businesses, trade real estate on the markets, manage servants, make decisions about 
supporting ministries without asking their husbands (ever thought about the fact that rich 
married women followed Jesus and supported Him from their own estates?). Etc., etc. I have 
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talked in a previous episode of Axe to the Root about the excellent wife (or, literally, the army 
wife) of Proverbs 31: the woman described there is every bit a dominion person as any man 
you know . . . and more than many men I know. That is, women are every bit equal to men in 
the task of the Dominion Covenant (contrary to our modern patriarchalists). Women own 
property, and therefore women are charged with the task of dominion, equal to men, period. 

That means, however, that women as property owners have the same sacred rights to their 
property as men. If a woman owns property, it is hers, and no earthly institution can lawfully 
take it away from her: such attempt would be a direct attempt on the image of God in her, that 
image of God that is defined by the task of dominion. And when I say no earthly institution, 
yes, I mean also the family. A woman’s property is her property, and it is divinely protected 
against her family, her church, and against the state. Even when she was adopted in another 
family with her property, her property remained hers, and she and her children had the right to 
inheritance in that family. This is the reason why the closest relative to Naomi and Ruth 
refused to redeem their property and adopt them in his family, because he would have to split 
his inheritance with Ruth in the name of her deceased husband (Ruth 4:5); “it would 
jeopardize my own inheritance,” he said. Property was divinely sanctioned in the Law, and 
women could own property, and their ownership of property was just as divinely protected. 
There was no lawful way to deprive a woman of her property – not even her husband could do 
it. 

That sacredness of property rights was expressed in the Law of God in two ways – as a 
principle, and as legal and political practice. As a principle, it was given in the Eighth 
Commandment: “You shall not steal.” The Commandment is clear, however, what is not so 
clear is the multiple practical ways of stealing, some of which are not always obvious to all of 
us, because of inherited cultural bias. For example, we all understand that private theft is 
forbidden, but in our own culture, we seldom think of government theft as a real theft. But the 
Eighth Commandment forbids that theft also, and the practical and legal practice it has 
established in the Law of God is that the Law never sets up an executive branch of civil 
government. The civil government in the Bible is all judiciary, never executive. There are no 
government departments of roads, health, education, economy, tariffs, immigration, labor 
relations, etc. There is not a single verse that charges the civil government with taking care of 
any of these. 

I have talked about this in my lectures at the Freedom Conference last year in Tucumcari, 
New Mexico. You want a true Biblical civil government? Pay attention to the system in the 
Law of God: the only government institutions there are the courts, and a court is only 
convened when there is a dispute or a crime to resolve and punish. This government system, 
where the government has no other functions but a judiciary, is the only system that can 
prevent the government from using its power to steal private property – simply because there 
is no one to steal it for. Only when the government is executive, that is, it is a “family” of its 
own, with its own property and ambitions and economic decisions, private property is not 
protected. 

For many years after the fall of the Roman Empire, that’s what Christendom had as the 
ideal government: a government that was limited to being a judiciary. The kings and 
governors had their own property that they ruled as private owners, and their subjects had 
their property that they ruled as private owners. Property was thus legally protected against 
government confiscation. There were wars and invasions, provinces changed hands from one 
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ruler to another, but the inhabitants of those provinces kept their properties, and the systems of 
ownership seldom changed. For the average property owner in France in the 14th and the 15th 
century, for example, it barely mattered whether his province was under the King of England 
or under the King of France, or under the Duke of Burgundy; he would still own his land and 
would produce on his land. The only thing that changed was the judges he had to go to in case 
there was a crime or a dispute. In such a system, a property owner didn’t have to meet any 
government officials all his life, and didn’t have to worry who was a government official in 
the first place. Voting was held for local village and town councils, but even there, who or 
what party was in power didn’t mean much: property was protected, period. As I pointed out 
in a lecture many years ago, “Europe as a Mirror to America,” even the Parliaments in 
medieval times were rather a judicial authority, sort of a supreme court, not a legislative or an 
executive authority. 

The Enlightenment changed that. It is during that period that the old pagan concept of the 
government as an executive force made a comeback. It was specifically expressed in 
Montesquieu’s The Spirit of the Laws, where he spoke of his idea of the “separation of 
powers” between legislative, executive, and judicial. It was not a real separation of powers, 
not by a long shot, given that he still vested all these powers in the state. But the new thing 
that most modern commentators miss is that he talked about the government having an 
executive power. That means, the government developing as a separate person, a self-
contained expression of the “general will” of Rousseau, and as a surrogate family (or clan) of 
the society, devouring all other institutions and making decisions for them. The first signs of 
such ideas in Christendom came way before the Enlightenment, of course, and were the 
reason for the Puritan Revolution in England: Charles I’s attempts at monopolizing commerce 
in the hands of the Crown were a matter serious enough for the Puritans to take arms. But it 
was the Enlightenment – both left-wing (France) and right-wing (Scotland and England) – that 
fully restored the old pagan concept of the state as a self-existing executive agent, entitled to 
the lives, liberty, and property of its subjects . . . er, pardon me, citizens. When the French 
Revolution started, this issue became very clear from the very beginning: no private property 
was safe and sacred anymore. I won’t go into details, but on this issue, you have to read an 
article in the Louisiana Law Review by the New York attorney and historian Maurice Wise, 
titled “Requisition During the French Revolution.” Ironically, one of the main grievances 
from before the Revolution, quartering royal troops in private homes, which was only 
sporadically applied by the royal government and almost always successfully resisted by the 
local population, was made into a law under the Revolutionary government: no one could 
resist it. For the purposes of requisition, commissars were appointed by the government who 
could requisition any private property they wanted without any compensation whatsoever. 
Universal conscription – the infamous levée en masse – was instituted, something France had 
never seen in its history before. (Under the monarchy, the final word on whether a young man 
could be conscripted belonged to his father; if the father refused to let his son become a 
soldier, no one could conscript him.) The Enlightenment envisioned a government that would 
be the expression of the “general will” of the nation; when that government really took shape, 
its first concern was to start stealing the private property, incomes, and productive time of the 
nation’s individuals and families. 

Under such government, no property owner was safe. All of a sudden, a property owner 
was now in a position to fear the government even if he hadn’t committed any crime – 
because an executive government always considers itself entitled to private property, whether 
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a crime is committed or not. In fact, not only that, but now the very act of evading 
surrendering your property to the state was made into a crime. (Yes, that’s the true origin of 
the IRS and the IRS Code: straight from leftist ideology of the Enlightenment.) Even worse, 
no woman who was a property owner could be safe. Under a strictly judiciary government, 
there still may be corrupt judges, but there is no government apparatus that is busy 
confiscating property; so a woman who is a property owner is generally protected. Under an 
executive government, even if all the judges are crystal pure and moral and honest, they can’t 
do anything if the government, under its new laws, decides to take a woman’s property; after 
all, the judges can only use the existing laws, and the executive state makes its own laws 
independent of God’s Law. When the state changes from judiciary to executive state, the 
family is now supplanted with the new greater family, the state. And everyone is a child to the 
state, and their property belongs to the state. 

Women were then placed in a very precarious position: they had no influence on the 
legislative process, and yet, that very legislative process was now designed to pass new laws 
to take away their property. To make matters worse, the Enlightenment also restored the 
patriarchal ideology of paganism. (Yes, contrary to what Phillip Kayser believes, his 
patriarchalism comes straight from the paganism of the Enlightenment; it has nothing to do 
with the Bible.) Women, who previously, under Christendom, were considered equal to men 
and were property owners, business managers, insurance agents, even rulers, were now, under 
the Enlightenment’s ideology, considered to be lower than men and incapable of taking care 
of themselves, let alone of property or business. Rushdoony speaks about this resurgence of 
patriarchalism in the Enlightenment, in his Institutes, Vol. 1, pp. 349-353. The Enlightenment, 
by postulating the women to be little more than children and imbeciles, resulted in wheat 
Rushdoony called a “legal revolution,” in which women were deprived from all social rights 
under the disguise of “protecting” them. In the US, such influence came through William 
Blackstone’s Commentaries. Rushdoony quotes different sources of the time, and all of them 
declare that in marriage, the wife, no matter how much property she has had, surrender all that 
property to her husband. Listen to this quote from Roper’s Law of Husband and Wife: 

It is not generally known, that whenever a woman has accepted an offer of marriage, all 
she has, or expects to have, becomes virtually the property of the man thus accepted as a 
husband; and no gift or deed executed by her between the period of acceptance and the 
marriage is held to be valid; for were she permitted to give away or otherwise settle her 
property, he might be disappointed in the wealth he looked to in making the offer. 

Seriously, this was in the law books of the time, all influenced by the Enlightenment. 
Some simply said, “The wife is only a servant of her husband,” in plain text, and even used 
Biblical verses to support it. Others deprived the wife of the right to even make a will, or to 
contest the will of her husband if he didn’t provide any support for her – even if he made his 
fortune out of the wealth she brought into the marriage. By the middle of the 19th century, 
women were legally  deprived of almost all social rights they had won under Christendom – 
all under the pretext that they were being “placed under an umbrella of protection,” of course. 
And especially of the right to own property. The laws that did that were written by men, voted 
on by men, and enforced by men. Women were the weaker vessel and were treated like 
wartime spoils – a source of enrichment rather than partners of equal dignity and value. That’s 
what power religion always does: it postulates inequality (on the Great Chain of Being), then 
it postulates the “need for protection” for the “lesser” beings, but on terms set by the “greater” 
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and more powerful beings, and ends up in pure exploitation and injustice against the “lesser” 
beings. That applied to Ameican slavery. It applies to patriarchy as well. 

It is in this context that the first movements for women’s rights started, as Rushdoony 
points out. The cause was righteous: by depriving women of their rights, they were deprived 
of their ability to be agents of dominion, according to the creation mandate. The church took 
the wrong side on that, again, as Rushdoony points out: it took the side of the patriarchalists in 
power positions, not the side of justice. That was the sole reason the feminist movement 
eventually got hijacked by the enemies of God: not because women’s rights are inherently 
bad, but because the church abandoned and even opposed a righteous social cause. (Which is 
why ideas like Kayser’s view on women’s suffrage will lead to even more victories for the 
enemies of God.) But things got even worse; from men trying to steal their wives’ property 
and inheritance through legislation and court action, the ideology of the Enlightenment moved 
to its final goal: men using the government stealing the property of everyone. And not just 
property as estate, but also property as labor. Income tax was gradually introduced in all 
Western nations, and eventually, it was made universal, and also graduated, so that the more 
productive a person is, the higher percentage they pay. The cycle was complete: from Biblical 
government which is only judiciary and protective of property, to government that taxes – that 
is, confiscates – property, to government that allows men to confiscate the property of their 
wives, to government that claims full ownership over everyone’s property and labor and 
liberty. This is where Phillip Kayser has lost the logical connection: the civil government we 
have today has nothing to do with the civil government in the Bible. And therefore we need 
temporary mechanisms to at least mitigate some of the destruction this modern pagan civil 
government does. 

Modern voting, therefore, developed not as an extension of Biblical voting, but as a 
phenomenon entirely within the framework of the revived pagan concept of executive 
government – or, a government that has made itself into a surrogate family for the nation. It 
was to create at least some checks and balances to such a government – not perfect checks and 
balances, but then again, we are talking about temporarily mitigating the evils of an already 
evil system. No taxation without representation. Yes, I know, it is a faulty principle, but it is at 
least something in the context of a government that can use laws to take away your property. 
At the beginning, it was only property owners who voted, but then again, only property was 
taxed. Women were also property owners, and they were on the wrong side of the system, 
victimized by both the state and by their husbands (through the courts); therefore, women’s 
vote was necessary to give the women the same representation to protect their own property 
against both the state and against their own husbands. Eventually, the state moved to tax also 
income; and that made it necessary to include income-earners – even if they didn’t have any 
property. At every step of the state moving in to confiscate property and income through 
taxation, a new constituency of voters had to be instituted to create a counterbalance to the 
thieving gang of bureaucrats. Not perfect, of course, but something. 

Modern voting, therefore, is not the Biblical voting. The Biblical voting was voting to 
maintain the peace: a judicial system that revolved around a fixed judicial Law. Life, liberty, 
and property were protected by that Law, so the results of the voting did not affect the rights 
of anyone. Modern voting is an act of war – ideally, by design, if not in practice – against an 
ever-encroaching state, trying to consume lives, liberty, and property. In such a war of 
protection of the home, there is no difference between men and women. So if Kayser wants to 
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find modern voting in the Bible, it is not in the mechanisms for electing judges, but in Judges 
9:53, where a woman threw a millstone from the wall and crushed Abimelech’s head. Modern 
voting is protection of property and liberty in a world of injustice. A specific system of 
oppression requires specific ways of protection of justice. It is this fact that Phillip Kayser and 
all the patriarchalists who want to bar women from voting are missing. In modern voting, just 
as in Biblical defense of the home, where women could and had to participate, it is not only 
permitted for women to vote, but they should be expected to do so, in defense of their 
property, their families, and their inheritance. Contrary to Kayser, women’s suffrage today 
doesn’t  diminish the family. It strengthens it against the executive state. It is Kayser’s own 
fallacious interpretation that diminishes justice and opens the door for injustice. 

Of course, most of Kayser’s thesis is about church voting, and he applies it to civil voting 
only as an extension. Unfortunately, however, things have changed in church voting as well. It 
is not the same voting as described in the Bible, and it is not even the same voting as it was 
several centuries ago. In the church, as well, executive church government has sought to 
replace family government; and church leaders have changed the very meaning of “church” 
into an institution that lays claims to people’s property and income while trying to avoid 
checks and balances that control the use of resources. The church has always relied on 
financial support from women. This is not just in history outside the Biblical narrative, it is 
also mentioned as a standard situation in the Bible: wealthy women followed Jesus and His 
disciples and supported them from their wealth (Luke 8:3). By their decision to support 
Jesus’s ministry from their wealth, these women did have certain power over how much 
money the ministry would have, power that Jesus and the apostles didn’t have. (Besides 
Jesus’s divine power, but that’s a different issue altogether.) There was no institutional 
executive power to tell these women how much of their wealth or income they were supposed 
to donate to the ministry in order to consider them legally “members of the church.” There 
was no executive power in Jesus or His disciples to apply sanctions if the women didn’t pay 
enough, or a certain percentage. There is no mention in the New Testament of Jesus or the 
Apostles voting what to do with church funds; and there is no mention of the tithe being a 
condition for institutional church membership. Women could be church members, and still 
controlled how much they were giving to the church; and by this controlled, they also 
controlled what the funds were used for. If the church used the funds for the wrong purposes, 
the donors didn’t have to give; there was no duty on them to subsidize ecclesiastical waste. If 
men voted, they voted on matters of doctrine and ministry. The donors decided if they wanted 
to support it. 

Such is not the case today. The churches have become the same executive governments as 
the state. Their main concern is money, and how the money is going to be spent. In addition to 
it, membership is now made conditional upon tithe payment. I have been in several 
Presbyterian churches where membership was conditional upon payment of tithes, and 
families had to present their tax return forms to assure the church leadership that they had paid 
their tithes. One church, when I asked them about their support for homeschooling families 
(after I found out that the elders were funneling tithe money to a local private school, in which 
all of them had a stake), replied that homeschooling families were eligible for help only after 
they presented all the proof that they had paid their tithes. The churches – and especially those 
supposedly “Reformed” and “conservative, Bible-believing” – have turned into the same 
greedy monsters as are our socialist political masters. With their powers of manipulation, no 
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one’s property is safe, just as it isn’t safe under the executive power of the modern state. That, 
again, is missed by Phillip Kayser in his thesis. 

Again, in the context of churches that have turned into independent executive powers, 
laying claim to people’s property and income, voting in the churches has changed its very 
nature and meaning. It is not voting for maintaining a system of law and doctrine anymore. It 
is a constant war for spoils: how much property and income can be robbed from the subjects, 
and how much of it can be re-directed for the purposes of the church elite. The churches are 
not the same as those in the Bible, the government of the churches is not the same, and 
therefore the voting is not the same, in meaning and in purpose. Therefore, the Biblical voting 
doesn’t speak to our modern voting. In the same way, voting in the church today is similar to 
women fighting to protect their homes and their property against invaders or tyrannical rulers. 
There is no good Biblical reason to stop women from voting in the church. If Kayser wants to 
return the things to the Biblical pattern, he first needs to argue for a full removal of all 
financial and economic decisions from church leadership, and leave them to the voluntary 
work of the donors. And have the elders only vote and decide on matters of doctrine and 
prayer, as in Acts 6:4. Only then the church would be restored to its Biblical function and 
meaning, and then Kayser can argue for no vote for women. But as long as property and 
incomes of church members are at stake, and as long as there is manipulation by the church 
leadership as to donations and decisions about money, women – who are property owners and 
produce income – must be allowed to vote, in order to protect their property and income. 

This week I will assign not a book but a series of lectures I delivered at the Freedom 
Conference last year in Tucumcari NM. Specifically about the difference between an 
executive state and a judiciary state. That difference is very important for you to understand, 
given that without it, you won’t be able to properly understand modern state and church 
government vis-à-vis the Biblical view of government. If you don’t understand that modern 
governments are not even close to the Biblical view of government, you may always end up 
defending political and ecclesiastical paganism in the name of Christ. And when you 
understand it, always make all your other assessments of modern government and politics in 
its context. 

In your prayers and giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries and our work of 
building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe 
through translation and publishing of books that apply the Gospel of Jesus Christ to every area 
of life. Including politics. Including voting. Including helping the people of Eastern Europe 
have an understanding of government that is informed by the Bible and therefore build their 
political and social action on Biblical principles. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe 
to the newsletter to learn about our work, and donate. God bless y’all. 
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 The Show-Off Instinct of All Tyrannies 
“Tyrannies always demand enormous sacrifices for negligible returns.” 

Assigned listening: Astolphe de Custine, Russia in 1839 

Welcome to Episode 75 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will talk about a characteristic of many 
modern governments. And when I say “governments,” I don’t just mean “civil government.” I 
mean all governments, including family and church. And other governments as well, like 
school and political organizations and charities and missions and even some private 
businesses as well. (Although, because of the nature of the case, private businesses who 
consistently have this problem seldom survive in the long-run.) It is a characteristic that we 
seldom notice, given that our minds have been so conditioned to accept it as normative; we 
only sometimes complain about it without actually realizing the real nature of the problem. 
Which is strange, because, as you all will see, it is a characteristic that is deeply irrational and 
should be immediately recognized for what it is; it is only the fact that we have been 
brainwashed that prevents us from seeing it clearly. A few writers in history have seen it 
clearly and have exposed it; and yet, the vast majority of us still consider it something normal 
and natural, even when we are the ones suffering under its weight. 

This characteristic of modern governments has been most prominently on display under 
the so-called “ideological” regimes of the last century – fascism in Italy, National Socialism in 
Germany, and Communism in Eastern Europe and East Asia – and a few writers have pointed 
it out, among whom Solzhenitsyn, Shafarevich, Eugene Lyons, George Kennan, and a number 
of writers less known to the American reading public. George Kennan is a name that the 
listeners of Axe to the Root should remember: he was the author of the Long Telegram of 
which I talked in one of our previous episodes, an outstanding US diplomat who had a deep 
knowledge of Communism and the motives behind the actions of Communist leaders. 
However, the author I want to invoke to help us today in our understanding is not from a 
century ago but from two centuries ago, the first half of the 1800s; and his observations came 
not from Nazi Germany or Communist Eastern Europe, but from Russia of the Czars. The 
author’s name is Astolphe-Louis-Léonor, Marquis de Custine, a French nobleman born only a 
few months after the beginning of the French Revolution who lived most of his productive life 
in Napoleonic France and then under the Bourbon restoration. De Custine wrote and 
published a book, Russia in 1839, which, to this day, remains one of the most important eye 
witness accounts on Russia of the Czars written by a Western observer. George Kennan 
himself, as a student of Eastern Europe and especially of Russia and its politics, considered it 
important enough to publish a special review of de Custine’s book in 1971. During the early 
decades of the Cold War, the book was especially popular among Western diplomats working 
in the Soviet Union, because it was believed that de Custine’s insight into the collective 
psychology of the Russian people and their government was of a great value in understanding 
the Soviet Union. Soviet critics at the time claimed that this insight did not apply to Russia 
after the Bolshevik Revolution. But the fact was, the very leader of the Revolution, Vladimir 
Lenin, officially banned the book in Soviet Russia, and the book remained banned throughout 
Stalin’s rule, until 1956. If a book like that was banned by both the Czarist and the 



ARP#75. The Show-Off Instinct of All Tyrannies  606 

Communist governments, at least two things are clear: first, there was not much difference 
between the psychologies of the two regimes, and, second, the book did hit a nerve for both 
regimes, and therefore was valuable for understanding both Czarist Russia and the Soviet 
Union. 

Before we move to the book and to the insights in it, a little pre-history of it and of the 
life of its author is needed. Astolphe de Custine came from a politically active and illustrious 
family. His grandfather, Adam Philippe, Comte de Custine, was 8-year-old when he started 
his military career in the French Royal in the War of Austrian Succession in Germany. By the 
age of 18, he was a captain of the dragoons. Despite his impressive aristocratic pedigree (the 
de Custine family of Lorraine goes back to the 13th century, before The Hundred-Years War, 
when their native Lorraine was still a duchy within the Holy Roman Empire), Adam Philippe 
(the grandfather) developed strong liberal and anti-monarchical views. These views made 
him, in 1780, join the Special Expedition of Count Rochambeau of 5,500 French soldiers to 
America to help the American Revolution. There Adam Philippe fought with distinction and 
was praised by Rochambeau himself; he fought till the very end of the war and was present 
with George Washington at the Siege of Yorktown. He also received special individual 
recognition from the US government. When he returned to France, he was made the governor 
of Toulon, a fortress on the Mediterranean coast of France. When the Estates-General were 
summoned, he was elected to represent the city of Metz in his native Lorraine. Despite being 
part of the nobility, Adam Philippe joined the Third Estate in voting for a new, liberal 
Constitution. As the French Revolution progressed, he joined the Revolutionary Army and 
was soon assigned to train, equip, and lead the new army of volunteers. He did it successfully, 
and in the wars of the Revolutionary France was appointed the commander-in-chief of the 
Army of the North. However, as happened with many fervent revolutionary leaders in the 
revolutionary terror, he was accused of treason and conspiring with the enemy, convicted on 
trumped up charges, and promptly guillotined. 

His son, and Astolphe’s father, Renaud-Louis-Philippe-Francois de Custine, followed in 
his father’s footsteps, took military commissions with the Revolutionary army under the 
command of his father, and later took on diplomatic work for the French Republic. But when 
his father was taken to court, Renaud defended his father’s character which earned him the ire 
of the prosecutors. He was subsequently also brought on charges, convicted and guillotined. 
His wife, the beautiful and intelligent Delphine de Custine, was also arrested, but for some 
reason she was spared. 

Young Astolphe thus grew in an atmosphere of constant fear for the life of his family. His 
mother did everything she could to preserve the family’s fortunes in the chaotic times of the 
French Republic and the Napoleonic Empire. She arranged a marriage for her son, but his 
bride died a year after the marriage. The family was able to breathe freely again only after the 
defeat of Napoleon and the restoration of the Bourbons in France, in 1814. The young 
Astolphe became the heir of a generous annual income, and his excellent education opened for 
him the doors of the French diplomatic corps. Unfortunately, an accident in 1824 revealed a 
secret he had always had: that he was a sodomite. From that moment, he lost all his chances 
for a diplomatic career, even though he still had his income and estates. 

He took to writing, believing that it was his calling in life. Unfortunately, he was a 
mediocre writer, so at the beginning, nothing came out of it. But in 1835, Alexis de 
Tocqueville published his Democracy in America. It was an immediate success; and it also 
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made popular a new genre: political travel writing. By 1835, de Custine had already been 
planning a trip to Russia. He now had a specific purpose for that trip: to write a political 
description of the other gigantic country, on the other pole of the European civilization. De 
Tocqueville took on the western border of the European civilization. De Custine decided to 
take on the eastern one. 

He also had a personal reason to do it. Given the history of the family, his grandfather and 
father being consumed in conflagration of the very liberal and democratic revolution they 
served, Astolphe de Custine had developed a deep hatred to everything that was liberal, 
democratic, egalitarian, republican, etc. Contrary to his father’s and his grandfather’s views, 
de Custine considered absolute monarchy and an aristocratic caste society to be the best form 
of social and political organization. It gave order and provided security for everyone. Chaos 
was prevented and prosperity established under an absolute monarchy. Of all European 
nations, Russia was the last great stronghold of absolute monarchy and aristocratic caste 
system. So de Custine’s objective was to explore it and to write a political travel writing 
which would do for monarchy what de Tocqueville did for democracy: a political eulogy 
which would convince his readers to adopt his political views. That’s the mindset with which 
he set out for Russia. 

And, boy, was he disappointed. 

What he saw made him turn his views 180 degrees. Russia of the Czars was not the 
paradise on earth he expected, even if his Russian hosts tried desperately to present to him 
Russia’s best face. Not only wasn’t it a paradise, it was hell on earth; he came to the 
conclusion that while in France, and in Europe in general, any tyranny is only a transitional 
state, in Russia, it is a permanent way of life. (A sentiment confirmed a century later by 
Winston Churchill.) Behind the mediocre writing skills, de Custine possessed a deep 
discerning mind of people’s motives and fears. He could see through the smoke screen and the 
ostentatious glow of the Russian nobility, to the real relationships of power and submission in 
the society, and the twisted psychology undergirding them. In short, by the time de Custine 
got to collect all his thoughts and notes in a book, he was a completed liberal (in the European 
sense of the word) and anti-authoritarian. 

I wish I had the time to expound on all his insights, but I will leave it to y’all to read his 
book (it’s free online in French and there is an English translation which, unfortunately, is not 
free). Some of them are general for all tyrannies, and those are that are the most relevant to us 
today. Some are apparently characteristic to Russia and its people – although, to be honest, we 
don’t know how much of what is considered “national” character or culture was in fact 
characteristics of tyranny in general which has sunk deep into the character of a nation that 
has never known anything else but tyranny. Either way, the book is worth reading, even if you 
have to endure the boring style. 

The insight I want to take from it in this episode was given early in the book, in chapter 7, 
and it came to de Custine when he was on a ship approaching the port of Saint Petersburg. On 
his way to the Russian capital, his ship sailed through the Baltic Sea all the way from 
Denmark. At the time, the Baltic Sea was a dead sea in terms of economic development and 
therefore maritime commerce; at least compared to the busy waters around England and 
France and the Mediterranean, or the rivers of Germany, France, Belgium and the 
Netherlands. There were no large significant developed cities on the shores of the Baltic Sea, 
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and as far as a traveler could see from a ship, the shores were simply flat marshes with no 
civilized life on them. De Custine called it a “dessert of water.” The Russian Empire had very 
little commerce going through the Baltic Sea; in fact, at the time, despite its aspiration to fit 
into the European cultural and economic life, most of Russia’s international commerce was 
with Turkey and Persia, through the large rivers Volga, Don, and Dnieper. (Not to mention 
that that commerce was of a very insignificant volume. Russia has never had an economy to 
match its geographical size. Even today, Russia’s GDP is less than the GDP of Texas and is 
comparable to the GDP of the Houston-Corpus-Beaumont industrial region.) In addition, the 
Baltic Sea is frozen or otherwise closed to navigation six months of the year. The only two 
large nations bordering the Baltic – Sweden and Prussia – kept no large maritime forces there; 
there wasn’t anything significant to protect. From a military point of view, there was nothing 
in the Baltic Sea that would be of any strategic importance to require the presence of a large 
Navy. 

And yet, as his ship was approaching Kronstadt, an island fortress in the bay of Saint 
Petersburg and a base of the Russian Navy, he was presented with what he called a “forest of 
masts” of military ships anchored at the base or conducting small scale maneuvers in the small 
bay. There was no merchant marine in sight to match the abundance of fully equipped and 
manned military ships, only a few boats sailed by what he called “sailors dirty as Eskimos.” 
(Racial stereotypes were common for Europe affected by the Enlightenment.) Kronstadt – the 
name meaning City of the Crown – had been built not only into a fully operation naval base, it 
also had a large naval academy producing a large number of naval officers every year, whose 
whole career was expected to serve on those same ships – and the ships were never expected 
to engage in any meaningful battle, or any battle at all, just conduct maneuvers in the empty 
waters of the Baltic Sea during the summer, and in the closed space of the Gulf of Finland 
during the winter. Only very few ever went on a mission beyond the Danish Straits, and such 
missions have always been commanded by foreigners, mainly Danish, German, or Dutch; the 
Russian government knew well the low level of professional skill of its own officers and did 
not trust them with long-range operations. The Navy was not meant to achieve any military 
objectives at all. There weren’t any such for Russia, not on strategic level, at least. 

So what was the purpose then of the large navy the Russian Czar Nicholas I had built in 
St. Petersburg? Why the vast expense of money, resources, human capital, and time? 

De Custine figured it out immediately, even as he was writing his notes on the ship that 
was taking him past the forest of masts to the Russian capital: the Russian Navy was meant to 
be Czar Nicholas I’s set of toys. It was a game to him. Or, even worse, it was for show-off. It 
made him feel equal to the European monarchs. The kings of England, France, Spain, 
Denmark, all had their large navies. Even the Netherlands had a navy when it was still a 
republic of separate provinces, when Peter the Great visited it in the early 1700s; and in the 
1830s, even after the devastation of the Napoleonic Wars and the breakaway of Belgium, king 
William I of the Netherlands still commanded a significant navy for his small kingdom. So if 
these kings had their splendid navies, why should the Emperor of Russia lag behind? Wasn’t 
he entitled to have his own navy to play with, and show off to visitors? Who cares if 90% of 
his subjects lived in abject poverty compared to the citizens of the European monarchies at the 
time; not to mention the still existing relations of feudal serfdom and even slavery? Who cares 
if, in 1839, at a time when the European nations were undergoing rapid industrialization and 
modernization of their economies and a subsequent rise in wages and living standards, the 
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Russian czarist government hadn’t even paid yet its debts to its soldiers who fought to defeat 
Napoleon 27 years earlier, in 1812? The Western powers not only had good strategic reasons 
to have their navies; they also had the economies to underwrite the costs for building and 
maintaining them without making them a drag on their economies. Russia had neither the 
strategic reasons for such a large navy, and neither did it have the economic means to sustain 
it without gigantic sacrifices forced on its population. But then, who cares about the 
population? After all, its very capital at the time, Saint Petersburg, was built on the backs of 
hundreds of thousands of peasants forcefully plucked out of their homes and their villages, to 
satisfy the desire of one mad man, Peter the Great, of having his capital built in the tundra-like 
wilderness of the Russian north. Russia had the history of such sacrifices forced on its 
population, and its rulers had the habit of disregarding the plight of their subjects. Nothing 
new under the sun, right? 

(As a side note, de Custine’s assessment of the uselessness of the Russian fleet proved to 
be prophetic. Over the next 80 years, until the fall of the Russian monarchy, the Russian fleet 
never engaged any other nation in a long term naval war, nor had any significant – from a 
strategic perspective – naval battles that would justify the expenses. For this period, the only 
two wars that saw a massive fleet engagement were the Crimean War of 1856 and the Russo-
Japanese War of 1905, and both ended in defeat and utter devastation for the Russian fleet. 
We will talk about the Russo-Japanese War and the failure of racial theories in a future 
episode. During WWI, despite the large scale of the war, Russian ships remained stuck in 
their harbors, or preferred to bombard undefended civilian areas instead of engaging in 
combat; in St. Petersburg, it was the Communist-leaning crews of those berthed ships that 
were the strike force of the Bolshevik revolution. The Soviet Union continued the legacy of 
maintaining many ships for no use. In WWII, the Communist government simply ordered the 
crews to leave the ships, armed them, and send them to fight land battles. For most of Russia’s 
history, its navy was just a practically useless toy; and it has always been rarely combat-
worthy. Our listeners may remember the Russian involvement in the conflict in Syria last 
year, sending Russia’s last remaining aircraft carrier, the Admiral Kuznetsov. Well, I was on 
that ship for a short time in the summer of 1990, when it was still named Tbilisi, a few months 
before it was renamed to its present name. Even then, it was considered badly out-of-date in 
terms of technology; today, it is no better than an antique item. Russia has always had a navy 
just to show off; it was never expected to be of any worth in battle.) 

But de Custine’s insight went beyond the particular issues of the Russian government’s 
psychology; it applied to all tyrannies and all authoritarian regimes. His conclusion was this: 
Tyrannies always demand of their populations – under slogans like “loyalty” and “patriotism” 
and “faithfulness” and others – enormous sacrifices for things and activities that produce 
nothing of real value, except for ostentatious display. After so much effort and expenses, the 
practical results will be minimal; the poor people drafted into such undertakings, or having to 
pay in taxes and dues for them, will receive no improvement of their lot. But the tyrannies 
who lord over them will have their satisfaction that they have demonstrated some greatness, 
built upon human suffering and deprivation and even deaths. Sacrifices for trifles, that’s the 
common factor of all tyrants. 

And it wasn’t limited to Russia. Pre-revolutionary France was known for the ostentatious 
displays of its kings built on great sacrifices of its people. British travelers in the 18th century 
describe women and children in France begging for a piece of bread along the roads, in a 
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country whose climate was immeasurably more favorable to growing foods than that of 
Britain; meanwhile, in the midst of chronic starvation for a significant part of the population 
of France, the palaces and the lifestyle of its kings were immeasurably more opulent than 
those of their English counterparts. The situation was similar in Germany where more than 
three hundred principalities whose princes were competing to show themselves rich and 
prosperous, or military intimidating, on the backs of their subjects. King Frederick William I 
of Prussia, for instance, had an obsession with tall soldiers, so he created a special regiment 
for soldiers that were minimum 6’2” tall. He searched his realm to find every single male with 
such enormous height for his time, and then, when he couldn’t find more, he turned to other 
monarchs and paid significant amounts of money for any such soldier sent to him; or sent out 
emissaries to search for such tall men and impress them into service by any means necessary, 
including force and fraud. One of his tallest soldiers, the Irishman James Kirkland (7’2) was 
signed in using false promises. His tallest ever may have been the Finn Daniel Cajanus, whose 
height was between 7’8” and a little over 8’ tall. Most of these men were unfit for battle 
because of their gigantism, and the regiment never saw a single battle in its 130 years of 
history. But Frederick William I personally drilled them and trained them every day, and even 
had them march through his bedroom when he was on his sickbed. Visiting foreign dignitaries 
were made to watch the regiment march in formation as part of their visit; the king was trying 
to impress them. Life in the regiment was so dull and purposeless that many of the soldiers 
tried to desert or even committed suicide. But hey, the king had his toy to play with, right, and 
nothing else mattered. And he wasn’t the only monarch with such bizarre obsessions. 

The collectivist ideologies that emerged in the late 19th and early 20th century, their 
claims to scientific rationality notwithstanding, continued the same practices as soon as they 
came to power in the 1920s and the 1930s. After all, de Custine’s observations applied to all 
tyrannies, and collectivism, with its disregard for the individual, can’t produce anything but 
tyranny. The Soviet Union started building its gigantic monuments and industrial plants 
almost immediately after the Civil War was over. With three-quarters of the population still 
on the brink of starvation, re-directing investments towards heavy industry and energy only 
meant that the famine of war will continue in peacetime. And it did. Countless millions died 
of starvation in the 1930s, while workers on the gigantic industrial projects of Stalin’s Russia 
lived and worked in horrible conditions. (And some projects were built political prisoners who 
were expendable to the regime anyway and died by the tens of thousands on the job sites.) 
After WWII, the same thing happened: the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe were more 
concerned with building gigantic statues and monuments than with solving the problem of 
food production and housing. Only one of those gigantic statues, Motherland Calls in 
Volgograd, commemorating the Battle of Stalingrad, took 5,500 tons of concrete, 2,400 tons 
of wrought iron, 12 tons of stainless steel and even 2 tons of titanium to build, all in a time 
when the average housing space for a family of three in the city of Volgograd was 200 sqft 
and the daily food rations were barely above the limit of 2,500 calories needed for a person to 
survive. Nazi Germany also had a large program of monument building in a time of severe 
austerity, not to mention the enormous party rallies and military parades where hundreds of 
thousands of people were required to march and demonstrate the power of the Nazi Party and 
its ideology. Speaking of military parades, in the last 60 years, that has been the favorite 
propaganda device of petty dictators around the world, from North Korea to Zimbabwe and 
Paraguay, and even Putin’s Russia in the last 10 years. In all of these cases, the militaries are 
barely combat-worthy and are good for little else than terrorizing civilian populations; but, 
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man, the parades are organized like expensive choreographic festivals. Or you can call them 
Carnivals in military costumes. There is a good reason why Washington DC was built so as to 
not have a special avenue for military parades, like most European monarchical capitals; such 
ostentatious display of men in shiny uniforms has always been contrary to the pragmatic and 
egalitarian original American spirit, informed by the Reformation and its worldview. Trump’s 
desire to have a military parade only shows the degradation of that spirit to the levels of 
African or South American dictatorships and of all dictatorships in general: boss those 
peasants around to make great sacrifices so that some elitist buffoon can show off to other 
elitist buffoons. 

Not only military parades, but real wars can also be – and most often are – a 
manifestation of this instinct of tyrannies. What is a war if not politicians demanding 
enormous sacrifices of their populations – and the ultimate sacrifice of their soldiers – for 
purposes that never serve the ones making the sacrifice? (Remember Lord Farquaad from 
Shrek: “Some of you may die, but that’s a sacrifice I am willing to make.”) Trillions of dollars 
and thousands of Americans lives and limbs later, what’s the tangible benefit of the wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq for the taxpayers and the soldiers who underwrite the bill in money and 
lives? Look at the Social Security Administration: a gigantic expense of bureaucracy for 
management and enforcement, and how close is it to solving the problems it was supposed to 
solve? It is actually going in the opposite direction, having a shortage of $200 trillion in 
unfunded liabilities. Look at our government school system: another gigantic expense, 
producing only more illiteracy and ignorance, while private schools and homeschoolers 
produce a superior product at only a fraction of the cost. How is this possible? The answer 
was given to us by the Marquis de Custine some 180 years ago: all these government 
programs and projects and undertakings have the same purpose as the Russian Navy of his 
time, and that is not to meet real objectives and to solve real problems but to be the toys of the 
governing class, a show off to the world of how powerful, or how compassionate, or how 
caring their state apparatus is. It is all a game of show off, and none of it is meant to produce 
real return on the taxes paid by their subjects. If it seems to you they don’t produce results, it 
is because they were not meant to produce the results you are expecting. But they do produce 
the results the government apparatus expects them to produce. 

But don’t make the mistake of restricting this rule only to state tyrannies. Tyrannies are 
found in every human government, and therefore, this characteristic of tyrannies can be found 
in every human government. 

Take the institutional church, for example. Even in Jesus’s times, that characteristic of 
church tyranny could be seen in the practices of the scribes and the Pharisees, in Matthew 
23:4-7: 

They tie up heavy burdens and lay them on men’s shoulders, but they themselves 
are unwilling to move them with so much as a finger. But they do all their deeds to be 
noticed by men; for they broaden their phylacteries and lengthen the tassels of their 
garments. They love the place of honor at banquets and the chief seats in the 
synagogues, and respectful greetings in the market places, and being called Rabbi by 
men. 

And yet, the result of all these burdens is zero, or even negative, as Jesus says in the 
following verses. These burdens do not lead them into the Kingdom of God, but to the 
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contrary, people are prevented from entering the Kingdom. Useless work and show off for 
nothing, is what the religion of the Pharisees was. 

For centuries, the main struggle within the church was between those who wanted the 
church stay focused and faithful to its task of serving Christ and those who wanted to turn the 
church into just another religious temple obsessed with how it shows off to the world. The 
fight was real as early as the second century AD, even while the Roman persecutions were 
still raging. Tertullian, one of the finest and purest minds of the Church at the time, had to 
deal with clerics who considered institutional subjugation more important than true 
righteousness and justice; thus, demanding of their people efforts and sacrifices that produces 
no progress in the spiritual growth of the Church. A similar spirit was spreading even among 
the laymen in the Church: the persecutions and some twisted theology produced the 
conviction in many people that death in the hands of the persecutors was the most secure way 
to heaven, so scores of young Christians just turned themselves in to the authorities in the 
hope that the authorities would kill them and thus make them saints. While their bravery was 
spectacular, the results for the Church were disastrous; so in many places the church ministers 
had to declare that deliberate martyrdom is no different than suicide. 

Once the church was free of persecutions, another temptation to show off appeared, and 
that was erecting lavish buildings and turning the simple service to Christ into elaborate 
liturgies that eventually made sense to no one, and produced no spiritual value, but required 
gigantic efforts and money. By the time of the Reformation, this had grown into a disease on 
the face of the Church; Luther’s first disenchantment with the Roman Church was not in 1517 
when he posted the 95 Theses but in 1510 when he visited Rome and saw the luxurious life 
the ecclesiastical hierarchy was living on the tithes and offerings and the indulgences the 
regular people in Christendom paid to the papacy. And while the expensive extravagance of 
Rome was not such an issue in itself, the spiritual result of it was not positive at all; in fact, 
Rome was the most debauched city in Christendom, full of prostitution and other immorality. 
The Whore City demanded sacrifices from the simple-hearted commonfolk of Christendom 
only to maintain its opulence, not to serve the purposes of God. Rome was the church 
equivalent to the Russian Navy of de Custine’s time: designed to project a false magnificence, 
while serving no practical use at all. And all that on the dime of the hardworking Christians of 
Europe. 

But why beat on the Roman Church when we have the same problem with our own 
Protestant churches today, and even with those who pass for “Reformed” or “conservative, 
Bible-believing”? On one hand we have gigantic Charismatic mega-churches spending 
millions of dollars on gigantic buildings and mass activities (not to mention private jets for 
their celebrities). On the other hand we have “Reformed” ministries who absorb hundreds of 
millions of dollars every year to run “Reformed” colleges and seminaries and apologetic 
ministries and conferences and multiple formal debates on the same worn-out topics. And 
then we have hundreds of mission organizations sending out tens of thousands of missionaries 
who burn through $2.5 billion every year, in addition to the tens of billions of dollars already 
spent on churches at home. And what’s the fruit of all this? Insignificant. In the United States, 
the church has been losing the cultural war – exactly because none of these ministries really 
had any idea to teach the nation everything Christ has commanded, but only to vaguely 
“preach the Gospel.” (What “gospel” is it without the Great Commission?) In the final 
account, we have all these impressive church buildings and seminaries and organizational 
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structures . . . for what? Only to satisfy the lust for notoriety of a few elitist churchmen, while 
the world around them is abandoned to wickedness and injustice. As I said in “Denethor 
Ministries,” a previous episode of Axe to the Root, we would have done better to spend all 
that money on bourbon instead of on ministries; and the results would be better. 

The family as a sphere of government is not immune to tyranny, and, as such, is not 
immune to manifestations of the same instinct. Here, the instinct can go two ways. 

On one hand, we have families that deliver their children to the state and to the state 
institutions of indoctrination. Most parents have no ambitions for their kids, so they just go 
with the flow, whatever the government schools do with them. Parents with higher 
aspirations, however, expect and encourage their children to excel in areas that would make 
Mom and Dad proud; the problem being that such areas of ostensible achievements in the 
state schools are usually not such as to serve the long-term success of the child. Modern focus 
is almost entirely on athletics, in an economy where the demand for professional athletes is 
rather low. At the same time, areas where success is not as glossy and spectacular – like 
science and engineering – are usually ignored. But it is exactly in those areas that our 
economy is showing signs of increasing labor shortage: starting from mechanics and 
technicians and laboratory workers, and going all the way to engineers and programmers and 
scientists, American companies are resorting more and more to finding employees abroad 
because they can’t find them at home. I talked about this phenomenon in a previous episode, 
titled “Science, Engineering, and the Kingdom of God,” and the poor educational choices 
modern American parents make. Even homeschool parents. In my practice as a math tutor, I 
have noticed that it is usually immigrant families that pick on that void and are sacrificing to 
position their kids to take advantage of the real opportunities. American parents are rather 
concerned with whether their boy makes it to the football team or whether their girl is 
admitted to the cheerleader or soccer team. These may be a reason for personal pride in the 
parents, and they require enormous efforts from the children, but they serve nothing in 
preparing the children for a future of being productive and independent adults. 

And while such parents cripple their children from being independent in one way, other 
families, on the opposite side of the spectrum, cripple their kids in a different way. The 
tyranny of an ambitious soccer mom whose kids are in the public school is rivaled by the 
tyranny of a patriarchal father who homeschools his kids, and wants to make them a perfect 
example for a patriarchal family. So he homeschools them not to prepare them to be 
independent and productive for God (“a man shall leave his father and mother”), but to mold 
them into children for life, eternally dependent on him for their living, their having a family, 
and for their individual purpose in life in general. Daughters are not trained or educated 
outside the basic tasks of the kitchen and of bearing children; thus, they find themselves 
helpless later in life should they remain unmarried or are subject to abuse by their husbands. 
Others are taught that they should stay serving their fathers until they are too old to run the 
chance of finding husbands or even bearing children. Sons are raised with the legalistic 
expectation that they should continue in the professional or business footsteps of their fathers, 
and serve for nothing in their fathers’ businesses. There is nothing wrong with a son who 
wants to continue the business of his father, but this practice is often made into a religious rule 
that stifles the true spiritual and professional talents of the sons, should they be different from 
their fathers’. Just as there are daughters that have been kept at home for years serving their 
fathers, there are also sons who have worked for their fathers decades into their adulthood, 
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receiving not wages as workers but only allowances, as if they are still immature children. 
Such examples are way too common, unfortunately, in conservative Christian circles where 
fathers, and even whole churches, have misunderstood the meaning of the Biblical family and 
have adopted an erroneous view of its restoration in our society. And in all such examples, the 
children are made to commit to significant sacrifices, including sacrificing their future in 
service to God with the talents He has given them, for the maniacal passion of the fathers to 
demonstrate a “true patriarchal family” to the world. For all practical purposes, such 
“families” are no different than the Russian Navy de Custine described: the weaker members 
have to make gigantic efforts and suffer so that the stronger member has his toy to play with. 

I am not going to talk about a solution to this problem that is present in every human 
government. Such solution should be obvious; the removal of tyranny. And for that, we have 
talked in other episodes, and will continue talking. For now, I will assign for reading the book 
we have been talking about: Astolphe de Custine, Russia in 1839. The book is rather boring to 
read because of its literary style; as I said in the beginning, de Custine wasn’t exactly a gifted 
writer. But he had an incredible insight into the psychology of people and governments. Read 
the book. You may find that, in your area of government, you have been committing the same 
sins tyrants commit. And it may open your eyes to the tyranny of our own governments today, 
church and state. 

In your prayer and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to building the intellectual foundation of the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe through translating and publishing Christian books that apply 
the Gospel to every area of life. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, 
and donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Destructive Nature of Collectivism 
That’s what the real covenantal meaning of collectivism is: an ideology which 
subjects individuals to the moral dictatorship of human collectives and/or 
elites, with the purpose of re-educating them into obedient pawns.. 

Assigned listening: Bruno Bettelheim, Informed Heart: Autonomy in a Mass 
Age 

Assigned watching: The Bourne Identity 

 
Welcome to Episode 76 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes our topic will be a hard one to deal with – a hard 
one, at least, in our age in the West today, where stories like what we are going to hear sound 
like they have come from an horror movie, not from the hard reality of the last one century. 
But whether we like to believe that they are real or not, they are real. The last century was 
replete with them, mainly because that last century saw the proliferation and the political 
dominance of the ideologies that produce such stories. I personally lived through some of that 
political dominance, although, only in the last decade before it disintegrated, so I saw only the 
last remnants of those stories. But nevertheless, the society where I grew up was entirely 
conditioned and marked by the fruits of these ideologies and these stories; and I myself took 
long to shake off the impact they had on me while I was growing up. 

But don’t make the mistake to believe that such stories are irreversibly and irretrievably 
in the past, and there is no danger of them happening in our day, on our soil. History is 
inevitably, by the operation of the Holy Spirit, moving upward towards a greater 
manifestation of the Kingdom of God on earth – note well, on earth – but there is no guarantee 
in God’s Word that God won’t visit from time to time the curses of the past upon a nation that 
has forgotten His Covenant, again, as a manifestation of His Kingdom on earth. (A 
manifestation of a Kingdom, after all, includes legal sanctions against its enemies.) Stories 
like what I am going to share, and the tenets of the ideology that made them possible, are 
actually quite common today, even if in a less striking form, and there is very little that 
separates us from having them in its fully developed forms; human nature remains the same, 
after all, and without the restraint of God’s Common Grace, men turn back into monsters. 
“Freedom is never more than one generation away from extinction,” Ronald Reagan said in 
his inauguration speech as a governor of California; but the principle applies to everything, 
not only freedom. Not only is freedom never more than one generation away from extinction, 
the horrors of tyranny – the GULags, the gas chambers, the Holodomor, the prisoners skinned 
alive, the Christians burning as torches for the Emperor’s parties – are never more than one 
generation away from re-appearing, if we forget God’s Word and Law. “It can’t happen here” 
has been the most common, and least successful prediction in the history of mankind. 
Eventually, those who let their guard down because “it can’t happen here,” saw it happen, and 
suffered for it. And their children suffered as well. 

The ideology I am talking about is collectivism. 
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We have mentioned collectivism before in previous Axe to the Root episodes. I have 
mentioned it in other places, especially in relation to the doctrine of Biblical individualism – 
namely, the concept that before God, the individual is a legitimately independent moral entity. 
“Independent” not in the sense that he is not dependent on God for his moral nature, nor that 
he won’t be judged by God for his moral actions; it should be perfectly clear that no Christian 
can speak of such independence. (Although, free-will theologies – Pelagian and Arminian – 
do postulate a certain level of independence of man from God, especially in terms of his moral 
nature.) The meaning of “independent” here is that man’s covenantal standing before God is 
not dependent in any way of his belonging to a human group or collective – family, local 
church, genetic, ethnic, or national entity, social stratum or status, professional guild, political 
party, etc. While belonging to or membership in any such entity or collective may be an 
important secondary or inferior cause (to borrow Calvin’s terminology) for a man’s 
willingness to obey God, or for his training to good works, in the final account, God deals 
with man according to man’s individual standing before God, without any regard for any 
collectives he may have been part of. This understanding of the moral value and significance 
of the individual has been central to the ability of the early church to break from the pagan 
relations or the Jewish traditions of its immediate culture – all early imperial edicts against 
Christianity accuse Christians of abandoning the traditions of their clans or ethnic groups or 
ancestors. It was also central to the doctrines of the Reformation; and from there we have this 
central Reformation doctrine of the Right and Duty of Private Judgment (so conveniently 
forgotten today by all pastors that claim to be “Reformed”). That foundational individualism 
of the Christian faith against any group or collective – and even against the institutional 
church – was aptly expressed by the Anglican bishop and Reformed theologian and teacher, 
J.C. Ryle, in the following words: 

Shall we then be content to err — merely because the Church errs? Will our company be 
any excuse for our error? Will our erring in company with the Church remove our 
responsibility for our own souls? Surely it is a thousand times better for a man to stand alone 
and be saved — than to err in company with the Church, and be lost! It is better to “prove all 
things” — and go to Heaven; than to say, “I dare not think for myself” — and go to Hell! 

It is for this reason the movement for Christian Reconstruction, from the very beginning, 
has recognized that Christian Reconstruction must be grounded in personal conversion and 
conviction, and in individual sanctification and purpose, for any other project of Christian 
Reconstruction to be successful. Men can’t get their families to be in covenant with God 
unless they are individually in covenant with God. Institutional churches can’t be in covenant 
with God unless the people in them are individually in covenant with God first, and only 
through that covenant, in covenant with each other. A nation can’t be in covenant with God 
unless there is a critical mass of socially and politically active people who are each 
individually in covenant with God. There is no substitute for the laborious and unpleasant 
work of evangelizing and discipling the individual; it has to be done for anything else in the 
Kingdom of God to be done – and this is the reason why such disproportionate number of 
Christian Reconstructionists – even those who are not professional ministers of the Gospel – 
have a history of street preaching, foreign missions and evangelism, or street activism and 
anti-abortion ministries. Once we learn to work to convert the individuals, the rest is easy. 
Institutions may come and go, but a converted and discipled individual continues to convert 
and disciple other people his whole life (2 Tim. 2:2). Of course, the work must not stop at 
converting individuals; it must continue to converting whole groups and nations in their 
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judicial and corporate structure and laws. Individualism is not the same as atomism where all 
that matters is internal personal ethics. But before a society is converted, it has to start with 
converting the individuals. 

 

This legitimacy of the individual as an independent moral agent has always been a serious 
problem for all pagan religions and philosophies – and for many heretical teachings in the 
church as well, including the modern churches in America, including the majority of those 
who pass for “Reformed.” To be more precise, the serious problem is this: “How do you allow 
the individual to be a free, independent moral agent with his own will, aspirations, and 
individual purpose, and yet keep your people together, obedient to the same common will, 
pursuing the same common goals, and willing and capable of sacrificing for causes that are 
greater than any individual himself?” Biblical Christianity has no such problem; it has the 
Holy Spirit Who can work both as one and as many; He can have one overriding plan for 
history, and yet, He can figuratively “split” Himself (humanly speaking) into an infinite 
number of abiding places in the hearts of an infinite number of believers, and guide them to 
serve His plan while keeping each individual a free and independent moral agent, acting on 
his own free – but redeemed – will. But pagan and heretical religions and ideologies have 
nothing like the Holy Spirit that can ensure a shared cause and common action across large 
groups of people over long periods of time, while allowing for the freedom of the individual. 
Once the individual is given the freedom to be an independent moral agent, from a pagan 
perspective, chaos follows. It is for that reason that libertarianism – political ideology based 
on the freedom of the individual – is hated by all pagan and heretical thinkers, and even those 
non-Christians who claim to be “libertarian” eventually fall into some ideology of 
collectivism. And it is for that reason why R.J. Rushdoony declared that theocracy is the 
closest thing to radical libertarianism that can be had. But more about this in a future episode. 

The freedom of the individual to be an independent moral agent can lead to only two 
social outcomes: either individuals filled with the Holy Spirit produce a society of 
righteousness and justice for all, where the social order is based on mutual respect rather than 
institutional tyranny, or unredeemed individuals following the lusts of their own hearts 
bringing the society to collapse in lawlessness. Both outcomes together are a powerful 
testimony for the superiority of the Christian faith over all other faiths and ideologies. Thus, 
any ideology and religion that wants to rival Christianity, will have to ensure that the 
individuals in the society do not have the freedom to make their own moral decisions or even 
identify themselves as free individuals. Every pagan ideology and religion will have to chain 
individuals to a group or to an institution, and only allow then to define themselves in the 
context of that group or institution; otherwise there will be no effective means of control. 

And that’s what the real covenantal meaning of collectivism is: an ideology which 
subjects individuals to the moral dictatorship of human collectives and/or elites, with the 
purpose of re-educating them into obedient pawns. Where collectivist bonds have been 
weakened, the Gospel has always had an easy point of entry. I have experienced it personally: 
the fall of Communism (a strongly collectivist ideology) in Eastern Europe in 1989 led to a 
significant awakening of the Christian faith in the 1990s, leading to a situation that is far from 
ordinary in history: a younger generation that is much more religious and open to discussing 
spiritual issues than its parents. (And the parents to a great extent remain faithful to their 
collectivist ideology.) To a smaller extent, I have seen it in my mission work among the 
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Gypsy minority in Bulgaria: the longest preserved thoroughly pagan culture in Europe that has 
remained impervious to Christianity for millennia, because it has always been collectivist: a 
strongly patriarchal clan society where the individual is subjected to the clan and the family. 
(And, as I have often pointed out, patriarchy is always hostile to Christianity, even when it 
pretends to be “Biblical.”) The Gypsy patriarchal society started disintegrating even under 
Communism, under pressure from its collectivist rival, Communism – state collectivism 
against family collectivism – and the social upheavals of the 1990s dealt some even worse 
blows. This dissolution of the collectivist character of the Gypsy society was what opened the 
door for many of us missionaries to enter and bring the Gospel to many ordinary people who 
are now left free to think and act for themselves. Collectivism, thus, has always been a strong 
social tool for opposition to the Gospel, and has been deliberately used by the enemies of God 
to that purpose. 

However, to make an individual – let alone many individuals – lose his individuality and 
personality and submit entirely to an institutional system of power is not an easy task. There is 
the spirit that God has put in every man as part of God’s image in him. That spirit wars 
against any external control by other men. In redeemed men, it is expressed in righteous 
rebellion with the purpose of being free to do God’s will – think Moses’s resistance to 
Pharaoh or David’s resistance to Saul. In the unredeemed, it is expressed in selfish rebellion to 
establish one’s own superiority over others or to simply follow the lusts of one’s heart – this 
Jeroboam’s rebellion against Rehoboam. (Note, however, that even in that latter case, the 
Holy Spirit was on the side of the rebel, not on the side of human powers.) Modern 
collectivists – especially in the modern churches – like to dismiss that rebellion with the 
words, “He just hates all authority.” The truth, however, is that such behavior is not motivated 
by hatred; it is the natural outworking of the image of God in man, just like work and 
entrepreneurship and the desire for knowledge. Granted, such natural outworking may be 
ethically twisted by the twisted image of God in unredeemed men, but even then, it is still the 
natural outworking of the image of God. Man is created to be free of other men’s domination 
and to resist other men; it is in his DNA, figuratively speaking. And such natural instinct can 
only be suppressed by a thorough suppression of the image of God in man. Thus, for 
collectivism to achieve its purposes, it has to suppress the image of God in man, and this 
completely wipe out man’s individuality and personality. And to this purpose, collectivists in 
history have created a number of techniques to mold and shape human behavior in ways that 
will deprive men of their individuality. And understanding these techniques is important to us 
today when we need to spot collectivism in the society around us. 

I will look at several main techniques here, taken from a book by Bruno Bettelheim, 
titled, The Informed Heart: Autonomy in a Mass Age. Bettelheim was an Austrian Jew. He 
graduated in philosophy and history of art from the University of Vienna in the 1930s. Since 
in that period, art was viewed entirely from a Freudian perspective (as an expression of the 
unconscious), a degree in history of art included multiple courses in psychology – heavily 
Freudian – and was naturally considered also as a degree in psychology. When the Nazis 
invaded Austria in 1938, he was arrested and first in the Dachau, and then in the Buchenwald 
concentration camps. Less than a year later, in a very rare gesture of amnesty, Hitler ordered 
the release of several hundred concentration camp inmates for his 50th birthday. Bettelheim 
was one of them. He knew the amnesty would be short-lived, and he immediately got on a 
ship to the US, to join his wife Gina who had already emigrated. In the US, we was able to 
build a career as a psychologist and write several books, among which was The Informed 



ARP#76. The Destructive Nature of Collectivism  619 

Heart. The book is a scientific study into the conflict between human personality and mass 
collectivism, drawing from the 10-month experience he had as a concentration camp inmate in 
Dachau and Buchenwald. 

The following is a summary of collectivist techniques of killing individuality. I have not 
done that summary myself; I am using the work of other authors who reviewed Bettelheim’s 
book. Nevertheless, the summary is correct and it agrees with my assessment after I read the 
book, so you can take it as something I agree with. When you listen about the techniques, 
notice their perverse covenantal nature – they are all about the ethical-judicial nature of man, 
and they are all trying to either destroy that nature, or to completely pervert it to its opposite. 
Bettelheim was a Freudian psychologist, which means, he believed that human behaviors is 
not self-consciously ethical but only subconscious. And yet, when he observed real-world 
interactions, he couldn’t help but see the ethical nature of human behavior. 

1) The first and most basic technique of any collectivist government is to make people 
engage in pointless work. Or, work of no value at all. Work for the sake of the work, not for 
the sake of results. 

For the 12 years of its existence, Nazi Germany employed hundreds of thousands of 
inmates and prisoners of war in its factories, its agriculture, and even in its war effort. 
Prisoners were made to produce ammunition, or food for the war machine, or even brought to 
the front lines and forced to dig trenches and build fortifications. They were treated with 
horrible cruelty; some were even shown movies of how the bombs they were building were 
destroying buildings and people in their home countries. They were forced to sleep and eat on 
their work places, and the conditions were not better than the conditions for the slaves on the 
Roman triremes. And yet, despite all the terrible conditions and cruel treatment, prisoners who 
came out of it were in a fairly good psychological condition, and were capable of recovering 
quickly after the war. The reason: their work still had some value, and they could still count it 
as their personal accomplishment that they built something real – even if they were forced to 
build it against their own cause. 

But the Nazis went further: they made some prisoners do useless work. Or work that 
made no sense. In one such experiment, a group of prisoners was treated fairly leniently, but 
they were told to move a gigantic pile of rocks from one side railroad tracks to the other. As 
long as the prisoners perceived that there was a reason for it – like cleaning the place for 
building something else – they did their work without any problem. After the pile was moved, 
they were ordered to move it back to the place it had been before. And then back again. And 
then back again. When the prisoners started realizing that that was going to be their future, for 
as long as they were kept prisoners, many of them went insane, and some attempted suicide. 
In another such experiment, a group of prisoners was told to dig trenches using their bare 
hands and pocket knives. While working, a pile of new shovels was unloaded from a truck 
and left near the job, within sight for the prisoners. They were never allowed to use the 
shovels, however. Some prisoners dared to ask if they could use the shovels, but were brutally 
punished for it. After several days, the nonsense of having the shovels but not using them was 
taking a heavy toll on the prisoners’ psychology. Within another few days, the Nazis had a 
group that was completely silent and obedient to anything the guards would say or command. 

Doing work without purpose turned out to be a great tool for preparing people’s minds for 
the worse techniques of collectivism. Solzhenitsyn describes similar techniques used by the 
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GULag guards. The US military used them with imprisoned Indian braves during the Indian 
Wars. There is something in working without purpose that is especially destructive to the 
human soul. God has created man to be working, as the ultimate expression of the image of 
God, but he also created him to be an eschatological being, that is, a being that looks to the 
future as a scene of unfolding results of his work. Fruit, therefore, or results, or achievements, 
are central to the fulfillment of man. Make him work, but deny him the eschatology of his 
work – that is, the purpose and meaningful fruit of it – and the image of God in man is 
destroyed. Purposelessness is the beginning of the destruction of man. 

2) The second common technique of all collectivist governments is the introduction of a 
multitude of mutually exclusive rules so that violations become inevitable. 

Remember the murder of Daniel Shaver, a young father of two, in a hotel in Arizona, by 
Philip Brailsford, a cop with the Phoenix PD, back in 2016? Brailsford was acquitted by the 
court despite all the evidence that the killing was nothing less than a cold-blooded execution. 
In the video that was released, the murderous cop could be heard barking commands to the 
victim which were all mutually contradictory, and impossible to follow. Some observers 
pointed to that fact as a damning evidence that Brailsford wanted to create a situation where 
he could have the reason to pull the trigger. What most people do not know, however, is that 
this is an official regular tactic that cops are taught in their police academies: bark as many 
commands as you can within a very short time, while you have your weapon pointed at the 
“suspect,” with the purpose to confuse them and make them obedient to your will. It was not 
something that Brailsford came up with on the spot; it is a technique that has been cultivated 
into him by years of police training. Whether you are aware of this fact or not, whether you 
like this fact or not, American police is not much different than Communist or Nazi police, 
and they use the same techniques to subjugate their victims. Both Communist KGB and Nazi 
SS used it against their prisoners with and astounding success. On a grander scale, the federal 
and the state governments in the US are using it against the general population; the 
proliferation of laws and rules and regulations coming out of Washington DC and of the state 
capitals has two major purposes: first, to make it possible for cronies of government officials 
to get advantage over their politically less protected competitors, and, second, to make every 
single individual guilty of some crime or violation, with the purpose of easier psychological 
control. Ayn Rand called attention to that phenomenon as early as the 1940s: the 
criminalization of all free activity in one way or another, so that there is an officially “legal” 
reason to hold every citizen at a gun point. Then again, the rulers can decide who receives 
grace, and who is punished as an example for everyone else. 

The reason why this works is that man, created in the image of God, is first and foremost 
a moral being. His world is ordered along lines of ethics and justice, not along lines of beauty, 
harmony, expediency, or anything else. He naturally craves for some moral order, but when 
he is separated from God, he can’t – and won’t – try to find his moral order in God. He will 
seek it in the collective. But his moral sense is still there, and he can sense injustice and he 
will rebel against it when he sees it. In order to prevent this, his moral senses – the only thing 
that defines his moral character and his very being – must be confused completely. When his 
adopted or forced-upon source of moral guidance and justice (the state, the collective, police, 
the camp guards, etc.) issues commands that are self-contradictory and mutually exclusive, he 
loses his orientation and his sense of order. The result is a person without individual character. 
He is then easily manipulated to serve the collective. 
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3) The third common technique of all collectivist governments is the introduction of 
collective responsibility. 

It is commonly perceived that collective responsibility diminishes personal responsibility. 
And it is true to a certain extent – namely, as long as the price to pay is low. When the price 
for that responsibility is high, collective responsibility forces the individuals in the collective 
to become each other’s taskmasters, basically doing the work of the prison guards for them. 
Bettelheim gives an example in his book where a unit in the camp was ordered to wash their 
shoes with water and soap. It was not a regular rule, only a momentary whim of an SS guard, 
but the implied threat was if one person failed to obey, the whole unit would be punished. 
Washing the shoes with water and soap left the shoes hard as stone after they dried, and they 
hurt the feet of the prisoners. The guard never repeated the order again, but for many months 
after, the prisoners were making sure that everyone complied. They had become their own 
prison guards, doing the work of their captors. 

Collective responsibility has been used since earliest times in the pagan cultures. The 
modern word “decimation” comes from a form of military punishment in the Roman armies 
with the same name. When a military unit was guilty of desertion, or retreat, or 
insubordination, the unit was broken in groups of ten soldiers, and each group drew a lot. The 
soldier on whom the lot fell was then executed by the other nine, irrespective of his personal 
guilt or responsibility. This severe punishment for the sins or crimes of others made the 
soldiers become keepers – or, rather, slave drivers – of each other. The resulting inflexibility 
in a battle cost the Roman armies a whole lot of casualties, because their soldiers were 
unwilling to retreat and save their power for another day. 

A similar phenomenon can be seen today in America, with the common bias and 
prejudice against Hispanic immigrants among the general population. While there is no legal 
expression of collective guilt or responsibility, there is still the public opinion which lumps all 
Hispanics together for illegal immigration, irrespective of their individual responsibility. This 
collective finger-pointing at the Hispanic minority has led to the emergence of a phenomenon 
that might be bizarre, if it wasn’t just another example of what we talked about earlier: the 
unusual cruelty of some Hispanics to other Hispanics. Those of us who frequently travel and 
work close to the US-Mexico border know that the majority of the Border Patrol staff is 
actually Hispanic. And these Hispanic servants of the federal state are much more diligent – 
and sometimes even cruel – to their fellow Hispanics in enforcing the border laws than the 
non-Hispanic employees of the Border Patrol. In fact, the phenomenon dates back to the 
1960s when the trade unions – mainly Hispanic – of the Marxist activist Cesar Chavez 
organized vigilante gangs to hunt Mexican immigrant workers (“wetbacks”) and beat them 
until they are forced to return to Mexico. (Anti-immigration has always been a Marxist policy, 
even today when supported by conservatives.) Collective guilt, when used to apply pressure 
on a group, leads to internal mutual distrust and control and supervision within the group. The 
individual is then forced to comply with the collective, to the exclusion of his own moral 
convictions or even natural empathy or affinity. 

4) The fourth common tactics of a collectivist government is making people believe that 
nothing depends on them, their conduct, their moral actions, or even their obedience and 
allegiance. 
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Bettelheim gives the example of a group of Czech prisoners. In the first couple of months, 
they were separated from the Jewish population of the camp as “more noble.” They were 
given better rations, and they were not taken to job sites as the Jews. In a few weeks, however, 
the whole group was moved to the worst buildings in the camp, and then taken to work in the 
stone quarry, given the worst jobs where the danger of lethal accidents was the highest. 
Suddenly, without any warning, without any reason why. Then, in a few weeks, they were 
returned to their more comfortable quarters and were spared from heavy work. Then again 
they were moved to the worst building and taken to the quarry. Meanwhile, individuals were 
either rewarded or punished based on the whims of their guards and taskmasters. No one 
could say if they would receive a reward or a punishment at the end of the day, no matter how 
they performed during the day. Their daily and weekly regime was one of a total disconnect 
between their conduct or performance and the reward and punishment system administered to 
them. Within several months, the group was turned into a bunch of psychological cripples 
who could barely remember their names; for all practical purposes, they were no different 
than animals. The Jews in the same camp who were consistently abused for just being Jews, 
remained of stronger psychological condition: they at least knew why they were treated that 
way. 

Part of man’s nature as a moral being is his propensity to view his own life and history as 
a string of sanctions for his moral conduct. This concept of predictable sanctions is a 
fundamental Biblical doctrine (see Deut. 28). In addition to it being an integral part of Biblical 
theology – or following from it – it is also part of our everyday life. Such concepts as 
entrepreneurship, education, upbringing, social order, science and technology, are all based on 
the concept of predictable sanctions – or results – from our actions. It is nothing less than the 
concept of judgment applied to our everyday life. And the concept of predictable judgment in 
the world inevitably leads us to the concept of a Cosmic Judge who directs history and will 
eventually judge history. If such concept is to be exterminated, then the people in the 
collective need to be taught that judgment is never predictable but always chaotic and by 
chance. As in the evolutionary theory. 

5) The fifth common technique was to make people refuse to see and acknowledge 
injustice. 

Bettelheim describes the following example: An SS guard is beating a prisoner. A group 
of inmates is marching by, and as they get close, everyone turns their head in the opposite 
direction to demonstrate that they have learned their lesson to never notice what they are not 
supposed to notice. The guard yells, “Good job!”, for their compliance. 

That technique was especially useful for destroying the souls of the people with their own 
guilt. By remaining silent, they were made, in a way, accomplices in the injustice they were 
refusing to notice. Other psychologists note the fact that survivors of the Holocaust were 
carrying the sense of personal guilt for many years after the war, and that for only one or two 
instances in which they were forced to “not see” injustice done to other people. Many years 
after the war, these people were trying to cope with the trauma of being forced to not raise 
their voice in defense of the weak and oppressed. During the war, of course, this guilt was 
used to manipulate them into submission. Once you become an accomplice by your silence, 
you have very little strength left for any resistance. 
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But don’t make the mistake to think that such technique was limited to the officially 
totalitarian regimes of the last century. The same technique is applied to our own police 
officers today. Behind the thin blue line that many conservatives imagine today, there is, 
within police circles, a thick blue wall or fog of silence, where cops are expected to remain 
silent when their own colleagues commit crimes and injustice. This week was the trial of 
Jason Van Dyke, the Chicago cop who shot the 16-year-old Laquan McDonald in the back 
and killed. The jury found Van Dyke guilty of murder – unusual for a country where almost 
every cop gets away with such an act. What is more important, however, is that Van Dyke 
wasn’t alone when he committed the murder. He was surrounded by at least a dozen of his 
fellow officers. Despite the fact that the victim never exhibited any aggressive behavior, not a 
single one of these other officers did anything to prevent the murder. They just let it happen, 
and made no effort to stop it. The situation is the same everywhere: the supposedly “good” 
cops always just sit and watch when their colleagues commit crimes. They never try to stop 
them. Why? 

Because the same policy of “never see or acknowledge injustice” is inculcated in police 
officers from the very start of their police career. The few cops who have dared stop other 
cops from committing crimes usually become victims of internal revenge; think Serpico. 
Others are simply fired. In 2006, Cariol Horne, of the Buffalo PD, tried to stop her colleague 
Gregory Kwiatkowsky from choking a handcuffed man. Kwiatkowsky then punched her in 
the face for her daring move. And later, she was fired from the Buffalo PD after 19 years on 
the force, just a year before she could get her pension. Her violation? She dared notice and 
acknowledge that injustice was committed by a fellow cop, and tried to do something about it. 
There are dozens of such examples across the country. This is why those good cops never 
materialize when you need them to stop other cops from committing crimes: because the same 
collectivist tactics is at play. 

6) Once a person is trained to not notice injustice, they then develop a new insensitivity to 
injustice. From there, the step is very small to the sixth common technique of all collectivist 
governments: make people transgress all their moral boundaries and commit injustice 
themselves. 

Bettelheim describes the following situation: An SS guard commanded two Jewish 
inmates to lie in a ditch, and then commanded a Polish inmate to use his shovel to bury them 
alive. The polish inmate refused. The guard started beating the Polish inmate, but he still 
refused to do it. Then the guard commanded the Pole to lie in the ditch and told the Jews to 
bury him alive. The Jews, however, complied, and started throwing dirt on the Pole. Right 
before they were about to cover his head, the SS guard stopped them, ordered the Pole out of 
the ditch and the Jews back in the ditch, and again ordered the Polish inmate to bury them. 
This time he complied. Both Jews were buried and died. 

This requirement that a person breaks all his internal moral boundaries is typical for the 
gang structures and the mafia. Committing a crime – usually some senseless murder – is part 
of the initiation ritual in many gangs. It is nothing less than a modern form of human sacrifice. 
As R.J. Rushdoony points out, Molech the god of the Phoenicians was not a spiritual being 
but an impersonation of the centralized state. (Molech means simply “king.”) The sacrifice of 
infants – which requires the parents to break all their internal boundaries of morality and 
empathy and love – was not a magical ritual but a pledge of allegiance to the community of 
the city. Adults who were capable of sentencing their own child to the flames are truly capable 
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of being committed to the collective of the state, and thus were the perfect statist material. 
Anyone who has crossed that internal border would be capable of crossing any other ethical 
border when commanded by his superiors. For a man to become perfectly obedient to other 
men, he needs to become the perfect rebel against God. 

Knowing these techniques is crucial for the modern Christian. Not so much because 
we want to remember the gory details of the past; but because, in one form or another 
collectivism continues raising its ugly head today, trying to brainwash individuals and lead 
them astray. Whether collectivism in the state, or collectivism in the church, or collectivism in 
the family, we are still fighting the same beast that is trying to control the actions of every 
individual (Revelation 13:17). As Christians, we ought to be capable of discerning that spirit 
and its manifestation in our society, and actively work to purge our society of it. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Bruno Bettelheim, The Informed Heart: 
Autonomy in a Mass Age. It is not an easy book to read; at times, it is harder than 
Solzhenitsyn’s GULag Archipelago. In addition to it, I will recommend watching a movie: 
The Bourne Identity. Why do I recommend that movie? Because it has a very important 
underlying philosophical theme, namely, that even when a man is so deeply conditioned 
through technological manipulation to become the perfect obedient collectivist machine, he 
still has his moral senses, and can still triumph over all collectivism. It is a good movie in this 
regard, I think. 

In your giving and prayers, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe by translating and publishing books that apply the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ to every area of life. Go to Bulgarian Reformation.com, and subscribe to our 
newsletter to find out how we do missions in way that is practical and comprehensive. And 
also,, if you find our work important, consider donating for more translations and publishing, 
and other educational projects we have. God bless you all. 
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 Perpetuating Problems for Profit 
If you want to summarize the practical ideology of cultural pessimism, it is 
this: Every solution must be by default incomplete and temporary; the 
problems stay forever. And let me tell you, folks: There’s money in it. Huge 
money. 

Assigned reading: Restoring America, Joel McDurmon 

Welcome to Episode 77 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I will try to save you money. And save money 
for the American church in general, and may be even for the American conservatives in 
general. We are talking tons of money here, not just a few thousand dollars. We are talking in 
the billions. Yes, billions of dollars donated or paid by American Christians and conservatives 
to different causes and organizations, like NRA, HSLDA, ADF, the various pro-life 
organizations, etc., only to be wasted, and only to have a society that is much worse than it 
was before that money was spent. And despite the obvious failure to win the causes 
supposedly advanced by these organizations, American Christians and conservatives continue 
to donate and pay even more money, expecting different results from doing the same things. 
There are a number of those organizations that are supposedly conservative or even Christian, 
whose professed goals are to be Guardians, that is, to protect us, the individuals, from the 
ever-encroaching totalitarian state. And they have become rich on our money, and yet, they 
have been losing the battle, step by step, little by little, with every year. We will shortly see 
how this scam works. 

Before we start, let me return you to a previous episode of Axe to the Root, Episode 6 – 
one of the earliest episodes, titled “Denethor Ministries.” In that episode, we talked about the 
fact that modern American Christians spend billions of dollars in donations to ministries 
headed by churchian celebrities, and there is nothing to show for that money. Every time I 
mention this fact to modern Reformed Christians, they agree with me and they start pointing 
to people like Joel Osteen, Kenneth Copeland, and other hyper-charismatic preachers. But the 
truth is, these hyper-charismatic ministries and celebrities are way poorer than many 
supposedly “Reformed” and “conservative” and “Bible-believing” ministries and celebrities. I 
mentioned a few of those in the episode: Franklin Graham with about $120 million a year in 
revenues, John MacArthur with over $70 million, Albert Mohler with over $30 million, etc. 
Numbers like this beat most of the hyper-charismatic preachers, and yet, for some reason, the 
majority of Reformed Christians are never capable of grasping that John MacArthur, for 
example, rakes in 2 to 2.5 times more than Joel Osteen. In general, when it comes to revenues, 
non-charismatic, supposedly “Reformed” celebrities beat the whole TBN Channel cast. 

Anyway, the problem is not that so much money is given to them. The problem is rather 
that there is nothing to show for it. As I pointed out in that episode, even the very celebrities 
we are talking about admit that for the last decades Christianity in the US has deteriorated and 
weakened, and has become incapable of making a difference in the world. But that’s on their 
watch, for the same period they have been taking all that money and building their ministries 
with it. They have been the teachers and leaders of Israel all these years. They have been 
training pastors and theologians and church leaders. They have been doing all these gigantic 
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conferences in those fancy air-conditioned buildings. So what do they have to show for the 
money we have paid them, again? What has come out of all these expensive activities? A 
decline. In that episode I made the supposedly scandalous remark that we could have had 
better results if we had spent all that money on bourbon instead. (Boy, did I get some flak for 
it.) But is it really scandalous to say that? Look at the churches in China, Eastern Europe, 
Africa, Latin America. Compared to our own churchian celebrities, they operate on almost 
zero budgets, and yet, in many of those places, Christianity has been winning people and has 
been changing cultures. Perhaps, judging from the facts, we should have spent our money 
somewhere else, and may be then we would have some victory here in America, don’t you 
think? 

In that episode, I also pointed at the real reason why they produced such negative results 
for all that money: namely, their pessimistic eschatology. “It shall be done to you according to 
your faith,” Jesus said in Matthew 9:29, and this principle applies to more than healing: “The 
righteous shall live by faith.” When your expectations are that you will lose in history and on 
earth, and the only real victory in the world you can have is as remote as the end of history, it 
will be unto you according to your faith: you won’t see any victory, or progress, or increase 
from your efforts in history. Your own faith will doom you to a life of fruitlessness and 
stagnation. Even when you have some victory or increase, you will consider it just a 
temporary thing, and you will be psychologically prepared for greater defeats. And that’s what 
has been happening to these ministries. That’s why I called them Denethor ministries: after 
the character from The Lord of the Rings, Denethor, who was given the important and 
powerful office of Steward of Gondor, but whose eschatology was pessimistic and defeatist. 
So when the final battle came, he had no moral strength to lead his troops into battle, and went 
insane. 

What is more important for our topic today, however, is not those ministries, but their 
listeners. Namely, what the impact is of such pessimistic ideology on their listeners, and how 
it informs their social action, and their political action as well. And, as a consequence of that, 
how it informs their spending of their money for political and social causes. It should be 
obvious that when you have millions of listeners who have been intoxicated with such 
pessimistic ideology for decades, they – and the whole society, influenced by them – wouldn’t 
have any optimistic expectations for the future, right? They wouldn’t expect any victory in the 
cultural realm. They wouldn’t expect any victory in the political realm either. Even if they 
happen to witness some victory in the political or cultural realm, they would expect it to be 
short-lived, and the future still full with more struggles, and an inevitable decline into more 
social, cultural, and political evil. If you want to summarize the practical ideology of cultural 
pessimism, it is this: Every solution must be by default incomplete and temporary; the 
problems stay forever. 

Let me repeat this, in case y’all missed it: 

If you want to summarize the practical ideology of cultural pessimism, it is this: Every 
solution must be by default incomplete and temporary; the problems stay forever. 

And let me tell you, folks: There’s money in it. Huge money. 
Let me explain why. 
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How does one make money today? I mean, in an honest way, not by crime or government 
extortion (forgive the tautology). There are three main categories of money making: 
production, commerce, and maintenance. Production is, obviously, producing new economic 
value out of raw resources which have no value for the end user (that’s why they are raw). 
Commerce is bridging the gap between those who have the economic value and those who 
want it – whether that gap is geographical, or financial, and temporal, it is still a gap. And 
maintenance – which today is the largest part of our economy in terms of people employed – 
is preventing that economic value from deteriorating. You can think of maintenance as the 
“keep” clause of God’s command in Genesis 2:15 when He put man in the Garden: cultivate it 
(create new value) and keep it (prevent the old value from deteriorating). Part of that 
maintenance is prophylactics: taking the necessary measures to prevent or slow down the 
natural wear and tear. (Think changing the oil in your car.) The other part is repair: restoring 
the economic value of an item after it was made useless by natural or unnatural causes. Or, to 
put in a fancier way: problem-solving. People pay good money for problem-solving these 
days. 

Now let’s say you want to start a career in repair. What is it that you need to make 
money? Well, of course, you need people who have broken things. That is, people with 
problems to solve. The more, the better: your market niche will be larger, and you get to 
expand. But you have a problem: people who buy things, prefer to buy higher quality of them, 
that is, things that will break more rarely. And those on the production side are eager to 
oblige, because – well, because they have to run against competition, and the competition will 
be doing the same. 

What is your solution? Well, there are several possible solutions, but the one that first 
comes to mind is known to serious economists as “the broken window solution.” Yes, yes, I 
know there are some not-so-serious economists who call it “the broken window fallacy.” But 
we know that, from the perspective of a certain part of the economy – the repair sector, that is 
– it is rather a solution, not a fallacy. And what does that solution say? It says that it is good to 
break windows from time to time, so that people who specialize in repairing windows have 
business – and thus, you know, keep the economy running. If you want to visualize it, watch 
Charlie Chaplin’s movie, The Kid. The movie shows exactly how it is done. Keep in mind, 
though, that The Kid was a century ago. We are in the 21st century now, and we may want to 
have an automatized window-breaking in order to keep us having business. Or automatized 
creation of any kind of problems. That would solve our economic problems, as many 
economists would tell you. 

Now, what are lawyers? Lawyers are repairmen. They are paid to fix things. I mean, not 
your TV or your car or your plumbing or your Windows 10. The thing they fix is more 
impalpable: your judicial standing before the courts. They do not create new value: you are 
born in a state of innocence before the courts, as far as a truly just society is concerned. (Take 
note: innocence only before the human courts, not before God.) It takes some sort of event, 
some damage, to have your judicial standing impaired – either you have to commit a crime, or 
you have to be accused of a crime. Or, a crime has to be committed against you – although, in 
this case, normally, you shouldn’t need a lawyer; the state through its public prosecutor is 
supposed to be your protector, after all, since you are the victim. Either way, in the normal 
course of events, you shouldn’t need to worry, if you are not a criminal, and therefore you 
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shouldn’t need a lawyer. Which means, a solid, righteous, and just Christian society should be 
a good news to you: most probably, you won’t need a lawyer your whole life. 

And that was the case in Christendom for centuries. Not that Christendom was the ideal 
society, but it still had certain social and judicial standards which made lawyers rather 
needless. Those who went into law were considered rather low class. In the literature of Great 
Britain and the United States of the late 19th century, the phrase “penniless lawyer” occurs 
way too often. (Horatio Alger’s fans among our listeners will remember, “Mr. Manning was a 
penniless lawyer.”) Being a church preacher was considered much more promising and 
rewarding financially than being a lawyer. Back in the 18th century colonial America’s 
colleges, lawyers and pastors studied the same subjects for two years, then lawyers were ready 
to pass the bar and start their practice; pastors had to study for two more years before they 
could graduate. There was really not much work for lawyers, mainly because the society was 
closer to the Biblical ideal, and the civil government was limited to its judicial functions. In 
such a society, court cases were mainly over crimes committed by individuals against other 
individuals, or civil disputes between individuals or between companies. And many of these 
disputes – or even criminal cases – were regularly resolved outside the courts, through civil 
arbitration. 

This started changing at the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century. Since 
the French Revolution, the abandonment of Christianity as the underlying ethics for the social 
order brought back the pagan ideas of the state as the ultimate owner of the society; thus, the 
executive state of the ancient pagan empires was revived as a concept under new names. By 
the time of WWI, most Western nations had switched to it, and the state was now increasingly 
reaching out to executively control every aspect of man’s life and society. This introduced two 
major changes to the judicial process: First, it instituted a new participant in the judicial 
process: the executive state. It has been there before, of course, but it only acted in relation to 
its servants – individuals who have taken the oath to serve as representatives of the state in 
justice, war, and diplomacy. Now everyone – oath or not – was by default a servant of the 
state and therefore liable to be dragged to court by the state. That’s why we have so many 
court cases that list The United States or some state or some other government entity as one of 
the parties. And, second, the judicial process changed its purpose from maintaining the peace 
between private entities (individuals and associations) to establishing the supremacy of the 
state in all relations. A man now could not just mind his business and get along and not need a 
lawyer. He was now subject to tens of thousands of executive and administrative rules that 
made him a criminal by default, unless he obeyed them all to the tee. 

This change was great news to all lawyers. Men were not born free and innocent 
anymore. They were born enslaved and guilty by default, and they would need lawyers to help 
them maintain their judicial status all their lives. The executive state was to the guild like the 
kid in that Chaplin’s movie to the glass repairman. Or even more than that: a constant 
automatic barrage of stones on every single window in the neighborhood. That is, more work 
than all the existing repairmen could handle. In 1870, lawyers were still rather lower middle 
class. Within 50 years, in 1920, they were among the richest men in America. Jeremy 
Bentham quipped once that the power of a lawyer is in the uncertainty of the law. Under the 
growing executive state, the law became so complex that uncertainty became its most 
prominent characteristic: depending on how one could interpret and re-interpret the law, a 
man could be both innocent and a criminal for the same actions. And since the government 



ARP#77. Perpetuating Problems for Profit  629 

prosecutors are always eager to prove themselves by taking the worst possible interpretation, 
lawyers found a gold mine in being hired to find the best possible interpretations. Throughout 
the 20th century, the law profession became one of the most valuable of all, and law education 
became more expensive than even medical education. 

With the money came the social influence. And with the social influence came the 
political influence. Alan Dershowitz remarked once that “It’s every lawyer’s dream to help 
shape the law, not just react to it.” That dream has been coming true more and more 
throughout the 20th century. As of today, 36% of the members of Congress are lawyers – in 
case you thought Congress was a realistic representation of the American public. Congress, 
the Senate, and the different departments of the executive currently hire more than 40,000 
lawyers to “shape policy,” which means to determine what new laws they are going to hit 
American citizens with every year. Think about it. Tens of thousands of lawyers shaping laws, 
which then these same lawyers must be hired to sort out and clarify, so that the average Joe on 
the street stays clear of jail. Spiffy, heh? Imagine tens of thousands of glass repairmen shaping 
the laws of the country. How long do you think the average lifetime of a window pane would 
be? 

In short, the broken-window policy is the official philosophy of our government today. 
Except that the “windows” are the legal standings of hundreds of millions of individuals. They 
are legislatively kept in a broken condition every single day, so that lawyers have work to do. 

Enter the Guardians. 

It was in the 1960s and the 1970s when a number of people started awakening to the 
reality of the growing executive state. (To the shame of the church, unbelievers took 
leadership. In fact, the hippies were far more conscious about the dangers of totalitarianism 
than the average church-goer. The churches in fact supported the growing socialist state. 
Many even supported Roe v. Wade.) And the solution most people were comfortable with was 
the creation of lobbyist organizations who would be the lawyers of the people against the 
state. Like, the state has its own lawyers who shape laws so as to break everyone’s windows 
so that there is more work for lawyers. The people will have their own lawyers who will be 
there on Capitol Hill, who will lobby against laws that break windows, and thus protect the 
people. One group of lawyers will make money out of window-breaking laws. The other 
group of lawyers will make money out of striking down window breaking laws. Simple. And 
the people don’t have to do much, just pay their own group of lawyers in donations – after 
they have paid the government’s group of lawyers in taxes – and they will have their rights 
and interests protected. 

The NRA is a textbook case of that shift. It was established in 1871 with the purpose to 
improve the marksmanship of the average American – after it was assessed that the Union 
armies scored one hit per every 1,000 shots they made, and that was not good enough. So, at 
the beginning, the organization was concerned with setting up ranges and teaching Americans 
to shoot properly and accurately. In 1934, however, they established their Legislative Affairs 
Division, and – mark this one – that division testified before Congress in favor of the first 
gun-control law, the National Firearms Act. Makes sense, after all: you hire lawyers, and the 
lawyers want to help shape a law that would make many individuals criminals, so that the 
lawyers can then defend them in court. For the next 40 years the NRA lobbied for one gun-
control measure after another. In 1968, it stood in support of the Gun Control Act, a law that 
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was entirely motivated by the Black Panthers Party demonstrating around government 
buildings. The NRA’s position at the time was strongly leftist and anti-Constitutional, namely, 
that the Second Amendment did not protect individual rights but only applied to organized 
state militias; we know what party today supports such interpretation of the Bill of Rights. 

The NRA changed its position only around 1975. By that time, the Legislative Division 
had taken over the organization, and the organization had little to do with the original concept 
and purpose; it was devoted mainly to lobbying now. In 1975, the NRA started a shift towards 
protecting those rights that it helped erode for the previous 40 years. Now that the laws were 
passed, and a legislative momentum was established, the NRA now took the other side to 
defend it against those same laws and against that same momentum. All of sudden, overnight, 
the NRA became a strong Second Amendment defender. Forty years of breaking windows . . . 
now’s the time to shoulder strap that pane holder and soften some caulk, and go repair them. 
For a fee, of course. 

The 1970s and the 1980s saw an increased number of such lobbyist and political 
organizations emerge. Other gun rights lobbyists also emerged. The efforts of Jerry Falwell 
gave the start to Moral Majority, and an increased awareness of the injustice of abortion. 
(Before that, most churches either didn’t care, or some – like the Southern Baptist Convention 
– even supported it.) That led to the emergence of various pro-life groups and organizations. 
Some were practical and sought real measures to end abortion: like Operation Rescue. Most, 
however, took the path of political lobbyism. The National Right to Life Committee was 
established as early as 1968, but many of its chapters were set up in the following two 
decades. In 1983, the Homeschool Legal Defense Association was founded, with the purpose 
of political lobbyism and legal defense of the right to homeschool. Different other 
homeschool organizations appeared as well in different states. In 1990, Ray Sekulow 
established the American Center for Law and Justice to protect human and civil rights. The 
Alliance Defense Fund was established with the same purpose in 1993. Etc., etc., etc. The rise 
of the executive state in the first half of the 20th century created a demand for lawyers who 
would protect the individual from that state. Such demand for lawyers was not present before 
the early 20th century. In the second half of the 20th century, lawyers moved in to meet the 
demand. 

So, the question now is this: Now that we have the understanding that the individual 
needs to be protected against the state, how are his new defenders supposed to go about it? 
What is the most effective way of freeing the individual from the state? 

The answer should be obvious to anyone who can think logically: If we had freedom for 
the individual before, and if the dangers to his legal status came later with the introduction of 
the numerous laws of the executive state, then, duh, the best way to protect him is to return to 
the old ways of the old days, right? After all, we are all “conservatives,” n’est-ce pas? We 
should be all about restoring the good old days. We didn’t have laws about regulation and 
control of guns; and we had freedom about guns, so there wasn’t any danger of violating any 
gun regulations. We had zero laws about schools and education; so there wasn’t any danger of 
violating laws about homeschooling. We had zero laws about carrying an ID; so there wasn’t 
any danger of being arrested for no ID. We had zero laws about taxes and tax exemptions for 
non-profit organizations; so there wasn’t any danger of having to deal with soulless tax 
collectors, or be careful what you say from your pulpit, or of messing up your tax return. To 
summarize, our liberty did not consist of having the right laws or the right government action 
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in enforcing them. It consisted of having no laws outside outlawing criminal behavior (an 
attack on life, liberty, or property), and having no government action outside the courts. True 
liberty, after all, consists in having very few laws. 

Or even better than that: true liberty consists in having no laws that define when, where, 
and how you can exercise your liberty. And in giving the government neither the right nor the 
prerogative to define your liberty, period. The fewer laws we have, the more liberty. The more 
limited the scope of our laws is, the more liberty. That’s why the Law of God in the Bible is 
called “the perfect law of liberty” (James 1:25), because it is limited to only Ten 
Commandment a few dozen case laws. The Talmud says that there are 613 laws in the Bible, 
but the truth is, the majority of them are multiple repetitions of the same laws; so the real 
number is probably not more than 100. (Compare this to the tens of thousands of laws and 
regulations that the federal government produces every year. And that excludes the ones 
produced by the local governments.) And none of these laws give any executive power to the 
state; in fact, even the power to wage war is a judicial, not an executive power, and war was 
declared by judges in the Bible, for specific crimes, not as an executive policy of the state. 
(On the executive state, listen to my lectures at the Freedom Conference in Tucumcari NM 
last year.) You don’t violate God’s boundaries, and you don’t violate other people’s 
boundaries; and the Law of God doesn’t say anything about the state’s boundaries. The state 
is not supposed to impose boundaries on individuals (other than the ones God explicitly 
imposed), nor make any demands of God or of men. That’s the perfect Law of Liberty. 

Given all this, what do you think a lobbyist of a lawmaker is supposed to fight for, if they 
want to protect or restore liberty? That’s right, they should fight for – or lobby for, or vote for, 
or speak up for, or evangelize for – the repeal of all laws that give the state power over 
individuals. We want to protect the liberty of gun owners. Good. The solution is to lobby for 
and demand the repeal of all gun control laws and regulations, starting from the National 
Firearms Act of 1934. We want to protect businesses from socialist regulations. Good. The 
solution is to lobby for and demand the repeal of all laws that regulate economic activity. We 
want to protect homeschooling families and private schools. Good. The solution is to lobby 
for and repeal all laws that get the government involved in the business of education. Etc., 
etc., etc. If you are honest in your professed mission to defend liberty, your only job must be 
to fight for the repeal of all laws that give the government power or control over any aspect of 
life. Any other activity would qualify you as either self-deceived, or dishonest. 

So, is that what all these organizations have been doing? Not at all. To the contrary, all of 
them have been busy lobbying for more and more laws, defining finer and finer points of how, 
where, and when we can exercise our liberty – all in the name of protecting us, of course. The 
lobbyist efforts have expanded enormously, and all these organizations have been absorbing 
billions of dollars, and yet, the result has been more laws and less liberty. 

Take the Home School Legal Defense Association, for example. Until the 1980s, most 
states did not have laws that regulate education. That made it possible for homeschooling 
families to teach their kids without any interference from government bureaucrats. States like 
Texas that had such regulation provisions for education, did see pressure from educational 
bureaucrats on families (and in the Leeper case, homeschooling was protected only when the 
court struck down some of the government regulations). But such states were in the minority. 
The majority of the states had no regulation of education, and homeschooling was simply a 
traditional form for many families, especially in the rural areas. Private community schools 
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(not run by any government) and parochial schools operated independently of any government 
regulation or supervision, and had no problems. The hippie movement created a number of 
homeschooling families and communes who had their own volunteer schools, and were not 
harassed by the government. Most of the reaction against homeschoolers in the 1960s and the 
1970s was limited to a few urban areas where regulations existed. (And in fact, some of the 
reaction came as the result of the actions of church ministers who hated homeschooling and 
reported Christian homeschoolers to the state.) There was reaction, of course, but it was not so 
widespread, and the right solution was the removal of all regulations. The HSLDA, however, 
focused on active lawmaking with the purpose of creating new education laws in every state, 
including where they had not existed before. The purported idea was to create legal defense 
for homeschoolers. But in reality, such new laws and regulations only cemented the state as 
the new authority to define education. The laws became multiple and thus uncertain; and 
remember, the power of a lawyer is in the uncertainty of the law. Homeschoolers became 
“protected” through a system that broke windows at every step and therefore required a glass 
repairman at every step. And the HSLDA was always there to provide expert repair services. 

Similar was – and still is – the situation with the NRA. Remember the murder of Philando 
Castille in 2016 by Jeronimo Yanez. The NRA remained silent on the issue for a long time, 
even though Castille was a registered gun owner. After the NRA got criticized publicly for its 
silence, Dana Loesch of the NRA offered the excuse that Castille should have put his hands 
on the wheel first (even though he was only reaching for his driver’s license), and later 
changed the story to that Castille was carrying his weapon illegally, because he was in 
possession of marijuana. In other words, the NRA declared that they believe that the simple 
text of the Second Amendment must be ignored in favor of the theory that the government 
should set when, how, and under what circumstances individuals can exercise their Second 
Amendment liberties. It shouldn’t be a surprise, though, given the history of the NRA and 
their theory of “responsible carrying,” which means, carrying subject to limitations by the 
government. The NRA never lobbied to restore the legal status of weapons to what it was 
before the National Firearms Act of 1934; to the contrary, they have worked hard to pile new 
laws and regulations over old laws and regulations, all designed to make it harder and harder 
for an individual to carry a gun and yet remain “legal.” Gotta break those windows. 

The ADF went even father: they tried to convince people to break their own windows. In 
an initiative in the last 10 years, they called pastors to send letters to the IRS openly declaring 
that they are going to be preaching on politics and thus violating the Johnson Amendment. 
The IRS has been reluctant to track pastors for the Johnson Amendment anyway, but this 
placed many pastors within the IRS’s cross hairs. The ADF, however, never called for the 
obvious solution: the abolition of the IRS. The solution was sought within the same system, 
with just newer and newer regulations and amendment. 

And the same situation can be seen with the various pro-life organizations: the very term 
“pro-life” today means simply lobbying for regulations on abortion, not for the total abolition 
of abortion. That is, it simply means “pro-death within the limits of the law.” 

There are many more examples, some more prominent, some less, on state and county 
level, but in general, lobbyist organizations that claim to protect individuals against the 
different levels of government. The pretended objectives never really materialize. The 
individuals are never really protected, only under a heavier burden of regulations that create 
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more and more problems. And in all these more and more problems, there is more and more 
need for lawyers to come in and sort it out. For a fee, of course. 

And yet, the paying public continues to ignore the fact that the promised victory is never 
closer than the last year, or than 10 years ago; but is, in fact, much farther away. We can’t 
even imagine returning to the freedom of the 1970s, let alone to the freedom of the 1770s 
anymore. The problems pile up, the lawyers make their money, and Christians and 
conservatives seem to not notice the scam. How is this possible? 

It is possible because of the Denethor ministries. Specifically, because of their 
eschatology. When your eschatology is pessimistic about the victory of the Gospel in history 
and on earth, all you expect on earth is eternal problems – including in the political realm. 
Any victory will be by default temporary and limited. Any loss will be permanent and 
sweeping. All we can do in history is fend off the enemy’s forces until Jesus comes. Until 
then, we can have no victory. 

It is not difficult to see why such eschatology will be the best eschatology for lawyers: if 
you believe that victory will never be possible in history, and if you believe that problems are 
here to stay and multiply, then you believe that it is normative for your window to always get 
broken – and in fact, to be broken more frequently, every day. When an organization works to 
make sure that you never really get victory but your problems multiply and get worse over 
time, this won’t raise your suspicions. To the contrary, it will be normal for you. And then, it 
will be normal for you to expect that nothing can be done about it except for paying your fees 
to lawyers to protect you, until Christ comes back. What else can you do, after all, given that 
there can be no victory this side of the Second Coming? 

In other words, if you are looking for conspiracies, no need to look at Soros or some 
world cabal of powerful bankers. The conspiracy is much closer to your home, and much 
more mundane and obvious: liberal lawyers working for the government who help shape the 
laws, conservative lobbyists who claim to be “protecting” the public but actually lobby for 
more power to the government to define and limit our freedoms, and evangelical and 
Reformed pastors who keep their listeners convinced that there is no other way, because there 
can be no cultural or political victory this side of the Second Coming. 

What is the solution to this? The solution must start from where the problem started: 
namely, the theology and the eschatology of the modern churches. The crippling effect of the 
theology of  escape and defeat can be cured only by abolishing that theology in our pulpits, 
and replacing it with a postmillennial eschatology of victory: that history is the progressive 
manifestation of the victory of Christ on earth. Our normative expectations must be 
expectations of victory – not only in our personal lives, but in the society and its laws as well. 

The next step is the de-funding all organizations that have proven to part of the problem 
by never actually solving it. Not only the NRA, the HSLDA, the ADF, or the various pro-life 
organizations, every single lobbyist and law institution and organization must be thoroughly 
examined by Christians and conservatives in respect to its true ideology and track record. If 
there is no expectation of quick victory – by repealing laws that limit liberty, not by making 
new laws that define it – and if there is no plan for quick victory, that organization’s true goal 
is to continue profiting from perpetuating problems. Such conduct must be penalized by 
Christians by  de-funding. And in fact, the de-funding must be extended to the pastors who are 
part of that conspiracy. Any church that preaches anything less than victory for the Kingdom 
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of God in history, or any church that is not doing anything in the culture to achieve that 
victory, must be denied funding until it either changes its preaching or its leadership. Christian 
money can’t go to causes that only strengthen the enemy, and enslave the people of God. No 
more broken-window solutions, and no more theories that justify institutionalized window 
breaking. 

And the third step is, we need to lay the foundations for our own alternative culture with 
alternative solutions to everything. But this is a matter a different episode, or may be even a 
book. 

That book is Joel McDurmon’s Restoring America, One County at a Time. Joel has done 
an enormous job in describing how we can take back America without having to rely on an 
elite of lawyers and politicians and pastors to restore the liberty this country was once known 
for. Make that book a required reading in your family and your church, and among your 
bourbon-and-brisket buddies (or your pumpkin-spice-latte buddies, if you prefer). And then 
find ways to act on it. 

Also, as usual, in your prayers and giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe by translating and publishing books that bring the Gospel to 
every area of life. We do not preach defeat, and we do not preach constant problems. We 
preach that the victory of the Gospel is inevitable in history, and on earth. And we are 
working to achieve. Help us give Christians in Eastern Europe the tools to achieve it. Visit 
Bulgarian Reformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate for a cause that is worth 
it. God bless you all. 
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  Trade Wars and GDP Growth 
“What does the GDP growth of the last one quarter tell us about the economy, from a 

Biblical perspective?” 

Assigned reading: The article by Robert Higgs, titled, “Regime Uncertainty.” Published 
in The Independent Review, Volume 1, Number 4, of Spring 1997 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/trade-wars-and-gdp-growth/  

Welcome to Episode 78 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will be covering an area of life that is 
normally not considered to be “part of the gospel.” At least according to modern pastors and 
theologians, who just love to separate the world and the life and society of man into two areas: 
“this is the gospel,” and “this is not the gospel.” Of course, there is a reason for their dividing 
the world into “gospel” and “not gospel,” and it is the good old motive of power and power-
mongering. But we will leave that to another episode. Suffice to say here, from the position of 
the Bible – and from the position of Christian Reconstruction – there is nothing that is outside 
the scope of the Gospel. All of life is covenantal, which means, all of life is ethical-judicial. 
All of life is subject to issues of good and evil, and therefore all of life falls under the 
judgment of God. Christ started his Great Commission with the words, “All authority has 
been given to Me,” and charged the disciples to teach the nations all He has commanded 
them. And all His commandments are given in the whole Bible, and they cover every aspect, 
and every area of life. And the description of the Gospel in 1 Cor. 15 ends with all things 
being subjected to Him. And “all things” means “all things,” not just the few religious topics 
pastors and theologians like to babble about. 

Including the economy. The economy of a nation is also subject to the Gospel and is part 
of the Gospel; it is part of that all that He has commanded us. Economic decisions – whether 
individual or corporate or national – are ethical, they are either good or evil, and they are 
therefore subject to the Law of God. And, mark this, individuals and nations are either blessed 
or cursed for their economic decisions, according to whether the decisions were good or evil. 
Issues like forms of property, wages and profits, investments and consumption, economic 
growth, money, money supply, and banking, stock markets, government interference, taxes 
and regulations, government control over the job market, etc., are part of that all authority 
given to Christ. To exclude these from our Biblical, Gospel-centered analysis of our society 
today will mean to truncate the Gospel and to limit the power and authority of Jesus Christ in 
the world today; and with this, to allow areas of free reign for idols and false ideologies – and 
injustice. These need to be addressed from a Biblical, covenantal perspective, and we as 
Christians need to call for repentance and redemption in all these areas just like we call for 
repentance and redemption in the personal life of men. (Besides, what does personal 
repentance of an economist, or a businessman, or a government employee look like in his 
professional endeavors?) 

What I want to talk about this week is GDP growth and trade wars. I was asked to cover 
this issue some time ago, but I didn’t get to it until now, and in fact, now is a very good time 
given the news of the last several weeks. First, of course, we have the great news of two 
quarters of high – and rather unexpected – GDP growth: 4.1% for the second quarter of 2018, 
and 3.5% for the third quarter of 2018. (Keep in mind that this is extrapolated for a whole 



ARP#78. Trade Wars and GDP Growth  636 

year, it is not for the specific quarter. Thus, the second quarter’s real growth is a little over 
1%, and the third quarter’s is a little less then 0.9%.) Now, Donald Trump is using this for his 
self-propaganda, claiming that there has never been growth above 2% with the previous 
administration. That is not true. Obama had three quarters better than that: 4.7% in the 4th 
quarter of 2011, and then 5.1% and 4.9% in the 2nd and 3rd quarters of 2014, two consecutive 
quarters of extraordinarily high GDP growth. (Again, remember, this is all extrapolated, not 
absolute.) Obama also had six quarters of above 3% growth, and they were quite consistently 
spread. On real annual basis, out of 8 years in office, Obama had 4 years of above 2% growth, 
3 years of about 1.6% growth, and one year of negative growth, -2.8%, but that was his first 
year, arguably a left over from the previous administration. I say this not as some sort of 
eulogy for Obama or a defense of him; just keep it in mind before you get swayed by the 
current propaganda coming from the White House. Figures don’t lie, but don’t let liars figure 
it for you. 

This GDP growth coincided with another economic news, namely, Trump’s trade war 
against China, Canada, the European Union, and pretty much the whole world, in fact, over 
tariffs, and specifically over tariffs on steel. From previous episodes of Axe to the Root, you 
know my view on these tariffs: they are nothing more than another example of corruption, 
boosting the profits of crony capitalists not by increasing productivity, but by robbing the 
public. Domestic steel producers in the US held 75% of the market anyway; the only thing 
they did after the tariffs were introduced was to increase their prices and make their customers 
pay more. This increased cost for their customers created problems for companies who are 
traditional exporters – who now lost their export base – and for domestic companies that sell 
to the domestic market, so now the US consumers will have to pay higher prices. It also made 
US companies buy lots of inventory from China in anticipation of the tariffs, which diverted 
resources from investing in productivity. (More about this later.) In addition, China declared 
their own tariffs in response, which made a number of American businesses lose their export 
contracts – especially agricultural producers in the Midwest. Which, of course, created better 
opportunities for agricultural producers in Mexico and Brazil, who are now having a heck of a 
year moving into markets lost by American agricultural producers. To which the Trump 
administration responded with declaring a $12 billion bailout for farmers – which, however, is 
absolutely insufficient to cover the long-term cost of lost markets. (And in the trade with 
agricultural products, it sometimes takes decades to get established in the market – ask the 
Texas ranchers about.) There are also certain conditions to the bailout which leave the smaller 
producers out. Not to mention the irony that, for example, the two largest pork-producers in 
the country that qualify for the bailouts – Smithfield Foods and JBS – are Chinese and 
Brazilian-owned, respectively. And they are not the only foreign-owned firms that would 
profit from the bailout – under the rules of the $1.2 billion initial purchase of foods, there is 
no way to tell inventories bought from Mexican or Canadian farmers from those bought from 
US farmers. The confusion the Trump administration created is so perfect that it is worthy of 
being mentioned in Joseph Heller’s Catch-22. Previous presidents have also had their 
moments, but we haven’t seen such ineptness and chaos since Jimmy Carter. 

Then there is the curious case of the actions of the Chinese businesses and government. 
The Chinese government did put up an air of retaliating against Trump’s tariffs with their own 
tariffs. Now, American companies responded to the tariffs with increased imports before the 
tariffs hit, to stock their inventories with cheaper steel and other materials. But there was no 
corresponding action on the Chinese side: at least not as active as expected. Chinese importers 
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did not rush to buy US goods in anticipation of the increased Chinese tariffs. It was almost as 
if the Chinese businesses were told by their government to hold on until second notice. That 
second notice came just this last week: the Chinese government announced that they would 
lower the tariffs for all imports by 20-30%. On the surface, it looks like the Chinese 
government has surrendered and has done Trump’s bidding to lower their tariffs. In reality, 
however, a few important details paint a different picture. First, the Chinese did it only after 
American exporters lost their markets in China, and after American importers rushed to buy to 
stock up their inventories. This both opened the Chinese market for non-US producers and 
gave the Chinese economy a significant short-term financial injection. Second, the lowered 
tariffs apply to all imports, and not only to those from the US. Which means, the Chinese 
government practically told the whole world that they have an open door to complete against 
American producers on Chinese soil. And, third, the lower tariffs come at a time when the 
Chinese government is in the process of further de-regulating its manufacturing. Lower costs 
plus lower regulation will make it even more attractive for American companies to outsource 
to China; the resulting prices will be low enough to cancel the effect of the US tariffs, and so 
the Chinese will continue having good positions on the US markets. In short, the Chinese 
government played the game of, “We will do what you want us to do, technically, but we will 
do it in a way that will hurt you more than it hurts us.” 

 
Or, to make it even clearer, the Chinese government seems to have learned the lesson of 

the last 150 years of European history: The best way to win a trade war is to lose it. Or, even 
better, to lose it at the right moment, when your opponent is worked up to fight it to the end. 
Meanwhile, the Trump administration is operating on obsolete feudal ideologies of two 
centuries ago. 

And to all this we need to add a last but very important element of the picture: the 
financial markets. I know, quite a few Christians eye the stock market with suspicion: is it 
real, and does it really have anything to do with the economy? I am not going to cover this 
issue here. But there is a curious thing happening there: starting in January this year, the stock 
market has been in constant turmoil, after experiencing a relatively stable growth for several 
years. The Dow Jones almost hit 27,000 in January this year, and then collapsed by over 10%. 
It tried again in September, and collapsed again. However you want to interpret this, one thing 
is sure: investors are running from investments and are liquidating their inventories the 
moment the prices go above certain level. As a stock market specialist said recently, “Stocks 
do not lie. They reveal people’s psychology.” Something is happening, and it is not good. 

But there is still the objection: no matter what we say about the Trump administration, the 
GDP has been rising by more than 3.5% on an annual basis for two consecutive quarters. How 
do you explain that? And what does it mean that the GDP is growing by so much? And what 
we supposed to make of the stock market signals? And how are we supposed to understand all 
this within a covenantal frame of interpretation? Let’s look at it. 

What is GDP, or Gross Domestic Product? 

GDP is the aggregate market value of all goods and services produced in certain territory 
over the course of a certain period, usually a year. Remember Robinson Crusoe from our 
earlier episode of Axe to the Root titled “The Nature of Economic Growth.” The amount of 
berries Robinson gathers every day is his GDP for the day. (Given that Robinson doesn’t 
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import any value from other places, and all of this value is produced by him.) If Robinson 
spends half of the day making a pole and the other half gathering berries, then his GDP will be 
the sum of the work put in the pole plus the amount of berries he gathered for half day. If we 
move to more realistic examples, the things get a little bit more complicated. If you are a 
shoemaker, and you are making 500 pairs of shoes a year, your annual GDP will be the 
market value of these shoes, but discounted by the cost of the materials you bought from other 
people. Those other materials were already existing value, so your GDP will be only the value 
you created above the sum of the value you “imported.” A nation’s GDP, then, will equal the 
market value of the final goods and services provided, not including intermediary or imported 
materials and services. It is what total value we as a nation produce over one year. It will 
include all the consumer goods we produce. It will also include all the services we produce. It 
will include all the investments in machinery and organization of production that increase 
productivity per capita. It will include all the scientific and technological research and 
discoveries. It will include entertainment and art. It will include all the government services – 
although, admittedly, given that all these services can be provided at much lower prices and 
higher quality at the free market, they will be highly overrated in calculating the GDP. It will, 
however, exclude all the imports, and it will exclude all the intermediate materials used to 
produce final goods. And it will exclude financial investments: stocks and bonds are only 
transfer of deeds, not production, and the money paid for stocks count as “product” only when 
the company uses it to make investments. 

There are several ways of calculating GDP, and all of them should lead to the same 
figures, except that there are always errors in calculation. I will omit mentioning all of them, 
and I will only focus on the simplest – and according to the US Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
the most reliable – methodology. It is called the Expenditure Approach, and it takes in account 
the final uses of all goods and services. The formula is this: 

GDP = Consumption + Investment + Government spending + Export – Import 

It should be quite clear: our total product is equal to what we spend on consumer goods 
plus what companies spend on investment in productivity plus what the government spends 
(someone must produce it for the government to buy it), plus what people abroad spend on our 
goods (exports), and from all this, we need to subtract what we spend on other nations’ 
imports (because they were not produced here in the US). 

What is GDP good for, what does it reveal and what doesn’t it reveal? And is it reliable as 
an economic indicator? It is reliable, as far as its purpose goes. But it is also limited, and often 
does not give the information people think it does. For one, it does reveal the total production 
of a territory over a certain period. When we say that the GDP of the industrial area 
Beaumont-Greater Houston-Corpus Christi equals that of Russia, that speaks volumes about 
the economy of Russia (140 million population) vs. the economy of South East Texas (10 
million population). When we take the product and divide it by the population, we can 
calculate the mean productivity of an area; which goes under the name “GDP per capita.” 
Although, our number may differ from the real productivity, given that we don’t know how 
many hours of productive work has the average worker worked. (A modern, highly productive 
plant may have been idle for most of the year and will show low productivity, while workers 
in some backward place may have been forced to work 16 hours a day in primitive conditions, 
and may show higher productivity.) 
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One thing that GDP can’t reveal is the living standard of the average person in the nation. 
Of course, under normal circumstances, there is a high correlation between living standards 
and GDP per capita. But remember, GDP includes government services and expenses. If a 
nation has high productivity but its government uses all this high productivity to produce 
expensive weapons and stockpile them (or drop them on other nations), then the living 
standards of the nation, measured in produced goods and services, must be discounted by the 
product which goes into building those weapons. Yes, I know, the workers who produce them 
may still be paid, but the market will have fewer consumer goods for the money they may 
have. 

And still another thing that GDP can’t reveal – and this is the most important of all for the 
purposes of this episode – is whether the nation is long-term oriented in its economic 
activities, or is short-term oriented. GDP is an aggregate, and it is neutral in relation to the 
question of whether the product of the nation was focused on consumption, or on investments. 
Why is this important? 

To answer this question, the listeners of Axe to the Root need to go back to Episode 7, 
“The Nature of Economic Growth.” In it, we saw the example of the simplest possible 
economy, Robinson Crusoe on an uninhabited island. The most important question Robinson 
faces is whether he wants to continue with this subsistence economy, or whether he wants to 
grow it. But for him to grow it, he needs to forgo present consumption and spend some of his 
resources (time and food, or even go hungry for a day) to create tools that will increase his 
productivity: a 15ft pole, traps for goats, an enclosure for the goats, a frame for drying fruits, 
etc., etc. His time and resources can’t be spent simultaneously on producing food and on 
producing tools; he needs to decide how much consumption he is willing to forgo, otherwise 
he will have no economic growth. However, from the perspective of GDP, we won’t be able 
to tell if Robinson has worked on productivity or on consumption; his activities on any single 
day will be marked as the same GDP whether he was busy making the 15ft pole or foraging 
for berries. 

And why is this important? Because, only by knowing what Robinson put his efforts into 
the previous day – consumption or investments – we will be able to predict what his GDP will 
be the next day. Obviously, if he put his efforts into foraging, he may have gone to bed full 
and happy, his next day’s GDP will be the same as the previous day’s. But if he put his efforts 
into investing in productivity, he may have gone to bed hungry and unhappy, but his next 
day’s GDP will be higher. And we don’t just want to measure the GDP of yesterday. We want 
to know what it tells us about tomorrow. 

So, what does the growth of the GDP of the United States in the last two quarters tell us 
about tomorrow? A few days ago, Bob Bryan, analyst at Business Insider, put up an article 
which breaks down the GDP growth for the last quarter into different categories, in order to 
find out what it tells us about the future. And here’s what he discovered. 

First, he points out that, indeed, the US GDP grew at a faster pace than expected: 3.5% 
instead of 3.3%, on an annual basis. That in addition to the previous quarter when it grew by 
4.1%. But, as I mentioned above, the GDP numbers are a neutral aggregate; they don’t tell us 
what has grown and what hasn’t. Inside this 3.5%, there are some not so good facts about the 
direction our economy is taking. 
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The most obvious thing in it is that trade was the greatest drag on the economy in the last 
one quarter. Remember, when calculating GDP, exports are a plus, but imports are a minus. 
So when a country has a negative trade balance, this will affect the GDP: the GDP will be 
lower by the difference between imports and exports. Remember how Donald Trump 
constantly proclaims that his purpose is to make the world by American-made goods, and 
correct the trade deficit between America and the world? Well, in the last one quarter, that 
deficit actually became even worse, with the gaps between imports and exports widening even 
more. The reason, as we said earlier, was that US companies, in anticipation of the tariffs, 
rushed to fill their inventories with still cheaper materials. Such rush was not observed on the 
Chinese side, or on the side of any of America’s trading partners, whether the European Union 
or Canada or Mexico or Brazil or anyone else. For all practical purposes, Trump’s tariffs gave 
the world a significant financial injection in US dollars. If those economies were thinking of 
investing in new production facilities, this is a good time for it, while the American economy 
is simply piling up inventories. (And inventories are not investments, they are simply future 
consumption.) 

The trade deficit was so gigantic that it actually dragged the GDP down by 1.8 percentage 
points. To give you an idea of what that means, it means that if the trade balance had 
remained neutral (at zero), we would have had a GDP growth of whopping 5.3% percent on 
an annual basis – something that hasn’t happened in the US for over 20 years! Apparently, 
whatever gains Trump thinks the US economy will get from his tariffs, will be simply making 
up for the deficit created by those same tariffs within the last six months. 

Building up inventories, as I mentioned earlier, is not investment. It doesn’t change the 
productivity of the economy. Whether the inventories are full or half full, won’t change the 
rate by which the economy produces goods and services. So, in the dichotomy between 
investment and consumption we talked before, building up inventories must be counted on the 
side of consumption. The money that the producers spent on inventories can’t be used for 
building new production facilities – at least not until sometime in the future when these 
inventories are used for the production of consumer goods and then sold to the buyers. The 
question, however, is this: will the buyers in the future have the larger quantities of money to 
buy these consumer goods? It is good that we are preparing to produce more consumer goods. 
But what if the market runs out of purchasing power to buy them? 

This question is very relevant to the situation, given another insight from Bob Bryan’s 
article, namely, that almost all of the GDP growth in the last quarter, and in the quarter before 
it, came from increased consumption. Or, as economists call it, “strong consumer confidence.” 
But “consumer confidence” is nothing more than the propensity of the consumers to spend 
more than save, an in fact, to be willing to go deeper into consumer debt. This fact is really 
startling, and should worry us immensely if we care about the future of America: almost all of 
the GDP growth of the US for the last quarter came from increased consumption, not from 
investments or trade. You may want to call it “consumer confidence,” but let’s call for it what 
it is: it is consuming the capital base our economy has built up so far. Purchases of consumer 
goods and services made a total contribution of 4.7 percentage points to that growth of 3.5%. 
That is an enormous increase. Where did the money for it come from? 

Part of it, of course, came from Trump’s tax plan which went into effect in January this 
year. In general, it reduced the total tax revenues from income taxes by $2.5 to 3 billion a 
month. Apparently, all this money went into consumption; or, to be precise, into buying 
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“durable consumer goods,” like TVs, furniture, clothing, etc. – the spending on such goods 
jumped by almost 7% (on an annual basis, again). People got their tax money back, and guess 
what they did: they didn’t invest it; they bought stuff. But this $2.5 to 3 billion a month can’t 
account for all of the increased consumption. Where did the rest of the money come from? 

 
From the stock market. 

Remember what I said earlier about the stock market this last year? The Dow Jones hit a 
record high of almost 27,000 in January and then collapsed by 10%. Then it climbed up again 
in October and collapsed again. This is not small money that is at play here and it can’t be 
easily dismissed; we are talking about a total market cap of trillions of dollars. What reality do 
the movements of these trillions of dollars reveal to us? 

Stock prices go down under one simple condition: there are more sellers than there are 
bidders. That is, those who are holding that stock want to get rid of it. They believe it is 
overpriced, and they want to get the money for the stock. Either they don’t believe the stock is 
going to perform well in the future (remember, a stock price is entirely calculated on the basis 
of subjectively expected future dividends), or they value current consumption more than the 
future dividends. In general, when the stock market is going up, that means that more people 
forgo current consumption and seek future dividends. When the stock market is going down, 
that means that people prefer to spend the money right away; or that, at the most, they put 
their money in short-term debt instruments, which are all tied to either private consumption or 
government spending, not to long-term equity. I mentioned “consumer confidence” above; let 
me give you the other name for “consumer confidence”: investor’s pessimism. 

This is the reason why the stock market has been on such unpredictable roller coaster for 
the last one year: because millions of people who normally save some of their money by 
buying stock (which has been the reason for the rising stock prices: rising demand), have now 
decided to rather spend their money on consumer goods instead. Why they do it is of no big 
significance: whether they do it because they don’t believe the stock market will perform, or 
because they just want to buy new things, is of no consequence. The result is the same: higher 
consumption, lower investment. 

(And, keep in mind, some at least may do it because they know and expect that prices of 
consumer goods will go up with the new tariffs. Trump’s tariffs will hit not only companies, 
but individual consumers as well.) 

So we have enormously increased consumption for the last two quarters which made the 
bulk of the increase in GDP. It is not that we are producing more; we are consuming more of 
what has been produced. You can’t expect consumption to grow the economy; if it could grow 
the economy, then starving Ethiopians should be able to grow their economy by just eating 
more. If it is absurd to tell Ethiopians that they need to eat more in order to grow their 
economy, then it is also absurd to think that higher consumption is really economic growth. 

To that growth in consumption we need to add the growth in another one of the 
components: government spending. Government spending grew by about 5% on an annual 
basis, and added about 0.7% to the GDP growth. Which is quite alarming: if the government 
lets us keep more of our tax money but increases spending, that can possible mean only one 
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thing: that the government deficit spending is increasing. Our kids will have to pay in the 
future for our GDP growth today. 

 
But what happened to investments? Didn’t they grow as well? 

They didn’t. Investments remained flat. Although, when we break them down, we see 
another rather alarming picture. Investments in equipment and real estate dropped by 8% 
(again, annual basis). Which means that US companies have refrained from investing in 
higher productivity, or even from maintaining the old facilities. Perhaps because they are 
planning on closing them due to the increased cost of steel, as several automakers already 
announced. American families also refrained from investing in the real estate market – either 
because they can’t afford it, or because they find current consumption more attractive. 

What increased by 8% to make up for the drop in investments was what the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis calls, “investments in intellectual property.” That is, Americans and 
American companies refrained from investing in real estate and production facilities, but they 
bought computer programs. Remember when Franklin Graham, while shilling for Trump, said 
that there was no pride in being a programmer, but the real pride was in being a factory 
worker? Well, the US market proved him wrong: Looks like the real value is in being a 
computer programmer, while we are going to be losing factory jobs. Franklin Graham’s 
nonsense aside, there is a good reason why Americans invest in software: It is not subject to 
tariffs. A software company can outsource to India, China, Bulgaria, Estonia, Zambia, and the 
product they get will come over the Internet, and can’t be taxed with tariffs. Thus, the price of 
software is closer to the real market price. To invest in building a new plant will take buying 
steel; and since steel is now taxed additionally, it will be overpriced on the market, and 
therefore the investment won’t make sense. 

I think we covered all of it, right? Remember, GDP is the sum of the following 
components: Consumption, Investments, Government expenditures, and Trade (Exports minus 
Imports). In itself, GDP is just an aggregate, and it is neutral in relation to these components 
and what they tell us. We need to look at each one of them separately in order to know what is 
happening. 

So let’s summarize what we see in all these components as applied to the GDP growth of 
the last quarter: 

Consumption was the largest motor behind the GDP growth. Americans went out and 
bought as many things as they could, increasing their consumption by 12% (on an annual 
basis) compared to previous quarters, which added close to 5% to the GDP growth. People 
took their extra money from tax savings, and also took their money from selling their stocks, 
and put it into consumption. 

Government spending was the only other component that increased. 
Trade was negative: imports outweighed exports by such a gigantic margin that trade 

added the whooping negative 1.8% to the GDP growth, something that hadn’t happened for 
many decades in the US. (Ironically, it happened under a president who vowed to fix 
America’s trade deficit.) 
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Investments remained flat. But in that flat, there is a nuance. Investments in equipment 
went down by 8%. What balanced it was investments in intellectual products (mainly 
software) which went up by 8%. We have no increased investments in production facilities. 
The promised opening of new jobs might need to wait for a while. 

And in addition to it, we have been involved in a trade war against the whole world, 
which jacked up the prices for many goods and materials that are essential for our economy, 
while losing foreign markets for US exporters who had spent decades in investments to win 
those markets. At the same time, our opponents seem to have learned the lesson to lose the 
trade war before we do, and thus drive down their own costs in the race for increased 
productivity. 

In summary: Our GDP is up. But that’s not necessarily good for our economy. We may 
be in the position of the farmer who decided to eat more than usual, only to find out that he 
has eaten his last seeds. 

The reading assigned for this week will be an article, not a book. But it is an important 
article which you don’t want to miss, if you want to understand the dichotomy 
consumption/investments and its importance for the economy. The article is by Robert Higgs, 
and it is titled, “Regime Uncertainty.” It was published in The Independent Review, Volume 
1, Number 4, of Spring 1997. You can find the PDF online. It is 31 pages long, and, as most 
writings by Robert Higgs, it is worth every word. 

In your prayers and giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe by translating and publishing books that bring the Gospel to 
every area of life. We do not limit the Gospel to a few spiritual propositions; we take it to bear 
to every place where curse is found. Including the economy – because we know that, 
Biblically, the economy is the sum of the moral decisions of people in the society. And we 
speak about it from a Biblical perspective. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our 
newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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  The Little Ice Age 
The worldview of a culture is revealed in the way it responds to calamity. 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/the-little-ice-age/   

Welcome to Episode 79 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will go back in history to talk about a very 
significant event which, unfortunately, has never been covered by your history textbooks. It 
was certainly not covered by mine when I studied world history. My history textbooks, of 
course, were all written from a Marxist perspective, based on the Marxist view of history. 
Your history textbooks, most probably, were written from a Western secular perspective, 
based on the Western secular view of history . . . if there is such a thing in the first place, of 
course. All secular views of history are always forced to ignore certain significant historical 
facts, for a very simple reason: their view of history doesn’t allow for the existence of such 
facts. To be precise, their presuppositions about reality do not allow for such facts. All secular 
views of history are materialistic and naturalistic; that is, they presuppose that the only valid 
causes for historical trends and developments are those causes that are material and “natural.” 
Secular philosophy and historiology (historiology or historiography is the philosophy and 
method by which we study history), so, secular philosophy and historiology reject all 
interpretations of history that would involve any supernatural acts of God that would direct 
history. Of course, our listeners would know that, given the presuppositions of the secular 
thought. But there is another presupposition of secular thought that many Christians are not 
aware of: Secular historiology rejects not only all interpretations that presuppose a divine, 
supernatural agent, it also rejects all interpretations that presuppose any covenantal frame for 
history. And remember what “covenantal” means? It means “ethical/judicial,” that is 
conditioned upon and revolving around issues of good and evil. Thus, whatever happens in 
history can never be allowed to be the product of the self-conscious ethical and judicial 
decisions of men, based on some standard of ethics. Whatever ethics men have, and however 
consistently they apply it, has no bearing on the course of history. (As a side note, this view is 
not peculiar to secular historians; it is also shared by the majority of modern pastors and 
theologians. Yes, even your pastor in your church; odds are, if you examine him, you will find 
out he has the same philosophy of history as secular historians. But more about it in a 
different episode.) 

Such anti-covenantal view of history is so prevalent that with all the books on history we 
have today,  we have almost none that employ a covenantal philosophy of interpreting history. 
I have been asked hundreds of times, “Do you have a good Christian book on the history of 
this or that historical event or period?” And I never have one that I can recommend; because, 
even Christian historians have fallen prey to the same secular interpretation of history where 
history is the product of impersonal, natural forces, and the ethics and the worldview of a 
culture have no bearing on the history of that culture. Marxists see the determining factor of 
history in economic forces (or, more precisely, in the developing tools of production), racists 
and nationalists see the determining factor of history in the genetics of men (and we will see 
in a future episode why modern secular libertarians like Lew Rockwell and Stephan Molineux 
also adopt racism as their frame of interpretation), modern liberals see the determining factors 
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of history in the environment (climate, geography, etc.), and modern theologians just adopt 
any of these secular philosophies when they try to interpret history, if they ever do. 

It is for this reason I have always said that R.J. Rushdoony’s book, The Foundations of 
Social Order, is the most unique book ever written in the history of Christendom. If there has 
ever been a book that completely, unapologetically, and uncompromisingly interprets history 
covenantally, it is that book. It is not just a supernatural interpretation (“God moves history”), 
it is also a covenantal interpretation, namely, “God moves history through the worldview and 
the self-conscious action of men who were redeemed by His Gospel and influenced by His 
Word.” Of course, there are other books that touch somewhat on a covenantal approach to 
interpreting history: for example, Max Weber’s The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism, or Deirdre McCloskey’s Bourgeois Dignity, and a few others, but nothing has 
ever been close to Rushdoony’s consistency in applying it. 

Either way, to make a long story short, secular historians don’t like mentioning some 
important historical events exactly because these events, and the consequences of them in 
history, have no explanation in terms of secular historiology. And once we look into these 
historical facts, we may find out that they only fit a covenantal frame of interpretation of 
history. 

And the historical event we are going to cover this week is one of them. It was not 
something insignificant. It continued for 5 centuries. It had very abrupt, disastrous, and 
profound effect on the Christian civilization in Europe. It is well-documented; we have 
hundreds of thousands of historical documents that inform us about it. But it is seldom 
mentioned, except in marginal books and theses that don’t make it into the official textbooks 
and lesson plans. And there is a reason for it. 

That historical event is the Little Ice Age, a historical period of unusually cold climate 
that can be loosely dated from the early 14th century and continued until the last decades of 
the 19th century. But let’s start from some earlier dates, to have some context. 

Do you remember those ancient Greek paintings and engravings of several centuries 
before Christ, and the clothes worn by the men depicted in them? If you have seen them, you 
probably remember them, because they are all either naked or almost naked. I won’t go into 
the philosophy of nakedness here, but I will ask another relevant question: What climate did 
they have to have to be comfortable with such fashion? Modern Greece’s climate is 
Mediterranean, but it is certainly not tropical, and the winters can be quite cold. And yet, the 
Spartan society was known for the fact that their boys trained in military schools and were 
naked all year round. By the way, the girls, too. How did they survive the winters? 
Meanwhile, a number of Greek authors mention lions living in Europe at the time, not only in 
Greece but also as far north as Thrace (modern Bulgaria and Romania), Pannonia (modern 
Hungary) and Sarmatia (modern Ukraine). There is also evidence that other tropical and 
subtropical animal species – as well as plant species – lived in those areas as well. But how 
could they survive? I grew up on the Balkans and I can tell you, winters to the north of the 
Balkan Mountains can be quite harsh, and the climate is certainly not conducive for having 
lions, or antelopes, or anything that in modern times live south of the Mediterranean. 

The conclusion of all historians, therefore, is that the ancient world enjoyed a much 
warmer climate than we have today. Or, at best, its coldest period – between the 5th and the 
4th centuries BC – was similar to our modern times. What is sure is that starting in the early 
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3rd century BC, the Mediterranean – and the whole world, in fact – experienced a period of 
unusually warm climate which lasted for about 7 centuries. Remember the Punic Wars and 
Hannibal’s crossing the Alps with his elephants in the late fall of 218 BC? The reason he 
could do it was because of the mild climate in that period. Every time you read the history of 
the Roman Empire, remember that all of the expansion of the Empire – as far north as 
Scotland – happened in a period of very warm weather. The growth of the population of the 
Mediterranean was all due to that warm weather: the Roman Empire is estimated to have had 
between 50 and 60 million population, an approximate one-third of the world’s population at 
the time. 

This warm period ended in AD 4th century when temperatures worldwide went down by 
a little, causing rivers in Europe to freeze in the winter (not recorded before AD 300), which 
made it easier for Germanic tribes to cross the borders of the Empire (the Rhein and the 
Danube rivers) and invade its richer provinces. The cooler period that started in the 4th 
century was most probably the reason for the great migration of the 4th through the 7th 
centuries, forcing many tribes out of their homelands in Northern Europe and Central and 
North Asia. (Think Goths, Slavs, Huns, Khazars, etc.) The same cooling off of the climate 
must have weakened the health of the population of the Mediterranean, for during that period, 
the Roman Empire experienced several outbreaks of different diseases, most of which were 
probably different strands of the flu. This weakened the Empire – in addition to its political 
and moral decay – and led to its ultimate demise in the West and retreat in the East. The Goths 
and the Germans who settled the west proved to be more resilient physically – and also, 
spiritually, after their conversion to Christianity. 

The cooler period continued for about 400 years. Warm weather came back in the early 
800s, this time with a vengeance. The so-called “Medieval Warm Period” turned out to be the 
most productive period in the history of Europe and the Mediterranean. The population of 
Christian Europe – which would exclude Spain – reached 70-80 million, more than the Roman 
Empire was at the height of its glory. More notably, this growth happened mostly north of the 
Alps, unlike the Roman Empire where most of the growth was in warmer regions around the 
Mediterranean, like Italy, the Balkans, and Egypt. France which was previously devastated by 
a series of invasions – by Germans, Vikings, Goths, Vandals, Huns – not to mention the 
earlier pillage of Gaul by the Roman legions of Julius Caesar himself, experienced such 
demographic growth within just a couple of centuries that it became the demographic center 
of Europe; an estimated 20 million people lived in France only, compared to less than 5 
million in England and Wales. For many centuries, Europe had not been able to feed itself; the 
Roman Empire solved the problem by taking Egypt and importing grain from the valley of the 
Nile. Whoever controlled Egypt, controlled the Empire, because they could control the flow 
of grain and thus starve everyone else. After the 7th century, however, Egypt was lost to the 
European civilization as a bread basket. But the warm period after AD 800, combined with a 
few technological novelties, made Europe self-sufficient in terms of food, and this led to a 
gigantic population growth. 

There are some interesting discoveries of that warm period that may be irrelevant to our 
topic here, but they are worth mentioning in the context of the modern scare of global 
warming. We all know, of course, that Greenland was, well, a green land, and it was capable 
of feeding the significant Viking population it had. Iceland was also much warmer and easily 
approachable by sea: there were seldom any icebergs in the ocean even in the winter. In 
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Scotland, wheat was raised at 800 meters above the sea level; in today’s climate, it would be 
impossible, and wheat can’t be raised at higher than 300 meters above the sea level. 
Switzerland had villages very high up in the mountains, in valleys and basins that today are 
covered with glaciers. (Seriously, archeologists have to dig through 20 to 50 feet of packed ice 
in order to learn about Switzerland of before the 1300s.) England, based on several sources of 
the period, was a center of commercial vineyards and wine production. Art of that period is 
also indicative; we have hundreds of depictions of all four seasons from the period between 
AD 800 and AD 1300, and almost none of them show snow in the winter. Snow did not 
assume a prominent place in European art until the 14th century, and we will see why that 
happened. And while Europe enjoyed a warm period, North America and North Asia did too, 
and we will see late why the comparison is important to us. Archeological evidence shows a 
proliferation of local cultures among the native tribes in North America. And in Asia, the vast 
steppes of modern Mongolia were warm enough and fertile enough to give birth to the 
Mongolian nation, which, within just a few decades in the 12th century, under Genghiz Khan, 
created the vastest contiguous empire the world has ever seen in its history, covering 10 
million square miles, or close to 17% of the world’s land area. By any comparison, the world 
between AD 800 and AD 1300 was a nice place to live, with climate warmer than ever, 
harvests more abundant than ever, and a population growth that exceeded everything the 
world had seen in its history. Anyone who tells you today that we live in a time of “global 
warming,” is either ignorant about history, or is a deliberate liar. You know who I am talking 
about. 

But after 1250, it started changing. Temperatures started falling; not abruptly, but 
gradually every year. The North Atlantic pack ice began to grow, and icebergs began 
appearing on the sea lines between Norway and Iceland, and especially between Iceland and 
Greenland. By the end of the 13th century, contact with the Viking colonies in Labrador and 
Newfoundland was lost. By the end of the 14th century, all Greenland colonies were lost due 
to the inability of the local population to produce enough food to survive. Glaciers started 
advancing in Northern Europe and high in the Alps, bulldozing and burying whole towns. By 
1300, summers stopped being reliable, and crops productivity fell to 2:1 ratio (2 grains 
produced for every one used for seed). In Asia, the Mongol heartland gradually turned from a 
fertile steppe into a frozen desert six months of the year. Kublai Khan’s decision in 1271 to 
move his capital from the traditional Karakorum in the heart of Mongolia to Khanbaliq 
(modern Beijing in China) may have expressed his love for the Chinese culture, but it may 
have also been motivated by the fact that Karakorum, in the middle of the vast Mongolian 
plains, became increasingly isolated from the rest of the Empire due to harsh weather most of 
the year. In North America, the cooling upset the regular hunting pattern of the local 
populations. A number of tribes started moving south, and this created the rather confused 
language patchwork of indigenous languages in North America. In that period, the Navajos 
and the Apaches left their homeland in North West Canada and moved to what is today Texas; 
and they are probably the reason for the migration south of the Aztecs (akin to the Comanches 
in Texas) who in the 14th century created the Aztec Empire in central Mexico. 

ost of this climate change was gradual and imperceptible over short periods. But there 
were some abrupt events that gave a foretaste of what was coming. In 1257, the Samalas 
volcano on the Indonesian island of Lombok erupted, shooting between 2 and 3 cubic miles of 
ash in the stratosphere. (The eruption was so violent, it left for us today a crater 2 miles wide.) 
The ash spread quickly and blocked solar radiation, which made the next year’s crops, 1258, 



ARP#79. The Little Ice Age  648 

the poorest crops the world had seen for several centuries. That ash cleared quickly, but a 
worse event came in several decades. In 1315, or perhaps a year earlier, Mount Tarawera on 
the North Island of New Zealand erupted, and its eruption continued for several years. Mount 
Tarawera is not an ordinary volcano. It is a 10-mile-long crevice consisting of three large and 
several smaller openings. The amount of ash it shot up in the atmosphere is not estimated, but 
over several years, it may have easily been more than any other volcano in recorded history. 
This time, with accumulated climate change over half a century, the effect was devastating. 
The years 1315-1317 became known in Europe as the “years without summers,” or, among 
modern historians, The Great Famine of 1315-17. For three years in a row, Europe was 
subjected to merciless pounding by heavy rain in the summer and snow in the winter and fall. 
Crops failed in 1315, but there were still stocks from previous years. But by 1317, the stocks 
were all depleted and famine was so widespread that even kings didn’t have enough to eat. 
(On the bright side, this led to a relatively long period of peace; on the dark side, because of 
the famine, Ireland lost its last chance to defeat the English armies and become independent.) 
Weather finally improved in the summer of 1317, but not before a good 10% of the population 
of Europe died in the famine, and the rest was so weakened that all kinds of diseases killed off 
another 10% in the following years. And the climate was now different. 

While there is no agreement between historians what events should be considered the 
“official” beginning of the Little Ice Age, I personally believe that the three years without 
summer, 1315-1317, should be given that title. What followed after them was a climate 
nightmare compared to the previous centuries, a nightmare which, by the way, continues to 
this day. Starting in the early 1300s, the earth fell into a cold spell. Winters became long and 
bitter cold. Snowstorms started visiting Europe every year, and blew as far south as Lisbon 
and Rome. Harbors in the Mediterranean started freezing every year; the North Sea became 
barely navigable between Norway and England, and the sea lines with Iceland very limited, 
Greenland was completely lost. The Hanseatic League in Northern Europe, which had grown 
powerful by trading in the Baltic and the North Sea, reached the zenith of its power and 
influence in the 14th century and then went into a quick decline, following the closing of the 
Baltic Sea to navigation for several months in a year, and the depopulation of Northern 
Europe and Scandinavia due to famine and bad climate conditions. On the Balkans, the 
established powers of Bulgaria and Byzantium were severely weakened by plagues and crop 
failures, which facilitated the rise of the Ottoman Turks who, within just a century, would take 
over the whole peninsula. Farther east, in Asia, the Mongol Empire, having lost its heartland 
to bitter climate conditions, disappeared from history; in 1368, the last vestiges of the Mongol 
Empire in Beijing were removed by the Chinese and their forces fled back to their homeland, 
only to disappear from history for about three centuries. China and the other former subjects 
of the Mongol Empire, however, didn’t fair well either; the history of Central and East Asia 
between the 14th and the 19th centuries is replete with stories of famine, devastating storms, 
and bitter cold winters. And the central part of Asia, which, in previous centuries, used to 
spew out hordes of mounted warriors, turned into a vast dessert of a few wandering small 
tribes. Even today, Mongolia, about the size of the American South, from Texas to Virginia, 
has only 2 million population. (8 million ethnic Mongols live in China, in the provinces to the 
south and east of Mongolia proper.) In North America, the Little Ice Age led to the 
disappearance of whole cultures. 

Those who are familiar with the history of European art, know that all of a sudden, snow 
and winter became prominent in it. The same happened in Chinese and Japanese art in the 
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14th century. In London, the freezing of the Thames became so regular that Frost Fairs 
became an annual event. One year they had an elephant on the ice. During the Frost Fairs 
which continued for several weeks, Londoners slept in tents on the ice. To keep themselves 
warm, they liked to “get wrecked” on Purl – a mixture of strong gin and wormwood wine, 
which was taken hot. Frost fairs and skating became national past time also in Northern 
France, the Netherlands, Germany, and Sweden. England lost its commercial vineyards; the 
production of wine moved to Burgundy and south France. In Switzerland, the weather 
conditions became so harsh in the mountains that the feudal lords of the Holy Roman Empire 
gave up on trying to subjugate the rowdy mountain peasants; it was in the 14th century when 
the original three mountain cantons were capable of defeating the powerful armies of the 
Empire and expanded the confederacy to its modern borders. Chroniclers of the time 
specifically mention the winter fighting skills of the Swiss peasants, and the unpreparedness 
of the Empire’s knights to fight in winter conditions. 

Probably the worst impact of the Little Ice Age, however, was the damage it did on the 
health of the millions of people in the affected areas. The natural resistance and immunity of 
the body is always weakened by extreme weather conditions (humidity, cold, heat, etc.), and a 
radical climate change may have some really harmful effect in the long term. It is not a mere 
coincidence, then, that the 14th century – as well as the centuries after it – saw multiple major 
outbreaks of different diseases. The Black Death is only the most prominent of them, having 
killed more than 40% of the population of Europe at the time; but it is not the only one. 
Smallpox and measles, different strains of the flu, mumps, cholera, tuberculosis, all took a 
significant toll on the population. Even as late as 100 years ago, right after WWI, the Spanish 
flu was still able of claiming the lives of 50 to 100 million people worldwide in just two years. 
Most of us over 40-year-old have grown up with grandparents who remember the times when 
even the common cold could mean severe complications and even death. And the reason is 
that even though the thawing of the Little Ice Age started in the middle of the 19th century, 
the genetic effects of it continued for a few more generations into the 20th century. It wasn’t 
until after WWII that the population of Europe and North America recovered its resistance to 
germs. And if you want to know how bad it was, in the 14th century, the average life 
expectancy for a child that survived his first year fell down to 17 years, down from 40 in the 
previous century. That continued for a long time, and in fact, contrary to what we may think, 
the majority of the important figures in the West between the 13th and the 19th century were 
amazingly young by modern standards. My favorite example is the signers of the Declaration 
of Independence – the majority of them were below 35, and some were even teenagers or in 
their early 20s. But that shouldn’t be surprising; 20 years of age was past the middle mark of 
the average lifespan; a person at 20 had, on the average, fewer years to live than he had lived 
so far. Such was the quality of life. 

I can continue on and on, giving more and more historical details about the Little Ice Age, 
but we won’t have the time. I will stop here, and ask you to think about it. If you are anything 
like me, you will now be thinking the following: Why did no one tell me that when I was 
taught history? For 5 centuries, climate played a significant part in the history of Christendom 
and the West; heck, so significant that it abruptly changed its course. Who knows what would 
have happened if the warm climate had continued. Europe may have continued prospering, 
but she would have to face an expanding Mongol Empire which had no prospects of being 
stopped. I mean, China, with its gigantic population, couldn’t stop them; and Europe had 
nothing like the population of China, nor did it have the hope of growing that fast, warm 
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climate or not. Could Europeans have discovered America earlier? They did, but they lost it 
because of the climate change. And what if the favorable conditions had continued? How 
would that affect Europe’s social, and political, and especially technological and scientific 
development? 

And also, as a Christian, you would be thinking the following as well: what was the 
purpose of that Little Ice Age? If God is the direct first cause behind everything that happens 
in history, what was His plan, and why did He have to reduce Christendom to almost ruins? 
Was it a curse? Or was it something else besides a curse? It is easy to say that “it was God’s 
judgment,” but God’s judgments are never so simple. Besides, if it was God’s judgment on 
Christendom, why did it kill of pagan civilizations as well, and eventually made Christendom 
stronger than any of them? 

So, where is the answer? And how do we go about finding it? 

We go about it the covenantal way: start from the original covenant, the Dominion 
Covenant, the covenant that God made with man to take dominion over the earth and 
transform it to God’s glory. In that covenant, there were resources that God placed in the 
Garden for man to use; and there was man’s task to take those resources and build a 
civilization out of them. This is the original covenant of God with man, and it is still valid. In 
fact, you can’t even begin to understand the covenant of grace unless you accept the fact that 
God never revoked that first and original covenant. 

But in that covenant, there was the possibility of judgment. Judgment came when man 
broke the terms of the covenant. And in history, that judgment consisted in God removing 
from man’s possession the resources that would make his task easier. That what we call 
“crisis” today. (“Crisis” means “judgment,” literally.) Crisis is when an event or 
circumstances deprive us of resources. Economic crisis is when we lose economic resources. 
Demographic crisis is when we lose human resources. Political crisis is when our political 
system runs out of resources to sustain itself. Natural crisis – or disaster – is when we are 
stripped of the use of resources by a force of nature. Etc., etc. But, what is also important to 
understand is, judgment deprives us of resources but it doesn’t free us of the task before us. In 
all the crises we have, we are still expected to survive, and even prosper. Look at Adam and 
Eve. They were kicked out of the Garden and deprived of the use of the resources in the 
Garden; but their task to take dominion over the earth was not revoked. They were expected to 
continue in that task; except that now, the task would be much harder to accomplish. Which 
means, he would have to perfect his use of resources, so that he can achieve the same task 
with fewer resources. 

Even without a crisis, man was expected to perfect his use of God’s resources; that was 
part of his Dominion Mandate. To take dominion over God’s earth was not to squander its 
resources; if a task could be accomplished with using the timber of one tree, man had no 
excuse if he felled two trees for the same task. He also had to improve over time: if yesterday 
he used a whole tree for that task, today he was expected to improve his productivity and use 
only a portion of that tree, so that the rest is used for something else. We have talked about 
technology in previous episodes: technology is a fundamental part of God’s covenant with 
man. And it is exactly because technology is the visible manifestation of the Dominion 
Covenant applied and fulfilled: fewer resources used for greater output. That’s what 
Christendom should be about. 
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The Little Ice Age was a judgment, obviously. Or, to use the other word for judgment, a 
crisis. Christendom had become complacent in the free availability of resources during the 
warm period; people could fill their stomachs without much trouble, and live stagnated lives 
for generations. It was in this period that the system of feudalism flourished; and why not, 
given that every isolated locality could become self-sufficient in terms of food and other basic 
necessities, and never think of growing beyond their stagnated state? Europe had inherited a 
few important technological developments from the classical world, preserved in St. Isidore of 
Seville’s encyclopedia (the Etymologies). But short of a few other developments in the 700s 
and the 800s, there was little technological progress, even if there was progress in terms of 
theology, philosophy, law, and even science. A peasant living in AD 800 would be totally at 
home with the level of development of AD 1200, 400 years later. 

There was no concerted effort for improving productivity, for a better use of God’s 
resources. There wasn’t even a thought or a concept of it. Now, if you are a modern pietistic 
Christian, you might not see a spiritual problem in such technological stagnation. But from the 
perspective of God’s Dominion Covenant, 400 years of such stagnation is a sign of spiritual 
laziness. It means that the producers of that age were not thinking in terms of serving more 
people in a better way – and, remember, service is the name of the game, when the social 
applications of the Gospel are involved. They were simply content to have what they had 
always had, and if it took less time and effort to produce it, even better. By all evidence, 
Europe had grown complacent in the most important task of the covenant with God: the use of 
God’s resources for serving other people. If that warm period had continued forever, 
Christendom would have been stagnated forever. That’s why it needed some shaking. 

And the shaking came in the form of the Little Ice Age. The way to the Garden was shut. 
The good times of free resources – favorable weather patterns – were over. Christendom did 
not use these gifts according to their divine purpose. So it lost them. 

And the response of Christendom would show if it was worth its name. Would Europe 
respond the way the Mongol Empire did: die away? Would it respond the way the North 
American natives responded: try to make up for the lost resources by invading other tribes and 
try to rob them of their resources? Or would it try to stay faithful to its professed faith and 
seek a Biblical solution? 

To the credit of Christendom, it stayed true to its faith. Ups and downs aside, it eventually 
set out to find solutions instead of either dying out or trying to plunder resources. Don’t get 
me wrong, much of Christendom died. And the drive to plunder was still present – the 
Christian civilization has never been perfect, and it was even less perfect in those early ages. 
But unlike other civilization, it developed a momentum in science and technology – and 
especially applied science and technology – that other civilizations lacked. Of course, of 
course, we can agree with atheists and secularists that other cultures had science and 
technology, too. Yes, the Chinese had some scientific inventions for centuries. Yes, Muslim 
scholars had discovered important scientific truths and laws way before Europe developed the 
scientific method. But it was only in Europe where science and technology were deliberately 
put to use where it mattered: in higher productivity, so that fewer resources can be used for 
greater impact, and therefore for greater service to humanity. 

By the end of the 14th century, Christendom was down to one-third of the population it 
had before year 1300. The Balkans, because of the Ottoman invasion, may have been down to 
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even less than that; we know at that time Constantinople, the once largest center of 
Christendom, couldn’t muster more than 5,000 defenders in times of siege. With the 
population so decimated, however, the food shortage was not resolved; after all, smaller 
population means not only fewer people to feed but also fewer hands at work. Chronic 
outbreaks of famine continued throughout the 1300s and the early 1400s. In fact, famine 
continued for a long time. Even in the 19th century, areas like Ireland, Poland, and parts of 
Russia still had trouble feeding their populations. 

But in the early 1400, something changed in the mindset of Europeans. And that 
something was a new search for solutions – especially solutions that were unusual for the 
time, out of the box, and ingenious. The Little Ice Age and all the disasters that came with it 
killed off a significant part of the population, but it also killed the stagnant traditionalism that 
had characterized the centuries before that. In the 1400s, innovation became acceptable. By 
the 1500s, it was already the norm. 

It started with a new perspective on trade. Before the year 1300, with every locality being 
self-sufficient in terms of food and basic necessities, trade was rather focused on luxury items, 
or industrial items: high quality timber, silver and gold, spices, purple dye, exotic fruits, wine, 
etc. The Little Ice Age made it impossible for small localities to independently meet all of 
their basic needs; the localism and isolationism of the feudal society had to go. Specialization 
had to become the norm, if Europe was going to survive. Feudalism had to go. Some regions 
would now specialize in growing grain; others in husbandry and the production of meat and 
cheese. Still others, in the production of wine, fruits and vegetables. Even under the new, 
unfavorable climate conditions, specialization helped increase productivity, so that there was 
more for everyone than under the previous paradigm of localism. Trade thus had to cater to 
this new reality of specialization between the regions. Traders had to learn to organize their 
trade in such a way as to carry cargoes that were bulky but cheap per tonne, which would 
demand lower freight prices – like grain, hay, wine, beer, linen, wool, etc. At the same time, 
due to the shortage of people, traders had to re-organize their whole trade so that small crews 
were sufficient. On sea, new types of ships were developed that would both stand the rougher 
marine conditions and yet take advantage of the higher winds. On land, navigation was 
developed along the European rivers, and new canals were built, which made it possible to 
make internal connections between the northern and the southern coasts of Europe. The new 
ship – the caravel – proved to be a serious advance, and it helped discover new parts of the 
world with climates good enough to supply Europe with calories which she was lacking. (The 
colonization of the Caribbean islands and the sugar plantations turned out to be one the most 
successful solutions for solving the food problem of Europe.) The new organization of trade 
laid the foundation for the new world that was coming: traders developed concepts that today 
are taken for granted: double-side book-keeping, insurance contracts, futures, stocks, etc. 

The scarcity of resources – and especially of energy – forced the producers to look for 
new ways to produce the same products as before. Strangely enough, this part of the economic 
history of Europe is often omitted from textbooks, but it was in this period that coal mining in 
Europe started in earnest, and gradually replaced wood as the main source of heat. (The first 
Royal edict prohibiting the use of coal for domestic heating in account of air pollution was 
issued in London in 1306.) Just about a century later, Europe re-discovered the usefulness of 
petroleum (literally, stone oil), although, it wouldn’t develop the technology to use its real 
potential until the 19th century. 
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What is seldom mentioned also is the amazing proliferation of machines in that period. 
The previous centuries saw the use of machines mainly in siege warfare; the majority of the 
work was done by hands or using animals. A decimated population weakened by 
malnourishment and epidemics, however, demands that human strength be replaced or at least 
re-inforced by machines. Indeed, after the year 1300, more and more artisans started 
producing different kinds of machines, using mainly wood as a building material. We have 
accounts of the building of several cathedrals in Europe at the time, and the machines used to 
reinforce or support human strength seem to be way ahead of their time. Several varieties of 
cranes were developed for both construction and cargo loading, the principal design of which 
is used even today. Water wheels were perfected in France to maximum utility, and artificial 
cascades were built to re-use the power of falling water. Mechanical clocks became a common 
occurrence in every city. Metallurgy made such a gigantic step in Europe, that at the end of 
the 16th century firearms of all calibers (including cannon) became cheap enough to be 
affordable for the middle class. (Find my article on American Vision’s website, “Lepanto: The 
Triumph of Christian Technological Superiority.”) 

And in the 16th century, thanks to the Reformation, Christendom also changed its view of 
economic enterprise and accumulation of capital. Before that, being rich was something 
desirable personally, but spiritually and morally frowned upon by the society. It was in the 
16th century Netherlands that the entrepreneur, the businessman, the investor, the successful 
organizer of production and capital became the society’s role model, as opposed to the 
political ruler, the soldier, the mercenary, the monk, or the priest. Which means, serving the 
maximum number of people at the lowest cost became one of the most venerable positions in 
the society. 

These and many more developments made Europe capable of not only surviving harsh 
winters for 5 centuries, they also made her capable of growing and prospering in the face of 
adversity, and even defeating her enemies who had the advantage of better resources and 
better climate – like the Ottoman Empire. When the Venetian galeases – a miracle of the 
shipbuilding industry in the 1570s – were tearing apart the Ottoman fleet at Lepanto, and 
when Spanish and Portuguese caravels were charting new sea lanes and bringing new 
prosperity back to Europe, the Little Ice Age was at its worst, and the winter temperatures in 
Europe were regularly down to negative 40. When North America was being colonized, 
Voltaire rightly called it, “a few acres of snow” and advised the French monarchy to abandon 
its attempts at building a new France out there. The Industrial Revolution in England 
coincided with the lowest recorded temperatures in the history of England. It was a real ice 
era, but Christendom found the Biblical way to fight it: namely, through increased 
productivity, which saved the Christian civilization. And eventually, paved the way for the 
prosperity of the modern era. 

And it is for this reason the Little Ice Age is never mentioned in our schoolbooks: 
because if they mention it, one thing will become obvious to the students: the different ways 
Christendom and the other cultures responded to it. And the next question will be: Why did 
Christendom have such a different response? Why did it focus on increasing mass 
productivity rather than just die out or try to plunder other cultures. And there, the only 
possible answer will be the Biblical worldview – imperfect, undeveloped, mixed with pagan 
remnants, but still powerful enough to steer the course of a whole civilization to true progress 
in the face of adversity. 
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There are a few books that I can recommend, but the book I will assign for reading is 
rather unusual, written by a German journalist, who also has a few historical studies: Philipp 
Blom, Nature’s Mutiny. Blom is not exactly an example of a covenantal thinker. But 
amazingly enough, he gets real close to understanding the covenantal nature of reality in 
writing this 250-pages book. He does look at the ethical concepts at the bottom of Europe’s 
dealing with the Little Ice Age, and he includes considerations of worldview in assessing the 
response of the European cultures. Read it with caution, but pay attention to his insights. 

In your prayer and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to expanding the Kingdom of God through translating and publishing 
books that bring the Gospel to bear on every area of life. This topic this week reminded me 
again of R.J. Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order. We published that book in 
Bulgarian, and we need help to follow up with Rushdoony’s The Biblical Philosophy of 
History. Consider it when you make your next donations. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, 
subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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  The Cult of Safety 
You have heard it said that the Biblical role of the civil government is to 
provide safety. But is this true? 

Assigned Reading: Philip Howard, Life Without Lawyers: Liberating Americans 
from Too Much Law 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/the-cult-of-safety/  

Welcome to Episode 80 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will examine a modern cult, so prevalent in 
our society that even professed Christians fall for it and worship at its altar. It is a cult that 
follows straight from the idolatry which I described in a previous episode of Axe to the Root, 
titled “Fear as a Motivator.” Fear is the religion of many Americans today, and of many 
church-goers; and it is a religion actively promoted by the government and from the pulpits. 
And this religion of fear leads to the cult I will describe below. And since I said in that 
aforementioned episode that we as Christians should reject the religion of fear, the conclusion 
is that we should reject the cult that follows from it as well. But I shouldn’t get ahead of my 
own topic. 

I was listening recently to a song by a punk rock group from Bosnia (a country on the 
Balkans), Dubioza Kolektiv. The title of the song is “The Anthem of Our Generation.” Now, 
since this is a punk rock group, you might not want to know the whole lyrics of the song (not 
everything in it is repeatable in a good company), but in general, the lyrics is an amazingly 
insightful characterization of the psychology of our generation today, and specifically of our 
inclination to worry about a number of irrelevant things. The conclusion of the song, 
expressed in the chorus, is this: “This is the anthem of our generation: We worry for a living.” 
Or, perhaps a better translation, “We live by worrying.” Either way, the meaning is clear: Our 
time is about the most secure time in history, a time of prosperity the world has never seen 
before, of the lowest crime rate and rapidly growing longevity, and a time when technology 
has made the life of billions of people so easy and comfortable that we can hardly find a 
single person in the West – and increasingly, in the whole world – who knows what it is to not 
have food, clothes, or shelter. And yet, we worry about everything: or, rather, we worry about 
things that to previous generations would seem ridiculously irrelevant: we worry about what 
kind of clothes we should wear in what situations, we worry about glaciers and the non-
existent global warming, we worry about boogeymen like immigration and terrorism (when 
the chance of being killed by a terrorist is something like one in several million), etc. etc., etc. 
And because we worry so much about all these things, politicians and media have grasped that 
the best way to control us is to reiterate and exaggerate those petty worries we have to the 
level of gigantic threats, and then come and save us from them. And this, indeed, is the very 
tactics of modern politics: scare people into submission. To quote H.L. Mencken, “The whole 
aim of practical politics is to keep the populace alarmed (and hence clamorous to be led to 
safety) by menacing it with endless series of hobgoblins, all of them imaginary.” But, of 
course, do not be quick to condemn the politicians for using fear to manipulate us. Remember 
that they only respond to what we have always adopted as our mode of operation; or, as 
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Dubioza Kolektiv said it, as our mode of living. Namely, worry. When we as individuals are 
given over to constant worry, then don’t expect politicians to use anything else to control us 
but magnify those worries into full-scale fear campaigns. 

So, what do politicians offer to solve our problems, then? 

Safety. 
Obviously, for you to put them in power and keep them in power and close your eyes for 

their immorality and corruption and taxes and violations of your liberties, they need to 
promise you something to soothe your worries. What is that something? Safety from the 
hobgoblins that keep you worried at night. Once you are offered that safety, you would be 
willing to close your eyes for everything else, right? Thus, the cult of safety has become the 
largest and most cherished cult in our day; a cult that is deliberately supported by government 
action and by the media narratives. What is it that you want the most? Obviously, safety. 
What do you want the government to provide for you? Obviously, safety. What would you be 
willing to sacrifice for, including sacrifice your liberty? Obviously, safety. Safety is the main 
consideration, above all, especially safety from those imaginary hobgoblins that torment our 
hearts every day. Safety has become our obsession today . . . and no, don’t blame the 
millennials and their “safe spaces.” Everyone, including the older generation and specifically 
modern conservatives worship at the altar of safety. And we will see how. 

But let’s first go to the Bible and let’s see where in the Bible we see the cult of safety. 
Amazingly enough, the search leads us to the very beginning of the Bible, to the story of 

Cain and Able. Cain got jealous and killed his brother. When God confronted him for it, he 
remained unrepentant, so God had to declare a curse on him: “Now you are cursed from the 
ground, which has opened its mouth to receive your brother’s blood from your hand. When 
you cultivate the ground, it will no longer yield its strength to you; you will be a vagrant and a 
wanderer on the earth” (Gen. 4:11, 12). Cain’s reply? He complained that his punishment was 
too great to bear. And he ended his reply with the following complaint: “. . . and whoever 
finds me will kill me.” 

Pay attention to what actually happened. The man had just murdered his own brother. He 
was just confronted by God Himself about it. Did God execute him right away as He should 
have done under His Law and promise? No, He gave him more life, even if that life was 
cursed. Cain’s eternal judgment was at stake. God just gave him more time to consider his sin 
and repent. And instead of showing gratitude and taking advantage of the opportunity, Cain 
complains that in that life on grace he is given, he doesn’t feel safe. (“Dude, seriously?”, as 
modern kids would say.) Justice and righteousness mean nothing to him. The man can’t see 
beyond his ego. Even in his disobedience to God, and even in being unrepentant for the most 
heinous sin a man can commit, he cares about his own comfort of feeling safe from the people 
around him. 

Here we see the first instance in the Bible of the cult of safety. It is such a clear example 
of the cult that we can derive the definition of that cult from it: the cult of safety is a 
commitment to being free of any real or imaginary danger, over and against a commitment to 
righteousness and justice. Let me repeat that last part, so that you don’t miss it: over and 
against a commitment to righteousness and justice. This is important to remember when we 
discuss the cult of safety of modern America. The cult of safety is not simply seeking safety 
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through doing the right thing. It is a very specific and deliberate religious commitment to 
rejecting righteousness and justice in favor of man-made safety and security. That’s what Cain 
did. He had committed one of the worst possible crimes and sins ever; his eternal state was to 
be one of the worst ever. And yet, he didn’t care about righteousness and justice. He cared 
about feeling safe from other humans. 

 

God is full of grace, even to unrepentant sinners. (Although, His grace to them is rather 
heaping coals upon their heads.) So God granted Cain the safety he wanted. He put a sign on 
him (the same word as for a “sign of the covenant”) and warned the world that whoever kills 
him, will be avenged sevenfold. So Cain had the safety from other humans he wanted. He 
didn’t of course, have true safety, for his covenantal standing before God was still quite 
unfavorable. That “sign of the covenant” upon him was not forgiveness; he was only marked 
by God as his property, as in, “Leave him to Me, I want to have the personal pleasure of 
repaying him when the time comes.” 

So what did Cain do when he received such grace from God? You would think that out of 
simple gratitude, he would kneel before God with a contrite heart and offer his repentance for 
murdering his own brother. And then try to live life as close to God’s Law as humanly 
possible. No. He leaves the presence of God, he goes to another land, and the first thing he 
does is build a walled city. No repentance, no regard for justice, no regard for his covenantal 
standing before God or for his eternal state – and also, no faith in the promises of God. The 
man was promised immunity against vengeance, while in this life. He doesn’t trust it. He must 
make sure he builds his own protection against his perceived threats: his own walled city. 

That, my friends, is the best description of the life of a covenant-breaker. He rebels 
against God and commits a sin against God. Then he is confronted about it but remains 
unrepentant. Then he complains about the just judgment he receives. His first thought is not, 
“I am justly condemned.” His first thought is, “How do I get a safe space from the demons 
that haunt me?” God gives him temporary grace. The covenant-breaker, however, doesn’t 
trust it, leaves the presence of God and builds his own safe space, surrounded by walls, gates, 
and other immigration restrictions. Safety in his own devices, safety over justice and 
righteousness, safety at the expense of his covenantal standing before God. That’s the Safety 
Cult of the enemies of God. 

The same chapter in Genesis – chapter 4 – gives us also the solution of the covenant 
keepers. Now, granted, Adam and Eve did break God’s Covenant, but apparently, in their 
judgment, there was also repentance and redemption, for they never complained about their 
judgment as Cain did. And more than that, they acknowledged that whatever was given to 
them was from God. In verse 25, Eve said, “God has appointed me another offspring in place 
of Abel, for Cain killed him.” Did you get that? Cain was not their offspring anymore; he was 
a covenant breaker. But he was still on the earth, except that he started his own line, and it 
was now separate from Adam and Eve who did not acknowledge him as their offspring. Cain 
felt threatened by Adam and Eve and their offspring; but in reality, he was the dangerous one, 
the murderer. Adam and Eve should have felt threatened by him. They should have taken their 
own measures to assure safety. 

Did they? Yes. But, in contrast to Cain who demanded a special sign of protection and 
then went out and build his own city outside the presence of the Lord, the story of Adam and 
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Eve in the chapter ends with, “Then they began to call upon the name of the Lord.” Our 
translations say, “Then men began to call upon the name of the Lord,” but the word “men” is 
not in the original Hebrew text. This sentence is not about all men everywhere, including 
Cain’s family. This sentence applies to Adam and Eve in the context of the previous passage, 
and it is a clear counterpoint to Cain’s measures to assure his own safety. Covenant-breakers 
build walled cities. Covenant-keepers call upon the name of the Lord. 

This antithesis is quite important in the Bible, given that we see it being developed further 
and further. The cult of safety did not stop with Cain. It evolved to much worse and more 
monstrous applications. Just a few verses after Cain’s walled city is mentioned, one of his 
descendants, Lamech, brags to his two wives about killing a boy for striking him. And then 
Lamech issues a warning to the world, “If Cain is avenged sevenfold, then Lamech seventy-
sevenfold.” Of course, the sentiment here is much more complex, and it’s a desire for power, 
but notice that at the bottom of it, there is a reaction against possible danger that Lamech 
expects from other people. Safety, which for Cain was simply a complaint, has evolved to a 
paranoid obsession with Lamech, and he is now willing to commit murder in the name of his 
own safety. 

None of this, of course, created any real safety for Cain, Lamech, or their posterity. They 
all died in the Flood, and Cain’s city, named after his son, is no more. Only a remnant 
survived of the posterity of those who called upon the name of the Lord, and the safety of that 
remnant was not in what they built but the grace of God. But their own posterity didn’t learn 
the lesson; they continued leaving the presence of the Lord and building their own means of 
safety. In chapter 10 of Genesis, Nimrod became a mighty one on the earth, and guess what he 
did: that’s right, he started building walled cities. Why would a mighty one in a world of non-
mighty people need walled cities? That’s right, because he is afraid, and he wants a safe space 
from all these other people. Once you abandon God, no matter how mighty you are, you are 
constantly in fear of other people; that’s why Deuteronomy 28:65-67 makes it clear that one 
of the curses for those who have apostatized from God is constant dread and trembling of 
heart. And more power doesn’t solve that problem; even the mightiest ones, when they have 
abandoned God, are paralyzed by fear day and night, and they continue building walled cities 
in order to cast the fear away. But, as with Cain, man-made safety never works. 

Israel didn’t learn the lesson either. From the very beginning, God made it clear that the 
only true safety they could find was not in walled cities or mighty armies, but in their 
faithfulness to God. Abram was told to leave the safety of his home city and travel through 
different countries and live in tents, without any man-made protection, and yet, God preserved 
him. The same applied to his son and grandson. When Israel moved to Egypt, under Jacob, 
they were protected under the mighty empire of Egypt, but only for a short time. Eventually 
the safety the government on the Potomac . . . I mean, on the Nile, provided, turned into 
slavery – like all safety provided by any government. To give them real safety, God took them 
out of that man-provided safety/slavery and threw them in the wilderness, in the open, where 
all kinds of dangers lurked, and where roving bands of Amalekites, the most savage tribesmen 
of the time, could attack them at any time (Num. 13:29; 14:45). And yet, they were much 
safer in the wilderness under God than they were in Egypt under Pharaoh. And they were only 
in danger when they abandoned God, not when they didn’t build fortifications or didn’t have a 
mighty army. 
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And yet, once in the Promised Land, they abandoned God again. And the history of Israel 
from Joshua to Solomon is an example how the nation was sliding further and further away 
from God, and while sliding away from God, it was given over to worry about its safety and 
to building up armies. The Law of God forbade the king from amassing horses and chariots, 
that is, weapons of war; it also forbade the king from taking many wives, which at the time 
meant many foreign alliances. The safety and security of the Hebrew nation was to be in the 
hands of God, not in the hands of the king. The king was charged with justice, not with safety 
and security; he was supposed to judge the nation, and that’s why when Solomon prayed to 
God, God was pleased, because Solomon “did not ask for the lives of his enemies” but prayed 
for discernment to judge. Apparently, in God’s eyes, the civil government’s role is not to 
provide safety but to provide justice. Safety is God’s prerogative. 

God even gave them an example with Himself and His own sanctuary. For many years, 
while Israel was still in the midst of her enemies, God still “dwelt in a tent,” to use His own 
expression in 2 Samuel 7:6. That tent was in Shiloh, and since Shiloh was not a big city, the 
Tabernacle was certainly outside the walls, in the open. God didn’t feel unsafe for His Ark of 
the Covenant, even in the presence of His enemies. And neither should His covenant people, 
if they remained faithful. 

But Israel did not remain faithful. Even in the time of the Judges, some judges started 
amassing donkeys and then horses. By the time of Solomon, Israel had become a truly 
apostate state in its view of safety and security. Solomon may have been sincere in his desire 
to acquire discernment how to judge, but his heart was not perfectly pure before God, for as 
soon as he established himself in power, he started acquiring wives and started building a 
professional army. As if half of his heart was after God, and the other half was the heart of an 
apostate who was trying to steer away from God and God’s Law, and build his own kingdom. 
Just like Nimrod and the other pagan kings, Solomon undertook to build an empire, and in the 
process of building, he focused on securing that empire with man-made safety policies. 

It is noteworthy that throughout the history of Israel, God never told them to build new 
walls. To the contrary, when Jericho was taken and destroyed, God warned against re-building 
it – even though Jericho was a fortress situated in a very strategic place, and its rebuilding 
would have protected Israel militarily, if God cared about it. In Joshua 6:26, Joshua 
pronounced a terrible curse upon anyone who took up to rebuild Jericho: that he would lay the 
foundations with the death of his firstborn, and he would set up the gates with the life of his 
youngest. It was double the curse on the Egyptians who only lost their firstborns. And yet, 
despite that curse, in the time of Ahab, Hiel of Bethel rebuilt the city (1 Kings 16:34). And, of 
course, he lost his firstborn and his youngest. Apparently, when Israel was at her lowest moral 
state, the cult of safety trumped love for one’s family members. 

There was only one exception to building walls, and that was the rebuilding of the wall of 
Jerusalem under Nehemiah. However, what is notable is that there was no direct command 
from God about it, even though God was favorable to Nehemiah’s undertaking to rebuild the 
wall (Neh. 2:18). Of course, that rebuilding of the wall of the earthly Jerusalem is used by the 
modern worshipers of the cult of safety, but there was something very interesting happening 
while the wall was being rebuilt: God was promising something else. God told the prophet 
Zechariah, in Zechariah 2:4, that “Jerusalem will be inhabited without walls.” Zechariah the 
Prophet is very important for us in this story, given that he was the main prophet during the 
Ezra-Nehemiah period, when the Temple and the wall were built. He was prophesying of the 



ARP#80. The Cult of Safety  660 

coming Christ and the Church. In his own time, Christ was symbolized by the High Priest 
Joshua (the same name as Jesus): in the third chapter of his prophecy, Zechariah sees the High 
Priest Joshua (Jesus), lifted before God in filthy garments, and Satan trying to accuse him. 
God rebukes Satan, and then clothes Joshua (Jesus) in festal robes, and declares to Joshua that 
he would rule over God’s House, a clear reference to Hebrews 3:6 where Christ is appointed 
over God’s House. And if the symbol is not clear to some, God specifically declares in 
Zechariah 3:8 that the High Priest Joshua is a symbol of the coming Branch, who is, 
obviously, Jesus. So, if in chapter 3 God was saying that Zechariah’s prophecy was about 
Jesus and the future Temple of Jesus’s redemtion work, then in chapter 2 Jerusalem is the 
New Testament Church. And it is about the New Testament Church that God said, “Jerusalem 
will be inhabited without walls, because I will be a wall of fire around her, and will be a glory 
in her midst.” 

Everything you are doing here is temporary, God was telling the generation of Ezra and 
Nehemiah. Your weakness is temporary. Your need for protective walls is temporary. Even 
your need for a Temple is temporary; very soon, this Temple won’t matter and the whole 
religious system based on it won’t matter anymore. Everything you are building here is good 
but it is only the last leg of the journey. You will soon be home, and this all will be 
demolished. Through Zechariah, God was telling Ezra, Nehemiah, and the High Priest Joshua 
that they were building the last stage of the Hebrew civilization. They were just a holdout, a 
last stronghold of a world that was passing away, and in order for them to not lose heart, God 
was giving them their purpose in His plan: to serve as the last symbol and herald of the 
coming glorious world in Christ. 

Which also means that their building of the wall of Jerusalem was to be only a temporary 
symbol. And just like Joshua the High Priest was to be only a symbol of the coming Great 
High Priest, Jesus, so also the wall around Jerusalem they were building was to be only a 
symbol of God’s wall of protection around God’s people in the new world. In the new world, 
there would be no more earthly high priests, no more earthly temples, and no more earthly, 
man-made walls. God would be all in all. 

There was another manifestation of the cult of safety in the ancient world that we are 
seldom aware of: namely, occultism. Most of us are conditioned to assume that pagan 
religions are basically the same as the Christian faith, it’s just the gods they believe in are 
different. But such is not the case. The nature of those religions is completely different, and 
the motivation of their adherents is competely different. The Christian religion is a religion, 
first and foremost, of gratitude to God; His worshipers approach Him not as someone Who 
needs their service or supplications but as someone who they need to be complete as human 
beings, and especially as spiritual beings. They can’t even define themselves without Him, so 
their worship is an act of complete surrender in gratitude and joy. In comparison, in the pagan 
worldview, human beings can be completely independent and complete apart from their gods; 
but realistically, they are forced to live in a world of unpredictable and mischievous spiritual 
beings and forces who need to be placated, enlisted as allies, or spiritually controlled, so that 
they don’t do harm to humans. (Or perhaps do harm to the right humans.) In such a setting, 
the life of man becomes a constant struggle for safety against those spiritual beings and 
forces; a struggle he is supposed to wage every day and every minute of the day using special 
knowledge of rituals and incantations that give him special powers over the spiritual realm. 
The average ancient Egyptian lived his life navigating through innumerable such dangers 
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using spells and incantations. He had a spell for waking early in the morning and another one 
for going to bed. He had to avoid stepping on the threshold of another person’s house; or 
crossing paths with a cat. He had an incantation for starting a journey (to bind the evil spirits 
on the road) and another one for coming back home (to prevent evil spirits that may have been 
following him from entering his house). Things were not different in Greece and Rome. In his 
study, The Ancient City (which I have mentioned many times in this podcast, and it is time for 
you to find it and read it), Fustel des Coulanges shows that the veneration of the ancestors that 
marked the classical pagan religions was motivated by fear. The spirits of the ancestors were 
believed to live in the boundaries of their property, and they were believed to be rather 
malicious and vindictive towards their posterity; thus, all the family rituals were meant as a 
safety mechanism to either placate them or neutralize them. The same applied to all the 
superstitions that were supposed to keep the mischievous house spirits, the Roman Manes, 
Pares, and Lares, at bay. In fact, every pagan culture believed in such house spirits, and every 
single culture had its own safety rules and rituals to prevent mischief from them: from 
avoiding certain actions (like whistling in the house) to full-fledged religious annual rituals to 
cast those spirits out (like the Kukeri, Kalogeros, or Capra annual festivals in the Balkans and 
in Italy). Amazingly, many of these occult superstitions have remained to this very day even 
in cultures that have been otherwise deeply affected by Christianity. 

The story of the cult of safety in the antiquity is very long, but we will have to cut it short 
for our purposes, and move on with our topic. What is important to remember is that for 
paganism, the world is fraught with danger, and therefore all religious and liturgical activity is 
meant to be a safety mechanism against those dangers. The cult of safety in the ancient world 
was both religious and political; it viewed as possible danger both the stranger and the 
spiritual beings believed to inhabit the world. In fact, many ancient languages had similar 
words for “foreigner” and “evil spirit”; for example, in Cantonese, gwailou, literally meaning 
“ghost man,” used to the be the common term for “foreigner.” 

In the context of all this, the Cross dealt a severe blow to the cult of safety. The Roman 
Empire was able to conquer the known world using the cult of safety and manipulating the 
conquered peoples: on one hand, it offered a political and religious salvation from the 
perceived dangers of the world, and on the other hand, it threatened death for disobedience. 
(“It’s for your safety,” the mantra of modern American cops.) But the new religion that came 
out of Palestine produced a new breed of people: men and women, and even children, who 
didn’t care about their own safety. They wouldn’t be moved even if they were threatened with 
torture and death. The doctrine of resurrection from the dead was known to produce such 
results, and that’s why it was especially distasteful to the Greeks, because it created people 
who wouldn’t obey the rulers. Rome was able to hound gigantic mobs on the Christians by 
appealing to the “safety of the state and the people” (a constant refrain in all edicts against 
Christianity), but it was never able to scare Christians into submission by appealing to their 
own safety. A culture where every move of every individual and of every institution was to 
secure them against real or imaginary dangers, suddenly met a culture where both individuals 
and groups despised safety for a greater purpose. The new culture, thus, was devastating to the 
old one; it destroyed the very foundation upon which the old culture based its social order. 
From being despised, Christians grew to be respected for their courage in the face of danger. 
A number of early church fathers mention the fact that in many places, persecutions died out 
not because pagans ran out of Christians to persecute, but because they developed respect for 
and even superstitious fear of those seemingly feeble men and women and chidlren who 
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wouldn’t do anything to gain more safety. In fact, the church even went into offensive from 
the very beginning. A few years ago I pointed out in an article that by the standards of the 
time, Paul’s discussion on the role of civil government in Roman 13 was not, as many today 
imagine, a concession to the authority of the Roman state. To the contrary, it was an 
ideological attack on every single tenet of the Roman political theory. And it didn’t stop with 
Paul; Christian apologists continued assaulting both the political theory of Rome and the 
pagan religious doctrine that supported it. Tertullian, the most charismatic (in all meanings of 
the word) of the early church writers, literally mocked the pagans for their religion and 
superstitions, all in the middle of ongoing persecutions. The small band of Christians was on 
the offense exactly because they didn’t care about safety, and the mighty empire and its pagan 
religions was on the defense exactly because it was paralyzed by the cult of safety. In the final 
account, Christians won. Why? Because, “they didn’t love their lives unto death.” There is no 
other way to victory. 

The subsequent history of the church proved that truth abundantly. Whenever the church 
entrusted its safety to Christ, it was prospering and growing. The greatest mission revivals 
followed periods when the church cast aside all worries about its own survival, and produced 
men who had no fear of the unknown, and no desire to stay safe. The mission explosion in the 
5th through the 9th centuries saw missionaries who willingly crossed borders previously 
considered dangerous (unsafe) to cross. The Crusades were a period when even talking about 
personal or collective safety was considered dishonorable; women filed for divorce if their 
husbands showed even the slightest sign of cowardice. Such was the practice later among the 
Puritans as well; a wife had the legal right to divorce her husband for two reasons: if he 
couldn’t produce offspring, and if he showed cowardice. The disasters of the 14th century, of 
which we talked in previous episodes, so desensitized Christendom that for the next three or 
four centuries, death was not considered a big deal. That freed European hearts and minds to 
leave the geographical confines of Christendom and traverse the world as missionaries, 
explorers, merchants. Samuel Johnson, one of the greatest man of letters England has ever 
produced, quipped in the 1760s, “Every man thinks meanly of himself for not having been a 
soldier, or not having been at sea.” The statement deserves criticism from a Biblical 
perspective, but the reality is, that was the mentality of most Europeans at the time; living 
dangerously, without regard for safety, was considered honorable even by the “lower” classes 
in the society. And Christendom expanded. 

But in the 19th century, with the resurgence of paganism in European thinking, Europe 
started experiencing a reversal back to the cult of safety. It started, of course, with the return 
of occultism. The ideology of the ruling classes in Europe had been shifting from Christianity 
towards rationalist deism before the 19th century, and rationalist deism was at the foundation 
of both the left-wing and the right-wing Enlightenment (think France and Scotland, but also 
Prussia, Italy and the Americas). The French Revolution was the political culmination of that 
rationalist thinking. Once it was over, the European elite turned to other anti-Christian 
philosophies. Some turned to crass materialism, like Feuerbach, or rationalist idealism, like 
Hegel. But the majority of the aristocracy turned to pagan occultism and mysiticism. A lot of 
it came from India, China, and Japan, with the government officials who served the colonial 
powers in those areas. In Germany and Scandinavia, and partly in England as well, much of it 
came from the Romanticist movement which exalted the “ancient ways and traditions.” It laid 
the foundation for the later racist and nationalist movements in Europe, and was the direct 
ideological reason for the two world wars. But the real motivation – individual motivation – 
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for it was the loss of pesonal sense of safety. Christianity was not accepted as a valid 
worldview anymore; so the sense of personal insecurity in a world that was unknown and 
unknowable was growing, and people resorted to the old remedies: trying to control the 
unknown world through occult means. “Magical protection” or “spiritual protection” became 
popular words in Europe, and the buzzword for a number of successful marketing campaign. 
Europe abandoned Christianity, resorted to paganism, and with it, resorted back to the cult to 
safety. 

More than that, some new forms of the cult to safety appeared, this time in the church: the 
demonization of foods and beverages. Now, asceticism has always been a thing in the church, 
and there have always been excesses. But in general, most ascetics viewed fancy food and 
drinks as a distraction from spiritual focus, not so much as demons to fight. In Egypt, monks 
refrained from meat, but did not consider meat sinful per se. In Europe. Monasteries actually 
preserved agriculture during the dark ages of the 5th through the 9th centuries; and as a result, 
the fanciest foods and beverages could be found in the monasteries. But in the 19th century, a 
number of Protestant denominations and quasi-Protestant sects deviated into some serious 
paranoia about foods and drinks. It was not your regular fasting-type restriction, or 
recommended temperance. It was a wholesale demonization of certain foods and beverages as 
“detrimental” to one’s spiritual health. It was in the 19th century that Baptists started the 
transformation from the cigar-smoking, wine-drinking Charles Spurgeon and the bourbon-
maker Elijah Craig to the modern teetotaling Baptists. Over the course of one generation, 
alcohol was gradually seen more and more as a substance to be avoided at all cost, because it 
was dangerous. Similar obsessions with foods and beverages took over the Seventh-Day 
Adventists, the Jehova’s Witnesses, and number of other sects. Obsession with the dangers of 
alcohol and tobacco was strongest, however, among the liberal elites in the large cities on the 
US East Coast, especially among the Universalist and Unitarian churches. It was those 
churches that led the crusade that ultimately ended in the Prohibition. In England, at the time, 
a similar crusade was rising against opium and other narcotics. Even though the addiction rate 
was negligible (compared to alcohol addiction levels of a century prior), different groups 
made gigantic efforts to make it as if all of England was going down the drain because of the 
Chinese opium dens in London. By the middle of the century, the Prohibition in the United 
States was over, but the spirit of the cult of safety simply transferred over to the new 
hobgoblin: the narcotics. In the 1960s, the US government started its most expensive and least 
successful war ever, the War on Drugs, which continues to this very day. 

The cult of safety took positions in the government policy of the times as well. It is 
commonly accepted today that the historical source of the modern welfare state is Marxist 
socialism. But that is not true. The origins of the welfare state are actually quite conservative 
and anti-socialist. In France, it was Emperor Napoleon III and his pamphlet, On the Extinction 
of Poverty, that laid the foundation for the welfare state in France. In Germany, the Prussian 
state developed a government “safety net” for its citizens, from government-provided 
education to government-provided jobs, to government provided pension system and health-
care system. The Scandinavian countries adopted the same policy as early as the 1890s. 
Austria-Hungary adopted pension systems and healthcare systems for a significant part of its 
urban population in the 1870s. Even England, traditionally resistant to any such “egalitarian” 
measures, eventually started surrendering, and in the second half of the 19th century, different 
government welfare measures were introduced, including government schools and a 
government retirement system. All of this was, of course, with the purpose to provide “safety” 
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for the general population; a safety which, later, will turn into slavery, as it was in the days of 
Israel in Egypt. At the time, however, almost no thinker opposed it. The only significant voice 
that did it on principled grounds was Frederick Bastiat in France; he pointed to the 
encroahcment of liberty that such “safety” was bringing in its wake. There were other voices, 
like Herbert Spencer in England, but Spencer opposed the cult of safety based on the bizarre 
theory of social darwinism, namely, that the unfit must be left to die so that the fittest survive; 
this was one of the earliest applications of Darwin’s theory to the social realm. The masses of 
people loved their safety, and did not understand the real loss for the society and for 
themselves that it was bringing. 

It was in that period that an institution was established in the West, one that had never 
existed in Christendom: the police. I will not go into detail here, we have talked about police 
in a previous episode, “Should We Have Police?” Suffice to say, police was entirely the 
product of the Enlightenment and its secular ideology, that man can, through science, take the 
place of God and provide what only God could provide. And what police was meant to 
provide, again, was safety and security. 

Safety became an obsession for the totalitarian ideologies of the 20th century. Nazism, 
the second most destructive ideology of the 20th century, was a clear representation of the cult 
of safety. As a few historians of Nazi Germany have pointed out, in the 1920s and the 1930s, 
the common perception in post-war Germany was that the rest of the world was determined to 
destroy Germany and the Germans. What Hitler promised, and what shot him up to power, 
was not world domination, but that he would protect Germans from the dangerous dark 
powers who surrounded Germany. He was offering Germany safety from the demons of anti-
German conspiracy. The official propaganda language was full of phrases that presented 
Germany as heroically fighting for its survival against the world. Communism was no 
different; again, there were the dark capitalist forces out there, and here we were, the heroic 
Communist nations, pushing against evil. Even the GULags were officially established with 
the purpose of “defending the socialist order.” The Communist secret police was labeled as 
“safety” or “security” in all Eastern European nations: KGB in the Soviet Union, Committee 
for State Security, Stasi in East Germany, State Security, Securitate in Romania, etc. This 
paranoia of always being menaced by foreign hobgoblins remained such an integral part of the 
Russian mindset, and even today, Putin’s government sells its foreign wars against smaller 
countries as “defense against aggression.” 

To see how prevalent the cult of safety has become in the United States for the last one 
century, one has to read and compare two inaugural addresses separated by 100 years: That of 
Theodore Roosevelt in 1905 and that of George W. Bush in 2005. Both were significant 
because each address were given after a shocking terrorist event: Roosevelt’s address was 
given after the assassination, on September 5, 1901, of President William McKinley by Leon 
Czolgosz, son of Polish immigrants; Bush’s was given after the bombing, on September 11, 
2001, of the towers of the World Trade Center, allegedly by Muslim terrorists from Saudi 
Arabia. Both acts shocked America, and both acts were still quite alive in the thinking of the 
American public. But when one reads Roosevelt’s address, it contains no signs of any promise 
to the American public that the government would provide for their safety; Roosevelt appeals 
to the independent and courageous spirit of America, and expects that Americans will 
continue to value their liberty and will continue expanding without fear, and without waiting 
to be patronized by the government, Bush, on the other hand, builds his entire address on the 
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concept that the American people are like little children who need to be protected, who need 
safety against the dangerous forces of the world around them, so his government is there to 
offer that safety and security they need and crave. 

And indeed, 2001 was the year that changed American perceptions about safety like never 
before. And especially the perceptions of American Christians. As late as the 1980s and the 
early 1990s, for Christians and conservatives in general, America was still America the 
Powerful who could change the hearts and the minds of all, and bring even its mightiest 
enemy, the Soviet Union, to its knees, by sheer example, not by war. Refugees from 
Communist countries were accepted with joy, even if there was a danger that some of them 
could be spies. Granted, that confidence was secular, for it placed its faith in a nation rather 
than the faith that founded that nation; but it was still a secularist version of that earlier 
Christian optimism and courage about the world. Even as late as 1999, in debates with Al 
Gore, that same George W. Bush was still speaking in the older terms, like someone who 
trusted that there was no danger big enough to warrant fear and obsession with safety. (It was 
Al Gore who was using such language.) But by that time, the Christian faith was abandoned, 
and when it was abandoned, any significant event could shatter that confidence. And such 
event happened, on September 11th. With no true Biblical faith to support the confidence, 
American Christians resorted to the cult of safety almost overnight. 

You ever heard the argument, “The role of the government is to provide safety”? It is the 
most prevalent argument these days among American Christians, right? Guess what: There is 
no such Biblical role for the government. Not a single Biblical verse supports such a concept. 
Biblically, all sins and crimes come from the heart of man; therefore, danger can be predicted 
only by the One Who knows the heart of man, and prevented only by the One Who can 
change the heart of man. The civil government can’t read men’s hearts, and can’t change 
men’s hearts. Biblically, it can only register actual crimes and punish actual crimes; it can’t 
predict who and where will commit a crime, in order to provide safety. Thus, the only way for 
the government to provide safety is to take away the liberty of people to act; for any action is 
a possible threat to safety. (Think gun control: providing safety by taking guns away from all, 
including non-criminals.) Thus, from the government’s perspective, the only real threat to 
safety is liberty; and therefore the only way for the government to provide safety is by taking 
away liberty. The Founding Fathers understood this concept quite well, and that was the 
foundation of Benjamin Franklin’s statement that, paraphrasing, “Those who would give up 
liberty for safety, deserve neither, and will get neither.” Only God can provide safety without 
taking away liberty, because only God can read minds and hearts, and change minds and 
hearts. 

However, to understand this, one needs to be immersed deeply into the Christian faith and 
into a comprehensive Biblical view of the world, of man, and of man’s society. Once the 
Christian faith is abandoned – and it is, by the majority of the church-goers in the United 
States – then the safety that faith provides is lost, and man needs to build his own altar to 
safety, and to seek safety through his own means, or through the means of his most powerful 
institution, the state. And that’s how the cult of safety is born, and maintained in our nation. 

From this cult of safety, we have all the modern statist practices supported by church-
goers and conservatives. From the cult of safety follows the worship of politics, and the 
expectation that politics – especially at the highest levels, in Washington DC – will solve the 
problems of America. From the cult of safety follows the worship of police and other 
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institutions of government oppression and tyranny. From the cult of safety follow all the laws 
regulating the use of foods and substances; and from it follow all the laws regulating 
economic activity; after all, after all, we can’t let people be too free in their undertakings, for 
that might make other people unsafe. From the cult of safety, again, follow our modern 
immigration laws, and, more importantly, the support for those laws by church-goers and 
conservatives. Look at the latest election campaign: So obsessed are they with their safety, 
that the whole Republican campaign revolved around the unspeakable dangers from a few 
thousand men, women, and children who are fleeing an oppressive government. For the 
modern apostate American, the world is full with the darkest demons who are out there to get 
him, with hobgoblins lurking behind every corner. His senses are so addicted to fear and 
worry that even when he is presented with facts that the dangers are overblown, he reacts 
violently in anger. Under the cult of safety, any mention that he is not in danger is a blow to 
the cult, and therefore a heresy. The perception of danger has to be maintained, otherwise the 
cult becomes superfluous. And modern apostate Americans – and especially church-goers – 
would rather keep their cult than return to their Biblical roots. Paganism has returned to 
American churches, in its full force. 

 
And, to quote benjamin Franklin, because they have sought safety ate the expense of their 

God-given liberty, they have lost both liberty and safety. So next time you see an assault on 
Christian liberty, keep in mind, it is not the unbelievers who are to blame. 

For reading this week, I will assign an article and a book. The article is “Terrorism: 
Biblical Analysis and Solutions,” on ChristendomRestored.com. Pay attention to what I say 
there about fear and its Biblical significance. The book is rather off-topic, for the most part, 
but it has an interesting treatment of the modern cult of safety, and that is where ot matters the 
most, child rearing – for child rearing is where the cult is first being “encultured” into the our 
minds. Life Without Lawyers: Liberating Americans from Too Much Law, by Philip Howard. 
Pay attention to the connections he makes between the cult of safety and the modern legal and 
political system. 

In your prayers and donations, keep Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to expanding the Kingdom of God in Eastern Europe through translating 
and publishing books applying the Gospel to every area of life. We do not teach our readers to 
seek safety in man-made walls, we teach them to expand the Kingdom of God while seeking 
only the safety God provides for His people. And that’s why we have bene growing and 
scoring victories. Help us continue this trend. Visit Bulgarian Reformation.com, subscribe to 
the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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  How Christianity Invented the Future 
Jesus had a view of the future that scandalized both Gentiles and Jews. 

Assigned reading: Gary North, Is the World Running Down? Crisis in the 
Christian Worldview 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/how-christianity-invented-the-future/  
 

Welcome to Episode 81 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will talk about one of the most bizarre 
concepts the world has ever known. Namely, the future. 

OK, I know, I lost you right here, at the very beginning. The future is a bizarre 
concept??? How come? What do you mean, Bo? The future sounds to me as one of the most 
natural concepts a man can have. We are born thinking of the future, dreaming about the 
future, imagining what we are going to be in the future, planning for the future. No person has 
ever found difficult to think of the future and eagerly expect the future. Why would it be 
“bizarre,” if everyone is so familiar and so comfortable with the concept of the future? What 
are you talking about? 

Not so quick. Let’s start thinking here. I suggest that we have always accepted the 
concept of a the future as natural and normal without thinking why it should be natural and 
normal. Most of us never even thought what the future is, as a concept. When we dig into that 
concept, and into the way it is produced and perceived by our minds and hearts, we may 
discover that it is not as natural and normal as we may have first thought. May be it’s not even 
not normal, it may be a severe aberration, a mental monstrosity, if the “naturalness” of our 
minds is to be our standard for “normalcy.” Perhaps we need to stop and consider the 
possibility that “future” is simply an illusion which we have been poisoned with from an early 
age. Perhaps it is even a propaganda device meant to manipulate us and control us for certain 
purposes? Who knows what we can discover if we start thinking about the concept of the 
future instead of just accepting it on faith. Then again, we may discover that it is just a normal 
and natural concept, as we have always thought, right? But whatever we discover, it is still 
worth to start thinking about that concept of the future. It may help us learn things about 
ourselves and about how our minds operate. And if we learn things about ourselves, we may 
learn things about our Christian faith. And, as John Calvin said in the first book of his 
Institutes, once we learn more about ourselves, we end up learning about God. 

So, what is future? Specifically, what is it as a concept of thought, of philosophy, of 
psychology, of practical ideology? How do we define it, and where does it comes from? Is it 
part of our nature to think of the future as a separate category; do all people instinctively adopt 
it as part of their thought models? Or is it something that we learn from our parents because 
they learned it from others before them; and therefore, if we had parents from a different 
culture that didn’t have the concept of future, we wouldn’t even think about it as a valid 
reality? 
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Reformed Christians, and especially presuppositionalists among my listeners may be 
fascinated to learn that despite the prevalence of that concept in our every day lives, and in our 
formal philosophical and ideological systems and endeavors, the concept of the future has 
been amazingly under-represented in philosophical and psychological studies. Not that there 
aren’t any studies on it, but the existing ones are way too few for such a common concept, and 
they are usually limited in scope. Even if you go to Wikipedia and read the article on 
“Future,” you will see that that article is quite short, with a few sketchy paragraphs on each of 
the disciplines of physics, philosophy, and religion, and half of the article devoted to side 
issues like art styles, and music and literary genres that have adopted the concept as 
foundational (like futurism and science fiction). It even lacks serious references for additional 
reading: no books, only a few references to marginal encyclopedias and newspaper articles. 
To compare, the article on “Mysticism,” for example, is about 8 times longer, very detailed 
and comprehensive, and has about 150 references, all to serious academic studies. And yet, 
how often is mysticism present as a topic in serious discussions as opposed to the future? The 
discrepancy is not only in Wikipedia; it is everywhere. Philosophers discuss a whole lot of 
other subjects, but they somehow always evade discussing the future as a philosophical 
concept, even though the future is one of the most common concepts the modern man deals 
with, every day. 

There were attempts, of course, few and far between. Roger Evered, a British engineer 
and educator who immigrated to the US in the 1960s, worked as aerospace engineer at 
McDonnell Douglas, and later taught at several universities and at the Postgraduate Naval 
College, did try to tackle future as a philosophical concept. His doctoral dissertation with the 
University of California in Los Angeles in 1973 was titled, “Conceptualizing the ‘Future’: 
Implications for Strategic Management in a Turbulent Environment.” He later went on to 
teach Strategic Management, and had to tackle the concept again. Most of his treatment of the 
concept of the future, however, remained limited to the area of strategic management. Not that 
there is any problem in such specific application of the concept; but it certainly tends to limit 
the scope, and Evered ended taking more things for granted than he analyzed and explained. 
After him, no one really tried to explain the concept from a philosophical perspective. The 
deepest studies ever tackled the concept in the context of consumer behavior; the 1980s and 
the 1990s were the culmination of studies on consumer behavior, and expectations of the 
future were central to any understanding of how the consumers would react to new products 
or commercials. Still, no scholar dared touch the concept from a more general, philosophical 
starting point. In that period, the term “philosophy of time” became popular. But despite its 
popularity, no one really sat down to even give a definition of the concept of the future, let 
alone study it as a concept. The philosophy of time studies focused mainly either on realism – 
the metaphysical relation between past, present, and future – or on nominalism – human 
perception of time and the theory of time preferences (the last one especially important for the 
study of political economy and entrepreneurship and investment). Again, nothing wrong with 
these studies, in fact, they are important both practically and theoretically, but . . . a definition 
of “future” was still not given, and neither was a study of the concept itself presented. The 
concept of the future was taken for granted, as if it has already been defined and studied, and 
only its relationship with other concepts was examined. Unique, huh? There is really no other 
such concept in philosophy that has been treated in such a lousy way. In fact, if anything, 
secular philosophers have often criticized Christians for not being able to define God (not that 
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God is definable in human terms in the Christian worldview in the first place); and yet, here 
they are taking for granted a concept that they have never even tried to define. 

Now, there is a good reason why modern philosophy – especially modern secular 
philosophy – is incapable of even beginning to define the concept of the future. That reason is 
that modern philosophy has fallen victim to its foundational premise: that whatever definition 
or logical rule we use, it cannot refer us us back to anything supernatural, or to any other and 
higher reason or mind outside and above the human mind and human experience. Everything 
man uses to define himself and the world around himself must be based on “natural” 
assumptions, meaning naturalistic assumptions. All the foundations for our definitions must 
be grounded in man’s direct sensory experience. You know the regular atheist excuse for an 
argument: “If I can’t see your God, then He is either non-existent or irrelevant.” Philosophers 
know that such excuse is rather primitive and low-brow, and they seldom use it directly, it is 
still, as a philosophical presupposition, embedded deeply into the modern secular thought. So 
when it comes to definitions of things that require some open display of non-sensory faith, 
philosophers are rather timid to take up the challenge. 

And indeed, think about it. How can we define the future based on the modern secular 
thought that requires sensory experience before there is a definition? Why should we be even 
mindful about the future? Has anyone experienced it? Has anyone seen it? I used that 
argument with atheists many times: Do you believe there is future? Have you seen it? Can you 
describe it? Can you define it? The answers were always quite lame, logically. The complaints 
secularists raise about the Christian God apply to the concept of the future as well: it is only a 
figment of our imagination, only a conjecture, an extrapolation from misinterpreted evidence 
(and all of that evidence comes from another imaginary, the concept of the past, but I won’t 
go there in this episode), no one has seen it or experienced it, really. There is no natural reason 
for us to even believe there is future, or that it has any relevant significance to anything we do 
or say or think. The only possible answer to this is that even if we haven’t experienced the 
future so far, we will surely experience it tomorrow, when it comes . . . but so what? When it 
comes, it won’t be future anymore, it will be present. To base our definitions on mental 
expectations, not sensory experience, would be to resort to faith – and why would a secularist 
philosopher want to base his philosophy on faith? I mean, once you resort to faith for one 
thing, who knows in how many more definitions you will let faith dictate your perceptions 
and definitions, and then . . . what is the defense against Christianity and its faith-based 
philosophy? So, no wonder secularist philosophers avoid defining the future as a concept. 
They may talk about it, they may take it for granted in their so-called “studies” or 
“discussions,” they may even try to predict it, but they never know what it is. 

And it is not just modern secular philosophers. All pagan religions follow the same 
pattern. Well, of course, all pagan religions are by default naturalistic, given that their “gods” 
are simply part of the universe itself, and therefore are under the same limitations as man in 
terms of definitions. How can a pagan god, limited in his very being to the position of simply 
another being within space and time, experience the future so that he can define it? He may 
look into a crystal ball and kinda make guesses and predictions and prophecies about it; but 
would that be a true experience of the future? No. Even if those prophecies were true, and the 
future happens to be exactly what they prophesied, it would still be no sensory experience of 
the future; only a word of faith. So pagan religions never talk about the future, it is never a 



ARP#81. How Christianity Invented the Future  670 

concept that they either define or visualize. In fact, to a great extent, it is something they are 
afraid of. 

My favorite example of the classical world is the Aeneid. The Aeneid was a poem written 
by the Roman poet Virgil, a close friend of the Roman Emperor Octavian Augustus. 
Augustus, by all accounts, was a very unique Roman, even by the standard of the times. He 
was the adopted son of Julius Caesar, and these two men – Julius and Octavian – were about 
the highest and best representation of what was considered traditional Roman moral virtues. If 
it wasn’t for these two men, the Roman people would never accept the transformation of 
Rome from republic into empire. But at the time, the Republic had lost its popular appeal 
because of the corruption and the civil strife and the oppression by the upper classes; while 
Caesar, and after him Octavian, made it look like an empire will always have at the top a 
person of exquisite moral qualities plus the political will to implement and achieve a better 
vision for society. Indeed, from the vision and the courage of Julius Caesar and the practical 
genius of Octavian Augustus, the Roman Empire was born and was so successful, that 2000+ 
years later it is still studied as the ultimate example of successful government. (Whether it was 
or not is a different issue; we are talking perception here.) 

After his adoptive father, Julius Caesar, was assassinated by a conspiracy of senators who 
wanted the restoration of the Republic, the civil war in Rome started again. Octavian was only 
19 at the time. For the next 14 years, he had to fight first against the assassins who had 
assembled a large army, and then against his own ally Mark Anthony. He was 33 when he 
defeated his last enemy, and set out to build an empire that would embody the vision of 
Caesar. Having come from a lower background (his clan, the Octavia, were plebeians), 
adopted into the nobility by Caesar, Octavian knew the importance of mass propaganda. So he 
commissioned his friend, Virgil, to produce a poem that would make Caesar’s and Octavian’s 
reign to seem like the culmination of the destiny of Rome. Virgil started in 29 BC, and 
worked on it for 10 years. The result was the Aeneid. 

I must admit, I have a weakness for it. It is one of the most beautiful historical epics ever 
written. I only wish I could enjoy its meter in the original Latin; unfortunately, I am not so 
proficient in the language to appreciate it. I have only read it in the Bulgarian translation, and 
parts of it in an English translation. It is such a good story that quite a few people are asking, 
“why in the world hasn’t it been made into a blockbuster movie”? Indeed. You want to have a 
real feel of Classical literature? Trust me on that, forget Homer. Virgil is better, even though 
he set out to only imitate Homer. Yes, in the final account he did create government 
propaganda for his friend Octavian, and that government propaganda was so powerful that 
Octavian ruled for 45 years as the sole ruler of Rome completely undisturbed by any rival. 
The masses were so devoted to him that when in his old age he retired from his position of 
consul for life, the plebs of Rome rioted, believing that it was an aristocratic conspiracy to 
take him down from power. But government propaganda or not, it was beautiful. There are no 
such examples today. 

 

Anyway, back to the story. The Aeneid was the story of Aeneas, the legendary – or 
perhaps not so legendary – ancestor of Romulus the founder of Rome, and of the Roman race 
in general. Aeneas was a Trojan, the son of a mortal prince and the goddess Aphrodite, who 
fled after the destruction of Troy. He is mentioned in Homer’s Iliad only as a secondary 
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character, although with a hint for a yet-unknown destiny. After he escapes the destruction in 
Troy, he visits several countries, including Carthage, until he gets to Italy, where he settles 
among the locals and establishes his line. The beautiful mythology of the early beginning of 
Rome is intertwined with hints and even direct retrospective prophecies about Julius Caesar 
and his son Octavian, and their dynasty and the fulfillment of the destiny of Aeneas. The final 
motif of the poem would have been very clear to any Roman citizen who read it or listened to 
it: The time has come for the seed of Aeneas to be manifested, and this seed is Octavian 
Augustus. 

Sounds heroic and optimistic, right? Sounds like full of bright expectation for the future. 
Like a promise for growth, and progress, and many more good things in the future, now that 
the true heir of Aeneas has come. Rome is finally on the right foot and in the right hands, and 
who knows what unspeakable blessings the future will contain. 

Nope. To the contrary, the tone of the poem is quite pessimistic about man, the nature of 
man, society of man, and history. While on the surface, especially for us moderns, it may look 
like this is an uplifting story that holds many bright promises, it is actually a story of decline. 
It is a story that demonizes change and the future, and every step in it delivers newer and 
newer blows to the hopes and expectations of its protagonists. It contains deep admiration for 
the past and its golden ages; but it never mentions the future. It takes it for granted that 
whatever new things come, they won’t make the world better than it was. Aeneas, in the final 
chapters of the book, has no faith in the future. Despite his abilities and power and strength, 
his only fight is to survive among enemies, and nothing in the tone of the poem indicates any 
expectation of future glories and improvement. 

Then what was the promise for the people of Rome in it, and what was the appeal of 
Octavian’s reign? It was not progress. It was stagnation. The more things changed before that, 
the worse the world had become. Octavian came with the promise that nothing will ever 
change again. The old golden age was gone. A new one was not coming. The only hope was 
that time would somehow freeze and there won’t be future. And that’s what Octavian 
promised to do. In fact, that was a major part of his propaganda campaign. His main 
adversary, Mark Anthony, served him with the main propaganda pitch by fleeing to Egypt and 
becoming a lover to Cleopatra; all that Octavian had to do is declare that Anthony wanted to 
introduce changes, and bring Egyptian customs to Rome. Right there, Anthony lost all his 
appeal with the people of Rome. No one wanted changes. Everyone was afraid of what the 
future would bring. Octavian’s promise of eternal stability and no future changes was all that 
the people wanted. 

The Aeneid was not unique. The pagan world hated the notion of change and 
development. Time was, of course, philosophically understood, but, still hated. Parmenides of 
Elea denied the existence of time and change whatsoever; it was an illusion, he thought. 
Heraclitus of Ephesus went in the opposite direction and said that nothing stays the same, 
everything changes, but he never postulated any specific goal and purpose and end of those 
changes. So, in principle, his concept of time was just as stagnant as that of Parmenides. They 
hated the future and change so much that whenever anything new appeared, they made sure 
they destroyed it. When an inventor showed Emperor Tiberius a new metal he created out of 
dust – which must have been aluminum – Tiberius had him executed. The steam engine was 
known for two centuries in the ancient world but no attempts have been made to put it to 
productive use. The Chinese culture made an amazing number of discoveries very early in its 
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history, and yet, the government and the culture never applied them to mass use, and in fact, 
by the early 20th century, the average Chinese lived no differently than his ancestors 20 
centuries earlier. And I am sure I don’t have to explain to my listeners the Buddhist and Zen-
Buddhist views on time. In short, time is an illusion for them. As is all existence, of course. 

The Jews, of course, were the sore thumb. They not only believed in time, they eagerly 
expected the future. They counted the years to that future. Their prophets tried to examine it, 
and some even to fast forward to it. Some, like Simeon and Hannah, lived in the Temple 
waiting to see the future. But their view was still stagnant. Given that the future was focused 
on a specific single event: the coming of the Messiah. What after that? The Jews didn’t know. 
The New Testament says that they were trying to figure out what after that, but were never 
given that revelation by the Holy Spirit. Their faithfulness was supposed to consist in 
discerning the time when the Messiah came – not that they were exemplary in it, but that’s 
another topic altogether – and then the Messiah would tell them what after that. So, in a sense, 
God left them with a stagnant view of the future on purpose, but it was still a view of the 
future that was unique for the ancient world. The wise men of Matt. 2:1 were not some 
obscure group; the whole known world at the time knew that the Jews had a view of the future 
different from anyone else, and acknowledged their uniqueness in this regard. They were still 
groping in the dark, like everyone else, as to the time of redemption, but they at least knew 
redemption was surely coming. 

Christ not only delivered the redemption. He also delivered a view of the future shocking 
to everyone, including the Jews. On one hand, he was the fulfillment of the expectations of the 
Jews. On the other hand, however, he was the destruction of their expectations. From a Jewish 
perspective, history was supposed to end right there, at the coming of the Messiah. He was 
supposed to defeat His enemies and establish the Throne of David, and rule over the world. 
And the world was supposed to enter the same stagnant state that the Aeneid postulated about 
the reign of Augustus: everything would be perfect, nothing would change anymore. That’s 
what the disciples expected of Jesus, as is obvious from their reactions to His eschatological 
passages: “Are you going to restore the Kingdom now?” Or, “Who of us will be greater in the 
coming Kingdom?” 

Jesus, however, had a different view of the future, one that would shock both Gentiles 
and Jews. He scandalized the Gentiles by saying all their past to which they clung so 
religiously was nothing. That the future was that mattered. That change is not demonic and 
dark, but is the only way they can enter the Kingdom of God and find purpose. That God had 
prepared for them – if they trusted in Him – unspeakable blessings, that the past knew nothing 
about. All your poets, philosophers, kings, heroes, gods and semi-gods were blind. There was 
no Golden Age in your past. The future is what matters. That was a war. When you read all 
the Roman edicts against the Christians, what is the main argument there, sometimes repeated 
three or four times in the same edict? That Christians did not follow the ancient ways and did 
not honor the past and the ancestors. They had higher expectations of something the Gentiles 
did not understand: the future. 

The scandal was much graver for the Jews, however. They were OK with a faith in the 
future. The scandal that Jesus brought to them was not that the future is important. It was that 
the event they have been waiting for was not the end of history but rather its beginning. That, 
of course, was rather humiliating for a nation that had grown proud of its heritage; to them, it 
would mean that they were simply the fodder, the consumable for God’s plan for history, not 
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the real focus and purpose. There would be many more centuries of history, and this time, the 
Jews would not be able to claim the title of a special nation, but would have to take a place as 
one of all the other nations in the Kingdom of God. In fact, even worse, they were to take a 
third place, according to Isaiah 19:24 (after Egypt and Assyria), a clear indication that, in the 
New Covenant, the nation of Israel would lose its special status. 

Either way, the vision Jesus introduced of the future was a shocking novelty, and 
Christians were specifically persecuted for it. We won’t understand it unless we understand 
that for the pagan world, the future was demonic and was to be feared. In fact, all change was 
demonic and was to be feared. And here was this new religion which not only disrespected the 
past but it also promised cosmic and gigantic changes on earth, and its followers were actively 
involved to make those changes and to build that new civilization they wanted, the Kingdom 
of God. They were somehow sure that those changes would bring something new and better, 
and were so committed to bring them about that they were willing to die for the privilege. 
Even an avowed enemy of Christianity like Karl Marx acknowledged this unique view of 
history and the future. In his address to the Hague Congress in 1872, he said the following 
(take note of the language of “new” and “old”): 

Someday the worker must seize political power in order to build up the new organization 
of labor; he must overthrow the old politics which sustain the old institutions, if he is not to 
lose Heaven on Earth, like the old Christians who neglected and despised politics. 

That’s where he got his idea of change and optimism for the future: from the Biblical idea 
of Heaven on Earth. And then he rightly mocks Christians for abandoning their own idea. But 
the reality is, before modern Christians abandoned that idea, the only bearer of a true concept 
of the future – or of any concept of the future at all – was Christianity. Everywhere where 
Christianity touched, it was met with opposition not so because people were hostile to the idea 
of a Savior Who gave His life for His people, but because they realized that Christianity 
meant death to their concept of history. It demanded a full break up with the past, a full 
commitment to the future, and an uncompromising belief in the benefits of change. Any 
change. In culture after culture, we see the same motif as we saw in the Roman edicts against 
Christians: “Christians abandon the heritage of the past and dishonor the ancestors.” When 
King Boris I moved to Christianize Bulgaria in the 9th century, that was the only objection of 
his nobles: This is a war against our past. And my native country wasn’t an exception. No 
matter where you are from, when you look back at the history of your ancestors, you will see 
the same pagan refrain: Your Christianity dishonors our past. 

Yes, it does. It does it because it presents to you a God who is above time and has created 
time, and He controls past and present and future. And He commands you to abandon your 
past and your pagan heritage, and instead of heritage and looking back, He invites you to 
adopt a hope, a faith, and looking forward. Your past is worth nothing. What is worth 
everything is the things that God has prepared for you, what no eye has seen and no ear has 
heard, and no human mind has conceived (Isaiah. 64:4; 1 Cor. 2:9). Christianity radically 
shifted the focus of men from the past to the future, and thus created a radically new 
mentality, one that has never existed before. And it scared the daylights out of the pagan 
culture. Or, rather, scared the darkness out of it. You want to know where the original idea of 
progressivism came? It was from Christianity. Modern Progressives have simply stolen the 
idea and have stripped it of its Christian roots. And, they have only done it because Christians 
have abandoned the idea of progress. 
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This new concept – of the future – didn’t catch right away. For centuries after the birth of 
the Christian Church, many fathers of the church still tried to preserve the past, and 
specifically this most sublime creation of the pagan past, the Roman Empire. Even Augustine, 
for all his optimism, saw the preservation of the Empire as necessary for the preservation of 
the civilization. They still believed in change, but they were still afraid of it. The most radical 
proponents of change, of course, were the missionaries outside the borders of the civilized 
world; they had nothing to lose. Isidore of Seville, working with the old Roman pagan 
aristocracy and the new Arian political elite in Spain, clearly saw the coming of a future era of 
prosperity after the Dark Ages of the crumbling Empire; that’s the reason he set out to 
preserve all the available knowledge of the old world in his Etymologies. By the 13th century, 
a number of scholars in Christendom were already clearly envisioning that new wold, and 
some even predicted the rise of science and technology, which was an unknown concept to the 
ancients. Roger Bacon in the 13th century laid the foundation for systematization of science. 
Another Bacon, Francis, postulated the specific rules for the scientific method in the 17th 
century. In the same period, Christendom gave the beginning of a new genre, utopian and 
futuristic literature, with works of Thomas More (Utopia) and Tommaso Campanella (The 
City of the Sun). Even occultism at the time switched to long-term prophecies of the future – 
like those of Nostradamus – something occultists of previous centuries never tried to do. 
Those were fiction, but there were also attempts at scientific forecast of future progress. In the 
Netherlands in the 16th century, for a time, the Dutch West India Company hired scientists 
and mathematicians to try to analyze and forecast future explorations and trade profits with 
the purpose of planning. Italian maritime insurance agencies in the Mediterranean also had 
their forecasting teams trying to predict profits and losses from the political news in the area. 

In fact, one can say, this new mass orientation to the future was the single most powerful 
psychological and sociological factor behind the Reformation, behind the English and the 
American Revolutions, and even behind the Enlightenment and the French Revolution. The 
ancient world had its insurrections and revolts against oppressive governments, but none were 
really successful. The reason? The masses had no idea what they were supposed to achieve. 
Probably the best documented one was the slave uprising led by Spartacus in 73-71 BC. The 
slaves, led by this brilliant tactician, defeated powerful Roman armies several times, but were 
unsure of what exactly they wanted to do. They moved north to escape through the Alps to 
Gaul, then turned back, crossed all the way south to Sicily, then moved west to Brundisium, 
where they were finally defeated. What was their purpose? No one knows; and it is possible 
that they themselves didn’t. They had no past to lean on, as their Roman enemies; and they 
had no idea of the future. But in Christendom, especially after the 15th century, more and 
more people viewed the future and change as something positive, and therefore had an idea of 
what they wanted of the future. We can never understand the Reformation, or any of the 
changes that followed, without understanding this basic fact of the development of the 
European thought: more and more people were conscious of the concept of the future, and 
were eager for change. 

It also changed their view of children. The ancient world viewed children as an asset for 
their parents, and for the ancestors. In the most radical forms of that belief, children were 
sacrificed for the purposes of the parents or of the state. In Homer’s Iliad, Agamemnon 
sacrifices his daughter to appease the gods and get what he needs to proceed with his military 
plans. We know from the Bible the sin of Phoenicia where infants were burned to Molech for 
the purposes of the state. Carthage, a Phoenician city, continued the same tradition; according 



ARP#81. How Christianity Invented the Future  675 

to some ancient sources, the great Carthaginian general Hannibal Barca had a twin who was 
sacrificed by his parents to the gods, so that the other twin could grow to be a great leader in 
the service of the Carthaginian empire. The Romans themselves, influenced by the Hebrew 
teachings through their second king, Numa Pompilius, detested such child sacrifices; and yet, 
even though the state didn’t demand religious sacrifices of children (they were specifically 
forbidden), the custom still gave the father of the family the right to kill his own son – even if 
he was already an adult – if he found the son to be unworthy of service to the ancestors. 
Children were frequently employed in gladiatorial games, as slaves, and even as participants 
in sexual orgies; during the persecutions against Christians, children were raped, tortured, and 
thrown to the beasts together with the adults. There was no special consideration of childhood 
in Rome; no one saw children as anything special to be protected. 

You know those popular modern essays of fathers who issue threats and warnings to 
young men who would date or court their daughters; and the father’s prideful declaration of 
how he would meet the young man with his shotgun and his .45 at the door. Or the modern 
constant bashing and brow-beating of the younger generation, because, of course, we of the 
older generation were so much better than them. (See the Axe to the Root episode on 
“Bashing Millennials.”) That was Rome, too. Such distrust and resentment and disparagement 
of the younger generation is a very specific characteristic of a people who either never thought 
of the future, or have lost their vision of it. If want to know what a culture thinks of the future, 
see how it treats its young people. Does it trash them, bash them, and distrust them? That 
culture has lost its vision of the future. Does it trust them, uplift them, encourage them, arms 
them with purpose and vision? That culture has broken its chains with the past, has abandoned 
its idolatry of the ancestors, and has adopted an optimistic outlook. 

It is for this reason why, when we look at the days of Christendom in Europe and North 
America, we see that the majority of the important figures in those centuries were men in their 
20s and 30s. Luther was 34 when he nailed the 95 theses. Calvin was 21 when he broke 
openly with the Roman Catholic Church, and he was 27 when he fled Paris and settled in 
Geneva. By that time, he already had written half of his Institutes – at least the first version. 
The majority of the signers of the Declaration of Independence were young men that today 
wouldn’t even be seriously considered for political office. Men joined the military or the Navy 
at unbelievably young ages – some even starting at 9, and some reaching commanding ranks 
by the age of 16. This speaks much about these young men, but it speaks even more about the 
society around them which saw no issue with giving them authority over older men. Benjamin 
Franklin was 70-year-old at the time of the American Revolution, and he worked with young 
men 50 years his junior, and discussed politics with them, and issued proclamations with 
them, and we never ever see him even mentioning this gigantic age gap between him and his 
co-workers and co-conspirators. Never even a condescending word or a patronizing tone. 
Same thing with George Washington or some of the other older men among the 
revolutionaries. To compare, Lafayette was only 20 when he joined the Revolution; and yet, 
we see no hint of any distrust or patronizing of the Frenchman by any American Founding 
Father. 

The future even became an obsession in the 19th century. After 1848, futurism as a style 
of art and politics and literature became prominent in everything. The first science fiction 
novels and the first futuristic postcards appeared in those days. Europe was gradually 
abandoning Christianity, but it still had a strong momentum in the Christian worldview. It is 
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highly ironic, that in those days, even those who were the most strongly committed to 
“conservatism,” were still men who defined their “conservatism” as “making progressive 
reforms.” My favorite example of that era is William von Humboldt, the brother of the great 
explorer and scientist Alexander von Humboldt. William had a saying, Alles Neue ekelt mich 
an, “All that is new disgusts me.” And yet, this implacable reactionary was responsible for the 
most progressive educational reforms in Europe, in the Kingdom of Prussia, which, within 
just a few years, completely transformed the educational climate in Prussia and all of 
Germany. If even the most conservative and reactionary figures saw it necessary and desirable 
to bring about wide-sweeping changes, you know Europe had a very strong, and a very 
healthy view of the future. 

Ironically, during that period, it was the church that had dropped the ball. Pessimistic 
eschatologies – amillennialism and premillennialism were already creeping in. By the 
beginning of the 20th century, the church had surrendered to pessimism. And with it, the 
Western civilization. But that’s a matter of another episode. 

But I need to say our modern world today is very far from the optimism of those days. 
Granted, the momentum created by Christianity has continued for 200 years, despite false 
theologies, despite the resurgence of paganism and secular humanism, despite the two world 
wars and the Cold War. I suspect, since the Kingdom of God grows in history, that optimism 
will never again fade. It will be manifested in different forms, not necessarily theological or 
philosophical. Despite the ruling theoretic pessimism in academic and seminary circles, the 
majority of the people still continue investing in businesses and stocks, scientists and 
inventors continue their discoveries and developments, and people still buy the newest 
technological toys. Politicians and media spew their scares and fear-manipulation campaigns, 
and some people still buy them – despite evidence to the contrary – and yet, in practice, even 
they don’t act accordingly in practice. The concept of the future and the optimism that comes 
with it are still here. But, if ideas have consequences, we don’t know for how long. And we 
need to change our thinking back to what the Bible says about the future, and abandon our 
neo-pagan pessimism and fear. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Gary North, Is the World Running Down? 
Crisis in the Christian Worldview. The title says it all. You just need to read it. And, if you 
have been with Axe to the Root by now, you don’t need an introduction to who Gary North is. 

In your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation for the future (did you hear that 
word, future?), for the future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe, through translation and 
publishing of books that apply the Gospel of Jesus Christ to all areas of life. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com. subscribe to the newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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  Paganism, Conservationism and Fear of Competition  
“The image of God in man laughs at Malthus’s closed-universe paganism. The 
end of history will not be economic. It will come not because we have run out 
of resources . . . . The end will be covenantal: it will come because the church 
has fulfilled the Great Commission and has made the whole world submit to 
Christ, and has made all His enemies His footstool. 

Assigned reading: The Population Bomb, Paul and Anne Ehrlich 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/paganism-conservationism-and-fear-of-
competition/  

Welcome to Episode 82 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will cover one of the greatest fears of our 
time, and the religious foundation of that fear. In previous episodes we saw that fear is the 
most powerful emotion people experience, and, judging from its prominence in the Bible, it is 
also the most important. We also saw that fear itself has a religious foundation and nature; and 
more than that, it is also a religion itself. (Ever been in a situation where you tell people 
paralyzed by fear that they shouldn’t be afraid, only to see them lash at you as if you were 
some sort of a heretic?) 

In 1798, an English pastor and scholar, Thomas Robert Malthus, published a book: An 
Essay on the Principle of Population. On the surface, it was just another scholarly thesis that 
came out of the Enlightenment. Of the right wing of the Enlightenment, to be precise, the one 
prevalent in England and Scotland and Prussia and Hanover, not the left wing, prevalent in 
France and Italy. The Enlightenment’s standards for all scholarship were that it was supposed 
to be as technical and mathematical as science, and, most importantly, free of any ethical 
values and considerations. Yes, even the right wing Enlightenment, the one that was driven 
by church ministers (as was Malthus himself) and used religious language and rhetoric as its 
justification. From this Enlightenment perspective, Malthus’s book was the perfect scholarly 
thesis. 

His topic was simple: the relationship between food production and population growth. It 
wasn’t anything new, to be sure, others before had tried that topic as well. It was a particularly 
common topic among the educated elite of revolutionary France – after all, that’s how the 
French Revolution started, with the people starving because of an alleged depletion of the 
resources for  food production. A few revolutionary leaders argued that for France to remain 
full and content, about a quarter of the population should be exterminated to match the land 
available for food production. These ideas were, however, a little too extreme even for the 
French taste at the time; besides, most of their proponents – like Maximilien Robespierre and 
Georges Danton – were themselves guillotined. Similar ideas were floated in Prussia as well, 
although the Prussian monarchy, always in need of more soldiers, never took them seriously. 
So Malthus was not writing in a vacuum, the topic had already become “hot” among 
Enlightenment theorists on both right and left. He was, however, destined to become the 
father of a whole new trend with his theory. Why? Because he was much better educated than 
all previous writers, he was capable to write about in a perfectly technical, rather disinterested 
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way (quite creepy, given the horrible bloodthirsty advice he was giving the political elite), and 
he was writing in a country that was politically stable and socially stratified, where scholars 
and church ministers like him had quite an audience and influence. He had the privilege of 
coming from a well-educated family, as well. His father, Daniel Malthus, was a non-
Conformist (probably from an old Puritan family) and personal friend of men like David 
Hume and Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Thomas took orders in the Church of England, contrary to 
his father’s religious views, probably to avoid the non-conformist disabilities and be able to 
take positions as a college professor. There was also another point where he disagreed with 
his father: unlike his father, who was a staunch optimist about the future, Thomas was a 
pessimist. And his book was the ultimate expression of his pessimistic views. 

In a very short sentence, the thesis of the Essay on the Principle of Population is that the 
prospects for humanity are bleak. Why? Because, as Malthus explained in mathematical 
terms, while the world’s population grows geometrically, the means for food production only 
grow arithmetically. That is the simplest and most popular way of presenting his thesis. In 
reality, however, his thesis was a little more complicated. He had to make it more complicated 
in order to add respectable Christina religious language to it, in order to conceal his true 
intentions. A fuller explanation of his thesis would be this: There is a certain number of 
population that matches the available resources for food production. However, when food 
production increases, mankind – and especially the lower classes of mankind – are not wise 
enough to maintain the same stable rate of human reproduction with the purpose of achieving 
higher standard of life. Instead, they are stupid enough to start reproducing more and more, 
exponentially. Eventually that exponential human reproduction catches up with and even 
overtakes food production, and people, even with the new and higher level of food production, 
are left much poorer and hungrier than before. That point where human reproduction catches 
up with food production has come to be called Malthusian catastrophe by sociologists, and the 
level at which the excess population stops growing due to shortage of food is called 
Malthusian trap. In short, all that Malthus’s analysis promised humanity was inevitable 
suffering in the future, marked by short periods of prosperity which, because of the very 
nature of humanity – especially of the poorer humanity – will inevitably lead to more and 
worse suffering. 

When he came to his policy proposals, he had to conceal the true nature of his religion 
under a lot of pious verbiage. He used long-winded phrases and metaphoric language for 
regular phrases (for example, “virtuous affection” instead of “marriage,” etc.) to satisfy the 
spirit of the time and especially the academic spirit of the time; but to make his proposals 
acceptable, he had to pretend that his motives were honest and virtuous. When asked why God 
would create a world of limited resources for a growing population, his answer was that this 
was so that God teaches us prudence in procreation. But under the verbose expression of love 
and concern for the poor and needy, he practically declared that the political elite must do 
everything they could to prevent the masses from achieving any sort of prosperity, even if that 
meant artificially created shortages. He was in favor of government taxes on food so high as 
to keep sufficiency of food beyond the reach of the average family; in his view, the masses of 
people needed to be kept at the brink of starvation even in years of abundant crops. In his 
pious language, it was better to be poor than foolish and use the abundance for more 
irresponsible procreation. He didn’t even shy of recommending violent death as a final 
measure; since natural famine and pestilence didn’t always do their job in regulating the 
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population, he believed governments should finish the job by starting wars just for the sake of 
thinning out the population. 

In the final account, behind the seemingly dispassionate academic language, there was 
evil. His proposals, no matter how dressed they were in religious lingo, smacked of the 
ideology of the ancient pagan empires, especially the Biblical Assyria. The last time Europe 
had encountered such ideas and policies was in the last three decades of the 14th century when 
Tamerlane, a distant relative of Genghis Khan, tried to restore the Mongol Empire. Tamerlane 
was so systematic in exterminating whole populations that he beat even Genghis Khan 
himself. However, ever since the 14th century, no one in the known world ever used such 
policies nor advocated for them, not even the Ottoman Turks. (They had their share of 
atrocities but, in general, the Sultans viewed conquered populations as sheep to be bred and 
milked and sheared, not as vermin to be destroyed.) Malthus brought back to life ideas that 
everyone before him thought should have passed away with the passing of paganism. 

I will touch later on the influence of Malthus’s ideas in the last two centuries, and 
especially in our day. But before we do that, we need to first look into the religious origin of 
these ideas, and especially into the religious climate these ideas both require, and help create 
or recreate. Where did he get his ideas from? Is it possible that a Christian scholar come up 
with such ideology of cruelty? Is there really a Christian justification for Malthusianism, and 
Malthus claimed? Or could there be something else behind it, religiously? We all know that 
ideas have consequences. But I have argued before, in some of my articles, that ideas are 
themselves consequences of something deeper and greater than ideology – namely, faith. 
Ideology is always based on some religion, and even when we present our ideas in a 
seemingly rational and unbiased and academic form, they are still religious in their origin. 
There is still some deep moral commitment, some deep religious impulse that drives our 
ideology. I can bring in tons of quotes from Cornelius Van Til and Greg Bahnsen here to 
illustrate what I am talking about, but I prefer this short phrase by Dennis Peacocke which 
beautifully explains presuppositional epistemology in general and my argument here: “The 
mind only justifies what the heart has already chosen.” 

So, what was it that Malthus’s heart had chosen that his mind masterfully justified in that 
book? 

I have a name for the religion behind his thesis: Paganism of a Closed Universe. Or, a 
Closed-Universe Paganism, if you wish. Those who have studied physics know that I am 
borrowing a term from physics: Closed System. A closed system is a system that doesn’t 
allow the transfer of mass or energy in or out of the system. In the same way, a closed 
universe is a universe that does not allow any transfer of energy in or out of the universe. All 
that there is, is inside the universe; if there is anything or anyone outside that universe – like a 
God or something – it or He is irrelevant to the system and its working, and can neither bring 
anything in nor take anything out of it. For the people within the system, they are stuck with 
whatever energy and other resources they already have available, and nothing more. From 
there, good luck. 

If we are to be consistent, of course, all paganism is closed-universe paganism. Yes, yes, I 
know, there have been pagans in the last two centuries who did not believe in a closed 
universe, and have been rather optimistic about humanity. But, as I will later mention, they 
have all been like that only because of the residues of Christian worldview they have adopted 
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from their culture. But when paganism is consistent, without any influence from Christianity, 
it must necessarily be closed-universe. Why am I saying this? 

What is paganism, ultimately? It is the rejection of the belief in one God, Creator of 
heaven and earth, Who is outside time and space and controls time and space. For paganism to 
make any sense, such God must be entirely excluded from existence. Or, at the very least, of 
any consideration. He must be irrelevant to the universe in which we live. Such a God is 
dangerous to any paganism. Why? Because, by definition, He must be radically different from 
humans, who live inside the universe. God Who is outside the universe and intervenes in the 
universe is a God Who can not be grasped or comprehended by humans – and especially by 
human rulers, which is the more important part of it. He would be, therefore, a God that can’t 
be controlled or manipulated by humans. He wouldn’t need human permission to exist or to 
be relevant or to have any influence in human societies. Even worse, He wouldn’t need the 
permission of human authorities to do it. Once such a god is allowed to exist or be relevant to 
human thought and action, all the other gods cease to be relevant. Oh, and did I mention, all 
human authorities cease to be relevant, except if they cease to be authorities and become 
servants of that God. Paganism then, even if it uses the same word for its magical beings 
(“god”), is radically different from Christianity. As a matter of fact, given that very important 
difference, atheism is not different from any religion; it is right there, in the same basket as all 
paganism. It basically believes the same things as any paganism. 

For paganism to exist as a system of thought and belief, it needs gods who are inside the 
universe itself. The universe first existed, preferably in the form of chaos. (For if there was 
order in the beginning, that might smack of a pre-existent God Creator.) For whatever reason, 
movements within that original chaos produce the first divine beings – but, remember, those 
divine beings came out of that pre-existing universe. They are creations, just like man is. They 
are not radically different than man; they are just more powerful beings who can use their 
power to overpower the chaos they came from . . . and overpower other beings like them, as 
well. Like, other gods. Or humans, who are much weaker. Humans, however, may not be that 
weak. They may be capable of finding ways within the universe of manipulating these gods, 
these more powerful beings, to do their bidding. Or, at least, convince them to help in their 
human causes and agendas and ambitions and aspirations. After all, these gods are themselves 
creations of the universe itself, and who knows if there are mechanisms in that universe of 
controlling those gods? The gods themselves are still discovering their potential; what of 
humans find a potential way of controlling the gods. And, even better, what if powerful 
human rulers discover these ways, and use the gods to establish their power over an increasing 
multitudes of people? 

We are used to think of paganism as something that is basically the same as Christianity – 
it’s just their gods are rather smaller and weaker. Nothing could be farther from the truth. The 
reality is, paganism is very deliberately opposed to Christianity. Why? Because paganism 
needs its weak gods; they are needed to serve men and especially human rulers. Pagans elect 
their gods and don’t allow anything to be a god unless they have approved of it and it has 
proven to be useful to them. (Read Tertullian’s Apology to have a good laugh of how he 
presents and mocks pagans for their religions. Also, read Greek mythology to see the real 
development of all such paganism to its logical end.) 

So far so good. Christianity chooses to have a God out of this universe Who intervenes in 
the universe, and pagans – and atheists and agnostics with them – choose to declare such a 
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God either non-existent or irrelevant to whatever happens within the universe. That is, both of 
these categories – and they are actually one and the same category, anti-Christians – have to 
postulate a universe that is closed to any outside being. No transfer of energy is allowed, 
inward or outward. No communication is allowed, inward or outward. No exchange of 
information is allowed, inward or outward. We all live in a closed system, and there is no 
recourse above and outside the universe. If you have a problem and no resources within the 
universe can solve it, too bad for ya. You have no one to complain to. Well, perhaps you can 
complain to your gods, but, remember, they are just as limited within the same universe as 
you are, and are subject to the same ultimate limitations. Their ceiling may be higher than 
yours, but it is certainly not higher than the end of the universe. And they can’t overcome their 
own nature of created being. Or, rather, haphazardly evolved. To quote Colin Feltham from 
his book, Keeping Ourselves in the Dark, 

We evolved haphazardly within a random universe; no purpose underpins us, no God 
watches over us, and no assured glorious future awaits us. . . . We can make ourselves as 
comfortable as possible, as doctors tell their terminally ill patients, but we are sadly incurable. 

Now stop and think: If that closed universe was a reality, could man really hope that such 
universe really contains solutions to his problems? I mean, perhaps solutions to some 
individual problems may exist in the same haphazard manner he and his gods have evolved. 
But can he hope that there is a systematic solution to all his problem in a manner that is both 
predictable and practical? Why would there be such a solution? Why would anyone expect 
that a universe that spawned man as a secondary byproduct would care to contain solutions for 
him? Why would there be any relation between the needs of a product of chance, and the inner 
workings and nature of the universe? It doesn’t make sense, does it, to really expect the 
impersonal universe to be so benign and favorable to the personal man. 

In such a view, there can be no hope for long-term progress or long-term prosperity. At 
least, no intellectually consistent hope. Perhaps there might be some temporary growth, for a 
relatively short time, based on factors that are purely random. Perhaps mankind may discover 
a new continent out there that has wide plains with arable land. Perhaps there may be an 
improvement in the climate which will last for a few hundred years. Perhaps somewhere, 
randomly and by accident, some new device will be found that will increase productivity – 
although, there is no reason to believe that that can happen on a systematic and predictable 
basis. But mankind is stupid, in general, and every time such positive event occurs, men will 
use it not to increase their personal prosperity but to produce more offspring. And then, of 
course, the opposite trend will hit, and humans will suffer once more, and worse than before. 
In the final account, all resources will be spent, and humanity will disappear. A pagan who is 
consistent with his view of a closed universe has no reason to believe that that closed universe 
holds anything but more misery and eventually extinction. In short, there is a good reason 
why, in every pagan mythology, the Golden Age is in the past, not in the future; obviously, 
given the presuppositions of all paganism, there is no reason to believe that the future holds 
any systematic improvement for mankind. 

Time to push the antithesis now. What does Christianity say about this? What is the 
Christian view of long-term population growth, resource availability, and prosperity? What is 
the Christian view of the universe: is it open or closed? Is there a source of resources that we 
can draw on, that we don’t have available now, or are we chained to whatever we see around 
us today? 
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As I have always said, the Christian worldview is covenantal, and covenantal 
means ethical/judicial. That means, we can’t grasp God as He is, but we can know Him from 
His works and, more importantly, from His commandments. When it comes to population 
growth, His commandment is given at the very beginning of the Bible, as part of the Creation 
Covenant with man: “be fruitful and multiply.” Population growth is not a technical question 
to be decided in the context of economic factors; it is the ultimate covenantal – and therefore 
the ultimate moral, judicial, economic, aesthetic, environmental, etc. – imperative that 
mankind is under obligation to obey. Fail to obey that one, and nothing else matters. You can 
find any excuse in all kinds of factors, and try to control population growth, or condemn 
population growth, or present population growth as evil or dangerous or foolish; but the 
commandment remains: Be fruitful and multiply. There may be temporary measures for times 
of trouble, as Paul mentions in 1 Cor. 7, but as a principle, and in the long run, population 
growth is a command, and failing to obey the command will make God change the whole 
context – economic, financial, environmental, political, etc. – that the worst consequences will 
come no matter how well you have planned against them. That’s the nature of covenant 
theology and covenant reality: Disobedience never brings the results it has been rationalized 
for. 

But what about prosperity? God specifically says that prosperity will come with 
population growth. Deuteronomy 28:11 is perfectly clear about the parallel growth of both: 
“The LORD will make you abound in prosperity, in the offspring of your body and in the 
offspring of your beast and in the produce of your ground, in the land which the LORD swore 
to your fathers to give you.” See that? Abound both in prosperity and in the offspring of your 
body. Not one or the other but both. 

So mankind is explicitly commanded to be fruitful and multiply, and it is explicitly told 
that high birth rates will go together with increasing prosperity. That is the given 
presupposition behind the Christian view of population and resources; the truth that the 
Christian heart is commanded to chose. Only then, the Christian mind is expected to 
rationalize it, based on the Biblical evidence. That’s the way covenantal thinking works. 

Then how does a Christian answer the pagan objection? How does a Christian rationalize 
his beliefs on this issue when countering the pagan argument that population growth depletes 
the available resources, and therefore increasing prosperity is impossible with increasing 
population? 

The answer, of course, is this: Our universe is not closed. Therefore, the limit on 
resources is not internal to it; it doesn’t depend on anything inside the universe. It depend on 
an external source. Transfer of energy between the inside and the outside of the universe is 
possible, and has happened many times. In fact, that’s the regular way our universe operates. 

How can we say this? 
The first and most obvious reason we can say this is because the Bible is clear that God 

can intervene in His universe with an infinite amount of resources and energy, as He wants. 
Now, there are some even in Christian circles who claim that because God has finished His 
creating the world, therefore He is not creating anymore energy to put in it when He pleases. 
All that the universe is driven by is the laws of nature operating on the resources of nature as 
God has established them in the beginning. Such a claim, however, flatly contradicts the 
Biblical record. God intervenes in history with a multitude of miracles . . . and what is a 
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miracle if not God intervening in His universe with His own, freshly created energy? The 
objection may be, “Well, He is only directing already created energy, not creating new 
energy.” The answer to this is, Even if it was so, energy control in itself requires energy. 
Resources control requires resources. In fact, we can argue that there is nothing really 
“natural” in the universe. What we consider “natural laws” are nothing more than the 
statistically most common and predictable way God governs His universe; but He always 
preserves for Himself the power and the privilege to change His ways of governing as He 
pleases. Thus, what we call “miracles.” 

All this is good as a conjecture, but will God really intervene miraculously to produce 
more resources for an obedient and growing population? Can we safely bet on such 
intervention. Absolutely. In fact, it is specifically promised in the very next verse after Deut. 
28:11 I just read earlier. It is in the next verse, 12: “The LORD will open for you His good 
storehouse, the heavens, to give rain to your land in its season and to bless all the work of 
your hand. . . .” So God promised that He would personally intervene in the universe to 
transfer more resources into it. That’s a promise. He will make our fields and our work in 
them more productive by miraculous intervention. that’s what an open universe is all about. 

But there is more. It is not just about His direct intervention. It is more than that. The 
word “productive” I just mentioned is another clue. “Productivity” has to do with the ratio of 
resources used to capital goods and sevices produced. The less resources, and the more goods 
and services, the higher the productivity. God promised that He would directly open His 
storehouse and would improve productivity. But He has still another way – and indirect way – 
to intervene in the universe and improve productivity. Namely, through His image. Man was 
created in His image, and thus, man carries what theologians and philosophers may want to 
call a “divine spark” in man. I personally dislike the term, but I can use it for the limiter 
purposes I have here. That “divine spark” in man is not divinity in itself – man can’t 
comprehend God, can’t grasp God, and man can’t approach divinity or God. (I wiull talk 
about the practical importance of this fact in a future episode.) But man can know God 
through His works, and can know God’s works, and can know how God works in His 
universe. Specifically, man can understand how resources work and how they transform into 
real, useful goods and services. And man can then control and regulate – that is, take 
dominion – that process, and learn how to make it more productive. In short, because of the 
image of God in man, man can grow in knowledge and discover newer ways of transforming 
energy into goods, and raw resources into food, and thus overcome what now seems to be a 
necessary limit on the expansion of mankind. 

Or even shorter: the image of God in man laughs at Malthus’s closed-universe paganism. 
The end of history will not be economic. It will come not because we have run out of 
resources – although, the limit on resources may theoretically point to an end of history. The 
end will be covenantal: it will come because the chuch has fulfilled the Great Commission and 
has made the whole world submit to Christ, and has made all His enemies His footstool. This 
is the end and the purpose of the Gospel teaching. 

So, on one hand, we have paganism (and atheism with it), which is by its very nature 
closed-universe – at least those pagans who are consistent with their paganism. On the other 
hand, we have Christianity, which is by its very nature open-universe – at least those 
Christians that are consistent with their Christianity. Over the centuries, the closed-universe 
worldview of paganism has been declining with the growth of Christianity. We should expect, 
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then, that in the last century and a half, with the decline of the Christian faith in the West, we 
should see a resurgence of the pagan view of a closed universe. Do we see such resurgence? 

We surely do, and that in many forms. Malthus was only an early prophet of the newly 
revived closed-universe paganism. He was followed by many others. Alfred Russell Wallace 
and Charles Darwin, the two intellectual fathers of modern evolutionism and “natual 
selection” were deeply influenced by Malthus. Darwin’s subtitle to his book, The 
Preservation of Favoured Races, was strictly Malthusian, based on the idea of species and 
races, including human races, striving to grab a larger chunk of the available limited 
resources. Social Darwinists like Herbert Spencer applied Malthusian analysis to society. Both 
colonial wars and World War I were entirely motivated by the intellectual belief that each 
nation and race were fighting for survival in an evolutionary framework which required that 
the remaining few resources were allocated to those who were most powerful to get them. 
Hitler’s rise in Germany can’t be understood without understanding the prevalent Malthusian 
view in Germany that without “living space” (“Lebensraum”), the German nation would be 
condemned to extinction. Several historians of Nazi Germany have pointed out Hitler’s 
obsession with “scarce resources”; much of his political rhetoric against foreign countries and 
Jews was motivated by his belief that there was a world Jewish conspiracy to deprive 
Germany of the resources she rightly had a claim on. Contrary to what many people imagine, 
Malthusianism was the worldview at the heart of almost all politics and political ideologies in 
the 19th and the 20th century, and, as we will see, it continues to govern today’s politics as 
well, including the politics and the views of Donald Trump. 

Karl Marx was a strange exception to that rule. He criticized Malthus for his views. But 
remember, as we have seen before, Marx was deeply influenced by the optimism of the 
Christian worldview, and he had tried to include a secularist version of it in his system. Those 
of you who have listened to a previous episode, “The Oxymoron of Cultural Marxism,” know 
that the technological development of the tools of production is the active element in the 
evolution of man and man’s society. Marx couldn’t explain why tools will develop to higher 
productivity, he just took it for granted after having borowed it fom the Christian worldview. 
But after taking it for granted, he criticizes Malthus on the basis of that belief: that Malthus 
didn’t take in account the evolution in productivity which technology can bring about. Marx 
was right about it, of course, but he was inconsistent. In everything lelse, he still stuck to a 
closed-universe paganism. When he got, for example, to explain his projected “crisis of 
capitalism,” he said that it would be a crisis of “surplus production,” when capitalists will 
have produced more than the working masses could buy, which would lead to mass 
bankruptcy, mass impoverishment, and consequently, a socialist revolution. Strangely enough, 
in this prediction, he didn’t seem to remember his own expectations that the same technology 
that will lead to greater productivity and “sulrplus production” will allow both lower prices 
and higher wages, and thus the result will be not a crisis but increased prosperity. And the 
very idea that “surplus production” will lead to poverty is rather laughable, if you think about 
it. So while theoretically Marx objected to Malthus, in pactice, he was just as Malthusian as 
anyone else, and so were his followers, for the most part. The most vehement Malthusians in 
the United States have always been the labor unions; for a long time, the concept of “depleting 
resources” was a central concept of their ideology, and all their activism was directed at 
keeping those shrinking resources in the hands of a few people. 
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The 20th century, however, saw some other examples of closed-universe paganism that 
we don’t always connect to a closed universe; and many of them are still with us today, and 
still dictate the policies of our politicians, and, I am ashamed to say, the political views of the 
majority of Christians in the US. 

One of them, of course, is birth control. Now, eugenics has been a prevalent part of 
Western politics ever since the 1850s; socialist countries like Sweden had stict eugenicist 
policies for decades. Nazi Germany practiced birth control on a large scale: Whole 
populations were sterilized or exterminated, while “Nordic race” women were sometimes 
forced to sleep with “Nordic race” men and have children. The main proponent of birth 
control in the English-speaking world was, of course, Margaret Sanger, and her writings are 
full of references to Malthus. In fact, she became a renown speaker for what was called at the 
time – mark the name – The Neo-Malthusian Society, and the conferences she spoke at were 
directly named Neo-Malthusian and Birth Control Conferences. And Sanger herself proudly 
bore the name Malthusian scientist. Over the last one century, Planned Parenthood gradually 
dropped the conspicuous relation to Malthus, but their ideology has remained essentially 
Malthusian. 

Another area where closed-universe paganism has been raising its ugly head has been 
environmental sciences and activism. Now, there is nothing wrong with environmental 
sciences and with a concern about the pollution; after all, you all surely remember a recent 
episode of Axe to the Root titled, “Technology and the Environment.” But environmental 
sciences that study to protect the environment in the context of population and economic 
growth is one thing. Environmentalism that tries to stop growth in the name of “protecting 
nature” is another thing. The very concept of “protecting nature” is already pagan because it 
assumes that mankind and its economic progress are not part of nature. And since nature 
outside man is the normative foundation, then the universe is even double-closed: there can be 
no legitimate intervention by God to improve things, and there can be no legitimate 
intervention by man to improve things. The only “improvement” is a return to a world with 
zero growth. 

Modern environmentalism often aligns with the socialists in modern politics, and, in fact, 
it has a great deal of overlapping. One thing is common for both of them, and that is a hatred 
for capitalism. We all have seen how many times proponents of the different environmentalist 
scares (the ozone hole, global warming, etc.) have admitted that their agenda amounts to 
nothing lkess than destruciton of capitalism. There is a good reason for that: They all associate 
capitalism with freedom of competition, and rightly so. Most of us have this idea that what 
socialists hate about capitalism is the profits. In reality, what they hate is competition. 
Environmentalists also hate competition, and there is a philosophical reason for it: if the 
universe is closed and resources are limited, then pushing one competitor out of the market 
will mean total control over scarce resources by the successful competitor. 

Now, under the open-universe view of Christianity, competition is not about control over 
resources; such control is meaningless in a world of constantly increasing productivity where 
resources play smaller and smaller role – smaller and smaller quantities – in producing more 
and more output. Competition is about determining the best possible use of resources, while 
re-directing inefficient effort to better use. In the simplest terms, if two cobblers make shoes 
and one makes them faster and at a lower price, the other cobbler is in the wrong business. 
There is another niche on the market that needs his skills, and shoes are not it. Thus, 
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competition, under the open-universe view, only makes the world more efficient and increases 
the many different ways people can serve their neighbors. Perhaps the inefficient cobbler’s 
real market skill is to produce something else, or to be a musician, or an inventor, or who 
knows what else. When pushed out of the market of making shoes, he is forced to find the 
best application of his true abilities. 

The closed universe ideology’s hatred of competition is expressed in many different 
ways, but the two most common today are the fear of free immigration and the fear of free 
trade. Trade restrictions (tariffs and quotas) have always been justified with “protecting our 
producers against unfaor competition.” There is, of course, nothing “unfair” in the compeition 
– unfair is only the government compulsion on the consumers to pay higher prices. But 
closed-universe paganism always sees competition as “unfair,” based on its foundational 
presuppositions. If you want to understand Donald Trump’s ideas about China and the trade 
wars, you need to understand that in his mind, there is no such thing as a win-win situation: If 
China is making profit, then it must be only because America is losing. The way to make 
America win, we need to make China lose. Zero-sum game is just another logical extension of 
the zero growth ideology. 

Immigration restrictions are, of course, the twin brother of trade restrictions. After all, 
goods and labor are the two principal economic resources. And just like trade protectionism, 
immigration restrictions have always been sold as protecting the domestic population against 
competition. Whether it is competition for scace jobs, or competition for welfare, or political 
and cultural competition for whose values will control the society, the philosophy behind 
immigration restrictions have always been one or another version of closed-universe 
paganism: We just don’t have that many resources for so many people to come and comopete 
for them. Thus, immigration restrictions are simply another form of that paganism, together 
with abortion, socialist control of the economy, and environmentalist zero-growth policies. 

With the resurgence of the closed-universe paganism, Malthus’s influence on modern 
politics has increased. Almost solely responsible for the growth of that influence is an 
American physician and political activist whoise name is not very well-known among the 
general public, and certainly not among the Christian and conservative public. That is mostly 
because he is a far left activist, and has kept low profile for the last 50 years. His name is John 
Tanton, and he has been a devout follower of Thomas Maltus and Margaret Sanger. Tanton is 
a radical believer in zero growth: so radical, in fact, that in many lectures and articles he has 
blasted the environmentalist concept of “sustainable growth” as “unrealistic” and 
“oxymoron.” In his view, no growth is sustainable; only complete stagnation and zero gowth 
can be sustainable. Tanton started his political activism back in the 1960s, with financial and 
political support from the billionaire Warren Buffet and a leftist politician, the Democrat 
Eugene McCarthy. Tanton started with being instrumental in founding and expanding several 
local chapters for the Sierra Club (a leftist environmental organization) and Planned 
Parenthood. He also became the president of an organization called Zero Population Growth 
(it changed its name to Population Connection in 2002): the organization is committed to fight 
population growth and advocates, US government support for abortion worldwide, sex 
education in schools, and government population control, including mandatory abortions. In 
1979, Tanton left Zero Population Growth and directed some of his effort towards reducing 
and even stopping immighration to the United States. He started several organizations, with 
each one desiged to targer a specific niche of the political market – conservatives, liberals, 
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libertarians, socialists, etc. Among his immigration control organizations are the Federation 
for American Immigration Reform (designed to appeal to the leftist part of the spectrum and 
the trade unions), NumbersUSA, and Center for Immigration Studies (both designed to appeal 
to the Christian and conservative part of the spectrum). Those of you who have been 
immersed in the immigration debate of the last several years, you may remember the “gum-
ball illustration” of why immigration is bad. That “illustration” was entirely the work of John 
Tanton. Tanton also held racist and eugenicist views, and at least for a short time in the 1960s 
advocated for mass sterilization for certain racial groups based on IQ results. (He stopped 
using that argument after the 1960s.) His work has been so successful, that he has been able to 
lure even Christians to abandon their traditional views on population control and immigration, 
and adopt his pagan worldview. The conservative shift on immigration can be almost entirely 
ascribed to his efforts. 

In one man, we have all of the closed-universe paganism, making a comeback: 
environmentalism, eugenics, population control, zero growth, trade and immigration control, 
fear of competition. And churches and Christians have been deceived to buy into it. The 
apostasy from Biblical Christianity has led to the emergence of the closed-universe paganism 
again, and it is the dominating idea of our society today. 

To restore the Gospel preaching in our day, and to restore Christendom, we need to attack 
paganism in every area. And the paganism of a closed universe is part of it. I know, most of 
you all still can’t figure out how we are supposed to do that. But give this episode some time 
to ferment in your minds. You will start seeing the problem more clearly, now that you know 
of it. 

The reading assigned for this week is The Population Bomb by Paul and Anne Ehrlich. 
This is a book written by our opponents, keep that in mind. It was piblished in 1968 and it 
predcited mass starvationin the world in the 1970s and the 1980s, based on the ideas of the 
closed-universe paganism of which we talked in this episode. Of course, reading the 
predictions in the book from the perspective of our rising prosperity today when the wold 
throws away more food every year than it produced back in 1968 will be a fun experience. 
But while reading, also pay attention to the worldview behind it. Keep in mind that, at the 
time, it was powerful enough to shape policies, and continues to shape policies even today, 40 
years after the book has been proven to be pure garbage. Never underestimate the power of a 
worldview, even if that worldview has been proven wrong many times. 

In your prayer and financial support for ministries, consider Bulgarian Reformation 
Ministries, a mission organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the 
future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe through translating and publishing Christian 
books on the application of the Gospel to every area of life. Yes, including economics and 
economic analysis; and, yes, the Gospel speaks to those issues, too. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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  The Prophetic Ministry 
What is the Prophetic Ministry supposed to do, and why is it so hated by the 
modern church celebrities? 

Assigned reading: N/A 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/the-prophetic-ministry/  
Welcome to Episode 83 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will practice some resurrection. That is, we 
will resurrect a topic that has long been dead in our churches, and especially in our Reformed 
churches. Namely, the topic about the Prophetic Ministry. Not just about prophecy, or just 
about the spiritual gifts. We want to talk about the Prophetic Ministry. What is it, Biblically, 
what is its purpose, what should it look like today, and, most important, why has this topic 
been silenced and forgotten by today’s churches – and especially, by the leaders and 
celebrities in today’s churches. And, perhaps, if we have the time, we may want to look into 
the issue, what we need to to do to restore it in the Church today. (I am sure we won’t have 
the time, for I need to make a very long introduction, but perhaps in a future episode.) 

I said we are going to be talking about the Prophetic Ministry, not about prophecy or the 
other gifts, but we need to start with prophecy and the other gifts – because we cannot resolve 
the issue of the Prophetic Ministry before we resolve the issue of the gifts of the Spirit and 
their validity and application today. So let me first shortly get this issue dealt with and out of 
the way before we move to the topic at hand. 

Those of you who have listened to previous episodes, specifically “Modern 
Presbyterianism: Under the Feet of Men” and “The Spiritual Gifts,” know that I am an 
unrepentant Charismatic. Not just a “continuationist,” which denotes a rather passive 
acceptance of the continuation of gifts, but a Charismatic. That is, I believe that the Bible 
specifically instructs us that the spiritual gifts as they are described in several chapters in the 
New Testament are central to the way the Holy Spirit works in the Church in the New 
Testament era, and they are also central to our knowledge of God, and specifically to 
His immanence. We are not just admonished to accept them as “continuing,” we are explicitly 
commanded to actively and earnestly desire all the gifts, and especially the gift of prophecy, 
because the more of the gifts we have, the more the Church grows in maturity. The only 
detailed description of a church service in the Bible (1 Cor. 14) is entirely predicated on the 
free practice of the gifts of the Spirit. Now, obviously, the Bible doesn’t say that a service that 
doesn’t have them is necessarily invalid, or that a church that doesn’t practice them every day 
is necessarily invalid. But what is clear – again, from Scripture – is that a church that 
deliberately forbids them or declares them “ceased” has a serious problem with trusting and 
believing Scripture, and therefore is not a Sola Scriptura church, no matter how vociferously it 
may claim the title. 

I know, I know, within the Reformed tradition, I rather stick out. (Perhaps not 
completely; a few Reformed theologians of the last 100 years have been continuationists.) 
And I have had my share of flak for voicing publicly my disagreement with the un-Biblical 
beliefs of the majority of those who pass for “Reformed” in this specific area of their 
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theology. And, boy, have I heard all kinds of bizarre and laughable arguments why Scripture 
should not be taken at face value for what it says on the spiritual gifts. The most common of 
them, of course, is not Biblical (there are no Biblical arguments in favor of cessationism 
anyway) but sensational and experientialist: namely, “We don’t see today any prophets and 
healers, therefore the gifts must have ceased.” Because, you know, our temporary experience 
trumps the Bible; whatever the Bible says, we need to first see it, and if we don’t see it around 
us, it must have ceased, right? That’s what sola fide and sola scriptura means, right? Kinda 
ironic when it comes from folks who accuse Charismatics of “experientialism.” Then there is 
an attempt at Biblical argument from 1 Cor. 13:8-10, that when “the perfect” comes, the gifts 
will be done away; and “the perfect,” you know, is the completion of the canon. But what 
exactly in the text can make anyone believe that “the perfect” is the completion of the canon? 
Even Greg Bahnsen, himself an avowed cessationist, admitted that was not a good argument; 
and until the early 1900s, every single theologian commenting on that verse said that “the 
perfect” comes either at the end of history or with the earthly death of the individual. Calvin 
himself, commenting on that verse, calls it “stupid” to believe that “the perfect” comes in an 
intermediate time in history. But if this verse is not a good argument, there is no other verse 
that even mentions cessation of the gifts. Where is the Biblical evidence of those who beat 
themselves in the chest that they are “sola scriptura”? 

Then the turn comes for arguments that, for anyone unbiased, sound like they have come 
from a lunatic asylum. For example, that in Acts, the gifts are mentioned more in the 
beginning of the book but less or no mention of them is made at the end of the book. What 
kind of an argument is that? Paul told the Roman church in Rom. 1:11 that he longed to see 
them so that he could impart some spiritual gift to them. But he didn’t get to Rome until two 
years before his death. “Sorry guys, I promised to impart gifts to you, but it’s the end of the 
period, no spiritual gifts anymore.” Then comes the argument about “they were only for one 
purpose and it has expired.” Like, “only to witness to the Jews.” Or, “only to fill the gap until 
we have Scripture.” None of these “only reasons” are ever found in Scripture, but the 
mythology persists. Meanwhile, Scripture contains multiple real reasons and functions for the 
gifts: establishment, encouragement, edification, growth to maturity, power to witness, public 
worship, evidence for unbelievers, judgment, confirmation of elders, vision, purpose, 
protection, guidance . . . how many of these have expired in the first century? (On a side note, 
ever wondered why all the “Reformed” ministries we have today – including some of the best, 
like R.C. Sproul – have been preaching the same milk for 30+ years, and there has been no 
growth? Meanwhile, Charismatics are already busy building Kingdom institutions while our 
so-called “Reformed” are flocking to G3 conferences to hear the same stuff on substitutionary 
atonement and the grace of God that they have been hearing for decades.) Then comes the 
argument that if we have prophecy today, it must be as Scripture and therefore will rival 
Scripture – despite obvious Biblical verses that show that there have been prophets whose 
prophecies were not Scripture. Calvin says about this that prophecy is simply “the application 
of Scripture to present use.” Much like engineering is the application of science to present use. 
If engineering doesn’t compete with science, because they serve different functions, prophecy 
does not compete with Scripture, because they serve different functions. Paul told Timothy 
that “all Scripture is profitable,” and yet, Paul also twicetold that same Timothy to remember 
the prophecies concerning him and his ministry and gift. Was Paul contradicting himself? 
Then semantics comes into play: They were “apostolic” gifts, you know. That is, they were 
only for the apostles. Well, sola scriptura doesn’t mention anything about “apostolic” gifts, 
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but it surely calls them spiritual gifts, that is, they belong to the Holy Spirit, and the Holy 
Spirit has not expired in the first century, as far as I can tell. Or what about the argument that 
the tongues must be intelligible human languages? Paul explicitly says in 1 Cor. 14:2 that one 
speaks in tongues, “no one understands.” Etc., etc., etc., I am not going to try to cover all of 
that lunacy in every single detail. Sometimes I wonder, how deep a hole can a person dig for 
themselves just to avoid the clear obvious message of the Bible? 

When all these fail, of course, there comes a more “moderate” cessationism: for example, 
that God still does miracles today and He gives prophecies and stuff, but they are no more 
given as “gifts” to specific people, just scattered among many people. But the text in 1 Cor. 
12:4-11specifically says that the Holy Spirit gives them as gifts to specific people; and it is 
part of the whole concept of the church as a body with different parts. How do you hold to 
that position without logically destroying the whole concept of the Body as described in 
Scripture? What sola scriptura principle allows you to ditch a clear Biblical text in favor of 
your own imagination? But we will shortly see why the concept of the personal gifts is so 
repulsive to modern churchmen. 

To summarize: cessationism is one of the most un-Biblical doctrines to ever hit 
Christianity. While it came out of the rationalism of the Enlightenment, it has produced 
nothing more than irrational babbling by people who refuse to even read what the Bible 
clearly says on the issue. The result is that when you try to search sermons by so-called 
“Reformed” pastors on “prophecy,” you discover that the only “prophecy” they speak about is 
not the New Testament view of prophecy, but only the eschatological chapters about the end 
times. And there is nothing on the Prophetic Ministry. 

What I want to do here is fill this gap. And explain why these preachers are silent on this 
topic. And what needs to be done to restore the Biblical teaching and practice. 

Obviously, the New Testament speaks about prophets, and speaks about the Prophetic 
Ministry. Ephesians 4:11-16 is clear that prophets are one of the ministries together with 
apostles, evangelists, pastors, and teachers, for the edification and the growth of the body. 
There are prophets mentioned in different passages: Agabus (Acts 11:28; Acts 21:10), the four 
daughters of Philip (Acts 21:9), multiple unnamed members of the congregations at Corinth (1 
Cor. 12-14) and Antioch (Acts 11:27; 13:1). There is abundant indication that prophets were a 
distinct ministry in the church, and they were known by the fact that they were prophets; these 
were not just random people who randomly uttered a prophecy once in their lives. Their 
utterances had enough authority that even the apostles listened to what they said and took 
guidance from them (Acts 11:27-30; 21:10-14; 1 Tim. 1:11; 4:14). Prophets continued to exist in 
the era after the 1stcentury, despite many modern claims to the opposite. True, the church 
authorities tried to suppress them – and we will shortly see why – but they persisted anyway. 
Tertullian speaks of prophets in his own day (AD 2nd-3rd century). Augustine, in his early 
conversion from Manicheism denies there were any gifts in his day – but, keep in mind, 
gnosticism was strictly rationalist and cessationist. Later in life, however, as he got more 
orthodox, Augustine changed his mind and testified that the gifts were still valid and 
operational in his day, including the prophetic gift. The church continued to acknowledge the 
prophetic ministry for many centuries, especially after the Reformation. I have mentioned in a 
previous episode about Reformed Scotland and England, and the abundance of miraculous 
and prophetic manifestations, as testified by many accounts of the time, including Foxe’s 
Book of Martyrs and Scots Worthies by John Howie. John Knox was acknowledge as “the 
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Prophet and Apostle of Scotland” for his ministry to his country. Etc., no need to detail all the 
historical records here. 

The question, however, is this: what was that prophetic ministry they had, and what was it 
based upon? The New Testament doesn’t give any detailed description of it; it doesn’t tell us 
how the prophets prophesied, how other people knew they were really prophets, nor how 
anyone decided how far their authority went. Of our modern debates – should we trust 
prophets or kill them, and how do we know they are real prophets – do not exist in the New 
Testament. Looks like the authors just assume their readers know what it is and how to deal 
with it. Paul, in fact, admonishes his readers to earnestly desire the spiritual gifts and 
especially prophecy, and he warns them to not despise prophecies. He doesn’t even tell them 
to first test the veracity of the prophet! How did they even know what a prophet looks like, let 
alone test if he was a true prophet? 

The answer is: From the Old Testament. Yes, the New Testament’s prophetic ministry 
was no different from the Old Testament’s prophetic ministry. It was the same ministry. It just 
continued over. It didn’t change a bit; it was the same as they always knew it. In fact, they had 
Old Testament prophets in their own culture, in Israel, and the Church just incorporated the 
ministry into its own ministry. That’s why Paul didn’t have to explain anything. The 
converted Jews knew what a prophet was, and they knew how to value the prophetic ministry 
and to accept prophetic utterances. And they taught the converted Gentiles. It was a full 
continuity from the Old Testament. The prophetic ministry has always been part of God’s 
Covenant and His work with His people. It wasn’t anything new limited to a few decades for 
some isolated single purpose. It was God’s design for the whole history of His covenant 
people. 

Now, if you are anything like the average modern Christian, especially the 
average Reformed Christian, you are probably stunned at these words. What you were taught 
on this subject just doesn’t compute. First, you were taught that the function of the Old 
Testament prophetic ministry was to write the Old Testament Scripture. You know, we have 
the books of the prophets, therefore that’s what the Old Testament prophets were. But in the 
New Testament, we don’t have those same prophets anymore, because we don’t have 
Scripture written by them. Because everything that a prophet says is a word from God, must 
necessarily be included in the Word of God, and that’s how we have the Old Testament. Thus, 
if you have sat under the teaching of modern “Reformed” teachers, they have instilled in your 
mind a sort of Dispensationalist discontinuity between the Old and the New Testament in 
respect to the prophetic ministry. Old Testament prophets wrote Scripture. New Testament 
prophets were different, and they simply filled the gap until the church had the Canon. Now 
that the church has the Canon, we don’t need prophets anymore. Therefore, the prophetic 
ministry is not needed anymore, it has ceased, and whatever claims to be prophetic ministry 
today can’t be valid. 

But what is the Biblical truth? 
When we open to study the Old Testament concerning prophets, we discover the 

following: There was an abundant number of prophets in the Old Testament, so abundant that 
OT Testament Israel was used having them around, and even the surrounding nations were 
used to go to the prophets of Israel to ask for advice. The prophets were not limited to those 
writing Scripture; those who wrote Scripture were a very small minority among the prophets 
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whose names we know. And those prophets whose names we know are only a small minority 
of all the prophets mentioned in the Bible, whose names we don’t even know. To meet a 
prophet in the Old Testament was as common experience as meeting a Levite; God never left 
His covenant people without prophets, even in the times when He was not giving Scripture. 

A number of men in the Bible were declared to be prophets. Abraham was a prophet 
(Gen. 20:7). So were the patriarchs after him and the whole family of Jacob (Ps. 105:15). 
Moses’s brother Aaron was a prophet (Ex. 7:1). Moses himself was, of course, a prophet 
(Deut. 18:15; 34:10; Hos. 12:13). Joshua was a prophet, too, being laid hands on by Moses 
(Deut. 34:9). The seventy elders of Israel were prophets (Num. 11:16-29). In the days of David, 
there were a number of prophets, like Nathan (2 Sam 7:2), Gad (2 Sam. 24:11), Asaph and 
Jeduthun (1 Chr. 25:3). 

Oh, but it gets even worse. There were women prophetesses. Yes, boys, the Old Covenant 
was real tough time for men. You could be a dignified patriarch having a life of dignified 
authority “serving” as umbrella for women and children as their direct connection to God, and 
all of a sudden you could meet a woman who actually spoke word from the Lord, and she 
could speak to you with authority, leaving you in a quandary, “Do I submit to the authority of 
this woman, or do I disobey the Lord and His word?” (On a side note, it will get even worse 
when we get to the final judgment and some of us patriarchs realize that there are women 
sitting in judgment of us men, Matt. 12:42; Luke 11:41. So enjoy today’s intermediate time of 
blessedness.) Miriam was a prophetess (Ex. 15:20). Deborah was a prophetess (Judges 4:4). 
Yeah, I know, some people claim that women were given such authority because men had 
apostatized, but you can hardly claim that Miriam’s time lacked godly men. When King 
Josiah’s priests found the Book of the Law in the Temple (2 Kings 22; 2 Chr. 34), and he sent 
the priests to inquire of the Lord, they went to the prophetess Huldah to hear a word from 
God. There is a prophetess mentioned in the New Testament who rightly belongs to the Old 
Covenant: Anna, the daughter of Penuel (Luke 2:36). Her namesake in the Old Testament, 
Hannah, the wife of Elkanah (1 Sam. 1), was not specifically designated as a prophetess, but 
her song in 1 Samuel 2 is a prophecy against the powerful of the day, and she is rightly 
celebrated by the Rabbis as one of the women prophets of the Old Testament. (See Joel 
McDurmon’s commentary on 1 Samuel for a detailed covenantal treatment of Hannah and her 
prophecy.) Isaiah’s wife was a prophetess (Isaiah 8:3); some say that she was only called so 
because she was his wife, but the rest of the Bible doesn’t support such interpretation of the 
word “prophetess.” 

Then there are multiple other prophets mentioned whose names are not even given. 
In Judges 6:7-9, a prophet came to Israel to rebuke them, right before the rise of Gideon. 1 
Kings 13speaks of the interaction between two prophets, one whose name is known (Ahijah, 
from chapter 11), the other one unnamed, just “the old prophet.” More importantly, starting 
from the time of Samuel, there were groups or “schools” of prophets who either lived in the 
same place, or traveled around and prophesied. Apparently, the presence of the Holy Spirit 
was so heavy around them that any person, even if he wasn’t anything close to spiritual or 
prophetic, could acquire a prophetic spirit for a while and prophesy. That happened twice to 
King Saul; once in 1 Sam. 10:9-12, when he was still a young man, and the second time in 1 
Sam. 19:22-24, when he was now a king and was trying to catch and kill David. Both times his 
prophesying under the influence of the spirit of the prophets became a proverb in Israel: “Is 
Saul also among the prophets?” Such “companies” or “schools” of prophets existed in many 
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cities: see, for example, 2 Kings 2, where a number of cities are listed that had such “schools.” 
Apparently, the institution of the prophetic ministry was firmly established among the 
covenant people and its existence was taken for granted. What started as an individual family 
ministry (Moses, Aaron, and Miriam were all said to be prophets) developed into a cultural 
phenomenon that even the pagan nations acknowledged as valid and truthful, and as a sign of 
the presence of God in Israel (2 Kings 5:15; Jonah 3). Even while there was no Scripture 
written, in the centuries between Malachi and John the Baptist, there were still prophets in 
Israel who spoke word from God, as is clear from the examples of Anna and Simeon (Luke 
2:25-38). This is the reason why people flocked to the ministry of John the Baptist to get 
baptized: they were not surprised that another prophet had arisen in Israel. The novelty of his 
ministry was that he declared to be the last prophet before the Messiah came, not that he was a 
prophet. 

Thus, the prophetic ministry had always existed among the covenant people – and by 
prophetic ministry I mean not the truncated definition for it used by modern cessationists who 
only call “prophets” those who wrote Scripture, and believe they were limited to the first 
century AD. I mean the prophetic ministry as a ministry established by God for a specific 
purpose, for the needs of the covenant community, needs that were present before the coming 
of Christ in the Old Covenant era, and, obviously from the New Testament, were to be present 
in the New Covenant era as well, given that the Holy Spirit continued that ministry in the 
Church as the New Israel. The New Covenant believers didn’t need anyone to explain to them 
what a prophet was supposed to be – they knew it from centuries of experience before them. 
They only needed to know the rules for the ministry (as in 1 Cor. 14), but they didn’t need to 
know what a prophet was and what he was supposed to do to be a prophet. 

But what is it that a prophet is supposed to do? Do we have a detailed description in the 
Bible to know? Do we have examples? Do we have anything that would lead us to the 
conclusion of how the prophetic ministry is supposed to work, and what that work is supposed 
to accomplish? 

We surely do. In fact, we have one person who personifies the prophetic ministry to all 
history, a person who was very special to God in his earthly life, but even more in his death so 
that God didn’t even allow him to die in the way of all flesh, but kept him from even tasting 
death. No, it is not Jesus Christ, even though Christ is greater than that person and than 
anyone else, and He is our Great Prophet. But I am speaking of a man who was predestined by 
God to become the very name and person of God’s prophetic ministry: Elijah. 

It should be clear and obvious that Elijah was the very impersonation of the prophetic 
ministry in the same way Moses was the impersonation of the Law. The New Testament, in 
dozens of verses, speaks of Jesus’s ministry as the fulfillment of the Law of the Prophets 
(Matt. 5:17; Luke 16:16, John 1:45, Rom. 3:21 and multiple other verses and passages). In order 
to make the continuity clear, Jesus ascended to a high mountain and there, in the presence of 
three of his disciples, met in person with Moses (the Law) and Elijah (the Prophets). The two 
men were very special and precious, for they were two of the only three men in history who 
did not taste earthly death (Enoch being the first of the three; but his ministry deserves a 
special episode). Elijah, obviously, was the personification of the Prophets; which contradicts 
many modern theories that the “prophets” must have meant the books of the prophets, starting 
from Isaiah and ending in Malachi. Elijah himself never wrote a book. His life was a subject 
of a book, but the majority of his prophecies were not recorded, and in fact, if anything is 
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recorded is not so much his prophecies but his miracles. So there is more to the Prophetic 
Ministry of which Jesus speaks than simply the books of the prophets in the Old Testament, 
and it is encoded in the life and work of Elijah. But there is more: The appearance of Elijah on 
the mountain confused the disciples. They knew, from the Old Testament, that Elijah was 
supposed to come before Messiah came; that prophecy was very clear in the last book of the 
Old Testament, the book of Malachi, in 3:1 and 4:5. But here they saw Elijah only appearing 
to Jesus and them on the mountain, but not really returning to Israel. Jesus’s answer to them 
in Matthew 17:11-13 and Mark 9:11-13 is the center of what we are talking about here: “Elijah 
is indeed coming and will restore all things; but I say to you that Elijah already came, and they 
did not recognize him. . . .” Pay attention here. Elijah was the Prophetic Ministry in the Old 
Testament. He – or the ministry he personifies – was prophesied to return, which he did, in the 
person of John the Baptist, but Jesus said more: He is coming, and will restore all things. 
Folks, the Prophetic Ministry did not end with John the Baptist. It is coming, and 
it will restore all things. Jesus declared the validity of the prophetic ministry for a specific 
purpose. We just need to figure out what that “restoration of all things” is supposed to be. 

And the life of Elijah can give us that clue. 

Not much is told us about his life. Elijah is given an abrupt and powerful introduction in 1 
Kings 17: one prophecy directly to King Ahab, one economic miracle in making the Sidonian 
widow rich, and one resurrection in raising her son, all in just the first chapter. We don’t know 
how he came to be so powerful in the Spirit; his previous life is just summarized in the words, 
“Elijah the Tishbite, of the settlers of Gilead.” The choice of words is curious, for the word 
“settlers” is “toshab,” literally “sojourners, foreigners.” Everywhere else in the Bible the word 
is used for foreigner. The word “Tishbite” is the same word of the same root; the name of his 
town would have been “Tishbeh,” or “Foreigners’ Town.” The same word – “foreigner, 
sojourner” – is repeated twice in the introduction, and then nothing else is given about his 
origin or early life. Apparently, however, by the events of 1 Kings 17, Elijah had already 
established his reputation as a prophet, otherwise he wouldn’t be able to get an audience with 
the king. In the next chapter, Obadiah said that Ahab had been searching for Elijah 
everywhere; and later in the chapter Ahab calls Elijah “the troubler of Israel.” Elijah was 
already dangerous by the time he is presented to us. He must have prophesied and done 
miracles before that which were not recorded in Scripture. 

However, we don’t need details about his whole life to make a conclusion about what his 
ministry was – just like we don’t need to make up stories about the early life of Jesus Christ in 
flesh in order to know what His ministry was. In the life of every person, there is a 
culmination point, a metaphorical or sometimes even literal hill, or a mountain, that he needs 
to ascend to get the essence of his real ministry before God. For Jesus, of course, it was 
Calvary – even if you didn’t know much about the rest of his life, Calvary tells you what He 
came for. For Moses, it was his stay on the Mount Sinai – twice of 40 days each – where he 
met the Lord in person, then saw the Lord carve the Ten Commandments on stone with His 
own finger, then saw Him again carve them on the second stone tablets Moses had chiseled 
out. 

Where did Elijah have the culmination of his ministry? On that same Mount Sinai (or 
Horeb) where Moses met God twice. (Actually, three times, given that the burning bush in Ex. 
3 was also on Mount Horeb.) After his meeting with Ahab, and after his victory over the 450 
prophets of Baal on the Mount Carmel, he received a threat from Jezebel in 1 Kings 19:2: “I 
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will kill you the way you killed my prophets.” So he fled south to Judah (a separate kingdom, 
at the time), left his servant there and continued even further south. I have heard a number of 
modern commentators claim that Elijah did it out of fear and shouldn’t have fled, but the text 
is clear that an angel was feeding him during that time, because “the journey was too great” 
for Elijah. God wanted Elijah on the mountain to meet Him in person, for God had for him the 
greatest task of his ministry. Eventually, after 40 days and nights, Elijah ascended on the 
mountain, supposedly the same place where Moses met God. The story that follows is similar 
to that of Moses in Ex. 33:17-23: Moses was allowed to experience the full presence of God, 
and Elijah was brought there to experience it, too. But the two stories also differ greatly, and 
that’s where we find the essence and purpose of the Prophetic Ministry. Moses explicitly 
asked to see God’s glory and face. Elijah didn’t need that; he only complained to God that his 
ministry had failed. God told Moses that He would put him in a cleft and protect him with His 
hand, because no man can see God’s face and live, but Moses was able to see God’s back as 
God’s glory was passing by – whatever it was, it was a phenomenon of gigantic proportions. 
Elijah was told to stand on the mountain and he saw everything that was happening around 
him. A strong wind rending the mountains and breaking the rocks before the Lord; then an 
earthquake, then a fire. Elijah was there, seeing everything; but the text says, the Lord was not 
in either one of these, so he stood on the mountain, waiting. And then there was the sound of a 
gentle voice. It was then that Elijah covered his face with his mantle and hid back in the cave. 
No man can see God’s face and survive. And Elijah knew that God was in the gentle voice. So 
he hid his face and found shelter in the cave. 

You want a parable of how a prophet sees God? There is your parable. To everyone else, 
God would be in those big phenomena with the power of nuclear blasts. When Israel was with 
Moses at the foot of that same mountain, god thundered from the mountain and the people 
were paralyzed by fear; to them, God was in the thunder and the darkness. To a prophet, 
strong wind and earthquake and fire are background noise; he is not moved by them, not 
scared by them, not impressed by them. What can scare him is a gentle voice. That is how 
God speaks to him; in a voice that no one else can hear. There are no crowds waiting for him 
at the foot of the mountain; no one even knows he is there on that mountain. The nearest 
settlement is 40 days and 40 nights away, there is no one around, but the prophet and God. No 
wonder people don’t usually understand prophets; the mentality required for the prophetic 
ministry is certainly not the mentality that gets you through the busy everyday life of the 
average person in the society. As we look at Elijah’s life, it looks the life of bipolar person – 
oscillating between extrovert aggressiveness against the whole society and behavior that today 
would be defined as autistic. But there is a good reason for it: Elijah’s life was controlled by 
the sound of a gentle voice that has always been the presence of God in his life. He could 
recognize God where no one else would, and he could ignore the background noise without 
any effort. Because the sound of a gentle voice is where God meets a prophet. 

Now that the personal meeting of God was there, God was to give Elijah the culmination 
task of his ministry, a task that would define what Elijah was supposed to be as God’s 
prophet, and by implication, what the Prophetic Ministry in general is supposed to do. 

God asks him the same question: “What are you doing here?” Elijah answers with the 
same report about the failure of his ministry: “Israel has forsaken Your covenant, they have 
torn down Your altars, killed Your prophets with the sword. I alone am left, and they seek to 
end my life as well.” Then God gives His instructions, paraphrased (listen carefully): “Go 
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back, anoint a king over Syria (a pagan nation), then anoint a king over Israel (the covenant 
community), then anoint a spiritual authority over Israel, the next prophet after you.” I hope 
you all get what is happening here. Elijah had no formal authority in Syria. Neither did he 
have any formal authority in Israel, for that matter. And yet, God gave him the task to go and 
sanction a coup-d’etat in Syria, then a coup-d’etat in Israel. Change the governments in both 
nations, God said, and then appoint yourself a successor. And then God promised that there 
will be bloodshed committed by all these three. Whoever escapes the sword of your protegee 
in Syria will be slain by your protegee in Israel. And whoever escapes your protegee in Israel, 
will be killed by your protegee in the prophetic ministry. So, go, you got work to do. 

Interestingly enough, Elijah went about the task in the opposite order: he first went to find 
Elisha and take him as his disciple and successor. That in the very same chapter, 1 Kings 
19:19-21. But Elijah never got to do the rest of it. The story of his life continues for 5 more 
chapters before he got taken to heaven. All this time he was in Israel, and he never approached 
Jehu to anoint him. Also, all this time Syria was in war against Israel, and Elijah never went to 
Syria to anoint Hazael as king. What’s going on here? God met with Elijah personally on the 
mountain to give him tasks, and Elijah didn’t even bother to finish them? What kind of a man 
of God was he, anyway? 

The answer and the solution to the quandary can be seen in the fact that it was actually 
Elisha, his appointed successor, who finished the other two tasks. He went to Damascus in 2 
Kings 8and prophesied to Hazael that he would become king. (He even told him to lie to his 
master, the lawful king of Syria, in v. 10.) Then, in the next chapter, 2 Kings 9, Elisha 
returned to Israel to anoint Jehu as king. Elijah’s tasks were accomplished by Elisha. Why? 
Because that was meant to show us that what God gave Elijah was not just his personal task, 
an isolated occurrence, but that was to be the very meaning and purpose of the prophetic 
ministry in general. What specific prophet would accomplish it was of no consequence, as 
long as there was a prophet to do it. This is what all prophets were called to do, and 
commanded to do. 

So what was it? 

The purpose of the prophetic ministry was – and still is – to provide God’s checks and 
balances to earthly authorities. A prophet was someone without earthly power, and without 
any earthly means of enforcing his will. In the eyes of the people, and especially in the eyes of 
the formal powers, he had nothing to back his claims or demands: no armies, no legislative 
bodies, no committees, no church sessions, no procedures for deliberations and decisions. To 
their eyes, he was a “lone ranger,” someone who just went around creating trouble. (“Troubler 
of Israel,” remember?) And yet, without all this earthly power of arms or majorities, the 
prophet was supposed to be someone with enough courage to stand up to all these earthly 
powers and declare a new order of power, and anoint new governments. He was the man who 
goes around and encourages coups in both church and state, because he saw when human 
hierarchies degenerated into serving themselves, and therefore needed to be replaced. In this 
respect, the prophet was the man who declared a restoration of God’s true hierarchy: God at 
the top, all men and earthly powers under Him. And those earthly powers who did not serve 
God, were declared covenantally dead, and therefore doomed to extinction. 

That the prophet was supposed to not have earthly power but appear weak to earthly 
powers was the explanation why Elijah fled when Jezebel threatened his life. He didn’t flee 



ARP#83. The Prophetic Ministry  697 

because he was afraid; remember, that was the same guy who stood on the mountain in the 
middle of wind so strong that it was breaking the rocks to pieces. He fled because his job was 
not to fight earthly battles against earthly authorities; his job was to fight God’s battles God’s 
way. It was also the reason why John the Baptist – the Elijah who was to come, according to 
Jesus – decided to go to the wilderness and dress in simple clothes. In Luke 7:25-30 and Matt. 
11:8-15, Jesus specifically contrasts men of earthly power with the prophets: “What did you 
go out to see? A man dressed in fine clothes? Those are found in palaces. But what did you go 
out to see? A prophet? You found him, and you found Elijah who was to come.” 

That the prophet was supposed to be a check and balance – and even a judge – on human 
powers, church and state, was clear from the ministry of all Old Testament prophets. When 
one looks at the life of John the Baptist, the same is obvious: that greatest of all prophets did 
not simply preach a religious message, he challenged the king himself, and lost his life 
because of that. Jesus did the same to the Pharisees many times, until they killed Him, too. 
The prophetic ministry was very specifically directed against the powers of the day. It was not 
simply predicting future events. In fact, it has never been about predicting future events – such 
predictions have always been only incidental to it. The Prophetic Ministry was about 
challenging earthly powers, and about the restoration of true hierarchy in both the world and 
the church. It was God’s division of powers in action, His checks and balances. 

You can now understand why the Enlightenment reacted with such violent rhetoric 
against any supernatural revelation today. The Enlightenment was a movement to restore the 
supremacy of human power over the society, and deny God His authority over men and their 
societies. To acknowledge the validity of ongoing supernatural revelation today would mean 
to acknowledge the validity of the Prophetic Ministry. To acknowledge that validity would 
mean to acknowledge the validity of God’s checks and balances on human powers. Such 
acknowledgment the new pagans could not afford to make. So the solution was rationalism: a 
religion of the supremacy of the human mind, which eventually boiled down to the supremacy 
of the decisions of a small elite of central planners. The war against the supernatural was, on 
one hand, a war against God and His Word, but also, a war against God’s prophetic ministry: 
the only authority on earth that could present real challenge to human powers. 

But you can also understand why the modern church bureaucrats have adopted 
cessationism as their operational ideology. It is not because of some concern for the authority 
of the Word of God: prophecy, as Calvin pointed out, is not in the same category as Scripture, 
so it can’t compete with Scripture. The real reason is that the powers in the modern churches – 
including Protestant, including those who claim to be Reformed – resent God’s system of 
division of powers and of checks and balances in the church. Their agenda is to subject the 
visible church to human powers only and thus bar God from exercising His real authority in 
His Church. The presence of prophets has always been a problem for the formal leadership in 
the church; prophets have always been “troublers of Israel.” They truly are. And that’s why 
they have been suppressed. 

But the suppression of God’s prophetic ministry – men without formal power who speak 
in the authority of the Holy Spirit – has not been without consequences. That the churches in 
the West have grown more tyrannical, and yet weaker and less influential in the society was 
not caused by the power of paganism to defeat Christianity. (If paganism had any power, it 
would have defeated Christianity in the 1st century, when paganism was at the culmination of 
its power, and Christianity was still young.) The one fighting against the modern church is the 



ARP#83. The Prophetic Ministry  698 

Holy Spirit Himself, and He is fighting against it because it has rejected His principle of 
checks and balances of power. Just like Israel that killed the prophets sent to her, the modern 
church is killing the prophetic ministry with its rationalistic ideology; and by killing the 
prophetic ministry, she is killing the opportunity for correction and growth God has decreed. 
We are wondering why the world has been dismantling our formerly Christian culture, why 
such a majority of Christians are so apathetic and unable to challenge social sins like abortion, 
abuse, adultery, government tyranny, etc. But the lack of power in the church can have only 
one source: the Spirit has withdrawn from it. And if He has withdrawn, that’s because it no 
longer represents Him. And if we want it to represent Him, we need to listen. He has His 
prophets somewhere out there, and we have failed to listen to them. And we have failed to 
challenge our leaders in the churches, and we have failed to slaughter the prophets of Baal. 

So, we need to restore the prophetic ministry. To be honest, I still don’t know how that 
would look like. But I know that we need to start searching the Bible and stand silent before 
God so that He can speak to us. As R.J. Rushdoony said in his Systematic Theology, the Holy 
Spirit has not stopped speaking to us today. But, I am afraid, we have trusted our pastors and 
preachers and conference celebrities for far too long, and we have stopped listening to Him. 

Remember, the restoration of all things needs the return of Elijah (Matt. 17:11; Mark 9:12). 
This week the assignment will be not a book but a lecture series: Evangelizing Man and 

His Institutions, by Dennis Peacocke. When you listen to it, pay attention to his concept of 
“prophetic evangelism.” Dennis Peacocke’s tapes were instrumental to my mission and 
ministry in Bulgaria back in the 1990s. What I learned from him was immeasurably valuable. 
He is a Charismatic, but even if you are a cessationist (still), you will find him helpful. 

In your prayers and giving, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation of the future Christian civilization 
in Eastern Europe through translating and publishing books that apply the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ to every area of life. Including government. We know that eventually, God will restore 
the prophetic ministry to Eastern Europe, and will use His prophets to challenge the powers of 
the day. But in order for that to happen, we need to have the critical amount of literature 
which will give the alternative to the present secular order. Help us finish that job. Visit 
bulgarianreformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. 
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  Theocracy and Libertarianism  
When R.J. Rushdoony said that theocracy is the closest thing to radical 
libertarianism that can be had, he was not speaking figuratively, nor was he 
speaking politically. He was speaking literally, based on a thorough analysis of 
Biblical Law and the social order it prescribed. 

Assigned reading: R.J. Rushdoony, Law and Liberty,  
M. Stanton Evans, The Theme Is Freedom  

https://reconstructionistradio.com/theocracy-and-libertarianism/  
Welcome to Episode 84 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 

am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will work to bury an ideological fiction. In a 
sense, intellectually, I will be burying a corpse, given that that fiction has been dead for a long 
time – no one who believes in that ideology has been capable of producing a single piece of 
theological, philosophical, or logical (that is, presuppositional) evidence in favor of it. Every 
single line of support for it has been simply an instinctive irrational reaction, never a 
consistent logical conclusion. Over the years, I have asked many questions about that 
ideology, pointing to its inconsistency and lack of intellectual life in it. I have never gotten 
answers to my questions. I have pointed to Biblical examples and doctrines that refute it. I 
have pointed to books and articles by theologians who refute it, and give the Biblical 
presuppositions that refute it. The thing is dead and has never been alive. But it has its 
worshipers. So I will try to bury it with this episode. 

The ideological fiction I want to bury is this: Libertarianism is antithetical to theocracy. 
Or, to put it differently, that no Biblically consistent Christian can be a libertarian. Or, that if 
you follow the Bible to the tee, you can’t end up with a libertarian social order. Or, that a 
libertarian social order can’t be Christian. Or, that if we do not have a state that intervenes in 
people’s lives to prevent sin, we will eventually have chaos and destruction. Or, that in order 
for a society to prosper in righteousness and justice, we need a civil government empowered 
to tax and control and regulate its subjects for the higher purposes of God. 

Now, there are two sides to this ideology. One side is the secular libertarians who are 
committed to libertarianism – or so they say – but want to keep God and the Bible out of it. 
Von Mises was such, Murray Rothbard was such, Ayn Rand had some not so friendly things 
to say about Christianity (although, she agreed with it that liberty and capitalism can be only 
based on a system of ethics, which von Mises and Rothbard denied). Such secular libertarians 
have the concept that in order for a society to be free, it needs to be atheist, or, at the very 
least, any faith in God must remain at a personal level, while the society must be conceptually 
atheist or at least agnostic concerning any deities. Those are not my opponents in this episode. 
I have pointed out many times before that secularism and libertarianism can’t work together, 
and secular libertarianism inevitably has to end up in some form of mild statism, or some 
other form of institutional control of some men over others. See, for example, Lew 
Rockwell’s, Hermann Hoppe’s, and other secular libertarians’ belief in government control 
over immigration, which is nothing more than just another form of socialism. I have talked 
about it in my article, “Lew Rockwell and the Mild Statism of Secular Libertarianism” on the 
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ChristendomRestored.com website. We will see a little bit later why all secularism or 
paganism inevitably has to produce some form of statism or power religion. 

My target in this episode is the other side of that ideology, those Christians who claim to 
be “conservative” and “Bible-believing” and “Reformed” and what-not, who claim to take all 
of their ideas from Scripture, and yet, they continue denouncing libertarianism, and continue 
supporting one or another form of statism with the claim that it is “according to the Bible.” 
And they continue declaring that libertarianism is antithetical to the Bible and ridicule 
everyone who proposes libertarian solutions to the problems of today’s world. Those same 
Christians who take the text of Romans 13 and defend modern political theories and practices 
whose origin is not Romans 13 but rather Revelation 13; but because they have adopted a 
religious faith in the right of the state to control people’s lives, they never stop to figure out 
the difference. 

To such professing Christians I want to present the evidence that Biblical theocracy is not 
antithetical to libertarianism, but, contrary to their assertions, libertarianism is the only logical 
political system that can be consistently based on a Biblical worldview; and also, that a 
Christian consistent with his Bible can arrive to only one possible political and social system: 
libertarianism. What we call today libertarianism is simply the political theory of the Bible. It 
is rooted in the Bible, and there is no other possible root for it. Granted, some secularists have 
taken the fruit and have abandoned the root, but that doesn’t mean we as Christians should be 
blind to the true origin of libertarianism as a political philosophy. After all, the same applies 
to science: some secularists have claimed that science must be separate from the Bible, but we 
don’t say that science is antithetical to the Bible, right? In the same way, a presuppositional 
analysis of the Biblical worldview and its application to political science and social theory 
leads us to the conclusion that the only righteous society that the Bible describes and 
prescribes is a libertarian society, free of any government control, and only subject to some 
very limited instances of human institutional judgment (not control but judgment). The rest of 
this episode will be such presuppositional analysis based on several fundamental points of the 
Biblical worldview, namely, the Biblical views of the nature of God and reality, of the nature 
of man and his purpose in God’s Covenant, and the meaning and nature of God’s law. In all of 
them, as we develop the antithesis between the Biblical and the pagan/secular worldviews, we 
will see that libertarianism as a political philosophy stems directly from the Biblical teachings 
about society; and we will also see that, as Rushdoony has pointed many times, paganism and 
secularism are inescapably statist in their views, and there is no chance of ever constructing a 
consistent secular or pagan society without having at least some degree of statism, that is, 
institutional control of some men by other men. 

Before we start, however, let me first lay the foundation with definitions for the two main 
terms we are using here: theocracy and libertarianism. 

Theocracy is, quite simply, a society under the rule of God. In a sense, every society is 
under the rule of God, of course, even those who oppose God and are under His judgment in 
history.(Being under God’s judgment is still being under His rule, right?) But the term here 
denotes a society that is self-consciously and deliberately submitted to God in everything it 
does: from its foundational premises and publicly accepted religious and intellectual 
principles, through the personal conduct of its members and its economic structure, all the 
way to its systems of justice and public trust and stewardship. A theocratic society is a society 
where, when its people are asked, “who is the ruler of your society?” or “what is the 
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foundational principle of your society?, respond, “Jesus Christ and His Gospel.” It is 
important to understand that a theocratic society is not a society where church ministers rule 
(as is the commonly accepted mythology about the term). That would be a priestocracy, not a 
theocracy. It is not where the state controls and regulates people based on officially religious 
principles; that would be religious socialism. (Read the book The Socialist Phenomenon by 
Igor Shafarevich.) Theocracy is pure and simple, “God rules,” as the term signifies, and it has 
to do only with God’s direct rule over His creation and over mankind, not with men ruling 
over other men. 

Libertarianism, on the other hand, is a political philosophy that establishes the freedom of 
the individual to act as the highest value and the highest priority of all political and social 
endeavor. When we say “the individual,” we mean the individual vs. any sort of collective or 
any sort of power, whether family, church, or state. That means that in any single case where a 
decision must be made between the individual acting out of his own free will, and a collective 
or another sort of power forcing its will upon the individual under some threat of punishment 
or compulsion, libertarianism takes the side of the individual and denies the collective any 
moral authority to act or to force the individual to comply. Thus, libertarianism is about the 
liberty of the individual to act. Remember, libertarianism is just a political philosophy and its 
exclusive area of interest is the balance of power in the society between individuals and 
collectives. It is not a moral philosophy; it doesn’t declare declare what acts are moral and 
permissible by the individual. It still acknowledges that there are immoral acts committed by 
individuals that should be stopped, and some even recompensed and punished; but within the 
limits of acceptable personal behavior, libertarianism denies any collective or any government 
the moral ground to control or regulate the life of the individual. Whether it is what the 
individual will put in his body, where he will live, what arbitrary geographical border he will 
cross, who he will be hired by and who he will hire, what kind of business he will engage in, 
what prices he will attach to the product of his labor or to his property, what he will do with 
the money he earns and at what price, etc., all these should remain entirely within the sphere 
of self-government, and no other human government should be allowed to make any decisions 
for the individual himself. If there are any governments, their business should be to protect the 
individual against immoral acts by other individuals, not become immoral themselves. 

So, with these definitions, how do we proceed? How do we prove that libertarianism as a 
political philosophy follows from the Biblical view of theocracy as the rule of God in the 
society? 

We start where every good presuppositionalist must start: with the nature of God and the 
nature of reality. 

I know that most of our listeners are Christians, and specifically Reformed Christians. So, 
stop for a minute and try to imagine the world of a pagan. Or of an atheist – for they are the 
same world. That pagan/atheist world had its origin in chaos. No, I didn’t make this up. Chaos 
is actually the name the ancient Greek mythology gives to the existence before there were any 
men or gods or other beings. That’s what it was called: Chaos, a void, emptiness, abyss, 
darkness disorder. Or, if you are an atheist, it started from the Big Bang: quintillions upon 
quintillions joules of disorganized, chaotic pure energy flying in all directions without any 
recognizable order. Out of that chaos, the first gods somehow appeared; or, out of the Big 
Bang, the laws of nature somehow appeared. So these gods, or laws of nature, started bringing 
order to the chaos, using their power to overcome the natural state of chaos and entropy. 
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Eventually, the world was gradually brought to some form of order, but the battle continues 
even today. The natural, original state of the universe is chaos. And the struggle is to maintain 
order in the midst nature natural inclination to chaos. 

In such a universe, the ruling paradigm, therefore, is order vs. chaos. And order is 
achieved only through superior power; so power is by default good. And not only it is by 
default good, it must be constantly exercised and applied, or the world will go back to chaos. 
Things must be kept under constant control, because they can’t be trusted to run their natural 
course. The same with society: society must be kept under control, because it can’t be trusted 
to run its natural course. So, in reality, the ruling paradigm is power vs. chaos. You let your 
guard down for a little bit, you get chaos. 

I am sure you have heard the argument: if we have no government control, there will be 
chaos. And I am sure you have heard both non-Christians and Christians use that same 
argument. Well, that’s where that argument comes from; this is its presuppositional 
foundation, an impersonal universe that started as a chaotic void, to which order was brought 
only through the efforts of powerful beings, or powerful collectives. If we don’t exercise 
power every day to control everything that happens and everything people do, we will have 
the world and society reverting back to their original state, namely, chaos. (For those of you 
who are fans of the Marvel Cinematic Universe, you probably remember Alexander Pierce’s 
line in Winter Soldier: “Society’s at a tipping point between order and chaos.” That’s not just 
a movie quote. That has been the propaganda pitch of every dictator in history.) 

Now, let’s hear the antithesis. The world the Bible presents is a complete opposite to the 
world of the pagan and the atheist. The Biblical world started orderly, and order is its natural 
condition. There is no need for man to exercise power to maintain God’s world in order; God 
does it Himself, and nobody and nothing – whether some god or a collective of men – can 
create anymore order in the world around us than what God has already created and is 
sustaining through His providence. But order is not even the issue in the Biblical worldview; 
nor is the paradigm “order vs. chaos” of any interest to Biblical authors. Nowhere does God 
say, we need some order here, otherwise we are going to descend into chaos. The issue is 
ethics and justice. The created world was assessed by God as good, not as “orderly.” 
Goodness is the natural original condition of the world; the world fell from this original 
condition because of sin, not because of disorder. Thus, its current state is unnatural, but the 
unnatural part in it is sin. The world is still just as orderly as it has always been, because order 
does not depend on man’s efforts, and it is superior to man’s efforts. Man can’t do anything to 
bring more order in the universe, whether as an individual or as a collective. We have enough 
order and we have always had it. It is just that that order works against man because God’s 
order works against sin. And therefore man needs not more power but a return to 
righteousness. 

Thus, the reigning paradigm – in fact, the only paradigm – of the Biblical worldview is 
ethical/judicial: good vs. evil, righteousness vs. wickedness, justice vs. injustice. 

In such universe, there is no concern with order because order in itself has no necessary 
moral meaning. Order can be good, and it can be evil. Exercise of power can be good, and it 
can be evil. Control can be good, and control can be evil. Power has no inherent value. If 
some exercise of power is evil, the pagan – and the apostate Christian with him – would reply, 
“It is better to maintain some power, even if it is evil, than have chaos.” A Biblical Christian 
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would reply, “If that is the dilemma, then chaos is better than a lawless order.” But, of course, 
chaos is not even a possibility and it has never been. Order has always been the only 
possibility. It is just that we need a restoration of the Law of God, so that God’s order doesn’t 
work against man anymore, but for man. 

Does it become clear how libertarianism follows from the Biblical worldview? Since 
ethics is the foundational paradigm in that worldview, and ethics is inescapably personal and 
individual, then a society can only be maintained when it is personal and individualistic. 
Power control of some people over others, and the elevating of power to the position to dictate 
ethics, will solve no ethical problems – it will only make them worse, and thus, will go against 
the original natural state of the world: “very good.” On the other hand, if you are a pagan or 
an atheist, you can only rely on power to maintain your world. Therefore, those men who have 
power, are supposed to exercise it over those men who don’t. Otherwise, you know, “chaos.” 

But what about the nature of man himself? Yeah, in the abstract, we may argue about the 
nature of God and the nature of reality, but part of that nature is the nature of man. Does the 
nature of man as presented by the Bible support a libertarian ideology, or does it support a 
statist ideology of control of men over other men? 

What is man in the atheist/pagan worldview? No one knows. There is really no 
meaningful definition of man that would make him different than, let’s say, a pile of rocks or 
an ash heap. I mean, atheists and pagans can come up with tons of definitions and they can 
pretend these definitions do give some meaning to the word man that has any value, but in the 
final account, there is really no definition. Or, at least, there is really no definition that would 
give man meaning and purpose in his life. I have talked about it in a sermon, long time ago, 
titled, “What Is Man?” A pagan or an atheist can come up with all kinds of meanings and 
purposes, but none of them are objective, they do not define man, and they are all just 
figments of their imagination. In the final account, man is nothing, really. But if man is 
nothing, then he is nothing in the cosmic struggle of order against chaos. Can we trust man 
that he would do his part on making the world more orderly? No. We can’t even define his 
part, let alone expect him to do it. Therefore, someone more powerful than him must set 
meaning and purpose for man. Someone, that is, a government of a sort. The option of letting 
man make up his own meaning and purpose is not viable; that would be chaos. Unless that 
man is powerful enough to be able to fight chaos himself; but then, that man should be 
expected to force others to comply with his fight against chaos, and use them as his pawns. So 
man has two options before him: either be powerful enough to be god, or become a pawn in 
the games of powerful gods. Otherwise, what good is a weak lone man in the struggle against 
chaos? 

But in the Biblical worldview, man has a purpose that is objective and comes from a 
source far above man or even far above the universe itself. Man is not left at the mercy of his 
own imagination, and man is not left at the mercy of other men to decide for him what his 
purpose is supposed to be. When God created man, He created him an individual, not a 
collective, and he gave him individual purpose. The dominion covenant was given to mankind 
as a whole, but that was covenantally, as an ethical imperative, not collectively, as a power 
structure. Adam and Eve were meant to be a team, of course, but even in that team, both of 
them had independent and direct access to God, no one acted as an “umbrella” or as a 
“representative” of the other before God. Each one got their “orders” directly from God, and 
no one needed a human intermediary agency to tell them what their purpose under God was. 
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Under the Biblical view of man, therefore, man’s purpose in the world is an issue entirely 
between him and God, directly, personally, and without any intermediate agency. For other 
men or men’s institutions to want a piece in that relationship means only one thing: that they 
want to replace God. Institutional control over men’s actions (and again, we are talking 
control here, not judgment, which is a different issue) is therefore idolatry in action and 
practical policy, as far as the Bible is concerned. The only way a person can be consistently 
Christian and Biblically-obedient is to denounce any control of men by other men. Any 
ideology that insists on human institutions controlling the actions of individual men is an 
ideology that goes straight against the Dominion Covenant and against the Biblical view of 
man. A Christian who is consistently Biblical in his worldview and in his understanding of the 
Dominion Covenant and the nature of man, must be inescapably libertarian, that is, against 
any institutional control of man by other men. 

The two points we talked about so far – the nature of God and the nature of man – are 
rather philosophical, even if they have inescapable ethical ramifications. But is there direct 
ethical evidence in the Bible that God wants that individuals are free of institutional control? 
What about the nature of law? How does the antithesis on this point – the nature of law – play 
out in our understanding of the Biblical political theory? 

 

What is “law” in the pagan/atheistic worldview? Well, to start with, there are the laws of 
nature – nature, as the most ubiquitous and most powerful deity, has the most powerful laws, 
and through them, it keeps everyone in subjection. You can’t escape those laws, no matter 
what you do. Both gods and men, and powerful men, must submit to those laws; there is no 
escape from them. Without those laws, as you already know, there will be chaos; so Mother 
Nature forces everyone to obey them, no matter what they do, whether they want it or not. 
There is no ethical aspect to those laws; you don’t to choose to obey them or not. You just 
obey them, period. And since those laws of nature are so powerful and keep chaos at bay, they 
must be translated somehow into laws of society, so that society is protected against chaos. 
Hence, we have the notion of “natural law” used by the majority of philosophers and 
theologians. Or, for those who don’t like the notion of “natural law,” the use of “scientific” is 
an upgrade: we just base our societal laws on “science.” Like, Marxism had its social theory 
for the perfect society called “Scientific Socialism” or “Scientific Communism.” It’s not 
magic, you know; it is science. We study nature scientifically, and we come to the 
scientifically most perfect society, y’know. Anyway, the point is, for the rulers of society to 
prevent chaos, they need to mimic Mother Nature; their laws must mimic her laws, and they 
can’t allow for any free exercise of individual will. That would be chaos. 

Of course, one problem with “natural law” for human society (or with the “scientific law” 
too, for that matter) is that no one has that holy book of “natural law” that specifically spells 
that law. We have conjectures by armchair philosophers about what it may say vaguely and 
generally, but when it comes to specific applications to specific cases of justice and 
government, no one knows what exactly that “natural law” is saying. So, in the final account, 
the specifics are left to men to make up. Or, to be more precise, to powerful men to make up. 
The more powerful a person is – especially politically powerful – the more he gets to decide 
the specific applications of “natural law.” And rightly so; after all, it is nature that made them 
powerful. For what other reason but to entrust to them the interpretation of the vague “natural 
law” to specific social applications, right? Thus, from the perspective of the pagan and the 
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atheist view of law, there is no room for individuals to live freely; they must submit to those 
who, by the nature of their power, are entitled to interpret “natural law” for everyone else. 
Individual liberty would mean individual interpretations, and that would, of course, lead to 
chaos. 

Is this the case with the Biblical Law? Not at all. The Biblical Law has three 
characteristics that make it antithetical to pagan or atheist law. First, Biblical Law is detailed 
in its applications. It is not a general, vague idea which human legislators need to translate to 
specific cases. True, it has the general principles in a sort of hierarchical structure: the two 
greatest commandments at the top (Matt. 22:37-40), then the Ten Commandments, but then, 
God gave in His Word an abundance of case applications plus specific historical rulings 
(precedents) to make it clear for anyone who reads what the Law commands in every case. 
And, more than that, the Law not only spells good vs. evil in specific situations, it also spells 
the specific earthly sanctions that need to be applied and if there should be earthly sanctions; 
and it also gives the institutional structure to apply those earthly sanctions, where they are 
needed. There is no guessing and no conjectures when it comes to the Law of God applied, 
and the details are not left to powerful men to impose on others. 

Second, Biblical Law is explicitly individualistic and personal. From the two greatest 
commandments, through the Ten Commandments, to the concrete commandments and 
stipulations in the case laws, every commandment is given in second person singular: thou 
instead of the plural you. Even while speaking the Ten Commandments from the mountain to 
the gathered multitude of the Israelites (Ex. 20), God still spoke in second person singular, to 
every one individually, not to the nation as a collective. The Law doesn’t even make sense 
applied collectively in vast parts of its narrative when applied to collectives, and neither does 
it make sense in terms of institutional enforcement. How do you enforce “love” through 
institutional action? How do you enforce the commandments that speak to the heart through 
institutional action? More than that, the Law has specific limits on government institutions as 
to how much power they can accumulate. The priestly class was not allowed to have any 
inheritance in Israel (Deut. 10:9; 18:1, Joshua 18:7, and many other passages), thus, not 
allowed to have independent economic power but depend on the prosperity of everyone else 
in the nation. A centralized political power – should one ever arise in Israel – was not allowed 
to accumulate military might (Deut. 17:14-17). And when the people of Israel wanted to 
establish such centralized political power, God specifically condemned it as the result of their 
apostasy from Him, and warned them that their king would become their tyrant. 

And, third, all this Law was public. Not only the Ten Commandments were thundered 
from the mountain to the whole nation, but Moses read the Law to all Israelites, and, in 
addition, the Law was supposed to be publicly read in its entirety to the whole nation once 
every seven years. Even the surrounding Gentile nations were expected to know the Law of 
God (Deut. 4:5-8). I know, this doesn’t sound much to us today who live in the shadow of 
Christendom. But in the day of Moses, knowledge of the laws was a privilege of the ruling 
classes, and they jealously kept that knowledge secret from the common citizens. Most of the 
pagan nations in the antiquity were ruled by decree, not by any fixed law anyway. Those that 
had a fixed law, prohibited teaching the law to the lower classes. In Sparta, teaching the slaves 
to read and to know the law was a capital crime. In Rome, every time the plebeians revolted 
and demanded rights and equality, the patrician class responded that they couldn’t have 
equality because they were not entrusted with knowing the laws. In Israel, however, knowing 
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the Law was not only a privilege for even the lowest person, it was mandatory for all. And 
there were no special rules or laws that were peculiar to the ruling class. Thus, interpretation 
and application of the Law was not an exclusive prerogative of a ruling class. It was given to 
individuals first. The government – any government, church or state – had a very limited say, 
and a very limited function. (And we will shortly see what it is.) 

Thus, for all practical purposes, from the perspective of the nature of law as exhibited in 
the Bible, the Bible sees man’s society as comprised mainly of free individuals to whom the 
ethics of the law is addressed. There is no government that is supposed to be an ethical 
mediator between men and God, interpreting or re-interpreting the Law of God, or 
establishing the lines of good and evil through man-made decrees. No matter what 
governments and powerful men declare as “law,” God’s Law speaks to individuals, and only 
God’s Law is the boundary between good and evil. Man’s laws do not qualify as laws. 

Here a question would arise: What is then the function of government at all? If I am 
saying that individuals are not to be controlled and regulated and ruled by governments, what 
is the purpose of the civil government in the Bible? We still have something that look like 
government, and the New Testament surely tells us to obey the government. How does this 
comport with what I said about the individualist nature of the Law of God and of the nature of 
reality and man in general? Here we come to the next point in the presuppositional analysis of 
theocracy and libertarianism, namely, the nature of judgment. 

Given what we said earlier about the nature of reality and the nature of man in the pagan 
and atheist worldview, it shouldn’t be hard to figure what the purpose and function of civil 
government – or of any government whatsoever – should be: a government is supposed to act 
as concentrated power of multitude of men in order to prevent chaos. The enemies of social 
order, then, will be those who oppose the government. But more than that, the enemies of 
social order would be those who fail to do what the government tells them to do; for any 
disobedience to government control and regulations would be by default collaboration with 
chaos. If a person practices a trade, or opens a lemonade stand, or feeds the poor, or crosses a 
border to find better life for his family, or hires someone who has crossed a border, or 
consumes a certain substance, all without a government permit, that in itself is already a 
crime, being outside government control. The only legitimate victim of all crimes, therefore, 
is the state; crimes against individuals are only of concern if they threaten the order and the 
survival of the state. Where crimes against individuals are of no concern to the state and its 
power – like, for example, abortion or slavery – they are decriminalized. In the final account, 
the most important court trials are some individual being sued by state entity: whether the 
United States, or some state, or a county, etc. And do not assume that the “separate branches” 
of government power help individuals against the executive state: to the contrary, courts rule 
more and more in favor of the state against the individuals. Obviously, given that the courts 
depend on the executive state for their money. 

When we go to the Bible’s system of justice, however, we discover a very different 
picture. 

First of all, the Bible speaks of two fundamental levels of justice. One is God’s justice. 
The other is man’s justice under the Law of God. You all probably never thought of it as a 
gigantic antithesis to the secularist/pagan system of judgment and justice. But it is. It is 
enormous. Let me explain why, and why it is relevant to our topic here. 
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The court of God – which is in constant proceedings during history, but will also sit in 
judgment once for a final verdict at the end of history – is presided by the perfect, all-
knowing, and all-powerful Creator, who is also the Author of the perfect Law. In that court, 
every single action and word, and even the thoughts of our hearts, will be exposed and judged. 
But we know that that judgment will be righteous and just, because it will be rendered by a 
righteous and just Judge in Whom there is no partiality. As our Creator, and as the Author of 
the most perfect Law (and that Law is not just His creation, it is His very moral character), He 
is entitled to perfect obedience from us, and, as such, He is entitled to judge every single 
word, deed, and thought, that are disobedient. In God’s Court, there is no difference between 
private sin and public crime; all sins are crimes there, and nothing escapes. 

The court of man, on the other hand, is only limited to history, and is only limited to a 
few cases. In none of these cases is the state or the church a victim of the crime; the victim is 
always an individual. The Biblical courts were not meant to judge “crimes against the state” 
or against the church or against any other government entity. They were only meant to judge 
crimes against individuals. Thus, in none of the Biblical cases is there anything like payment 
to the state or slavery to the state as a punishment. The principle is always restitution, and that 
restitution is always to an individual, never to the state or to the church. Although, given that 
individuals can voluntarily agree to covenant into social or economic entities that act as 
individuals – like corporations – Biblical Law will by default take corporations to court or will 
allow corporations to sue for damages. But we need to understand here that a corporation is 
not a civil or ecclesiastical government; it has no authority to enforce its decisions on 
outsiders by the power of the sword or by excommunication. So in case of deliberate theft by 
a corporation, for example, the Biblical courts would rule double restitution from the 
corporate treasury; but how that loss will be split individually between the owners of the 
corporation will be decided between those owners. 

God’s Court, thus, judges all sin. Man’s courts are only allowed to judge crimes, and that 
on a very strict evidence basis. And that only crimes against individuals, or voluntary 
associations of individuals. But that’s not all. 

There is also a judicial relationship between God’s court and man’s courts. God judges 
nations, and guess what he judges them for: for how their courts and rulers have treated 
individuals, and especially the weak and the needy. He judges nations in history for the laws 
they pass and how these laws conform to His Law; no nation can escape that judgment, and 
no nation can find excuse in some “legal” process. For example, the fact that the United States 
have adopted their immigration laws, or their legalization of abortion, or their police laws, 
through a legal process won’t save the nation from judgment. And neither will it save those 
individuals who agree with such laws, or enforce such laws, or remain silent and passive in 
the face of such laws. “I was just following orders” is not a valid excuse in God’s court for 
any individual; and neither is “That was the law of the land.” Individuals who have agreed 
with or even enforced such unjust laws will be condemned for failing to oppose them, or to 
sabotage them, or to use their power and authority to change them or make them null and 
void. 

It is this two-tiered system of God’s judgment that makes Biblical Christianity unique in 
its view of justice. You have probably heard the argument, “A religion that believes in an all-
powerful judging God is a totalitarian religion.” That’s stupid babbling. Only such a religion 
can be the true foundation for individual liberty, because only such a religion provides for true 
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justice upon powerful men who have used their power to wrong those weaker than them. And 
only such a religion provides for effective deterrent on government tyranny, and only such a 
religion provides justification for righteous rebellion against tyrannical governments. 

We have one more point left: the control of the future. Now, if you have listened to Axe 
to the Root episodes so far, you don’t need to be told why control of the future is an important 
factor in the society. In fact, you already know that a civilization is not so much defined by its 
history – which most people believe, in their ignorance – but by its beliefs and expectations 
about the future. As Gary DeMar quipped once, “The present doesn’t determine the future; 
rather, the future determines the present.” If you want to understand our civilization today, try 
to understand its view of the future, and try to understand who controls the future. The battle 
for the future defines all social struggles in the world, and those who emerge victorious, 
capable of capturing the future, have captured the civilization today. 

Who controls the future under a pagan/secularist worldview? No one, really. In fact, the 
question is irrelevant. Remember, a pagan or a secularist can’t even define the future. The 
future is not something that can be experienced now, and since all the whole knowledge of 
paganism and atheism is based on experience (as opposed to faith, as in Christianity), a pagan 
or an atheist has no way to define the future which can’t be experienced. He may borrow the 
idea of “future” from Christianity, or he may have some vague conjecture of what it may be, 
but based on a consistently pagan or atheist worldview, any attempt at defining the future is 
useless. 

Thus, whatever there is, is the present. There is no future. And since future is what gives 
purpose, and since purpose is what drives individuals, there is really no legitimate purpose to 
which an individual can look. All that remains is what it is, now. And whoever is in power, 
now. 

(As a side note, if you want to understand the mind-boggling commitment of secularists 
to abortion and all other means of cutting their own offspring, it is right there, in their lack of 
any concept for the future.) 

What does the Bible say? The Bible is an eschatological book from the very beginning; it 
points to the future, and it explicitly directs the reader’s attention to the future. Even the first 
institution – the family – was created with an explicit eschatological function and task: “be 
fruitful and multiply.” R.J. Rushdoony mentioned pointed to this in a few places: the family is 
first and foremost an eschatological unit. Man and woman are so defined as to be distinct from 
each other not by any other characteristic but their functions in procreation. (Not by 
psychology or intellect or emotions or social status or power status, as many modern pagans 
inside and outside the Church like to claim.) Eve was declared to be the “mother of all living” 
before there was any mother or any motherhood at all (Gen. 3:20), and the concept of father 
and mother and the separation of their children into adulthood was described before there 
were any children or fathers or mothers (Gen. 2:24). 

Thus, from the very beginning, the Christian worldview is not only interested in children 
and the future, it bases its whole ideology on it. It is not that children and purpose and the 
future are simply “important” to Christianity. They are the very essence of it. Take away 
children and the future, and you take away Christianity. 
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But there is an important point here: In the Bible, children are given to individuals. True, 
these individuals are in a family unit, but they are still individuals in their function in 
procreation and raising the children. There are no government collectives in the Bible giving 
birth to children and raising children. Children are exclusively the prerogative of two distinct 
individuals in a family. In addition, inheritance, namely, the transfer of accumulated wealth 
for the future, is inescapably individualistic. No government is charged with such transfer of 
wealth, and no government is allowed to tax it. (For those who try to use Rom. 13 to argue for 
the legitimacy of taxation, quit twisting one single verse. The full message of the Bible forbids 
such interpretation.) Individuals are not only uniquely charged by God to transfer wealth to 
future generations, their individual will is called by the same name God calls His covenant. In 
Heb. 9:16, the word used for the legal document we call “will” or “testament” is the same 
word used in the rest of the Greek text for “covenant”: diatheke. There is no other legal 
concept that is called with the same name. There is no social contract or social covenant in the 
Bible, there is no local church covenant in the Bible, there is nothing institutional on earth that 
God calls by the same name as his Covenant . . . except for the last will and testament of an 
individual by which he transfers wealth to his heirs in the future. The future, in short, which 
plays such an important part in the Biblical worldview, is entirely entrusted to individuals. 
God doesn’t trust either church or state to take care of the future. 

To summarize, everything in the Biblical worldview points ot the fact that the social and 
political organization mandated by the Bible is essentially libertarian, and it doesn’t allow for 
any institutional control over individuals by any institutional entity or government, be it state 
or church. When R.J. Rushdoony said that theocracy is the closest thing to radical 
libertarianism that can be had, he was not speaking figuratively, nor was he speaking 
politically. He was speaking literally, based on a thorough analysis of Biblical Law and the 
social order it prescribed. A thorough antithesis applied to all areas of analysis clearly shows 
that any anti-libertarian ideas must come from pagan or atheist presuppositions. While a 
consistent Christian can’t be anything else but libertarian. The nature of God and reality, the 
nature of man, the nature of God’s Law, the nature of judgment, and the control of the future, 
in all these areas it is obvious that in order for a person to be consistently Christian, he must 
be as closely radical libertarian as possible. Anything less than that would mean surrender to 
pagan presuppositions, and eventually abandoning the Christian faith in its social and political 
applications. In the final account, since state control of individuals is inevitably based on anti-
Christians presuppositions, a society that has allowed such state control, even for the best of 
reasons, will see itself drifting away from the Biblical faith. And the United States today is the 
prime example. 

This week I will assign two books for reading. The first, of course, is R.J. Rushdoony’s 
Law and Liberty. If you haven’t read it yet, I will ask with the sternest voice I can: Why? 
What are you waiting for? The second book is titled The Theme is Freedom, and it was 
written by M. Stanton Evans, a conservative political commentator and journalist of the old 
school conservatism who knew that the heart of conservatism is libertarianism, and the 
foundation for libertarianism is Christianity. (Unlike modern “conservatives” who are 
indistinguishable from socialists.) I had the opportunity to meet him in person back in 2001 in 
Washington DC and to ask him for permission to translate this book in Bulgarian. I haven’t 
gotten to translate it, yet, but I you surely need to read it, for the book has some very valuable 
insights about the connection between Christianity and the American view of freedom. 
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In your prayer and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe through translating and publishing books that bring the Gospel 
of Jesus Christ to every area of life. Including liberty and including the conflict between the 
individual and the state. Remember, just about 30 years ago, Eastern Europe was able to 
escape the political grip of one of the most murderous expressions of modern paganism: 
Communism. And paganism, let me tell you, is not libertarian. All paganism is statist and 
collectivist to the core. Fighting statism and collectivism is part of our preaching the Gospel, 
and I am calling you to help me in that task. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to 
our monthly newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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  The Advance of Civilizations 
“Why the Chinese have it wrong.” 

Assigned reading: Judith Herrin, The Formation of Christendom 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/the-advance-of-civilizations/    

Welcome to Episode 85 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I will take on the most ancient civilization on 
earth today. Most ancient not in the sense that it has been around before all the others – that 
wouldn’t be true, for it was a rather late comer in the early days. Most ancient only in the 
sense that of all today’s existing cultures, it can trace itself in time as an uninterrupted cultural 
legacy farther back than any other modern culture. There were cultures existing before it was 
formed, but none of them survived for such a long time. Or some modern cultures may look 
back and imagine that they have something to do with some culture two millennia ago, but in 
reality, they have nothing in common. (Think modern Egyptians and ancient Egypt, or 
modern French and the ancient Gauls, etc.) This culture has remained stable for so long that a 
modern representative of that culture can actually look at a literary artifact of three thousand 
years ago and read what is written with only a little trouble. How many people can you find in 
Ireland that can read the Ogham alphabet that was used only 1,400 years ago? Or how many 
Norwegians or Swedes can read their Runic alphabet that was in use at the time of the 
Reformation, 500 years ago? I don’t even want to mention Cyrillic, the alphabet of my native 
language, Bulgarian, which was created only about 1,200 years ago; and I even have trouble 
reading some of the texts written 400 years ago. And this culture we are going to be talking 
about has an uninterrupted literary tradition that is older that any name of any nation or any 
geographical toponym in Europe. Even Hellas, the native name of modern Greece, the oldest 
surviving name in Europe, is younger than the literary tradition of that culture. So, while there 
is a dark side to that consistency over the ages – and we will shortly see what it is – it still 
commands a certain level of respect. 

It’s the Chinese culture. We have to hand it to the Chinese; they are the oldest existing 
culture today. We can legitimately overlook their other boasting: scientific or technological 
discoveries, or philosophical systems, or systems of social and military organization, etc. I 
mean, those are great, if they were true, it’s just they were never developed into large-scale 
civilizational advances, so we can easily ignore them. (For example, the ancient Greeks 
invented a steam engine but they used it for religious special effects, not for any useful work. 
So we say that it was invented by James Watt and others in England in the 18th century. He put 
it to work right away.) But as far as culture is concerned – which means, the overall norms 
and habits and cultural expectations and especially ethical-judicial principles – a modern 
Chinese would feel much more at home with the Chinese of 2,000 years ago, than any modern 
Englishman would with the Angles of 2,000 years ago, or any modern Russian would feel 
with the Russians of 2,000 years ago. For one, he would be able to read the street signs, right? 
It surely is impressive, isn’t it? Now, whether it is something to be proud of is a completely 
different issue, and we will get to it in a few minutes. Anyway, that is the culture I am going 
to be talking about today; or rather, will be using as an example of an ethical-judicial principle 
about the advance of civilizations. 
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It ain’t gonna be easy, though, and here I want to start with a disclaimer. I will be talking 
partly about the Chinese culture, and about some of its collective psychology. I know there are 
Chinese folks among our listeners, and there are some among then that grew up in that 
culture. They know it inside out: all its details, nuances, backgrounds, contexts, biases, 
prejudices internally and externally, all the things that I can’t know exhaustively simply 
because I have not grown in it. To be sure, I have always tried to be a sincere and unbiased 
student of Asia and its cultures and history ever since I got involved in Eastern martial arts 
and had interest in Eastern religions. (That before I became a Christian.) I even took a basic 
course in Chinese characters – not to learn them in depth, but to understand the principle 
behind them. But I am a European who is learning from other Europeans; and, unfortunately, 
most of the studies of East Asian cultures come from European observers. For some reason, 
there are very few Chinese, Japanese, Korean, or Vietnamese writers who undertake the task 
of explaining their cultures to Europeans. In psychological terms, East Asian cultures are 
rather shy and introverted, as opposed to the extrovertness of the European cultures, not to 
mention the sometimes crass self-promotion and bragging of the American culture. Thus, I 
plead guilty from the very beginning: you will certainly find fault with some of my analysis. 
But I also want you to understand: The truth of the conclusions in this episode is not affected 
by how detailed my knowledge of China is. I am only using China as an example; but I could 
use any other culture, and the conclusions will be the same. The reason China is a good 
example is because it has been the culture that, in the last century, has had a very keen interest 
in the question of how civilizations advance. But I am getting ahead of myself here. 

Three years ago, in March 2016, a Chinese chemist named Sun Weidong delivered a 
lecture to a diverse audience of professors, students, and just ordinary science enthusiasts at 
the University of Science and Technology in Hefei, a large city (about 8 million population) 
in Eastern China. But he didn’t talk about chemistry. He talked about history. Not strange, by 
the way, given that much of his scientific career has been related to radiometric analysis of 
different historical artifacts. The strange part was the content of the lecture itself. 

Sun started his lecture with a passage from one of the most venerated historical texts in 
Chinese historiography, the Shi Ji, simply, The Historical Record, known to Western 
historians as Records of the Grand Historian by Si Ma Chien, a palace historian for the Han 
Dynasty in 2nd century BC. Si Ma was a very interesting and colorful personality himself, and 
we know a lot about his life, but I will resist the temptation to give details here. Suffice to say, 
he is considered the father of Chinese historiography, and his Record is considered the 
“foundational text of the Chinese civilization.” It is truly believed that through it, Si Ma really 
created the Chinese civilization as a civilization, by giving it intellectual cohesion that would 
make it survive as a culture for two more millennia, even in the midst of constant civil wars 
and foreign invasions, and even foreign rule for several centuries. In it, Si Ma put together, 
from earlier sources, the history of the Chinese civilization, starting from its early mythical 
origins in the Yellow Emperor (and even the three god-kings before him) before the 3rd 

millennium BC, going through all the early dynasties before the Han dynasty, writing down a 
number of biographies of important historical figures compiled from a multitude of earlier 
sources, some of them lost to us today. The Record is written old in more than half million 
Chinese characters (that’s separate words, folks), and is longer than the Old Testament, while, 
unlike the Old Testament, is written by one man only. If you want to delve into ancient 
Chinese history, the book is free online, in Chinese-English interlinear. 
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The text that Sun Weidong quoted was from Si Ma’s history of the Xia Dynasty, the first 
Chinese dynasty that followed directly after the mythical period of the Three God-Kings and 
the Five Emperors. The Xia Dynasty itself is half-mythical, half-historical. You know how 
every culture on earth has its own myths and legends about the Great Flood; well, in Si Ma’s 
history, that flood happened during the Xia Dynasty; clearly wrong, but no doubt he simply 
recorded it faithfully from older records. The text in question h “sweetheart what we should 
ere, however, is not the Great Flood but the geography and topography of the empire of that 
first Chinese dynasty, considered the mother dynasty of the Chinese nation. Here is the text in 
question: 

“Northwards, the stream is divided and become the Nine Rivers. Reunited, it forms the 
opposing river and flows into the Sea.” 

Sun then asked the question: “There is only one major river in the world that flows 
northwards. Which one is it?” A member of the audience replied, “The Nile.” Then Sun 
showed a map of the Nile River and its delta: truly, a stream that flows northward and is 
divided into nine tributaries, some of which “re-unite” into “opposing” (that is, “on the other 
side”) rivers. 

He then continued with his thesis: according to him, the roots of Chinese culture should 
be sought not in any natural cultural evolution of the local population, but were planted 
sometime in the mid-2nd millennium BC by migrants from Egypt. The Xia Dynasty, he 
believes, was in fact the Hyksos: a Semitic nation that ruled Egypt as “foreign rulers” in the 
17th through the 16th centuries BC, declined in power in the mid-16th century BC and was 
expelled by a popular uprising, after which the native rule over Egypt was restored. (Just to 
mention, he, of course, follows the modern accepted secular chronology of Egypt. I think that 
chronology is mistaken: the Hyksos’s rule was in the 15th– 13th centuries BC, and the Hyksos 
were the Biblical Amalekites. But this discrepancy is not important to my thesis here.) The 
Hyksos were known to have had advanced bronze weapons before most other cultures, and 
they are also known to have developed superior seafaring technology. Sun argues that they 
might have sent expeditions as far as China, and also, that after the fall of their rule in Egypt 
and after they were expelled from Egypt and much of the Middle East, some of them, or many 
of them, have ended up on the coast of Eastern China, bringing with them their history and 
their technologies, which they then laid as the foundation of the later Chinese culture. So the 
Yellow Emperor and the pantheon of deities and mythical rulers that gave the beginnings to 
the Chinese nation should be sought not in China but in Egypt. 

Sun did not leave it to one piece of evidence only; he had others. He himself started 
working on the theory back in the 1990s when he was still a young PhD student charged with 
the task of doing radiometric analysis of bronze artifacts of the late Xia and early Shang 
Dynasties. As a chemist, he was surprised to find out that the chemical composition of the 
alloys did not match the radioactivity of any of the metals found in Asia. They instead 
matched exactly the characteristics of bronze alloys found in Egypt, which meant that the 
metal must have come from the same mines, namely, North Africa. At the time, his supervisor 
did not allow him to publish his data; there was a political reason for it. He was simply 
transferred to a different task. More than 20 years later, however, Sun is a world-class 
scientist: In addition to his degrees from the University at Hefei and his professorship at the 
Guangzhou Institute of Geochemistry, he also got a PhD at the Australian National University 
at Canberra, and is also a Humboldt Fellow at the Max Planck Institute at Meinz in Germany, 
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and a Regional Vice President of the Society of Economic Geologists for Asia. So he could 
publish his thesis without fears that he could be silenced. Of course, to his earlier findings we 
can add a lot of other evidence that seems to point to Western origins of the Chinese culture; 
but I will mention this a little bit later. 

I know, I know, this is an unusual story but you are all wondering; why am I telling it? 
What is so important about it in a podcast that aims at bringing covenantal, that is ethical-
judicial analysis. So what is the covenantal part in it? 

It was the response of his listeners and in the response of the Chinese public in general. 
See, in Europe or in the Americas, such hypotheses about historical origins are often 
presented, but their interested audience is usually limited to a small community of academics 
and history buffs. There are a number of similar origin theories in Eastern Europe among the 
different ethnic peoples there, and yet, even there, they are rather ignored by the majority of 
the population. Really, very few people today care where the Angles and the Saxons came 
from, or how much Celtic blood do the inhabitants of Spain or Northern Italy have, or whether 
the modern Polish nation came from the Sarmatians, or whether the ancient homeland of the 
Bulgars was in the Altai Mountains or in the Western Tian Shan. Such people with such 
interests are usually either history buffs, or university professors, or marginal groups with 
nationalist and/or racist leanings who are trying to fabricate some sort of collective identity 
and sense of superiority for themselves. But in China, Sun Weidong’s hypothesis gained a lot 
of attention, even among people who wouldn’t normally go out of their way to dig deeper into 
the mysteries of ancient history. 

Sun’s thesis was published online and it immediately drew a lot of comments. A lot, I 
mean, hundreds of thousands of people. Under the title, The Ancestors of the Chinese People 
Came from Egypt, it was published on the Chinese travel site Kooniao, and from there, re-
posted and republished on dozens of other platforms, like portals, online forums, message 
boards, etc. Kooniao also setup a separate web page for comments titled “Chinese People 
Came from Egypt,” which produced thousands of responses. And these responses have not 
been all one-sided. Some, of course, have been direct denial and even mockery of Sun’s 
hypothesis. But a marginal majority have been favorable, or at least careful to not dismiss the 
hypothesis just because it currently sounds ridiculous to the modern Chinese ears. Either way, 
the response was, well, gigantic, by all measures. You go to any Western website or forum 
that discusses origins, and you will only find a dozen of die-hard enthusiasts who participate. 
In China, this issue seems like an issue of life and death to hundreds of thousands or even 
millions of people. 

This is the phenomenon I want to examine here, namely, the unusually active, almost 
obsessive-compulsive interest of Chinese people with the ancient origins of their culture. 
Truly enough, as a friend of mine mentioned once, the native Chinese mentality is 
fundamentally racist, so there is that element, but there is an even deeper issue there and, 
when examined, it supersedes the native racism as a factor in determining the Chinese interest 
with history. And in fact, while this other factor may still be racial in its presuppositions, it is 
rather opposite to racism in that it is rather a racial inferiority complex. (Yes, it is possible for 
a culture to have both racial superiority and racial inferiority complex.) Or, if you don’t like 
such psychologizing, call it “soul-searching” in the sense of the Chinese culture seeking a way 
out of quagmire in which it has put itself in the past, and is trying to break free of it. It is like 
the Chinese people subconsciously believe that their culture has gotten lost somewhere on the 



ARP#85. The Advance of Civilizations  715 

way between its ancient origins and today, and they are trying to trace its steps back to the 
point where they left the right path so that it can step on firm land again. And the sense is 
growing that the ancient-ness of the culture is not an automatic solution to all the problems; it 
is the direction that has been taken later that is the issue. And hundreds of millions of Chinese 
are trying to figure out where things went wrong, and why, and how it all can be fixed. 

That feeling has been growing on the Chinese people for almost 800 years now. Between 
Si Ma Chien’s 2nd century BC and AD 13th century, the valleys of Yangtze and Huang-he were 
the most populated region of the world, containing between 30 and 40 percent of the world’s 
population. The three other high concentrations of population – India, Mesopotamia, and 
Egypt – were too far away for the Chinese to worry about them; and the surrounding peoples 
were too small to compare. China could afford to spare some of its work force to build a 
massive wall on the northern border to keep out the barbarians, and the rest of its history was 
pretty much internal struggles for power and cultural and economic development without 
much thought of the outside world. Then, all of a sudden, in the early 13th century, this all 
changed: the demographically miniature tribes of the Mongols poured through the Great Wall 
and conquered all of China within just a few years, defeating the powerful armies of the Jin 
dynasty. The Mongols ruled China for over 150 years before they were expelled in 1368 and 
replaced by native Han rulers – the Ming Dynasty – for about three centuries. Then again, 
another tribe of barbarians that were supposed to be held back by the Great Wall, the Manchus 
in today’s northeast China, poured south, defeated the already weakened Ming Dynasty, and 
established another foreign rule over China which lasted for three centuries, between 1636 
and 1911. So, between 1220 and 1911, China was ruled by foreign rulers for four and a half 
centuries out of seven. That’s a bit too much for a nation that has 1/3 of the population of the 
world, isn’t it? But that wasn’t all. In the 18th century, Europeans started appearing in the 
Chinese seas and ports, and by the 19th century, their merchants and missionaries had almost 
taken over the coastal cities.  To the amazement of the Chinese who had always taken pride in 
their culture and civilization, these “devils” (gway-low, the original Cantonese word for 
foreigner, meaning literally “ghost man”) appeared way more civilized than the Chinese 
themselves. They had superior learning and knowledge about the world, superior education, 
superior technologies, superior military and industrial organization, and, as a result, superior 
power. Step by step, they were capable of seizing control of China’s trade, economy, and even 
politics, defeated China in several wars on her own soil, and by the spreading of Christianity, 
were turning the minds and hearts of a growing number of people inland than any imperial 
propaganda has ever been able to. By 1900, the imperial bureaucracy was their hostage in the 
large cities, and through it, the ruling Qing Dynasty was their hostage. 

The 19th century, thus, was a century of deep national humiliation for the native Han 
people of China. Being heirs of the most ancient of all civilizations and being mindful of a 
glorious cultural past that made all of Asia copy their culture to get out of its barbarism 1,000 
years ago, they were now ruled by a foreign, barbarian dynasty, who in turn was so weak that 
it was hostage to distant foreign rulers, who were not even present but controlled China 
through their merchants and missionaries. It was even worse. In the 19th century, racial 
theories were in vogue among the increasingly secularized Western elite, and the civilizational 
level and practices of the different cultures were all evaluated in terms of racial 
characteristics. Since Asians seemed to Europeans to be culturally backwards, the “yellow 
race” was postulated to be genetically inferior to the “white race.” Chinese were now taking 
advantage of the open borders that the Western civilization forced on the whole world 
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(Europe had been open borders for 1,400 years up to that point) and were trying to pursue 
happiness in other lands, like America, only to find out that they were now considered second 
class humans, or even sub-humans by some. “Chinamen” were dehumanized in many places, 
barred from good jobs, and pretty much closed in ghettos (China towns). Oppressed in their 
own land, dehumanized abroad: that was the story of the Chinese during much of the 19th 

century and the early 20th century. No wonder the Boxer Rebellion (Yi He Tuan, the 
Righteous Unity in Chinese) was so violent and cruel in its aim of exterminating all 
Westerners in China. The follow-up after the European victory only confirmed to the Chinese 
that they were not considered more than animals: European soldiers raped tens of thousands 
of Chinese women and pillaged even towns and villages that never supported the Boxers. If 
you want to understand modern China and its relationship with the West, you have to go first 
through the Western treatment of China in the 19th and early 20th century. If that treatment was 
anything close to Christian and Biblical, we would have a different history in the 20th century. 
That treatment left a serious scar on the Chinese cultural mentality; and for the whole 20th 

century, China has been on a quest to recover its civilizational identity in order to restore its 
civilizational power. 

In the 20thcentury, China tried two of the main European ideologies dominant in the 
world at the time. The leaders of the anti-imperial revolution of 1911 and the founders of the 
Chinese Republic were all Christians but they were all trained in secular colleges, so their real 
ideology was secular humanism and nationalism. In their clash with the other European 
ideology that captured the minds and hearts of many Chinese – Marxism – Marxism 
eventually won, being able to give better hope to the majority of the people. Marxism, 
however, proved to be incapable of building a great civilization, so in the 1980s, the Chinese 
Communists slowly but surely started turning to another Western ideology: secular 
technocratic statism. None of them seem to work, though. 

So, the hope is placed on something else: in some direct physical lineage to civilizations 
even older than China. There must be something in the very inner nature of Chinese people, 
something that goes back beyond the failed civilization of today and its predecessors. Some 
inner nature that would give a promise, a prophecy, a predestination that the Chinese culture 
will rise again from the ashes and will indeed become again the real Zhongguo, the “Central 
Kingdom” of the world. The hope is that once the Chinese discover that inner genetics that 
made them great in the past, they will recover the impetus of becoming great again in the 
future, and will become great again. The current period of being considered the world’s 
barbarians and savages will then be considered only a deviation, once the Chinese culture 
discovers its true identity and rises again from the ashes. They just need to find that identity. 

And Sun Weidong’s theory played to that desire. That’s why so many people responded 
to it. 

This is not the first time this has happened. The quest for Chinese roots in the West was 
prominent in the 19th century, especially among the growing middle-class intelligentsia in 
China that was becoming increasingly anti-imperial and pro-Western. In 1892, Albert Terrien 
de Lacouperie, a French historian and linguistics scholar, published a book titled The Western 
Origin of the Early Chinese Civilization in which he claimed that the Chinese civilization was 
brought to China by Babylonian migrants, and the Yellow Emperor – the likely mythical 
ancestor of the Chinese race – was actually a Mesopotamian tribal leader. The theory was 
faulty and earned a lot of refutations in Europe within just a few years after its publication, but 
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it appealed strongly to the native Han people in their resentment against the Manchu ruling 
dynasty which was considered Barbarian. The book was translated into Chinese and widely 
circulated in China, and Lacouperie’s theory of Sino-Babylonianism was even taught for a 
time in Chinese schools and universities, until it was replaced by nativist nationalism in the 
1920s. Faulty or not, Chinese intellectuals needed something to restore their confidence in 
their own culture against both the Manchus and the Europeans, and an ancient connection to 
the oldest recorded civilization in history was a very convenient tool. Almost as if that 
discovery was to turn a magic golden key to the civilizational advance of the Chinese nation. 
If we find out we are directly related to the Babylonians, we will surely become great again. 
No, wait, if we find out that we are directly related to the Egyptian civilization, we will surely 
become great again. Since we come from those great civilizations, we are surely capable of 
catching up with America and the West. 

And, of course, the opposite opinion, which is essentially the same, really, with just an 
opposite sign: No, our culture is our own, native culture, and if we just dig deep enough in it 
and find that magic stuff that we Chinese are made of, we will become great again. It’s not the 
Egyptians or the Babylonians or the West, it is something that we have and only we have. And 
therefore, we can catch up with the West without looking to the West for support. This line of 
thought was behind the Xia-Shang-Zhou Chronology Project that the Chinese government 
started in 1996, hiring 200 specialists to determine with greater accuracy the dating of the 
earliest Chinese dynasties. It spent $1.5 million on it, a significant sum given the average 
income and price levels in China at the time; the project, however, had no other practical 
purpose than to propagandize the greatness of the ancients to create an impetus for action 
among the moderns. Just another attempt to discover the magical DNA in the Chinese people 
that would ensure their catching up with the West. 

Is there anything wrong with such attempts, from a covenantal perspective? 
Everything. Everything is wrong with such projects. They will never work, and they will 

only additionally confuse and disorient the Chinese people, making them look for hope in 
idols that offer no hope, while ignoring the true hope before them. Both parties are wrong: 
Weidong and the West-leaning intellectuals, and the government’s nativists and nationalists. 
Neither party knows what really causes the advance of a civilization. And thus, neither party 
is on the right track. 

For those of our listeners who have heard my old sermon of some time ago, “What Is 
Man?”, you will recognize the antithesis here. The antithesis is between a metaphysical 
(static) view and definition of man and an ethical (dynamic) definition and view of man. 
Paganism views man and defines man based on a view of man’s “inner nature”: something 
inside man that makes him what he is. Whatever that nature is, man cannot escape it, whether 
by his own effort or by the effort of anyone else, be it another man or god; that nature will 
always define man and will predestine and ordain his actions. Man’s moral imperative in life, 
therefore, is not to pursue a purpose or a destiny but to “discover his true self,” that is, to 
discover who he is and comprehend it with his mind. That true self may be found most 
probably in what he was handed down from his ancestors in terms of physical heritage 
(mainly genetics), which is the basis for all the cults to the ancestors, including modern racial 
theories. But it could be many more things. It could be the lineup of the heavenly bodies at the 
time of his birth which would magically affect the inner make-up of a man and pre-ordain him 
for life. It could be his economic status, as in Marxism. It could be the climate conditions in 
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which he has grown up, or the form of his skull, or the subconscious memories that 
conditioned him from his childhood. In a more primitive form, such metaphysical beliefs 
about man are present in the totemistic beliefs of primitive tribes: like the belief that a tribe 
comes from a wolf or from a bear or from another animal, and, based on that, define the 
nature of the men in the tribe as following from the nature of their totem animal. 

When this metaphysical view of man is expanded to man’s society, it creates a sociology 
that is very characteristic to all paganism: a metaphysical view of society, namely, that a 
society is supposed to be built upon the shared “nature” characteristics of a group of people, 
and people who do not share such “nature” characteristics would be an “impurity” to that 
society. Once you have people with shared nature, however, an elite of rulers is expected to 
discover that inner nature of all these people – just like an individual is supposed to discover 
his true nature – and then organize the society accordingly. It goes without saying that an 
individual who has some “nature” traits that are different, would be, er, a deviation, and may 
face some consequences: like, for example, special attention from the IRS or police or the 
NSA all the way to re-education camp. Either way, we should expect that a sociology based 
on the metaphysical view of man would be obsessed with some impersonal factor that gives 
the magical key to the advance of civilizations. So what is that impersonal factor? Where can 
we find it? And when I say “magical,” I am not using it metaphorically. Even the most 
“rational” pagan ideologies eventually resort to the magical, believe it or not. Nazi Germany 
sent several expeditions to Tibet – the alleged homeland of the Aryan peoples – to try to study 
the conditions that created the superior race; and thousands of young Nazis were sent to learn 
from the lamas in Tibet. Communist regimes encouraged the proliferation of the so called 
“extrasense experts” and even put them on government pay with the purpose of getting an 
insight into the psychology of man. Against the backdrop of such institutionalized insanity, 
the Chinese obsession with the ancestors seems rather trivial. But it is still the same 
metaphysical religion. 

And it never produces results. Why? Because man is never defined metaphysically but 
always ethically. And therefore, his civilization is not the product of man’s metaphysical 
nature, but of his ethics. 

If you have been immersed in rationalistic philosophies and religions, there is one thing 
that bugs you every time you read the Bible: The Bible is never interested in defining man as 
he is. (As a matter of fact, there is really no definition of the world in general as it is.) We 
have a description of how man was created. We have no description what he is made of, 
or what he is, really. We have no mention of some metaphysical element that makes man 
different from the rest of the creation; in fact, if anything, the Bible says that man was made 
out of dust – that is, he is metaphysically no different from the nature around him. (The 
woman was different, however: unlike man and the animals, she was not made out of dust.) 
And yet, the Bible places an enormous emphasis on the uniqueness of man as a creature – to 
the point that the author of Hebrews makes the angels serving spirits to that creature made out 
of dust (Heb. 1:14). Man is elevated above all the creation, but we are not told what exactly is 
put in him that makes his so special: true, God breathed the breath of life in his nostrils and 
this is how the dust became man, but we are not told anything about what that breath of life 
may be. In the first chapter, we are told that God made man after His own image, but what is 
that image? What metaphysical characteristic of man defines God’s image? Is it his mind? 
Couldn’t be, otherwise people of lesser intellectual qualities would have less of the image of 
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God, and we know that can’t be true. Is it his emotions? Well, then, people of more emotions 
would be more godly than those who are calmer, right? What is it that defines man as the 
image of God? We don’t have that answer. 

Or, rather, we have it, but it is not in the form of a metaphysical or ontological definition. 
It is something else. The image of God in man is defined as a task. That is, man is defined 
not statically, as a “nature,” but dynamically, as a task. Or, if you want a pun, here it is: man is 
defined not as a “being” but as a “doing”: it is not what he is that defines the image of God, 
but what he is created to do. Here’s the text in Genesis 1: 

Let Us make man in Our image, according to Our likeness; and let them have dominion. . 
. . 

The next chapter continues by describing man entirely in terms of his task. In fact, the 
whole Bible continues by describing man entirely in terms of his task. We are told nothing of 
man as nature; the only time when God asks the question, “What is man?”, He asks it to 
ridicule those who think man is something without God and without the task God has given 
him. But man is entirely described in relation to his task of dominion. (As a side note, we have 
the same about God: We are told nothing about the inner nature of God. But we know God 
through His works.) 

And since the task given to man is ethical – it is only defined in terms of good vs. evil, 
obedience vs. disobedience, righteousness vs. wickedness – the Biblical definition of man is 
entirely ethical: man is a creature made to worship God and to obey God’s Dominion 
Mandate for him on earth. It is that simple. We will never know our “true nature.” We are 
never given that “true nature” in the Bible. But we will always have our task, which defines 
our true ethical nature before God. And what we are before God will be defined by how 
faithfully we go about obeying His covenant. 

What does that look like when translated into sociology? Pay attention now, here is the 
Biblical verse for you: 

See, I have taught you statutes and judgments just as the LORD my God commanded me, 
that you should do thus in the land where you are entering to possess it. “So keep and 
do them, for that is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the peoples who will 
hear all these statutes and say, ‘Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people.’ 
“For what great nation is there that has a god so near to it as is the LORD our God whenever 
we call on Him? “Or what great nation is there that has statutes and judgments as righteous 
as this whole law which I am setting before you today? (Deut. 4:5-8). 

A culture is only as great as is the socially dominant ethics of its people and its 
institutions. Not greater than that. How people view good and evil and do righteousness, and 
how they set up their institutions to do justice is the only thing that determines the future 
course of a civilization. All other civilizational factors depend on it: economics, business, art, 
literature, science, technology, financial power, education, psychology and mental health, the 
life of the local communities and social cohesion, etc., etc., etc. Since man is entirely defined 
by his ethical standing, his whole civilization is entirely defined by its ethical standing. 

But what is often missed by non-Christians – and sometimes by Christians alike – is that 
ethical commitment is not part of man’s inner nature. Or, to be precise, the right ethical 
commitment, the one that makes man righteous and just and his culture great, is not something 
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he is born with nor does he inherit it in his genes. Man is born with an ethical commitment he 
has inherited covenantally from Adam, and it is the wrong ethical commitment. But to acquire 
the right ethical commitment, man must make the right ethical choice, and he must make it 
self-consciously, against his own nature. Digging deeper to discover his true nature won’t 
help man become great; it will only drive him to despair, if he is honest. So in order to make 
his culture great, man must forsake his inner nature and everything it involves: heritage, 
conditioning by his environment or his family, the subconscious, the lures of his economic 
status. That’s what the Bible means by “crucifying the flesh”: Not that the literary biological 
flesh should be mortified, but that the metaphysical nature of man must be denied any say in 
what a man believes and thinks and desires, and only his ethical will speaks and rules. And 
that ethical will needs to be radically changed – newborn – in order for man to achieve that. 
Admittedly, man can be passed down some training in righteousness from his parents, if they 
were righteous; but in the final account, the decision must be on individual level first, and 
must be re-committed to with every generation, for a civilization to prosper. The greatness of 
a civilization is a matter of self-conscious ethical choice of the millions of individuals who 
constitute that civilization. 

When Europe excelled as a culture, it was not because Europeans had anything superior 
in their nature or in their past to look up to. To the contrary, Celts and Germans and Greeks 
and Latins and Slavs have always been primitive Barbarians with a past that held nothing to 
be proud of. But the rise of the Western civilization came when a religion hit the West, a 
religion that was capable of changing minds and hearts like nothing before, and it was that 
religion that turned the Barbarians into civilized peoples. The pace of civilizing Europe for 
2,000 years depended on how closely Europeans stuck to that religion. When they deviated 
from it, they became more Barbarian, when they recovered it and grew in it, they became 
more civilized. When in the 20th century they abandoned that religion and returned to the 
superstitions of their barbaric forefathers, they turned into the same barbarians they had been 
2,000 years before. The greatness of the European civilization has never been about nature. It 
has always been about ethical choice. 

If the Chinese want to know where the greatness of their own civilization was in the past, 
it was in the same thing. Thousands of years ago, they were closer to the original source of 
that same religion: Noah. The Chinese culture may have inherited something from Noah that 
they were capable of keeping for more generations than anyone else. The Exodus of Israel 
from Egypt must have also had quite a ripple effect around the world; after all, the largest and 
most powerful empire of the ancient world fell under the wrath of God; so the giving of the 
law on the Mount Sinai must have been a news that reached all over the world. Also, given 
the accepted chronology of the Xia and the Shang dynasties, they must have existed around 
the times of Solomon; and we know that Solomon’s glory and fame was known throughout 
the world to all the kings, and all the kings were seeking the presence of Solomon to hear his 
wisdom (2 Chr. 9:23). The Xia and the Shang Dynasties must have been affected by those 
events, and must have adopted, at least partially, the ethics and the justice of God’s Law, as 
God predicted. I have mentioned before that Eusebius, the church historian of the 4th century, 
claims that the whole world knew of the Law of Moses and that Law was the foundation for 
all civilized cultures. And we know from the Bible itself that the Magi who visited the 
newborn King came from the East (Matt. 2:1). How far east, we are not told. It could have 
been Persia, but we know from ancient Chinese sources that Persian Zoroastrianism had deep 
influence on the Chinese culture. 
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So, the combined influence of the inherited memory from Noah and his sons, the world 
sensation of the destruction of Egypt and the thundering of the Law from the mountain, and 
the fame and glory of Solomon’s wisdom were the real root factors for the greatness of the 
Chinese culture and civilization. China grew in population and influence and power not 
because it had superior genetics or superior magic qualities. It grew because it managed to 
maintain the ethics and justice of the Law of God for a long time. The Shang Dynasty – the 
second official on the list of Chinese Dynasties and the first that is proven to have existed 
historically – did have an official religion that believed in one Supreme God Creator (Shang 
Di) – although that official religion was mixed with pagan practices like divination and 
sacrifices to idols. However, for all we know today of that dynasty, it was the real root of the 
modern Chinese culture. And it was also the longest ruling Chinese dynasty, covering a period 
of 554 years, longer than any other dynasty in the written history of mankind. 

In short, China was great because it followed a great God. It followed Him imperfectly, 
as much as a pagan nation can in the centuries before Christ, but it still allowed a lot of His 
influence to rule its society. And, just like the European civilization, the moment that 
influence was lost, China deteriorated to the same barbarism it despised in the surrounding 
cultures. And eventually, got conquered by them and humiliated by them, and viewed as the 
world’s barbarians by nations who just appeared on the map a couple of hundred years ago. 
God is not mocked. And He is still not mocked. 

So the Chinese have it wrong. Civilizations do not advance because of some magical 
quality of their people. Genetics, climate, ancestry, ancient-ness, origin mean nothing. The 
only thing that makes a people great is faith in the God of the Bible and obedience to His 
Covenant. Sun Weidong’s theory may be right or may be wrong. It doesn’t matter. China’s 
future of greatness is not in its history. It is where the greatness of Europe and the West was: 
In the history of another nation, the ancient Hebrews and the faith that came out of it, 
Christianity. And that’s where the Chinese need to be looking at for answers. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is The Formation of Christendom, by Judith 
Herrin. It is an amazing historical study; you will be surprised how much the early 
missionaries were aware that they were building a civilization, not just planting churches. And 
it is a book that should be read by all the Chinese who are concerned about their culture. That 
is what needs to be replicated in China. And, of course, you still need to read R.J. 
Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order– but you knew that already. 

Keep Bulgarian Reformation Ministries in your prayers and giving. We are a missionary 
organization devoted to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Europe through translating and publishing books that apply the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ to every area of life. Yes, we are self-consciously building a civilization, not just 
planting churches, mark that. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, 
and donate to a work that has proven effective over the last 20+ years. God bless you all. 
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  Books and Missions 
Why do foreign missions need to start with books? 

Assigned reading: Vishal Mangalwadi, The Book That Made Your World   

https://reconstructionistradio.com/books-and-missions/  

Welcome to Episode 86 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I will be talking about my favorite topic: foreign 
missions. Let me tell you a secret about myself: whatever else you thought I was, I am first 
and foremost a missionary at heart; I want to see foreign cultures evangelized for Christ, and I 
want to see true message and true challenge to all the cultures to submit to Christ. Now, 
contrary to what most Christians say today, I don’t think everyone should be a missionary – at 
least not in the traditional sense. Christendom needs more than just make everyone a 
missionary, and the more it grows, the more it will require a division of labor. It needs 
financial experts, entrepreneurs, teachers, engineers, lawyers, writers, artists, etc. In a sense, 
of course, all these are part of the greater mission task of the church, because they all speak of 
the superiority of the Gospel of Jesus Christ; and we will have a future episode of Axe to the 
Root that will speak to the fact that evangelism is much more than simply preaching and 
trying to attract people’s attention with psychological methods. But even then, the task of 
bringing the truth of the Word to other cultures is still a very specific task, and there are 
people called to it, and they should be particularly trained to do it. Evangelist, after all, is a 
special ministry in the New Testament (Eph. 4:11), and I also believe that the ministry 
mentioned as “apostles,” is actually what we call today “missionaries.” The modern church 
has surrounded the word “apostle” with an almost mythical and magical meaning, to mean 
some superheroes of the early church who can’t be seen around today, but that is an ideology 
only adopted in the last century and a half. For most of its history, the church simply called its 
missionaries “apostles,” and no one saw any problem with it: Patrick, Apostle to Ireland, the 
Twelve Apostles to Ireland, Boniface, Apostle to the Germans, Cyril and Methodius, Apostles 
to the Slavs, John Eliot, Apostle to the Indians, John Knox, Prophet and Apostle of Scotland, 
etc. So, the biblical ministry of apostles is simply missionaries, and the word “missionary” 
was first used to replace “apostle” by Jesuits in the 16th century with the purpose to establish 
“apostle” as a very special post or office in the church which ceased in the 1st century. 
Modern Protestants and especially cessationists have just adopted the Jesuit use of the word. 
Either way, my purpose here is not to insist on the restoration of the Biblical word “apostle”; 
and, indeed, “apostle” and “missionary” mean the same thing anyway, one in Greek, the other 
in Latin. My point is that even in the Bible, a missionary still has to be a person with a special 
kind of ministry, someone who is first called before he is “sent” (which is the meaning of 
“missionary”). Anyway, for the practical purposes of our topic today, it doesn’t really matter 
whether you insist on the modern word “missionary” or want the original Biblical word in 
Greek, “apostle.” My point was that while every single Christian is a missionary of a sort, 
bringing the Kingdom of God to his area of work and social activity, still, there are people 
who have a special gift and call of being missionaries. 

Over the last three years, since I started this Axe to the Root podcast, I have used it to 
advertise the mission organization I started almost 20 years ago, Bulgarian Reformation 



ARP#86. Books and Missions  723 

Ministries. As a matter of fact, I have been on the mission field for much longer, 26 years, and 
BRM is simply an US-based non-profit representative of what we have been doing in Bulgaria 
for 26 years. Since I started advertizing BRM here, a number of listeners have been asking me 
questions about the nature of our mission. And since I have made claims that our mission is 
very different from what modern missions are, I have been asked the question, “How is it 
different?”, multiple times. Different reasons for asking the question: most people want to 
know what makes it different because they donate to missions and they want to make sure 
they understand what they need to be looking for in a mission; a few because they are called 
to go to the mission field and they want to know of successful models to mimic and 
implement – and our model has been quite successful. Believe it or not, there were a few 
individuals who wanted to understand my mission methods because they believed they could 
be replicated in either politics or business; and it may as well be the case, given that the same 
Biblical principles should apply to every area. So, this episode is a partial response to at least 
one of the questions I have been asked. Not to all of them, to be sure, because it will take 
more than just one episode to do it. Only one question, which has been asked many times: 
“Why books?” I have been quite insistent that a true mission must be more focused on books 
than on planting churches. Or even on “making disciples.” In fact, I even believe that putting 
books on the market is a better tool of making disciples than planting a church and having 
people gather once a week or even three times a week. (Actually, to be precise, I don’t believe 
in the hype of “discipleship” semantics as a special way of training people. But that I will 
leave to a future episode. For now, let’s focus on the question, “Why books?”) 

You know how modern missions work, for the most part. About 15 to 20 years ago, the 
International Mission Board did a survey on the amount of money the world’s churches 
donate to foreign missions every year. The total was about $2.8 billion. The lion’s share of it, 
as is to be expected, fell on the shoulders – and the purses – of US Christians: $2.5 billion. 
The other big supporters of foreign missions were the UK and South Korea. So, let’s 
acknowledge the truth: American Christians are not stingy when it comes to foreign missions: 
they contribute between 80% and 90% of all the support for them. Translated in gold at 
current prices, $2.5 billion is 60 tons of gold every year, for foreign missions. That’s probably 
as much as the whole church paid for missions between AD 30 and 1900. And we today pay 
as much every year. No matter how critical we can be of the American church, this is 
something worth celebrating and praising. 

There’s a “but,” though. And that “but” is in the fact that while American Christians are 
so generous when it comes to foreign missions, they are just as gullible as to how that money 
is spent. Suffice to say, there is next to zero control and accountability when it comes to 
missions. And the results are obvious: just look at the world today and tell me, how much 
impact have our missions had? Have we changed the world to the better? Where are the 
christianized nations as the result of our money that we have spent? Where are the cultures 
that converted from paganism to Christianity as the result of the money we have spent? 
Missionaries in the past went out and converted whole nations. Where is this today? Why are 
we spending that much money if there is no visible result? In an early episode of Axe to the 
Root titled, “Denethor Ministries,” I asked the same question about donating money to our 
domestic ministries: Why are we spending so much money on them if the results are negative? 
We could have spent the money on booze and have better results. And the same applies to the 
mission field. 
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Every time I look at modern missions and the way they are done, I think of Waylon 
Jennings’s song, “Are You Sure Hank Done It This Way?” No, I am not a big fan of country 
music, but I have a friend who deserves to be mentioned here, Joe Driscoll, who believes that 
Waylon is the greatest country singer ever. And since I trust Joe, I decided to hear some of 
Waylon’s songs. And Joe was right. So I am a Waylon’s fan now. But I digress. So you 
probably know the song: 

Lord it’s the same old tune, fiddle and guitar 
Where do we take it from here? 

Rhinestone suits and new shiny cars 
It’s been the same way for years 

We need a change 
So, yeah, that’s how I feel about missions when I watch modern missionaries work on the 

mission field. Especially modern Presbyterian and Baptist missionaries, but many others as 
well. Charismatics, for the most part, are a bit better, but only by a bit. For the last 60 or 70 
years, a certain model has been established for missions: large bureaucratic mission 
organizations associated with this or that large denomination in the US, dispensing 
endorsements for candidates for missionaries to go visit churches of those denominations, 
taking certain percentage of the donations, and then, after the missionary goes to the mission 
field, they are closely monitored and controlled to follow the policies – and the politics – of 
their mission organization. Of course, the endorsement is only given after the missionary has 
spent a good amount of money on seminary education, which is not cheap (getting a seminary 
education may be more expensive than getting an advanced engineering degree at an elite 
university). So the missionary is pretty much chained to obey the rules, otherwise, without an 
endorsement and the money that comes with it, he may have trouble paying his student debts. 
Which is OK, though, because if he follows the rules, the money is not small; and I have seen 
missions where dozens of missionaries “serve” in a country, living in mansions for $1,500 a 
month, while the local population survives on $150 a month. So I am looking at this gigantic 
scheme and I am thinking, “Are y’all sure Paul done it this way?” 

Don’t get me wrong, it’s not about the money. Now, I do think that it is a wise tactics to 
try to get down to the economic level of your listeners – not for manipulation reasons, but to 
understand their real problems and try to find real solutions. That’s why Charismatic 
missionaries are eating the lunch of all the other denominations on the mission field, because 
their missionaries try to live in the same conditions as the locals. Paul specifically said that in 
his missions, he was poor while enriching many people (2 Cor. 6:10). But still, it is not an 
ethical imperative to be poor. There is nothing wrong with a missionary and his family to be 
rewarded for the sacrifices they make living away from home, in a foreign land. So, that’s 
OK, we are not paying our missionaries too much. 

The problem is not in how much money missionaries are paid or spend, it is in what 
message they are taking to the mission field. I have already talked about this in a previous 
episode of Axe to the Root, Episode 35 titled simply, “Missions.” Modern missions are the 
product of modern seminaries – after all, all these bureaucratic giants of missionary 
organizations don’t grant you an endorsement before you have graduated from that seminary. 
But modern seminaries – especially in the last 50-60 years – have shrunk the scope of their 
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teaching to a few subjects related to basic soteriology, personal psychology (counseling), and 
largely unapplied systematic theology. They have failed to address the whole man, in the 
comprehensive world of his endeavors (economic, social, judicial, educational, scientific, 
etc.), producing graduates that are convinced that the Word of God has nothing to say on all 
these other areas, or whatever it has to say has no bearing on the truncated set of intellectual 
propositions they call “the gospel.” As a result, modern missions have failed to address the 
whole man. They have remained confined to the periphery, in terms of addressing the culture. 
As a result, in general, the Christianity brought by the missionaries has been relegated to the 
periphery. Only where missions and churches have returned to addressing the whole man, 
they have been able to capture the hearts and minds of many people. But, as I said, we have 
already covered this issue in general in an earlier episode. Now we are talking about books 
and the place of books in missions. Why are books important? 

Several years ago, Vishal Mangalwadi, the foremost Christian philosopher, thinker, 
writer, and social reformer of India, published a book: The Book That Made Your World: 
How the Bible Created the Soul of Western Civilization. It is an amazingly insightful look 
into the very heart and soul of the West, and how and what formed the West to become what 
it is today. Modern historians are keen to look for the soul of the Western civilization in 
ancient Greece and Rome, and probably the earlier days of the pagan Celts and Germans, but 
Mangalwadi points to the fact that the heart and soul of those cultures – if they even had a 
heart or a soul in the first place, which is doubtful for some of them – was radically different 
from what we have in the West today. He in fact traces the heart and soul of the Western 
civilization to another culture, namely, ancient Israel. And then he continues to show, in an 
amazingly skillful manner, how the Bible was the book that created that heart and soul of the 
European civilization. Mangalwadi left no stone unturned in his quest: he examined the 
philosophy and the epistemology (that’s theory of knowledge) of the West, individual and 
corporate identity, authority and service, the nature of man, rationality, he even covered 
technology, science, medicine, the concept of heroism, social change, even economics and the 
concept of wealth, education and the university, etc., etc., etc. Amazing how an Indian can see 
what our own “Reformed” celebrities in the US not only don’t see, but sometimes vehemently 
deny. 

In chapter 11 of that book, he makes a claim that is one of the most insightful claims 
made by a modern Christian author ever: he says that among all these other areas, literature 
was a special area that the Bible gave to the West. Not that the world didn’t have literature 
before Christianity; there were, of course, many books written in the ancient and the classical 
world, and there were even libraries. The Great Library of Alexandria is estimated to have had 
anywhere between 40,000 and 400,000 scrolls. Mangalwadi, however, pointed to the fact that 
Christianity changed the very nature of the stories told. There was no meaningful self-
criticism in those stories, and therefore nothing that can contribute to the ethical-judicial 
growth and maturity of the culture. Christianity changed the stories all the way to the very 
root of their meaning and purpose: the notions of heroism, growth, victory, sacrifice, etc, were 
changed completely. Pagan stories glorified powerful men who achieved their fame through 
power, domination, and sacrificing others for their cause. Christianity changed the stories to 
glorify God by presenting weak and fragile human beings whose heroism was proven by 
service, brokenheartedness, humility, and self-sacrifice. I have written about it in my article 
on “The Tale of the Two Aurelii,” on the ChristendomRestored.com site. Mangalwadi points 
to the rise of European – and especially English – literature, and then he even points to the 
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influence of Christianity in modern secular literature: what he calls a “religious sensibility” in 
the writings of even the most committed modern atheists. And he doesn’t limit it to Europe; 
he also examines the history of literature in his native India and shows how the Bible had 
enormous, even if rather unacknowledged, impact on what is known as the “Indian 
Renaissance.” 

Mangalwadi is right on all this, but I am sure you will be asking the question: “Is that 
all?” Is that the reason I believe books are so important for missions: so that the local readers 
have the right fiction stories to read? Is this what I mean when I say that a missionary must be 
a translator, and must work first and foremost for building an intellectual foundation for his 
mission in the future? Is this what Bulgarian Reformation Ministries is doing: translating 
stories? If that’s the case, then it ain’t much. Most of the Western stories are already translated 
in Bulgarian anyway, over the last couple of centuries. Why do I bother to mention this, and 
why do I bother to insist on books so much? 

The answer is: “No this isn’t all.” I believe that Mangalwadi is right, but being a 
humanities professor, he omitted a very important part of the aspect of literature, one which is 
less glossy and spectacular than the fiction part of it, but way more important in building the 
Christian civilization which replaced the pagan civilization. It is so obscure to modern 
Christian commentators that none of them mention it; and yet, our modern world is more 
shaped by that part of the aspect of literature than anything else. 

What is this important part of literature? 

Technical literature. The “how to do” manuals. The “how to build” instruction books. The 
“how to solve problems” textbooks for leaders and businessmen. The “how to find answers” 
encyclopedias to inspire scientists and engineers to seek to improve their knowledge of 
creation and their mastery of its powers. The “how to judge” law books that take on the issues 
of applied justice in our local communities and the specific practical relationships between an 
individual and individual, and between an individuals and the social institutions. I bet you 
never thought about this. And I bet you never knew this problem existed. I can surely bet most 
of my listeners are not even aware that today, reference books and manuals and how-to guides 
are about 60+% of all the literature that is published. You thought it was the fiction books and 
the stories that were the bulk of it, right? No, buddy. In the 20th century, before the arrival of 
the internet, the largest book publishing business was in publishing cook books. Even today, 
with the Internet, every kitchen in every American home still has a special shelf large enough 
to hold several fat cook books. Not every home had a book shelf in the living room, but every 
kitchen had cook books. The same applied to technical manuals and reference books: every 
garage had them. Every law firm had them. Every office had them. 

Let me explain to you what the problem was, covenantally, why it was an important 
religious problem, and how Christianity solved it, and what tenet of Christianity made it solve 
it. 

Some time ago, I was present at a lecture by a theologian who was part of the “federal 
vision” movement. (I am not sure if it exists anymore, but the younger ones of my listeners 
can google it.) He was praising a particular method of education called “Classical Education.” 
Now, I have my beef with the concept of Classical Education but I am not going to share it 
here in this episode. What is important, however, that teacher took the position that the main 
subjects we needed to teach our children were what is known as the “liberal arts”: literature, 
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history, music, language, philosophy, may be some general sciences like mathematics and 
physics but only in the most general, theoretic way. His point was that the ancients (Classic 
Greece and Rome) view these sciences as the right kind of education for free men (hence 
liberal arts, nothing to do with leftist ideologies). The practical disciplines – engineering, 
applied math and sciences, professional and technical disciplines, etc. – were below the level 
of a true gentleman, of a true free person, so in the classical world they were left to the slaves 
or to the lower classes.  After all, the slaves and the lower classes were those who were 
expected to really work for a living and to try to deal with technical and professional issues. 
The elite of the land – the free men – were not supposed to be bothered by such things, except 
in a very general way, and only in the way of managing and controlling all those slaves and 
common folk. (I am not kidding, this was in the lecture.) So his sales pitch was to the parents 
of Christian children that they should give their kids a really liberal education – again, nothing 
to do with modern politics, just education for free men, for the elite – while leaving technical 
and professional education for the unwashed masses. Etc., etc. I am not going to continue with 
all the details of his lecture, suffice to say that a certain supposedly “Christian” educational 
institution which follows that principles has produced dozens of such graduates educated 
along these principles, and they are quite irrelevant to the world today. But that is a matter of 
another episode. 

What is important is that the lecturer was right about the philosophy of learning, 
education, and knowledge of the Classical world. That’s true, that’s how the Greeks and the 
Romans thought. You could have those Roman patricians teach their children history and 
philosophy etc, but engineering or entrepreneurship or science or applied technical skills they 
left to their slaves and to the plebeians. The pagan world was a world where being a servant 
was a despised station in life; and therefore any education or training that would train a person 
for a life of servitude was considered below the level of the distinguished elite. 

But literature in the Classical world was a past time of the elite. The ordinary plebeian on 
the street, or the slave, had no time to read books (if they were literate in the first place), let 
alone the time to produce them, even if they were simple technical manuals for their jobs. It 
was only the nobles, the patricians, who had the time to compose books and the money to 
produce them and buy them. Whatever lore was among the common folk and the slaves had to 
be spread by memorization and recital. Writing and literature was only characteristic to the 
ruling classes. Worse than that, in some places, the laws explicitly banned certain classes from 
being educated enough to read. In Sparta, it was a capital crime to teach a slave to read or 
write. In Athens, the slaves could be taught, but they were banned from knowing the laws. In 
Rome, for centuries, the patricians kept the lower classes from having any knowledge of the 
laws. (Every time the plebeians revolted and asked for political rights, the patricians 
responded, “You can’t have political rights, you don’t know the laws.” While they themselves 
were those who kept the plebeians uneducated about the laws. But they still used them as 
soldiers in the military.) Even in modern times, laws against educating the slaves were passed 
in the Southern states in the US: look, for example, at the North Carolina law of 1831 that 
threatened severe fines and prison and even lashes for teaching slaves to read. 

And since books and reading and literature was a play of the elite, and the elite never 
bothered with technical and professional stuff, technical and professional literature never 
developed. Of course, Rome and Greece have always been hostile to any idea of technological 
progress, and their rulers killed many more inventions – and inventors – than they adopted in 
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practice, so there is that. But also, there wasn’t even the idea that literature could be used to 
spread the knowledge of how to do things and solve problems. That would mean servanthood. 
And the elite of the classical world wasn’t interested in that. It wasn’t liberal enough for them. 

In addition, technical knowledge was seen also as a form of power among the lower 
classes, and especially among the privileged guilds among them. So such technical knowledge 
was very rarely written down; it was always transmitted by direct verbal training in 
apprenticeship. Even among those who possessed such knowledge and could have written it, it 
was unusual to see them spend the time and effort to write it down. In fact, it applied to 
theoretical science as well. We all know about Pythagoras, but very few know that Pythagoras 
never practiced mathematics as education and knowledge that should be made available to 
large masses of people. He had a cult of like-minded people around him and they practiced 
mathematics only as as sort of magic that would give them arcane knowledge about the  secret 
nature of reality. They concealed their theoretical findings in riddles and charades so that no 
common man was capable of knowing what they were discussing. The same attitude to 
knowledge was common to all classes; technical professionals jealously guarded their 
knowledge and expertise, and only revealed it to apprentices who were sworn to keep it secret 
and continue the legacy of their masters. 

No matter how large a literature the classical civilization had created, Christianity 
dwarfed it within just a century or two of its founding. By the end of the second century, 
Christian theologians and apologists had written more books than anything the classical world 
had seen by that time. And, unlike pagan literature, these books were not kept for the elite. 
The churches trained their members to read and write – even the slaves. After all, it was a 
religion of the Book, and being a Christian hinged on how well the worshipers could read and 
understand written texts. Christian books of all sorts were being written and copied and spread 
throughout the small Christian community in the Empire. Bishops in those days traveled with 
their chests full of books, and young men were specifically trained to copy books as soon as 
they arrived to their church. The first monastery communities were not always ascetic, they 
were simply people devoted to preserving the knowledge of the many books written and 
published among Christians at the time. 

This first wave of literature was, to a great extent, simply a mirror of the pagan literature: 
the majority of those works were theological, philosophical, or biographies and auto-
biographies. The goal was to produce a new worldview, completely different from the pagan 
worldview, and to paint a picture of the world that was opposite to the picture pagans knew 
for centuries. But even in those early centuries, Christian authors started to break the chains of 
the older conventions in writing. Gradually, Christianity started producing also manuals for 
practical living. 

Of course, even the first Christian biographies and autobiographies were meant to be such 
manuals. After all, since the “heroes” were not the super men of the pagan myths but weak, 
fallible men to whom the majority of readers could relate, this inevitably created the 
expectations that reading and learning from the life of a hero of the faith will give answers to 
many ethical and practical questions many people were asking. But there was more. The first 
manuals for successful and righteous family life appeared. The upbringing of children was of 
special interest to the early church fathers – something the classical world cared nothing 
about. Practical advice for the conduct of spouses in the families was a common topic. By the 
end of the 2nd century, “how to” books appeared on different other issues – like how to treat 
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one’s Christian slaves, for example. The first books of legal instructions appeared for judges. 
By the end of the 4th century, Augustine was already writing on how Christian rulers were 
supposed to rule, and what course of action really makes a state Christian. It was in the 4th 
century, as the Classical civilization entered its decline, when interest to more technical topics 
appeared – not just legal or family or dispute resolution issues, but also on financial solutions, 
business solutions, and even technology and science. Augustine’s The City of God had an 
unexpected impact: on one hand, it was simply philosophy and history, depicting the cosmic 
conflict on earth between the seed of the woman and the seed of the serpent. On the other 
hand, however, it left the conclusion that Christians were now supposed to actually build a 
city – since the City of God Augustine was talking about was not a city in heaven but one on 
earth (but with heavenly origin). So the question was now: How do we build that city, in 
practice? How do we build such a civilization that will be opposite to the earthly city, and will 
be successful? 

What also helped was that Christianity flatly rejected the elitist attitude of the pagans. 
Where the Roman elite stuck to their liberal arts because the technical arts were too 
“servantish” for them, Christianity gladly accepted that challenge. Authority came through 
service, and Christians had no problem with being servants. Even their bishops – the elite – 
were expected to be servants to people in need. (Whether they were or not is a different issue.) 
So for Christians, making literature about practical living and work and solutions was not 
something undesirable; to the contrary, it was a fulfillment of their task of being servants to 
the world. 

The final completion of that transition came in the first two decades of the 7th century. 
Isidore of Seville, a Bishop of the church in what is today Spain (the Visigothic Kingom at the 
time) compiled and published the first known encyclopedia in the western world: The 
Etymologies. The work was started by his older brother, Leander, who was a bishop before 
him, and used his fortune and power to compile a massive library of all kinds of texts, before 
the final dissolution of the classical world. Based on his brother’s library, Isidore set out to 
compile all the philosophical and practical – note this, and practical – knowledge the world 
had by that time. The result was a 20-volume encyclopedia. It contained philosophy and 
theology and history, etc. but half of that encyclopedia was devoted to topics that were never 
large topics in the literature before: how to do agriculture, animals and plants and their 
practical value, construction, medicine, metals and stones, technical tools and their use, types 
of food, clothes, ships and navigation, etc. , etc., etc. There was even a chapter on the types of 
games and their practical relation to warfare and jurisprudence, and even international law. 

Right there, in that book, the real power of Christian literature was revealed. For the first 
time in history, knowledge was not fragmented into separate pieces for each social class and 
caste. It was not idolized as some sort of a deity of its own. It was not hidden as occult magic 
away from the eyes of the unwashed masses. If you want to know where the Christian 
civilization really started, in practice, it was there, in 7th century Spain, with Isidore. 

Was his book important? Listen to this: 850 years after he wrote his book, Johan 
Gutenberg in Germany invented the movable type. Within the first 100 years after this 
invention, the most produced books was the Bible. The second most produced was Isidore’s 
Etymologies. Within 100 years, about 80 different editions of it appeared. We can surely say 
that a book that is still a bestseller 900 years after its publication is an influential book. And 
indeed, between AD 600 and 1500 The Etymologies were the central book to which rulers, 
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entrepreneurs, legislators, financiers, builders, scientists, and many others went for 
consultation when they needed knowledge. The Etymologies were certainly not exhaustive, 
but they gave the format in which practical knowledge was to be compiled and presented. The 
book was the main source of knowledge and education for counselors of kings and princes 
and popes from Charlemagne to Louis XIV. Today, historians and archeologists still discover 
copies of it in different monasteries – the earliest of them coming from Ireland, translated in 
the old Gaelic language. 

What is not very well known today is that missionaries in the centuries after Isidore went 
out not so much with theological knowledge about abstract things – although, that was 
important – but with books that had practical knowledge about practical solutions. Cyril and 
Methodius, when they started their mission to the Slavs, translated volumes of books on 
solutions for agriculture, trades, industry, and many other topics – including details like 
pruning trees and conserving food. The same was true for other missionaries. In fact, as late as 
the 19th century, the majority of European missionaries went out as practical problem-solvers 
rather than as theoretical evangelists – think David Livingstone, for example, who went to 
Africa prepared to deal with a number of practical problems, from fighting slavery to curing 
malaria. In the late 19th century, Christian missionaries to Egypt were converting local 
populations by simply starting free schools for girls from poor families, teaching them 
reading, writing, and trades for gainful employment later in life. In fact, the mission effort in 
the world didn’t change to the modern purely theoretical and truncated so-called 
“discipleship” until after WWI – although, admittedly, the seeds for this deadly pietism in 
missions were planted as early as the mid-19th century. 

And here we get to my point about books and missions. If I am right about missions: that 
a mission is not about planting churches or converting individuals (although, both are a small 
part of a true mission), but about building a completely new culture (the City of God) to 
replace the old pagan culture (the city of man), then the main effort a missionary is supposed 
to focus on is disseminating practical knowledge of “how to.” How to change the laws and 
customs of a nation; how to run the courts; how to run the economy; how to build businesses; 
how to do science; how to create new technologies and apply them; how to make your family 
successful; how to raise your kids; how to do education; how to establish true community 
fellowship (not simply a “church” where all is focused on some ritual once a week), etc., etc. 
The task of a missionary then becomes to build a new literature, a literature that would 
establish the intellectual foundation for a new civilization. Not just what that new culture 
should believe about God and His salvation, but also how that belief is applied in practice, to 
the everyday life and work of the individual men and their institutions in that culture. Since all 
of life is religious (remember, culture is religion externalized), then all of pagan life is idolatry 
– including its thoughts and practices and institutions and policies. For a missionary to be 
faithful to his task, he needs to issue a challenge against all this idolatry: thoughts, practices, 
institutions, policies. In order to do that, he needs to present the alternative of salvation in all 
these areas: thoughts, practices, institutions, policies. He needs to start building a civilization. 
And that only happens through first giving the culture the books to build it. Books that say 
how it is done. 

And that’s what our mission in Bulgaria is doing. And what all other mission should be 
focusing on: creating that intellectual foundation. Without books and a foundation of practical 
literature, a mission is only spinning its wheels in the air. It gets nowhere, and eventually dies. 
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And my desire, as someone who is a missionary deep in my heart, is to see every nation 
on earth have such a mission. It is not my job – and neither is it your job – to go to every 
nation individually to start such a mission. But we need to diligently seek people who are 
called to do it, and support them faithfully. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Vishal Mangalwadi’s The Book That Made 
Your World. Read it, but remember, he is not telling even half of the story. There is much 
more. And that much more needs to be implemented today. 

And while thinking about it, think also of Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to . . . what? You got it: to building the intellectual foundation for the 
future Christian civilization in Eastern Europe. It is by no means the only such mission 
anymore: new such missions have appeared in other places – the Czech Republic, Costa Rica, 
Brazil, etc. They all deserve your support. But I will, of course, root for my mission. Visit 
BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and donate. God bless you all. 
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 The Reputation of a Salesman 
The only real asset the producer has at the point of sale and negotiation is the 
personality of his salesman. Or, the reputation of his salesman. 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/the-reputation-of-a-salesman/  

Welcome to Episode 87 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes I want to pick up a topic again that we discussed 
about two years ago: namely, sales. If you remember, in our episode, “Sales from a Biblical 
Perspective,” I presented the thesis that sales are not only a legitimate part of the economy, 
they are actually one of the most important parts of the economy. Why is that? let’s look at a 
short answer before we continue with the important topic: the underlying issue is this: Is the 
economy driven by the objective needs of the consumers, or is it driven by the 
entrepreneurship, innovation, and productivity of the producers? If it is driven by the objective 
needs of the consumers, then there would be no need for salesmen: everyone knows what they 
need, they just go out and try to find it. The problem with this, however, is that it can’t explain 
why the economy grows. Why are people buying so many things they have no direct need for? 
People have survived without electricity for centuries; how come, all of a sudden, everyone 
“needs” it? How come everyone today “needs” a cell phone? After all, some of us older 
people didn’t even know we “needed” one for decades. If needs are objective, how is it that 
most of what we think we “need” today hasn’t been around for centuries, and everyone 
survived? 

The answer is, of course that our “needs” are not real objective needs. They are subjective 
desires the moment we learn what is possible out there. And then, in our hearts, we transform 
them into “needs.” When we learn that it is possible to have ceiling fans, we now “need” 
them. When we learn that it’s possible to have air-conditioning, we now “need” that one, too. 
When we learned that it was possible to have mobile phones, we started “needing” them, too. 
When it became possible for mobile phones to connect to the internet in every place, we 
started “needing” that internet connection, too. (I personally resisted that “need” for some 
time, but I also succumbed to it, eventually.) If you are around my age (48) or older, you have 
surely been asked by your children or grandchildren, “How did you all live without Internet, 
or without cell phones, or without computers, or without [you fill the blank]?” From our 
perspective, of course, life was normal, and we had no need for all these things. I mean, it is 
nice to have them around because they make our life easier, but they are certainly not 
indispensable. A “need,” therefore, is not objective reality; it is psychological conditioning. 
And that psychological conditioning doesn’t need any skillful psychological techniques. All it 
needs is break the news to the consumers about new stuff on the market. Next thing you 
know, the market develops a “need” for it. 

That’s where salesmen come in. They are the middle men who break that news. They are 
the ones who inform the buying public about the new possibilities offered by the producers. 
Von Mises pointed out that on the market, information is the most valuable commodity. The 
right information gives you the opportunity to make the right the decisions and thus become 
more efficient. Salesmen are the agent for spreading that information. In a sense, they are 
democratizing it, making it cheap and available to everyone. Or, if you want to use a Biblical 
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word, think of salesmen as the “evangelists” of the business world. They bring some sort of 
“good news” to their customers: “There’s a way to make your life easier at a lower price.” I 
know, I know, we all hate salesmen, especially those that appear at our door, but hate them or 
not, the truth is, all of the improvements in our homes and lives that make them better and 
more comfortable than homes and lives 200 years ago have come to us because some 
salesman many years ago decided to overcome his fear of knocking on people’s doors, and 
brought the good news of this or that improvement, for the scanty probability of making a few 
bucks on a sale. So, hate them as much as you want, but respect their work. It’s hard work. 

Anyway, after having established the legitimacy – in fact, the necessity – of salesmen in a 
Biblical economy, I was asked the question: “How does a salesman establish and build his 
reputation?” It’s a question of enormous significance. After all, a salesman is not sitting in 
some office communicating primarily with his co-workers and his boss. A salesman is 
supposed to be out there communicating with those who make the decision to buy: the 
customers. As he is out there with the customers, he himself, his person, is the face of his 
company. His product may be the greatest product ever, it may be at the perfect price, and it 
might turn out to be the most profitable purchase his customers may make, but to all these 
factors, one more factor must be added before there is a purchase: the reputation of the 
salesman. Because, let’s be honest, all the other factors are only potentials for the future; they 
can’t be tested until the purchase is made and the customer is in a position to use the product. 
So the only real asset the producer has at the point of sale and negotiation is the personality of 
his salesman. Or, the reputation of his salesman. 

The question is great, and we know need to think of this: what makes the reputation of a 
salesman? And we need to think about it in a Biblical manner, from a Biblical worldview. We 
need to make sure that whatever presuppositions we place at the foundation of our view, need 
to be Biblical presuppositions. I am not saying that a salesman is supposed to go around 
reciting Biblical verses or singing psalms. (Although, as a curious fact, some time ago some 
pastor responded to one of my articles that what we need is not more people in the 
marketplace with a Biblical worldview, but more psalm-singers. Once we had all offices 
packed up with psalm-singers who sing the psalms every day, Christian business is going to 
flourish. You can’t make this stuff up, I tell ya.) But a salesman, especially a Christian 
salesman, is under obligation to understand the only worldview that can guarantee success, 
and apply that worldview to his job. And when he applies it, his reputation will grow. “Keep 
and do these commandments, because they are your wisdom and understanding in the sight of 
the nations” (Deut. 4:6). 

So, what is it that builds the reputation of a salesman from the perspective of the Biblical 
worldview? 

We need to start from the beginning, from the complete picture. Without knowing the 
whole picture, a salesman is lost, even if he is the most skillful salesman ever. So, first, he 
needs to have a comprehensive view of the world around him and of its economic needs in 
God’s plan. I know, I know, this sounds kinda of too excessive. A salesman surely doesn’t 
have to be a philosopher or a theologian? No, not any more than anyone else. But he still 
should understand the world in its bigger picture – like anyone else should. Without such 
understanding of the world, we are left without any guidance as to where our place is, and, in 
fact, without any standard whatsoever about a place, even. Many of the problems in our 
society today are due to the fact that the majority of Americans have been taught a fragmented 
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view of reality. And I don’t mean just that they were taught such fragmented view of reality in 
their government schools. It is everywhere. They were taught such a view in their families, in 
their churches, on their FOX News or CNN or MSN TV channels (whichever was constantly 
on in their homes), in their cinema theaters, on their commercials, etc. Americans today go 
about their business informed by an eclectic mish-mash of ideas, and they are capable 
sometimes of saying things that are, in their logic, inconsistent with themselves, without even 
stopping for a second to consider how deeply self-contradicting they are. (Think about the 
modern “conservative” views on immigration, or the modern leftist views on police and gun-
control laws.) A salesman, however, if he is to build a long-term reputation, can’t afford to 
have a fragmented view of reality; he has to demonstrate consistency in his understanding, 
especially in his understanding of how his work and his products relate to the society and the 
economy in general. And if he is a Christian, he has to demonstrate consistency with the 
Biblical worldview, and especially with the Dominion Covenant. 

This is easier to say theoretically, but what does it imply in practice? What would it mean 
to have a comprehensive worldview? It means this (listen carefully): A salesman is supposed 
to know what products he should sell, and what products he should avoid attaching his name 
to. Let me repeat it: A salesman is supposed to know what products he should sell, and what 
products he should avoid attaching his name to. It doesn’t look much on the surface; and 
many salesmen don’t stop to think much about it. But if you are a Christian and you are 
looking to have a long-term career in sales, you need to make sure you always understand that 
the nature of the product you are selling is not morally neutral. And not only if you are 
looking to have a long-term career in sales; but also if you are looking to start a business in 
the future. Or engage in activism. Or anything that would involve your personal reputation. 

There are products that a righteous salesman shouldn’t be selling in the first place, no 
matter how attractive the pay is. Now, when you hear that, your first thought is, “drugs.” 
That’s because your brain was conditioned by statist propaganda. If you are a Southern 
Baptist, your thought is, “tobacco and alcohol.” Or may be you are thinking, “guns.” Or other 
goods like that which our society considers not goods but “evils.” Now, these could be “evils” 
in certain circumstances, and we will cover that part, but they are not what I have in mind 
here. What I mean is that a salesman needs to start from the Dominion Covenant and consider, 
for every product he is asked to sell, “Does selling this product help expand the dominion of 
mankind, or does it work against it?” The answer is not always easy, and sometimes it takes 
sometime to figure it out. I must say, personally, I have not been a good example; I have taken 
up to sell things that now, looking back, I shouldn’t have. And that was mainly because I was 
still not aware of all these principles I am talking about here. 

The answer is not always easy in every single case, but some guidelines can help all of us. 
From the perspective of the Dominion Covenant, what is good and wholesome and healthy to 
produce and sell is what increases the economic worth of the buyers or the consumers. 
Whatever decreases it, should be avoided. And when I say “increase the economic worth,” 
this doesn’t mean that it necessarily makes them richer in money; we are rather focused on 
overall productivity here. It can be used to satisfy legitimate personal needs and desires so that 
the person can be more productive tomorrow. Food, beverages (even alcoholic ones), 
medicines, a house, household appliances, furniture, chemicals, clothes, art, entertainment 
(most of it, with some exceptions), computers and computer programs – all these are lawful 
and legitimate, and should be a lawful target for a good salesman to sell. Industrial materials 
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for their production, machines, engineering and engineering solutions, science – all these are 
also lawful. Services as well: banking, education, consultation in many areas, legal services, 
maintenance, etc. No need to cover all the possible areas; in our world today, with the gigantic 
division of labor and the development of technologies, there are thousands goods and services 
that make real contribution to the prosperity of modern man, and are therefore lawful to sell. 
The question is: “What are those that are not lawful to sell?” Not that they are not legal to sell, 
but what are those that are not lawful, under a Biblical worldview informed by the Dominion 
Covenant, to sell? 

Of course, we can start with some obvious examples: recreation drugs. Don’t get me 
wrong, I don’t believe they should be illegal, nor do I believe the government has a Biblical 
mandate to control such commerce or penalize people for what they put in their bodies. But 
whether taking recreational drugs is a crime or not, it is still sin: it is a deliberate attempt at 
twisting the reality of the mind and escaping the reality of God’s created world. Why using 
them recreationally (not talking medically) is sin, is not the topic of this episode. But whether 
you agree that they are sin or not, one thing is sure: habitual use of drugs and addiction to 
them makes a person incapable of fulfilling the Dominion Covenant. Or, at the very least, it 
handicaps him. A salesman who cares about his reputation would stay away from them – even 
if they were legal to sell. 

Another example is Ponzi schemes of different sorts. I had a friend many years ago, he 
and I graduated at the same time from the Naval Academy. He was a very well-spoken guy 
and his ability to persuade people was much greater than mine. However, when we met 
several years after we graduated, he was selling “shares” in one of those Ponzi schemes that 
were so common in Eastern Europe after the fall of Communism; people in Eastern Europe 
didn’t know anything about such schemes and were falling for them, thinking these were 
“investments.” Eventually, they all failed, and my friend was left with a reputation of having 
worked for one of those schemes. Ponzi schemes don’t produce new economic value. What 
they produce is fraud and re-distribution of wealth from the gullible to the fraudsters. In this, I 
would include the multiple government programs that are nothing less than Ponzi schemes 
financed by taxpayers. Stay away from Obamacare, even if it promises good return to the 
salesman. Stay away from selling war bonds, treasury bonds, etc. stay away from selling 
consumer debt – like credit cards. These do not work for the Dominion Covenant but against 
it. 

Ever driven down the freeway and seen a billboard that advertises a lawyer who offers 
“divorce in 5 minutes”? I hate those. But my personal emotion is not what is important. I 
know divorce is an inevitable part of life after the fall, and I know that there are legitimate and 
lawful reasons for divorce, even when for Christians. But divorce in 5 minutes? Divorce that 
takes less time to do than decide your order in a restaurant? Divorce should be a long process 
where the husband and the wife go through a painful but needed reassessment of their 
relationship and only take the step after much agony and considerations. And even then, their 
lawyer, for the sake of his own soul, must make sure he is not being an accomplice in sin by 
offering a fast and easy way out. Offering quick and easy divorce is certainly against the 
principles in the Bible, that much should be clear. In this case, given that the billboard 
company is the “salesman,” or the advertiser, their willingness to supply the space is an 
example of selling the wrong product. 
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Another example could be working for those spam calling companies we all are plagued 
by these days. I have used some of those calls to talk to the boys and girls hired by these 
companies, trying to explain to them why they have taken a job that is immoral, and will 
eventually waste their time. Another example would be working in any capacity as a salesman 
or PR or promoter for government services that are immoral by default – like the prison-
industrial complex, or the surveillance agencies. It would only be lawful for a Christian 
salesman to work for these if his purpose is to get inside information and expose them to the 
public, like Edward Snowden, or the way the multiple sources that supply information to 
Wikileaks. Working for the gambling industry, or for businesses that sell sinful behavior (like 
strip clubs) is out of question. Etc. While my examples are by no means exhaustive, the 
principle must still be obvious: anything that adds economic or psychological or spiritual 
value to the society is worth selling. Anything that destroys value or worth should be avoided. 

The second thing a salesman needs to have in order to build his reputation is 
understanding of purpose. And I am not talking about the general philosophical concept of 
purpose here, as in the teleology of the universe, the overall purpose and direction of the 
universe. I am talking about the specific teleology, the meaning of life, the reason for 
existence of the individual man. If you have listened to Axe to the Root so far, and if you have 
read Christendom Restored.com, you know how important it is for a Christian to understand 
the concept of individual purpose and to apply it. In fact, I believe any church that does not 
self-consciously work to arm every individual believer with the ability to discover his 
individual purpose under God’s Covenant, any church that just boils the Christian life to 
impersonal generalities like “attend church every Sunday and just be a good man,” is a church 
that has doomed itself to extinction. A family that is not organized around a common purpose 
– ministry or business or something else – is a family that will have a lot of difficulties staying 
together, even if the spouses are the most faithful Christians you can find. When Paul was 
mentoring Timothy, he didn’t just tell him to live a good life and go to church. He reminded 
him of the specific prophecy concerning Timothy’s individual ministry and purpose, and told 
him to always remember that. Jesus didn’t just keep His disciples around to teach them 
general theology and good life; He taught them their individual purpose in His kingdom. If 
there is such a thing as discipleship in the Bible, it has more to do with the individual purpose 
of the disciples, not with some general notions of how to live a Christian life. Living a 
Christian life is important, and ethical boundaries are important, but without a knowledge 
about one’s individual purpose, about the specific corner of the Garden a person is expected to 
take ownership of and turn it into a city, ethical boundaries and general principles mean 
nothing. 

A salesman works with people. People are his field of work. Himself first, of course. And 
then his clients. So before he starts his work, he needs to understand his own individual 
purpose in life, and thus choose what products he wants to sell. It may be Biblically lawful to 
sell a product, but it may not be wise and advisable for the specific situation and the specific 
purpose of the salesman himself. Many years ago, when I was a missionary in Bulgaria, I also 
worked as a salesman for different companies (including Procter & Gamble, for example). I 
once saw a job ad that looked quite promising so I went to the information meeting to find out 
what it was about. At the meeting, I found out that the leadership of the company was all my 
old pals from the Naval Academy, and that had I applied, I would certainly get the job. It was 
good fixed salary plus generous commissions plus new company car plus vacation. The only 
problem was, it was a beer company. Now, don’t get me wrong, I am the last person on the 
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planet who would tell you selling beer is wrong. The problem was, I had a higher calling – my 
mission work – and taking up a job like this would jeopardize my reputation with Christians 
and churches in Bulgaria who, at the time, were still quite pietistic and looked down on 
businesses selling beer. (The situation has changed over the last 20 years.) So I had to 
withdraw my application. There is always a higher calling, and my area of sales must agree 
with it. Otherwise, in the long term, a salesman will lose his reputation and he won’t be able 
to pursue his higher calling. 

But then, the same applies to his customers. I have often seen successful salesmen who 
brag that they could “sell refrigerators to Eskimos.” Perhaps they could. But if I was an 
employer, I would certainly not hire such a person. To my mind, such a person is bragging 
that they don’t give the smallest Indian coin – a dam – about the specific individual 
circumstances and purpose of their customers. They would sell them even things that would 
not benefit them, and would not benefit their well-being. Such salesmen have not taken 
seriously their job as being servants and mediators between the producer and the customer. 
They have assumed the position of manipulators and users. Having such a person on the field 
selling your product will guarantee that he will go not where your product is mostly needed – 
serving the purpose of your target market – but to those most vulnerable to his manipulation 
techniques. In the long term, the reputation of the salesman will suffer, and the reputation of 
his company as well. 

In the United States, nowhere has this truth been more obvious than in the business of 
credit cards and mortgages. Credit cards originally developed as a means of safer and faster 
transactions – as opposed to carrying a bunch of paper bills in your wallet – and were mainly 
sold to richer people, those who could afford to pay and normally had means high enough to 
not worry about living beyond their means. Eventually, salesmen expanded their target to 
individuals and families who had no such high means, but were eager to have a credit card. 
The lure of being able to pay for anything you want, even if you didn’t have the means for it, 
eventually led to the enslavement of millions of Americans to consumer debt. This will 
eventually lead to a backlash against the credit card companies; and in fact, there is evidence 
that such backlash has already started: the younger generations are much less open to have 
credit cards and accumulate consumer debt than their parents. 

In general, the rule is the same as in the first principle: do not sell to people anything that 
will cripple their ability to be productive and do their part of the Dominion Covenant. Try to 
understand the situation of your customer. See if your product helps them in their individual 
purpose in life. If it doesn’t, stay away from a sale. They may still insist to buy from you, and 
if so, your responsibility is to be honest and explain that the product may not work for them as 
intended, in their particular situation. Only then you can sell. But in general, keep your 
integrity by being a servant, not a manipulator. 

Once a salesman is mindful of the first two rules – one, have a comprehensive view and 
know what is lawful to sell, and two, have an understanding of purpose and know in what 
situations and circumstances he should push his product and in what not – he is also under 
obligation to obey the general ethical rules of the market. What is the most common violation 
of ethics on the market? It’s fraud. It is so common, most buyers are automatically prepared to 
deal with it in just a casual way. And so common that most sellers instinctively engage in it 
without even realizing it. Thus, the market rule that has also become a legal rule in our 
modern world, is caveat emptor, that is, “let the buyer be aware.” That is, it is the buyer’s 
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responsibility to make sure that the product or property he is buying will really be fit for the 
ordinary purposes he wants it. In most court cases where the seller has been challenged for the 
unfitness of his product, the seller won, and the buyer was left to pick up the tab. Proving 
fraud in business transactions is very difficult under our legal system today, so every seller is 
just assured that he doesn’t have to be careful when he advertises his product, and every buyer 
is just instinctively aware of the fact that the seller may be lying. 

Now, I am not saying that the laws should be changed to force every seller to full 
disclosure under the threat of liability. Such laws could never be enforced anyway; there are 
limits that God has put on government, and such laws are outside the governments’ power to 
enforce. But the legality of an issue I snot the same as the ethics of it. And a righteous 
salesman who is concerned about his reputation long-term will always make sure that he is a 
servant, which means, he will always make sure that he offers his customers as much 
disclosure as they need in order to get informed about his product. Again, a salesman is not 
legally obligated to disclose everything. But he has a moral duty before God to do it. Caveat 
emptor may be the legal rule of the state. Servanthood must be the salesman ethical rule. 

A salesman, therefore, is under duty to get informed about the customer’s specific needs 
before the customer is informed about the product. Now, many salesmen do that anyway, but 
in most cases, the goal is to get information about what sales points he could use to make the 
sale. (I am ashamed to say, at least part of Procter & Gamble’s sales training was committed 
to such techniques. Not all of it, but at least part.) I have seen some comical situations in this 
regard. For example, a supermarket owner who was concerned about aesthetics: how different 
products will look in terms of color arrangement on his shelves. So the salesman went into a 
long explanation why his brands of detergents, softeners, and shampoos had the best color 
combination for such shelves. He ended up selling the least popular brands on his list, the 
ones that moved the worst in the local market. The buyer never called again. In his zeal to 
move his least movable products, the salesman ended up losing a customer. 

The principle applies to everything, and, as I said, it is casually violated by almost 
everyone in our market today. Our American universities are perhaps some of the worst 
offenders, offering courses and degrees that eventually make no sense on the market. True 
enough, we do need good teaching on philosophy, on the humanitarian disciplines, etc., but no 
university really tells the prospective students, “this specific degree is not really worth its 
money on today’s market, you better re-direct your efforts into business, engineering, science, 
or communications, where the cost is worth it.” It is for this reason we have such a problem 
with student debt today, coupled with the problem of severe discrepancy between the 
specialties needed on the market and the degrees universities are producing in droves. You 
want to know why tech and engineering companies are forced to hire abroad or to outsource? 
You want to know why a simple house repair costs so much? That’s where the problem is. 
Eventually, younger people are beginning to see through the smoke and mirrors and 
increasingly decide to not spend their money on higher education. Of course, the buyer should 
always be aware, but it is also true that universities have a moral duty to present the realistic 
worth of their education. 

And so is every salesman. Present the realistic worth of your product, not what you 
believe will make your prospective customers make the purchase. Try to figure out what the 
customer needs it for. If you figure your product may not be the best fit, say it. He may still 
want to buy it, but you have done your duty. 
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The next principle is related to the previous one: make sure both you and your customer 
gain from the transaction, not just you. Or, to make it short, don’t be greedy. My brother-in-
law, who was a very successful businessman for two decades before he passed away, used to 
say to both his customers and his suppliers, “If we get poorer, let’s get poorer together. If we 
get richer, let’s get richer together.” And he stuck to that principle all his productive life. 

Now, there is no Biblical law against making the maximum profit possible from your 
business. “All that the traffic can bear” is the motto of most salesmen and businessmen, and 
there is nothing wrong with such motto, as it is. But there is an important ethical difference: It 
is one thing to try to get the maximum value for your product. It a another ballgame altogether 
to take advantage of your customers’ ignorance to get out of them more than the market’s 
alternatives are. It is on you, before God, to make sure that your customer leaves your office 
with a better value than he would leave anyone else’s office – or at least the same value. 
Remember the movie Flywheel. Ignore the many technical problems with that movie, and 
perhaps the few theological problems. The movie taught this important ethical principle. Jay 
Austin was in the right business (used cars) in the right community (rather low-income), and 
was selling the right cars to the right people. Except that, he was overcharging them, taking 
advantage of their lack of information. Not that it was illegal or anything; but it was immoral, 
for he was using his more powerful position (better information) to manipulate them. 
Eventually, it all resulted in almost bankruptcy. In the final account, he decided to make 
things right with the people he overcharged. The final scene was a battle between his old 
reputation (based on overcharging customers) and his new reputation (based on him 
reimbursing his customers for what he had overcharged them). The principle of getting richer 
together is not a principle that should be handily dismissed. 

A company I used to work for exemplified that principle quite well. Destin FL, where I 
lived for a couple of years, is known as one of the richest places in the nation; businesses can 
afford to sell at higher prices there. However, the company I worked for – a plumbing supply 
company – kept its prices as low as possible to maintain the same rate of profit as anywhere 
else. It was a small family-owned company which had been able to stand its ground for half a 
century against larger competitors by just being mindful of the alternatives, and refusing to 
become greedy in a market full of temptations. 

A righteous and ethical salesman, therefore, will be aware not only of what the customers 
need for their purposes, but also of the alternatives they can find, and will work to make sure 
that they are not robbed of a better deal, if the market allows it. Again, not that he is legally 
obligated to do it; but his reputation won’t be based on his legality but on his ethics. Indeed, 
the easier spread of information is forcing companies to adopt such ethics; think of those 
commercials where companies announce that if you bring them a proof for lower price for the 
same product at their competitors, they will sell it to you at the lower price. Eventually, the 
market forces you to be ethical or die out. So a good salesman still needs to be aware of that 
ethical principle and always avoid the temptation of greed. There shouldn’t be a government 
law against trying to get the maximum price for your product, but the Bible still warns us that 
“He who withholds grain, the people will curse him, but blessing will be on the head of him 
who sells it” (Prov. 11:26). 

And the last principle is view towards the future. Sounds like a no-brainer, but there it is, 
salesmen tend to be some of the most short-sighted and short-term-oriented people on the 
planet. (And all professional salesmen here say, “Amen.”) It’s in the very nature and 
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psychology of the work of a salesman: your success is measured by whether you make that 
sale today. The psychology is so strong that some of us salesmen can’t even look at ourselves 
in the mirror if we don’t meet that sales target for the week, even though, in the majority of 
the cases, it is not our fault. You go to work the next Monday and you feel terrible when your 
name is not there on the board as someone who has met their sales targets. So that encourages 
you to become even more short-term-oriented and this week really meet that target no matter 
what, no holds barred. Eventually you feel compelled to take actions that you normally won’t 
take, and start telling your customers things that you normally wouldn’t say, just to 
manipulate them to buy. The world of sales is a tough world, and it has its tough challenges, 
and very few are morally strong enough to stand the pressure. 

What is the solution to this? The solution is to remember that there is such a thing as 
“future.” And in the future, you as a salesman will have to meet those prospective customers 
again. Your success with them will depend not on one single sale but on building a 
relationship of trust. Sometimes it means longer time. Sometimes it means that you won’t 
meet your arbitrary goals. Sometimes it means that you will have to suffer humiliation in your 
office or – most of the time – in your own mind. Your heart of a servant should be more 
concerned with establishing those relationships than with exploiting people. The idea that 
customers exist only to help you meet your goals amounts to objectification of other human 
beings. They do not exist to serve you. You are there to serve them. 

Objectification is never a good basis for establishing long-term reputation. Think of a 
sex-offender. While we may questions some of the methods of the modern state to isolate 
known sex-offenders, one thing is clear: once you have committed the crime, you need to 
carry the consequences of your damaged reputation. People won’t trust you. They won’t let 
you near their kids. You will feel awkward in their company knowing that, in their minds, 
they always assess and re-assess every single one of your reactions to things. Once you are 
known to objectify human beings for your lusts and purposes, that reputation will haunt you 
for the rest of your life. The same applies to salesmen. If you care about your reputation you 
have to care about the future. If you care about the future, you can’t afford to view your 
customers like walking ATMs. Back in the 1990s, such objectification of the customer was 
part of the sales colleges of many of the large corporations. We were taught techniques that 
amounted to pure manipulation. (Employees were objectified just as much as the customers, 
so it was a principle across the board.) Only in the late 1990s and the early 2000s did the 
business world start realizing that is strategy did not work long-term. Then, after 2005, small 
local companies started using the advantages of the Internet to challenge the market shares of 
the giants, and they did it by offering that personal relationship that the giants lacked, that is 
only capable of establishing long-term trust. I was told recently that the sales college at 
Procter & Gamble had changed significantly since the 1990s, and it much more personal and 
relation-oriented than before, and that the manipulation techniques have been erased from the 
course. That’s good. 

To summarize, a salesman reputation must be always based on the Dominion Covenant. 
A salesman is a mediator, and as a mediator, he is supposed to understand both sides and 
serve both sides. To do this successfully, he needs to have, first, a comprehensive view of 
God’s universe and especially of the Dominion Covenant. He is supposed to know what goods 
and services are lawful under that covenant and are not. (Hint: it’s not the same as what goods 
and services are legal under government laws.) Second, he is supposed to understand the 
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concept of individual purpose, both for himself and for his customers. Which means, he needs 
to know what field he is supposed to be involved in, and also, which customers are really 
served by his products and services. And avoid pushing his products where they are not 
useful. Third, a salesman needs to have a very strong position against the most common sin on 
the marketplace: fraud. Not only what passes for fraud legally, but what is also deliberate 
withdrawal of information which may help the customer make an informed decision. Fourth, a 
salesman needs to understand the concept of mutual profit (or loss, for that matter). While 
there is nothing wrong with getting the maximum value for your product, taking advantage of 
other people’s weaker economic position in terms of money power or information brings 
curse. The right principle is to always make sure that both parties profit from the transaction. 
How do you know if they do? Consult the alternatives. And, fifth, always build relationships 
for the future, rather than profit for today. Objectifying your customers only goes so far. And 
a business is only profitable when it continues beyond the “so far.” And in all this, a salesman 
needs to always remember that what is “legal” should not define his ethics. Legality is not the 
basis for morality, and a reputation is not based on abiding by the minimum legal 
requirements. It is built on on going above and beyond, and using your power and position to 
serve other people in ways they can’t serve themselves. One’s customers, too. 

The book I will assign for reading this week is Wisdom and Dominion, Book 9 of Gary 
North’s economic commentary on the Bible. If you have read the other books of that 
commentary, or other books by Gary North, this book will sound a bit off balance to you: it is 
more focused on practical living than on economic theory or any theory whatsoever. But 
that’s the nature of Christian Reconstruction: our purpose is not to create another theoretical 
ivory tower for seminary professors to stretch and create numberless irrelevant classes for 
seminary students. In there, you will find a lot of wisdom needed for your career as a 
salesman. And not only as a salesman, but as a businessman as well – for a business can’t 
work unless you learn how to sell. 

And finally, in your prayers and giving, consider Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a 
mission organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe by translating and publishing books on the application of the 
Gospel to every area of life. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our newsletter, and 
donate. God bless you all. 
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 Captain Marvel and the Madness of Power Religion 
Every time someone says, “this is the real problem,” or “this is the real 
conflict,” it doesn’t say much about the problem or the conflict he is describing 
– that problem or conflict may be real, and it may not be real. But the truth is, 
it says a lot about the real worldview of the person saying it. 

Reading: Frank McDonough, Sophie Scholl. 

https://reconstructionistradio.com/captain-marvel-and-the-madness-of-power-religion  

Welcome to Episode 88 of Axe to the Root Podcast, part of the War Room Productions, I 
am Bo Marinov, and for the next 30 minutes we will talk about movies.  Specifically, Captain 
Marvel. (So, you are warned, there will be spoilers ahead.) Actually, not about the movie so 
much but about the reactions to it. And specifically, the reactions to it among some churchian 
celebrities and their followers. I usually stay away talking about movies and literature and art, 
except in a very general way, as to their place in the Dominion Covenant. You might want to 
check Episode 49 of the Axe to the Root Podcast, titled “Art in a Covenantal Frame.” Not that 
I have nothing particular to say about specific pieces of art and literature and movies; I think I 
do, and I like art and literature and movies and I like to decipher the ethical/judicial meaning 
of movies and books and pieces of art. My children and I have had many interesting 
conversations over the years. In fact, those are perhaps our most favorite conversations, given 
that family reading of fiction remained the most cherished family past time till their late 
teenage years, and right before the oldest ones went to college. Yes, believe it or not, I kept 
reading aloud stories and novels to my children long after they could read them on their own. 
With the youngest now, as she is still at home, we watch movies and sometimes we spent 
hours discussing their ethical/judicial value. So, there, it is not that I am indifferent to movies 
and fiction books and I have nothing to say; I just believe that there are others who are better 
qualified than me to say it in a much more exciting and insightful way. 

But this case is different. It’s not that the movie is anything special as artistic value. It is a 
fine movie, to be sure. Not really a masterpiece of the greatest kind, but not the worst out 
there. It fits nicely into the larger picture of the Marvel Cinematic Universe, and it provides 
what it was meant to provide: an origin story. The story was consistent with the rest of the 
cinematic universe, and it was believable . . . well, believable within the context of that 
universe. I think it did not exploit all the possibilities for a dramatic effect at the point of the 
protagonist’s conversion; that scene in Maria Rambeau’s house where Carol Danvers learned 
that the Skrulls were not villains but refugees persecuted by the same empire that sent her to 
fight them, could have been a little longer, more dramatic, and more fraught with tension, 
soul-searching, and anger (suppressed or not) at the revelation that one had been lied to. I 
know that’s what I would do if I was faced with such challenge against the morality of all my 
beliefs and actions so far. But, then again, women are different from men; it is possible that a 
woman can make that transition faster than a man, I don’t know. We do see in the Bible 
women who are capable of making logical conclusions much quicker than men do. Either 
way, the movie in general was good. Do I want to watch it again? Yes, absolutely. It is 
enjoyable in many respects and as a whole. 
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So, what did I like in the movie? Or, let’s be more comprehensive: what did I see in the 
movie? What was it that made it a good movie, and enjoyable at that, for a person like me 
who always tries to judge things based on a covenantal perspective? 

There were two ethical/judicial themes in the movie, one major and one minor, or, rather, 
auxiliary to the major one. 

The major theme was the individual moral conscience of man (and I use “man” in 
the Biblical, generic sense, including women in it) vs. the collectivist demands of a 
militaristic, expansionist empire. The movie starts with Vers: an extremely powerful woman 
whose body is modified to control and manipulate physical processes down to nuclear level. 
She can absorb energy in her body and the release it in the form of electromagnetic (photon) 
blasts. She can go “binary,” which means her body physics can transform into pure energy 
after which she can basically cut through anything, including space ships. She doesn’t know 
the source of that power, but what we learn is that that power itself is the source of some pride 
and self-confidence. However, that’s not the main ethical problem. A worse source of pride is 
that she is a member – the most powerful member, at that – of the most elite unit of the most 
elite military of the most powerful empire in the universe, the Kree Empire. Think about being 
a member of the most decorated special unit of the Navy Seals of the United States. Woohoo, 
by Jingo, we are the best and we kick you-know-what around the globe! Them ragheads, 
gooks, russkies, anyone, stand no chance. And, of course, we fight for freedom! I mean, I 
can’t figure out how my freedom ended up in the mountains of Afghanistan or the sands of 
Iraq, and I can’t figure out why the more I fight, the less freedom we have at home, but who 
cares, we really kick ass, man! Proud to be an elite soldier for the greatest empire there is. 
And the enemies she is fighting are really ragheads: ugly (compared to our heroes-warriors 
who are all handsome and tall and athletic and a delight to the eye), and their main weapon is 
taqqiah: able to disguise themselves so as to look entirely like members of our glorious free 
western civilization, and infiltrate it and build their Dearborns, Michigan in it. I mean, what’s 
not to make your proud: fighting for this glorious civilization (just look at all our technologies 
and buildings and how big we are, being the elite of the elite, beautiful beings compared to the 
enemy, fighting an enemy that is ugly and uses taqqiah . . . and we know what they do to their 
goats, right? (Or whatever passes for goats among the Skrulls.) 

The only dark spot in her ambition and pride are these recurring dreams – or memories? – 
that she can’t get rid of. They are certainly part of something deep in her, but since she has 
lost her memory in an accident several years before, she can’t put the pieces back together. 
But that’s OK. Her benevolent parental boss – the Deep State . . . I mean, the Supreme 
Intelligence of the empire – is there to help her get rid of those nightmares. Just ignore them. 
They only hinder your full potential. You just obey and comply, and you’ll be good. Think 
Jason Bourne: another story about an individual artificially enhanced in service of an empire, 
whose bosses are still powerless to destroy the moral conscience the image of God carries 
with it, despite all the enhancement, special training, and amnesia. 

Things go downhill, however, after she is tricked and captured by the enemy. To her 
surprise, she discovers that the enemy has not taken advantage of her incapacitation to kill her 
or torture her. They only want to revive her memories. Ironic, isn’t it. Her benevolent 
government bosses want her to suppress her conscience; the enemies – who should be 
expected to kill her – want to help her revive that conscience. The proud warrior is confused. 
To make matters worse, in the ensuing battle, she falls to earth, the original place of her 
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memories (she doesn’t know it yet, but she feels it), and while fighting alone against a host of 
Skrulls (aided only by a few confused and helpless humans), she gradually comes to discover 
two things. First, that she had been fighting for an oppressive regime against a victimized 
people who have been nothing more than refugees from that regime. And, second, she 
discovers her true identity: Vers is really Carol Danvers, a test pilot for the US Air Force who 
supposedly died 6 years earlier in a test flight crash with her mentor and instructor Dr. Wendy 
Lawson – the woman of her dreams and nightmares – who was an engineer for the Air Force, 
but her true identity was Dr. Mar-Vell, a renegade Kree scientist who was helping Skrull 
refugees by designing a powerful engine for them to be able to escape the Kree attacks and 
find a world for themselves to settle in safety. Carol Danvers acquired her powers from 
absorbing the energy of the explosion from the engine she destroyed after the crash, following 
the orders of Mar-Vell. So in terms of the ethical conflict between her individual conscience 
and the collectivist demands of the Empire, the circle is now closed: Carol Danvers returned 
to take the place of her original mentor. 

Her discovery of her true identity brings to light the minor ethical/judicial theme. That 
theme was present in Vers’s nightmares from the very beginning of the movie, but given her 
memory loss, made no sense; it was multiple flashes of a girl or a young woman failing at 
different tasks, from playing in the playground to the ropes course at what seems to be a boot 
camp; and every time, she stands up and gets back to it again with a look of determination om 
her face. That minor theme turns out to be the old conflict between individual determination 
and ambition and the established and cherished social customs, stereotypes, and prejudices. 
Think of the movie Hidden Figures where the protagonists were looked down upon because 
they were black and female. Think of Facing the Giants, where the Eagles were considered the 
underdog by default. The ethical solution to this conflict should be obvious to everyone who 
has even an ounce of moral conscience: only dedication and hard work can overcome 
stereotypes and prejudice. After all, this is what modern Christians and conservatives in 
general tell those who are trapped in the vicious cycle of ghetto poverty: “hard work and 
dedication will surely help you get out of it, no matter how much prejudice and discrimination 
you face.” Right? Carol Danvers has lived through it: she has had to deal with every bit of 
prejudice and discrimination, through all the social stereotypes of what a woman can and can’t 
do. And she dealt with it through hard work and dedication. You would expect that all 
Christians and conservatives would cheer for her. (As we will see, that’s not the case.) 
Unfortunately, having been unwittingly involved in a space conflict much larger than anything 
she had faced before, she is killed. Or at least that’s how it appears to her bosses on earth, at 
any rate. 

There is a moral caveat here, however. Dedication, when devoid of a moral compass, can 
become an unhealthy and idolatrous ambition. While that is not the central theme of the 
movie, hints of such moral deterioration can be seen in the pre-crash Carol Danvers: she 
almost looks like she has lost her human face. She acts artificially at times, and some of her 
responses seem a little too much pre-played. She always acts as if she is there to prove 
something, or to prove herself. The problem persists and becomes even worse when the “re-
born” Vers works for Starforce; she is constantly trying to prove herself against her own 
commander, and before the Supreme Intelligence. Once on earth, meeting Nick Fury and 
other agents of S.H.I.E.L.D., she continues her showing off, and especially showing off her 
powers. She uses her signature photon blasts a little too liberally, even just to show who she 
is, and she is not even trying to hide the pride of who she is. “You are a Kree,” Nick Fury 
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says, “a race of noble warriors?” Vers is quick to correct him with prideful emphasis in her 
voice: “Heroes. A race of noble warriors heroes.” Her ambition may not be necessarily bad, 
but it always has an unhealthy streak in it, and once she had the power she craved, it was now 
going much worse. But, as should be expected, returning to her humble beginnings makes her 
rethink that and reform her moral character. She is now ultimately powerful, having removed 
the device suppressing her powers, and yet, when her former commander challenges her to 
one last fight, she replies, “I have nothing to prove to you.” She doesn’t need any showing off 
anymore, and she doesn’t need a showdown; instead of flying straight for the Kree Empire to 
finish it off, she commits herself to humbly serve those whom she has persecuted before. Here 
again, the moral circle is completed, and she has found redemption. From the trailers for 
Endgame I expected that that moral problem would still be there to haunt her, but I was 
wrong. Her conversion seems to be complete. 

So, this is what I saw in the movie: the ethical/judicial themes. But then again, that’s what 
I have been trying to train my senses in for the last 25 years: to discern good and evil. That’s 
what Hebrews 5:14 tells me is the mark of a mature man. And 1 Cor. 2:15 tells me that the 
characteristic of a spiritual man is that he judges all things: that is, discerns good and evil in 
all things. So, trying to be obedient to this mandate to be mature, I have been trying to subject 
all my judgments of everything in the world around me to one and only paradigm: good vs 
evil. And, of course, the sub-paradigms that follow from it: righteousness vs. wickedness, 
obedience vs. disobedience, justice vs. injustice, depravity vs. reformation, death vs. 
redemption, judgment vs. salvation, etc. Anything else in the universe and in human 
experience is just furniture and background that serves the main paradigm: power, beauty, 
harmony, efficiency, productivity, intellect, art, health, genetics, ancestry, science, 
imagination, all these are inconsequential, and in themselves carry no significance. Their only 
purpose is to be made to serve the Covenant, which means to serve the cause of righteousness 
and justice. Outside such service, they have no meaning. That’s one way we can detect 
idolatry: when a religion or ideology tells us that some other paradigm is just as important as 
the paradigm good vs. evil, and we need to adjust our senses to discern those other paradigms 
at the same level as good and evil. (For example, the complaint of the Federal Vision 
movement against Christian Reconstruction was that it was too “woodenly restricted to 
judicial issues.” According to its ideologues, there were other paradigms that deserved equal 
attention, like liturgy. Where that led them, we will discuss in a future episode.) You know 
how atheists and secularists insist that morality is relative and that there is no objective fixed 
standard for what is moral and what is immoral. They are willing to concede everything else 
in the Bible – beauty, wisdom, art, literature, even the beneficial effects of monotheism – but 
tell them that there is a sovereign divine immutable code of ethics, and watch the fireworks. 
Why? Because, that’s what defines God’s Covenant: the standard for good and evil. Nothing 
else. It is its very heart. That’s why I have worked to train my senses to always judge 
everything based on that standard. Including Captain Marvel. And in this, I don’t care about 
the metaphysics of the characters. They can be women or men, or Vogons, or dancing 
mushrooms, for all I care. I will still judge the movie based on the immutable code of ethics of 
the Bible. 

There are pagan ways of judging a movie, of course. Or of judging anything whatsoever. 
These are ways based on paradigms different from the issues of good and evil. For example, 
ontology: judge everything based on metaphysics (origin, genetics, material structure, etc.). 
Remember the 1995 movie, The Tuskegee Airmen? That bomber captain, the Texas boy? He 
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couldn’t believe that blacks could fly them planes so well as to save his poor behind from two 
German Messerschmidts up there. Why? Because they just can’t do it. (To his credit, by the 
end of the movie, he changed his mind and specifically requested that the Tuskegee Airmen 
take him to Berlin and back. Redemption means changing your worldview from metaphysics 
to ethics.) Another pagan paradigm used in such judgments is power: who is given power and 
who isn’t. Both Communist and Nazi propaganda were obsessed with power; just google Nazi 
or Soviet propaganda posters and then pay attention to who is depicted as being muscular and 
tall and strong, and who is depicted as being short and fat, with crooked legs and feeble arms. 
Any identity politics, that is, any double standard based on any factor different from objective 
ethics – race, ethnicity, party loyalty, social status, economic status, institutional membership, 
beauty, intellect, etc. – is pagan by default. (It is for this reason that in 1 Cor. 11 Paul 
admonishes his readers to wait for each other so that there are no divisions based on such 
factors; the only allowable divisions are those based on interpretations of the Word.) 

Given that, one would expect that Christians would meet Captain Marvel with approval. 
Not that the movie is an overtly Christian movie; but it does meet the criteria for covenantal 
content by making ethics its center; and it resolves ethical problems in the right way, and 
demonstrates redemption. 

But that was not the case. 

Over the last several weeks, after the release of the movie, I had the sad opportunity to 
read quite a few comments and articles on the movie, all from Christians, that blasted the 
movie for its perceived ideology. In none of these comments or articles did I ever see a single 
ounce of covenantal – that is, ethical/judicial – approach; in fact, I could swear that the 
authors of all these comments and articles had formed a cabal to blast the movie based on 
every single worldview available to mankind today, just not from a Biblical worldview. 
Among those comments I read things like this: “For a woman to become a hero, she needs to 
become a man.” Or this: “The idea of a woman saving men is unnatural, and that’s why Brie 
Larson’s character is so awkward and unnatural. She almost never smiles. And she is 
artificial.” (Like, that’s exactly what she is trying to portray in Vers, right?) Things that makes 
you shake your head in disbelief and put you in a quandary: What are these people talking 
about, and how exactly did they see that in the movie? Another one, based on perceived 
power dis-balance (and we will shortly get to that paradigm of power): “Men are portrayed as 
weak in that movie.” Where do these people get all this nonsense? (We will see shortly.) 

The most popular one I have seen was published on the Desiring God Ministries web 
page, titled, “Behold Your Queen: The Real Conflict in Captain Marvel,” by someone Greg 
Morse. I usually don’t read Desiring God’s website: the quality is quite low, the worldview is 
limited to a few topics, and the so-called “gospel” they present is truncated to the level of a 
mystical religion, just as R.J. Rushdoony said in his Foundations of Social Order. But this 
article caught my eye because of the bombastic claim in it: “the real conflict” in Captain 
Marvel. You know, like there are false conflicts that other people are worried about, but the 
author has discovered the real one, so he is telling us what it is. You should know, every time 
someone says, “this is the real problem,” or “this is the real conflict,” it doesn’t say much 
about the problem or the conflict he is describing – that problem or conflict may be real, and it 
may not be real. But the truth is, it says a lot about the real worldview of the person saying it. 
And since worldviews are informed by religions, what Greg Morse actually did is not so much 
tell us about the “real conflict” in Captain Marvel, but about his own real religion. So I 
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decided to read that article to find out what Greg Morse’s real religion is. And, by implication, 
to discover what the real religion of Desiring God Ministries is. It is always helpful to find out 
what god exactly it is that people desire. 

Greg Morse does not mince words. He is quite open about his religion. Here is his 
assessment of the “real” conflict in Captain Marvel, in Greg Morse’s own words: 

“As I consider Disney’s new depiction of femininity in Captain Marvel, I 
cannot help but mourn. How far we’ve come since the days when we sought to 
protect and cherish our women. 

“The great drumroll of the previous Avenger movies led to this: a woman 
protecting men and saving the world. The mightiest of all the Avengers — indeed, 
after whom they are named — is the armed princess turned feminist queen, who 
comes down from the tower to do what Prince Charming could not. 

Am I nitpicking? It is a movie after all. I wish it were. Instead of engaging 
the movie’s ideology as mere fiction, a fun escape to another world, we have 
allowed it to bear deadly fruit on earth. Along with Disney, we abandon the 
traditional princess vibe, and seek to empower little girls everywhere to be strong 
like men. Cinderella trades her glass slipper for combat boots; Belle, her books for 
a bazooka. Does the insanity bother us anymore?” 

OK, before we get to the real part, he knows what he is going to say is nonsense, so he 
starts with a cheap emotional appeal: “How far have we come from the days we sought to 
protect and cherish our women.” He is not asking the women what they would consider 
“protecting and cherishing.” If he had asked them, he might have found a quite disturbing 
fact: women actually loved the movie. I am yet to meet a single woman who thought that the 
movie undermined the call to protect and cherish our women. Looks like, even before we get 
to the “real” conflict, Morse’s problem is his own problem, of a man who just doesn’t care 
what women think and say. “I am going to protect you and cherish you my way, and I won’t 
care what you think or want.” 

Right here, a real man could just stop Morse in his tracks by retorting, “Why don’t we 
first listen to our women, if we are going to really cherish them? And when was that time 
when you sought to protect and cherish them? How did it work? If you were so good at it, 
why do our women today ignore your emotional appeal? Could it be that you failed? 200 
hundred proven sexual predators among the leadership of the Southern Baptist churches alone 
over the last 20 years, and 700 victims of their violence and abuse . . . and those are only of 
whom we know. Who knows how many were out there in the other denominations that were 
never caught or exposed? How many of those predators were truly disciplined and how many 
were protected by their celebrity status? Does that sound like protecting and cherishing our 
women? Or does it sound like your idyllic days you sought to protect and cherish your women 
are simply a figment of your imagination and a propaganda pitch? May be that’s why our 
women want what that movie offers them in a fiction form. The truth is, your idyllic days 
never existed; you never cared about our women. You only pretend to care about them when 
something else that you really cherish is at stake.” 

I am digressing here. But from Morse’s words, we know what exactly is at stake. It is 
power. Or, rather, the distribution of power in the society. Listen to his language: “The 
mightiest of all the Avengers . . . the armed princess . . . seek to empower little girls 
everywhere to be strong like men.” See that? In the three sentences where he introduces his 
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“real” conflict – as he sees it – he repeats four versions of “power”: mighty, armed, empower, 
strong. There is nothing about ethics, good and evil, redemption, moral conscience, etc. It is 
all about power. Or, more precisely, power given to the wrong kind of person. And that wrong 
kind of person is not defined by their ethical or covenantal status before God, but by their 
ontological, metaphysical essence. Power is given to women in that movie, you know. But by 
right, power doesn’t belong to them. It belongs to us men, so that we can protect women. We 
are supposed to keep women weak, otherwise how could we protect them? You give women 
the power to protect themselves, and the world goes upside down. 

Greg Morse’s issue is nothing unusual. It’s just that the manner of some men is upon him: 
men who feel intimidated when a more powerful man is at the same party as them. They feel 
excluded, worthless, meaningless, by comparison. Now imagine what happens when there is a 
powerful woman around. That must be the end of the world. Or, at least, it is the end of those 
good old days when people like Greg Morse cherished and protected our women. But now 
that the women are becoming powerful, Morse can’t cherish them and protect them. 

Some may not like my sarcasm, but it is well-deserved. If your cherishing and protecting 
women is predicated upon keeping women weak and preventing their empowerment, 
logically, your real agenda is not cherishing and protecting them. And what is more important, 
your religion is not the Biblical faith. It is something else. It is the religion of power. Greg 
Morse’s take on what the “real” conflict is reveals his true religion: it is a religion of power. 
Issues of justice and righteousness are not a real conflict to him. Only power is. Who is 
allowed to be powerful and who isn’t. Beyond that, no conflict is real. 

We shouldn’t be surprised, of course. For the last 100 years – or may be 200 years – the 
religion of power has been the main religion of the American churches. From its wholehearted 
support for slavery in the 19th century, through the equally wholehearted support for the 
segregation in the 20th century, to the equally wholehearted support today for whatever unjust 
policies the political parties advocate, the leadership of the American churches has always 
been obsessed with power and enamored with power. And not just the leadership. The vast 
majority of church-goers just love power, and their practical and political ethics always 
revolves around the concept of keeping their particular identity tribe in power. Even the issue 
of salvation is often tied to political power; Robert Jeffress of First Baptist Church in Dallas 
has repeated multiple times now that those who don’t vote for Trump are not saved. And, 
guess what, despite the glaring heresy in his statement, not a single soul at the Southern 
Baptist Convention has raised a voice of concern over Jeffress’s ideology, let alone call for his 
resignation, excommunication, or separation from the Southern Baptist Churches. Jeffress is a 
man of influence, after all, and influence is power; who cares if he spouts obvious heresies? 
Modern ecclesiology also revolves around power from beginning to end: the ethical and 
judicial issues of the Law of God are of very little concern; what is always important is the 
protection of “authority” (that’s the pet name for institutional power). The modern doctrine of 
local mandatory church membership is power religion at its finest: you are not a real Christian 
unless you submit under the institutional power of other men. 

When it comes to treatment of the weakest and the least among their own congregations, 
the religion of power is, again, on full display. We as Protestants like to talk about the sexual 
abuse scandals among the Roman Catholic clergy, but our own churches have been full of the 
same, if not worse. But that’s not the worst of it; it’s not just that the victims have been 
abused, they have also been silenced by means of institutional power. “Do not bring public 
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accusations, you will ruin the life of that man.” Because the life of a powerful man is worth 
more than the life of a defenseless victim. Sexual abuse is not the only instance of power 
religion in practice; financial abuse is another one. Just recently, when the students at Jon 
MacArthur’s The Master’s Seminary demanded information about some seemingly false 
claims about the Seminary’s accreditations, MacArthur’s answer was that they should shut up, 
because it was not their business to know. (Despite the fact that they are the ones paying.) Just 
shut up and leave everything to men in power, you peasants. Everyone should know and be 
satisfied with their stations in life. 

So that’s what we got by keeping women weak: their devaluation and objectification. 
And certainly not their cherishing or protection. So the days Morse fantasizes about have 
never actually been. But that’s OK to Morse; it’s not really a real conflict. Power was still in 
the hands of the right people. That led to injustice, of course, at a grand scale, but injustice is a 
rather lesser conflict, or no conflict at all. Not the “real” one, for sure. 

Morse says that we have allowed the ideology of the movie (as he imagines that ideology, 
revolving around power) to “bear deadly fruit on earth.” And that “deadly fruit” is, what do ya 
think? It is “empowering little girls everywhere to be strong like men.” Ya know, “deadly 
fruit” as in thousands of empowered little girls roaming around the planet murdering tens and 
hundreds of millions? Last time I checked, those tens and hundreds of millions were murdered 
by men under ideologies that actually agreed with Greg Morse on women’s station in life. The 
patriarchal monarchical empires of Europe in the early 20th century gave WWI. The 
notoriously machistic Nazi regime gave us WWII. (The Nazis didn’t even accept women as 
members of the Nazi Party, nor did they allowed women in government positions. The Nazi 
view of the place of women was quite the same as Morse’s.) Modern persecution of Christians 
around the globe is mainly done by Muslims, and we know their view of the place of women 
in the society. So what “deadly fruit” is Morse talking about, again? 

The real deadly fruit is that of his own ideology. As the church believes, so the world 
goes, even the unbelieving world. So when the church and its leaders are committed not to the 
Biblical faith but to a power religion (even if it is under a thin veneer of Christian theology), 
we should expect the world and its leaders to be committed to the same power religion, with 
our without the veneer. We should expect, therefore, to see Morse’s religion replicated in the 
world around us, and especially in the governments and their policies around us. In 
Christendom, the official transition to religion of power as the official policy-making ideology 
of governments started with Napoleon: “There are only two forces that unite men: fear and 
interest.” While in the 19th century, governments were still a bit shy to display that religion 
openly, that shyness disappeared with WWI; it was a war entirely fought based on the concept 
of who has more power, not on what the right thing to do was. Stalin continued the same 
obsession with power over ethics (we wouldn’t expect a professed atheist to worry too much 
about ethics, would we. When in the 1930s, Stalin was asked by the French socialist Pierre 
Laval for an advice on how to win the Pope to his side so that he could win the hearts of the 
French Catholics, Stalin’s reply was short: “How many divisions does the Pope have?” The 
Nazis’ obsession with power is well-known; one just needs to watch Leni Riefenstahl’s 
propaganda movie about Hitler, The Triumph of the Will, to get a grasp of how obsessed they 
were with power. In fact, that’s the very defining feature of all totalitarian regimes; other 
dictators have also been quite open about their addiction to power. Think Mao, “Politics 
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comes out of the barrel of a gun”; and indeed, politics in the world today is almost entirely 
predicated on who has the bigger guns, not on who shows a greater level of service and help. 

Perhaps all these examples seem a bit too abstract to you. Well, then, look at American 
politics in the last several decades, and especially in the last couple of years. And no, not only 
the leftists, that is, the Democrat Party. The other leftists – the Republicans – are entirely 
obsessed with power. Donald Trump’s rhetoric has been based solely on the paradigm of 
power and who wields that power. “Make America great again” is not about making America 
the moral leader of the world again, a nation that uses its wealth and power to oppose 
dictators, help the oppressed, welcome the stranger to share in its greatness, and generally use 
its blessings from God to bless others. It is about a constant anxiety that others out there may 
be taking advantage of us in some nefarious ways, so let’s overpower them and show them 
who’s the boss here. It is “greatness” based on power, not true greatness based on service and 
moral leadership. It is the psychology of a sociopath who would rather live alone and rejected 
by all just to make sure he doesn’t do something by mistake to benefit or empower other 
people than himself. This is power religion in its ultimate madness, in its American version. 
The constant warmongering and gloating over our ability to inflict death is another example; 
think Ted Cruz, “I don’t know if the sand in the desert can glow in the dark, but we will find 
out.” It’s in the South Carolina’s conservative evangelical booing of Ron Paul when he laid 
out his principle of foreign policy: “Do unto others as you want done unto you.” That’s a 
heresy under the religion of power; we do unto others according to our might, not according to 
your outdated ethical code of Semitic desert shepherds of 2,000 years ago. It’s in the worship 
of police. It’s in the calls for shooting women and children at the border whose “crime” is that 
they want to find safety. Our civil government at every level has abandoned its function to 
protect justice and has turned into an arena of competing powers – and that is only because 
those who profess to be “Christians” have made the religion of power their true religion, 
abandoning the cause of the Gospel, while paying lip service to the Gospel. 

And that’s the way they treat women, as well. Because women are weaker, and whoever 
is weaker, must have no voice in a world of powers. And certainly don’t try to empower 
women: if they have been created weaker, that must be for a purpose, so don’t try to empower 
them; you will tilt the balance of power. That’s Morse’s “real” conflict. 

Unfortunately for Morse, this is not going to end well for him and his ilk. Obsession with 
power, and worship of power, always ends badly in the Bible, and those who crave power end 
up victims of the same power they craved. Jesus warned the disciples that they should not 
succumb to the temptation of resorting to power to deal with the enemies of the Gospel (Luke 
9:55-56), and when Peter did resort to power, Jesus gave Him the Biblical principle: “All who 
draw the sword will die by the sword.” In Revelation 17, that principle is applied to the 
Apostate Church, the Harlot that is Babylon: she rides on the Beast (which is the political 
power), but then the Beast turns around and tears her apart; in fact, the very horns of the Beast 
(symbols of power) are those who are said to hate the harlot and eat her flesh and burn her 
with fire. Whatever your eschatological position on Revelation may be, at least this one is 
sure: an apostate church is a church that rides on the Beast (power) and eventually gets 
destroyed by that same power. 

Perhaps this is one of the reason, or the very reason why the church in America has lost 
so much of its influence in the society, and has been impotent to preach the Gospel with true 
spiritual power. The more the church has relied in the Beast to sustain and carry it, the more 
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the Beast has been turning upon her. We like to blame Satan, the world, the liberals, the 
Democrats, the millennials, the feminists, Hollywood, the mythical “cultural Marxism,” but in 
reality, it is our own worship of power that has destroyed our witness, and has turned the 
society over to idols. And we have been on the losing side. God said to Israel in the Old 
Covenant: “You want to worship the gods of the nations? I will put you under the law systems 
of the gods of the nations, to see how you like it.” He might be saying the same to the church 
today: “You want to rely on political power for self-preservation? I will put you under that 
political power to see how you like it.” 

So if, Morse wants to see where the real deadly influence is, it is not empowering the 
weakest in our society. It is in his obsession with power . 

Empowering the weak is actually the Biblical standard. Including the women. Women are 
created physically weaker, that goes without saying, and the Bible says it. But there is no law 
against empowering them. Their weaker state is not something we should uphold as a 
religious standard. To the contrary, we should teach our girls to overcome their weakness and 
indeed, be as strong as men. Because some day a man may approach them with evil 
intentions, and they need to be prepared to inflict as much pain and destruction on the criminal 
as to make him abandon his evil intentions. This is real cherishing and protecting our women; 
keeping them weak so that some men can feel important is selfishness, not cherishing and not 
protecting. Women should be taught to fight, and they should be taught, as much as possible, 
to break skulls for God. Or spaceships, why not? 

Greg Morse, with his obsession with power, is on the losing side of history. On the 
winning side of history is service: those who are powerful, using their power not to establish 
their own importance, but to empower the weak: widows, orphans, foreigners, the poor, and, 
of course, women. That’s why he and his ilk are losing the cultural war in America, and the 
feminists are winning it. The reversal will come only when the church reverses its view of 
power, and outdoes the enemies of God in empowering the weak. As long as we as a church 
are obsessed with the distribution of power, we will be on the losing side. 

 

Matt. 25:34-46 continues to be a valid warning to all of us, especially to those who claim 
to be professing Christ: Whatever we do to the weakest among us will determine what will be 
done to us on the final day. And that’s the truly real conflict in Greg Morse’s article. 

The books I will assign for reading this week is Frank McDonough, Sophie Scholl. Read 
and remember: women can be stronger than men. So strong as to bravely go where no man 
has gone before, and lay down their lives where no man dared to. And men who want women 
weak in order to look strong themselves are not really strong; they are selfish weaklings. A 
strong man is a man for whom empowered women are not a threat to his own masculinity, and 
he is still capable of cherishing and protecting them. 

In your prayer and givings, remember Bulgarian Reformation Ministries, a mission 
organization committed to building the intellectual foundation for the future Christian 
civilization in Eastern Europe. We are not obsessed with distribution of power. We empower 
all, especially the weakest among us. Visit BulgarianReformation.com, subscribe to our 
newsletter, and donate. God bless y’all. 

 


