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 “I’m Not a Social Reformer, I’m Here to Preach the Gospel” 1.
Bojidar Marinov, November 11, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/641/im-not-social-reformer-
im-here-preach-gospel/  

Suppose you are a member of the Mission 
Committee of your church, and there are a 
number of missionaries that you support around 
the world. There is a missionary who you 
specifically are very fond of, a bright, 
committed and active guy in the jungles of the 
Amazon, working among the indigenous tribes 
there. He sends back amazing reports about 
scores of natives converted to Christianity, 
evangelistic outreach, churches planted and so 
on. The Mission Committee is happy to support 
him, and your church is proud to display him as 
one of the most successful missionaries you’ve 
ever supported. 

One day the Mission Committee authorizes you to make a mission trip to the Amazon and visit the 
missionary and see his work first hand. You pack up your video camera, your toothbrush, and 
clothes for a couple of days, and one Saturday afternoon, after a short and uneventful flight, 
followed by a long a very eventful ride in an old Landrover through a rainforest where the ground 
has never seen the sunlight break through the canopies of the trees, you are safely accommodated at 
the comfortable though far from luxurious home of the missionary. He is excited. He has talked to 
you the whole way from the airport, and now he has retired to prepare his sermon for the next day, 
giving you the opportunity to relax and even get some sleep. 

The church service the next day is amazing. The building is full, scores of people, some from other 
villages, singing hymns, taking communion, and some of them even reading from the Bible. The 
tribal chiefs are there too, singing and worshiping with the rest. The mission is an obvious success, 
and you don’t miss to record it on video. 

Then comes Monday morning. The missionary has told you that he needed to travel to the nearest 
mechanic shop to fix his car, so you are left in the village, and you have the opportunity to sleep late 
and then spend some time with the local people. You are awakened early in the morning by 
monotonous singing of several male voices. You look through the window and you see not far away 
a dozen of men on their knees before something that looks like a Tapir hide on a pole. They sing a 
few words, then lay prostrate before the pole, then back to their knees and sing a few more words. 
When you look at the faces of the men, you can recognize some of them from the church service the 
previous day, and in fact, you can also recognize the village chief who read from the Bible the day 
before! 
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You frantically dress up and go to find your translator to ask him about what you just saw. His 
answer is that the chief and the men are going hunting and they are praying to the spirits to give 
them good luck—in the form of a nice fat Tapir, of course. Before you can recover from your 
astonishment, the men end their prayer, get on their feet and go to their huts to get their weapons. 
One of the men, before he leaves his hut, grabs his wife by her long hair and starts punching her 
mercilessly in the face, yelling at her in their language. Then he pushes her aside and follows the 
chief and the other men as they disappear in the jungle. You ask the translator why the man beat his 
wife. The translator says that she was not supposed to feed her mother anymore because she has 
reached the “separation” age. “What is a separation age?,” you ask, only to get the horrible response 
that this is the age at which old people are left in the jungle to die or be eaten by predators to save 
expenses for the family. 

This is now too much for you. While meditating on the events of the morning, you hear terrible 
squeals. You run there to see what’s happening and you see a group of boys and a small pig. When 
you get closer, you see they are some of the boys on the church choir of the day before. But then you 
see the reason for the squeals: The boys are torturing the poor animal! They are using their knives to 
flay it alive, and you can see it still kicking and screaming in their strong hands. But the picture is 
not complete until a group of girls joins in and laughs merrily at the desperate squeals of the pig. 

You run back to the house, disgusted and shaken, and you are trying to gather your thoughts. The 
translator, alarmed by the distressed look in your face, has come back with you and he is now trying 
to understand what the reason for it is. “Didn’t you see what all these people are doing?” you ask. 
“The prayer to the spirits, the man beating his wife, the old woman about to be sent to die, the 
cruelty of those young kids?” 

The man is confused. “Yes, sir, I see them. But . . . what’s the problem with those things, sir?” 

“What’s the problem!? Are you serious? These people were in the church yesterday, and today they 
act as if they have never heard the Gospel!” 

The man is still confused. “But our missionary never told us anything against those practices.” 

Now you know whom to talk to. 

A couple of hours later the missionary is back, and you meet him, determined to corner him and get 
the truth out of him. The guy is in a cheerful mood; obviously he had success with repairing his car, 
so now he sits and listens to you with a content smile on his face. You tell him about what you saw a 
couple of hours earlier. He doesn’t seem moved. 

“Well, Mr. Missionary,” you ask sternly, “what do you have to say about it? I saw a few practices 
this morning, clearly idolatrous and barbarian, and the translator tells me you never really told these 
people how abominable these practices were! Now, tell me the truth. What exactly are you doing 
here as a missionary?” 

The missionary doesn’t seem to be concerned at all. In fact, he seems to have expected your 
questions. 
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“The truth, Mr. Sponsor, is this: I am a Christian missionary, not a social reformer. I am here to 
preach the Gospel, to save souls, and to plant churches. When I came to your church and asked for 
support, I didn’t say I was going to do anything else but those three things. I did not say I was going 
to try to change their society, their customs, and their political structure. I am not trying to tell them 
how to build their economic system. I am not here to interfere with their education or welfare 
programs. 

“The things you saw are exactly this. You saw the chief and his men going to work. This is part of 
their economic system. Praying to the spirit of the Tapir is their way of preparation for work. It gives 
them the psychological and emotional preparedness for the economic task ahead. I know, it seems 
weird and backwards, but who am I to try to impose my American way of business and economics 
on them? 

“The man beating his wife was only following an ancient custom. The family is a sociological unit, 
and there are specific rules in the family that are part of the overall social environment. I personally 
don’t like it but again, I am not a social reformer, I am a missionary. And yes, it is important that her 
mother is left to die, because otherwise she would be an economic burden on the family. This is the 
way their welfare system works: Someone has to sacrifice or be sacrificed so that the rest have 
enough to eat. Can I interfere there? Based on what authority? I am here to preach Jesus to them and 
give them the opportunity to save their souls; I am not here to give them solutions to social 
problems. 

“In this society it is not considered cruelty for children to torture animals; on the contrary, it is part 
of the educational system. All of the productive time of the men is spent providing food by hunting. 
The children need to learn from an early age to kill an animal, skin it, and cut it into pieces. They 
need to learn to reject their natural impulse to not inflict pain. It is important economic education, as 
well as political, because the same skill is necessary when the tribe defends its villages against other 
tribes. There is no mercy in the political world of the jungle, and I cannot allow my American 
prejudice dictate to them to change their political and social rules. 

“In short, Mr. Sponsor, my work is with the sacred, not with the secular. I am not a liberal reformer, 
and I am not preaching a social gospel. I am preaching the Gospel of Jesus Christ for the salvation of 
men, not their institutions or their societies. That’s why I don’t believe I have the authority to tell the 
Christians in this village to change their social and political practices. The Gospel is about salvation 
of souls, not about changing cultures, and that’s what I am doing here.” 
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 Europe is Not Lost, She Just Needs the Real Thing  2.
Bojidar Marinov, December 9, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/650/europe-not-lost-she-just-
needs-real-thing/  

The spiritual condition of Europe has been the 
focus of attention for American Christians and 
conservatives for quite a while. The twentieth 
century did in practice what the Enlightenment 
thinkers had imagined in theory: The complete 
removal of Christianity from public life. 
Christianity has retreated, even from those 
countries that a century ago were vocally 
Christian in their public policies. The two world 
wars helped for short revivals of spiritual 
activities, and the Cold War—and its end—
contributed somewhat for a renewed interest in 
Europe’s Christian history. But in general, 

Europe has been on the road to thorough secularism, rejecting Christianity as a moral paradigm, 
silencing its politicians and public figures who dare speak in the name of the Christian religion, and 
ridiculing Christianity as a backward religion of her savage past. And with the rise of Islam and the 
impotence of the European nations to stop its tide, the future looks bleak. 

Missionaries working in Europe send back discouraging reports of governments creating obstacles to 
preaching the Gospel in what was just recently considered part of the “free world.” Even if they 
don’t have obstacles, the Europeans themselves are militantly opposed to being evangelized; and the 
government of the largest European nation—Germany—is on a frantic crusade to obliterate 
homeschooling and the “alternative lifestyles” that go with it (read Christianity). In France some 
cities have regulations that ban Protestant churches from owning buildings near public schools, 
while having no similar limitations for strip clubs or alcohol stores. And just recently the highest 
court in Europe acted to ban Christian symbols in the schools in Italy. 

No wonder American Christians consider Europe a “lost continent,” and conservative talk shows use 
words like “hopeless” and “dark” when they discuss the future of Europe. Christianity seems to be 
pushed out of Europe, and with it goes the great civilization that it created. Even with the victories of 
American Christianity and conservatism in the last years, it seems we are going to remain a lonely 
island of active traditional Christianity, supported from abroad only by the young emerging Christian 
communities in Africa and Asia—vigorous and strong, but lacking the experience and the resources 
to be of too much help in the next century or so. 

To put it in big fancy words, the global megatrends look bad. If we lose Europe, we lose the 
enormous resource base built up by the Christian forefathers of today’s Europeans. And they surely 
didn’t build it up to be used against Christ and His Gospel. 
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But this feeling of hopelessness fails to make a very important distinction; it fails to ask the question: 
What kind of Christianity is Europe reacting against? Is it the real Christianity, as revealed by the 
Bible, or is it something else? 

The picture I painted of Europe above is accurate enough, and yet, it misses some very specific 
examples that seem to run contrary to the general trend. They are not numerous, and they certainly 
can’t be taken to be indicative of some deep change in the European mentality and culture. But they 
are instructive enough to give us the clue as to what we as Christians have been missing in our 
efforts to evangelize Europe. 

In 2005, the German Protestant Convention in Hannover attracted a record crowd of over 400,000 
people, most of them young people. The Convention poster said, Gut wenn du eine Antwort weisst 
(“It’s good to have an answer.”) The Convention President Eckardt Nagel proposed the event “take a 
stand against society's current depression and pessimism.” Europe has never seen such a crowd for 
many years, not even at a political rally. 

The largest single congregation in Europe—more than 25,000 members—is the Pentecostal-
charismatic church Embassy of God of the Nigerian-born pastor Sunday Adelaja . . . in Ukraine! The 
Pentecostal-Charismatic movement in Eastern Europe flourished for a few short years after the fall 
of Communism only to lose momentum in the late 1990s and practically come to a stall after 2000. 
Not so with Adelaja’s church. His church keeps growing; it has dozens of ministries—from helping 
families to Christian business clubs and debt relief funds—and mission churches in almost every 
country in Europe and Central Asia. Sunday Adelaja says about himself: “I don’t preach a gospel of 
salvation, but the Gospel of the Kingdom.” (You can find his views here.) 

Pope John Paul II broke the unpopularity of the Roman Catholic Church after WWII and gathered 
crowds that few popes before him had gathered. He did it by putting an end to the official neutrality 
of his church in cultural matters, boldly preaching and teaching on issues like communism, abortion, 
international relations, dictatorships, etc. Suddenly the Roman Catholic Church was again relevant to 
the world without being a puppet in the hands of political dictators, as it was during the WWII. 

In Poland, the Roman Catholic Church is as strong as it’s ever been. It is also the only church in 
Europe that openly opposed Communism, and after the fall of the Berlin Wall opposes abortion and 
government policies harmful to the traditional family. No other nation in Europe has priests that are 
as vocal on social and political issues as those in Poland. 

The Reformed Hungarian Church in Transylvania has grown in numbers and influence so much after 
the fall of the Ceausescu regime that currently there is no village in Transylvania, however small it 
is, without a church. The Reformed seminary in Cluj trains hundreds of future Reformed pastors, and 
rather than receiving American missionaries, Transylvania sends pastors and missionaries to the 
Hungarian communities in the United States. The Reformed Hungarian Church has never been a 
“religious” institution in its limited American sense: It has always been a covenant community, 
viewing as its legitimate sphere of action every aspect of human life and society. 

Milan and its university have traditionally been the political and intellectual stronghold of the Italian 
Communist Party. And yet in the 1990s, a new movement of Catholic economic thinkers in the 
tradition of Lord Acton has emerged in Milan and elsewhere in Northern Italy. These economists go 
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to the Bible looking for foundations for their economic theories. Their popularity is increasing and 
many politicians in Italy and other countries base their political programs on their proposals. 

There are thousands of smaller examples and testimonies that, beneath the surface, show that Europe 
is not spiritually dead. As a matter of fact, one can safely conclude that, contrary to the American 
perspective of Europe, the Old World is eagerly waiting and longing for its adoption back in 
Christendom and grasps every opportunity to do so. 

The question then is this: How can we reconcile these examples with the trends we see in general? 
Are the Europeans schizophrenic, do they want and reject the same thing at the same time? Or is 
there something more than what is seen, something that God wants to teach us about Europe, history, 
and the Gospel we proclaim? 

No, Europeans are not schizophrenic about their attitude to Christianity. On the contrary, they are 
more consistent than the average American. They don’t reject and want the same thing at the same 
time. The truth is, what Europeans reject and what they want are two different kinds of Christianity, 
and the European culture is much more aware of the difference than the American culture. 

The Christianity the Europeans mock and reject is the limited pietistic Christianity preached by 
liberal European professors and fundamentalist American missionaries (yes, these two groups are in 
a sense allies on “mission field Europe”). They know it is a Christianity that is weak and has no real 
answers to real problems. That Christianity speaks only on issues peripheral to the culture, and 
therefore Europeans relegate it to the periphery of their society. They call it “sectarianism” but not in 
the American sense of the word. “Sectarianism” in Europe means a cult that makes its members 
withdraw from society into a dream world of mystical false piety. And indeed, both the liberal 
intellectuals’ and the fundamentalist missionaries’ version of Christianity does exactly that. It never 
addresses the issues of the day; it never gives solutions; it never challenges the principalities and 
powers; and it lives in its own dream world, irrelevant and unrealistic. Europe will never accept that 
kind of Christianity, even if we flood the continent with missionaries. 

In the rare cases when Europeans embrace Christianity, it is a relevant, practical, bold, shameless 
Christianity that never flinches from applying the truths of the Bible to the issues of the day. It is the 
Christianity of Augustine and Athanasius, of Isidore and Charlemagne, the Christianity of the 
Reformers and of the Reformed missionaries of the 18th century, the Christianity of the Puritans and 
the Founders of the United States of America. Europeans are eager to hear answers, and when 
Christian leaders declare they have the answers, people flock to hear them, as in the examples above. 
Europeans have had enough of atheism, liberalism, and socialism to know perfectly well that they 
provide no answers. It takes only a little effort to make them turn to Christianity . . . if only we give 
them Christianity that has answers! Europeans are not dumb; they like America, they like what 
America has to offer, and most of them understand that America was based on our Christian faith—
and Europeans want The Real Thing. 

But so far we as American Christians have been offering to our European brethren only a fake, 
limited, pietistic, existentialist Christianity. Our missionaries have been unwilling to proclaim the 
crown rights of Jesus Christ over every area of life. And then those same missionaries have been 
sending back discouraging reports of the spiritual hardness of the European societies. Europeans are 
not stupid. 
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So next time your church is considering sending a missionary to Europe, take the time to examine 
the applicant. Ask him about his understanding of comprehensive Biblical worldview. Ask him how 
and what he intends to preach and teach. Ask him if he knows the issues of the day in the nation he 
is going to work in and whether he knows the Biblical solutions to those issues. Ask him if he knows 
what the Bible says about taxes, economics, political representation, freedom, entrepreneurship, 
business relations, international relations, etc. Ask him to write a short essay on a practical topic: 
“What the Bible Says about Healthcare,” for example. 

If the missionary tells you he is only going to “save souls, plant churches, and preach the Gospel,” 
advise him to stay home. He is heading to disaster, and his life and work are going to be a 
disappointment. Europe has been known for the last 50 years to be the “graveyard of missionaries,” 
and it is not Europe’s fault. Europeans are not fools, and they will not suffer fools. Europe wants The 
Real Thing. She wants the real Gospel, and she wants it badly. And we better act on it. 
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 Europeans Are Not Stupid: Don’t Try to Sell “Experiences” 3.
to Them 

Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

My wife and I spent several years of our life doing street evangelism in Bulgaria in the early 1990s. 
We started by translating for American missionaries in 1991 right after the fall of Communism, and 
we continued on our own well after that, even though street evangelism was against the law at the 
time (the old Communist laws were still in force). 

I remember one afternoon in my home town back in 1992, when an American missionary and I were 
standing on the central square and preaching to the crowds. We used to gather large crowds, 
sometimes of over 150 people who listened attentively. After the missionary finished his message, a 
male voice from the crowd said: “It is easy for you Americans to be religious when you are so rich. 
If you had to work 12 hours a day to provide for your children, you wouldn’t have the time to play 
your religious games.” 

However little I knew about Christianity and Biblical worldview at the time, I was excited. The man 
was being interactive, he was telling us his real concern, and I knew Christianity had the real answer 
to it. What a great opportunity! But I was about to be disappointed. 

“These things don’t matter,” said the American missionary. “What matters is how great you feel 
when you have personal relationship with Jesus.” 

In the last century or two Europe has been among the most tumultuous places on the planet.  
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 Raising the Moral Standards of Missionaries to That of Wal-4.
Mart 

Bojidar Marinov,  August 12, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042436/http://americanvision.org/648/raising-moral-standards-
of-missionaries-that-of-walmart/   

These last couple of weeks I came across a 
discussion between Christians about 
possible boycott of Wal-Mart. The reason is 
that Wal-Mart outsourced the production of 
certain goods to Africa and thus took away 
the livelihood of dozens or even hundreds 
of families and small businesses in the 
Midwest who used to produce those goods. 
The cost went down, the participants 
admitted, but Wal-Mart outsourced the 
production to countries where slave labor–
and even child slave labor–is used. 

I have mixed feelings about such a boycott. On one hand, I am not sure if I want to follow that same 
logic to the bitter end. As a Texan, I feel bitter against Wal-Mart that buys certain goods from the 
state of New York and not from Texas; I believe it thus finances the corrupt and greedy bureaucracy 
of the state of New York. And I can’t see why a corrupt and greedy bureaucracy in the US would be 
morally superior to a slave holder in Africa. And the logic can be extended further and made even 
more absurd. On the other hand, corporations should be careful about the moral purity of their 
actions on the market–for instance, I find no excuse for General Motors co-operating with the Nazis 
during WWII or using slave labor from the concentration camps. 

But I have a bigger question here: What about our missionaries? Do we measure them by the same 
standard as Wal-Mart? 

According to the International Bulletin of Missionary Research, the United States deploys currently 
a little over 35,000 foreign missionaries across the world. At the average cost of $50,000 per 
missionary a year, this makes a total of $1.75 billion of Christian money donated for missionaries, 
whose job is to spread the message of the Bible around the world. Part of that biblical message is the 
biblical laws against chattel slavery and against all other kinds of immorality, whether personal, 
cultural, or institutional. 

How many of those missionaries actually address the cultural or institutional immorality in the 
nations where they are at? 

Let’s see. Wal-Mart’s primary social function is to provide us with consumer goods at a low price at 
a convenient place. Preaching the Word of God is not a primary function of Wal-Mart. And yet, we 
do expect Wal-Mart to observe certain moral standards, and even to impose sanctions on its 
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suppliers on the basis of those standards–by buying or not buying their goods. We expect Wal-Mart 
to “silently preach” by the powerful medium of its purchasing departments. And when Wal-Mart 
doesn’t measure up to this standard, we as Christians consider boycotting them. 

The primary social function of our foreign missionaries is to preach the Word of God to the nations 
(Matt. 28:18–20). Not just to individuals, but to whole nations. That means, our missionaries are 
supposed to do full-time what Wal-Mart is expected to do while conducting its main business. This 
is the “main business” of our missionaries, to preach against slavery, and against all other kinds of 
immorality in the nations. Against oppressive social and political systems; against socialist 
government policies that destroy the families; against cultural practices that break the Law of God; 
against customs that denigrate individuals or kill the unborn and the defenseless; against traditions 
and practices that rob people of their life, liberty and property. Missionaries should preach to the 
nations the beauty of the Law of God, showing them that true happiness and prosperity for a nation 
comes only when the nation obeys the Law of God (Deut. 4:6–9). If we expect Wal-Mart to withhold 
its money from those who practice slavery, we should also expect our missionaries to be there and 
actively denounce slavery and call God’s judgment on those who practice it. 

But how many of our missionaries around the world actually preach to the nations? In my ministry, I 
have met hundreds of American missionaries, and I have seen precious few only who understand 
their mission as one to whole cultures. The vast majority of them refuse to be “social reformers,” 
limiting themselves to “saving souls” and “planting churches” only. Tracing it back to the source, 
we’ll discover that the mission organizations and the missionary boards that sent those missionaries 
do not even include in their vision statements challenging whole cultures for Christ. You would be 
hard pressed to find at least one missionary organization that officially includes in its vision 
statement the eradication of slavery in Africa, or passing pro-life laws in Europe, or the demise of 
the caste system in India, or the defense of life, liberty and property in Latin America. And of 
course, tracing it back to the churches, how many churches really hold up the missionaries they 
support to the same moral standard as Wal-Mart? 

Keep in mind that the bulk of the $1.75 billion mentioned above is spent abroad, in cultures that as 
collective cultures break every single one of the Ten Commandments, starting from “Thou shall 
have no other gods” down to “Thou shall not covet.” And yet, these cultures meet no challenge 
whatsoever from our missionaries, except in a few individual converted souls. But then, of course, 
we expect Wal-Mart to do their job and impose pressure on those cultures. 

Judgment always starts from the House of God. Before we look for the specks in the eyes of the 
Wal-Mart’s executives, we need to see the enormous beams in the eyes of our own churches and 
missionary boards and organizations. And before we boycott Wal-Mart for failing to “silently 
preach” to the nations we should start boycotting our own missionaries and mission boards who 
refuse to openly disciple the nations in the Law of Christ. We should withdraw our money from 
those who have limited the Gospel of Christ to “saving souls” and “planting churches” and make 
them reconsider their worldview. It isn’t Wal-Mart’s fault that there is slavery in Africa; it is our 
fault that we have failed to train and send out missionaries who have comprehensive worldview to 
evangelize both man and his institutions. It’s about time to raise the moral standard for our 
missionaries to that for Wal-Mart. 
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And then, of course, what do we do with our own pastors and denominations here in the US that 
refuse to challenge an increasingly pagan culture and political establishment? I’ll leave this one for 
you to figure out. 
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 Learn About Healthcare in France 5.
Bojidar Marinov,  August 19, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042436/http://americanvision.org/652/learn-about-healthcare-
france/  

Several years ago I had a 
conversation with a professor in 
a European university. She was a 
staunch proponent of European 
socialism against American 
“cowboy” capitalism. Here is 
part of the conversation: 

Bojidar Marinov: What about 
European incomes? 

Professor: What about them? I 
make 22,000 Euro (24,000 US 

Dollars at the time) a year. Does anyone in America make this money? 

Bojidar Marinov: Er, . . . ahem . . . yes, cashiers at Walmart make that. 

Professor: Huh? Seriously? . . . Oh, but you don’t have free healthcare. 

Europeans very often are quite ignorant about the United States. The same way, American liberals 
are ignorant about the real situation in Europe. And it is not as beautiful as the liberals would want it. 
But every time I point that in a conversation, I get the same reply: “What about the free healthcare?” 

Well, then, let’s look at the most lauded and exalted example healthcare in Europe: that of France. 

In the Houston Examiner of August 8, 2009, Jenny Kakasuleff presents a pretty picture of the French 
healthcare system. She mentions studies by the World Health Organization that rank France number 
one in health care. She lists different types of care that the French system supplies and the quality of 
the system compared to the healthcare system in the US. In a few words, the French socialized 
system of healthcare is what we want. 

What Kakasuleff doesn’t mention is what that system costs the French people. Not only that, she 
forgets to make a comprehensive comparison between the life of a French family, and the life of, 
let’s say, a family in Houston. Every good thing has costs, some visible, and some invisible, and 
before we buy something, we need to know what we need to trade for it. 

My first question always is the same as in the above dialogue: How much money do you make? I 
don’t just want to know if you have only one part of your lifestyle in a perfect condition, I want to 
know your comprehensive lifestyle and how well off you are. It makes no sense to buy a new 
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Mercedes-Benz on credit and brag about it, if after the monthly payment you barely have anything 
left to put food on the table. So, I want to find out if that lauded healthcare system in France comes 
with the same level of wealth in the other aspects of the French lifestyle. We can’t just look at one 
thing and compare. We need to look at the whole picture. 

So looking at the statistics, I find out that in 2003 the Gross National Income per capita in the USA 
was $37,750. I don’t know how exactly they came up with this number, but I can work with it. The 
same website tells us that the GNI per capita in France is $27,640. (All the numbers there are in US 
Dollars.) 

So, even before I look deeper into it, the French citizen makes $10,000 less a year, before taxes. 
Question: Is this worth it? Think of how much healthcare you can buy here in the US for $10,000 a 
year. People here in the US get much more in healthcare than what the French system can offer, for 
much less than $10,000 a year. 

Let alone the fact that in France fuel is three times more expensive, food is more expensive, clothes 
are more expensive, and in general, almost everything is more expensive than in the USA. One 
dollar in America can buy much more than the same dollar in France. 

What about the taxes? What we get paid is one thing, what we get to keep and use is another. 

Let’s see. 

In 2007 total government revenues in the USA were at $2.6 trillion, the highest in the history of the 
US. Divided by 300 million population, the Federal government took from each one of us $8,700 a 
year. It is outrageously too much, I believe. But let’s see what the French government did to its own 
people. 

In the same year, the total tax revenues in France were 818 billion Euro. Divided by 64 million 
French, this makes about €12,780 Euro per capita. Or approximately $17,250 at the rates of that 
year. 

Subtracted from the figures above, statistically the average American has about $29,000 a year 
left in his pocket, while the average French has only $10,000. 

Granted, the numbers are rounded, they are not perfectly exact, and I could probably be more 
thorough in my research. But the difference between the two nations is too big to be ascribed to 
inaccuracy. In case you wonder if I have made any calculation errors, you can check with the French 
Embassy and learn that the average family income in France was €20,440 Euro (around $26,000) in 
2004. Take out the taxes, and consider the higher prices in France; and then compare to America. 

So, my question is: What is it that the French government provides to its people that an average 
American can’t buy for much less than $19,000 a year? 

I am skeptical about Kakasuleff’s claims concerning the successes of the French healthcare system. 
There are quite a few claims to the opposite, by French nationals themselves. But even if the French 
system was as perfect as claimed and gave its citizens much better and healthier life, they don’t seem 
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to have much left to enjoy it. They have to pay higher prices for gas, for housing, for food. They 
have to live in smaller houses than the average Houstonian. And how many French can afford a 
vacation every year, or two cars per family? 

The French healthcare system, even if taken at its best, is like an expensive jewel on a beggar’s neck. 
However interested I am in my health and the health of my family, I don’t get sick as often as I drive 
my Buick or as I rest in my spacious air-conditioned house. And I can pay much less than $19,000 a 
year and get much better healthcare than the French. 

So Ms. Kakasuleff had it wrong. You can’t compare one thing only. You need to look at the whole 
picture. We need to fix the problems with our healthcare system, no doubt about it. But it is hardly a 
wise choice to follow the example of a nation where one thing is a success—allegedly—while every 
other aspect of the nation’s life is an abject failure. 
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 A Letter to a Supporter of Obamacare 6.
Bojidar Marinov, April 7, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/2072/aletter-to-a-supporter-
of-obamacare/  

Dear C.P., 

You and I had a conversation about that bill the 
other day. You were very emotional. You are a 
diabetic; you couldn’t afford healthcare under the 
current “greedy” capitalistic system. In fact, you are 
uninsurable, and therefore you have to pay for your 
medication. Your health condition limits your 
options for employment; and thus, your ability to 
earn higher income is affected. You earn less than 
most people, and you have to pay more for your 
medication. Now, with Obamacare, you firmly 
believe that you will get what you believe is your 

right: access to healthcare insurance that is high quality and low cost. The Bill gives you that 
opportunity. 

I will not talk here about your misguided belief about the “greedy capitalistic system.” Of course, 
common sense and history – if you ever paid attention to those two – should teach you that under a 
more socialist system you would be not only uninsurable, but unemployable as well. But we’ll leave 
those general considerations for another time. 

I want to help you see the three major misconceptions you have about this matter. May be you will 
listen to common sense this time. 

The first misconception you have about the bill is that the healthcare bill makes you a beneficiary. 
Dear C.P., you seem to believe that the Democrats in the Congress and Obama are full of 
compassion to you and that’s why they are fighting this legal battle, concerned about your 
healthcare. You seem to believe that politics in Washington is not about control and power and 
money, it is about helping people like you. 

I don’t know where you take these ideas about the motives of the Democratic politicians. I will only 
say this: No, the Bill is not concerned about making you a beneficiary, it is concerned about making 
you a payer. It says only vaguely that you will get some healthcare. It doesn’t say how much, at what 
quality, and when. The only sure thing is that you will pay for it. Eventually you may discover that 
what you get is not worth what you pay for it; but the Bill doesn’t give you the option to refuse to 
pay for it. 

To confirm my words, notice the preparations the Federal Government is making to implement the 
Bill. Do you hear anything about more doctors, more hospitals, more medicines? Do you hear of any 
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specific steps to improve the quality of healthcare? No. The only specific steps we see from the 
Federal Government are hiring thousands of IRS agents and buying guns for IRS. Do tax-collectors 
cure diabetes? Do government guns provide healthcare? 

To give you a better picture, dear C.P., we are being marched to a concentration camp. You voted 
for it. You are excited because you think it will be better than your small house. They promise you 
“freedom” (Arbeit Macht Frei, you know). They promise you living space. They promise you 
regular meals. They promise you “right to employment.” They promise you a place to sleep. But as 
we approach, we see uniformed men, barbed wire, guard dogs, decrepit barracks, no kitchen, only a 
nasty dirty bakery. And a stone quarry in the distance. 

You say that the new healthcare will be cheaper and affordable for you. This is your second 
misconception: The healthcare bill will change only one thing. Everything will stay the same, costs, 
quality, personal responsibility, jobs, payments. Only now you will be added to the list of those who 
are insured. 

But reality is that you can’t change one thing only. What you do in one area will affect every other 
area. You think in the present system I am more fortunate and you are less fortunate. Insurance 
companies compete for me and my family, because we are healthy, but they reject your applications 
because of your “pre-existing conditions.” And you believe this is a privilege that I shouldn’t have. I 
have privileges over you, how unbearable, ain’t it. 

But you forget that with privileges come responsibility. Yes, insurance companies compete to take 
my money but they don’t necessarily give me all the privileges of using that money. They act as a 
buffer between me and the doctors. I can’t go to the doctors every day for every little thing and 
spend their time. I can’t waste resources. The money I pay may never return to me again, if I don’t 
get sick. And I really don’t want to get sick, and I do preventive medicine, so the money will never 
return, most probably. But it is not lost. It is used in different ways – it goes to research laboratories, 
among other things. Those same research labs that are responsible for discovering all kinds of 
cheaper and better medication for diabetes. I lose this money so that you can have your medicines, 
see that? And I don’t mind losing it; I am paying it voluntarily, and I won’t try to irresponsibly cheat 
the system to get my money back. And yes, the system is not perfect, it has its shortcomings, but it is 
based on voluntary spirit and mutual checks and balances, and eventually it will get better, if we 
manage to get the government out of it. 

What would I do under the new system? Well, I hate being forced to pay. But since I have no 
chance, now I will start using the system in a most wasteful way. It is not my system anymore, it is a 
system imposed on me by force. And if it gives you privileges, it gives me privileges too. And I will 
use them. I will take my three kids to the doctor every day. Every sneeze, every bruise will be an 
occasion to visit my doctor. And since under the new system the insurer can’t refuse to pay for my 
kids, I will be able to defund the system much faster than before. My doctor will prescribe expensive 
drugs for simple colds, and the system will pick up the tab. At the same time, I will find ways to pay 
less and less into it. A bill of 2,000 pages has at least 2,000 loopholes. And I will use them all. I’ll do 
everything I can to pay less and use more; why not, it is not my system anymore, I have no 
responsibility to it, so I’ll screw it every time I have the opportunity. And so will over 100 million 
other Americans. 
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What are you going to do? You will find out that a system that promised to help you, has less and 
less resources to do it. You’ll wait in long lines – like they do in Canada and in the UK – and you 
may not get enough subsidy for your medication. Higher costs, and lower quality, and longer time 
for waiting. And no opting out of the system. Meanwhile, I will pay my doctor under the counter, 
and the black market will restore my free market system. Except that this time you’ll be out of it. 
Also, if I ever get sick, I will then join the system again. I will have a pre-existing condition, but they 
can’t refuse to treat me. This will additionally defund the system. 

The government will have to do two things then: Force all of us to pay more, or ration healthcare. 

To force us all, they will have to hire tens, if not hundreds of thousands of new tax-collectors. 
Billions of dollars in new expenses every year. Where will the government take the money from? 
Well, from your employer, for instance. Your employer will have to pay more, and his market will 
be smaller and smaller. What will he do? Transfer the costs on to you. So now you will earn less 
money. Oh, you may lobby the government to transfer the costs on him? Sure. But then he will fire 
you. So now you will earn no money at all. You are a diabetic, a high risk employee, so why should 
he keep you? He’ll keep the people like me, who are healthy, and who can spend more time on the 
job without any health-related risks. So now I will have even more privileges than you, because I’ll 
be a person with a job in a world of more and more unemployed people. 

Or may be the government will ration healthcare. Now you are in trouble. You are 55, aren’t you? 
And you will have to compete for those healthcare rations against my children, who are 10, 13, and 
15, and against me and my wife, young, healthy, and productive. So a government panel will 
determine who of us six gets healthcare. 16-17 per cent odds for you, at best. May be even less, if we 
take in account Obama’s views on usefulness of old and sick people. From a government 
perspective, you have no more than 7-8 years productive life of paying taxes, or voting, or anything 
else that affects government bureaucrats directly. That’s not a very competitive edge against my 
family. Why would they go for your vote and not for ours? So here you are, having paid for a 
healthcare that is rationed away from you. 

I will add that meanwhile those of us that resent Obama’s diktat will rally politically against it. We 
will never surrender. Millions of dollars will go to the political war that could have found a better 
use. That’s okay with us – we’d rather live without healthcare than be slaves. But more resources 
withdrawn from productive social use will only hurt the weaker members of the society. You, that is. 

Back to our concentration camp analogy, once there, I will do everything possible to be free, or to 
sabotage the work, because I hate it. In this death camp called Obamacare, there will be over 100 
million Americans sabotaging it because they hate it. And it will affect you as much as it affects me, 
if not worse. And there will be nothing you can do about it. You suffer because of your foolishness. 

Then you tell me that I shouldn’t do that; I am a Christian, don’t I have a moral obligation to my 
neighbor? And this is your third, and most important misconception: that there is no moral difference 
between voluntary sharing and compulsion. It accomplishes the same thing, you say. Whether I 
voluntarily help you in your troubles and distress, or I am forced by the government to do it, is the 
same, you think. 

But you are wrong. 
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As a Christian, I have a moral obligation to those that are in need. I am commanded by my Lord to 
help them. Yes, Jesus tells me I must show compassion and care for the needy. And Americans, 
being the people with the deepest Christian roots in the whole world, we give more to charities than 
any other people. We give voluntarily, not because we are forced to, but because we believe it is 
right. 

But my moral obligation to my neighbor doesn’t extend to thieves. A needy neighbor is needy and I 
have obligation to help him. A needy thief is a thief and I have obligation to protect my loved ones 
and my property from him and execute justice on him. Moral obligation doesn’t mean subsidizing 
evil. 

By supporting this outrageous theft of my liberty you have crossed the line from being my neighbor 
to being a thief. Before the Bill it was you and I against the wrongs of the present system. We could 
work together to fix it, make it better, gradually, step by step, until you could afford healthcare – or 
until future patients in your condition could afford it. 

But after the Bill it is now you and the Federal government and the dishonest insurers against me. 
You have joined an evil alliance, trusting the promises of those whom you know you can’t trust. And 
in every evil alliance there always is a scoundrel and a fool. Since we very well know that the 
Federal government is a scoundrel – you told me that so many times – guess what that makes you. I 
have no moral obligation to you. You have broken the bonds of peace that kept our fellowship and 
preserved our society. 

Now that I have less money to give, I will not give as much to charities as before. And if I give at all, 
I will make sure these charities do not subsidize thieves like you who voted for the Democrats. 
When you eventually remain without a job, without money, and with healthcare rationed away from 
you by the same government bureaucrats you trusted so foolishly, I won’t be there to help you. I may 
be worse than before but I will still survive. Whereas your condition will be much worse than before, 
and you may not survive. Did you know that lifespans in socialist countries are much lower than 
those in America? 

And it will be your fault. Your foolish gullibility is what will bring all this about. 

Let me summarize, my dear C.P.: You are self-deceived. Obamacare doesn’t make you a 
beneficiary, it makes you a payer. Its promises are vague and non-binding but its requirements are 
very specific and unequivocal. It will not decrease costs, it will only increase waste and 
irresponsibility. Because it is now government owned and controlled, it will encourage people to 
find ways to pay less and use it more – or abuse it. The government will have to force everyone to 
pay more and to ration healthcare – and you will suffer from both of them. In the end, you will be 
worse off than before but you will meet no compassion from those that could have helped you 
because you have destroyed the bonds of peace and community by your support of this theft. 

My earnest prayer for you is to wake up, listen to common sense, change your mind and help us 
repeal this monstrosity. It will be good for your soul and your health. 
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 You Can’t Change Only One Thing 7.
Bojidar Marinov, August 28, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042436/http://americanvision.org/653/cant-change-only-one-
thing/  

Liberals in America love to point to 
Europe with its socialistic policies 
and tell us what a good example 
this or that European country is. 
Sweden allegedly has the greatest 
government retirement system, so 
let’s “learn from their model.” 
France is said to have the greatest 
government healthcare system, 65% 
approval rating; let’s “learn from 
the French model.” Germany we’re 
told has the greatest government 

educational system, let’s adopt the German model. And so on. 

What the liberals don’t tell us, of course, is that all those “admirable” government systems for this 
and that are running huge deficits, are flawed on numerous levels, produce very low quality of 
services, and never seem to improve. 

But what is more important, our own American socialists never mention that the Europeans 
themselves admit their whole social system is an economic failure, and they look at the US as an 
example of a successful economic system to be 
studied and followed. 

No, I am not talking only about the average people on 
the streets of Europe. European governments 
themselves admit their policies have failed. The 
highest level of such confession was the Lisbon 
Strategy. In March 2000, leaders from all the 
member-states gathered in Lisbon and made history 
by officially acknowledging what everyone knew but 
never said publicly: Europe has a stagnating economy 
with low productivity and lack of entrepreneurial 
spirit. They specifically compared Europe to the US 
and found Europe lacking. 

They vowed to create a ten-year plan for Europe to 
catch up with the United States. (Khrushchev and Brezhnev before them each vowed to catch up 
with the US within two five-year plans; curious, isn’t it?). That plan was called The Lisbon Strategy. 

I’ll avoid the lengthy verbiage of the document and summarize the two main points of the Strategy: 
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1. Encourage entrepreneurial spirit; and  

2. Preserve the “European social system.” 

In other words, the European leaders wanted to 
change only one thing—to make Europeans as 
productive and entrepreneurial as Americans, but 
not change the heavy bureaucratic system of 
entitlements and “safety nets” for the population. 
They thought they could have the fruits of the 
American way of life without paying for them with 
more responsibility, self-control and possibility for 
failure.  

Five years later none of the European governments 
could show anything that would count as visible 
progress toward the goal of “catching up with America.” Some national politicians started talking 
about deregulation and lower taxes as a way to achieve the goal, but they were shouted down. In 
2005, the European leaders gathered again and revised the Strategy; the revision practically negated 
the original goal of “catching up” and only focused on the good old Keynesian goals of “creating 
jobs.” Entrepreneurship was abandoned as a goal. 

It’s now 2009, one year before the envisioned completion of the Lisbon Strategy. Almost no one in 
Europe talks about it anymore. 

When American liberals look to Europe for their social examples, they make the same mistake with 
the opposite sign: They believe they can preserve the initiative, the entrepreneurial spirit of America 
while placing on her the heavy bureaucratic, regulative, and taxation burden that exists in Europe. 
All socialists believe that the productivity of an economy is a constant irrespective of what the 
government does to people and their businesses. So, they believe, you can increase the burden, and 
wealth and creation of wealth will remain the same, except that now you will be able to redistribute 
it. Wealth is like a flowing deep river with no real source. All you need to do is take a big bucket and 
go and draw as much as you can. 

Nothing could be further from reality. The health of an economy depends on one thing: The 
willingness of the economic participants to apply their time, labor, and resources to invest and 
produce economic value. They may decide to invest their time, labor, and resources, and they may 
decide not to invest them, or they may decide to squander them. And since they are all humans, they 
usually invest when they know that they will get their investment back, plus much more. 

People are motivated to invest when there is personal profit involved; they are not motivated by 
government programs. Every entrepreneur wants to see the profit in his pocket; no entrepreneur will 
be excited to risk his resources because if he makes a profit, it will go to the government for 
government projects. 

When we change an economy from a free market, free choice economy to a government regulated 
economy, the quantity and the quality of economic action in the economy will fall. Fewer people 
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will be willing to risk time, money, and labor to get a profit if they know that the profit isn’t going to 
be theirs. Fewer people will be entrepreneurs, and the economy will stagnate. It is as simple as that. 
The source for the river will disappear. 

So when you are listening to liberals promote this or that European socialistic plan, keep in mind that 
socialism comes at a cost. The cost is fewer people working, fewer entrepreneurs, and eventually 
less wealth in the society. Reality is not fragmented; it is interrelated. Anyone who analyzes only one 
thing and never talks about all the others is a utopian dreamer. You can’t change only one thing. If 
you want European socialism, you must be prepared to get the European stagnation and poverty as 
well. 
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 If You Preach It, They Will Fall 8.
Bojidar Marinov, December 16, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/651/if-preach-they-will-fall/  

 Exactly 20 years ago, on December 15, 1989, a 
small crowd of parishioners of the Hungarian 
Reformed Church in Timişoara gathered in front 
of the church flat where their pastor lived. The 
occasion was the eviction orders to their pastor 
set for that day by a Romanian civil court. The 
group formed a human chain around the flat. 
When the police arrived to remove the pastor 
from the flat, the crowd had grown to several 
hundred strong; they were singing hymns in the 
brutally cold weather and from their words the 
police guards understood that the people were 
determined to stay and prevent the eviction of 
their pastor. The police guards returned with 

agents of the dreaded Communist secret police Securitate, but to no avail, the crowd refused to let 
them pass. For the first time in the history of Communist Romania someone was refusing to obey 
Securitate. 

On the next day the mayor of Timişoara—the second largest city in Romania—arrived and tried to 
persuade the crowd to disperse. He arrived with the pastor’s family doctor to persuade the pregnant 
wife of the pastor to come with them to the hospital. She refused. By that time the crowd had grown 
beyond the numbers of the congregation, with young ethnic Romanians joining the Hungarian 
Reformed believers in the vigil and the human chain in the cold December day. The mayor then left, 
threatening to return with police watercannons. 

On December 17, instead of police watercannons, Army troops took positions against the now 
significant demonstrations that had grown from the humble crowd of Reformed parishioners. They 
fired into the crowd. This did not stop the demonstrators. On December 18 tens of thousands of 
industrial workers in Timişoara left their jobs to join the demonstrations. By December 20 the city 
was out of the control of the Communist government. The insurrection spread to other cities in 
Romania, and on December 22 the most brutal and maniacal Communist dictatorship in Eastern 
Europe—that of Nicolae Ceausescu—fell. 

The fall of the bloodiest and most inhumane Communist dictatorship in Eastern Europe started there, 
in the small humble church of the 37-year old Pastor László Tökés. Dr. Joseph Pungur of the 
University of Alberta in Canada writes about him: 

And in the midst of all this arose that one person, Reverend László Tökés, a minister of the 
Hungarian Reformed Church in Romania in charge of the church of Timisoara (Temesvár) who, 
with his heroic resistance to the dictatorial Church and State authorities, single-handedly triggered a 
popular revolution in Romania. Within days it toppled the Ceausescu regime. 
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Who was László Tökés? What made him so terrifying to the regime to deserve such attention? Why 
did the Communist government have to send agents of the Secret Police, and later the army, to make 
sure he is evicted? What made those thousands of people keep vigil in the cold December nights 
around his house to protect a humble, unimportant religious minister? Why was it that even 
unbelievers were willing to lay down their lives but not let the government troops pass to his house? 

Was he a military organizer of the resistance? Did he lead an opposition party? May be he was a 
skillful politician, experienced in the art of bureaucratic machinations? Did he make explosives, 
blow bridges, start insurrections in the army? 

No. He was only a preacher. No, he wasn’t only a preacher. He was a preacher with a heart for God, 
a preacher who believed that the pulpit was entrusted to him to preach against principalities and 
powers, no matter what the consequences were. He preached against the Communist regime, he 
preached against the oppressive policies, against the nationalist crackdowns of the regime on the 
Hungarian minority, and against the lack of freedom, religious and political, in his country. László 
Tökés wasn’t there just to preach “believe and get saved.” He was on the pulpit to speak for King 
Jesus in every area of life, and especially in those areas where the government was oppressive 
against those politically weak and poor. László Tökés was there to tell Caesar that “there is another 
King, one Jesus.” 

And that was enough to make him so dangerous to the regime. Government institutions on all 
levels—police, courts, the secret police—were employed to make him stop preaching. Members of 
his congregation—fully supportive of their pastor—were “suicided” by the Securitate agents. His 
pay was stopped and his ration-card was taken away, making it impossible for him to buy even food 
(and his wife was pregnant at the time). One night a group of thugs hired by Securitate broke into his 
apartment and Tökés and members of the congregation had to fight them off with kitchen knives. 

The Bishop of Transylvania, László Papp, a puppet of the Communists and a collaborationist with 
the government, ordered Tökés to stop preaching and officially closed his church. Interestingly 
enough, he appealed to the “separation of church and state,” and claimed that Tökés violated the 
laws of both the church and the state. The congregation stood firm, and the young pastor kept 
preaching. A few weeks before the events described above he wrote an open letter explaining the 
situation he was in: 

I speak out for I cannot do otherwise, or else the stones themselves will speak, the stones of our 
demolished towns and monuments…. I am not a courageous man but I have overcome my fear. I am 
waiting for a trial at a Romanian civil court, indicted by my own bishop in order to evict me from the 
manse of the church at Temesvar, and to banish me in medieval style not only from this “closed” 
town but also from the priesthood. . . The fight is no less bitter than it was in the past, though this 
time the weapons are different. And the price of the siege is the same; when the castle falls, a piece 
of our country goes with it . . . The self-defence of the Reformed Church in Temesvár symbolizes a 
“pars pro toto,” it displays the “particular” as a representative of the “universal.” We are called in 
question, one by one, as Calvinists and as Hungarians living here. To the challenge the congregation 
tries to answer like David . . . it takes its stand only on a tiny foothold of the Spirit, from of the Word 
of God: “Fight for your brethren, your sons, your wives and your homes” (Nehemiah 4:14). “A 
mighty fortress is our God” sings the church congregation on Sundays, identifying themselves with 
its strength; they rely on that strength throughout the week. 
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László Papp, the Bishop of Nagyvárad, has been besieging the Church in Temesvár since April. He 
has banned services in the church and the works of renovation. . .He has limited the activity of the 
minister and the session; he has frozen a great deal of the congregational finances . . . This was the 
introductory phase of the siege . . . the phase of “starve them into surrender” . . . the mocking of 
Goliath. 

But God’s plans trumped the mocking of Goliath, and the giant fell within a week after the start of 
the final showdown. And it all started with the humble sermons of a humble pastor in a small parish 
church. 

If you are a Christian, and if you care about teaching your children in the way of our Lord, you 
should have a gallery of  Christian heroes for them to imitate and be inspired by. Add a name there: 
László Tökés. He is part of your Christian history. 

* * * * * 

About a year ago I visited a worldview conference organized in our town by Brannon Howse. Mr. 
Howse was outstanding. He didn’t pull any punches. Nothing in this country was outside of God’s 
Sovereignty, everything was a legitimate sphere for action for us Christians. Government? Yes, 
government too. 

On the way back a local pastor was with me in my car. I was excited about the conference, and I 
naturally was optimistic about what we as Christians could do to restore America to its Biblical 
roots. 

In the middle of the conversation the pastor just said, “You know, this is all good, but I don’t think 
we can accomplish too much in these last days. We may be able to save a few souls, but we can’t 
stop the drift to darkness in this country. We should expect the times to be worse and worse for us 
Christians.” 

I thought of László Tökés. He was against the worst political and government machine we can 
imagine. He couldn’t buy food, he was about to be evicted from his house. There was no institution 
to come to his defense, and there was no hope, humanly speaking. He was in a situation that no 
American pastor in the 20th century has been or had to be. And yet he compared himself to David 
against Goliath, firmly convinced of his victory, against all human odds. 

He just preached against the government, against the principalities and powers, against the forces of 
darkness in the high places of the land. And they fell. Our pastors should learn from his example. 
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 The True Essence of Slavery 9.
Bojidar Marinov, January 13, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/575/true-essence-of-slavery/  

No, slavery is not forced labor. It is not a legal term. It is not a form of property. It is not racism, or 
nationalism, or an empire. These things are the symptoms of slavery, but they are not its essence. 

It is not a “mode of production.” Neither is it an “historical stage in the evolution of humanity.” 
These are only convenient mantras used by those who want to conceal the real essence of slavery. 

The essence of slavery is elsewhere. Few are those who understand it and are willing to say it 
publicly. Even fewer are those who self-consciously stand against it. 

The essence of slavery can be seen clearly in the Moses’ experience with the Hebrews. The nation of 
Israel was in slavery in Egypt, they were forced to heavy exhausting labor, under cruel taskmasters, 
no human rights, their children were being massacred by the Egyptians... And when Moses lead 
them out of the land of slavery to take them to the Promised Land of Liberty, they rebelled against 
him and complained: “We remember the fish, which we did eat in Egypt freely; the cucumbers, and 
the melons, and the leeks, and the onions, and the garlick” (Num. 11:5). The former slaves didn’t 
remember the slavery with the taskmasters, the whips and the forced labor. They remembered it with 
the things that they “did eat freely.” 

The Strugatsky Brothers – well-known science fiction writers in Russia – see the essence of slavery 
in the same way in their novel, The Second Invasion from Mars. In the “first invasion from Mars” in 
Herbert Wells’ War of the Worlds the Martians come with weapons and force. The Martians in the 
Strugatsky’s novel are smarter and they know well the very nature of man. Instead of force, they 
offer goods. Freely. And conquer without a shot. 

The triumph of slavery. 

Slavery doesn’t start with the slaveholders. It starts with the slaves. It doesn’t start when someone 
draws a gun and forces others to work for them. It starts when the others refuse to take care of 
themselves and their families, when they ask for someone to give them what they want – from cradle 
to grave. Freely. Slavery starts when a man abandons the responsibility to make decisions for his 
own life and let others make those decisions. The real essence of slavery is in the deliberate 
surrender of individual rights and responsibilities to others. Slavery is in the instinct to be a sheep 
and find others to feed you and shear you. 

In today’s world, slavery is the government welfare. The government healthcare for those who never 
do anything about their own health. The government Social Security for those who refuse to care for 
their own future. The free government education for the children whose parents can make children 
but refuse to take the responsibility to educate them. The government regulations of the economic 
and family life of a nation. The government bailouts for irresponsible corporations and banks. The 
tariffs that protect inefficient domestic industries against domestic customers. The labor legislation 
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that regulates employers and gives security to workers irrespective of their skills and work ethics. 
The government academic tenure for life for professors to protect them against younger and 
innovating competition. The government licensing regulations for whole industries to protect the old 
guilds against effective newcomers. The racial and ethnic quotas that favor people on the basis of 
their belonging to a group rather than their skills and commitment. Et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. 

All these are slavery. They have the same motive for their foundation: Man’s desire to escape the 
responsibility for his own life and work. The people who want them, raise the same cry as those 
Hebrews in Moses’ time: “We were doing so good with the fish that we did eat freely, and with the 
leeks, and the garlic, and the onions.” We had others to think for us. We want others to think for us. 
Even if that entails whips and forced labor under the scorching sun. Even if that means 60 percent 
taxes, waiting for hours at the mercy of faceless bureaucrats, humiliations and forfeiting our rights to 
life, liberty and property. Give us our free piece of bread every day! 

A nation of slaves has no future. Eventually it dies. Whether of invasion, or of extinction, one day it 
ceases to exist. No government can save it. No promises for daily pieces of bread – freely – can save 
it. Slaves have no future-oriented worldview, and therefore they have no future. 

Only those that are free indeed have future. The future belongs to those who take the responsibility 
for it. Anything else is a lie and self-deceit. 
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 The Power to Tax is a Power to Destroy . . . Intellectually 10.
Bojidar Marinov, March 16, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/4176/the-power-to-tax-is-a-
power-to-destroy-intellectually/  

The unions in Wisconsin are busted. There is 
no return, and they know it. Liberals across the 
nation know it. They have played the 
legislative game long enough to understand 
that a legislative momentum is a hard thing to 
reverse. The momentum created by the Tea 
Party doesn’t seem to subside yet; if anything, 
it seems to be picking up speed, on both local, 
state, and federal level. 

But contrary to what Wall Street Journal says, 
this is still not a victory for the taxpayers. It is a 
necessary step toward that victory, if the 
taxpayers keep the pressure on the politicians. 

But not a victory. 

What makes me think so? Simple: Taxpayers were not a party in this fight. Not directly. A 
taxpayers’ victory would mean taxpayers refuse to pay, and they get to keep their own money and 
pay for what they want, not for what the government wants. 

The standoff was between the state legislature and the unions. The state has a budget to balance. It’s 
the state budget, not the taxpayers’ personal budgets. Unions will lose their monopoly power, their 
privileges, and their ability to force taxpayers to pay more towards the state’s employees lavish 
retirement and benefits. But that doesn’t necessarily translate into more money kept in the taxpayers’ 
pockets. It doesn’t necessarily mean there won’t be tax increases in the future. In fact, my argument 
in this article is that there’s nothing to prevent the tax burden from increasing, whether unions are 
busted or not, unless the legislators are ready to effect changes more fundamental and sweeping than 
simply abolishing collective bargaining. 

Really? Yes, really. 

Let’s not forget, this is not about unions in general. This is about public school teachers and their 
unions. The majority of those protesting there were public school teachers. Look at the data: Of 
181,577 state and local government full-time employees in the state of Wisconsin, 108,365 are in 
education. (Police and fire are only 18,000; health and hospitals about 5,000.) Of those about 60,000 
are teachers – almost as many as all the other branches of government combined. One of every three 
government employees is a teacher. Three of every five works for the school districts. 
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In short, this was not a union event. This was a public school teachers’ fight against the State of 
Wisconsin. The rest of the protesters were there just to give it a flavor. 

These teachers work for school districts. And here is the problem for the taxpayers, whether unions 
are busted or not: School districts have the authority to tax. No matter how many battles the state 
wins against the unions, even if the state legislates the unions out of existence, the taxpayer is still 
screwed. 

Let’s look at the numbers: The tax levies imposed by the school districts in Wisconsin for 2010-11 
add up to almost $4.7 billion, or $9.76 per $1,000 value. Divided per capita, the average family of 
four pays close to $3,500 per year – not on increase, nor on profit, but on assessed value only, which 
is the very definition of rent, or of racket, applied to the private sector. Add to this the various local, 
state, and federal grants – paid for by your taxes again – and the total cost for public education in 
Wisconsin is $8.6 billion, all paid by the taxpayer. So the tax burden on the average family of four 
now gets to $6,500 a year – only to pay the government school districts. No other government 
institution has this exclusive right to tax the individual citizen to cover its own expenses. 

Even worse: The taxpayer has no power whatsoever to decide how much those taxes will be. Neither 
has he the power to demand accountability from the school districts. No one has a veto on the 
spending frenzy of the school districts. And there is no opting out: If you live in a house, whether 
you own it or rent it, you pay. Even if your children go to a private school or are homeschooled. 
Even if you never used any of the facilities of the public schools. 

In short, like Michael Moore said, there is a lot of cash out there, up for grabs: $8.6 billion every 
year, to be plundered by 108,000 teachers and school administrators in Wisconsin only. The state 
can win the fight against the unions; but that doesn’t mean that the $8.6 billion burden is off the back 
of the taxpayer. Property taxes and federal taxes make sure this doesn’t change. And teachers’ 
unions are predators: As long as there is an easy prey, the taxpayer, they will fight to have their piece 
of his flesh. The collective bargaining is only the visible part of the teachers’ unions, the tip of the 
iceberg. The real power of the public schools is the power to tax; and the teachers’ and the 
administrators’ power to do as they please with the money. 

“The power to tax is a power to destroy.” When Daniel Webster said these words in 1819 he meant a 
legal power to destroy. No entity can tax unless it first has the power to impose sanctions for not 
paying taxes. But there is more to it: The legal power to tax and destroy, combined with the fallen 
human nature (and the predatory collectivist instincts of the committed socialists in the teachers’ 
unions), produces a psychological inclination to destruction. Every institution that lives on money 
extracted by brute force eventually turns into an institution of destruction. What it will destroy 
depends on its field of activity. The Fed is destroying the money system of America; FDA is 
destroying the food supply, ATF is on a quest to destroy all alcohol, tobacco, and firearms (private, 
of course), and TSA is on a quest to destroy all transportation security whatsoever. 

And teachers have their own field: education. In case you wondered what is destroying learning and 
intelligence in America, it is the taxes that support the government schools. Try it with your teenage 
son: Never make him earn his money, always give him abundantly without asking for accountability, 
and let him have the car keys and the booze anytime he wants. How high is the probability that this 
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will make him into a conscientious, productive, responsible adult? Same applies to government 
schools: they drink up the taxpayers’ money, and never have to give an account. 

When a person has a secure stream of benefits and privileges backed up by the power of the state, 
they develop a “prison guard” mentality. “Prison guard,” that is, preserving the status quo. This was 
the problem the Soviet leaders had with the nomenklatura – the elite class of “managers” that 
controlled the levers of the economy, the education, the scientific projects, etc. of the Soviet empire. 
The nomenklatura had all the privileges, presumably to have the comfort to develop, innovate, lead 
the society to higher and higher achievements. But this security produced the opposite result: The 
nomenklatura was the least responsive, the least innovative, and the most reactionary class in the 
Soviet society. The guaranteed access to money and power didn’t produce initiative and productivity 
as was expected; it produced the opposite effect. 

Government school teachers and administrators are our American, home-grown nomenklatura. Safe 
in their wielding of the power to extract money from the taxpayers, we can expect anything but 
willingness to innovate, discover, and build. They have developed the mentality of guardians of the 
status quo. The children, the parents, the state legislature and the Federal government: these are all 
viewed as tools for the teachers’ unions to perpetuate the unassailable position of the teachers. Since 
the taxpayers are those who pay the bill, it is of utmost importance to “train” the future taxpayers to 
not think but to pay their “dues” to the school districts without complaints. “The government invests 
in the education of our children” must become an axiom, an instinctive slogan that allows for no 
dissent and no scrutiny. And if the parents are still not “trained” enough to pay without grumbling, 
the teachers have their children, and they can mold the children’s minds to the teachers’ hearts’ 
desire. The less intelligent the public school graduates are, the lower the risk of having a major tax 
discontent and tax revolt in the future. The logic is simple; and it explains better than anything else 
the failures of the government schools – or, in fact, explains the success of the teachers’ unions. 
They ave the power to destroy the intellect of the children, and they use it – and have used it for a 
generation now, very effectively. 

Governor Walker and the Republican legislators of Wisconsin achieved a spectacular victory against 
the unions. But the taxpayers haven’t won yet – not as long as the school districts have the power to 
tax, and therefore the power to destroy the minds of the children. Another step is necessary: 

Abolish property taxes. And then, get the government out of the education business entirely. 

Make the schools compete. And make them compete not on the basis of the lame “voucher” system. 
Make them compete on a market basis – attract parents based on low prices, quality, innovation, 
relevance to the modern world, just like the thousands of private schools in this country do and 
survive and even thrive. Let Mom and Dad keep those average $6,500 a year to themselves, and let 
them decide what school they want to enroll their children in. Free the market so that newcomers 
enter and offer new possibilities, new systems, and new methods of teaching. Restore the 
sovereignty of the parents, and enact a separation of state and school – protecting the schools against 
the destruction of the taxing power of the state. 

If legislators do that, we will see a new battle forming: teachers’ unions against school 
administrators. It won’t be the taxpayers that will pick up the tab for the teachers’ privileges 
anymore; it will be those that are economically and financially responsible for the schools. The 
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teachers will have to yield, eventually, unless they want to see their schools bankrupt and closed. Or, 
unless they want to be fired, with others taking their place, more willing to work, and less willing to 
argue about benefits. And everyone will be better off. 

Until legislators do that: abolish property taxes, and abolish all government grants to school districts, 
the taxpayer is still the losing party. Wisconsin is not a victory, yet. 
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 The Demographics of Irrelevance 11.
Bojidar Marinov, December 30, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/643/demographics-of-
irrelevance/  

Not long ago my family and I attended a 
wedding. It was a wonderful Christian 
wedding, the bride is a daughter of a family 
in our church, the bridegroom is a 
committed Christian, young missionary in 
Eastern Europe. Both were homeschooled, 
both love the Lord, and the wedding 
ceremony was planned by them to be both a 
worship service to God and a witness to the 
unbelievers among those present. It was a 
delight to attend. 

The receptions of such weddings are 
usually a very good opportunity for Christian fellowship. Many Christian families from different 
churches in the area, most of them homeschool families; parents can share their experience with 
other parents, and Christian homeschooled children can have company with others at their age in a 
safe environment. A blessing for the Christian parents, a blessing for the Christian children. 

With one exception. (Having been born on the Balkans, I am faithful to my heritage to always find 
faults even in the rosiest pictures. My ingrained skepticism usually turns out to be right.) And the 
exception was in the “gender demographics” of the younger age groups under 30 years of age. In the 
group of more than 200 Christians we had there, the ratio of boys to girls in the age bracket 13–20 
years old was approximately 1:1. Nothing unusual so far. 

The unusual came when I looked at the age group of 25–30 years. Many young single women were 
present. Raised in Christian homes, homeschooled, committed to Christ, intelligent, educated, 
beautiful (youth is always beautiful), trained to be ideal helpers when they become wives and 
mothers. These are young ladies who in biblical times would have cost the prospective bridegrooms 
tons of money to take for wives. Women who know and understand Proverbs 31 and can apply it to 
make any man the happiest husband ever. 

And no young single men at their age. Not a single one. 

This is not an isolated case. I have been to many churches and conferences. In one or another degree 
I have seen the same phenomenon in most places: the disappearance of young men from the 
churches between ages 20 and 25. And don’t make the mistake of assuming this concerns only 
families whose children went to public school. I don’t even count those. I am talking predominantly 
about communities and churches of homeschooling families, or families whose children go to 
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Christian schools. As long as the Christian boys stay at home with their parents—that means until 
the age of 18–20—they go to church; when they leave home, they leave the church as well. 

If you think I am exaggerating, ask a young single Christian woman of age 25 and over about her 
chances to get married. Or ask a father of many daughters. 

But then, why would a young man stay in the church? Is there a “male” message in our churches 
today? Is there a message that gives a young man a worthy cause to work for and to fight for? Why 
would he stay, to listen all his life to the same sermon over and over again, in many different 
versions of it? Come back every Sunday to learn—for the n-th time, over and over again—that God 
loves us? Shed tears over the same emotional stuff every week? Or hear that we live in the “last 
times” and therefore evil will expand and he can’t do anything to turn the tide? Or that his gifts mean 
nothing in these “last times,” all he is supposed to do is to “witness” to save a few souls from hell? 

I concede, some young men find their meaning in life in “spiritual ministries” in the church—youth 
pastors, worship leaders, missionaries. But what about the others whose gifts are not necessarily 
related directly to “church business”? What message do the churches have for those with the gift to 
be bankers? “Praise God you make money to pay tithes”? What about truck drivers? “God put you 
there to evangelize at the truck stops”? Do the churches have a message for banking itself as a 
legitimate part of the kingdom of God? Or truck driving? Or fitness? Or business management? 

There is no message for them. The church’s message concerns only the church and the limited scope 
of activities that the pastors have declared to be “spiritual.” Any young man with gifts outside the 
scope of these activities is left to feel a “second class” citizen of the Kingdom of Heaven. And guess 
what: Men are born with the impulse to be first class. This impulse is in the Y-chromosome. They 
will look for a cause, they will look for meaning in life, they will look for ideas, worldviews, 
professions, that give them the opportunity to have that meaningful first-class life. 

In the world outside the church there are many opportunities to find meaningful life. Jobs, careers, 
political and social causes, sports, adventures, business opportunities—they all give a man an 
opportunity to prove himself, to have a sense of accomplishment, to achieve goals. Not long after a 
young man leaves his family he is drawn to them—and predictably. He is a man, for crying out loud, 
he has the drive, the inner energy to do something! Why would he want to stay in a church, passive, 
listening to the same sermon every Sunday that tells him that there is nothing he can do to change 
the world except snatch a few souls from hell? He is eager to go out there and prove himself in all 
those fields but then the church is silent about them, the preachers never preach about them and 
never explain the spiritual value of those jobs, sports, political and social causes, business, etc. in the 
Kingdom of God. There is no theology for political action, no theology for business action, no 
theology for social activity. What would a young man do then? 

The silence and the refusal of the churches to preach and teach a comprehensive worldview creates a 
tension; and our young men resolve the tension by leaving the church and going to the world. It is 
not necessarily “backsliding,” it is not necessarily “apostasy.” It is a perfectly logical response to the 
deficiencies in our churches’ preaching and teaching. 

This hasn’t always been the case. Two or three centuries ago our churches in this land had more 
young men than women. Some communities had to import French Huguenot or Swedish Lutheran 
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brides for their sons. The churches had a relevant message that kept the young men in. America was 
postmillennial.The American church had a message of victory, a message that this country was a 
City on a Hill, and by its example God would change the world for Christ. Whether they were rafters 
and cowboys in the wilderness, or store clerks and builders in the cities of the East, Christian boys 
heard the same message from their preachers: “We are a nation created by God to be Christian and to 
exhibit God’s glory. We have a Manifest Destiny to create a godly society that will be admired and 
imitated by the nations of the world. Christ has established His Kingdom on this earth centuries ago, 
and everything you do—your job, your family, your entertainment even—is expanding the Kingdom 
of Christ on this earth.” Pastors preached the civil liberties of the Law of God and then donned the 
uniform to lead the boys in battle for those liberties. Men like Cotton Mather preached on political 
and economic issues (Fair Dealings Between Debtor and Creditor is one example); and the civil 
government was constantly under scrutiny and criticism from the pulpits. The churches did not wait 
for their boys to go out and find worthy causes. The churches led the boys in those worthy causes in 
their crusade to redeem the world for Christ. The choice for a young man in those days wasn’t 
“church vs. secular calling.” There was no “secular calling.” Everything was under the Lordship of 
Christ, and therefore every single aspect of the life of society was to be taught upon, preached upon, 
and discussed from the pulpits. 

And young men stayed in the churches, and built Christian families, and expanded the Kingdom of 
God, and built the Christian culture that we today thank God for. And young Christian women did 
not stay single for a long time. 

That should tell us how we can take our young men back. As long as we have a female church with a 
female message, our young men will prefer to stay away from it. You only get what you preach. The 
loss of our sons to the enemy is a curse, and it is our fault we have let our churches truncate the 
message to irrelevance. Today’s gender demographic in our churches is a product of today’s 
irrelevant message in the churches. You know a society by its men. If they are gone, then the society 
has ceased to be relevant to the real world. The demographics of irrelevance is God’s curse upon a 
generation that refused to hear the call of the victory of Christ’s Kingdom in history and on earth. 

So next Sunday go to your church and look around. Do you see young unmarried women and no 
single young men? If you do, you should be alarmed. You should go to your pastor and confront him 
about his message. A society with no young men is a dead society, no matter what activities it has 
every Sunday. 
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 Civilization and Self-Control 12.
Bojidar Marinov, April 21, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/2301/civilization-and-self-
control/  

“I don’t want men looking at me lustfully when I work 
here.” 

This is how a Muslim girl, cashier at Wal-Mart, replied to 
my wife’s question about the purpose of her head-
covering, wrapped tightly around her head, covering 
everything except her face. 

My first reaction was, “Phew, how do you look ‘lustfully’ 
at a woman’s hair?” In a Christian society, the hair is the 
glory of a woman (1 Cor. 11:15). We don’t normally 
expect Western men to fantasize over a woman’s hair; and 
hair is a legitimate ornament for a woman, as far as the 
Bible is concerned. Deviations, of course, have existed in 

every culture, but are they so common in the Western societies as to warrant such strict dress-code? 
What made this Muslim girl have such strange views about modesty? 

Her views are not informed by the norms of the Western society but by the tenets of her Muslim 
worldview. According to the teaching of the Muslim religious teachers, a woman is a sexual object 
from her hair to her feet, and every part of her body is an occasion for seduction. Westerners usually 
believe that the burqas and the yashmaks of the Muslim women have some religious significance – 
something like the head coverings Paul mentions in 1 Corinthians 11. They don’t. The only 
significance of Muslim clothing for women is the avoidance of sexual seduction by the woman. 
Burqas are not a religious symbol; they are a protective barrier, protecting both men and women 
from the male sexual lust. 

Islam has a very specific view of man’s libido. In the Muslim worldview, male sexual lust is a 
central fact of man’s personality. It is a force that can’t be controlled in any possible way from the 
inside; one only accepts it as a fact and seeks ways to curb it externally. A woman is viewed as a 
sexual object only because a man is viewed as an animal whose sexual drive has no brakes or limits. 
A man is always defined by his lust, whatever other characteristics he may have. Rich men are 
expected to have multiple wives, and concubines as well. The sultans of the Ottoman Empire – the 
leaders of the Muslim world for centuries – were expected to have hundreds of wives, not so much 
because it was expedient for the Empire, but rather because that’s what a good Muslim was 
supposed to do. Most of the teachings or counseling of Muslim scholars you can find online are 
concerned with sexual lust, relationships between the sexes, or sexual relations within the family. 
Man as a sexual animal is the essential belief of the Muslim view of man, and nothing can be done 
about it. 
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This belief was also expressed in the rampant homosexuality and pederasty existing in the Muslim 
world for centuries. In cultures where the rich had the opportunities to appropriate many girls for 
themselves, and where male sexuality was considered a central fact of life, many of the younger and 
poorer members of society resorted to homosexuality because of the lack of available women. Even 
today, Muslim homosexual poetry is considered the “finest” in its “genre” among the connoisseurs. 
Contrary to what some Muslims today claim, the Muslim countries didn’t have anti-homosexual 
legislation until the late 19th century, and that appeared only as a result of Christian – particularly 
Victorian – influence on educated Muslim elites. In late 19th and in 20th centuries notable European 
homosexuals (John Maynard Keynes, Lord Byron, Joe Orton, and others), would make trips to 
Muslim countries to satisfy their lust for boys. It was considered normal in the Muslim world that a 
grown man without a wife would seek the services of young boys. 

And of course, affirming this view of man, the eternal promise of Islam to its male adherents is 
blatantly sexual and promiscuous in nature: 72 virgins for every faithful Muslim, created to be his 
eternal sexual slaves. 

No wonder Islam seldom teaches self-control in man. While acknowledging the destructive nature of 
male uncontrolled lust, Islam leaves it to women to protect themselves and society from destruction 
by choosing their clothing in such a way as to completely shut them off from the world. Men are 
supposed to remain at the level of immature puberty their whole lives. Women and girls are 
supposed to act wise and mature from a very early age, exercising external control where men are 
unable to exercise internal self-control. In the Shariah legislation, a woman is guilty of adultery even 
when raped. It must be her fault, and the man is very often absolved, as being an innocent victim of 
his own overwhelming lust and the woman’s lack of prudence. 

This, of course, is in stark contrast to the Christian worldview based on the Bible. Far from being an 
irresistible drive, male sexuality is believed to be controllable, and certainly not a central fact of 
man’s life. A man is defined by a number of characteristics, and his sexuality – while admittedly 
destructive when uncontrolled – is only limited to his family. A good Christian man is expected to 
remain self-controlled and sober even when tempted. There are rules for modesty in a Christian 
culture, and there are expectations of women as there are of men, but whatever the conduct of a 
woman, the responsibility for adultery, fornication, and rape lies always primarily with the man. 
Self-restraint has been an integral part of the moral code for Christian men throughout the centuries 
– whether it was the monastic codes, or the chivalry rules of conduct, or the Puritan morality, or the 
Victorian culture. A man without sexual self-control was a man without dignity, and therefore his 
reputation suffered. Kings and mighty rulers may have been promiscuous at times but they have 
always at least tried to maintain an appearance of respectability by obeying the accepted norms for 
sexual conduct. Even Louis XIV, with his many mistresses, preferred to keep them private, and 
would listen to the advice of his religious advisers. 

Unlike Islam, which expects man to remain an immature, uncontrolled beast throughout his life, 
Christianity encourages maturity, self-control, and restraint. A Christian civilization is a civilization 
controlled and protected by mature, responsible men. A Muslim civilization is an always precarious 
balance between the destructive lust of immature men and the protective care of mature and 
responsible women. 
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This maturity in controlling the sexual drive in man has ramifications in many other areas of human 
life. Immature childish lusts in men, when uncontrolled, lead to lack of self-control in other areas as 
well. TV coverage from demonstrations in the Middle East showing crowds of grown-up men acting 
chaotically like animals are known to anyone who ever watched CNN. The only analogy we have in 
the West is crowds of adolescents at rock concerts. Such behavior is not considered aberrant in the 
Muslim world, however. Men, in fact, are expected to act like animals, without self-restraint. The 
poor economies of the Muslim world can be blamed on the lack of self-control: rich people are 
expected to indulge in childish whims and desires (i.e. have garages of 300 cars, or large palaces, or 
spend money on other unnecessary luxuries) instead of wisely investing in the future or financing 
charitable organizations. 

The Puritan asceticism and long-term orientation of so many of the Western wealthy families – that 
same asceticism that created capitalism and the wealth of the West – is completely foreign to the 
Muslim mentality. The absence of social justice in all the Muslim East is a product of that lack of 
self-control. Fathers and brothers beating and even killing female family members out of rage for 
wounded “honor” are a common occurrence, and are justified under the Shariah law. 

A civilization is built on the self-control of men. When men are able to refuse to obey their childish 
whims, their energy is freed to undertake greater things: invest, build, accumulate knowledge, create 
economic and political organizations, innovate, explore, discover. A man who cannot control his lust 
is unlikely to have the long-term commitment necessary to build a civilization. The Christian 
civilization that created the modern world with all its technologies, prosperity, justice, and 
knowledge, emerged in result of the self-conscious decision of Christian men in many generations to 
forgo present consumption and invest in the future. In the 8th through 10th centuries, Europe had 
fewer resources, less population, and a worse starting point than the lands taken over by Islam. In the 
course of several centuries it was hit by many epidemic plagues, by the beginning of the Little Ice 
Age in the early 1300s, by Mongol invasions, etc. And yet, by the 1500s it emerged as a vibrant, 
prosperous, and technologically developing civilization that set its eyes on conquering the world. 
The Reformation gave it the complete moral code for civilization builders, and as a result, we have 
our Western world today. 

In contrast, Islam started by conquering the most prosperous regions of the civilized world – Egypt, 
Mesopotamia, Northern Africa, Spain. Lacking the theology of male self-control, though, it 
gradually transformed those civilized regions in lands of savagery and barbarianism, and within 
1,000 years it managed to remain woefully backward in comparison to the Christian West. Even 
today, the crowds of devoted Muslims are not able to produce a superior civilization. No matter how 
fast their numbers grow, Islam will remain an anti-civilization force, and will never be able to 
produce anything of value to match the West. The key is male self-control. Not only doesn’t Islam 
teach it, it actively discourages it. Islam is in essence a female culture: preserved from decay by 
mature women who are forced to take responsibility for their immature men. 

The future for Islam is not as bright as is envisioned: It doesn’t have what it takes to build a 
successful civilization. But this is still not good news for the West. The West has lost its ability to 
civilize because it has lost its ability to produce self-control and maturity in man. However, this will 
be a topic for another article. 
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 Can I Be a Libertarian Without Christ? 13.
Bojidar Marinov,  January 27, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/663/can-i-be-libertarian-
without-christ/  

I must start this article with 
acknowledgments. I took Part 1n the 
forming of the Libertarian movement in 
my native country, Bulgaria. I was co-
founder and the first Chairman of the 
Bulgarian Society for Individual Liberty. 
As such I have many friends who are 
libertarian but not Protestant—or not 
Christian at all. I have the privilege of 
being close friends with many great people 
unknown to the American public, but 
whose names will remain as the pioneers 
of liberty in that small nation on the 
Balkans. I have agnostic and atheist friends 
all over Europe who are committed to the 
cause of liberty as much as I am; and they 

have consistently fought under its banner for many years. 

My friendship with these great people has been an incredible blessing for me; in fact, I don’t believe 
any Christian ever was so blessed by such friendship with non-Christians as I am. We had and still 
have a common enemy—the socialist state and its wicked ideology, and we fought as allies who 
knew their differences but had the self-control to focus on what is important. Their hearts and their 
homes were always open for me, and they let me share my faith in Christ freely without a word of 
reproach. They trusted me, they supported me, they taught me, they were patient with me, and they 
sacrificed with me for the common cause we had. While I know God is the One who turns the hearts, 
I am thankful that in His grace He allowed me to have such friends among non-Christians, and not 
enemies. It is way more than what I deserve. 

This article is not a reproach or an argument against them; it is my debt to them. I find it my duty to 
tell them why I am a Christian Libertarian, and why I cannot be anything else. God forbid that I try 
to pick a fight with them who are my friends and allies in one of the most important cultural battles 
of our time. They deserve an open and friendly answer to the above question. 

My answer will start with my teenage years when I was introduced to the ideas of individual liberty 
and freedom. These were not common ideas in a country that had been under Communism for 40-
plus years. John Locke, Thomas Paine, Murray Rothbard, Ayn Rand were not exactly authors that 
the Communist government would allow on the market. I picked up bits and pieces of those ideas 
from the works of Spinoza (of all men!), a book on US history, and a smuggled copy of Pink Floyd’s 
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The Wall. My own indignation at things I saw every day contributed to it. Not after long, I knew I 
wanted to be free, free indeed. 

My thoughts were well-trained philosophically by my parents so I never succumbed to the 
temptation to believe that freedom meant being able to do what I wanted. Even at that age I knew 
what all libertarians know: Freedom has limits, and these limits are ethical in nature. 

But before I knew the ethical limits, I needed to know what freedom itself was all about. Where 
could I find it? I knew it wasn’t in the Marxist ideology—there was no notion of free individuals 
there. Spinoza couldn’t give it to me with his die-hard determinism. He only introduced me to the 
idea, showed me the cake and then left me starving. Hegel and Kant avoided the problem like 
leprosy, and neither Aristotle nor Plato would let the individual man be free. 

I grew the suspicion that the philosophers were lying to me; that the greatest problem of philosophy 
was freedom vs. bondage; and they were unwilling to admit it for they had no solutions. Philosophy 
is the quest for Truth but what happens when we find that Truth? Is it going to be respectful of our 
personal freedom? Why would it? Why would an impersonal absolute entity—what the Truth is 
supposed to be, philosophically—care about our freedom? Take Spinoza himself: How can he 
reconcile his love for freedom with his determinism concerning Truth? Can we settle for identifying 
freedom with “necessity of nature,” which is even a scarier notion? Can I act against the necessity of 
my nature? 

Maybe I’d do better if I didn’t expect absolute truths. Surely, if a world of absolutes threatened my 
freedom, then a world of relativism surely would make me free. Or, would it? But wouldn’t my 
freedom be only relative in such a world? Was it possible that what was freedom today would be 
slavery tomorrow? Was it possible that I have fought for one thing and ended up with another? Was 
it possible that I set out for the Promised Land and ended up in a concentration camp? How would I 
know in a world of relative truths? 

I couldn’t find freedom either way. An ocean of relativity without shores or bottom made the very 
notion of freedom irrelevant—and indeed made the very notion of me irrelevant. I needed a stable 
shore to ground my feet on, a solid wall to lean against if I wanted to find my freedom, and yet that 
stability and solidness could and would limit my freedom to oblivion. 

Oh, my friends would say, you don’t need God for the solution. You can join Ayn Rand in assuming 
objective existence and objective conscience, and your problem is solved. The question of origins is 
irrelevant to the issue of freedom. The idea of freedom is based on the very nature of existence. We 
assume existence in an Axiom, and the rest is easy. Who cares how things originate, we only need to 
postulate that they exist. 

Well, defining away the question of origins was a very good solution to my philosophical problem. I 
could now be an agnostic and still retain my sanity and my quest for freedom. In fact, I did find my 
freedom: It just existed and I could consciously exercise it. What else did I need? 

But I had a new problem, an ethical one. By defining away the origins I defined away the possibility 
for ethical definitions. Remember the ethical limits I talked about? How could I find those ethical 
limits if all my thinking started with the simplistic Axioms of Existence and Conscience? What is is 
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what is, and what I know is what I know. How do I derive a system of practical ethics from such 
simple axioms? Is morality part of existence? Is it “natural” to us? If it is, then whatever I do must be 
moral. If it isn’t, how do we discern between “natural” and “unnatural” existence? How do I know 
Howard Roark was right in blasting that building? Only because he felt he had the right? Only 
because of his personal interpretation of history? And how do I know Ellsworth Toohey was a villain 
and not a hero? Ayn Rand never answers these questions. She makes us assume the definitions, 
accept them by faith. And don’t get me wrong, I like Ayn Rand, I am proud to have been her first 
translator in Bulgarian, and I would do it again if I could. But I can’t overlook the fact that once we 
axiomatize existence without origins, we must keep axiomatizing every definition—because there is 
no beginning for anything. 

So in addition to the old problem of truth vs. freedom, I had a new one: philosophical vs. ethical. I 
must jump out of the frying pan of the philosophical quest for truth if I wanted to be free, but I found 
I would only end up in the fire of disintegrating reality where there was no practical way of 
discerning right from wrong, or natural from unnatural. Objectively, I could be free in that fire, free 
without any restraints—exactly what freedom is supposed not to be, ethically. 

And then, of course, comes the very practical question of my rights. I know I want to be free, I know 
that my freedom is ethically limited, and I know that my freedom will require that others be ethically 
limited, unless I want to surrender my freedom to them. But how do I derive my rights from simple 
axioms of impersonal reality? Do my rights exist objectively? If yes, why do I have to fight for them, 
why don’t they just exist of themselves? If no, am I making up new, subjective reality in my brain? 

So now I had three things that I desperately wanted but I couldn’t reconcile: Freedom, Ethics, and 
Justice. And none of the philosophies or philosophers I knew could reconcile them. 

When a dear friend of mine shared the Gospel of Jesus Christ with me, he knew nothing of my 
intellectual struggles. There was one thing that caught my attention that night when he talked to me 
about his faith: “You shall know the Truth, and the Truth shall set you free.” And then Jesus adds: 
“And if the Son sets you free, you shall be free indeed.” 

There was the solution to my problem! I was blind to search for an impersonal Truth, an inexorable, 
merciless entity that holds the universe in an iron grip. And I was blind to search for Freedom that 
was focused on myself so much that would make the rest of the world irrelevant—and make me 
irrelevant in the process. Truth was possible to know only if it was itself a Person; and Freedom was 
possible to have only if it was itself a Person. That Person couldn’t be a mere man—or I would be in 
slavery. He must be a god, or rather, God, the Creator of the Universe. And if the Bible was true, 
then my problems had one reason: I was a stranger to God, and thus I was a stranger to Freedom, 
Ethics, and Justice. I had to come back to Him, through the redemption He provided in Jesus Christ. 
Only then I had . . . everything. 

If He was the Creator, He was the Truth. Knowing Him, I would know the Truth. He was Freedom 
too: He created my very nature and He knew what I should do to be in harmony with my real nature. 
And He was Justice for He gave me the rules for a just society that has liberty and justice for all. 
What all the philosophers wanted but couldn’t find, He had it, and He was it. 
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Therefore I couldn’t be a libertarian without Christ. I tried, and it was impossible—philosophically 
and ethically. It was self-contradictory, it was against the very nature of things, and it was believing 
in a set of assumptions that had no discernible connection with reality or with each other. Only in 
Christ I had them all brought together in a coherent whole. And only in Christ did it make sense to 
be willing to die for your freedom—without Him death was the ultimate judge of things, and slavery 
was preferable to facing death. “Give me liberty or give me death” was folly in a world without 
Christ—but now it is divine wisdom in Him. 

There are two main arguments I hear from my non-Christian libertarian friends. 

The first one is: “How could a slave of God be free?” Indeed, Bojidar, if you self-consciously submit 
to another being, how is this freedom? How is this different from being a slave of men? 

This argument misses the fact that the same word “slave” has different meanings in both cases. Let 
me use a different example to explain: 

“I have a daily need of food and water.” 

“I have a daily need of heroin in my veins.” 

We have the same words: “daily need.” But they have different moral meanings. In the first sentence 
they mean “healthy condition.” In the second sentence they mean “addiction.” What makes the 
moral difference? It is what comes after them. The nature of food and water on one hand, and heroin 
on the other make all the difference between the meanings. 

Same with the word “slave” when used with God and man respectively. If God was like man, then 
there would be no difference. But why would I believe in a God who is in essence no different from 
a man? Would that solve my problems above? But if God is what He claims He is, then He is so 
different in nature from man that “slave of God” would be entirely different from “slave of man.” 
And therefore “freedom from man” would be different from “freedom from God,” to the point that 
slavery could be defined as “freedom from God.” 

The Founders of the United States of America knew this truth perfectly. I am not discovering 
anything new here. It is no mere coincidence that ideas of liberty originated, and were perfected and 
applied in practice only in Christendom, and nowhere else. 

The second argument is: “How can you be free if you obey someone else’s will?” What about free 
choice? Can’t we do anything we want with our own body, or our own property? What about the 
choice of a woman to abort her baby? How is obeying God’s Law freedom? 

This argument misses a greater reality: Ethical limits. Remember, “anything we want” is not the 
definition of “freedom.” A person who wants to sell himself in slavery is not free; and no definition 
of freedom can justify what Hitler and Stalin wanted to do with the resources they had. The 
definition of freedom is to be able to act according to your true nature. And your true nature is 
defined by the One who created you—or it is not defined at all. Is it possible that you want to do 
things with your body and your property that come from your twisted nature instead from your real 
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nature? Even non-Christian libertarians understand that not everything a person wants is necessarily 
“free” or “moral.” 

A person can be a slave when they obey their own whims as much as when they obey someone 
else’s will. It is ethical limits that define the realm of freedom, not whims and desires. And since we 
find clearly defined ethical limits only in the Law of the Creator, therefore we can find clearly 
defined and real freedom only in Christ. 

To summarize, I cannot be a true Libertarian without Christ. I cannot fight for liberty unless I know 
what liberty is and where it comes from. Outside of Christ any notion of individual freedom is lost 
either to a frigid web of inexorable necessity or to an ocean of relativity without shores. Only in 
Christ I can have true Freedom, and the Truth that gives it meaning. 

If I decide to avoid the questions of the origin of my individual freedom, I can’t build a practical 
ethical framework for it. I can’t know what the legitimate limits of my freedom are, and therefore I 
can’t know what my rights—the legitimate limits of the freedom of others—are. Only in Christ I can 
have clear understanding of those ethical limits for any practical purposes. 

Being a slave of God of doing God’s will does not destroy my freedom. To the contrary, doing 
God’s will is to my liberty what eating and drinking is to my body. Only by being obedient to Christ 
I have my liberty nourished and renewed. Everything else follows from it. 

Lastly, without my hope in Christ, death will be the final judge of all, not life. In a Christ-less world 
life in slavery would be preferable to freedom in death, and therefore a true Libertarian in such a 
world is by necessity a fool. I don’t want to be a fool. 
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 Classical Liberalism Has No Place to Stand 14.
Bojidar Marinov,  February 10, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/578/classical-liberalism-has-
no-place-stand/  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/647/classical-liberalism-has-
no-place-stand/  

“Property is related to propriety, and is an ethical 
institution. It is a feature of our civilization”.[1] 

This is how a great Classical Liberal, Gottfried 
Dietze, starts his book, In Defense of Property. We 
can safely say that his book is the greatest treatise 
on the defense of private property written by a 
Classical Liberal. Dietze was a respected scholar 
of the Austrian School, a friend of Hayek, his 
book on the Federalist Papers was an astonishing 
success, and he was known for the 
“symmetry,  precision, and profundity” of his 
writings. 

And yet, throughout the book, he fails to defend his thesis in his first sentence. He defends property 
on linguistic grounds, historical grounds, biological grounds, pragmatic grounds, “natural law” 
grounds. But he never touches the issue of the intrinsic ethical goodness of private property. He 
starts the book with the claim that property is an ethical institution, but then he subjects its ethical 
value to many other things. He doesn’t show how property is good per se. He doesn’t show any 
eternal ethical values in property. Property is good because it is part of our civilization; or because 
property rights have been acknowledged by so many law codes in the past; or because it has been an 
integral part of the rise of the West; and so on. But we don’t see anywhere a statement that private 
property is good just because it is good, period. The ethical institution is lost or forgotten, as Dietze 
progresses with his defense of property. 

Given the fact that it is a book on the defense of property, and given the initial premise of the book, 
this is strange. If this is a defense of property, then its foundations are quite shaky. Some law codes 
acknowledge property, others don’t; how do we know which ones are legitimate and which aren’t? 
Or it may be part of our civilization, but civilizations change, as we know very well. Why should we 
believe that our civilization should remain forever? It has been an integral part of the rise of the 
West, and of its prosperity, but does that mean it is necessarily the ethical cause for that rise? A 
consistent critic of private property wouldn’t find it difficult to dismiss such arguments. 

Dietze is not alone among the Classical Liberals in his inability to present an ethical defense of 
property. Ludwig von Mises—the man whose name is symbolic of the Austrian School—devoted 
only two pages to private property in his 900-page fundamental work, Human Action. The book was 
Mises’ magnum opus, a superb defense of free markets. Mises was a profound thinker and scholar. 
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He knew economic thought was not isolated from philosophy, so he started it with a thorough 
exposition of his epistemology and a defense of his methodological individualism. The book is a 
delight to read—page after page of rational, precise definitions, arguments and conclusions. And yet, 
when he comes to private property, he is next to silent. He says at the very beginning of the small 
subsection on “Private Property” in Chapter 24, on page 682: “Private ownership of the means of 
production is the fundamental institution of the market economy.”[2] 

One would think “the fundamental institution” would deserve at least a chapter in such a book. But 
no, it only get’s two pages. And no defense on ethical grounds. To the contrary, unlike Dietze, Mises 
makes sure he points to the fact that there is no defense of property on ethical grounds: “Private 
property is a human device. It is not sacred.”[3] 

With Mises, private property has no intrinsic ethical value. It has pragmatic value, or historical 
value, but it is not ethical in itself. It is a human device; there is nothing sacred about it. 

One wonders if Mises understands what he is saying. An opponent of private property should have 
no problem dealing with Mises’ argument by only saying that any human device can be used or 
abandoned at will. If the “fundamental institution” of the market economy is a human device and can 
be abandoned at will, then we shouldn’t complain when kings or majorities do it, and thus abandon 
the very market economy that depends on it. 

The other great defender of free markets and individual liberties—Ayn Rand and her Objectivism—
isn’t much better. Rand makes John Galt declare the source of property rights: 

The source of property rights is the law of causality. All property and all forms of wealth are 
produced by man’s mind and labor. As you cannot have effects without causes, so you cannot have 
wealth without its source: without intelligence. 

There are so many unwarranted assumptions in this one statement that they can fill a whole book. 
Why the law of causality? Because it is part of objective existence? But so is the law of the jungle. 
So is the law of power. So is the law of survival, if we believe the evolutionists. Why can’t we say 
that “the source of property rights is in the ability of the stronger to oppress the weaker”? And how 
do we know that all property is produced by man’s mind and labor? We just assume it? A leap of 
faith? How do we know we can’t have effects without causes? And if we can’t, doesn’t that bring us 
back to the Prime Cause, the Creator? 

But the main problem with Galt’s statement, again, is this: There is no defense of property rights on 
ethical grounds. Property is good only as long as it is assumed to be an effect of a cause. The 
moment we change the assumption—and there is no reason why not, objectively—we are left 
without a defense of property rights. 

All three of them—Dietze, Mises, and Rand—complain about the decline of property rights in the 
20th century. They don’t say why such a decline is necessarily wrong, based on their own 
presuppositions. If property has no intrinsic ethical value, then there shouldn’t be anything wrong 
with its decline, ethically. If it has only historical value, then the decline is historically determined; if 
it has only pragmatic value, then the changes in the perceived goals of humanity will necessitate its 
decline; if its only source is the law of causality, then the new discoveries of science and social 
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theory could change our understanding of it and change our commitment to property rights. No 
wonder we are witnessing such decline: If property rights can’t be defended on ethical grounds, they 
are left defenseless. 

Dietze, Mises, Rand, and other Classical Liberal or Objectivist authors know this very well; they 
know very well that a rational defense of an ethical institution is impossible. But they are 
nevertheless reluctant to build an ethical defense of property. Why? 

Because they have prior commitment to a philosophy that rejects any possibility for ethical defense 
of anything: evolutionism. 

Being strong believers in natural law, the Classical Liberals saw property and property rights as 
evolving from an earlier state of common ownership of resources. In this they agreed with another 
strong proponent of natural law in the antiquity, Cicero. While he defended property rights, he 
admitted that in their natural state before they created civilizations, humans owned all things in 
common. Mises agreed with this: property came as a result of human action; a very useful and 
beneficial result indeed, but it was not part of the original “natural” state. Ayn Rand—even though 
she was skeptical concerning Darwinian evolution—still saw property as related to man’s survival, 
to his ability to “support his life.” While both Classical Liberals and Objectivists claimed that 
“property rights” were in essence “human rights,” philosophically they separated private property 
from human nature, and thus made it foreign and alien to human nature. 

 

[1]Gottfried Dietze, In Defense of Property (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1963), 9. 
[2]Ludwig von Mises, Human Action (Chicago: Contemporary Books, Inc., 1966), 682. 
[3]Mises, Human Action, 683. 
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 No Other Defense of Property Rights 15.
Bojidar Marinov, Unknown Date 

Property is related to propriety, and is an ethical institution. It is a feature of our civilization.1 

This is how a great Classical Liberal, Gottfried Dietze, starts his book, In Defense of Property. We 
can safely say that his book is the greatest treatise on the defense of private property written by a 
Classical Liberal. Dietze was a respected scholar of the Austrian School, a friend of Hayek, his book 
on the Federalist Papers was an astonishing success, and he was known for the 
“symmetry,  precision, and profundity” of his writings. 

And yet, throughout the book, he fails to defend his thesis in his first sentence. He defends property 
on linguistic grounds, historical grounds, biological grounds, pragmatic grounds, “natural law” 
grounds. But he never touches the issue of the intrinsic ethical goodness of private property. He 
starts the book with the claim that property is an ethical institution, but then he subjects its ethical 
value to many other things. He doesn’t show how property is good per se, he doesn’t show any 
eternal ethical values in property. Property is good because it is part of our civilization; or because 
property rights have been acknowledged by so many law codes in the past; or because it has been an 
integral part of the rise of the West; and so on. But we don’t see anywhere a statement that private 
property is good just because it is good, period. The ethical institution is lost or forgotten, as Dietze 
progresses with his defense of property. 

Given the fact that it is a book on the defense of property, and given the initial premise of the book, 
this is strange. If this is a defense of property, then its foundations are quite shaky. Some law codes 
acknowledge property, others don’t; how do we know which ones are legitimate and which aren’t? 
Or it may be part of our civilization, but civilizations change, as we know very well. Why should we 
believe that our civilization should remain forever? It has been an integral part of the rise of the 
West, and of its prosperity, but does that mean it is necessarily the ethical cause for that rise? A 
consistent critic of private property wouldn’t find it difficult to dismiss such arguments. 

Dietze is not alone among the Classical Liberals in his inability to present an ethical defense of 
property. Ludwig von Mises – the man whose name is symbolic of the Austrian School – devoted 
only two pages to private property in his 900-pages fundamental work, Human Action. The book 
was Mises’ magnum opus, a superb defense of free markets. Mises was a profound thinker and 
scholar, he knew economic thought was not isolated from philosophy so he started it with a thorough 
exposition of his epistemology and a defense of his methodological individualism. The book is a 
delight to read – page after page of rational, precise definitions, arguments and conclusions. And yet, 
when he comes to private property, he is next to silent. He says at the very beginning of the small 
subsection on “Private Property” in Chapter 24, on page 682: 

Private ownership of the means of production is the fundamental institution of the market economy.2 

One would think “the fundamental institution” would deserve at least a chapter in such a book. But 
no, it only get’s two pages. And no defense on ethical grounds. To the contrary, unlike Dietze, Mises 
makes sure he points to the fact that there is no defense of property on ethical grounds: 
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Private property is a human device. It is not sacred.3 

With Mises, private property has no intrinsic ethical value. It has pragmatic value, or historical 
value, but it is not ethical in itself. It is a human device, there is nothing sacred about it. 

One wonders if Mises understands what he is saying. An opponent of private property should have 
no problem dealing with Mises’ argument by only saying that any human device can be used or 
abandoned at will. If the “fundamental institution” of the market economy is a human device and can 
be abandoned at will, then we shouldn’t complain when kings or majorities do it, and thus abandon 
the very market economy that depends on it. 

The other great defender of free markets and individual liberties – Ayn Rand’s and her Objectivism 
– isn’t much better. Ayn Rand makes John Galt declare the source of property rights: 

The source of property rights is the law of causality. All property and all forms of wealth are 
produced by man’s mind and labor. As you cannot have effects without causes, so you cannot have 
wealth without its source: without intelligence. 

There are so many unwarranted assumptions in this one statement that they can fill a whole book. 
Why the law of causality? Because it is part of objective existence? But so is the law of the jungle. 
So is the law of power. So is the law of survival, if we believe the evolutionists. Why can’t we say 
that “the source of property rights is in the ability of the stronger to oppress the weaker”? And how 
do we know that all property is produced by man’s mind and labor? We just assume it? A leap of 
faith? How do we know we can’t have effects without causes? And if we can’t, doesn’t that bring us 
back to the Prime Cause, the Creator? 

But the main problem with Galt’s statement, again, is this: There is no defense of property rights on 
ethical grounds. Property is good only as long as it is assumed to be an effect of a cause. The 
moment we change the assumption – and there is no reason why not, objectively – we are left 
without a defense of property rights. 

All three of them – Dietze, Mises, and Rand – complain about the decline of property rights in the 
20th century. They don’t say why such a decline is necessarily wrong, based on their own 
presuppositions. If property has no intrinsic ethical value, then there shouldn’t be anything wrong 
with its decline, ethically. If it has only historical value, then the decline is historically determined; if 
it has only pragmatic value, then the changes in the perceived goals of humanity will necessitate its 
decline; if its only source is the law of causality, then the new discoveries of science and social 
theory could change our understanding of it and change our commitment to property rights. No 
wonder we are witnessing such decline: If property rights can’t be defended on ethical grounds, they 
are left defenseless. 

Dietze, Mises, Rand, and other Classical Liberal or Objectivist authors know this very well; they 
know very well that a rational defense of an ethical institution is impossible. But they are 
nevertheless reluctant to build an ethical defense of property. Why? 

Because they have prior commitment to a philosophy that rejects any possibility for ethical defense 
of anything: evolutionism. 
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Being strong believers in natural law, the Classical Liberals saw property and property rights as 
evolving from an earlier state of common ownership of resources. In this they agreed with another 
strong proponent of natural law in the antiquity, Cicero. While he defended property rights, he 
admitted that in their natural state before they created civilizations, humans owned all things in 
common. Von Mises agreed with this: property came as a result of human action; a very useful and 
beneficial result indeed, but it was not part of the original “natural” state. Ayn Rand – even though 
she was skeptical concerning Darwinian evolution – still saw property as related to man’s survival, 
to his ability to “support his life.” While both Classical Liberals and Objectivists claimed that 
“property rights” were in essence “human rights,” philosophically they separated private property 
from human nature, and thus made it foreign and alien to human nature. 

Unfortunately, there were others who started from the same philosophical presuppositions: Karl 
Marx and Friedrich Engels.4 And unlike Dietze, Mises, or Rand, Marx and Engels were logical and 
consistent with their presuppositions: If private property was external to human nature, then it was 
alien to human nature. If mankind is to return to its “natural state,” it must abolish the source of all 
alienation and suffering: private property. Marx and Engels took the philosophical separation of 
property from human nature that the defenders of natural law upheld, and developed practical 
ideology consistent with it. That ideology looked monstrous, unnatural, ugly, and it was monstrous, 
unnatural, ugly. But it was logically and intellectually consistent, and it won the day – and it is still 
winning the day. What Dietze, Mises, and Rand lamented – the decline of property rights – was 
nothing but the predictable result of the superior logical consistency of Marxism. 

There is only one ideology that defends private property on ethical grounds: Christianity, with its 
Biblical worldview, its doctrine of the creation of man in the image of God, and its doctrine of the 
moral superiority of the Law of God to any man-made laws. 

Dietze got it right at the start: Property is an ethical institution, and first and foremost an ethical 
institution. It can’t be anything else, it can’t be defended on any other ground, any other ground is 
sand, and it will eventually collapse under the assault of the opponents of private property. 

Then Dietze went in a completely wrong direction, philosophically. So did Mises. So did Rand. In 
order to defend property, we must declare its sacredness. We must declare its intrinsic goodness. 
And we must declare its naturalness. If it is not sacred, if it is not intrinsically good, and if it is not 
part of human nature – as opposed to external to human nature – property is only an expedient tool 
to be disposed of at will. If it is so, we have no recourse against those that want to confiscate our 
property in the name of expediency or of “return to nature.” 

And the only way to declare its sacredness, goodness, and naturalness is to accept the Bible’s claim 
that man was created an owner, and that he owned private property from the very beginning of his 
created existence. Humans did not develop the concept of property, nor did it evolve in result of 
man’s praxis or interaction. Property was inextricably part of man’s existence in the Garden, and 
there is no way to define man as a being without property. 

That view of property as being inextricably part of the very nature of man is reflected in the Ten 
Commandments. The same law code that protects man’s life, protects his property too – in the 
Eighth and the Tenth Commandments. We can’t define man without his life; in the same way, we 
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can not define man without his property. His life is an “ethical institution,” it is sacred; in the same 
way, his property is an “ethical institution,” it is sacred. 

This definition of man as a being that naturally has life and property is not a mere philosophical 
assumption; it flows from the very nature of objective reality because God Himself is a Proprietor. 
In the Third Commandment – which corresponds to the Eighth in the first five Commandments – 
God declares limits to man’s use of His name. God is not a remote being, He owns everything, 
including the breath from our mouth, and we are not allowed to use that breath in a way that violates 
God’s name. Using God’s name in an inappropriate way was as heavy a crime as worshipping other 
gods, and violating His property was a crime against the Person of God. In the same way, Biblically, 
violating a man’s property was a crime against the person of man. 

It is no wonder, then, that the idea of sacred property rights originated with Christianity, and it 
developed as Christianity developed doctrinally and worked out its doctrines in practice. Even as 
early as the 4th century Bishop Ambrose declared to Emperor Theodosius the theological connection 
between God’s property and a private man’s property. When he was commanded by the Emperor, 
“Surrender the Basilica,” Ambrose replied: 

It is not lawful for me to surrender it nor good for you, Emperor, to receive it. By no right can you 
violate the house of a private person. Do you think that a house of God can be taken away from 
Him? . . . If you hope for a long reign, submit yourself to God. 

Notice the argument: The house of a private person is just as inviolable as is the House of God. In a 
remarkable early defense of property rights, Ambrose didn’t hesitate to declare: “By no right!” and 
he made a connection that the Bible made from the very beginning. Had Ambrose wanted to defend 
property rights on the basis of natural law, he would have been as helpless as Dietze, Mises, or Rand. 
But his firm stand on the theological foundation of property made Theodosius yield and repent. 

The “evolution” of property rights was only observable in the Christian West in the last 1500 years. 
Moreover, it was not an independent event: It followed the “evolution” of the doctrines of 
Christianity, as Christian thinkers studied the Bible and applied it to their theory and practice. The 
“Renaissance” in the 12th and 13th centuries, the Scholastic revolution, contributed to the 
development of private property rights more than anything before. 

And of course, the Protestant Reformation, in its return to the pure teachings of the Bible, exalted 
property rights to the level of “divine right” for the individual. Contrary to what Mises and Rand 
believed, capitalism did not create property rights; it was the perfection of the legal concept of 
property rights by Protestant theologians that created capitalism, and therefore created the modern 
world. Capitalism did not create property; property created capitalism; and the Bible established 
property and built a defense perimeter around it, and sanctioned its ethical and economic advance. 

Much is said by Classical Libertarians and by Ayn Rand herself about the American Revolution and 
its great principle of the rights to Life, Liberty, and Property. And yet, one will be pressed hard to 
find a justification of that belief on any other basis but Christianity. Why would Property be equal in 
value as a right to Life, if we accept natural law as our foundation? After all, man was man long 
before he had any property, if one accepts the evolutionist ideas of the believers in natural law. It is 
only when we lay the Creation account as our foundation that we can add Property to Life as an 
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unalienable right. And therefore, the greatest victory for property rights in the history of mankind – 
the American Revolution – can not be understood without its Christian foundations. 

Christianity as the only philosophical foundation to property is also the explanation for the decline of 
property rights in the 20th century. The more Christ is banned from the public discourse, the less His 
Law – the only foundation for property – has influence over the public actions of men and their 
political representatives. Modern society still has some notion of property because of its Christian 
past; in fact, Classical Liberals themselves wouldn’t be able to produce their great works if it wasn’t 
for the Christian roots of our civilization. They intuitively accept the logical conclusions of the Law 
of God – the importance of the private property rights – while intellectually rejecting its premises. 
But the removal of Christianity from society has taken its toll; and the decline of all rights, including 
property rights, is part of that toll. There is only one possible defense of property – ethical defense – 
and there is only one ideology that supplies both the epistemological foundations and the legal 
corpus for that defense. That ideology is based on the Biblical worldview. Remove that foundation, 
and property rights will follow. 

Therefore the restoration of property rights can and will start only with the restoration of Christianity 
to its place of a dominant religion in the West. Only when our law codes, our cultural practices, our 
economic, political, scientific, scholarly and other fields of society submit to the revelation and the 
requirements of the Law of God, we will see the property rights truly upheld and defended. Like all 
other rights, property rights come from God, and they stand or fall with our obedience to God, as a 
nation under Him. 

 
 
 
1. Gottfried Dietze, In Defense of Property (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1963), p. 9. 
2. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action (Chicago: Contemporary Books, Inc., 1966), p. 682. 
3. Ibid., p. 683. 

4. See Communist Manifesto, Anti-Düring, Origins of the Family, Private Property, and the State, Das Kapital, 
The Principles of Communism, and others. 

Bojidar Marinov 
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 The Only Possible Defense of Private Property 16.
Bojidar Marinov,  February 11, 2010   

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/656/only-possible-defense-
of-private-property/  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/587/only-possible-defense-
of-private-property/  

 In my previous article [“Classical 
Liberalism Has No Place to Stand”] I 
showed that Classical Liberalism and 
Objectivism can’t defend private property on 
ethical grounds. They defend it on historical, 
pragmatic, linguistic grounds, etc., but they 
don’t give a defense of he private property as 
ethical in itself. In all their views private 
property appeared long after man appeared, 
and is a later development. Therefore, it is 
not “natural” to man, that is, it is not part of 
his “natural state.” It is not sacred, Ludwig 
von Mises said, and thus he declared the 

impossibility of defending it on ethical grounds. 

Unfortunately, there were others who started from the same philosophical presuppositions: Karl 
Marx and Friedrich Engels.[1] And unlike Dietze, Mises, or Rand, Marx and Engels were logical 
and consistent with their presuppositions: If private property was external to human nature, then it 
was alien to human nature. If mankind is to return to its “natural state,” it must abolish the source of 
all alienation and suffering: private property. Marx and Engels took the philosophical separation of 
property from human nature that the defenders of natural law upheld and developed practical 
ideology consistent with it. That ideology looked monstrous, unnatural, ugly, and it was monstrous, 
unnatural, and ugly. But it was logically and intellectually consistent, and it won the day, and it is 
still winning the day. What Dietze, Mises, and Rand lamented—the decline of property rights—was 
nothing but the predictable result of the superior logical consistency of Marxism. 

There is only one ideology that defends private property on ethical grounds: Christianity, with its 
Biblical worldview, its doctrine of the creation of man in the image of God, and its doctrine of the 
moral superiority of the Law of God to any man-made laws. 

Dietze got it right at the start: Property is an ethical institution, and first and foremost an ethical 
institution. It can’t be anything else, it can’t be defended on any other ground, any other ground is 
sand, and it will eventually collapse under the assault of the opponents of private property. 

Then Dietze went in a completely wrong direction, philosophically. So did Mises. So did Rand. In 
order to defend property, we must declare its sacredness. We must declare its intrinsic goodness. 



 

 
60 

And we must declare its naturalness. If it is not sacred, if it is not intrinsically good, and if it is not 
part of human nature—as opposed to external to human nature—property is only an expedient tool 
to be disposed of at will. If it is so, we have no recourse against those that want to confiscate our 
property in the name of expediency or of “return to nature.” 

And the only way to declare its sacredness, goodness, and naturalness is to accept the Bible’s claim 
that man was created an owner, and that he owned private property from the very beginning of his 
created existence. Humans did not develop the concept of property, nor did it evolve in result of 
man’s praxis or interaction. Property was inextricably part of man’s existence in the Garden, and 
there is no way to define man as a being without property. 

That view of property as being inextricably part of the very nature of man is reflected in the Ten 
Commandments. The same law code that protects man’s life protects his property too—in the Eighth 
and the Tenth Commandments. We can’t define man without his life; in the same way, we cannot 
define man without his property. His life is an “ethical institution,” it is sacred, in the same way, his 
property is an “ethical institution,” it is sacred. 

This definition of man as a being that naturally has life and property is not a mere philosophical 
assumption; it flows from the very nature of objective reality because God Himself is a Proprietor. 
In the Third Commandment—which corresponds to the Eighth in the first five Commandments—
God declares limits to man’s use of His name. God is not a remote being. He owns everything, 
including the breath from our mouth, and we are not allowed to use that breath in a way that violates 
God’s name. Using God’s name in an inappropriate way was as heavy a crime as worshipping other 
gods, and violating His property was a crime against the Person of God. In the same way, Biblically, 
violating a man’s property was a crime against the person of man. 

It is no wonder, then, that the idea of sacred property rights originated with Christianity, and it 
developed as Christianity developed doctrinally and worked out its doctrines in practice. Even as 
early as the 4th century Bishop Ambrose declared to Emperor Theodosius the theological connection 
between God’s property and a private man’s property. When he was commanded by the Emperor, 
“Surrender the Basilica,” Ambrose replied: 

It is not lawful for me to surrender it nor good for you, Emperor, to receive it. By no right can you 
violate the house of a private person. Do you think that a house of God can be taken away from Him? 
. . . If you hope for a long reign, submit yourself to God. 

Notice the argument: The house of a private person is just as inviolable as is the House of God. In a 
remarkable early defense of property rights, Ambrose didn’t hesitate to declare: “By no right!,” and 
he made a connection that the Bible made from the very beginning. Had Ambrose wanted to defend 
property rights on the basis of natural law, he would have been as helpless as Dietze, Mises, or Rand. 
But his firm stand on the theological foundation of property made Theodosius yield and repent. 

The “evolution” of property rights was only observable in the Christian West in the last 1500 years. 
Moreover, it was not an independent event: It followed the “evolution” of the doctrines of 
Christianity, as Christian thinkers studied the Bible and applied it to their theory and practice. The 
“Renaissance” in the 12th and 13th centuries, the Scholastic revolution, contributed to the 
development of private property rights more than anything before. 
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And of course, the Protestant Reformation, in its return to the pure teachings of the Bible, exalted 
property rights to the level of a “divine right” for the individual. Contrary to what Mises and Rand 
believed, capitalism did not create property rights. It was the perfection of the legal concept of 
property rights by Protestant theologians that created capitalism, and therefore created the modern 
world. Capitalism did not create property; property created capitalism; and the Bible established 
property and built a defense perimeter around it, and sanctioned its ethical and economic advance. 

Much is said by Classical Libertarians and by Ayn Rand herself about the American Revolution and 
its great principle of the rights to Life, Liberty, and Property. And yet, one will be pressed hard to 
find a justification of that belief on any other basis but Christianity. Why would Property be equal in 
value as a right to Life, if we accept natural law as our foundation? After all, man was man long 
before he had any property, if one accepts the evolutionist ideas of the believers in natural law. It is 
only when we lay the Creation account as our foundation that we can add Property to Life as an 
unalienable right. And therefore, the greatest victory for property rights in the history of 
mankind—the American Revolution—cannot be understood without its Christian foundations. 

Christianity as the only philosophical foundation to property is also the explanation for the decline of 
property rights in the 20th century. The more Christ is banned from the public discourse, the less His 
Law—the only foundation for property—has influence over the public actions of men and their 
political representatives. Modern society still has some notion of property because of its Christian 
past; in fact, Classical Liberals themselves wouldn’t be able to produce their great works if it wasn’t 
for the Christian roots of our civilization. They intuitively accept the logical conclusions of the Law 
of God – the importance of the private property rights—while intellectually rejecting its premises. 
But the removal of Christianity from society has taken its toll; and the decline of all rights, including 
property rights, is part of that toll. There is only one possible defense of property—ethical defense—
and there is only one ideology that supplies both the epistemological foundations and the legal 
corpus for that defense. That ideology is based on the Biblical worldview. Remove that foundation, 
and property rights will follow. 

Therefore the restoration of property rights can and will start only with the restoration of Christianity 
to its place of a dominant religion in the West. Only when our law codes, our cultural practices, our 
economic, political, scientific, scholarly and other fields of society submit to the revelation and the 
requirements of the Law of God, we will see the property rights truly upheld and defended. Like all 
other rights, property rights come from God, and they stand or fall with our obedience to God, as a 
nation under Him. 
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 Liberty Is the Best Protection Against the Dollar 17.
Bojidar Marinov, January 26, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/3970/liberty-is-the-best-
protection-against-the-dollar/      

 The Legislative House of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia is considering the establishing of a joint 
subcommittee to study whether the Commonwealth 
should establish an alternative currency in 
anticipation of the total breakdown of the U.S. 
Dollar and the Federal Reserve. 

The fears of the Virginia legislators are justified: 
very few economists these days expect the Fed to 
survive for too long. 

The intention of the legislators is commendable: that’s exactly the spirit of he American Republic as 
it was established by the Founding Fathers, the different levels of government acting as a system of 
checks and balances to each other, protecting the life, liberty, and property of the people against 
injustice and tyranny. 

The solution, however, is inadequate. The official adoption of an alternative currency – even if it is 
officially based on specie – is only adding to the problem, not solving it. The problem we have today 
with the US Dollar and the Federal Reserve will only be duplicated, on a state level. That problem is 
called “government.” It has been the problem in every economic and non-economic area in today’s 
world. Wherever we have left the government in charge, the result is exactly the same as it is with 
the US Dollar: total breakdown. Replacing one government with another, and replacing government 
paper money with government gold-backed money, is only jumping from the fry-pan into the fire. 
Even at the state level, even with specie-backed currency the government bureaucrats will have too 
much power to decide how many dollars per ounce of gold, what price ratio there will be between 
gold and silver, who gets the privilege to make the coins or the bills, whether the individuals and 
businesses will be forced to accept the new money as a means of exchange and payment of debts, 
etc. The breakdown of the US Dollar did not come as a result of lack of gold-backing; it is the result 
of abuse of monopolistic power by the Federal Reserve. There is no reason to believe that the 
bureaucrats of the Old Dominion are less susceptible to the same temptation. 

Besides, there’s a practical problem: What happens when the US Dollar collapses? In case of an 
alternative official currency, Virginia will have to switch to the new currency. Such a move doesn’t 
happen overnight and doesn’t happen smoothly. In addition to the economic turmoil from the 
collapse of the US Dollar, another factor will be added. The author of this article lived in a nation 
with a 1000 percent inflation per annum, and then official denomination of the currency to 1/1000 of 
the previous value. It is painful, it is chaotic, and it creates long-term problems. The switch to the 
Euro in the late 1990s wasn’t a picnic either. Whole economies had to go through a mini – and not 
so mini – recession for a couple of years. Even if the bureaucrats of Virginia are the best bureaucrats 
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in the world, and the most honest and hard working bureaucrats, they won’t be able to avoid the 
chaos related to such a complete overhaul of the monetary system. 

There is another practical problem as well: How would we know if the US Dollar has collapsed? 
How would we know that the Fed has collapsed? For all practical purposes, they already have, and 
hundreds of economists these days point to this fact. But the dollar is still there on the market, and 
the Fed is still babbling about “monetary policies” as if this phrase has any meaning anymore. What 
keeps them alive? Government compulsion. In other words, the legal tender laws. Government 
compulsion – especially when enforced on a population that is generally law-abiding, as in America 
– can keep the stinky carcass of a long-dead currency appear alive for many decades, until the whole 
economy collapses. Europe is replete with examples like that, not only in the Communist countries 
in Eastern Europe but also in countries like Italy and Turkey. When a people is forced by the police 
power of the state to accept certain currency for settlement of debts and transactions, hyperinflation 
can destroy the whole economy without any appearance of collapse in the currency itself. When will 
we know the US Dollar has collapsed? Should we wait until the whole economy has evaporated to 
oblivion? 

The solution for Virginia – and for every other state in the Union – is much simpler. It has been tried 
before, ironically, in the very same Virginia that is leading the revolt against the US Dollar. The 
solution is called . . . LIBERTY. 

Legal tender laws must go. Virginia must declare all such laws by the Federal government null and 
void on the territory of the Old Dominion. Individuals and businesses must be allowed to decide 
between themselves what currency they want to use for settlement of debts and payments in 
transactions. No buyer should be forced by law to accept the US Dollar in payment for goods and 
services. No banker should be forced to deal in US Dollars. No transaction should be evaluated in 
US Dollars unless the parties concerned agreed to it. And Courts should be obligated to honor any 
debt contract presented to them for resolution no matter what currency it is specified in, even if it is 
wampums or tobacco notes. 

Talking about wampums and tobacco notes, it was Virginia that gave the world these two great 
examples of free market money creation. The American colonies didn’t have an official currency, 
neither did the United States until the 1860s. For all practical purposes the “currency” of the time – 
gold and silver – had collapsed. They couldn’t be found at all. There wasn’t enough specie to back 
all the transactions of the colonial economy; the gold deposits of Yukon and California had to wait 
for yet another two generations to be discovered, and the Mexican silver peso, the first truly global 
currency, wasn’t available in large quantities to the American colonists because of the low level 
trade between the British colonies and Mexico. Gold and silver were scarce, and there was no 
Federal Reserve to print “one dollar” on pieces of paper and force them as legal tender on the 
population. 

But the colonists had the freedom to decide between themselves what is money and what is not. 
They had carried over the Atlantic the old English custom of payment through “promissory notes,” 
possible only in a legal system of Common Law based on the Christian mindset of the population. 
But promissory notes were still only a substitute for gold and silver, and gold and silver were scarce. 
So the colonists resorted to other means of exchange, unheard of in Europe before. The started using 
the Indian custom of offering wampums – made of clam shells – as a means of exchange. The 
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Indians seldom used the wampums for payment. The wampums played a rather ritual role in the 
Indian society. But in the economy of the entrepreneurial colonists the wampums quickly became a 
means of payment and settling debts. Following the widespread acceptance of wampums as a tender, 
many townships and colonies changed their laws to prescribe fines, taxes and tolls in wampums 
instead of silver. Then, when the cash value of tobacco was discovered, another means of exchange 
appeared: “tobacco notes.” Anglican parsons in Virginia were paid in tobacco notes, and the 
popularity of tobacco notes spread as far as Brazil and the Caribbean Islands. Many other means of 
exchange appeared as well. In the cash-strapped colonial economy, the entrepreneurial spirit of the 
colonists combined with freedom from government interference in the money market, anything 
could be money, as long as there was mutual acceptance of it. 

Contrary to the modern economists predictions, such “chaos” in the money supply did not create 
constraints on the economy. To the contrary, the average American entrepreneur at the time expected 
a normal rate of return such as to double his assets every 3 to 4 years; anything less than that was 
considered “slow” growth. Many business tycoons rose in the colonies, not only in the naturally rich 
of resources South, but also as far north as Maine, where the land wouldn’t produce enough even for 
bare survival. Americans were getting prosperous even while gold and silver were such a rare 
occurrence that there wasn’t enough of it for jewelry. (That might have been the reason for the most 
famous silversmith of the colonies, Paul Revere, to switch to copper and iron after the Revolution.) 
Liberty and ingenuity overcame the problem of scarcity of cash, and the economy kept growing with 
a variety of “monies” used for payments and settlement of debts. 

There is no reason to believe that the people of Virginia can’t do the same. If freed from the shackles 
of the legal tender laws, with the US Dollar disappearing – in value – from the market, Virginians 
don’t need their state legislature to tell them what they can and should use. They only need the 
liberty to do it. 

What will the consequences be of a repeal of the legal tender laws? 

The first consequence will be that the residents of the Commonwealth will be able to gradually shift 
to other currencies. Unlike any government-imposed solutions where the shift to a different currency 
will have to happen with a short time and across the board, a market freed of government 
compulsion will give the participants the time to decide when and to what currency they want to 
switch to. Some will still prefer the US Dollar. Some will start using gold and silver. Some will 
prefer barter transactions, especially in the local communities. The possibilities provided by the 
freedom of the market will make many individuals and businesses consider the cash value of 
different goods and services. May be the old “promissory notes” will reappear. There may be also 
different ways of making and settling debt contracts unknown to us today, in our regulated economy. 
(I am sure no one in Europe before the 1600s ever thought of using wampums or tobacco notes for 
money.) More and more, with the depreciation of the US Dollar, the economy of Virginia will move 
to other types of currencies, by the free will of the people, and by their ingenuity. The state 
legislature won’t have to interfere; only the courts should involve when contracts are not honored. 

The second consequence will be that in an economy based on many different currencies the US 
government will see its tax revenues decrease. Since Federal taxes can be based on US Dollar 
transactions only, IRS will have increasing difficulties tracking transactions that are based on other 
currencies. The economy of Virginia may increase but the Federal government won’t get its share of 
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this increase . . . unless, of course, the Federal government itself abandons its own legal tender laws 
and admits other currencies as legal tender as well. 

In addition to it, third, the Federal government will find that its depreciating dollars can buy less and 
less in Virginia. A market that is free will establish free exchange rates between the US dollar and 
the newly adopted currencies - a price denominated in US Dollars will always include a premium for 
expected future depreciation. In this way, the Federal government will get a dose of its own 
medicine, without harming the producers and the buyers in the process. 

Fourth, following from the above, many people will be less willing to take federal government jobs 
– if one is paid by ever depreciating US Dollars, they will be more willing to look for alternatives to 
a Federal job, for stable currency rather than fiat money. This in turn will free human capital for 
productive uses, as over against tying that same capital in the destructive process of re-distribution of 
wealth. 

Fifth, if Virginia frees its people from the US Dollar, this will also bring freedom from a banking 
and loan system that has been exclusively set up upon inflationary basis. In an inflationary system of 
legal tender laws it’s the banks that have the first access to the newly created money – or even, under 
the fractional reserve banking rules, create new money themselves – and therefore the banks hold an 
immoral advantage over their clients. The existing banks will see their power over the economy 
diminish due to the bad currency, the US Dollar, being pushed out of the market. While this per se is 
not a guarantee for the establishment of a new, honest banking system, it will at least create the 
conditions for it. 

Sixth, and very important, the very competition to the US Dollar will force the Federal Reserve to 
stop inflating – unless the Feds want to phase themselves out of existence. This may be the 
beginning of the actual salvation of the US Dollar. Of course, we all know that if the Fed stops 
inflating, this will create recession and may be even depression in the economy today; but that is 
only because our economy is strangled by legal tender laws. Virginia, if her economy is freed from 
that limitation, won’t have to go through recession since it will have made the smooth transition to 
free market currencies and won’t be harmed by the Fed’s inflation and deflation measures. 

In other words, if the legislators of the Commonwealth are really concerned for the future of the 
Virginian economy, the solution is simple: Declare the legal tender laws not valid on the territory of 
Virginia. And then leave Virginians to employ their ingenuity, entrepreneurship, and skill in 
remaking their economy on the foundation of liberty. They have done it before. They can do it now. 
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 Is PCA Going Down the Way of PCUSA? 18.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

If you are a God-fearing member of the Presbyterian Church of America and you are not alarmed, 
you must not be paying attention. If you believed PCA was safely within the group of Christian 
denominations considered “theologically conservative,” you are mistaken. An event happened a 
couple of weeks ago that is challenging the status of PCA as a “conservative denomination.” If it is 
left unresolved, it will open a way to the gradual transformation of PCA from conservative to liberal, 
just like it happened a century and a half ago with PCUSA. For the first time in the history of PCA – 
as far as I am aware – a PCA pastor publicly promotes outright statist and socialist policies. For the 
first time a PCA pastor takes the side of the socialist bureaucrats against other Christians and calls 
for government intrusion in areas that are outside of the jurisdiction of the state according to the 
Bible. 

I am talking about the article by Tom Stein, the Pastor of Christ Presbyterian Church in Richmond 
IN, “What do we do with home-schoolers?” Pastor Stein believes something must be “done” with 
homeschoolers. Why? Because, as he explains in the article, school administrators in Indiana cheat 
about their schools’ drop-out rates by convincing parents to sign a homeschool form. It is 
government bureaucrats who cheat, note that. And logically, Pastor Stein looks to the source of the 
problem: homeschoolers. Government bureaucrats wouldn’t cheat, apparently, if homeschooling 
wasn’t around. Or, to put it in another way so that fewer people get offended, if homeschoolers were 
under some “reasonable oversight and regulation.” 

Oversight and regulation by whom? 

By government bureaucrats. 

It is in “the interest of the state,” he says, to “keep an eye on all this.” Of course. Who would doubt 
the government bureaucrats’ genuine interest in the proper education of kids? Who would think 
government bureaucrats would worry more about their drop-out stats than about education? They did 
so marvelously well with the government schools, so why not have them regulate homeschoolers 
some of whom are “lukewarm, negligent and unqualified,” according to Stein. Obviously, that’s why 
a mom stays home to homeschool: because she is “lukewarm.” 

You don’t see the logic? That’s because there is no logic in Stein’s proposal. May be we shouldn’t 
expect it. As Pastor Stein admits about his teaching skills, “My kids surpassed my home-schooling 
skills somewhere around first grade.” His education at the seminary apparently didn’t qualify him to 
teach second grade. But he can preach and teach every Sunday at his church. His congregation is on 
its way to first grade, if we take Stein’s words for what they are. 

But his lack of logic is his least problem. 

His greater problem is theological and moral. Stein’s article doesn’t just describe a problem. As a 
matter of fact, if we investigate the statistical data, it may well be that there isn’t a problem at all, or 
that it is negligible. By its title and the bulk of its content, the article is promoting a policy. And 
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since every policy is based on an agenda, Tom Stein is promoting an agenda. And that agenda has 
specific outcomes in mind – more control over Christian parents by the state. 

Stein’s social theory is based on a principle: Whatever the problem is, call the legislators to fix it. 
That’s why he ends it with, “Hello, legislators. Anybody ... home?” Even when the very state has 
created the problem, Stein calls for more of the same – more state intervention. He doesn’t think 
government schools shouldn’t exist in the first place because Biblically the state has no business in 
education. He thinks the problem is that there isn’t enough government intervention in education. 
This social theory is called statism. When developed to its logical conclusion, it is called socialism. 
When applied in practice, it produces communism. Stein is a smart fellow. He certainly knows the 
logical conclusions of his own social theory. 

But a social theory doesn’t come out of nothing. It is based on a theology: on a view of God, man, 
law and time. Sometimes the social theory doesn’t openly admit what theology it is based upon – 
just like Stein doesn’t say where he got his ideas for more government control. But it is easy to 
reconstruct the underlying theology by looking at the source of law for the social theory, and the 
source of sanctions. The source of law in a society is that society’s god; and the source of ultimate 
sanctions is also its god. Stein tells us where to find the standard for what is good and evil: it is the 
“interests of the state.” He also tells us who must impose the sanctions: the state. He doesn’t tell us 
where in the Bible he finds the “interests of the state” as a legitimate source of law. And he doesn’t 
tell us where in the Bible the state is given the prerogative to impose sanctions in the area of 
education. The Bible is not a factor in his social theory. The state is. Being under the state is not 
even considered “dependency,” since Tom Stein believes paying money to the state in fact frees us 
from dependency. As he says: 

Yes, this addition to our bureaucracy will cost money, but how does that compare to what we pay for 
a lifetime of dependency? 

The theology of Tom Stein is obvious: The State is god walking on earth. Law comes from the state, 
and all is done in the name of the “interests of the state.” Therefore the state must do something with 
the homeschoolers. 

This is a blasphemous theology, it is heresy, and PCA must deal with it decisively. By “decisively” I 
mean the original etymological meaning of “decision”: cut it off from its midst. By his article Tom 
Stein poses direct challenge against the Law of God and the Biblical position for the proper place of 
the civil government. He calls for the replacement of the Law of God with the law of the state, and 
he calls for sanctions imposed by unrighteous bureaucrats upon righteous Christian parents. PCA 
must find the strength and the resolution to respond by affirming the Law of God and imposing the 
sanctions of the church upon Tom Stein. He can not continue to pastor a PCA church, and he can not 
continue to represent a conservative denomination with his radical statist views. His radicalism must 
meet radical rejection in the conservative denomination PCA. Anything else would be a betrayal of 
the very purpose and mission PCA was created for. PCA can not afford theologically liberal voices 
using its pulpits, unless it wants to become just like PCUSA. 

Tom Stein must be asked to repent and resign, and if he refuses, he must be excommunicated. If 
PCA doesn’t find the resolution to discipline Tom Stein, it is opening itself for liberal invasion. 
When the “interests of the state” become a standard for social policies, every possible kind of 
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government action becomes morally justified. (Ask someone from Eastern Europe.) The “interests of 
the state” may also include proper preaching in the churches. So why not have some “reasonable 
regulation and oversight” there? True, it is going to cost us a little more money, but how does that 
compare to having the wrong sermons preached from the pulpit? What about making sure we spend 
our money wisely? Isn’t that a legitimate part of the “interests of the state”? Then why not have 
some “reasonable regulation” there too – submitting forms as to what we are planning on buying for 
the next year, and get permissions from bureaucrats? There are so many things that the state can 
declare within its “interests.” If Tom Stein is not placed under discipline, what will stop other 
radicals in the future recommend even further invasion of our lives by the government? 

PCA must act, and it must act quickly. 

The problem is, it probably won’t. And this is not because there are no committed, God-fearing 
Christians in the denomination – to the contrary, there are plenty of them in it. The problem is, there 
is no standard by which PCA can discipline Tom Stein. The only available standard is the Law of 
God and what it says about the proper place and role of civil government. Outside of the Law of God 
there is no other standard that limits the civil government within its Biblically mandated sphere; 
there is no other standard that declares certain areas of life immune to government intervention. In 
short, in order to be able to declare a position, PCA must become openly theonomic. Without 
Theonomy, PCA can not tell Tom Stein, “You are wrong, you must repent, or your place is not 
among us.” 

But where is that Theonomy in the beliefs of PCA? The Law of God – even though it had such a 
prominent place in the theology of John Calvin and the Puritans – can not be found in any of the 
foundational documents of PCA. It isn’t present in its “Beliefs.” It isn’t in their “Vision.” It isn’t 
mentioned in the mission and vision statements of its missionaries or mission organizations. There is 
nothing about it in the PCA’s education and publication resources website. Yes, the Law of God 
takes a very prominent place in the Westminster Standards, but whatever that prominent place was 
400 years ago, it didn’t really register in the modern documents of PCA. So, what standard will PCA 
use to respond to radicals like Stein? 

But the situation is even worse than that. 

PCA’s silence concerning the Law of God is not morally neutral. It doesn’t just mean, “We are 
neither for nor against it.” If the Bible places the Law of God at the center of God’s covenant with 
men, such silence is a moral decision against the Law of God. By never mentioning the Law of God 
as a standard for justice and righteousness, for individual and social action, PCA in practice declares 
its allegiance to a rival view: The Radical Two Kingdom Theology (R2Kt). According to that 
theology the Law of God is not applicable to the world outside of the church. There are two 
kingdoms, and there are two laws. The Law of God applies to the church, and the “natural law” 
applies to the culture. And since the holy book of that “natural law” has never been found, all we are 
left with is the law of the state. 

And here is the problem concerning Stein: Under the principles of the R2Kt, he is safe. By calling 
for more government intervention in the lives of righteous Christian families, he is only applying the 
R2Kt to the civil world. Indeed, if PCA is silent about the application of the Law of God in the 
society, it must be because society is a different kingdom with a different law. What other law 
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should apply there? Stein has an answer: The law of the state. Nothing can be done against him. The 
Bible can not be used against him, because, remember, it only applies to the “kingdom of the 
church.” He is only consistent with what most Presbyterians believe anyway. Not only is his article 
not against the basic PCA beliefs, it is in fact in full conformity with them, and is a logical 
consequence of them. Who can say Stein is not applying the Two-Kingdom Approach in a right and 
legitimate way? And what will stop future socialists from using the pulpits of PCA to apply it in 
even more radical ways? 

Therefore Stein’s article places the whole PCA in the valley of decision. There can be no “business 
as usual” anymore. If PCA remains silent and doesn’t discipline Stein, it will start on the road to 
becoming theologically liberal, politically statist organization. Stein is only an early bird of what’s to 
come. We have seen that before. It happened to PCUSA. (Remember how PCUSA financed Marxist 
rebels like Mugabe and the Sandinistas in the 70’s and the 80’s? You think PCA is immune?) The 
old Presbyterianism couldn’t find the moral courage to cut off liberalism from its midst. By the time 
Machen started the fight of his life, it was too late. 

But if PCA decides to act, it needs to radically change its commitment to the Law of God. The 
current position of silent neutrality towards the Law of God can not fight radicalism that is 
committed to use that neutrality for its own purposes. You can’t beat something with nothing. 
Stein’s article draws a line: Theonomy or Death. 

And there is no middle ground anymore. 
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 I Refuse to Be Comforted 19.
Bojidar Marinov, February 3, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/646/i-refuse-be-comforted-2/  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/577/i-refuse-be-comforted/  

Come on. 

Now. 

I hear you’re feeling down. 

I can ease your pain... 

—Pink Floyd, “Comfortably Numb” 

I refuse to be comforted. I refuse to listen to sermons that assure me that “whatever happens, God is 
in control.” I refuse to read and listen to pastors, authors, and leaders that comfort me with God’s 
peace when everywhere around me I see God’s war. 

When they banned prayer in schools, the Christians in this country were assured that in these “last 
days” that’s what was expected to happen. They were supposed to take comfort in the fact that Jesus 
was coming soon. He didn’t. And while Christians were learning to be comforted with this open 
attack against their faith, Roe v. Wade came. Again, words of comfort followed. Meanwhile, tens of 
millions of unborn children died in this government-sanctioned sacrifice of infants. Only a precious 
few brave men and women stood against it; the majority were comforted that “whatever happens, 
God is in control.” 

The pulpits never gave a call for action. 

Long before that the Federal government took over the control of money supply. As a result, 
millions of fathers and mothers in this country saw their lifetime savings disappear in financial 
holocausts where the value of their labor was offered in a massive burnt offering to the Mamon of 
the centralized state. Again, we were all comforted by our pastors and leaders that “God is in 
control,” and “He will provide for us.” Moral and industrious people worked more, made less, and 
the wicked kept devouring everything in a Keynesian orgy of debt and consumption. The pulpits 
again comforted but never gave a call for action. 

They started cracking down on Christians by passing laws to silence Christianity: “Hate speech,” 
“separation of church and state” and all the other mantras. In a nation that was founded to proclaim 
the blessings of Christ, Christ was now pushed out of public life. Pastors and authors and theologians 
responded by . . . more comforting words. “See? He must be coming soon! 1968! No, 1988! 1989! 
1996! Have comfort!” 

No call for action. 
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Christian children were ridiculed and ostracized in schools and universities, their faith was mocked 
by professors who knew nothing about their fields of study but knew everything about Marx’s 
Communist Manifesto. The churches started losing their young men and women by tens of thousands 
every year. Colleges and universities that were established to nourish and expand the Christian 
religion and knowledge were now openly enemies of Christ. 

Again, the pulpits were silent. Except for a few comforting words. God surely must be in control. 

We don’t even notice anymore when things like that happen. We are so comforted that we don’t 
even think of raising our voice in protest anymore. We surely value our peace and comfort – that’s 
what our leaders have taught us. 

We have become comfortably numb. 

But I refuse to be comforted. I refuse to believe in peace when I see God at war. I refuse to believe 
that God makes all these things happen only to teach me that He is in control and nothing else. I 
refuse to believe that these are blessings when I know very well they are curses. And I refuse to 
accept curses for comfort. 

The Bible tells me that God teaches my hands to war. And my hands are itching for a fight. I don’t 
want to sit idly when the heathens are taking over God’s earth. I want to be out there defending it. I 
want my pastors and leaders to lead me, not comfort me. I want them to teach me to fight and 
overcome. There must be instructions for victory in the Bible. I mean, real victory, not abstract 
dreamy “victory” of being rescued in clouds. When we lose elections and a Communist, 
homosexual, or a Muslim get elected, I want my pastor to tell me how we can elect a Biblically-
qualified candidate next time. When they pass a law to ban preaching the truths of the Bible, I want 
my pastor to teach me how we can fight and repeal that law. When they build an abortion clinic in 
my town, I want the pastors to lead their congregations in protest and teach them how to make it shut 
down. When the liberal media attacks my faith, I want my pastor to teach me how to reply and 
present Christ in such a way as to make them helplessly gnash their teeth in heir inability to present a 
coherent answer. When my child is assaulted by Marxist professors in college, I want my pastor to 
equip me and my child with comprehensive Biblical worldview that brings down their vain 
imaginations. 

Moses didn’t comfort the Hebrews in Egypt. He made them uncomfortable. He made them realize 
what they were missing: Liberty. He gave them a sense of urgency, not comfort: “Eat it with the 
shoes on your feet and with your staffs in your hands. No time for comfort!” He didn’t comfort them 
in the wilderness. He made them fight. No words of comfort came out of his mouth; no messages 
soothing their consciences. God is in control, he said in Deuteronomy 28, but that control isn’t 
necessarily good for you. It will be a curse on you and your children if you become comfortably 
numb. You better never become too comforted. 

The Angel of the Lord didn’t comfort Gideon when he was threshing wheat. “What are you doing, 
mighty warrior? Hiding like a rat?” Elijah did not comfort his generation; he asked many 
uncomfortable questions: “Who you are going to serve! God or Baal?” The prophets did not deliver 
messages of comfort to Israel; they called Israel to war, to action, to repentance. 
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This great country, The United States of America, was not founded on sermons of comfort. The 
Pilgrims and the Puritans didn’t stay back in England and find comfort in the fact that “whatever 
happens, God is in control.” They took action. The political architect of the American Revolution, 
John Witherspoon, President of Princeton College, considered by most people of his time to be the 
“spiritual father” of the colonies, did not comfort his spiritual children; to the contrary, he worked 
tirelessly to instill a message of discomfort and urgency in them: 

There is not a single instance in history, in which civil liberty was lost, and religious liberty preserved 
entire. If therefore we yield up our temporal property, we at the same time deliver the conscience into 
bondage. 

Had he comforted them, the USA could have never been founded. And we wouldn’t have the 
freedoms we have today. 

I want to have the same spirit as the Founders. And therefore I want my pastor to be like John 
Witherspoon. Don’t comfort me; teach me to fight and win. 

Many pastors I have talked to complain of the growing influence of the “para-church” organizations. 
No wonder. If churches give no message of victory, someone else will. And they will gain influence. 
People follow leaders, not drug-traffickers. And messages of comfort and peace in times of 
discomfort and war are nothing more than anesthetic, a narcotic to escape reality; and those who 
preach comfort and peace when there is no comfort and peace are spiritual drug-traffickers, not 
spiritual leaders. 

Therefore I refuse to be comforted. 

I don’t find comfort in the fact that God is in control. It makes me shiver. If we as Christians are 
silent, passive, compromising, His control will bring down judgment. His control will make pagans 
rule our land, ban preaching, take our children, destroy our property. Exactly what is happening now. 
I can’t find comfort in God’s judgment; and a pastor who preaches comfort in the face of God’s 
judgment is not doing God’s will. I refuse to be comforted. I want to be taught to turn the tide; I 
don’t want another doze of anesthetic. 

I refuse to be comforted. 
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 This Isn’t Time for Baby Food 20.
Bojidar Marinov, May 5, 2010     

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/2410/this-isnt-time-for-baby-
food/  

I am greatly indebted to R.C. Sproul and Ligonier Ministries. 
R.C. has written many books that explain the Reformed 
doctrines in a simple, accessible way. He has acted as the 
“salesman”—in a very positive sense of the word—for 
Calvinism, and his salesmanship has been unsurpassed in the 
20th century. In a time in history when so many Christians 
have abandoned the sound doctrine and followed wolves in 
sheep’s clothing into emotionalism, mysticism, and 
subjectivism, R.C. took the task to bring them back gently, 
carefully, and lovingly to the beauty of the Biblical doctrine, 
to the understanding of who God is and how His sovereignty 
applies to their salvation. Several of his books were translated 
in my native language, Bulgarian, and they had a tremendous 

impact on the spiritual growth of Christianity in my native country. I can say, R.C.’s books did more 
for the propagation of the Reformed doctrines in Bulgaria than the dozens of Reformed missionaries 
who visited and stayed in the country for the last 20 years. R.C. Sproul’s work has been of great 
value to the church, both in the United States and abroad. 

To use the words of Jango Fett, “I am just a simple man trying to make my way in the universe.” 
And like every simple man, I have my heroes. And R.C. Sproul is one of my heroes. 

But heroes can be disappointing at times. And this time I am disappointed. 

The reason for my disappointment is the coming Ligonier Conference. The topic of the conference is 
appealing: Tough Questions Christians Face. In these tumultuous times, when there are more and 
more questions asked, a conscientious, active Christian would be attracted to a topic like this. And I 
was attracted. I considered going there. Until I saw the specific topics of the sessions. Here are some 
of them: 

• Why Did Jesus Have to Die? 
• Is the Doctrine of Inerrancy Defensible? 
• What Is Evil and Where Did It Come From? 
• Why Do Christians Still Sin? 
• Is the Bible Just Another Book? 
• Can We Enjoy Heaven Knowing of Loved Ones in Hell? 

And so on. 

Now, these are important questions. Christian authors in history, from the early church to our days, 
have written books on them. Christians must know the answers to these questions, just as they must 
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know the answer to every other question in the universe. No doubt, these are valid questions for a 
Christian to ask. 

But are they really “tough” questions? 

I don’t know of many Christians that lay awake at night wondering if Jesus had to die. I don’t know 
of any church or group that is troubled by the issue whether the Bible is just another book. These 
“tough” questions weren’t tough even for the pastor of the small Pentecostal church in Bulgaria 
where my wife and I became Christians. He had no systematic theological education and yet he had 
solid Biblical answers to those questions just by reading his Bible. Even as new converts we knew 
our relatives and friends may go to hell if they did not repent, and while this thought wasn’t 
comforting, we knew it was God’s will—and we weren’t even Calvinists at the time. We knew why 
we as Christians still sinned, and we had in a rudimentary form the doctrine of progressive 
sanctification. The doctrine of inerrancy has never been an issue from the moment we believed, and I 
am not aware of any Christian who has any problem with the fact that the Bible isn’t “just another 
book.” 

Far from being “tough questions,” these are fundamental questions that shouldn’t be an issue for a 
Christian. A new convert must learn the answers to these questions at the very start of their walk 
with the Lord. If they don’t, then their pastors haven’t done their job well; then what they need is not 
another Ligonier conference but another church. If the pastors have done their job well in teaching 
those fundamental doctrines of the faith and the person still has problems, then they need repentance 
and faith, not a conference. If a person still has doubts about fundamental tenets of their faith after 
many sermons, teachings, and Bible studies by their pastor and elders, then such a person will hardly 
learn anything from a conference—and most probably won’t even sign up for such a conference. 

The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews talks about such fundamental questions of the faith in 
Hebrews 5:11–6:3. He very clearly says that these questions—repentance, faith, baptism, 
resurrection from the dead, eternal judgment—are stoicheia and archēs, “first things,” “elementary 
doctrines.” He doesn’t say they are “tough questions” that need to be discussed over and over again. 
To the contrary, he enjoins his readers to not lay again those elementary doctrines for a foundation, 
but “press on to maturity.” These things are “milk,” he says, and milk is the food for babies, not for 
mature men. Mature men eat solid food, and he tell his readers, “by this time you ought to be 
teachers.” 

He is writing to the Hebrews who by that time had had the Scripture for about 1,400 years; and not 
all of it at once, but books were added one after another. In reality, they had had the complete canon 
for only 400 years. The law was read only in the synagogues, and the average person most probably 
couldn’t afford a Bible in his home. For several generations the Law was lost and it had to be found 
and recovered. There were no commentaries, concordances, no printing presses, no mass production 
of Bible study tools. The touch with the written word wasn’t as thorough as it is today. Besides, 
those elementary doctrines weren’t as clearly expounded in the Old Testament as they are in the 
New; Christ was revealed and yet in a sense hidden until the day of His appearance. And yet the 
author rebukes them that they haven’t become teachers by the time he is writing his letter. 

In comparison, the Christian Church has had the Bible for over 1,800 years now. For 500 years we 
have had the printing press, and we have used it to produce billions of Bibles and Bible study tools. 
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The Information Revolution that started with Gutenberg favored mostly Christianity because it was 
the Christians who first made use of it, and they are still the best in using it for their testimony to the 
world. In the last 20 years the world made an enormous leap in making all kinds of information 
available, and there again, Christians are leading the pack by using the Internet disproportionally 
better than any other group in the world. No other intellectual movement has the abundance of 
concordances (in fact, no one else has anything like a “concordance”), study tools, dictionaries, 
thesauri, different translations of the Bible, picture dictionaries etc., etc., etc. And in addition, the 
elementary doctrines are open and revealed in the New Testament in a much clearer way than in the 
Old. 

In short, there is no excuse for us as Christians to go back to the elements of our faith and lay them 
as a foundation over and over again. The answers to those questions—“Did Jesus have to die?” or 
“Is the Bible just another book?”—must be taken for given, for a foundation that is firmly 
established and proven. If the Hebrews were supposed to be teachers by first century AD, we today 
must be professors, and we must be eating solid food. Elementary doctrines can’t be “tough 
questions.” Ligonier Ministries have no reason to label them “tough”; by doing so, they are not 
helping Christians, they are only encouraging immaturity, irresponsibility, and laziness in Christians, 
in their attitude to studying and applying the Word of God. 

So obvious it is that those questions are not “tough” at all, so blatantly obvious, that I am tempted to 
think that Ligonier Ministries are self-consciously trying to divert the attention of their audience 
from the real tough questions of the day. That same author of Hebrews tells us what the real tough 
questions for mature men are: 

But solid food is for the mature, who because of practice have their senses trained to discern good and evil 
(Heb. 5:14). 

“Trained to discern good and evil”! Indeed, this is the mark of a mature, responsible man: He can 
apply the standards for good and evil in his life and in the society around him, he knows good when 
he sees it, and he knows evil when he sees it. He has a practical standard for action, he understands 
the times and he knows what Israel should do in those times. A mature and responsible man doesn’t 
need to lay for foundation the elementary things of his faith. He applies them in practice. 

We are in times that require maturity, understanding, and practical Christian standard for action. 
These are not times for babes, these are times for real men. And if Ligonier wants some really tough 
questions for their next conference, I have some suggestions: 

• How Does a Christian Man Leave Inheritance to His Children in a Time of Runaway Inflation? 
• How Do I Teach My Children a Biblical Worldview? 
• How Do I Create a Successful Christian Enterprise? 
• How Do We as Christians Preserve Our Liberties in This Nation? 
• What Should Be Our Political Program For Action? 
• What Do We Do about the Public Schools? 
• Why Haven’t We Stopped Abortion Yet? 
• What Law Does God Want for Our Nation? 
• What Law Does God Want for Other Nations? 
• Are We Assured of Victory or Defeat in History and on Earth? 
• How Do We Baptize a Nation? 
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Etc., etc. 

It’s about time for Ligonier Ministries to come out of the nursery. R.C. Sproul helped so many of us 
to make steps forward toward developing a solid Biblical worldview. This conference is a step back, 
a return to our days as infants. We don’t need that, and the Church doesn’t need that. 

The Church needs a clear, relevant, victorious call for battle (1 Cor. 14:8). These are times when 
people and ministries either lead or follow. If they neither lead nor follow, they better get out 
of the way. I know Ligonier has all the resources to lead. It’s about time they use them. 
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 A Tale of Two Eschatologies 21.
Bojidar Marinov,  May 26, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/2594/a-tale-of-two-
eschatologies/  

Politically correct historical myths to the contrary, the myth of the efficiency of the 
German Blitzkrieg in WWII died not in the winter of 1942 in the plains west of 

Moscow but in the mild comfortable spring of 1940 in central Belgium, a 
few miles from the town of Gembloux. On May 12–14 there the 

French Cavalry Corps (the name for the French armor division) 
met two (the 3rd and the 4th) Panzer division in an open field. 
A relatively small force of only 239 French tanks without 
tactical air cover engaged 674 German Panzers supported by 
500 tactical bombers and 500 Messerschmidt fighters. The 
French objective was simple: Slow down the German 
offensive until the French infantry divisions marching 
into Belgium take and fortify positions at the Gap of 
Gembloux, according to the Dyle Plan. The Dyle Plan 

turned out to be a strategic failure: It did not expect that the main force of the German 
invasion will attack through the Ardennes in the South to reach Sedan. That may have 
been the reason for the quick defeat of France. 

But what happened at Gembloux wasn’t expected at all by the German High Command. And it could 
have been France’s chance. 

Within several hours on May 12th, the French Cavalry Corps, vastly outnumbered and pounded from 
the air, was able to stop the German advance. Fewer than 100 French tanks were destroyed versus 
160 German Panzers. The Germans soon discovered that their best tank, the Panzer IV, was no 
match for the French Somua S35. At the beginning of the war S35 was in fact the best tank on all 
battlefields of the war, with superior armor and armament. The effective range of the German 
Panzers against the French was less than 200 meters, while a French S35 could destroy a Panzer III 
or IV at 600-700 meters. Besides, even from a very close distance the German guns couldn’t produce 
more than a few dents in the strong armor of the Somua; by the end of the day on May 13 most of 
the surviving Somuas were hit 15-20 times, some more than 40 times, without any serious damage to 
the tanks or the crews. In the first all tank battle of the war, the German confidence in the Panzers 
was shattered badly. 

The Panzers were stopped, and they had to wait for the arrival of the German infantry. Two days 
later, when the attack against the French positions at the Gap of Gembloux was launched, there were 
even more surprises for the Germans. The French infantry, far from being dispirited and unprepared, 
proved to be a serious obstacle to the German advance. Outnumbered three to one on the ground, 
and bombed around the clock from the air, the Moroccan Division held its ground for several more 
days. Of the attacking German regiments some were completely wiped out, most of the rest lost 
about 30% of their officers. So serious was the French victory that the Germans expected the French 
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to move south and cut off the main German advance. The time the heroic French won at Gembloux 
allowed for the regrouping of the Belgian forces in the north, and the British Expeditionary Force in 
the rear. The significance of this French victory is underestimated today but at the time it was serious 
enough to make Hitler give orders to move his headquarters close to the front lines, something he 
would only do when he expected the war to last longer than expected. 

We in America like to think of the French military as an ill-equipped, low-morale, incompetent, 
cowardly bunch. Such an assessment is very far from the truth. To the contrary, the French were 
excellent soldiers on the battlefield. Heinz Guderian who fought the French in two world wars, 
characterizes the French soldier as “tough and brave,” and holds him in great esteem. At Gembloux, 
the soldiers and the officers of the Cavalry Corps and the Moroccan Division confirmed Guderian’s 
assessment of them. In May 1940, despite the German successes in the first couple of weeks, the 
Germans were still very far from their victory. 

It was the French government and the French General Staff that saved the day for the Germans. On 
that same May 13, while the Cavalry Corps were beating back the German advance, the mood in the 
French General Staff was “fear, tears, and panic,” according to a witness. The French generals on 
that day were not debating how to organize their forces more effectively; they were discussing how 
to convince their own government to capitulate. In the next several days the French government – to 
a large degree influenced by the German propaganda communiques – was entirely pessimistic of the 
outcome of the war. That pessimism spread, and soon Winston Churchill was giving his own 
generals orders to evacuate. The Netherlands, whose territory was only partially invaded – more than 
80 per cent of the Dutch troops, those in Fortress Holland – never saw battle – capitulated after a few 
bombs dropped on Rotterdam. Belgium capitulated soon thereafter. Large numbers of British and 
French troops evacuated through Dunkirk. And the Germans were unopposed. 

France, Belgium, and the Netherlands together had a population of 56 million. Together with Britain, 
they could have stopped the German invasion, and the history of the World War II would have been 
different. But they didn’t. 

The French leadership had an operational eschatology – expectations of the future – about the 
coming war. According to that eschatology, the last days of France would start when the Germans 
invade. Not much could be done, except for a few troops to escape through Dunkirk, and hopefully 
expect help from the United States, three and a half – or may be four – years later. 

That operational eschatology trumped the heroism and the skill of the French soldiers and officers. 
France, Belgium, and the Netherlands lost the war, and it brought unspeakable misery to whole 
populations for the next four years. 

* * * * * * * * 

The best summary of the eschatology of the Swiss political and military leaders was given by a 
Swiss army captain to the Kaiser of Germany when the latter asked him what the quarter of a million 
Swiss citizens’ militia would do if invaded by a half million German regular army. 

“Shoot twice and go home,” was the laconic reply of the highlander. 
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Both men knew what that meant. The German army at the time trained its soldiers to shoot at 100 
meters. Any target practice beyond 100 meters was considered exceptional marksmanship. The 
Swiss routinely practiced at their shooting festivals at 300 meters, with their army rifles, which the 
Swiss men kept in their homes, clean and loaded and ready to use. In case of an attack, in order to 
take position to open fire, the German soldiers would have to cross the zone between 300 meters 
distance and 100 meters distance from the Swiss positions: enough time for the Swiss comfortably to 
shoot, reload, and shoot again. And go home. The Swiss knew their own strengths, and they couldn’t 
be intimidated by the enemy’s numbers. Any invader would be defeated, and that was as inevitable 
as the sunrise the next day. 

That unshakable faith in their superiority, the optimism about the future of Switzerland was 
cultivated over the centuries after in 1291 representatives of the three mountain cantons Uri, 
Schweiz, and Unterwalden met on the Rütli Meadow to create the free confederation of people who 
refuse to live under any dictatorship. Since then, the Swiss peasants have invariably defeated much 
stronger armies of knights and professional soldiers sent against then. In remarkable feats of courage 
and tenacity, sometimes outnumbered 15 or 20 to one, the Swiss proved to the world that there was 
no way their land would fall in foreign hands. Over the years, tyrants and dictators learned the 
lesson: Don’t touch Switzerland. The Kaiser’s bluff was empty, and he knew it, and the Swiss 
captain knew it too. When the Great War started, all the participants – more populous than 
Switzerland – preferred to honor her neutrality. 

The expectations of the future, the eschatology of the Swiss, were always positive, optimistic. The 
land was theirs, given by God, and they were obligated to dress it and keep it. It wasn’t the most 
fertile land in the world, it didn’t boast numberless resources, it had rugged mountains and 
precipices and narrow valleys . . . but it was theirs and theirs it would remain. For centuries 
Switzerland would remain the poorest of its neighbors because of the hardness of its terrain. As late 
as 1940, most Swiss citizens were living in much poorer conditions than their neighbors in France or 
Germany. But poor or not, they would remain free. 

In 1940, after France fell to the Wehrmacht, the Chief Commander of the Swiss army, General Henri 
Guisan, assembled his officers on the same Rütli Meadow where 650 years earlier the Swiss 
Confederation was founded. His address told the Swiss officers what they already knew in their very 
being as Swiss citizens and soldiers: Switzerland would never surrender. In case of invasion, all 
announcements of surrender must be considered enemy propaganda, and every Swiss soldier must 
continue the fight to the last cartridge, and then use the bayonet. 

In 1940 the whole population of the small Alpine republic numbered a little over 4 million, with an 
army of about 400,000, armed mainly with rifles and mountain artillery, and limited number of 
fighter planes. The Wehrmacht had 6.6 million men, thousands of heavy artillery, tanks, and tactical 
and strategic bombers in the air. Between 1939 and 1944 the German High Command developed six 
plans for invasion of Switzerland, that “stinking little state” as Josef Göbbels called it. Hitler never 
dared take action. He knew that unlike France, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and others who 
believed in inevitable defeat, the Swiss believed in victory against all odds. Hitler knew that you 
don’t conquer a people who don’t believe in being conquered. 

As a result, Switzerland remained an island of freedom during the war. Hundreds of thousands of 
Jews were saved, and hundreds of American pilots whose planes were shot over Germany. Hitler 
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never got control of the mountain passes and this impeded the movement of German troops when 
Italy was invaded by the Allies. In France, the belief in inevitable defeat produced defeat; in 
Switzerland, the belief in inevitable victory kept evil at bay. 

Like my friend Ben House says in his book, Punic Wars and Culture Wars, “Victory is often matter 
of not having a culture of defeat.” 

In other words, eschatology matters. 

* * * * * * * * 

For this article, I am grateful for the work of two men and great historians, who worked hard and had the courage to bust 
modern politically correct myths in the name of preserving historical truth for the future generations: John Mosier (The 
Blitzkrieg Myth: How Hitler and the Allies Misread the Strategic Realities of World War II), and Stephen P. Halbrook 
(Target Switzerland: Swiss Armed Neutrality in World War II).  



 

 
81 

 No Other Single Principle but God and His Image in Man 22.
Bojidar Marinov,  June 9, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/2727/no-other-single-
principle-but-god-and-his-image-in-man/  

“Is there any single principle or point on which libertarians could most 
effectively concentrate?” Henry Hazlitt, one of the shining icons of 
modern Classical Liberalism, asks this question in his 1969 book, Man 
vs. the Welfare State. The question is found in one of the last chapters 
of the book, “The Task Confronting Libertarians.” The mood of the 
chapter is quite pessimistic. Hazlitt acknowledged that in 1969 the 
forces of socialism, Statism, and fascism in the US and around the 
world were too strong and numerous for the handful of libertarians to 
oppose successfully. He also acknowledged that those that were the 
chief victims of the government policies—the entrepreneurs and 
businessmen—were too “timid” (the polite word for “cowardly”) to 
oppose those policies. So he tried to lay out a few tactical measures. 

In general, the chapter is a complete failure in its professed objective. Hazlitt, who was best known 
for his unsurpassed talent to give concise and clear descriptions of the way the markets work 
(Economics in One Lesson) or the way the welfare state works (the first 22 chapters of Man vs. the 
Welfare State), couldn’t think of any better advice than attacking in writing specific policy issues or 
calling for end of inflation. The chapter leaves the reader disappointed because it gives no clear 
strategy for action, just a few fragmented suggestions. After giving one the most masterful 
presentations of the evils of the welfare state, Hazlitt is helpless to offer solutions. 

He apparently knew he hasn’t done a good job offering solutions, for in the middle of the chapter he 
asked the above question: “Is there any single principle or point on which libertarians could most 
effectively concentrate?” 

The answer is as disappointing as the rest of the chapter. According to Hazlitt, libertarians just need 
to repeat that “government has nothing to give to anybody that it doesn’t first take from somebody 
else.” Then they need to repeat that in the welfare state no one pays for the education of their own 
children but of the children of others. And then they must repeat that you can’t get a quart out of pint 
jug. One short page is devoted to these, and none of them is as basic as the title of the section 
promises. 

Apparently Hazlitt can’t come up with a single general principle on which the defense of liberty can 
be based. Neither can Mises, in his Human Action. The “ultimate” principle according to Mises is 
human action itself. Unfortunately, he doesn’t show how such an ultimate principle can be used to 
defend liberty. Taking human action for an ultimate principle certainly enables Mises to describe 
how an economy works, and to predict economic behavior. But how it can be used to defend liberty 
is unclear. 
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Both Mises and Hazlitt advise us to take apart the economic policies of governments and 
demonstrate their economic inefficiency. A tremendous task, as both of them acknowledge, for the 
number of inefficient government policies and of the rules and laws our government creates every 
day is beyond the ability of the handful libertarians to follow. Besides, even if we could defeat every 
little part of the statists’ strategy, that doesn’t give us a solution. There must be a general principle 
on which the defense of liberty must be based, and winning the particular battles won’t give us the 
general victory over Statism. 

Unfortunately, Classical Liberalism has been unable to supply the defenders of liberty with that 
single most important general principle to use in defense of liberty. A wonderful system for 
describing and predicting human behavior, Classical Liberalism is quite helpless when it comes to 
define man as a being, and therefore quite unable to defend liberty as an inalienable right, essential 
and inherent to man’s very being. 

Hazlitt’s title was apparently borrowed from the book of another great champion of individual 
liberty, Herbert Spencer—The Man vs. the State (1884). Both men believed in individual liberty; 
both men wrote books in defense of man against the state. Unfortunately, both men believed in the 
evolutionary descent of man. Because of their evolutionary faith, both men failed to see that single 
most important principle on which the defense of liberty must be based. 

Hazlitt tried to defend liberty on the basis of an alleged “scientific” approach to life and action. 
Man’s liberty was to be based not on the nature of man as a moral being, neither on some 
transcendent principle, but on human action. Man was an animal, a blind product of blind forces, and 
as such any definition of him as a moral being would be impossible. If the definition of man as a 
moral being is impossible, then liberty cannot be defended on moral grounds. 

And here Hazlitt apparently was hit by the most serious problem of all evolutionist libertarians: If 
liberty can’t be defended on moral grounds, then we end up defending expediency, profitability, 
efficiency, custom, tradition, nature . . . but not liberty. There is no defense of liberty on any other 
grounds except moral grounds. But for an evolutionist there is no moral ground, and therefore an 
evolutionist cannot find that “single most important principle” that Hazlitt was looking for. 

Hazlitt didn’t understand—or refused to understand—that the problem of liberty is not ultimately an 
economic issue, nor a political issue, nor an intellectual issue. It is a theological issue. The problem 
of liberty is a problem of “choose today which god you are going to serve.” It is a problem of 
ultimate loyalty. Spencer, Mises, and Hazlitt dismissed any consideration of what they called 
“metaphysical commitment” in their studies, but there is no solution to the problem of liberty except 
in metaphysical—or religious, as the more proper word—commitment. Liberty is a product of faith, 
a faith that man is a created being, a faith in a transcendental standard for righteousness and justice 
given by man’s Creator. 

The Declaration of Independence of the Founding Fathers of the American Republic laid it out in a 
very clear way: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the 
pursuit of Happiness.” This most important political document in all of history doesn’t base the 
defense of liberty on its efficiency, expediency, or reasonableness; it bases it on the transcendental 
origin of liberty as a right given to man as created being. Whether man ends up richer or poorer, 
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whether his economy will be growing or not, whether the government policies will be efficient or 
not is of no consequence; liberty has existence outside of these considerations. 

But even the words of the Declaration are grossly imprecise. There is much more to liberty than just 
being a human or political right. Man as created being must have liberty not just because it is his 
right, but because he is created in the image of God. Liberty is thus essential to his very nature; it is 
the very purpose of his created existence, to be free in order to be able to exhibit the glory of God in 
his life, his thoughts, and his actions. A person who has no right to the fruits of his labor, a person 
who has no right to make lawful decisions with his body, property, relations, a person who has no 
right to express his thoughts and to worship God according to the revelation given to him, is in a 
sense a non-person. They do not fulfill the chief end of their existence. They are not a full person. A 
full person is someone who glorifies God with all they have, all they think and speak, and all they 
do; a slave has no full ability to glorify God, and therefore a slave is not a complete person. Only on 
this foundation a “single, most important principle” is found that must be used by all libertarians in 
defense of liberty. Only when liberty is understood as an integral part of God’s image in man, and of 
God’s chief end for man’s existence, a general defense of liberty can be presented. 

Hazlitt’s problem was theological and transcendental, but he sought anthropological and immanent 
solutions to it. That’s why he never found a solution. The answer to tyranny and slavery was to be 
found in the Christian religion, not in “scientific” reasoning based on unclear assumptions about the 
nature and origins of man. If Hazlitt—or Spencer—wanted to find the answer to his problem of “one 
single general principle,” he should have changed the title of his book to God vs. the Welfare State 
(or God vs. the State for Spencer). Since the issue of liberty is always religious, the main task 
confronting libertarians is not to wrest control over man’s actions and possessions from the State and 
give it back to man, but to change man’s loyalty, to make him refuse to be a slave to the State a 
become a servant of God. Control—whether physical, political, economic, etc.—is only the outcome 
of underlying spiritual loyalties, and libertarians will never accomplish their task if they do not seek 
spiritual solutions. Criticizing government policies without exposing the government as a false god, 
and without calling men to return to their Creator God is an exercise in futility, an example of 
treating the symptoms and not the cause. 

This last century exposed the nakedness of socialism as an ideological, political, and social system. 
Socialism in all its forms—communism, fascism, the welfare state, the “third way,” Keynesianism, 
etc.—failed to produce the fruits it promised, and in addition to its unfulfilled promises it destroyed 
the economic and the cultural basis on which the Western civilization was built. It also destroyed 
liberty, which was a unique product of the Christian foundation of the Western civilization; 
individual liberty as a concept was unknown to the other civilizations in history and on earth before 
the West made it known. 

But this last century also saw the failure of the defenders of liberty to restore the idea of individual 
liberty to its exalted place. However convincing their arguments were, and however unsuccessful 
socialism always was, the masses in the Western world demanded more socialism, and remained 
deaf to the logic and reason of Classical Liberalism. There is only one reason for it: The logic and 
reasoning of Classical Liberalism were based on a faulty presupposition. The Classical Liberals 
refused to accept that man is a created being, and therefore all solutions to all his problems must be 
found in the fact of God’s image in man. The result has been disastrous—for liberty, and for the 
human civilization. 
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It is about time for us to restore the true foundation of liberty. The “single most important general 
principle” on which libertarians must focus is that: God the Creator, and His image in Man as His 
creation. There is no solution to the problem of liberty outside of this principle.  
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 Missionaries and the Theology of Resistance 23.
Bojidar Marinov, August 4, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/3296/missionaries-and-the-
theology-of-resistance/  

The history of Christianity in the last two decades in Europe 
reveals a new pattern in persecutions of faithful Christians by 
pagan authorities. In the past, Christians were persecuted on 
the basis of laws or whims of rulers that specifically forbade 
Christian worship or gatherings. Such was the case in the 
Roman Empire. Such was the case in Eastern Europe under 
the power of Communist governments; such is the case today 
in China or the Muslim world. Christians were persecuted 
because they were Christians; the very religion of Christianity 
was declared against the law and attempts were made at its 
eradication. 

In the last two decades the socialist governments in Europe 
are trying a different approach: while Christian worship on 

Sunday morning is kept legal, any practices for the rest of the week that are based on the convictions 
of Bible-believing Christians and the Biblical worldview are declared against the law. The laws in 
most European countries in essence are designed to extinguish any Christian practice while de jure 
allow Christian worship in designated places. 

Prime examples of this, of course, are the laws in quite a few European countries against Christian 
homeschooling. Christian homeschooling only;  note that because Muslim or any other form of 
homeschooling, or even unschooling is left alone. The situation with the legal persecution against 
Christian homeschooling families in Germany is all too well known to most American Christian 
families thanks to the decision of the Tennessee Judge Lawrence O. Burman to grant asylum to the 
Romeike family earlier this year for the violation of their rights to homeschool their children by the 
German government. Less known are the laws in other European countries like Sweden and France, 
where homeschooling is forbidden by law. In many places in Europe it is against the law to act as a 
Christian in your everyday life, and that includes also the economic and political life of the nation. 

Most American Christian commentators usually look at this new reality in Europe as a proof for the 
progressive barbaric de-Christianization of Europe. Very few actually discuss the other aspect of it: 
The impact of it to the individual Christian families in Europe. More and more it becomes 
impossible for Christians in Europe to be both Christians and citizens of their own nations. In the last 
200 years family, education, culture, and community have been redefined in Europe to become 
creatures of the totalitarian democratic state. They were first redefined ideologically; now they are 
being redefined legally. And this process of legal redefinition of the institutions of the social order is 
a process of redefining the very meaning of being a Christian. It is no longer possible to be both a 
Bible-believing Christian and a citizen of a European nation. The two are in such opposition to each 
other, ideologically and legally, that a Christian by necessity must live a deeply schizophrenic life. 
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In this new reality, the question facing every conscientious Christian in countries like Germany, 
Sweden, France, and others, will be: “How do I resolve the fundamental contradiction between my 
life as a citizen under the laws of my country and my faith as a Christian under the laws of the 
almighty God Creator and His Son, Jesus Christ?” This is the same question so many Christian 
martyrs over the centuries had to answer. The difference today is that European Christians are not 
asked to reject their faith in Jesus Christ or die; they are asked to reject any consistent practical life 
based on that faith and accept the standards of the pagan State as normative for their life and action. 
“Your religion is OK,” say the European legislators, “as long as you act as pagans in practice.” 

So, how do we resolve this fundamental contradiction? 

There is only one possible answer: A Theology of Resistance. Only a theology of resistance can give 
the solution to the schizophrenic situation our European brethren are forced into by their 
governments. The apostles Peter and John gave us that solution when the Sanhedrin tried to silence 
them: “But Peter and John answered and said to them, ‘Whether it is right in the sight of God to give 
heed to you rather than to God, you be the judge; for we cannot stop speaking about what we have 
seen and heard’” (Acts 4:19–20). A Christian who is faced with the dilemma of either serving his 
God or serving a pagan state against God’s laws must have a clear, thorough Biblical understanding 
of how effectively to resist the rulers, and what degree of civil disobedience he must exercise in his 
specific circumstances. 

Without such a theology of resistance, he is not effective as a Christian, and he is not obedient to 
God. When it comes to training and raising his children, the problem is obvious: he must know how 
to resist the State in order to train his children in the faith. If he neglects the commandment of God, 
his children are lost, and this will be a curse on him and on the church in Europe in general. The 
Remnant needs the ideological and practical tools to remain steadfast; a person cannot survive 
forever if he has to live in a schizophrenic world. He needs the weapons to fight the schizophrenia, 
and a theology of resistance is his foundation for his survival. 

The problem is, there are no traces of theology of resistance left in the church in Europe. The 
horrible evils of Communism and Nazism in the past, with their open war against Christianity, did 
spark some resistance. Christians defied Nazi orders and helped Jews hide or escape. Christians in 
Germany planned assassination attempts on Hitler. Under Communism, members of the Reformed 
churches of Hungary and Transylvania resisted the demands of the Communist governments and 
privately taught their children in the Christian faith. There was some Christian resistance in East 
Germany and Poland and in the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. In general, it 
remained limited to a precious few individuals. Corrie ten Boom was an exception, not the rule 
among the European Christians. László Tőkés was an exception as well. They were lonely Christian 
warriors among thousands of passive church-goers who never raised their voices to oppose evil 
regimes. 

After the fall of Communism, with the new political regimes in Europe that maintain some 
resemblance of tolerance toward Christian worship while legislating against Christian practices, 
Christian resistance against the pagan State has completely disappeared. And it is not because 
Christians in Europe do not see the problem. They do see it, and in many places they are raising the 
alarm. The few dozen Christian homeschooling families in Sweden, for example, are trying their 
best to use any “democratic” means at their disposal, including the courts and the media, to protect 
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their right to raise their children in the faith of their parents. But to no avail. Democratic means do 
not work in a totalitarian State. Christians see the problem but they have no solution to it. And they 
have no solution to it because they have no Biblical theology of resistance. As long as Christians in 
Europe try to be both obedient to God and good citizens of their pagan States, they will be in a 
schizophrenic situation, and they will fail to obey God. 

Therefore, they need to learn how to resist and disobey their civil governments. And since such a 
message has been lost in Europe for a long time now, someone needs to bring it to them. Just like the 
Hebrews in Egypt needed Moses who spent 40 years as a free man in a free land, European 
Christians need a Moses to teach them what they have forgotten. 

And the best sources for such teaching are American missionaries. But only if they abandon their 
truncated, irrelevant, powerless theology and act in the spirit of Christian America once again. 

If there is a nation in the world where the spirit of Christian resistance against wicked governments 
is still alive and well, it is America. Of course, the main reason for it is not necessarily the vibrant 
Christianity in modern America; in fact our churches and church ministers have fallen short of the 
standards of our forefathers, as we know it very well. But it is in the tradition of our country, in the 
very work of those heroic Christian men who founded this nation more than 400 years ago that 
American Christians still find the inspiration to resist wickedness in high political places. In the 
words of the Declaration of Independence, 

“But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object evinces a 
design to reduce them under absolute despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such 
government, and to provide new guards for their future security.” 

Of course, these words were not written in a religious vacuum but in the context of political rights 
given “by their Creator.” The American Revolution was an act of religious duty, obedience to God 
and His Law. The American spirit of resistance was based on the American faith in God and His 
salvation in Jesus Christ. That spirit of resistance was not an emotional outburst; it was the result of 
carefully developed, biblical theology of resistance. Led by John Witherspoon and hundreds of 
Presbyterian, Baptist, and Congregationalist ministers, the American colonists did not hesitate to 
oppose the king, in obedience to the King of kings, Jesus Christ. 

This spirit is not dead even today. As we have seen in the last decades, it repeatedly reminds of 
itself, in the homeschool and Christian school movement, in Operation Rescue, in the firearms rights 
movement, etc. All the major successful movements of resistance to tyranny in this nation were 
motivated by the faith in God and His theology of resistance. When we thank God for our liberties in 
our churches every Sunday morning, we’d do well to remember that we have them because 
courageous Christians stood against unrighteous governments in the name of Christ. No wonder our 
American socialists hate Christianity with such a passion and spend billions of dollars in legal, 
intellectual, and political battles to eradicate it. They know very well that only Christianity stands 
against their attempts at imposing tyranny on this land. 

Being supported by this powerful tradition, American missionaries in Europe are in a position to 
make a unique contribution to the restoration of Christianity in Europe. A missionary that goes to the 
mission field in Europe believing that it needs his skill in evangelizing or planting churches, or even 
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theology, is completely self-deceived. Local Christians in Europe, both Eastern and Western, know 
perfectly well the realities of their own cultures, and they can evangelize very well without 
American missionaries . . . if the problem was evangelism, of course. They also know how to plant 
churches . . . if the problem was planting churches. What they don’t have, and they can’t produce out 
of their own culture, is the solution to the problem I pointed to above: How to reconcile their 
obedience to God with living in a thoroughly pagan culture and political reality. An American 
missionary—based on the experience of his own culture—is the only one that can give them the 
solution. A Theology of Christian Resistance is the unique contribution American missionaries can 
bring to Europe. Anything else is by and large a waste of money and time. 

Unfortunately, this opportunity for unique contribution to our European brethren is rejected by the 
large majority of churches, missionary organizations, and missionaries themselves. Under the false 
ideology that “a missionary is not supposed to be a political revolutionary,” our missionaries on the 
European field engage in peripheral activities that don’t need their presence in the first place. The 
logic of evangelism is that if a political power is opposed to the Gospel of Jesus Christ in legislation 
and ideology, a missionary is by default a political revolutionary, whether he likes it or not, whether 
he is aware of it or not. When a military leader sends his troops to battle without weapons, he is 
producing only corpses. When a missionary claims to proclaim the Gospel, and then doesn’t equip 
his listeners to deal with attacks from all sides—including civil authorities—such a missionary only 
produces future apostates. Paul wouldn’t have spent time in jail, spoken before the Areopagus, or 
been beaten by the crowds, if his message wasn’t a revolution against the very culture and political 
reality of the Roman world. If a missionary claims to follow Paul, he must issue a challenge against 
all the powers that oppose the Gospel; political and civil powers included. And he must train his 
listeners to resist in the wisest possible way, firmly and uncompromisingly, until the wicked 
governments of Europe give in before the power of the Gospel. 

It is hypocrisy when a missionary thanks God for the liberties we have when at home in America and 
then never gives his brethren in Europe the theological tools to achieve the same liberties for their 
children and grandchildren. It is hypocrisy when he thanks God for being born an American and then 
refuses to teach others those same principles that made America what it is. It is even worse than 
hypocrisy to call people to Christ and never tell them that this means war, and never equip them for 
that war. No wonder American missionaries are not loved in Europe and constantly fail: Europeans 
sense the hypocrisy. People are not converted separately from their culture; a missionary either 
converts the people with their culture or doesn’t convert them at all. 

Europe can be brought back to Christ and American missionaries can have a great impact on it, if 
only they abandon their false theology that their job is to convert souls and nothing else. We can 
give Europe something she never had for the last 500 years: a Theology of Resistance to evil 
authorities in the name of Christ. If the European socialists have redefined family, politics, law, 
education, and everything else in terms of the State, American missionaries must re-redefine them 
back in terms of God and thus declare ideological war against the new European paganism, political 
and cultural. Only then we will be able to help our European brethren to escape the schizophrenic 
world of conflicting loyalties. And only then we will be able to make the masses in Europe look 
again at Christ and His salvation as relevant and applicable to their life, temporal and eternal. As 
long as we jealously keep the culture that produced our American liberties within the borders of 
America, we will be inadequate to the task of evangelizing the world. If we have a unique tradition, 
perspective, and knowledge that are based on our Christian faith, we must bring them to the mission 
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field and teach the nations. A missionary is a culture-bearer for the King of Kings, not a tract-bearer, 
and not a church administrator. 

May God help us understand our unique position and utilize it for His Kingdom. 
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 A “Post-Christian World” and a “Post-Mom Home” 24.
Bojidar Marinov,  August 11, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3345/a-post-christian-world-
and-a-post-mom-home/  

 No, we don’t live in a “post-Christian world.” A 
“post-Christian world” cannot possibly exist. There 
has never been such a world; there will never be one. 
Stop using the phrase. It is bad theology. It is bad 
philosophy of history. It is bad evangelism. It is bad 
psychology. And it is false view of reality. 

It is bad theology because it presupposes a change in 
sovereignty. A Christian world is a world where 
Christ is present and has all authority. Therefore a 
“post-Christian world” presupposes that Christ isn’t 
present and He doesn’t have all authority. This goes 
directly against the starting and the concluding lines 

of the Great Commission. As long as Christ has all power, and He is with us, this will be a Christian 
world, period. 

It is bad philosophy of history because it presupposes that history somehow operates on a logic of its 
own, and thus controls the destiny and actions of cultures irrespective of the actions or beliefs of 
men. A “post-Christian world” would mean that history has turned in another direction, opposite to 
the one it was going before. History doesn’t turn back and forth. It goes only in one direction. 

It is bad evangelism because it gives ammo to the enemies of Christianity who want to portray it as a 
temporary historical factor that has lived its purpose and will inevitably go to the dustbin of history. 
They have a word for the “Christian world” of the centuries past: Middle Ages. Middle, that is, 
between the early and the later ages of paganism. The phrase “post-Christian world” plays so good 
into their hands; of course, of course, it is a “post-Christian world,” they say, because Christianity 
has played its role and it’s about time for it to retire from the world. 

It is bad psychology because it teaches Christian men that there is a fundamental difference in the 
possibilities for victory and triumph between them today and their spiritual forefathers in the past. 
Our forefathers must have achieved their spiritual victories because they lived in a “Christian 
world”; ours is “post-Christian world” and therefore we shouldn’t expect too much. 

And it is false view of reality because it presupposes that Christianity has lost its dominance in the 
world. Nothing could be further from the truth. More than any time before in history, the world 
today stands or falls with Christianity. All the enemies of Christianity need Christianity in order to 
survive – both as individuals and as cultures. The Soviet Union would not have been able to survive 
70 years if its ideological enemy, America, had not supplied it with food, machines, and 
technologies. In the same way, secular humanism, Buddhism, Islam wouldn’t be able to survive if 
Christianity and Christians didn’t exist to give the principle of unity in the world today. Sodomites, 
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abortionists, and paganists can’t build their own societies and cultures. They are ideological parasites 
that must feed off Christianity to stay alive. All the political leaders of the world earnestly desire the 
fruits of Christianity, even when they denounce its roots. (When pressed by necessity created by the 
German invasion, Stalin suddenly discovered that opening the churches for worship added to his 
troops’ morale, contrary to the Marxist dogma.) The world’s banking system, international trade 
system, diplomacy and international law – they all operate on the assumption that all participants 
will act as Christians, whatever their personal religion is; in fact, the very official rules for all these 
international fields are based on their original Christian codes from the 16th and 17th centuries. If 
Christianity didn’t exist, non-Christians would have invented it; otherwise the world would self-
destroy within a few years. 

“Ah,” some would say, “but isn’t it true that the world was more Christian before than today? Isn’t it 
true that today we have less Christianity, and in fact, the world is predominantly non-Christian 
today?” 

No, it isn’t true. What is true is that it was more comfortable to be a Christian before, especially in 
the public sphere, but also in the family, school, church, marketplace, etc. And it was more 
comfortable not because there was more Christianity around but because the enemies of Christ were 
more subdued. They are less subdued today, but that doesn’t make the world less Christian, and 
certainly doesn’t make it “post-Christian.” 

So the issue is not that the world was Christian before and is now “post-Christian.” The issue is: 
Why did God subdue the enemies of His Church before, and why doesn’t He do it now? 

The answer is: Because the Church was younger then. 

A three-year old lives quite a comfortable life. His food is provided for him, his clothes are provided 
for him. Mom and Dad take him out for a walk, and they watch over him when he plays at the 
playground. He plays with his toys and he can leave them everywhere. Mom makes sure at the end 
of the day they are back in the closet, she makes sure his room is clean and there are no dirty clothes 
on the floor, she makes sure his bed is made and the room is in order. 

Then the time comes when he is grown up enough to clean his own room. He is on his own. Mom 
isn’t coming in his room anymore to fix the problems with it. Any dirty clothes he leaves on the 
floor will be left on the floor until he makes the effort to put them in the basket and take it to the 
laundry room. Any toys scattered around the room after play are going to stay there until he makes 
the effort to put them back in the closet. The blankets on his bed will be in total disarray until he 
makes the effort to make his bed. He needs to learn healthy habits, but since this doesn’t happen 
overnight, his room soon begins to fill with dirty clothes and scattered toys. Mom is not there to 
“subdue” the challenges. He is the one who must do it, and he hasn’t learned yet. 

His first temptation is to say that he lives in a “post-Mom home.” Mom used to be around, and she 
isn’t here anymore to clean his room. For all practical purposes this is not his previous Mom; she is a 
different Mom altogether. Is it possible that she makes him fix his own breakfast one day? Take out 
the trash? Wash the dishes? The future looks bleak, and his home seems to be going to hell in a hand 
basket. What other conclusion can he make out of all this? 
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The right attitude is that now he is older, and he must clean it himself. And then learn to fix 
breakfast. And take out the trash. Wash the dishes. The future will be glorious future, here in his 
home, with his parents, if only he looks at the challenges as a learning experience rather than 
indicators for a bleak, dark future down the road. 

This is the situation with the church today. Yes, God subdued our enemies in the past, and the world 
was a cleaner and more comfortable place for Christians. But it was because the Church was in its 
infancy, and God was preserving her from challenges that would have been too hard for her to deal 
with. But with the Church accumulating years of experience, God will release more challenges – and 
harder challenges – in the world. There will be dirty clothes on the floor for a while – until we learn 
to take them to the laundry room. Secular humanists, pagan rulers, socialists, sodomites, anti-
Christian laws and regulations: These are the dirty clothes the church is supposed to deal with in her 
more mature state. She is supposed to restore the cleanness of her room, not declare the coming of 
the “post-Christian,” “post-Mom” world. The world is the same as it was before; the challenges are 
more, because the responsibilities are more. 

Of course, we will have brothers from within the church that will say that there is nothing that can be 
done about the dirty room. The cleanness of the room itself, they will say, is a fleshly exercise; and it 
was largely a matter of historical circumstances in the past that the room was clean. Mom really 
doesn’t want us to clean the room. She wants us to live a clean life in a progressively dirty room. 
(“Living a Christian life in a post-Christian world,” that is.) As long as our hearts are clean, the room 
can stay dirty. In fact, the dirtier the room is, the cleaner our hearts will be; the sign of a really clean 
heart is a dirty room. (“The sign of a vibrant Christianity is that it can exist in a pagan world.”) Don’t 
try to clean anything. Learn to live in a dirty room with a clean heart. 

There will be others who would love to have a clean room, but they will claim that this is not our 
room in the first place. Mom actually didn’t mean for us to live in this room, that’s why this room is 
getting progressively dirty. There is another room for us, and one glorious day Mom will come to 
rescue us from our dirty room, burn all the dirty clothes and scattered toys, and take us (rapture us) 
to a room where there will never be any dirty clothes and the toys will automatically go to the closet 
after we are done playing with them. All we need to do now is to set aside a small clean place in the 
corner of this room where we will wait for that day. Nothing else can be done nor should be done. 
(“You don’t polish the brass on a sinking ship.”) 

These are the ideologies of eternal immaturity. Stay away from them. Stop using the phrase “post-
Christian world.” Our world is more Christian than ever before. It is just filled with dirty clothes and 
scattered toys – more challenges, and more opportunities for growth in maturity. We must take the 
responsibility to restore it to the cleanness it had before, and even better. “Post-Christian world” is 
phrase that teaches us to reject that responsibility. That’s why we need to delete it from our 
vocabulary. 

And get to work.  

 



 

 
93 

 If There Can’t Be a Christian Nation, Can There Be 25.
Anything Christian at All? 

Bojidar Marinov, March 9, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/4122/if-there-cant-be-a-
christian-nation-can-there-be-anything-christian-at-all/  

 “There can never be such a thing as a 
Christian nation.” 

This has been the refrain of many a seminary 
professors in the last generation or so. The 
retreat of Christianity from the public square, 
the passivity and uninvolvement of millions 
of Christians in the public debate, the open 
refusal of pastors and church leaders to apply 
the Christian faith to matters above family 
and church have all been based on the 
presupposition that whatever we do as 
Christians, we are essentially powerless to 
change a nation to obey Christ. Why? 

Because “there can never be such a thing as a Christian nation.” 

Robert F. Hull Jr. may not be a significant name in the Christian circles. But his article in Christian 
Standard, “Is There a Christian Nation?” beautifully summarizes the arguments of the opponents of a 
Christian nation. The problem is, all these arguments are fallacious. They are logically and 
theologically inconsistent. They are historically inaccurate. And they deserve good Christian 
refutation. 

Hull’s article faithfully follows the “holy trinity” of the modern escapist arguments: 1) Only Israel 
had a “divinely prescribed” covenant with God, therefore there can be no Christian nation today; 2) 
All attempts at establishing a Christian nation so far in history have failed, therefore there can be no 
Christian nation today; and 3) Christian faith can never be enacted by law, therefore there can be no 
Christian nation today. 

Let’s look at each one of them. 

Hull says the following about the uniqueness of the Old Testament Israel: 

As a people chosen to carry the light of the knowledge of their Creator to other nations, biblical Israel 
alone had a divinely prescribed covenant with God. 

Correct. But Hull’s conclusions are incorrect. The unique position of Israel can only lead us to the 
conclusion that there can be no other Israelite nation in history, specifically chosen to be given the 
Scriptures and to take them to other nations; the fact says nothing about the forming of Christian 
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nations in the future, based – as nations – on the “light of the knowledge of the Creator,” as Hull so 
aptly puts it. Israel indeed was a covenant nation with a very special covenant. For that very special 
covenant God had a very special ceremony: He personally spoke from the top of a mountain, and 
personally directed the building of the Tabernacle which established Israel’s position as a special 
nation. Hull looks at that very special ceremony – God speaking in person from a mountain – and 
makes the conclusion that this is the only way God establishes a covenant with a nation. But such 
conclusion is preposterous: Nowhere is it said that this is the only way God makes a covenant with a 
nation, neither is it said that a covenanted Christian nation must have exactly the same special place 
in God’s plan. 

One is tempted to ask Hull: “If Biblical Israel were chosen to carry the light of knowledge to other 
nations, what were the other nations to do with that light of knowledge?” They apparently couldn’t 
make a covenant with God as nations, if we follow Hull’s logic – they didn’t have the same 
experience of God speaking from a mountain. But why stop there? They couldn’t have a covenant 
with God as families too; let’s not forget that as a family, only Abraham had a divinely prescribed 
covenant with God. Really, if Hull wants to be consistent, he should apply the same logic to families. 
And what about individuals? Isn’t it true that no individual today can show any conclusive proof of 
having a “divinely prescribed covenant with God”? 

Thus, using Hull’s reasoning, we should say that not only there is no such thing as a Christian 
nation, there can neither be such a thing as a Christian family, nor a Christian individual, let alone 
Christian churches, Christian ministries, nor Christian seminaries, nor anything else. Robert F. Hull 
can not be a Christian because we know for sure that he doesn’t have a “divinely prescribed 
covenant with God” mentioned in the Bible. When he asks, “By what right does anyone transfer to 
the United States—which has no special covenant with God—the concept that this nation has been 
divinely chosen to carry the light of Christian faith . . . to other nations?,” the answer is, “By what 
what right does Hull transfer to himself – who has no special covenant with God – the right to call 
himself Christian?” 

But we know there is such a thing as Christian families and Christian churches and Christian 
individuals. How so? Representatively, through Abraham (Gen. 12:3), and ultimately, through Christ 
(Rom. 5:18-19). Churches, families and individuals do not have to have a direct experience like the 
one Israel had on Mount Sinai to be in covenant with God: it is enough for God once to establish a 
covenant with a representative, and then other families and individuals can look in faith to that 
covenant and claim it as their own. And the same applies to nations: It is enough for God once to 
establish a covenant with a representative nation, and then all other nations can look in faith to that 
covenant and claim it as their national covenant. What applies to individuals, families, and churches, 
certainly applies to nations as well. 

And indeed, we see that in the Old Testament the covenant with Israel was supposed to make the 
nations acknowledge the glory of God in His Law (Deut. 4:5-8); and we see that the prophets 
admonished and rebuked the nations for their violation of the Law of God, and they called the 
nations to repentance. Such a call would be ludicrous if the nations were not expected to enter in any 
kind of covenant with God. And in the New Testament we know that the Great Commission 
continues the same theme, commanding us to “disciple the nations” (in the original Greek text). 
Again, how do we teach the nations about Christ if we don’t expect them to enter in a covenant with 
Him? Hull’s logic fails here. 
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The bulk of his article is devoted to the historical argument against a Christian nation. Much of it is 
simply historically inaccurate, perhaps because Hull has been careless to verify the facts, or perhaps 
he has been reading anti-Christian apologists a little too much. He claims that the Roman Empire 
after Constantine saw “many coerced conversions” to Christianity. This claim contradicts the 
position of the church in the centuries after Constantine; in fact, the position taken by the orthodox 
party in the debates with the Donatists was exactly that forced conversions are not true conversions 
at all, and therefore those who broke under persecution could return to the Church after repentance 
and penance. Hull apparently is ignorant of that part of the Church’s history to claim that there were 
“many” coerced conversions in that period specifically. While it is true that in certain isolated cases 
governments tried to act in the old pagan ways of forcing conversions, they promptly met opposition 
by influential church leaders (Ambrose, Augustine, Isidore, etc.). His claim that during the 
Reformation “dissenters often faced death by horrible means” is another anti-Christian fairy tale 
unconfirmed by historical data. Geneva in the 1500s, for example, was full with dissenters and 
libertines, and none of them “faced death by horrible means,” except those that threatened the very 
foundations of the social order based on Jesus Christ (like Servetus). 

His private interpretations of historical facts aside, Hull’s very argument is false. Yes, there have 
been attempts at building a Christian nation in the past; and yes, they were not perfect. But does that 
prove that a Christian nation is impossible? 

Let’s see. There have been many Christian churches and many Christian families and many 
Christian individuals in history. None of them has been perfect, and quite a few churches actually 
have been abject failures. In fact, if we need to be honest, the attempts at building Christian churches 
have been much less successful than the attempts at building Christian nations. So what does that 
mean for Hull, if he is consistent with his own logic? It must mean that there can be no such thing as 
a Christian church. Or a Christian family. Or a Christian individual. Once again, we see that Hull’s 
arguments against a Christian nation destroy the possibility for anything Christian at all. 

But history is a process of growth, just like our own life is a process of growth. Individuals and 
families grow in maturity, knowledge, and practice, and so do churches and nations. Our 
imperfections in our past work are no indicator for the power of God in what we can achieve in the 
future for His Kingdom in history. Just as we are commanded to learn and grow, we are also 
commanded in the Great Commission to disciple the nations, i.e. to bring them, as nations, to that 
knowledge and maturity which God requires. 

The most important argument comes at the end: 

Nations are constituted through political action and their causes are always and necessarily advanced 
by force of law, but Christian faith can never be enacted by law. 

The first problem with this statement is that Hull assumes that the purpose of a Christian nation is to 
“enact faith by law.” But who says that this is the purpose of a Christian nation? Hull himself said 
above in his comparison with Israel, that Israel’s purpose was to “carry the light of knowledge.” 
When God made a national covenant with Israel, didn’t He know that “faith can never be enacted by 
law”? And was this the purpose of the covenant in the first place, to “enact faith by law”? 
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Can’t we say the same about a church? “Christian faith can never be enacted by church discipline,” 
therefore a Christian church is impossible. What about the family? “Christian faith can never be 
enacted by the authority of the father,” therefore let’s not have Christian families. It even applies to 
the individual: “Christian faith can never be enacted by personal efforts and discipline,” therefore a 
Christian individual can not exist. Doesn’t this kind of reasoning sound ridiculous? 

But we know that Christian churches exist not to “enact faith,” but as a result of our Christian faith. 
Our families are Christian, and we are Christians, based on our Christian faith, not with the purpose 
to “enact faith.” Our faith is not enacted, it is given to us by God, but it produces fruit, and that fruit 
is Christian individuals, Christian families, Christian churches . . . and Christian nations. 

Therefore, a Christian nation is not – as Hull falsely believes – a nation that “enacts faith by law,” it 
is a nation that self-consciously has allowed its Christian faith to enact its political and legal codes. 
Hull has it backwards: From political and legal establishment to faith. The Biblical reality is from 
faith to political and legal establishment. 

And here we can see an even more serious problem in Hull’s statement above: It is a product of 
Gnostic dualism. Hull treats “political action” as something separate from a people’s faith in gods or 
God. As if there are two separate worlds – political action and faith – and Hull is eager to emphasize 
and widen the gap between them, in order to prove his thesis. But the question is: What is the 
foundation for any political action whatsoever? Do nations just automatically adopt certain modes of 
political action no matter what their beliefs are? Is political action a subconscious reaction or 
instinct; or is it the deliberate application of higher principles to the realm of government and law? 
Does political action require some moral and ideological foundation and justification, or is it a given, 
a starting point as ultimate as our Christian faith is? 

Hull apparently believes that political action is a world of knowledge, thought and action 
independent of the world of the faith. He is a dualist, for all practical purposes. That’s why he can 
say things like the following: 

The separation of church and state does not mean the silencing of moral and religious convictions in 
the public square, even in politics. We Christians—in high places or low—should earnestly do all 
within our power to commend the gospel and the Christian way in hopes that those who see and hear 
us will also become believers, but not so that America will become (or “again” become) a Christian 
nation. 

So, we shouldn’t be silenced “in politics” but that can not be done with the purpose of redeeming 
politics. We want everyone to become a believer but that can not translate into a believing nation. 
We talk in the public square but never to make people act publicly as Christians, only privately. 
Dualism, when applied in practice, produces the same result as a collision of equal quantities of 
matter and anti-matter – self-annihilation. 

To summarize, the arguments against a Christian nation, when applied consistently, will destroy any 
possibility for anything Christian at all. A Christian nation – a nation in a covenant with God – is a 
Biblical notion, and we are commanded to disciple the nations, i.e. to bring them to submission to 
Christ as nations. Just as we are commanded to produce Christian individuals, Christian families, 
and Christian churches, we are also commanded to produce Christian nations. The New Jerusalem is 
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not going to be built by political action, as Hull correctly states. But here again, he has it upside 
down. It is the New Jerusalem on earth, the Church (Rev. 21:9-10) that will produce the godly 
political action which will exhibit the glory of God to the nations. Anything else is dualism, 
escapism, and sometimes simply bad logic. 
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 Is There a Non-Christian Way to Fly a Plane? 26.
Bojidar Marinov,  August 25, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3423/is-there-a-non-
christian-way-to-fly-a-plane/  

Imagine you are talking to two other 
persons: a socialist and Murray 
Rothbard. And imagine the socialist 
makes the following statement: 

“There isn’t a capitalist or a socialist 
way to help the poor. There is only one 
way: Give money to the poor to buy the 
goods they need.” 

What would Murray Rothbard reply to 
this? 

Those of us who learned a great deal from the Austrian School and Rothbard himself can easily 
figure what Rothbard would reply. He would say something like the following: 

“You, my socialist friend, propose a solution that assumes the existence of too many things. But all 
these things, in order to be there, will require capitalism first and foremost, before you can help the 
poor. 

“For your solution to work, you first need the money. Someone needs to have made the money – 
indeed, a surplus of it – in order to have it to give it to the poor. So you need a surplus of money – a 
capitalist concept in itself. 

“Of course, that money has no value in itself. The poor must go to the market and buy goods with it. 
Who will produce the goods? Someone needs to invest to build the production facilities; in the 
process, he is risking his own money. Someone needs to manage and organize labor. He must have 
sufficient incentive to take all these risks and do all the work; in other words, he needs profit. The 
profit must also cover his payments to other producers, who also want profit for themselves. 
Otherwise, why would someone bother to engage in a costly and risky process except for the return 
on their money? So, in order for the poor to get the goods against the money they have, you need a 
bunch of capitalists to produce those goods. 

“But you need more than that. You need a valid context in which money really can be exchanged for 
the goods; in other words, you need a market. You need people who would value money more than 
they value the goods they have; and are willing to produce a surplus of goods to get your money. 
You need a universal agreement for what money would be, and mechanisms for that agreement to be 
worked out in practice. You need a system of prices that will tell the different producers what to 
produce, how much to ask for it, and whether they need to improve their efficiency or not. That 
system of prices must be kept in order by the voluntary decisions of millions of buyers and sellers, 
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everyday, in every place. Without the market, and without the system of prices, the money you give 
to your poor will be worthless. 

“And of course, you need a valid definition for ‘poor.’ But ‘poor’ is a relative term; it makes sense 
only in comparison to ‘wealthy.’ So before you know who is poor and deserves your help, you need 
to have wealthy people in your society, those that have found a way to produce the surplus and have 
enough of it to share with your poor. 

“Therefore, my socialist friend, before you have your ‘solution,’ you need a thoroughly capitalist 
context in which to help your poor. In your eyes what is visible – giving money to the poor – is 
neither socialist nor capitalist. In reality, all the invisible prerequisites for your help are only 
capitalist and nothing else. Therefore, there is only one way to help the poor: the capitalist way.” 

These may not be the exact words Mr. Rothbard would use, but we can imagine his answer would 
follow pretty much the same logic. Classical Liberalism has taught all of us to pay attention to the 
context not seen behind the things that are seen, and thus be informed about economic issues. That’s 
what made Classical Liberals such powerful and influential thinkers in the first place. 

That’s why it is so unfortunate Mr. Rothbard didn’t use the same logic consistently in all his writings 
and opinions. While he applied it to economics, he refused to apply it to other fields, like sociology 
and philosophy. The example I have in mind is his article of 1990, republished again last week by 
LewRockwell.com: “Kingdom Come: The Politics of the Millennium.” In it Mr. Rothbard says the 
following: 

With his usual insight, Gary North sees that the two positions are and must be at loggerheads, and 
hence stakes his entire case on Calvinist presuppositionalism. Unfortunately, presuppositionalism is 
not a position likely to gain adherents outside the hardcore Calvinist faithful, and even there I 
suspect he might have problems. (Is there really only a Christian chemistry, a Christian 
mathematics, a Christian way to fly a plane?) 

Indeed, is there a Christian way to fly a plane? 

The irony of this passage is that the same paragraph where Murray Rothbard tells Gary North his 
presuppositionalism will meet only limited acceptance, ends with the most presuppositional question 
he could ask. And thus, Mr. Rothbard inadvertently proves the case for presuppositionalism: All men 
are presuppositionalists, whether they admit it or not, whether they are aware of it or not. Everyone 
takes something for granted when asking questions or giving answers. It is unavoidable. It is part of 
the very nature of human thinking. 

Gary North is presuppositionalist when he writes his books: He presupposes God and His Word. 

The socialist in my example above is a presuppositionalist when he makes his statement about 
helping the poor: Money, goods, production, market, prices, he takes them all for granted. 

Murray Rothbard is also a presuppositionalist when he asks his question: He presupposes . . . a 
plane! He takes it for granted that the plane just exists out of thin air, and then he asks: Is there really 
a Christian way to fly this thing? (And forget about how it got here, he may add, but he never does.) 
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But can we really take the plane for granted and answer Rothbard’s question? I don’t think so. We 
can’t presuppose a plane out of thin air any more than a socialist can presuppose the existence of 
money, goods, production, exchange, markets, etc. So, in order to answer Mr. Rothbard’s question, I 
need to apply in practice what I learned from him and the other Classical Liberals: Find out how that 
plane came to exist in the first place. Let’s see. 

A plane needs some knowledge of the laws of nature. Therefore, we need to start with a person who 
believes nature has laws. Or, rather, a whole culture that believes it. One, single, transcendental 
principle of unity for all reality is basic to any system of knowledge. A culture that believes nature is 
a clash of benevolent and malevolent personal occult forces is unlikely to develop a “laws of nature” 
concept. Paganism never developed science. 

We also need that person or culture to believe that the human mind is capable of reliably discovering 
and understanding these laws of nature. Hinduism, for example, believes all perceptions are illusory; 
it never developed any science. Also, a society that believes that human mind evolved randomly and 
is a random work of random chemical forces has no reason to believe human mind has any reliable 
connection with the outside world, so why trust any laws that we may “discover”? 

Then we need that person or culture to believe that, conversely, the theoretical constructs and 
thoughts of the human mind have reliable and predictable application to the world outside of it. 
Dualism, with its radical separation of mind and matter, may create some rational constructs that 
look like “science,” but it will never develop it into technologies. The Greeks are one of many 
examples that come that comes to mind. 

After the scientists, we need the experimenters. We need someone who believes that his mind can 
correctly interpret results of experimentation, and therefore believe that what is called “scientific 
method” is really a useful tool. Any belief in ultimate chance would be destructive to the “scientific 
method.” 

We also need a division of labor between the experimenters; so we need a group of people that 
believe that ultimately there is a unifying principle behind all experimentation, irrespective of the 
time, geographical place, the personal background, or the size of the shoes of the experimenter. We 
need them to believe in the principle of replication of experiments and results. 

What about the economic part of it? In order to have a plane, we need someone to believe that the 
profits from their bicycle shop are better used for building the first experimental plane rather than for 
spending it on wine, women, and song. We need someone to believe it is worthy to risk their life 
making the first flight at Kitty Hawk, North Carolina. We need a society that believes in intellectual 
as well as physical property rights to assure the discoverer that he will be rewarded for his efforts 
and investment of time and resources. 

In general, no one builds a plane overnight. Investors must believe in the value of time and in the 
value of future profits over present consumption. They must believe in the predictability of the 
market, and they must believe that they share common values with the entrepreneurs; after all, no 
one is giving their money to a morally unreliable person. The society must believe in moral laws that 
punish evildoers. 
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Then again, when the plane is built, we need pilots who believe the discoveries and the experiments 
of other people in the past are a reliable indicator that the plane is safe; in other words, pilots need 
faith in a principle of unity between the past and the future. The same applies to passengers. Also, 
we need passengers that believe that their time is more valuable than the money they spend on a 
plane ticket. No one builds a plane if the society doesn’t believe in using it. 

Now, look above. While enumerating only a few of the most important prerequisites for the plane to 
even exist, we used the words “believe” and “faith” 18 times! None of the material steps toward 
researching, experimenting, and building a plane would be taken unless we have people who believe 
all these things. A plane is not self-existent; it is the product of a belief system. And if we are going 
to discuss a plane in a rational way, we need to first take into consideration this belief system as the 
invisible reason for the existence of the plane. 

So, a plane needs, at the very bottom, certain beliefs in a society about man, about law, and about 
time. And above all, it needs certain beliefs about the unifying principle between all these: God. 
Without it, a plane cannot exist. 

And if Murray Rothbard wanted to start from the very beginning, he would have noticed that there is 
only one belief system that incorporates all these necessary beliefs: Christianity. It is no coincidence 
that planes, and not only planes, were first built in a Christian nation. Rothbard’s claims at the 
beginning of his article that “Christianity has played a central role in Western civilization and 
contributed an important influence on the development of classical-liberal thought” are incorrect. 
The correct statement would be: “Only Christianity was the force that produced the West. Every 
other influence has played only a deconstructive role.” 

Why, even Rothbard’s natural law is unthinkable without Christianity. Had he spent the time to do 
research on “How natural is the natural law,” he would have discovered that the majority of the 
human beings in history would disagree with the “naturalness” of his natural law. The only ones who 
would agree would be the Christians. Why? Because he took the concept from them! And then he 
cut away from it the only thing that makes the natural law “natural”: The God of the Bible. But 
without the God of the Bible there is no natural law; and consequently only that law is natural, which 
is revealed in the Bible. In proclaiming some kind of natural law that doesn’t need God, Rothbard is 
pretty much like the terrorist in the humorous clip who brags about having studied in the “bloody 
American university in Cairo” while inveighing against the “infidels.” 

Therefore, to answer Mr. Rothbard’s question, there is only one way to fly a plane: the Christian 
way. All others must borrow worldview and presuppositions from Christianity to have a plane in the 
first place in order to fly it. The fact that a non-Christian uses or flies a plane doesn’t make the plane 
less Christian; just like a socialist using money to give to the poor doesn’t make the money less 
capitalist. Planes are Christian, from beginning to end, and so is civilization, science, technology, 
and free market defense. Nothing else could produce them.  

The Mythology of Science 
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 “TULIP” Doesn’t Mean “Reformed” — “City on a Hill” 27.
Does 

Bojidar Marinov, September 8, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3474/tulip-doesnt-mean-
reformed-city-on-a-hill-does/  

Four years ago, Christianity Today ran an article, “Young, 
Restless, Reformed.” In it, the author Collin Hansen 
covered a phenomenon that has been around for the last 
decade: The return of many young Christians to the 
Reformed doctrines. He interviewed quite a few pastors and 
young church members who came out of Charismatic and 
“seeker-sensitive” churches, who now embrace the 
doctrines of Calvinism. Hansen saw this return as a less-
advertised, but much larger and more pervasive 
phenomenon than the “emergent church” or the “seeker-
sensitive church.” He believed the comeback of 
“Calvinism” was “shaking up the church.” He pointed to the 
popularity of the old Puritan authors among the “new 
Reformed,” and especially among the young. The old-

fashioned Puritanism of the 17th and the 18th centuries seemed to be the ideological fuel behind this 
Calvinist comeback. Many of the Puritans’ works were being reprinted because of the renewed 
interest in them. A professor at Gordon-Conwell even said he suspected “young evangelicals 
gravitate toward the Puritans looking for deeper historic roots and models for high-commitment 
Christianity.” 

This was highly encouraging. Everything good the Western world has today – the concepts of 
liberty, rule of law, superior work ethic, charitable organizations, entrepreneurial spirit, thrift and 
long-term investment, etc. – it owes it to the Reformed theology and those who applied it in practice. 
When the time came for liberty to be defended throughout the Western world, and especially in 
America, it was Reformed and Puritan preachers who encouraged populations to defend their 
freedom under God, and it was Reformed and Puritan laymen who first manned the battle stations 
against oppression. And it was Reformed and Puritan leaders who worked to build the West to a just 
and prosperous society, and to spread the ideas of liberty to the rest of the world; everyone else 
followed their example. So, if Collin Hansen was right in his assessment of the pervasiveness of this 
Calvinist comeback, then we had back again the historically proven solution to America’s descent 
into socialism, paganism, political turmoil and economic recession. 

But whatever hopes one could derive from that Calvinist comeback that Hansen saw, they would 
have been completely extinguished in our experience of the last two years. In a time when our 
society is struggling to preserve everything America once proudly stood for – everything that the 
Puritans handed down to us through the generations – these “new Reformed” of Hansen failed to 
materialize when their influence was most necessary. Since 2008, in our intense cultural wars against 
those who want to subvert America, the churches declared as “Reformed” by Hansen are nowhere to 
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be seen. Whatever “fuel” they may have borrowed from the Puritans, it has failed to produce the 
“black regiment” of Reformed preachers responsible for the First American Revolution. We don’t 
see these new Reformers taking the lead in a Second American Revolution. If the First Revolution 
was called by King George, “The Presbyterian Rebellion,” there is not a single bit of reason today 
for Obama, or Nancy Pelosi, or the other would-be tyrants on the left to talk about “the Reformed 
uprising,” or the “Calvinist Tea Party.” Far from being the spiritual or ideological heirs of the 
Puritans, the pastors mentioned in Hansen’s article are very careful today never to mention anything 
relevant to the cultural battles of our time. 

Why is it so? How come such a large and pervasive movement to return to our theological Reformed 
roots fails to produce the proper Reformed practical response? Shouldn’t a Puritan mind produce 
Puritan practice, individually and socially? If the early Puritans gave us America, shouldn’t modern 
Puritans restore America to what it was meant to be? How do we resolve this contradiction? 

The answer is this: There is no contradiction. Hansen is wrong. What he believes is a “Calvinist 
comeback” is not. What he sees as “Reformed” pastors and believers are not. Hansen’s definition of 
“Reformed” is truncated. The reason we don’t see Puritan practical response is because there is no 
Puritan theological influence in the churches he interviewed. He only sees the surface. The essence 
is not Reformed. 

When looking for “Reformed” churches, Hansen uses the TULIP – the five-point acronym for 
Calvinism – as his measuring rod. If a church believes in the TULIP (Total Depravity, Unconditional 
Election, Limited Atonement, Irresistible Grace, Perseverance of the Saints), if it teaches it, if it has 
made it the central point of its doctrine, Hansen believes it is “Reformed.” TULIP is mentioned, 
directly or indirectly, more than 20 times in the article. It is the inspiration for some of the 
interviewed converts to Calvinism in the article. Some of the important “Reformed” churches have 
special courses and teachings on the TULIP. Others are preaching it boldly from the pulpits. TULIP 
is the beginning and the end of what Hansen defines as “Calvinism.” If a church is focused on the 
TULIP, it is Reformed, he thinks. 

The truth that Hansen missed is that TULIP is not the essence of the Reformed theology. Of course, 
the doctrines of Total Depravity, Unconditional Election, Limited Atonement, Irresistible Grace, and 
Perseverance of the Saints are an important starting step to the immense body of theological truths 
called “Reformed theology.” It follows directly from the greater concept of the Sovereignty of God. 
It correctly describes the fallen state of man and the work of God in saving the individual. When we 
look up to God to give thanks for what He has done for us personally, we think “TULIP,” even if we 
never knew the term or never understood it. 

To summarize, TULIP is the acronym for the “mechanism” of our personal salvation. And that’s it. 
Nothing more than our personal salvation. But Reformed theology encompasses immeasurably more 
than just personal salvation. And when a church makes TULIP the summa of its theology, that 
church is not Reformed. Yes, it has taken the first step to becoming Reformed, but it is still far from 
the goal. 

The Puritans whom the “new Reformed” like and claim to follow would be deeply surprised that 
someone would focus the whole of God’s Sovereignty on the salvation of individual human souls. 
That would seem rather selfish to them – it would look as if God’s Sovereignty is made to serve 
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man’s needs, rather than man’s salvation serve God’s plans. The salvation of individuals has never 
occupied such a high status in the thinking of the Puritans; the Kingdom of God and its 
righteousness has. The Puritans did understand that God’s plans were top priority over the salvation 
of individuals; the Pharaoh and his hardened heart were a favorite sermon topic for many a Puritan 
preachers. They did not see God’s sovereignty only in salvation but in damnation also, and in many 
more things. Their evangelism did call to individual repentance and righteous walk but they 
understood that preaching salvation was only milk (Heb. 6:1–2). There were more “solid-food” areas 
of knowledge and practice that deserved much more attention. 

Hansen’s article mentioned those of the young “new Reformed” who came out of “seeker-sensitive” 
churches and became Reformed. But how much has changed for these people? Yes, the theological 
justification for their faith has changed, no doubt about it. They don’t believe they earn their 
salvation anymore. But have their priorities, or their motivation changed? Not at all. Both in a 
“seeker-sensitive” and in a “new Reformed” environment the focus is on ME and MINE, what God 
has done for MY salvation. The beginning and the end is the personal salvation, and that’s it. In a 
very real sense, the “new Reformed” are simply a theologically correct version of the “seeker-
sensitive” movement: the selfishness of the quest is still there, except that now it uses better 
theology. This focus on the self, on the needs of ME and MINE would have seen a gross 
misinterpretation of God’s Sovereignty to the Puritans of old, and they would hardly recognize 
themselves and their ideas in the “new Reformed” movement. It isn’t their legacy, and the obsession 
with personal spiritual welfare was not part of their mind and culture. 

What was the legacy left by the Reformers to the future generations? 

It was not churches full of believers who earnestly study theology only to revel in their personal 
salvation. In fact, with two exceptions – Scotland and Hungary – the early Reformers didn’t leave us 
any lasting churches at all. It was not intellectualized sermons of elaborate psychological verbiage 
that pick on every feeling and every emotion a believer may have. It was not courageous sermons on 
irrelevant topics of peripheral importance to our age and culture. And it certainly wasn’t a belief in a 
God who is only sovereign to save individuals, but nothing else. 

Their most lasting legacy was on the cultivation of societies, whole cultures based on the practical 
applications of Reformed theology, from top to bottom. Geneva, Strasbourg, Holland, England, 
Scotland, Hungary, the Huguenot communities in France and later in North and South Carolina, the 
Oranje-Vrystaat and Transvaal. Societies that became light to the world, an embodiment of Christ’s 
liberty and justice for all. The Reformed believers of earlier centuries built a civilization that 
influenced the world permanently. They changed the world not by the selfishness of the focus on 
salvation but by the obedience of teaching the nations and building the Kingdom of God. 

It was cities on a hill that they left for us as a legacy, and it is the “City on a Hill” motif that best 
characterizes the Reformed theology today, not TULIP. Whether Calvinist or Arminian, or Christian 
or non-Christian, everyone today in America – and not only America – is a witness to their success 
of building that “City on a Hill.” The Puritans that Hansen talks about did not arrive to these shores 
to find the perfect TULIP theology. They did believe in God’s Sovereignty over salvation, yes, but 
they believed in much more than that. They knew they were predestined to be God’s chosen vessels 
to manifest God’s Sovereignty over the cultures and the societies of men by building a new 
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civilization. “The kingdoms of this world have become a Kingdom of our God” had a very specific 
meaning for the Puritans, and that meaning was what characterized their view of Sovereignty. 

Having the vision of the City on a Hill, the Puritans were much more concerned with the legal and 
cultural issues of their societies than with the psychological and philosophical issues of man’s 
existence, as it is with the “new Reformed.” Justice and righteousness was their priority, not over 
spiritualization and mystic experiences. They developed law codes, economic theory and practice, 
social organization, education, and science. They did not worry about the minutest irrelevant details 
of the personal spiritual life of a Christian. They saw value in incarnating the truths of God in their 
culture, not in internalizing theology. Their view of the world was one whole, under the Law of God, 
spiritual and material, church, family, and state, mind and matter, law and grace. They wouldn’t be 
able to grasp the dualism of the modern “new Reformed” churches. “Covenant” was for them not a 
religious term. It was the building block of all relationships, spiritual and temporal, and all covenants 
– in the civil realm, the marketplace, church, family, or school – were to imitate that supreme 
covenant between God and mankind in Jesus Christ. 

That’s why when John Witherspoon declared that liberty to worship and economic and political 
liberty were inseparable, he wasn’t declaring a new doctrine. He was only proclaiming what he had 
learned from his spiritual fathers, from Augustine, through Calvin, to Mather and Edwards. And 
when Witherspoon’s disciples got together to become the Founding Fathers of the United States of 
America, this was a truly Reformed act, a logical outcome of the doctrines of the Reformation. And 
in order to make sure we understood it, they left us their admonishment and advice, to obey God in 
our nation-building just as we obey Him in our personal life, family, and our church-building. 

And those that today want to be Reformed, cannot limit themselves to the comfortable thought that 
God gave them personal salvation. Reformed means the Sovereignty of God over everything—all of 
man’s life and thought and action, including man’s society and culture. Therefore, Hansen’s “new 
Reformed” are not Reformed at all. They are simply another, theologically correct version of a man-
centered religion. 

So next time when Christianity Today wants to look for a Calvinist comeback, the key phrase they 
should be looking for is not TULIP. They will know the return of Calvinism by these: City on a Hill, 
Comprehensive World-and-Life View, Teaching the Nations, the Crown Rights of Jesus Christ over 
every area of life, Christendom, Dominion under God’s Covenant. The article should be titled: 
“Dominion-Oriented, Historically Optimistic, Reformed.” Anything else will be only an empty 
imitation of the legacy of the Puritans, not true Reformed. 

  



 

 
106 

 Hope IN God, FOR Our Generation 28.
Bojidar Marinov December 1, 2010   

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3785/hope-in-god-for-our-
generation/  

But how, in the face of all these 
overwhelming facts of social and economic 
breakdown, can you be so optimistic for our 
generation? How can you be so confident in 
turning the tide in the face of today’s corrupt 
politics, rising influence of liberal media, 
scores of Americans dumbed down by public 
schools and TV, and more and more 
government control? 

I ask you, because you seem not worried 
about the stupidity of our electorate and those 

that we elect. You seem more annoyed, yet confident in the promises of God. I desire that myself as 
my husband’s job seems to be downsizing and I have three kids to homeschool. I would like to see 
my spirit soar in trust in my savior in a very uncertain time. 

These are statements from two letters written to me in the last couple of months. It’s so easy to lose 
hope these days, if one is a Christian. 

On one hand we have the enemies of God who have taken the reins of power in our nation and seem 
to be unstoppable in their imposition of their agenda on the American public. The Federal 
government is ever more intrusive and open about its power to control our lives, liberties, and 
property. It takes years to undo what takes the socialists in power just a few hours to sign into law. 
Our money is not money anymore, our economy is not an economy anymore, and our communities 
are not what they used to be. A man is not safe even in his own home. 

On the other hand we have what I call the “Denethor ministries”: Christian ministries that have given 
up all hope for this nation, leading us to accept escapism as a “Christian” ideal.[1] Don’t have hope 
for America, some of them proclaim, but have hope “in Jesus,” that means, have hope only for the 
salvation of your own soul, not for your nation, your communities, your economy, or your family. 
“America will lay in ruins,” one of these Denethors declared these days, “but we should only look to 
Jesus for our hope”; forgetting, apparently, that his grandchildren will have to face the reality of 
America abandoned by their grandfather who was way too “spiritual” to care for the world they will 
spend their lives in. 

Pagans say there is no hope in God. Christian ministers say there is no hope for the world. Both 
groups agree in principle that hope IN God and hope FOR the world are separated by a chasm. One 
cannot have both. If you have hope in God, you cannot have hope for our generation. But if you 
hope for good things in our generation, you must have abandoned your hope in God. 
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So where should Christians find hope? Should we just remain content that our little souls are saved 
and forget about the world? But even if we want to do something about the world and about the life 
of our children and grandchildren, what hope can we have, given the obvious defeat of everything 
we believe in, in the cultural arena? 

But true Christian hope is always comprehensive. It’s never only a hope IN something. It must have 
a goal bigger than ourselves, otherwise it is simply baptized selfishness. And it is never only a hope 
FOR something; it must have a supernatural source, otherwise it is simply paganism. 

Therefore my hope is IN and FOR: in God, for the world. And my confidence is IN and FOR: in 
God, for our generation. And contrary to all claims, and all alleged “evidence” to the contrary, I 
believe this and the next generation will be the last generations of triumphant secular humanism in 
history. There is no end of the world in sight; there is the end of secular humanism as we’ve known 
it for the last 120 years. There is no Second Coming of Jesus in this generation or next. There is the 
return of Christianity as the dominant cultural force in the world. And there is no Great Tribulation 
in sight. There is only the collapse of the social and economic order created by secular humanism 
and the rebuilding of civilization by Christians who have rejected escapism and have embraced the 
comprehensive Gospel of the Kingdom of Jesus Christ, in history. 

But how can I be so confident? 

I read my Bible. And I try to discern the times, like the sons of Issachar (1 Chron. 12:32). I know not 
to be dismayed by the power of the enemy, because I know the Lord laughs and scoffs at them (Ps. 
2:4). I know not to trust those Christian “leaders” who say there is no hope for victory over cultural 
evil in our own generation; that would be equivalent to believing the report of the ten spies (Num. 
13-14). I know that discouragement usually comes right before we reach the goal. I am realistic 
about modern Christians, and modern Americans, and modern Europeans. I am realistic about the 
limits of the modern political system, and I am realistic about the products of the modern public 
school system in America. I am realistic about our politicians, and I am realistic about our 
conservatives. 

But I also have another dimension of realism added to my experience that most Americans don’t 
have: I saw Communism fall. Christians weren’t better in Eastern Europe, nor were voters any better 
than voters in America today. (Even if they were, voting didn’t matter under Communism.) The 
political system wasn’t better. The products of the State school systems weren’t better. The 
government had all the guns, and it had all the food. There weren’t any politicians other than the 
Communist Party functionaries. And there was no hope, humanly speaking. In fact, with a few 
precious exceptions, observers on both sides of the Iron Curtain believed Communism was here to 
stay. For us living under it, we certainly believed it was here to stay – not that it worked but who 
would challenge it? 

And yet it fell. This taught us a lesson: Systems collapse under their own weight. 

The system of secular humanism in the United States today is collapsing under its own weight. One 
hundred years ago it was young, vibrant, resourceful, optimistic in its assault against traditional 
Christianity. Today it rather resembles the last days of the Roman Empire; or the last days of the 
Communist regimes in Eastern Europe. 
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Politically, it is losing the battle. For many years secular humanists have worked to shift the focus of 
the political debate from the moral issues of Christianity to the pragmatic issues in the secular “right 
vs. left” paradigm. And indeed, for a couple of decades the Christian heritage in the American 
politics was nowhere to be seen. But it’s back again. Pro-life is a badge of honor for politicians these 
days. Even those who aren’t pro-life are trying to fake it in order to win votes. No politician these 
days in America dares declare publicly “I am an atheist.” They are either sincere believers, or at least 
fake some kind of religion. (Yes, even the Clintons.) There is no hope for the liberals to bring the 
political discourse back to its non-religious ground. And there is no political ideology that can help 
them do it in the long term. All politicians on the left are only using recycled slogans of the past, all 
of them empty, all of them failed. 

Economically, secular humanism is a failure. It tried to create wealth without God. For that reason 
secular humanists created the Federal Reserve: Once the Federal government had a firm grip on the 
money supply, nothing could get in the way of achieving a government-created cornucopia. No one 
objected to it. After all, man could achieve anything, including overcoming the obstacle of limited 
money supply. But it failed. And its failure is more obvious by day; and voters are uneasy about it. 
And the world is uneasy about it. The statement of the the President of the World Bank, Robert 
Zoellick, about the necessity of creating world currency based on gold went largely unnoticed in the 
US. But it was an admission of defeat. Man’s attempts to create wealth from nothing failed. Money 
can’t be used as a tool for government policy anymore. The economic and financial events of the last 
two years sent a clear message: The Planners are helpless. 

Socially, secular humanism failed to create the “Great Society” it promised a century ago. It failed 
spectacularly in Eastern Europe and China: The “Great Society” was great for a small number of 
party apparatchiks, and it was a nightmare for the masses. It is failing now in Western Europe with 
the insolvency of the welfare, healthcare, and pension systems. It promised “something for nothing,” 
it promised an ideal society where no one would have to sacrifice and everyone would be protected 
and cared for from cradle to grave. It turns out now someone would have to sacrifice, but there is no 
ideology of sacrifice in secular humanism. Therefore when the governments are trying to introduce 
pay cuts, and lower spending, and fewer entitlements, no one wants to be the loser. Secular 
politicians are now in a dilemma: In order to preserve the social order, they will have to make 
everyone sacrifice. But this very act will make people revolt, which will destroy the social order. 
And there isn’t much time left, because the money is limited. The only solution is another Weimar 
Republic over all Europe. We know what follows after that. The “Great Society” in America is not 
in a much better condition, with Social Security bankrupt, and the Federal government and all the 
state governments bankrupt. 

In terms of human resources, secular humanism in America is bleeding to death from a thousand 
cuts. In the last decades it has been systematically destroying its own social base by encouraging the 
murder of its own unborn. Those that made it through, it sent to its own government schools that 
made sure the future liberal humanist leaders of America have no critical thinking skills, no 
reasoning skills, and no initiative or creativity whatsoever. Predictably, while politically the Left 
commands a significant army of voters, there aren’t too many reliable leaders available. Obama’s 
failure to “keep the magic” of attracting the voters is only representative of a larger problem among 
America’s secular humanist elite: Secular humanism, when developed to its logical end, cannot 
produce cultural leadership. 
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We as Christians think of the liberal establishment in this country as all-powerful people with 
unlimited resources and a perfect plan to push their agenda. They are not. They are a weak, limited, 
and confused bunch who are dismayed by the failure of their plans despite the billions of dollars 
thrown to put those plans to work. They know their time is limited, and they don’t know what to do. 
“Hopelessness” is the best word to describe the current state of secular humanism in America. 

Their system is running out of political power, out of money, out of promises and hope for the 
future, and out of human resources. No matter what and who stands against it, it will collapse very 
soon. It can’t produce an ideology that would rejuvenate it anymore. It can’t produce the “world 
leader,” the Antichrist that Christian dispensationalists are waiting for. It is doomed. Communism 
collapsed without any attack from outside or inside. Secular humanism in America is about to do so, 
in this generation. 

The power of the God of Hosts will accomplish this. I will be the worthless servant who will watch it 
happen. 

When the Roman Empire collapsed, it wasn’t the strength of Christians, and it wasn’t the moral 
courage of the voters that brought it down. When Communism collapsed, it wasn’t because of the 
strength of its human enemies. It was God Who fought against both Rome and Communism. God 
has been fighting against secular humanism even while the church was still buying Left Behind by 
the millions. God has been defunding secular humanism’s agenda while the church was still debating 
whether economics is a legitimate part of our Christian message. God has been undermining their 
political power, and God has been dumbing down their leaders and followers while Christian parents 
were taking their children to the government schools. God has been in the business of fighting the 
world when we were in the business of withdrawing from the world. 

And that’s the basis for my optimism. Not by the might of the churches, nor by the power of the 
voters. I have seen God work in history, and I will see Him work again, one more time. History – not 
the end of history – is His battlefield. He doesn’t need us, and He doesn’t need American voters to 
destroy the humanist system that raises its head against Him. He has those for breakfast. He fights 
them by making them achieve perfection on the basis of their own ideals. When an anti-Christian 
system achieves such perfection, it is ripe for collapse. And then He just pushes it. 

A new beginning is coming. 

 

[1]Denethor II is a fictional character in J. R. R. Tolkien’s The Return of the King. In the novel, he is the 26th and last 
ruling Steward of Gondor.  
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 The True Gospel vs. the Truncated “Gospel” 29.
Bojidar Marinov, February 9, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/4020/the-true-gospel-vs-the-
truncated-gospel/  

It has become fashionable these days for preachers and 
theologians to give us “the gospel” in a short form. “The 
Gospel in 6 minutes.” Or, “the Gospel in one sentence.” 
What they usually present is a short statement about Jesus’ 
work for our individual salvation. And that’s all. The main 
message of the Gospel for our modern preachers seems to 
be that our individual salvation is the most important goal 
of God, and Christ came to serve and achieve that most 
important goal. Thus, the modern view of the Gospel in 
many churches doesn’t differ too much from the pagan 
view of the pagan religions. It in fact doesn’t differ from 
what pagans would want Christianity to be. Many things 
are excluded from the Gospel: culture, justice, families, 
history, science, etc. The “gospel” of our modern 
preachers is strictly limited to one area only: me and mine. 

But what is the Gospel according to the Bible? Can we limit it to the individual salvation of souls 
only? Can we diminish the Christian message to “it’s all about having a personal relationship with 
Jesus”? Can we agree with those Christian ministers who say that Christian social action cannot be 
“confused with the Gospel”? What is the Gospel, what is its proper area of operation, and what are 
its proper limits according to the Bible? 

In finding the true nature of the Gospel we need to start with the fact that there isn’t a single verse in 
the Bible that limits the message of the Gospel to individual salvation only. The Bible doesn’t say, 
“The Gospel is only this but not that.” There is no area of life for which the Bible says, “But this is 
not the Gospel,” or “The Gospel has nothing to say about this.” Any such limit, any such boundaries 
placed on the legitimate area of the Gospel message are entirely man-made and proceed from the 
personal theological prejudice of the preacher or the theologian, not from sound exegesis. 

Yes, the Bible does talk a lot about individual salvation of men’s souls as part of the Gospel 
message. But the important part individual salvation plays in the Gospel message doesn’t exclude 
the cultural part of the Gospel. There is no language of “this-but-not-that” when the message of the 
Gospel is discussed. No Biblical author limits the Gospel in any way. People are saved individually, 
that is a fact. God is in the business of bringing people to salvific faith, based on the sacrifice of His 
Son on the Cross. But that’s not where the Gospel ends. Its claims and its message are 
comprehensive, they encompass all of life. The Gospel is not defined as a “gospel of salvation,” 
except in one place only, Ephesians 1:13, where it describes what the Gospel does, not what it is. 
And even in Ephesians 1, the language doesn’t imply any limitation on the message and the meaning 
of the Gospel. 
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While there is no limiting language in the Bible concerning the proper boundaries of the Gospel 
message, there certainly is quite a lot of evidence for its comprehensive nature. The Bible talks about 
the Gospel using the language of universal power, universal authority, and universal jurisdiction. 
The Gospel is defined by Jesus as the Gospel of the Kingdom, thus pointing to its comprehensive 
content and intent. Jesus didn’t focus His ministry on the salvation of individual souls; in fact, in 
many places, like Matthew 13:10-17, He seems to deliberately turn down opportunities to save 
people, focused instead on a higher goal, teaching His disciples about . . . the Kingdom! The higher 
and comprehensive reality of the Kingdom of God was so central to the Gospel –- as opposed to 
simply individual salvation of souls –- that Jesus spent 40 days of his post-Resurrection life on earth 
explaining the Kingdom to the disciples. In the last chapter of John and the first chapter of Acts 
where we learn about His post-resurrection ministry, the word “salvation” is not even mentioned. 
The central theme there is the Kingdom, again, meaning a universal rule of Christ over every power 
and authority in heaven and on earth. 

An often quoted but misunderstood by our modern churches verse is John 3:16: “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.” In the ideology of modern theologians and pastors this verse is almost universally 
interpreted to mean: God’s main goal, and therefore the Gospel’s main purpose is to convert people 
and save souls from hell. 

But this is not what the verse says. Salvation of souls is NOT the goal at all; it is only a means to a 
higher goal. The verse starts with that higher goal: “God loved the world.” God’s attention is shown 
here directed to the whole world, not just individual souls. The salvation of individual souls is only 
subject to that higher goal, as we see from the conclusion of the passage in the very next verse: “For 
God did not send the Son into the world to judge the world, but that the world might be saved 
through Him.” 

The “sacred verse” of modern evangelism is not concerned with the salvation of individuals as an 
end in itself; the end is the salvation of the whole world, the kosmos, the creation of God that was 
polluted by sin and curse, and now God is restoring it to Himself, and that through the salvation of 
believers as a means, not a goal in itself. 

The language of another central passage for the New Testament evangelism -– the Great 
Commission in Matthew 28:18-20 –- is just as universal and comprehensive: “All authority has been 
given to Me in heaven and on earth.” The basis for preaching the Gospel is thus established: The 
total, comprehensive authority of Jesus Christ over every area of life, in heaven and on earth. Now, 
if the Gospel was only concerned with the salvation of individual souls, then such a foundation is a 
serious overkill; for snatching souls out of sin and hell Christ doesn’t need to establish the fact of His 
comprehensive authority. We are saved individually by His sacrifice on the Cross. Why does He 
need to mention His total power, if the intent, the content, and the end of His Gospel were strictly 
individual? Such language of comprehensive claims makes sense only if it is followed by a language 
of comprehensive requirements; i.e., if the Gospel He requires them to preach is just as 
comprehensive, covering every area of life, including the personal life and salvation of the believer, 
but not limited to it. 

And indeed, the rest of the Great Commission has only a small reference to the individual aspect of 
the Gospel: “baptize them.” And this is only as a means, in the context of a greater, comprehensive, 



 

 
112 

world-wide focus: “disciple the nations, teach them to do everything I have commanded you.” (The 
Greek text doesn’t contain the phrase “make disciples,” the exact meaning is “disciple the nations,” 
as nations, not as individuals taken out of the nations.) The nations –- as nations, as comprehensive 
entities –- must be discipled actively to obey what Christ commanded, everything of it, including the 
Old Testament. The Great Commission in Matthew 28:18-20 mirrors the passage in John 3:16-17; 
the intent and the content of the Gospel message are comprehensive, addressing the whole world as 
world and as nations, and the personal salvation of individuals is only an important means to this 
goal, but never a goal in itself. 

If the Gospel was limited to only individual salvation of men, then we can’t find much sense in the 
words of Jesus in Matthew 10:18: “And you will even be brought before governors and kings for My 
sake, as a testimony to them and to the Gentiles. But when they hand you over, do not worry about 
how or what you are to say; for it will be given you in that hour what you are to say.” 

The individual salvation of men is the same for kings and for common people. Why would the 
disciples worry about “how or what” they must say to kings and rulers, if they are only to talk about 
individual salvation? What is it in the testimony to kings and rulers that is different? The only 
plausible answer to this question is in the comprehensive nature of the Gospel, the fact that the 
Gospel speaks to all of life, and therefore it speaks to every man in his specific area of authority and 
dominion under God. Kings and rulers have no problem when their subjects are concerned with their 
personal salvation; the real difficulty lies in telling a king how to rule according to “everything I 
have commanded you.” 

And indeed, we see that Christians were persecuted in the Roman Empire not because they preached 
individual salvation. They weren’t the only ones to preach it as a matter of fact; Rome had a special 
Pantheon (All-Gods) were every new god or savior was duly registered and adopted in service of the 
Empire. But Jesus was different. What made Him different, and why were the Christians persecuted? 
The answer is: Their message was not limited to individual salvation or the personal life of the 
believer but was a comprehensive challenge to the Empire itself. In the words of the persecutors 
themselves: “they all act contrary to the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is another king, Jesus” 
(Acts 17:7). 

It was that comprehensive nature of the Gospel, demanding the submission of all earthly powers to 
Jesus that earned the Christians the persecutions. The sweet picture of heavenly salvation never 
produced such persecutions; the statement of Jesus’ authority on the earth, over every area of life 
including politics and culture, did. A verse that is used to support the truncated view of the Gospel is 
1 Corinthians 15:1-4: 

Now I make known to you, brethren, the gospel which I preached to you, which also you received, in 
which also you stand, by which also you are saved, if you hold fast the word which I preached to 
you, unless you believed in vain. For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received, 
that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He was 
raised on the third day according to the Scriptures 

Indeed, this passage looks like it limits the Gospel to individual salvation. But the citation is not 
complete. The passage logically continues until Paul says about the reign of Christ: “For He must 
reign until He has put all His enemies under His feet.” 
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The language of universal, comprehensive application of the Gospel is present here too. There is no 
verse in the middle of the chapter to tell us, “And this is not the Gospel.” To the contrary, before this 
comment about Jesus’ comprehensive victory Paul talks about the resurrection of believers which is 
in the very heart of the Gospel. After this comment Paul continues with the resurrection theme. 
Nothing tells us that Paul’s words about Jesus’ total power is outside the Gospel, a kind of 
“parenthesis” in the text. The subjection of all powers, all authorities -– yes, including earthly 
political, social, economic, and other authorities –- to Christ is part of the Gospel message. 
Excluding it from the Gospel means truncating the Gospel to what Rushdoony calls a “pagan 
mystery religion,” one of those that the Roman Senate would have readily accepted into the 
Pantheon in Rome. 

Paul talks even more explicitly about the comprehensive nature of Christ’s Gospel when he 
comments in Romans 8 on the nature of our deliverance from bondage. Explaining that the Spirit 
testifies that we are God’s sons, free and redeemed, he doesn’t miss the opportunity to remind his 
readers that this deliverance of our individual souls is not a goal in itself; it is only a means to a 
higher goal and purpose of God: 

For the anxious longing of the creation waits eagerly for the revealing of the sons of God. 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. For we know that the whole creation groans and suffers the pains of childbirth 
together until now (Rom. 8:19-22). 

Again, we are saved not just to be saved. God has a higher purpose for us: Apply our deliverance 
and salvation to the whole creation. Does that mean our social, political, and economic world as 
well? Yes. The verse says, the whole creation. In the same epistle, while explaining the practical 
implications of the Gospel message, Paul also includes the duties of the civil ruler: He must be a 
servant of God. This very claim was considered treason in the Empire; as we saw above, Christians 
were persecuted for that specific reason, claiming that Christ was a higher power than Caesar. In the 
Empire’s political constitution, Caesar was god; he couldn’t be a “deacon” of another god. The 
Gospel however did encroach on Caesar’s realm and requested his subjection to Christ in all, 
including his policies. 

Paul is very adamant about the applicability of the Gospel in every area of life, including criminal 
justice. Modern theologians and preachers to the contrary, Paul didn’t believe or preach any 
dichotomy between the Law and the Gospel. The Gospel did include the Law, as is obvious from 
Paul’s statement in 1 Timothy 1:8-11. There, after explaining the continuing validity of the Law of 
God in matters of criminal justice, and saying that the Law is good when applied to criminals, Paul 
doesn’t hesitate to add, “according to the glorious gospel of the blessed God, with which I have been 
entrusted.” 

Paul is clear here: The Gospel he preached was not limited to the salvation of individuals. It did 
include every power and every authority, including civil powers. The Gospel Paul had been 
entrusted with required the righteous use of the Law, and therefore the punishment of the crimes 
Paul listed, by the Law. Paul was faithful in obeying the Great Commission: The nations must be 
taught everything Christ had commanded, and therefore the Gospel message included the Law’s 
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provisions against civil crimes. Any truncation of the Gospel to only personal salvation would have 
been disobedience. 

Much more can be said about the comprehensive claims of the Gospel in the Bible. One thing is 
clear: Those who limit the Gospel to the individual salvation of men’s souls do not preach the 
Biblical Gospel. The Biblical Gospel is the Gospel of the Kingdom, a comprehensive declaration of 
the total authority of Jesus Christ over every area of life, including politics, culture, economics, etc. 
When we fail to make that declaration of the Gospel to the whole of life, we only serve those that 
want the demise of Christianity. 
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 The True and the False New World Order 30.
Bojidar Marinov,  April 6, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4258/the-true-and-the-false-
new-world-order/  

“I know men and I tell you that Jesus Christ is no mere man. Between Him 
and every other person in the world there is no possible term of 
comparison. Alexander, Caesar, Charlemagne, and I have founded 
empires. But on what did we rest the creation of our genius? Upon force. 
Jesus Christ founded His empire upon love; and at this hour millions of 
men would die for Him.” 

Napoleon Bonaparte said these words at the end of his life, while 
being transported to the island of St. Helena after the ultimate 
failure of his political efforts to build and maintain an enlightened 
empire. Napoleon was a little too harsh on himself. In fact, if there 
was a conqueror in the modern European history that enjoyed the 
support of the masses of people in the conquered nations, it was 
him. The Napoleonic Code – the first comprehensive civil law code 
that abolished privileges based on birth or class – was admired by 
people throughout the whole continent. Napoleon’s enemies, while 
controlling populations much larger than France, very often had 

troubles assembling armies large enough to defeat him. His name was used as a symbol of the 
struggle against feudal privileges among the depressed masses in Europe even as late as the 1890s. 
England’s ruling class, his chief adversary in the wars on the Continent, had to deal with his 
popularity even among their own common people; when in 1818 The Times published a false report 
for his escape from St. Helena, it was greeted with spontaneous celebrations in London. The British 
Parliament housed so many admirers and sympathizers of the Emperor of the French that some of 
them were bold enough to demand in long speeches that he should be treated without unnecessary 
harshness as a prisoner. Whatever Napoleon said about his own empire, he could certainly brag that 
more than any other ruler or government head he embodied the ideal of the “enlightened despot,” 
one who changed history and was loved for it by his own subjects. 

What today passes for “New World Order” – the attempts of the modern political elite to establish a 
worldwide government based on the will of that elite and the unconditional obedience of the 
“masses,” – Napoleon achieved it. Or, at least, was very close to achieving it, on the European 
Continent. No one before him and after him was able to subjugate so much of the European territory 
under the power of one person only. No one was able to consistently defeat superior armies as 
Napoleon did. No foreign invader was greeted in so many conquered cities and towns by so many 
enthusiastic “commoners” who saw him as a “liberator” rather than an invader. 

And yet, at the end he failed. And not only he failed but he confessed that he based his empire, the 
“creation of his genius,” on the wrong premise. And then he made a comment about Jesus Christ that 
can top the list of testimonies ever made for the Christian faith. When he made the statement that “at 
this hour millions of men would die for him,” the Christian faith was still largely confined to Europe 
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and North America, with very small Christian communities in Asia. Africa had no Christianity to be 
worth mentioning (in 1900 only 2% of its population was Christian, centered in Ethiopia), India had 
even less, and China’s Christian population numbered in the 100,000s of a total population of 400 
million Chinese. 

Less than 200 years later, the world is even more thoroughly Christianized than it was in 1815. If 
those willing to die for Jesus could be numbered by millions then, today we can talk about hundreds 
of millions, and the majority of them is not confined to the old centers of Christianity in Europe and 
North America. The Church of Jesus Christ is spreading throughout the whole earth, and even when 
it experiences short-term ups and downs for a generation or two, in the final account it keeps 
emerging victorious over its rivals, the kingdoms of men. If two thousand years ago the church 
started as a small band of people, and its opponent was a mighty empire spread over three continents 
and including a multitude of nations, today the Church is a mighty global empire, and its opponents 
progressively degenerate into smaller and smaller political units, fighting each other for an illusory 
power that no man or institution will ever be able to achieve. Given the insight Napoleon had in his 
last years, he wouldn’t be surprised at this outcome. He was a smart man, and learned from history, 
and from his own experience. 

What’s even more interesting is that Napoleon – the man who promised to build a “New Europe” – 
at the end of his life admitted that his “new” political order was nothing but an old political order, 
the same that Alexander or Caesar tried to establish. There was nothing “new” in it; the same use of 
force, the same promises for a Golden Age of humanity, the same promises to “remove the old” and 
build a new world. Napoleon, the most successful builder of a New World Order, saw clearly that his 
New World Order is the same Old World Order that tyrants of all ages have been trying to build, and 
uniformly failed. And they failed in favor of the true Builder and Architect of the true New World 
Order, Jesus Christ. Again, Napoleon learned from history, and from his own experience. 

Strangely, today we have so many Christians who are unable to learn from history, and are unable to 
learn from experience, and are unable to learn from what the Bible says about history. 

My email and my Facebook account are bombarded every day with articles, prophecies, 
interpretations of events and Biblical verses, with ads for conferences and seminars, all of them 
“surely” pointing to “evidence” that a “New World Order” is in the making by different conspiracies 
of the enemies of Christianity and of the West. It is inevitable, they claim, because “we live in the 
last days,” those last days that the Bible “prophesies” will bring upon us a one-world government, 
and Antichrist will come and reign for a certain period of time. The names of the conspirators are 
mentioned, usually the Federal Reserve, Soros, Obama, the European Union, and others. While some 
of these web-sites and conferences and seminars all promise to throw light on these nefarious 
workings of the enemy, they also assure me that nothing can be done to stop it; it was “prophesied” 
that these events will happen, therefore whether I know about them or not, I can’t stop them. Even if 
the whole church around the world – the millions that would die for Christ – know about them and 
make the effort to stop the conspiracy of the “New World Order,” they will fail against the small 
group of almighty mischievous elitists. Had I read all the websites, and had I attended all the 
conferences and seminars, and had I achieved a perfect knowledge of the workings of the Antichrist 
and the New World Order, all this information would have been useless to me, as far as specific 
action is concerned. Nothing can be done, the things just happen, and it is going to be ugly, and 
there’s nothing we can do to stop it. 
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Now, I acknowledge that there are conspiracies, and there are attempts by committed anti-Christian 
elites to destroy Christianity and to establish a one-world government to control the masses of the 
world. There were such conspiracies in the past too. Alexander and Caesar made such attempts. 
Genghis Khan made such an attempt. Napoleon and the British Empire, both were committed to 
establish world dominion by force or by human laws. In the 20th century we had Hitler and 
Mussolini and Imperial Japan. Communism also emerged as a contestant for world dominion, and 
Communists were smarter than anyone before them: they based their program for conquest on 
skillful propaganda rather than brute force. Then we’ve had local dictators that made similar 
attempts over limited territories. I am sure that such attempts haven’t ceased, whether locally or 
globally. People will emerge in every century that will try to use whatever resources they have – 
armies, money, propaganda, political institutions – to gain power, as much as possible. 

Knowing these conspiracies have existed and still exist, I know one thing for sure: They will never 
succeed. The “New World Order” as a pagan construct will never be realized on the Planet Earth, 
Antichrist or not. Over the centuries, those that wanted to destroy Christianity and replace it with a 
pagan world rule have been growing weaker and weaker. Even where there were no traces of 
Christianity in history – Japan, or China, or pre-Columbus empires in Central America – the 
kingdoms of man have never been able to establish the constant eternal rule they wanted. When 
Hitler promised the German people that he would establish the Thousand Year Reich, he had no 
example in history to point to; there was no human kingdom or empire in history that could boast 
surviving for a thousand years without civil wars and bloody coups every 200 years or so. The 
longest living human empire was Egypt, in the earliest ages of history; after Egypt, a kingdom 
should be considered lucky if it lasted for more than a 100 years without a major bloodshed or a 
violent change in its structure and institutions. No human political effort can succeed anymore, was 
what Napoleon learned, unless it was based on love; and there is no love where the Spirit of Jesus 
Christ is not present. 

So many Christians today haven’t learned that lesson yet, and they still live in fear, believing that 
somehow the elite – or the Antichrist – will succeed in establishing what can’t possibly be 
established anymore, this side of the Resurrection and the Ascension of Jesus Christ. 

That false “new world order” – of which Napoleon admitted was just the old world order of the 
pagan empires – will never and can never be established. Why do I believe so? Because there has 
been a true New World Order in the world, and it has been here for 20 centuries. It is the New World 
Order established by Christ at His Resurrection and Ascension; the world order which is ruled and 
managed by Christ Himself, the Lord of history. Against this New World Order the Jews reacted, 
wishing to preserve the things as they were, with no challenge against the old customs and the old 
authorities and powers. It was the same New World Order that the pagan Roman Empire desperately 
fought against, persecuting those that proclaimed “another King, one Jesus.” Nero, Aurelius, Decius, 
Diocletian, did not persecute Christians because the Empire envisioned a new world; the 
persecutions had the express purpose to preserve and conserve the old world against the new faith. It 
is that New World Order of which Julian the Apostate exclaimed at the end of his life, “Vicisti, 
Galilaee! You have conquered, O Galilean!” 

The early church knew it was ushering in a new era, to destroy the old world. Athanasius, Ambrose, 
Augustine, Tertullian, Isidore, and many other Church Fathers looked at the pagan world as a dying 
old corpse that had no power to resist the New World Order of Christ. Isidore postulated a “new era” 
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in history, one that will gradually unfold until the very last day; he called that new era Regnum 
Christi, the Kingdom of Christ. Europe wouldn’t have been born if Christians didn’t believe that 
they were the true New World Order, the stone prophesied by Daniel that destroyed the human 
kingdoms and became a great mountain that filled the whole earth (Dan. 2:34-35, 44-45). There was 
to be no other human empire to rule the world anymore, because the mountain that destroyed the 
human kingdoms in the last days of the Roman empire had filled the whole earth and was here to 
stay, till the day of judgment. The true New World Order was that of Christ, and there could be 
nothing “newer” than it anymore in history. 

It is not surprising that the Renaissance and the Enlightenment did not base their opposition to the 
world order established by Christianity on an idea for a “new world.” Quite the contrary, both 
movements wanted to restore the antiquity. The term “middle ages” given to the centuries of 
Christian dominance in Europe before the French Revolution was a derogatory term but it also 
revealed the impotence of the philosophes and their followers to create a vision for a new world; all 
they could come up with was a return to the supposedly golden past of the pre-Christian antiquity. 
The French Revolutionaries went even farther back in their attempts as they officially restored the 
polytheism of the primitive past, and instituted official worship of different “gods” and “goddesses” 
on the streets and the churches of Paris. Marxism, Nazism, and all other anti-Christian movements 
could find no better foundation for their ideologies than the primitive past of man, before there was 
private property, or Christianity, or a civilization. Whatever “world order” pagans are trying to 
inaugurate, it always boils down to a return to the past, and it has no idea of a new world. Even when 
they use the phrase “New World Order,” in it they mean a return to a previous world order that have 
existed before, and have been proven lacking. Non-Christians just can’t produce a consistent vision 
for a future world. When in 1940 H.G. Wells made an attempt to outline such a future world in his 
essay, The New World Order, the result was such a garbled confusion of incoherent ideas and 
proposals that no one took it seriously. And when George Orwell in 1984 and Aldus Huxley in The 
Brave New World described the “new world” that the humanistic totalitarian ideologies can produce, 
it was a stagnant world without past and future, a world without any concept of time, and vision, and 
hope for the future. “Was and will make me ill, I take a gramme and only am.” 

Apostle Paul said in 1 Corinthians 3:22, that “the present and the future,” that is, all history, belong 
to the Christians. Paganism has no future, and it can produce no vision of the future. No conspiracy, 
no Antichrist, no world elite can change this Biblical fact. There won’t be any moment in the future 
of humanity when an anti-Christian elite will rule the planet. The true New World Order has arrived 
2,000 years ago, it is Christ’s world order, the Regnum Christi, and it is here to stay, until the whole 
earth is filled with the knowledge of the Lord. 

Therefore, we must reject and expose as unbiblical the panic sown by those who see everywhere the 
signs of a victorious “New World Order” of an anti-Christian conspiracy. Such attempts will be 
made but they will never succeed. Our focus must not be on the feeble attempts of mortal men to 
reverse the course of history set and directed by the Lord of History. Our focus must be on the 
comprehensive redemption of Jesus Christ; redemption which is stronger than any curse in any 
aspect of the live of man and of his institutions. The present and the future belong to us, Christians. 
If Napoleon learned that lesson from history and from his own experience, it’s about time for us to 
learn it from the Word of God.  
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 The Logical Fallacy “Tribulations vs. Victory” 31.
Bojidar Marinov,  April 13, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4304/4304/  

Victory Requires Tribulation. 

“Can’t agree with that. While we will overcome in 
the end, Scripture is very clear that in this world we 
will have tribulation, and Satan is working to bring 
about his own end to things.” 

A friend of mine forwarded this to me. It is a 
response to my article from the previous week, 
“The True and the False New World Order.” 

Those of us who have actively preached and defended postmillennialism – that is, an optimistic 
eschatology concerning the victory of the Gospel in history and on earth, have encountered this 
argument many times from the escapists in the church, that is from amillennialists and 
premillennialists. “You can’t have victory,” say the escapists, “because the Bible says in 2 Tim. 3:12 
that all that desire to live godly life will be persecuted. The postmillennial hope is misplaced; we can 
not be victorious over nations, cultures, and powers.” Some theologians even dress their historical 
pessimism in poetic words: “The church is in a constant exile by the rivers of Babylon,” says one 
very influential theologian, “We can not hope for more but mourn and expect the day when God will 
return us home.” The nations will not submit to Christ and His Gospel, is the conclusion of the 
escapists, because Christians will suffer tribulations and persecutions. Victory in history is 
impossible. 

I always considered it strange that such argument would be the most cherished argument by the 
pessimists. It is obviously fallacious. It is misunderstanding of terms. It is based on wrong 
definitions. 

To start with, “tribulations” is not opposite to “victory,” neither does it contradict “victory.” There is 
no law of logic, and there is no definition of these terms that opposes them. Plain common sense tells 
us they are compatible. Let’s look at one of the most important political speeches of the 20th 
century, the first speech of Sir Winston Churchill as the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom. One 
of the most widely quoted paragraphs of Churchill’s speech was the following: 

I would say to the House as I said to those who have joined this government: I have nothing to 
offer but blood, toil, tears and sweat. We have before us an ordeal of the most grievous kind. We 
have before us many, many long months of struggle and of suffering. 

“Nothing to offer but blood, toil, tears and sweat.” And then, “we have before us . . . struggle and 
suffering.” By the logic of the amillennial and premillennial theologians, Churchill was saying that 
Great Britain can’t win the war against Germany. If “tribulation” meant “no victory,” Churchill must 
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have been telling the people of Britain that he foresees no victory but only defeat in history. If we 
accept the logic of the email above, Churchill must have been saying that Hitler would have his way. 

And yet, the very next paragraph of Churchill’s speech talked about victory: 

You ask, what is our aim? I can answer in one word: Victory. Victory at all costs — Victory in spite 
of all terror — Victory, however long and hard the road may be, for without victory there is no 
survival. 

Could Churchill really say that he had nothing to offer but suffering, and then in the next paragraph 
promise victory in history? Yes, he could. Because in God’s world, it is a principle that any victory 
that is worth the name requires “blood, toil, tears, and sweat.” The Allies achieved victory over Nazi 
Germany, and they had to go through suffering and tribulation to achieve it. No one could accuse 
Churchill in contradicting himself; everyone – including premillennial and amillennial theologians – 
knows that victory requires suffering, and therefore Churchill was correct. 

That is exactly what postmillennialism believes about the victory of the Gospel. History will see the 
progressive triumph of the Gospel not only over individuals, families and churches, but also over 
nations, cultures, and governments. Nation after nation will submit to Christ; they will change their 
customs, mores, and legal systems to reflect the Law of God. More and more the Gospel will change 
the hearts of men but also their institutions and their societies; more and more the Biblical 
worldview will become the operational worldview for the powers and authorities in the land. The 
church will experience its ups and downs, but the Word of God preached to individuals and societies 
will never return empty to God. 

And this process of conquering the world, of course, won’t be an easy walk. Just like the “blood, 
toil, tears, and sweat” Churchill promised his compatriots, Christ promised us the same in our march 
to victory in history. Our victory in history will have it’s price; like Paul said about himself in Col. 
1:24, “I rejoice in my sufferings for your sake, and in my flesh I do my share on behalf of His body, 
which is the church, in filling up what is lacking in Christ’s afflictions.” To say that Christ won his 
victory on the Cross by inadequate afflictions that Paul had to contribute to would be preposterous; 
Paul was saying that he had his own price to pay for his own victory, and for the victory of the 
Church in history. In the same way John says in Revelation that he is our “brother and fellow 
partaker in the tribulation and kingdom and perseverance,” indicating that being partaker of a 
kingdom and of tribulation is not a contradiction. Victory in history will come through tribulation; 
but it will come, gradually. Our tribulations are our price to pay for our victory; we are not suffering 
and toiling in vain for something we will never achieve, waiting for the final day. Our tribulations 
are part of the fight for achieving in history, through the work of the Spirit, what Christ commanded 
in the Great Commission: to disciple the nations and teach them to obey. 

An even more interesting aspect of the escapist’s argument is that the escapist criticizes the cultural 
“activism” of the postmillennialist, and expects his own passivity to result in “tribulations.” The 
postmillennialist’s active challenge against the world system, against the culture, and against the 
principalities and powers, believes the escapist, won’t result in more attacks from the enemies of 
God, and therefore in more tribulations and persecutions. The escapist believes his own activity 
limited to the personal righteousness of the believers would bring heavier persecutions on him than 
the comprehensive challenge of the postmillennialist. 
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But how can that be true? Let’s take two persons who approach our house. One looks harmless, he 
isn’t armed, minds his own business, and apparently only passes by, not even looking at your house. 
The other one is armed to the teeth, heads directly to the house, kicks the garden gate, and by 
everything he does he shows that his goal is to attack your house and break in. As the owner of the 
house, who of the two would you try to shoot and stop? Being attacked by a determined enemy, 
would you spend time and bullets shooting at a person whose intentions are obviously not 
aggressive? Wouldn’t you consider the attacker much more worthy of your attention? 

In the same way, why would the world system feel threatened by those Christians who openly say 
they have no intentions to challenge it, threaten it, or overcome it? The escapist is just a harmless 
passer-by as far as the world system is concerned. Why would an anti-Christian ruler want to 
persecute those who pose no challenge to his authority? After all, even the Roman Senate was 
considering adding Jesus Christ to their Pantheon, as long as Christians acknowledged the divinity of 
the Emperor. And even today, anti-Christian politicians in the US and abroad gladly use Christians 
and churches who do not challenge the unbelievers’ cultural, social, and political agenda. And why 
not? Any Christian or church who doesn’t challenge the world system or believes that it shouldn’t be 
challenged is in fact acknowledging the legitimacy of that world system. Their position won’t result 
in persecutions; they will rather be employed to serve the pagan state. 

The true persecutions come when Christians and churches do challenge the world system, and do 
declare that “there is another king, one Jesus.” Postmillennialists then would be viewed by 
the  pagan political establishment as an armed man who breaks into their house; he is worth the 
effort and the bullets to be stopped, neutralized, or even killed. If a person preaches that a complete 
change is needed, and they truly believe it is coming, and they work for it, those with vested interests 
in keeping the status quo will also have interest in fighting back. And it is exactly that fighting back 
of the world system that produces the tribulations. Christians are and have always been persecuted 
because of the threat they were to the cultural, religious, and political establishment. A Christian 
who is simply keeping his faith personal and individual, limited to his own soul or family, doesn’t 
have to fear persecutions. 

Very often escapist theologians point to the heroes of the faith in Hebrews 11:35-38 and claim that 
their experience is what we should expect today. Just like the Old Testament believers, our faith will 
be tested in sufferings, trials, persecutions, and may be even death in the hands of our enemies. What 
is very often overlooked by those same escapist theologians is that the Old Testament believers were 
not escapists; they did apply their faith to their culture and society, and they did challenge the world 
system comprehensively, as is witnessed by the verses immediately preceding that: 

. . . who by faith conquered kingdoms, dispensed justice, obtained promises, shut the mouths of 
lions, quenched the power of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, from weakness were made strong, 
became mighty in war, put foreign armies to flight (vv.33-34). 

No wonder they were persecuted. They were dangerous; the persecutions were the world system’s 
way of fighting back. If these men were out there to conquer kingdoms and dispense justice, we 
should expect those kingdoms and their legal systems of injustice and wickedness to defend 
themselves. No one defends themselves from those who do not attack them. 
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We know that at least two avowed postmillennialists were among the leading voices in the First 
Ecumenical Council of the church in Nicaea in AD 325: Eusebius of Caesarea and Athanasius of 
Alexandria (at the time only a personal secretary of the Bishop of Alexandria). Given the fact that 
the Council was an unashamedly public display of the cultural and political victory of Christianity to 
the Roman Empire, we can safely assume that all the other bishops present had an optimistic view of 
the victory of the Gospel in history – or they wouldn’t be present in the first place. And yet, we 
know from history that all these bishops have been through some of the worst persecutions – many 
of them were missing limbs or eyes, disfigured from being burned or scalded or branded with hot 
iron. There was a reason why the pagan Roman Empire would persecute them: they believed in 
victory, in history, on earth. They were dangerous. At the end, they won, and the Empire submitted. 

One of the most telling examples of the history of the Reformation is John Foxe, the author of the 
Foxe’s Book of Martyrs. A very irenic and shy person, one who even criticized his close friend John 
Knox for his “rude vehemency” against Mary, Queen of Scots, Foxe believed more than anyone in 
his time that martyrdom is what sanctified the church and the Christian’s life. And yet, he believed 
in victory for the Gospel in history, and he even defended the rights of the French Huguenots to 
defend themselves by the force of arms. Foxe understood that martyrdom comes to those who 
actively challenge the system of the world, not to those who keep their faith personal and individual. 
The Puritans in the generations after Foxe kept the same view: being postmillenial, they believed in 
victory, they fought for it, and they knew they were going to be persecuted for it. And the Puritans 
were persecuted exactly because they were a threat to the cultural and political establishment, not 
because they withdrew from challenging the culture. 

Therefore, the argument in the letter quoted above is fallacious. There is no contradiction between 
victory in history and tribulations in history. Quite the opposite, victory only comes through 
tribulations. Those that do not believe in victory in history, do not believe in tribulations either, 
because they are a not a threat to the world system. Only postmillennialists have the true Biblical 
theology of suffering and tribulations because only postmillennialists have theology and practice that 
present a true challenge to the world. Escapists – that is, amillennialists and premillennialists – only 
talk about tribulations but in reality they agree with the unbelievers that the culture, the society, and 
the political power must remain anti-Christian. The contradiction “victory vs. tribulations” is a 
logical fallacy.  
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 The Two Kingdoms: Of the Ungodly Power and of the 32.
Cowardly Retreat 

Bojidar Marinov, July 6, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042346/http://americanvision.org/4780/the-two-kingdoms-of-
the-ungodly-power-and-of-the-cowardly-retreat/  

When a few weeks ago the Virginia AG Ken Cuccinelli 
spoke to a group of 250 pastors assuring them that the 
churches are not only permitted but also expected to speak 
on political issues, and thus encouraged the pastors to give 
“guidance on issues that fall in the political world,” he 
didn’t do anything the Reformed theological tradition 
disapproves of. To the contrary, by doing that, Cuccinelli 
followed in the footsteps of those government magistrates 
in the Bible of whom Calvin says that are praised for 
“taking care that religion flourished under them in purity 
and safety.” Indeed, if the church is instructed to speak to 

governors and kings (Matt.10:18), then every governor or king that encourages the church to speak 
to him and advise him in his policies is obedient to his Biblical mandate in his calling before God. 
Whatever Cuccinelli’s personal reasons for his encouragement to pastors could be, his call must be 
praised highly by the church as an example for Biblically obedient magistrates, and the pastors must 
be strongly admonished to take Cuccinelli’s advice. 

But no, some supposedly “Reformed” authors wouldn’t agree with Calvin, and wouldn’t agree with 
Jesus’ commandment for us to speak before governors and kings. In an article with the disparaging 
title, “When Churches Play at Politics,” Peter Wehner disagrees that the pastors should accept 
Cuccinelli’s encouragement – and Christ’s commandment, for that matter – to instruct governors. 
While we will return to his specific arguments later, it is helpful to note at the beginning that he 
summarizes his position with the words of Tim Keller, a prominent PCA pastor: “The church as the 
church ought to be less concerned about speaking to politics and more concerned about service.” 

Now, Tim Keller’s views of social theory, economics, and politics deserve a more thorough 
treatment. But this statement of his is very important since it very well exhibits the basic position of 
the Two-Kingdom Theology: the radical separation between the sacred and the secular, between the 
“spiritual” concerns of the church and the “political” ministry of the state. This dualistic 
fragmentation of life has been plaguing the church and its theology for the last two centuries, leading 
to the disintegration of the Christian civilization created by our forefathers; and the taking over of 
the West by the secularists who create no such division in their own ideologies and religions. 

What will the results be if we accept Keller’s statement as authoritative? Can we really separate 
between politics and service as he recommends? And who determines what “politics” is and what 
“service” is? Tim Keller and others like him are eager to limit the pastors’ political involvement but 
they are not as willing to limit the politicians’ “service” involvement. Thus the pastors are limited 
but the politicians are not, and therefore it is the politicians that are free to determine what is 
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“politics” and what is “service.” Like I pointed out before, in such a situation we should expect to 
see the politicians gradually expanding the definition of politics to include what traditionally has 
been service. Our modern history has many examples of this. Education used to be a service 
provided by the church; today it is politics from beginning to end – laws, federal and state agencies, 
regulations, teachers’ unions, etc. Care for the elderly was traditionally Christian service; today it is 
politics – Social Security, Medicare, regulations and tax rules for retirement accounts, inheritance 
issues, etc. Care for the poor has always been the responsibility of the families and of the church – as 
the Bible clearly states in both the Old and the New Testaments – and today welfare is the largest 
financial commitment of the modern civil governments, as well the major topic in all political 
campaigns, legislature sessions, and political debates. Regulation of relationships between 
employers and employees, debtors and creditors, was the topic of many sermons in the colonial era 
and the early U.S. History; today these economic issues are entirely within the jurisdiction of the 
state. 

So where do we stop? And how can the pastors oppose this absorption of everything by the state? 
Keller doesn’t say; neither does Wehner. They do not seem to notice the trend; or if they do notice it, 
they do not seem concerned about it. One could make a conclusion they welcome the march to 
statism. Eager to limit the pastors to their “spiritual” calling, they do not seem as eager to limit the 
politicians to their “secular” calling. Socialism wins by default in the outworking of such a theology 
in practice. 

Wehner himself adds another argument against the pastors’ political involvement: Their lack of 
competence or insight. This is a serious issue, we must admit. But then Wehner’s conclusion is again 
in favor of the statist solution: If the pastors are incompetent, then the state’s “experts” should take 
over. Again, he claims, the pastors must remain limited and restrained, and the state reign supreme 
over all. 

But why are pastors incompetent in the first place? Aren’t most pastors the product of the multitude 
of seminaries that teach the Two-Kingdom doctrine? Aren’t the seminaries supposed to teach the 
pastors to apply the Word of God to every area of life? What stops the seminaries from doing that? 
Isn’t it the same Two-Kingdom Theology that says at the very outset that pastors shouldn’t be 
concerned with politics but with “service”? 

Wehner puts the buggy before the horse. He uses the incompetence of the pastors to justify his 
position that the pastors shouldn’t get involved in politics. The truth is, the incompetence of those 
pastors is the very product of Wehner’s theology taught in the seminaries. No seminary offers 
courses on political science, Biblical economics, Biblical philosophy of history, Biblical view of 
welfare, employer-employee relations, war, etc. No seminary teaches a comprehensive worldview to 
make the pastors competent to talk about any issue in our modern society from a Biblical 
perspective. The seminaries stand on the same foundation Wehner stands on: Churches should not 
“play at politics,” i.e. pastors should be silent on political issues. When seminaries believe that, we 
shouldn’t expect them to teach their students anything that smacks of politics in our modern world, 
and therefore the seminary graduates will remain incompetent to give the Biblical principles and 
inside to those areas of life that are “politics.” Pastors indeed are incompetent. And Wehner and 
others like him bear the responsibility for it. 
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Ironically, Wehner’s complaints against the incompetence of pastors don’t speak well of his friend 
Albert Mohler, the president of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, in Mohler’s own words, 
“the flagship school of the Southern Baptist Convention and one of the largest seminaries in the 
world.” Albert Mohler has trained thousands of pastors, directly and through his influence over other 
seminaries. And those thousands of pastors are exactly the pastors that Wehner talks about: 
incompetent and without insight when it comes to comprehensive view of life. Wehner is completely 
right: very little insight and wisdom comes from those pastors trained by Mohler – and in fact, from 
the pastors of any other denomination in general. What stops Mohler, with his influence and 
knowledge, from training those pastors to be competent? 

The answer is: His theology. Mohler is one of the most prominent defenders of the Two-Kingdom 
Theology. The same theology that calls for the radical separation between sacred and worldly, 
spiritual and political, nature and grace, the Law of God and the “natural” law. Mohler’s theology 
forces him to produce incompetent pastors, devoid of any knowledge about the application of the 
Bible to all of life, because all of life is not under the directions of the Bible in the first place. Mohler 
doesn’t believe Christians can offer anything more than just vague “influence” in the society; and he 
insist they should restrain from any control or power over government or cultural decisions and 
policies. 

This is especially visible in an interview that Mohler himself took of Peter Wehner about Wehner’s 
book, City of Man: Religion and Politics in a New Era. A significant part of the interview is devoted 
to the Two-Kingdoms view that there is no such thing as a Christian culture. Mohler asks the 
question, “You are not really suggesting that there can be a creation of Christian culture.” And 
Wehner replies: 

I don’t think we can create a Christian culture. I think part of that frankly is grounded in scripture 
itself and Christ said that the world hated me and the world will hate you. 

The two then continue to bash the view that we must create a Christian culture; they offer only what 
they call a Christian “influence on the culture.” They know they cannot separate from the culture but 
they want to be faithful to their preferred theology of the two kingdoms. So, just like Keller, they 
place a very specific limit on Christians (“Do not create a Christian culture”) but they do not place 
such limit on the non-Christians. Non-Christians in government and in other vocations are free to do 
as they please, create pagan culture with everything it entails – government, economics, science, 
family, entertainment, literature, law, etc. – on the basis of their own ideologies and religions. But 
Christians are barred from doing such a thing. At the most, Christians are allowed to only 
“influence” that culture already created by pagans. 

But wait, what are they going to “influence” it toward? “Influence” means “sway, make one change 
direction.” If Mohler and Wehner have no Christian culture to offer as an alternative, to what 
direction do they want to influence the prevailing pagan culture? Do they expect Christians to sway 
the pagan culture to a better pagan culture? On what foundation should this “influence” be based if 
Christians don’t have a culture to start with? Should they beat something with nothing? If Christians 
have no culture to offer, then they have no cultural solutions to offer, then by default they will be 
incompetent and with no insight to participate in the culture. If “the world will hate you” means what 
Mohler and Wehner want it to mean – no Christian culture – then why should it mean Christian 
cultural “influence” at all? Will a Christ-hating world be more willing to accept Christian cultural 
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“influence” than Christian culture? If that hatred means that a Christian must shy from building a 
Christian culture, why not mean that a Christian must shy from anything cultural at all, including 
cultural influence? 

Thus by default, a pastor trained by Mohler and by the seminaries influenced by Mohler will have to 
be uneducated and untrained and incompetent about the world. He has no other choice but retreat. 
He will have to focus on “service,” but only “service” as defined by the government bureaucrats, i.e. 
everything that is still not taken by the state. His Two-Kingdom Theology will discourage any 
cultural endeavor he might have – and of course, the very seminaries that trained him won’t offer 
him any training in cultural endeavors. By default, the government and the cultural leadership must 
be left in the hands of non-Christians. Not only Mohler and his theology discourage Christians from 
cultural and political leadership, they also actively promote non-Christian – i.e. ungodly – power 
over the society and over Christians themselves, and over their churches. Peter Wehner’s complaint 
against Cuccinelli, and Albert Mohler’s theology of the Two Kingdoms are in effect the religion of 
statism dressed in religious and theological garb. The two kingdoms of that theology are the ever 
expanding kingdom of unlimited ungodly statist power, and the ever shrinking kingdom of Christian 
cowardly retreat, incompetence, and lack of insight and wisdom. Wehner’s observations about the 
pastors’ incompetence are correct; he only misses the fact that that incompetence is the fruit of his 
own theology, and of the theology of his theological friends. 

So, Cuccinelli is right; pastors must speak up on political issues. But we also need to understand that 
as long as the seminaries are captured by professors who refuse to preach the comprehensive Gospel 
of the Kingdom of God, the church will remain incompetent and unable to speak. As long as the 
seminaries’ theology encourages the cowardly retreat from our obligation to build a Christian culture 
in obedience to the Great Commission, our land will be under the oppression of ungodly powers. 
Competence comes only from the Word of God, and from a theology that submits everything under 
Christ and His Kingdom. Christians must stop listening to Wehner and his theological accomplices 
and accept their comprehensive responsibilities in the Kingdom of Christ. 
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 The Fabian Entrepreneurial State as a Modern Dr. 33.
Mengele 

Bojidar Marinov,  July 13, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616211309/http://americanvision.org/4816/the-fabian-
entrepreneurial-state-as-a-modern-dr-mengele/  

Like I said before, you know when the Left is in 
trouble: They start praying to Jesus. And you know 
when the Fabian socialists are in trouble: They 
admit that, no matter what Fabians themselves have 
said in the past, entrepreneurial spirit and markets 
are good and necessary. We’ve always been at war 
with Eurasia, we’ve always been at war with 
Eastasia, markets and entrepreneurship are bad, 
markets and entrepreneurship are good. 
Doublethink, you know, and blackwhite. Orwell 
knew very well the true mentality of his own fellow 
socialists. 

Well, all doublethink always has an agenda, and the Fabian agenda in admitting markets and 
entrepreneurship back on the positive side of the political values scale can be seen in an article by 
Mariana Mazzucato in The New Statesman; the same New Statesman that is the flagship of modern 
Fabian socialism in Britain. In the article titled “The state doesn’t need the private sector to be 
entrepreneurial,” she tries to defend the position that the private sector’s monopoly on 
entrepreneurship is a myth, that in fact the state, “especially in the most uncertain phases of 
technological development and/or in the most risky sectors,” is much more risk-taking and 
innovative than the “inertial private sector which only enters and invests once the state has absorbed 
most of the uncertainty, before walking off with all the gains.” She claims there are “countless” such 
examples in history, and she mentions just a few of them: Internet, of course, the favorite example 
for all socialists, and some more obscure like funding drugs research or the algorithm that led to the 
initial success of Google. 

In other words, if there was no private sector in the economy to “walk off with the gains,” and the 
state was the only economic agent, innovation, growth, and entrepreneurship would flourish and the 
economy would prosper. Just like it was in the Soviet Union, one might add. 

Mazzucato’s factual arguments, of course, are easy to refute. Come on, seriously, does she expect us 
to believe that the few “countless” examples – if they are real – of successful government investment 
can be compared to the vast ocean of the private sector’s innovations, discoveries, and 
entrepreneurial endeavors? To make another comparison, of all the countless trillions of dollars 
wasted on useless and even harmful government projects, should we look to the couple of billions of 
dollars that somehow contributed to some positive development, and decide that the “state is 
entrepreneurial”? Every once in a while a blind squirrel will find a good nut; should we expect then 
Mariana Mazzucato to write an article or even a book on Blind Squirrels: The Cutting Edge of 
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Discovery? Let alone the fact that some of her own examples are not very convincing: “the 
algorithm that led to Google’s success was funded by a public sector National Science Foundation 
grant.” Such an example doesn’t reveal the state’s “entrepreneurial spirit,” it only tells us that private 
entrepreneurs occasionally can be persuasive enough to successfully lobby government bureaucrats. 
Nothing more than that. 

But I am not going to talk about Mazzucato’s factual and logical fallacies; I want to look at the 
moral side of the issue of the “entrepreneurial state.” Even if for the sake of the argument we ignore 
all the evidence and accept that somehow the state is entrepreneurial where the private sector is 
inertial and fearful, can we still accept the moral validity of a state that invests in innovations, 
research and development? Is it morally acceptable to let the state take risks, to be an investor and 
entrepreneur? Is the economy really developing in result of these government-sponsored 
innovations? 

To answer these questions, we need first to understand the nature of entrepreneurship and of the 
entrepreneur himself as a market agent. True enough, the entrepreneur is someone who sees 
opportunities to satisfy new needs and demands – like developing computers and cell phones in our 
days. Or satisfy old needs and demands in a new way that is more efficient than the old – Ford’s 
conveyor belt, for example, which decreased the cost for the production of automobiles. Or an 
entrepreneur is one who finds a niche on the market where no one else has tried to enter before – for 
example start a good old-fashioned grocery store in a remote rural area. An entrepreneur is indeed an 
innovator – sometimes in technology and science, sometimes in the organization of labor, sometimes 
in just seeing new opportunities in an area no one has seen them before. 

But the innovation is not the only characteristic of an entrepreneur. He must be driven by a motive in 
order to abandon the comfort zone of the secure old world and venture into the world of the new and 
the unknown. There has to be personal gain for the entrepreneur that beats the alternatives of being 
paid for doing the old things the old way. While a few innovators will innovate for the sheer 
psychological satisfaction of making something new, most entrepreneurs will do it for financial gain 
– which in our modern economic language is called profit. That profit must be much higher than the 
regular pay for the regular daily working routine of a paid worker – otherwise an entrepreneur won’t 
spend the effort to build a new business and innovation. An entrepreneur, if he is to be successful, is 
expected to do more than just the regular daily working routine – and therefore he expects to be 
rewarded better than the regular worker. 

But this is not all. Not every entrepreneur is successful. There is risk involved; if there wasn’t, 
everyone would want to be an entrepreneur because the costs involved would be low, and the 
possible benefits high. That risk is called loss, and it is the first level that sifts out those that won’t be 
good entrepreneurs and would only waste resources in futile undertakings. And then, of those that 
still decide to start something new, not all really have good ideas; some ideas might turn out to be 
unprofitable and very often outright useless. The mechanism of loss and profit sifts out those that 
would only waste resources, and keeps on the market only those that are successful in utilizing 
resources to meet the needs and the demands of the consumers. 

Now, a very important part of the market system of entrepreneurship is that the same person who 
will possibly reap the benefits of the new enterprise also bears the risk of its possible failure. More 
than obvious, if an entrepreneur doesn’t bear the possible risks of his own venture, he is only 
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spending someone else’s money on his own whims; such activity is not entrepreneurship in the real 
sense of this word. Common sense wisdom tells us that if a person is spending his own money for 
his own goals, he’ll be very careful in both how much money he spends and what he purchases with 
them; he will try to be efficient to the maximum with the resources he has. And that’s part of the 
very definition of entrepreneur: One who is more efficient with the same resources than anyone else 
in the same field and therefore can make a profit. If a person is not bearing the risks, he won’t care 
how much money is spent; and therefore the innovation won’t be an innovation, just the same old 
way of spending resources. 

Of course, very often an innovation requires more initial capital than the entrepreneur personally has. 
Then he will try to involve other people with money who would be willing to trust his skills in 
forecasting the market. The investors, though, will be under the same profit-loss limitation – they 
will bear the risk proportionally to the expectations of profit they have from the venture. Both the 
entrepreneur and the investors must self-consciously and willingly accept the risk of losing their 
resources for the opportunity of gaining profit from the possible success. 

In short, entrepreneurship requires a person who has a vision for the future but also requires the 
profit-loss mechanism to tell him whether his vision is successful or not, and whether it really serves 
the consumers or only serves his own narrow desires and goals. The cost for the new enterprise 
compared to the revenues from it show him what resources he has used up, and how much value for 
the society he has produced to match that lost value in resources. Therefore, for the equation to be 
complete, the profit-loss mechanism is there to prevent the waste of resources and to encourage the 
responsible use of it. 

Well, what about the “entrepreneurial state” of Ms. Mazzucato? Who is making the decisions there, 
and how does the profit-loss mechanism apply? Let’s see. 

First, the decisions are made by government bureaucrats. They are paid salaries, just like any other 
wage worker. The life of a bureaucrat doesn’t change whether he has made a decision for innovation 
or not; the pay remains the same. A bureaucrat may get a different, non-economic and political 
reward if he makes a popular decision; and usually the “popularity” is determined by the standards 
of the main stream media who seldom have an objective way of making economic evaluations. 
There is no mechanism to reward a successful economic decision by a bureaucrat; in fact, there is no 
way for the government to decide if a decision leads to successful result or not, only if the decision is 
popular among the politically active and powerful groups in the society. Without the profit 
statement, who knows if the consumers want the innovation or not, and whether it makes anyone’s 
life better or not? 

Second, as a matter of fact, we know that bureaucratic entrepreneurship makes the life of most 
people worse. Why? Because of who bears the risks: The taxpayers. The few examples of successful 
state entrepreneurship Mazzucato came up with – like pharmaceuticals and nano-technologies – may 
have produced small markets for highly specialized professionals and companies. But the trillions of 
dollars wasted on useless and risky government projects came out of the pockets of the taxpayers. It 
is the taxpayers, not the state, who are the investors in all the experiments of government 
“entrepreneurship”; and unlike investing in the private sector, the taxpayers are forced to invest and 
risk their money on the decisions of government bureaucrats. While in private investments the 
investors must balance the risk of losses with the promise of gains, the unwilling investors in state 
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projects have no gains to hope for, only losses. They are forced by the power of the state to “invest” 
in ventures they wouldn’t have invested if they were free to decide. At the end of the day, the 
taxpayers are worse off, the bureaucrats make the same salaries, and a small group of lobbyists who 
have invested in a field undesirable for most investors, have used the state to force entire nations to 
create a profitable market for their enterprises. 

The moral basis for the entrepreneurial state thus is no different from the moral basis for the 
scientific research of Dr. Josef Mengele, the cruel Nazi doctor who performed genetic and medical 
experiments on concentration camp inmates in the 1940s. Following Mariana Mazzucato’s own 
logic, we can show that Dr. Mengele was far ahead in terms of his research compared to his 
colleagues in America who were “inertial” and averse to risk, being bound by their old-fashioned 
superstitions that experiments could not be conducted on people without their consent. Dr. Mengele, 
being an agent of the state, showed that the state can lead the innovations in medical research by 
taking risks no private doctor or researcher would take. Of course, the risks taken were on the bodies 
of his inmates, against their will, but who cares, if the final result was scientific research? Mariana 
Mazzucato certainly wouldn’t care – if she praises government confiscation of private funds for the 
goals of state “entrepreneurship” and “innovation,” then there shouldn’t be any problem for her with 
the government confiscation of private bodies and body parts and human lives for the purposes of 
state-sponsored genetic and medical research. In both cases the benefits flow to the state or to its 
agents and lobbyists, and the tab is picked up by the politically weak. 

Morally, Mariana Mazzucato’s “entrepreneurial state” is no different from the Nazi concentration 
camps. After all, the concentration camps were set up as government enterprises. 

The question remains, even if the state “entrepreneurship” is morally wrong because it imposes 
losses on the reluctant public, isn’t it better to develop those areas where the private sector is 
“inertial”? 

What must be understood is that the private sector is never “inertial”; it is reluctant to buy into 
specific projects at a specific time. When a person is shopping at the grocery store, and when they 
have doubts about the quality of the tomatoes because they look rotten, that doesn’t make them 
“inertial,” but reluctant to buy those specific tomatoes at that specific time. The shopper assesses the 
true value of the tomatoes to be lower than the price on the tag, and therefore refuses to buy. 
Different tomatoes at a different time may look better and have better consumer value, and therefore 
a shopper will buy them. In the very same way, if the private sector refuses to invest into 
nanotechnologies and drugs, it is not because it is “inertial” but because for the specific time and the 
specific markets these field of possible innovation and entrepreneurship are “rotten,” i.e. their real 
value is much lower than the value of the resources required to invest in them. Using the analogy 
with Dr. Mengele, the American physicians and medical scientists of the 1940s were not “inertial” 
compared to the “entrepreneurial” Dr. Mengele, they just judged his methods to be “rotten,” 
believing that no medical advancement can be worth the brutal torture and horrible death of 
thousands unwilling victims. 

So when Mazzucato praises her “entrepreneur state,” she in fact asks the state to force the taxpayers 
to buy the rotten tomatoes of our modern science that no one really wants; and she declares that the 
dubious advances of some technological fields justify any government compulsion and theft, in the 
name of some “advancement” that no one is willing to voluntarily pay for. 
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Being a Fabian socialist, Mazzucato can’t help but have a very simplistic, primitive view of our 
social reality. She believes that if there is a scientific possibility for a certain technological 
advancement, it must be invested in right away. And if the private sector is reluctant to do it, the 
government must push it down everyone’s throat, no matter what the economic or the social reality 
is. But in the real world, you can’t change one thing only; the change in one thing will require 
changes in the whole fabric of society. The ancient Greeks had some knowledge of electricity and its 
properties; should they have forced its technological development right away? If they had, it would 
have created economic chaos. Electricity, in order to be efficient and working in the economy, 
requires the gradual development of many more other things: steam, combustion engines, magnets, 
plastics, and many more. Not to mention that agriculture must be developed well beyond the 
subsistence level for the society to feed enough workers and engineers and scientists who will build 
the infrastructure. An undue forced focus on electricity would have created dis-balance in the ancient 
economy and would have destroyed it. You can’t change one thing only; it is only socialists who 
believe that individual fields can be changed without other fields being affected. Similarly, the 
modern reluctance of investors to invest in nanotechnologies stems from their understanding that it is 
a little too early to develop these technologies, and investments in that field will only draw resources 
from other, more important areas of our economy, thus distorting our economic reality and in fact 
impeding its development. 

So when the state intervenes and forces the whole society to invest in a field that can not produce 
benefits for everyone at the present state of our social organization and technology, it only makes 
things worse, not better. 

Ms. Mazzucato and her Fabian friends understand very well that the decades of Fabian policies in 
Britain and Europe have exposed the poverty of their socialist philosophy. The European populations 
are beginning to return back to the good old conservative Christian values of work ethics, 
entrepreneurship, free markets, thrift, and family-based economy. The Fabians are in panic, 
searching for ways to keep their statist religion afloat in a world that is gradually waking up to their 
agenda. They are now trying to adopt the old conservative values and make them serve the religion 
of the totalitarian state. But it is not going to work. Socialism is on its death bed, and no effort by 
bureaucrats like Mazzucato and her Fabian friends can save it. 
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 The Mixed Moral Landscape of the Two-Kingdoms 34.
Theology 

Bojidar Marinov, July 20, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616211309/http://americanvision.org/4848/the-mixed-moral-
landscape-of-the-two-kingdoms-theology/  

If there was a political decision in the last 
several decades that is in perfect agreement with 
the Two-Kingdoms Theology, it is the vote of 
the legislature of the state of New York on 
elevating sodomite perversion to the level of 
“marriage.” On one hand, the state legislature, as 
an institution of the common kingdom, has 
finally divorced itself from the oppressive 
dictates of the Bible’s revealed law, which, 
according to the Two-Kingdoms Theology, only 
applies to the church and the redemptive 
kingdom. The state legislature finally decided 

that in the matters of family the state from now on will only recognize the “natural law”; and since 
the holy book of that “natural law” hasn’t been found yet, a majority vote in the legislature should be 
enough to declare what it says concerning the definition of family. On the other hand, in full 
recognition of the separation between the two kingdoms – according to the same Two-Kingdoms 
Theology – the New York legislature declared that churches are exempt from the requirements of 
that law, and church ministers and churches won’t be punished for refusing to perform sodomite 
ceremonies or to allow those ceremonies to be performed in their buildings. 

The church is free to obey the Law of the Bible, and the state is free to obey the latest version of 
“natural law” as decided by the political majority. The wall of separation is maintained. Things just 
couldn’t be better for a Two-Kingdoms theologian. The state of New York, it can be said, has 
achieved a moral revolution in their culture: No more Christian culture based on the Bible, as far as 
the government law is concerned, just as the Two-Kingdoms Theology requires; and exemption for 
the churches to obey the Bible within their area of jurisdiction. 

In the context of such development, it is highly puzzling why a prominent proponent of the Two-
Kingdoms Theology like Dr. Albert Mohler of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary would be 
disappointed of the New York’s legislature’s vote. In a essay on his blog this week, “The Empire 
State’s Moral Revolution: New York State Legalizes Same-Sex Marriage,” he expresses his 
concerns, and calls last Friday a “sad day for marriage.” Dr. Mohler doesn’t explain why, according 
to his own theology, it would be a “sad day.” In fact, the whole essay is written in such a spirit as if 
Mohler has completely forgotten his commitment to the Two-Kingdoms Theology, and has never 
ever preached such a thing. Instead of satisfaction of a success for his own theology, he expresses 
pessimism. 

Let’s take a more detailed look at Dr. Mohler’s article and its contradictions with his own theology. 
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First of all, it is not clear with what authority Mohler writes about the decisions of a legislature, 
which is an institution of the common kingdom. There is only one law that clearly states that sodomy 
is sin and abomination and therefore must be prosecuted, not endorsed: The Law of God revealed in 
the Bible. Mohler is a minister of the Christian Church and it is reasonable if his position is based on 
the Bible. Given this, it is normal that he describes last Friday as a “sad day,” a day of disobedience 
to God by the State of New York, a day of rebellion against God’s holy Law. 

But wait, is the State of New York under the revealed Law of God in the Bible? According to 
Mohler’s Two-Kingdoms Theology, it isn’t. The revealed Law of God applies only to the 
redemptive kingdom of the church; the institutions of the common kingdom – one of which is the 
State of New York – are not under that law but under another law, the “natural law.” For Mohler to 
speak to the State of New York on the basis of the Bible would mean a confusion between the two 
kingdoms, an illegitimate trampling of the authority of the common kingdom institutions by the 
church. Mohler certainly doesn’t mean that, if he is faithful to his own theology. 

Maybe Mohler is not speaking as a church minister but as an individual whose “moral feelings” are 
based on the “natural law.” He can speak to the state as long as he doesn’t do it as a Christian based 
on the Bible so that he doesn’t trample on the authority of the state based on the revealed Law of 
God. And according to his Two-Kingdoms Theology, he can use the “natural law” which is the law 
for the common kingdom. But we have a problem there: There is no law in nature that prohibits 
sodomite “marriages.” Neither is there a law in nature that endorses them. Unless we turn to the 
revealed law in the Bible we can’t know if sodomy is a sin or not, and if sodomite “marriages” are 
legitimate or not. The “natural law” has no clear standard as to what should be considered legal 
marriage or not; eventually, what the highest and final authority in the common kingdom decides 
must be the expression of the “natural law.” If Mohler is only speaking as an individual citizen, he 
has no reason to claim that he speaks for the “natural law” better than the state does; he can’t claim 
he is a prophet of the “natural law” better than anyone else. Therefore Mohler can’t really say that 
Friday was a “sad day,” except that Mohler himself subjectively feels it is a “sad day” because the 
decision of the State of New York disagrees with Mohler’s subjective ideas of what the “natural law” 
says. May be it is a “joyful day,” after all, as far as the “natural law” is concerned. Mohler can’t 
make a definitive statement either way, based on his own Two-Kingdoms Theology. 

Therefore, whether Al Mohler speaks from the position of Biblical Law, or from the position of 
“natural law,” his article is pointless, if he is serious about his own professed theology: If he speaks 
from the position of the Biblical Law, the state shouldn’t listen; if he speaks from the position of the 
“natural law,” he can’t prove he has any authority whatsoever to speak for it. And it is not clear why 
Mohler would be sad about it, if the church is exempt from the law: seriously, if the revealed Law of 
God is only applicable within the jurisdiction of the church, and if the state acknowledges this 
immunity of the church, what’s the problem if the state decides to have another law outside of the 
church? Isn’t this exactly what the Two-Kingdoms Theology is all about? In another article, “When 
the Church Bows to the State,” Mohler warns that “When a church or Christian institution bows to 
the authority of the state on a matter of such direct biblical importance, it is destined to lose biblical 
fidelity.” But in the case of the State of New York, the law specifically states that the churches do 
not have to bow, that they are exempt from the law. What else does Mohler want, if he is faithful to 
his own theology? Does he want the church to rebel against the state over a law that doesn’t even 
affect the church itself? 
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But he doesn’t stop there. He makes another statement that violates the prescriptions of the Two-
Kingdoms Theology even more: 

Given the central importance of marriage to our civilization and culture… 

Now, whose civilization and culture? This is the question we need to ask before we take Mohler’s 
words. 

In his interview with Peter Wehner, Albert Mohler specifically asks the question: “You’re not really 
suggesting that there can be the creation of a Christian culture rather than that there will be Christian 
influence in this culture?” He is also warning against “Constantinianism” that leads to a “Christian 
society.” Both Christian culture and Christian society are out of the question for Mohler, and this is 
consistent with his Two-Kingdoms Theology. But what does he mean when he says that marriage is 
of “central importance to our civilization and culture”? He certainly doesn’t mean a Christian 
civilization and culture because he himself warns against them. Does he mean the general, pagan 
civilization and culture? If so, what makes him believe marriage is of a central importance to it? 
Obviously, as we saw from the example of the State of New York, the general culture doesn’t care 
for marriage as we Christians understand it. So what is it? Christian civilization and culture, which 
Mohler doesn’t believe in, or pagan civilization and culture which cares nothing about marriage? 
The confusion is complete. 

No, not yet. There’s more coming. The sentence quoted above ends as follows: 

…it is hard to imagine how such a mixed moral landscape can last. 

What mixed moral landscape? Does he mean that different institutions in our society have different 
moral laws to control their legislative processes? Does he mean that our society is not held together 
by one supreme Law, the Law of the Lawgiver, the same Law for all institutions of the society, 
family, church, and state? If he means that, he is right: Our society has become a “mixed moral 
landscape,” where every person and every institution have their own law. 

So what’s the solution? Does Mohler believe in a unified moral landscape – all institutions and 
individuals under the same Law? He doesn’t. His own Two-Kingdoms Theology is based on the 
premise that the two kingdoms – the redemptive and the common kingdom – are under different law 
systems; the church is under the revealed Law of God, the state is under the “natural law.” Mohler 
complains about the political mixed moral landscape; what he fails to mention is that that political 
mixed moral landscape did not appear out of the blue. The political mixed moral landscape came as 
the result of a theological mixed moral landscape: Mohler’s own Two-Kingdoms Theology. It was 
the retreat of Christians from the political and cultural arena that created the setting for the 
legalization of sodomite “marriages” in New York. It was Christians who listened to Mohler that we 
couldn’t and shouldn’t build Christian culture and civilization who remained passive when the vote 
was cast. It was pastors like Tim Keller – another Two-Kingdoms proponent – who made the 
distinction between politics and service who effectively disarmed the church and the Christians, 
making them ineffective in the cultural battles of our time. The solution to the political mixed moral 
landscape is preach a theology that unifies the moral landscape under the Law of God, bringing all 
cultural institutions under the Law of God; a theology of self-conscious building of a civilization and 
culture that obeys God in everything He said – the Kingdom of God. If Mohler wants the solution, 
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he can have it in Theonomy: the theology of the comprehensive conversion of all the institutions of 
the society under Christ and His Law. That’s what the legacy from the early days of America was. 
Mohler is right: the new law in the State of New York is a moral revolution, from the Christian 
culture we have inherited from our forefathers to a new, pagan culture. But Mohler’s own theology 
rejects that legacy of Christian culture we have had. He has no right to complain about the results of 
his own theology now. 

Mohler knows he has no solution in the framework of his own theology; he specifically says that the 
mixed moral landscape won’t last for long. But he doesn’t mean by that that the old Christian 
solution of unified moral landscape will be restored by concerted Christian action. No, he is quite 
pessimistic about the outcome of what’s happening in New York, and he ends his article with a very 
pessimistic statement: 

Last Friday was a sad day for marriage and, if the advocates of same-sex marriage are right, it 
was also a sign of things to come. 

What are the things he expects to come? I have described them in another place: The church may 
remain two-kingdoms in its ideology but the state’s ideology is never two-kingdoms. The state never 
believes in a mixed moral landscape, it always works to unify the moral landscape. As long as the 
church remains in the theology that Mohler and his theological friends preach and teach, the state 
will have the liberty to overstep any boundary, forcing the church to retreat. And if the law of the 
State of New York gives “religious exemptions” to the churches today, it will certainly be looking 
for a way to repeal those exemptions tomorrow. Mohler knows his own Two-Kingdoms Theology is 
bankrupt in practice, and it never works in the real world. Even if the law claims that the church is 
protected in its realm, as long as the state is not under the Law of God but under a different law, it 
will keep expanding, until the church is forced to completely submit to the state. While Mohler 
officially claims he believes in “Christian influence in this culture,” he doesn’t expect much to come 
out of it. The “things to come” are not good, and there is no reason for optimism, because whatever 
things come, we can’t have a Christian civilization or Christian culture, only change from one pagan 
culture to another pagan culture. The Two-Kingdoms Theology is essentially a religion of despair 
and hopelessness, of impotence and confusion; and its proponents can not promise any victory over 
the world, only despair. That’s why Mohler can offer no hope and no promise of victory; and what is 
worse, based on his own theology, neither can he offer blueprints for righteous action. 

In conclusion, I heartily agree with Mohler’s disappointment of the legislative decision in Albany. It 
is a tragedy for our nation, and it must be reversed. Unlike Mohler, I have a good basis for my 
disappointment: According to the covenant theology of theonomy, there is only one kingdom, the 
Kingdom of Christ, and all institutions must be under the Law of God as revealed in the Bible. A 
civil government institution that does not obey the Law of God is unrighteous, and it must be 
opposed by those that love God, and its laws must be changed to reflect the Law of God. Mohler, on 
the basis of his own Two-Kingdoms Theology, has no basis for his disappointment; were he 
consistent with his own theology, he should rejoice and welcome the legalizing of sodomite 
“marriages” and the religious exemptions for the churches. His theology is in essence dualistic; and 
dualism inevitably produces intellectual schizophrenia. Mohler’s inner contradiction between his 
theology and his feelings concerning the sodomite “marriage” are the perfect example of the 
schizophrenia dualism produces. The mixed moral landscape in the politics of our nation is the 
product of the mixed moral landscape that the Two-Kingdoms Theology preaches and teaches. 
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It is time for Mohler to change his theology. The more he clings to it, the more confusion he will 
produce in those that trust him to lead them in the way of righteousness. 
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 The Forgotten Clauses of the Magna Carta 35.
Bojidar Mariov, September 22, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3524/the-forgotten-clauses-
of-the-magna-carta/   

If your children study medieval history, or history of England, 
make the effort to open their textbook on the chapter concerning 
Magna Carta and read what it says about the origins of Magna 
Carta. Whether the textbook is a Christian or a non-Christian 
textbook, you will learn from it that (1) in the early 13th century 
there was an evil king of England named John, (2) his barons rose 
in rebellion against him, and (3) in 1215 the barons forced King 
John to sign a document known as Magna Carta where his power 
over his barons was limited by law, and the barons' privileges and 
freedoms were established and protected. In those textbooks that 
have a little more romantic view of English history you might learn 
that (4) the liberties listed in Magna Carta came from the 
traditional Saxon Law which defended the freedom of the 
individual. Later, (5) Magna Carta was applied to all citizens and 
became a sort of constitutional law for the kingdom of England. 
Not much more is said about Magna Carta. 

While certain details in the picture the textbooks reveal are correct, 
the above picture about the history and the origins of Magna Carta 
is incorrect. It is a typical example of what scholars call “historical 
revisionism,” i.e. re-writing of history by historians, teachers, 

authors, and politicians to fit a specific modern agenda, or to comply with specific modern view of 
the history of mankind. In this case, since Magna Carta is a document of unrivaled importance in the 
history of the West, the damage caused by the revisionist representation of its history is of major 
significance, especially if you are a Christian, and if you want your children to receive good 
Christian education consistent with a thorough, comprehensive Biblical worldview. The historical 
truth is that Magna Carta was not drafted by the barons, the barons didn't initiate it at all, and that 
the Carta had a completely different ideological origin and political and legal intent than what our 
modern historians presume. Far from being a generally political or legal document, the Carta was a 
Christian document first, and then everything else. 

The falsity of the above historical narrative is revealed by a simple reading of the opening lines of 
the Carta itself: 

John, by the grace of God King of England, Lord of Ireland, Duke of Normandy and Aquitaine, and 
Count of Anjou, to his archbishops, bishops, abbots, earls, barons, justices, foresters, sheriffs, 
stewards, servants, and to all his officials and loyal subjects, greeting. 

Know that before God, for the health of our soul and those of our ancestors and heirs, to the honour of 
God, the exaltation of the holy Church, and the better ordering of our kingdom, at the advice of our 
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reverend fathers Stephen, archbishop of Canterbury, primate of all England, and cardinal of the holy 
Roman Church, Henry archbishop of Dublin, William bishop of London, Peter bishop of Winchester, 
Jocelin bishop of Bath and Glastonbury, Hugh bishop of Lincoln, Walter Bishop of Worcester, 
William bishop of Coventry, Benedict bishop of Rochester, Master Pandulf subdeacon and member 
of the papal household, Brother Aymeric. . . . 

Note carefully: The Magna Carta doesn't start with barons, and doesn't start with individual liberties. 
It doesn't start with political considerations, and it doesn't start with the issue of who holds what 
power. Magna Carta starts as a religious document, concerned with the “health of the soul” of the 
King, and with the “honour of God,” and with the “exaltation of the Holy Church.” In addition to 
that, the King acknowledges that the “advice” for signing the Carta comes from the bishops first, 
and then from the barons. 

As if this was not enough, the main text of the Carta starts with the most forgotten clause that is very 
seldom quoted by modern historians: 

First, that we have granted to God, and by this present charter have confirmed for us and our heirs in 
perpetuity, that the English Church shall be free, and shall have its rights undiminished, and its 
liberties unimpaired. 

The question here is: If the signing of the Magna Carta was a conflict between the King and the 
barons, as the history textbooks tell us, then why does the Carta start with a solemn clause to defend 
the liberties of the church? Why were the barons so concerned with the inviolability of the rights of 
the church rather than with their own rights? Why did the Carta start with acknowledging the fact 
that the advice was given by the bishops, and only then by the earls and barons of the Kingdom? 
Isn't it strange that a document presumably initiated by the barons pays such high homage to the 
church? Also, if Magna Carta was based on the “traditional liberties” in the Saxon Law, why doesn't 
it mention those liberties, and why does it refer to God as the source of all liberties? 

The answer is: Magna Carta wasn't drafted by the barons, and the English liberties did not come 
from a political struggle. The liberties of England came from the Church, based on the ideological 
foundation of the faith in Jesus Christ, and the application of His Law in the English society. The 
signing of the Magna Carta was the culmination of a centuries-long war between the pagan and the 
Christian concepts of law and power. At Runnymede the Church won the victory for Christianity, 
and by this victory England – and consequently America – was blessed with freedom more than any 
other nation in Europe. 

Magna Carta wasn't the first historic document imposing obligations on the English kings and limits 
on the royal power. The Carta itself was based on an earlier document known as The Charter of 
Liberties of Henry I, of 1100. The Charter of Liberties was a landmark document. What is more 
important, no barons were known to participate in its creation. The Charter of Liberties was entirely 
the fruit of the activity of the church in opposing Henry I's brother William who abused his royal 
power. Upon his coronation, Henry presented the Charter. It started with the same first clause: 

Know that by the mercy of God and the common counsel of the barons of the whole kingdom of 
England I have been crowned king of said kingdom; and because the kingdom had been oppressed by 
unjust exactions, I, through fear of god and the love which I have toward you all, in the first place 
make the holy church of God free. . . . 
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Henry had a good reason to start with this clause. Not that he had a special love for the church and 
the priests. In fact, he spent his whole reign in struggles against the bishops and the Pope in Rome 
over who will have the ultimate power to declare the law of the land. But whether he liked the 
church or not, he knew he couldn't win against the church. The church had a theology of liberty, and 
a theology of resistance. The bishops could lead the barons and the population of England better than 
any king could. So Henry knew he had to start his reign with acknowledging the superiority of the 
church, and therefore limiting his royal power. It was his fear of the power of the church that gave 
England her first Charter of Liberties. From his first day of coronation, until the execution of 
Charles I in the hands of the Puritan Parliament, the history of England would be a history of the 
church's unrelenting war against royal absolutism. 

But more important, even in that first Charter, the church was not the only beneficiary of freedoms. 
All the liberties we know today as indispensable for a free society, were included in it. A Christian 
society was a free society, and the Church of Christ was there to assure that Christian liberty was 
protected. 

His grandson, Henry II, didn't learn the lessons from his grandfather. Henry II tried again to establish 
his absolute power in the Clarendon Constitutions of 1164. Again, he was opposed by a cleric, his 
former dear friend, Thomas Becket. It is widely accepted today that Becket and Henry argued only 
over the power of the church. The truth is, there was more than just the church. Henry II challenged 
the law of ecclesiastical courts which established limits on the king's judicial power over priests and 
laymen alike. Issues like voluntary alms, inheritance and wills, property, family law: all the areas 
that the modern totalitarian state declares its domain, the church was unwilling to give to the civil 
government for a total control over the lives of the population. Becket's firm resistance earned him 
his death; and yet, Henry didn't win. Again, the church was the champion of liberty; the only 
champion of liberty, since the barons were completely inept, and were lacking a clear ideology of 
liberty, as well as a clear strategy for action. 

The barons weren't much more conscious of liberty and organized in the days of his son, King John. 
For 14 years after he became king, his barons didn't do anything against him, although he was 
steadily encroaching over their rights. In fact, it is very possible that the barons didn't even know or 
remember that they had liberties and rights. Only in 1213, when Stephen Langton, the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, reminded the barons that they had liberties and rights secured in the Charter of Liberties 
signed by Henry I, the barons decided to act. By that time both the barons and the King were sure 
about one thing: The Christian Church in England won't submit to any king, won't agree to any 
expansion of royal power, and won't agree to any return of the old pagan laws that favored the 
powerful over the common people. The Church, with its unrelenting fight for liberty, had won a 
position of a check and balance on the power of the powerful. From now on every king, every ruler, 
and every baron, would have to consider the Law of God as declared by the Church as his first 
obligation. Every other law had to be based on that higher law. 

And thus, in 1215, with Stephen Langton's name at the head of the list of bishops, King John 
acquiesced, but not to the nobility. He submitted to the Church and to her higher law, the law of 
Christ. After 1215 England would still see kings and queens who tried to usurp absolute power. But 
the seed of liberty was planted, and all England – king, barons, and commoners – knew that the seed 
was the Christian religion. 
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So strong was this understanding of the role of the Christian religion in securing the English 
liberties, that four and a half centuries later, in the English Bill of Rights of 1689, the Lords of the 
Realm started their complaints against James II with the words: 

...the late King James the Second, by the assistance of divers evil counsellors, judges and ministers 
employed by him, did endeavour to subvert and extirpate the Protestant religion and the laws and 
liberties of this kingdom... 

For them the Christian religion and the liberties and the laws were inseparable. They were just as 
inseparable another 100 years later, when James Madison found suitable to make freedom of religion 
the first and most important clause in the Bill of Rights: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof... 

Contrary to the modern legal misinterpretations of the text, an “intelligent reading of the English 
language” tells us that the author of the Bill of Rights meant protection of religion from the 
Congress, not the other way around. Again, almost 600 years after Magna Carta, the descendants of 
the signers at Runnymede understood the connection between the freedom of the church and the 
liberties of the nation. 

There is an important lesson for us in all this. If England, and later America, were the beacon of 
liberty to the world for many centuries, and if that liberty came from the church and its willingness 
to stand for the reign of Christ in the culture, the modern loss of liberty in America can be traced no 
farther back than the refusal of the churches in our land to stand for the truth of God. When the 
churches retreated to their cloisters of personal evangelism and “church business,” the candidates for 
absolute political power have grown strong. There is only one ideology that can defend freedom 
successfully: the religion of Jesus Christ. And there is only one institution that can declare that 
ideology of liberty to the world: The Church of Jesus Christ. When the church remains silent, and 
when the pastors refuse to remind their congregations of the liberties they have for their birthright – 
as Archbishop Langton reminded the Englishmen of his time – we will see the progressive triumph 
of tyranny in this land. If our pastors refuse to follow Archbishop Langton's example and lead us to 
liberty, they are not worthy of the name “pastors.” The restoration of liberty can start only from the 
restoration of the message of comprehensive Biblical worldview, and the crown rights of Jesus 
Christ over every area of life. Anything less than that is treason against the High King, and will lead 
us to tyranny. 
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 The Evil of the Pity of Man 36.
Bojidar Marinov, September 29, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3558/the-evil-of-the-pity-of-
man/  

For handfuls of barley and fragments of bread, you have 
profaned Me to My people to put to death some who 
should not die and to keep others alive who should not 
live, by your lying to My people who listen to lies (Ezek. 
13:19). 

Pity is the leftists’ chief moral virtue. If you are a 
leftist, it is mandatory that you show pity to 
someone. And do it publicly so that everyone knows 
how much pity you feel toward those that are 
“unfortunate.” There are so many people out there 
that are victims – or can be made to look like victims 
– to evil circumstances or institutions or simply evil 
reality. What better opportunity to show the world 
how moral and compassionate and tenderhearted etc. 
you are. Over the last century the leftists, not having 
any discernible moral standard at all, still had quite a 

few moral causes, all of them based on this one single moral virtue – pity. Everyone and everything 
can be turned into an unfortunate victim that deserves the leftists’ pity. Communist guerillas, Muslim 
terrorists, single mothers, married mothers, children without parents, children with parents, poor 
people without houses and cars, poor people who own houses and cars, people without health 
insurance, whether they want it or not, people with health insurance, legal immigrants, illegal 
immigrants, minorities – and especially minority leaders who live off the back of their minorities, 
yes, I mean Jesse Jackson and Al Sharpton – animal populations that are dwindling, animal 
populations that are thriving, icebergs with polar bears on top, icebergs without polar bears on top, 
warmer climate, cooler climate, changing climate . . . everything. 

Last week the paragons of the Pity of Man had a priceless occasion to remind the world of their 
moral superiority: The Commonwealth of Virginia executed Teresa Lewis. Eight years ago, on the 
night of October 30, 2002, Teresa Lewis organized the murder of her husband and her stepson. The 
motive was her stepson’s life insurance from his military service. Lewis used money and sexual 
favors – offering her 16-year daughter – to recruit two men more than 10 years younger than her, to 
shoot the victims. After the crime, she waited for more than an hour before she called the police, 
while her husband, still alive, bled to death. In the meantime, she cold-bloodedly searched the 
victims’ clothes and belongings for money. When police officers arrived, her husband was still able 
to tell them that his wife knew everything about the murder. 

At the trial, she pleaded guilty, and she allowed the judge to decide her sentence. Her attorneys 
believed she had a better chance to get a life term from a judge who never sentenced anyone to 
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death. However, the judge found that the crime was so horrible that it deserved death, and he 
declared that Teresa Lewis, the mastermind behind the crime, must be executed. Last week, on 
September 23, Lewis was executed. 

Just sentence, given the crime, every sensible person would say. Just sentence, indeed. But for 
leftists, that’s exactly where the problem lies. 

Nothing can enrage leftists so much as a just sentence of a real criminal. And nothing gives them a 
better opportunity to exhibit to the world their superior pity. Groups from within the US and abroad 
started campaigning against the sentence. Even the European Union decided to intervene and 
petition the governor of Virginia. Different reasons were cited. 

First, of course, she was a woman. In the eyes of the leftists, that surely made her a victim, no matter 
how heinous crime she has committed. “The first woman to be executed in Virginia in 100 years,” 
declared one leftist website, as if the frequency of death sentences has anything to do with the 
specific case. Of course, the same source is quick to inform us, that “her sexuality made her a victim 
in uniquely female ways.” Even though women receive only 2 per cent of the death sentences in this 
country, the website says, 

...the whole capital punishment machine is hugely gender-biased, and always has been. Capital 
punishment has to be one of the most sexist systems left in America. 

And of course, since the leftists need to go further in creating a victim out of a cold-blooded 
murderer, the following statement is mandatory: 

While women are sentenced to death far less frequently than men, often the offenses for which they 
are sentenced are also rooted in antiquated gender stereotypes. When women are sentenced to die, say 
experts, it tends to be for the most sexist reasons. 

Then there was the question of her mental abilities. Her IQ, as some psychologist found out, was 72, 
right on the border of “mental retardation.” Additional proof from “witnesses” was that she “never 
lived alone, couldn't buy more than one day's worth of groceries at a time, and could never balance a 
checkbook. For her, this meant marrying at a very young age (16) and a lifetime of being dependent 
on men.” Compelling evidence for mental retardation. 

Think about it, she devises a plot to offer sex and money to two men, so that they – and not her – 
shoot her stepson, and her husband, in order to get the money from her son’s life insurance. It seems 
she has enough IQ to think things through. She may not be able to “buy more than one day's worth 
of groceries at a time,” but she surely could think far ahead to know that she was getting quarter 
million dollars from her stepson’s insurance. Besides, how could we know Lewis wasn’t simulating 
at the tests? An intelligent person can simulate low IQ; it is the unintelligent person that can’t 
simulate high IQ. What if Lewis was “advised” to play dumb as a way to save herself from just 
sentence? And what signal does that send to our society, to our young people? “The dumber you are, 
the better chance of getting away with a crime you have.” 

Of course, leftists never used the same argument concerning Terri Schiavo’s case. If any one really 
had some brain damage, it was Terri. She hadn’t committed any crime – which itself is a crime in the 
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leftists’ eyes, I suppose – and her IQ was much lower than 70. In fact, she wasn’t conscious. You 
would think it would be a good reason for the leftists to campaign against her execution. But they 
didn’t. In fact, they campaigned for Terri to be executed. 

Then there was the argument for Teresa Lewis’ “exemplary behavior” as a prisoner. She even 
“ministered to Christian women” in prison, believe or not. (Yup, counseling services are a piece of 
cake for a mentally retarded person, you know.) She is very sorry, and she wouldn’t do it again, if 
she could. So exemplary she has become that her attorney had the face to declare, “A good and 
decent person is about to lose her life because of a system that is broken.” Now, what that scale of 
values is that would declare Lewis “a good and decent person” is beyond human abilities to 
comprehend; but the main point is in the idea that she is a victim of a “broken system.” 

We cannot miss the Iranian president Ahmadinejad who used Lewis’ case to justify the death 
sentence of Sakineh Mohammadi Ashtiani in Iran. His propaganda effort was joined by our own 
leftists who were quick to point out how our Justice system is not different from Shariah. Left out of 
the picture was the fact that Sakineh was tortured in jail by male guards to admit adultery, was at 
first acquitted, then illegally tried again for the same crime, a new accusation of manslaughter 
(without witnesses or names) was added to the charge, and the Iranian court refused to let her have 
translation of the court documents in her spoken language, Azeri. The so-called “adultery” was 
alleged to have happened after the death of her husband, and the men with whom she allegedly 
committed it were never summoned in court, nor were their names mentioned in the court 
documents. She wasn’t allowed to summon any witnesses, and she was completely cut off from any 
communication with the outside world, in an attempt to silence the campaigns in her support. 
Nothing of this happened to Teresa Lewis, but neither Ahmadinejad nor American leftists are people 
who would let facts get in the way of their propaganda. 

I said above that everything can be made a victim worthy of the leftists’ pity. But reality is, the 
leftists have their preferences; they identify much more easily with certain classes of people, and 
ignore other classes. At the top of their scale of worthy victims are those that are real, real criminals. 
The more people a criminal robs, kills, or oppresses, the better candidate he is for the Pity of Man. 
Che Guevara, for example. The heartbreaking story of his capture and execution was made known to 
the whole world; no story is recorded of the thousands he killed while being a high official in the 
Cuban Communist government, or in his “revolutionary” activities in Congo and Bolivia. Muslim 
terrorists are other worthy candidates for pity. Or abortionists. Leftists don’t just make them victims 
deserving pity, they even make them heroes deserving admiration – like Mao, or Ho Chi Minh, or 
Hugo Chavez, or Mugabe. 

When illustrious ideological mass murderers are not available for pity and heroization, smaller 
criminals would suffice. Teresa Lewis, for example. Or illegal aliens. 

On the bottom of the scale of the Pity of Man are those that haven’t committed any crime and 
therefore deserve no pity. Unborn babies, to start with. The victims of Mao, Ho Chi Minh, Che, or 
Stalin. The victims of Teresa Lewis. The families of those who died in the 9/11 attacks. Christians 
persecuted in Muslim countries. Women oppressed and mutilated by Muslim societies. Closer to 
home, small businesses pressed by the Federal government with increasing taxes. Law-abiding 
citizens whose lifetime savings are drained by taxes and inflation. 
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In other words, the leftists’ pity has moral priorities. The worse the criminal a person is, the more 
deserving of pity. The more a person is innocent, the less they deserve pity. Leftists’ pity has moral 
preferences; it is moral identification with criminals. More than that, a justly sentenced criminal is 
even easier to identify with. The problem for leftists comes when there are real victims of real 
crimes. Then, try as much as he can, the leftist remains unmoved. He can’t identify with an innocent 
person. 

It is a complete reversal of God’s mercy. God identifies with the real victims; he lets the victims 
decide if a criminal deserves mercy or justice. Mercy can only come from God, or from His judicial 
representative in the crime – the victims. A righteous person would let the victims show mercy if 
they want. A judge or a civil ruler is not show mercy to proven criminals; such “mercy” would be 
cruelty to the victims of crimes, it would be a perversion of justice. Most importantly, it is a 
rebellion against God, Whose Law only can preserve a civilization, as we know from our Founding 
Fathers. 

The world of the leftists’ pity is a world that creates and encourages a culture of impunity for 
criminals. It is a world of cultural suicide, a world that cannot find the moral fiber to resist its own 
destruction. It is a world that is going to extinction. By morally siding with criminals like Teresa 
Lewis, leftists dig their own grave. In their ideal leftist world, criminals would face no opposition to 
their crimes, and therefore will be left free to destroy the society. 

The end of this leftists’ world is near. Fewer and fewer people listen to their lies, and more and more 
people demand justice be restored in the land and throughout the world. The Governor of Virginia, 
Bob McDonnell, refused to commute the death sentence of Lewis, giving an example of a 
responsible civil magistrate concerned with justice and not with self-destructive pity. God is here to 
restore His justice over our land. As He Himself says in Ezekiel 13 concerning those that “put to 
death some who should not die and to keep others alive who should not live, by your lying to My 
people who listen to lies”: 

I will also tear off your veils and deliver My people from your hands, and they will no longer be in 
your hands to be hunted; and you will know that I am the LORD (Ezek. 9:21). 

It will be our job as His church to declare His justice throughout the land. 
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 The Church, the Barbarians, and the Growth of 37.
Christianity 

Bojidar Mariov, December 8, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3814/the-church-the-
barbarians-and-the-growth-of-christianity/  

In 452 a Christian bishop left the City of Rome on a journey 
north to the river Po. His goal was a diplomatic mission that 
would shake the world. A Christian bishop was sent by the 
Emperor to save Rome. It’s been a little over twenty years 
since Augustine died, and Augustine had to defend 
Christianity against pagan claims that the gods were angry 
against Rome because of the Christians. Rome wasn’t 
Christian yet – the majority of its population was still pagan. 
And now a Christian bishop was on a mission to save the 
lives, the liberties, and the property of both Christians and 
pagans. 

The Bishop’s name was Leo I, Bishop of Rome. He was on 
his way to meet the Scourge of God, the most formidable 
threat the Empire has ever met, Attila the Hun. 

The last time a Christian bishop shook the world was 60 
years earlier when Ambrose, the Bishop of Milan, 

threatened Emperor Theodosius with excommunication unless he repented for the massacre of 7,000 
tax-protesters in Thessalonika. No one ever threatened a Roman Emperor before. No priest ever 
dared stand in the way of the civil authorities when they collected the taxes. Theodosius was a battle-
hardened veteran, he had accompanied his father who put down a rebellion in Britain and Gaul by 
the united forces of the local Celtic tribes and deserters from the Roman Army; he was the last great 
emperor of the united Roman Empire. And he was an orthodox, Trinitarian Christian with a 
vengeance. But the Bishop of Milan treated him like a Barbarian for the massacre of those tax-
protesters. Theodosius replied in anger that he was coming to seize Ambrose’s church and drag 
Ambrose out. Ambrose’s reply was a revolution in the ancient world: “You have no right to enter a 
private person’s home. What makes you believe you have the right to enter God’s home?” 

Theodosius’ response was the response of a true Christian: He repented. His soul was saved. But the 
Empire wasn’t the same anymore. The fearless defense by Ambrose of the life, liberty and property 
of those ordinary people who paid taxes put an end to the absolute rule of the Emperors. Ambrose 
was the hero of the ordinary people. Christianity grew in influence, and in numbers. If the Bishop 
could stand his ground against the Emperor, how much greater must that Bishop’s God be! 

But Leo had a different challenge: He was meeting a real Barbarian in an attempt to persuade him to 
not attack Rome. Attila hasn’t been known for his love for Christian clergy. In the cities in the 
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Balkans and in Gaul that he took and massacred, Christian priests were the first to die. Some 
commentators say that Attila added to the list of Christian martyrs almost as many as the two and 
half centuries of pagan Roman power before Constantine. Leo’s position wasn’t easy. Attila was a 
master negotiator, and he had no moral restraints. He was unpredictable, and he could break his 
word without having second thought about it. He was a Barbarian, after all. 

But Leo had to succeed. Behind him was Rome, and the population of Rome, helpless, paralyzed by 
fear, apathy, and despair. Just as Ambrose stood up to Theodosius to protect the weak, Leo had to 
stand up against the Barbarian to protect Rome. The life, liberty, and property of the ordinary 
citizens of Rome was a legitimate concern for a Christian pastor, and he had to face death if 
necessary to protect the defenseless. 

No one knows what Leo said to Attila. Some say he gave him lots of money. That hardly would have 
worked on Attila – he was smart enough to know that there was even more where that money came 
from. Some say Attila’s army was restless because of disease, and because of rumors of their towns 
in the rear being attacked by the forces of the Eastern Empire. May be, although Attila had proved 
quite resourceful to deal with greater challenges before. Whatever Leo said, Attila turned back, 
never to return again. That winter Attila died – some say of too much drinking, some say he was 
killed by his wife. 

Rome was defended by a Christian Bishop. The influence of Christianity grew even more. 

When three years later, in 455, the fleet of another Barbarian, the Vandal king Genseric, appeared in 
full surprise at the mouth of the Tiber, Leo didn’t have the time to negotiate. Petronius Maximus 
who had become Western Roman Emperor just two months earlier, tried to leave the city rather than 
fight the Barbarians, and was killed by angry mobs. 

So it was now again the Bishop against the Barbarian. And this time the Barbarian wasn’t going 
back without plunder. 

So Leo at least tried to protect the life and the dignity of his fellow Romans. He negotiated the terms 
with Genseric: Plunder, yes, but no arson, no rape, no killing. Genseric agreed. Rome was sacked but 
the dignity of the individual ordinary citizens was spared. Leo’s goal was again to protect the weak, 
the defenseless, the little people. And he succeeded. 

Rome’s glory had passed – if we mean Rome’s glory as an Imperial capital. But Leo I’s actions 
created a different glory for Rome. The City of Rome had now become the Christian capital of the 
world, the arbiter of theological disputes, the judge between kings, Christian and pagan. One 
Bishop’s concern for the fate of the people, and his courage and skill in protecting them without a 
sword changed the religious and cultural landscape of Italy, and then of Western Europe. We don’t 
hear of pagan populations in Rome after the death of Leo. Leo’s God had judged the Empire, but He 
had also honored the prayers and the efforts of His servant, and had protected the inhabitants. No 
other evangelism was needed for the eradication of paganism in Italy. 

 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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Today, Barbarians have been at the gates of the Western civilization for several generations. 
Atheists, socialists, fabians, statists, evolutionists, attacked Christendom. The pastors were silent. 

Then the Barbarians took over the political power in the West and started sacking the Western 
civilization. The pastors were silent again, for the most part. 

Here in the United States the Barbarians established the Federal Reserve to steal the savings of the 
population. The pastors didn’t say anything. Then they introduced the income tax. The pulpits were 
silent. Then the state schools began stealing Christian children. Then the unborn – the most 
defenseless members of our society – were subjected to the greatest massacre ever known in history. 
The Barbarian state introduced new laws to control our business, our work, our savings, our old age. 
Judges decreed private property wasn’t immune to seizure anymore. Our health – and therefore life 
and death – is now in the hands of the Federal government. 

The pastors were silent. 

Well, at least our dignity was spared. At least we didn’t have Barbarians stripping us, groping us, 
raping us. May be the churches would intervene when that thing happens. 

It happened. Federal agents can now legally ogle our daughters and sexually molest our 5-year old 
sons. Barbarians are not at the gates of the city anymore; they are at the airport check-points. And 
they rape, this time in earnest. 

But the pastors don’t say anything. The great influential Christian ministries of this nation remain 
silent, several weeks into the greatest sexual rape this nation has ever seen. We see activist groups, 
politicians, media anchors, bloggers discussing, calling for action, protesting against the Barbarian 
rape of America. 

One group has remained strangely silent: Christian churches and ministries. 

Or, rather not. They keep talking. They keep telling us how wonderful our salvation in Jesus is. Or 
they keep informing us that we are saved by grace alone. And they keep being interested in those 
intricate details of Christian psychology, how important it is to have forgiveness. May be they 
should add, to have forgiveness when your children are raped by Barbarians, when the Bishops are 
too cowardly to stand up to those Barbarians and tell them to go away, in the name of God. 

And then the pastors and the ministers bemoan the fact that Christianity is losing influence. We live 
in a post-Christian world, don’t we? What we do in a world that doesn’t seek Jesus anymore. How 
we are to “have hope in Jesus” while our nation and our world is going farther away from the faith of 
our fathers. 

But the influence of Christianity doesn’t just happen magically. It is a direct function of the 
willingness of Christians to witness for Christ and His salvation of the whole world (Rom. 10:14-
15). And a great part of this witness is the willingness of the pastors to stand up to the Barbarians in 
the gates and protect the life, liberty and property of those that can’t defend themselves. When the 
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pastors are not willing to proclaim the God of Jesus Christ to the Barbarians to protect the people, 
we can’t expect evangelism of the ordinary church members to prosper. If the pastors are silent, the 
sheep are not led. Evangelism suffers, and Christianity declines. 

Those pastors and ministers that speak of a great apostasy in “the last days” are themselves the great 
apostates. Their silence is the great sign of the apostasy of the church. When the life, liberty and 
property of the people are violated by Barbarians, any pastor that doesn’t stand up to the Barbarians 
in the civil government and work to protect the people is an apostate himself. The decline of 
Christianity is caused by those that claim to bemoan it; those that admonish us from the pulpits to 
“have hope in God” while we are being raped by Barbarians are the very reason for that religious 
and cultural decline. The revival of Christianity will start when God smites the pulpits and replaces 
the corrupt shepherds with shepherds after His own heart; shepherds who will fearlessly face the 
Huns and the Vandals of our day, and make them turn back to the wilderness where they came from. 

 

* * * * * * * * * * 

 

Leo I wasn’t even obsessed with expanding the influence of the Roman see, nor with diplomacy. His 
main interests were theological; he was a faithful defender of orthodoxy, not a skillful politician. 
When in 448 Eutyches was deposed in the East for his heretical views concerning the nature of 
Christ, he took refuge with Leo in Rome. Leo ignored the opportunity to expand the influence of 
Rome in the Eastern Empire and waited for an explanation from Flavian, Eutyches’ chief opponent. 
When learning about Eutyches’ heretical views, Leo sided decisively with the Trinitarian orthodoxy. 
The Bishop of Rome was a theologian first, and diplomat and politician last. 

But when the Barbarians were at the gates, he had to act. 

We need Leos today to man our pulpits. 
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 The Cargo Cult in the Northern Lands 38.
Bojidar Mariov, Date Unknown  

“Where does milk come from?” 

“Walmart.” 

The Cargo Cult in the South Seas that David Chilton told us about [“Give Thanks to Western 
Civilization”] was a very instructive story. Ideas have consequences, worldviews shape civilizations, 
and the Western civilization was shaped by Christianity, and its long-term economic success was the 
product of the Christian worldview. The Cargo Cult, with its belief in magical manipulation of 
reality through rituals, has a completely wrong view of causality and reality in general, and therefore 
is doomed to failure. 

But the Cargo Cult is not limited to the South Seas. Unfortunately, in the last century or so the Cargo 
Cult in its more elaborate versions has become the official ideology of our modern culture; the 
leaders of Europe and North America, and their academic advisers have restored that old pagan 
belief that Christianity destroyed a millennium and a half ago. For the last century or so the official 
policies of the West and the East have abandoned the spiritual foundation of the civilization in favor 
of a system of magic and rituals. 

The first and most obvious example, of course, was Soviet-style communism. Throughout the 20th 
century the rulers in Moscow frantically wanted to “catch up” with the West, with the system of free 
market capitalism. Their idea of “catching up” was to imitate the West in its abundance of goods and 
high living standards. You see, the West had this abundance of goods because the West had these 
huge buildings called “factories,” and they had people going there every day, screwing bolts and 
nuts, pouring melted iron, or weaving. There was also smoke coming out of these building from tall 
chimneys. And the West had this thing called “electricity.” And it had roads. And tractors and 
harvesters and other good stuff. So, the Soviet leaders reasoned in a typical Cargo-Cult way, if we 
just imitate them, if we have these buildings, and have some smoke coming out of chimneys, and 
have workers screwing bolts and nuts, pouring iron in pots, and weaving, and have some electricity 
there, and tractors and harvesters, we surely will have an economy, and we will have abundance. Just 
imitate what the West does, and may be the gods of abundance will be manipulated to give us Cargo. 

It didn’t work. After 70 years of communism the Soviet Union was full with factories and plants and 
power stations, and tractors and harvesters, most of them unused or unusable. There were tons of 
smoke too. This abundance of unusable junk made some proponents of economic tribal magic like 
John Kenneth Galbraith “estimate” the size of the Soviet economy at 2/3 of the US economy. In 
reality, the real economy of the Soviet Union was probably 2/3 of the economy of Belgium; and 
most of it was the black market. The rest was just as useless as the rituals of the Cargo Cult in the 
South Seas. 

Then we had Keynesianism. Lord Keynes had the profundity of economic thought of a 3-year old 
who is asked where milk comes from. “From Walmart,” a 3-year old would reply. Lord Keynes had 
pretty much the same ideas about the economy as a whole. It was obvious to him where prosperity 
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came from: People have these pieces of paper called “money,” they go to stores and exchange them 
for goods. Then they go home with the goods and they are happy and prosperous. Aha, said Lord 
Keynes, I know how to create prosperity. Just make more of those pieces of paper and make 
everyone recreate the same magic – go to the store, buy stuff, and go home. And boom . . . you got 
your prosperity. His thought never extended to the reality of how exactly the goods appear on the 
shelves in the stores. 

His ideological heirs, however, thought of it. It is simple, they say, stuff appears on the shelves in 
response to more buyers buying more stuff. It is consumption that drives the economy, the more 
goods you consume, the more goods appear magically on the shelves. You want to have more 
abundance, you have to buy more, and in the morning the shelf will be stuffed with more stuff. This 
is how the gods of abundance work. So go and buy more, and the ritual of magic will do its work. 

That didn’t work either. Governments indulged in the cultic ritual of making more pieces of paper 
but the more the governments printed, the more the hungry, greedy gods demanded, for less and less 
of stuff. You would think that made the governments and their economists stop and think again. 
Nope. Their shamanic worldview is immunized to common sense. 

Another good example of the Cargo Cult is the welfare state, very close in outlook to the 
Keynesians. The welfarists look at the problems of the poor people in our society and want to help 
them – or so they say. So, what’s the difference between the poor and the rich? Well, the welfarists 
notice, the rich have money and the poor don’t. Pretty obvious, isn’t it? Somehow, in a very 
mysterious, magic way, money ends up in some people’s pockets, and not in other people’s pockets. 
Black Magic, that’s what it is, and welfarists don’t even try to explain why it happens. But they have 
their solution. White Magic, it is, and it undoes Black Magic: We take that money from the pockets 
of the rich and put it in the pockets of the poor, abracadabra, and the poor are not poor anymore. 

Well, not exactly. The more the welfarists transfer money from pocket to pocket, the more people 
become poor. Black Magic is too powerful, you know. 

Elsewhere I mentioned another variety of the Cargo Cult in the Northern Lands: The Lisbon Strategy 
of the European Union. To summarize it, in 2000 the European leaders assembled to admit an 
alarming trend: Europe was lagging behind the US in economic development. So they wanted to 
catch up (remember the Soviet leaders?). So, what did the Americans have that Europe didn’t have? 
On the surface, it was obvious: Americans had these people called “entrepreneurs.” What these 
“entrepreneurs” were and how they came into existence wasn’t even discussed; this question 
remained relegated to the realm of unknowable. Whatever these “entrepreneurs” were, though, they 
must be good for the economy. So, the European leaders decided, we’ll imitate America and we’ll 
make our own “entrepreneurs.” All we need is a few government programs for creation and 
encouragement of entrepreneurship, and within ten years we’ll catch with the Americans. It’s that 
easy, you know, just create a new government ministry, the Ministry of Entrepreneurship, appoint 
entrepreneurs, and the problem is solved. 

Ten years later no one talks about it anymore. 

An expression of the Cargo Cult is the modern concept of universal free education. What’s 
education, according to the experts? Education, as is obvious, is four walls (a classroom) with a 
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blackboard or a whiteboard on one of the walls, a teacher, and students. Yup, that’s it. There is no 
mystery to it. Get it all together, and you have education. Get them to perform certain tasks, repeat 
certain mantras, rituals, ceremonies, and at the end you have educated human beings. 

Except that this “education” produces more and more illiterate human beings. 

A very fresh, out of the furnace example of the Cargo Cult worship is our new Obamacare law. See, 
America had a very serious problem: So many people didn’t have healthcare. We don’t know why, 
or rather, Obama and the Democrats didn’t care to know why; cause-and-effect is not a favorite field 
of study for shamanic religions. But they had a solution. How does a person get healthcare? Simply, 
they go to the doctor and they get it. It’s that simple. Healthcare is there, available in a magic way, 
provided a person performs the ritual of entering a doctor’s office. So, the new law completely 
removes all the barriers to that ritual. So now there is healthcare for everyone: provided they appear 
at the doctor’s office. 

And it is going to work just as good as the above examples of the Cargo Cult. 

What is missing in all these examples? One question: How do the goods come into existence in the 
first place? The Cargo Cult in the South Seas has a worldview that self-consciously avoids the 
questions of how Cargo comes to be. It is assumed that the Cargo exists somehow, of itself, 
magically; or that it magically appears in response to an external ritual, an imitation of what the 
Westerners do. The invisible reality that produces the Cargo is manipulated to release its abundance 
in response to the formulas for prosperity. 

But Cargo doesn’t appear out of thin air. And it doesn’t just appear on the shelves of Walmart. And 
Walmart itself hasn’t been there forever. Neither have the hospitals and the doctor’s offices and the 
medical laboratories that discover cures for sicknesses. 

They all take long-term planning. They all take sacrifice. They all take self-conscious forbearing of 
present consumption in search for future increase. They take a view of history that is linear and 
optimistic. They take a moral commitment to utilize the earth resources delegated to man in the most 
efficient way. They take a scale of values that determines what is important and what is not. 

Only Christianity possesses a worldview that has those qualities and teaches its adherents to develop 
them and apply them to practice. Only Christianity has a comprehensive view of economy that 
doesn’t take for granted economic goods, and growth, and prosperity. Only Christianity has a 
coherent theory of production, not just of consumption and redistribution. 

The Cargo Cult – in all its varieties, socialist, welfarist, Keynesian, or Obamist – wants to get 
something for nothing; to achieve prosperity by manipulation; to produce goods by ritual and magic. 
Christianity, in contrast, teaches self-sacrifice, moderation, commitment, hard work, long-term 
optimism as the only way to growth. The issue is more just than an issue of political ideology; it is 
an issue of religion, and of a worldview informed by religion. In his Productive Christians in the 
Age of Guilt-Manipulators, David Chilton explained it clear. So did Gary North in his multi-volume 
economic commentary on the Bible. Production comes from spiritual regeneration and moral 
commitment; goods and prosperity and growth come from hard work, and hard work is informed and 
energized by a religious outlook. 
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It’s about time for us to defeat the Cargo Cult in the Northern Lands. It produces only poverty and 
death. And it is about time for us to restore Christianity as the dominant religion in the West – as the 
only path to success. 
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 Switzerland, the House of Elrond 39.
Bojidar Mariov, January 6, 2010   

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/576/switzerland-house-of-
elrond/  

‘Ash nazg durbatulûk, ash nazg gimbatul, ash nazg thrakatulûk agh burzum-ishi krimpatul.’ 

The change in the wizard’s voice was astounding. Suddenly it became menacing, powerful, harsh as 
stone. A shadow seemed to pass over the high sun, and the porch for a moment grew dark. All 
trembled, and the Elves stopped their ears. 

‘Never before has any voice dared to utter words of that tongue in Imladris, Gandalf the Grey,’ said 
Elrond, as the shadow passed and the company breathed once more. 

‘And let us hope that none will ever speak it here again,’ answered Gandalf... 

The small nation of Switzerland taught the civilized world a lesson once again. In a time when 
Europe is disarming itself through political correctness and delivering its future in the hands of 
Islam, the small mountain nation told the most aggressive and savage of the world religions: “No to 
the minarets.” In referendum this last Sunday, 57 percent of the voters and 22 out of 26 cantons 
voted in favor of a ban on building minarets to the mosques in the nation. As of the moment, 
Switzerland has only 4 minarets for its 350,000 Muslims, and the building of more minarets is 
declared unconstitutional and against the law. The Swiss people made that declaration in a 
remarkable display of peaceful exercise of popular democracy vote, against the will of their own 
government, against the disapproval of the other European nations, and against the wrath of the 
Muslim world. 

The last time Switzerland had a similar ban was in 1936 when the Federal government banned all 
Nazi propaganda, all displays of Nazi symbols, all speech that incites hatred against the Jews, and all 
parties that have connections or similar ideology to the German National Socialist Party. At the same 
time Chamberlain and Daladier were surrendering Czechoslovakia to Hitler, and Chamberlain was 
advising the British press to be less critical to Hitler. Again, Switzerland was teaching the world a 
lesson in tenacity and standing for what is right, moral, and common sense. 

Among the European libertarians Switzerland is known as “the House of Elrond,” the stronghold of 
the free in the West. Since its founding, the brave Swiss have consistently banned the tongue of 
Mordor from being spoken in their house. Whether it was monarchic  propaganda, or the destructive 
religious doctrines of Servetus and the Munster Anabaptists, or the ugly heads of Nazism and 
Fascism, the Swiss house was kept clean and pure from them. And the Swiss of our time were the 
first nation to recognize the language of tyranny, despair, and destruction in the religion of Islam, 
and ban the symbols that would make it possible to spread within the Last Homely House. 

But this time the brave highlanders in the heart of Europe did something more than just ban 
destructive speech and symbols. The referendum has more than just political significance. For the 
first time in the history of Europe after WWII a nation officially recognizes a link between the 
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religion of a people and the freedoms and the prosperity that people has. The Swiss did not ban the 
minarets just because they didn’t like them, or because they would go “against the traditions.” On 
the contrary, the referendum went under the definite statement that “Islam is a religion of intolerance 
and dictatorship.” The Founders of the United States of America point repeatedly in their speeches 
and memoirs, and outside observers like Tocqueville discover, that our liberties here in America are 
based on the Christian character of our nation. In the beginning of 21st century, much to the horror of 
liberals and socialists, a small nation in Europe confirmed the same link between religion and 
politics: Religions determine the liberty or the slavery of a nation. And not only the liberty, but the 
prosperity too. 

The threats of the Turkish minister Egemen Bagis and of the president of the European Greens 
Daniel Cohn-Bendit that Muslims will withdraw their money from their Swiss bank accounts are 
empty and laughable. Where will they put them? Where will they find the security and honesty that 
are only possible in a banking system heavily influenced by the Christian religion? Will they take 
their money to banks in Pakistan, or Sudan, or Mauretania? May be Egypt, where there are 
numerous bank failures, and even the state banks don’t give any security? Will they take their money 
to the Socialist Republics of Germany or France, to have them taxed to oblivion? May be to Russian 
banks, to see their money “nationalized” at the whim of the whatever ruler is currently in the 
Kremlin? No, Muslims know very well that there are no bankers more reliable than the Christian 
bankers in Switzerland; they know better than even us Christians that religions have consequences, 
and it is Christianity that produces freedom, prosperity, and order. If they didn’t know it, they 
wouldn’t jump through fire hoops to immigrate to the West; they would have stayed back in their 
Muslim countries. 

The Swiss taught us all a lesson of how to deal with Islam: Tell the Muslims, if you want your 
“durbatulûks” and “thrakatulûks,” you can have them back home. In a Christian land we will have 
Christian symbols, and none of your Mordor stuff. Our liberty and prosperity are based on our 
Christian religion, and they are a package deal; you can’t have the fruits without the roots. If you 
want the roots of a different religion, go back where you have the fruits of it as well. 

This lesson America knew very well in the past. America was born from the pulpits of the Christian 
churches. Even more than that: America was born right there, in Switzerland, in a small house in 
Geneva where John Calvin wrote his Institutes and prepared his sermons. We need to restore that 
memory. May God give us the grace to learn from the Swiss lesson, that religions have 
consequences, and we better understand what that means. 
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 Stimulate Gluttony: The Keynesian Solution 40.
Bojidar Mariov, Date Unknown  

If you are an economic adviser to the Obama administration, the solution to the famine in Ethiopia 
must be simple enough: Ethiopians must start eating. The more they eat, the more food they will 
have. And the more expensive and gourmet foods they buy, the more they will have. Then they 
should start buying more clothes, and clothes will appear in their stores. Then they should buy TV’s 
and computers, and thus the production of electronics will appear in Ethiopia. They should start 
buying cars, travel extensively, and that will create auto-industry, oil refineries, and gas stations. 
And so on. 

In short, Ethiopians must stimulate the demand. They obviously don’t stimulate it if their economy is 
in such a bad shape. They don’t want to eat, drive cars, dress nicely, and throw lavish parties. There 
is no demand. And because there is no demand, there is no economy. Someone needs to tell them to 
stimulate the demand and spend themselves out of famine and destitution. Someone like Larry 
Summers, Obama’s “top economic adviser,” must go to Ethiopia and explain reality to Ethiopians: 
“Kick start the demand, folks.” 

Someone with more common sense than Larry Summers might remark that there is no food in 
Ethiopia to start with. No one has produced it. Producers were destroyed or forced out of business in 
the last generation in Ethiopia by the Communist government and its economic experiments. There 
was a lot of demand – just as Larry Summers wants it. With government money – just as Larry 
Summers wants it. Eventually neither the demand nor the government money produced a stimulated 
economy. It all produced famine. 

In fact, it was the government spending in Ethiopia that destroyed the producers. More and more 
government money on the market did not create more production, it created more inflation. The 
producers were paid with depreciating money, and even that depreciating money was additionally 
taxed or confiscated for the government spending sprees. Eventually it didn’t make sense to produce 
– production was an exercise in futility. Ethiopia was decapitalized. The once proud empire that 
defeated Muslim and European powers and exported 80 percent of its production of food is now 
starving. 

Contrary to what Summers say, we don’t have “problems on the side of demand.” No economy ever 
had those problems. Human beings are human beings: they want more, they demand more. Their 
demand is always more than what anyone can produce. Eventually, if left to themselves, they will 
consume more than what is produced until there is nothing left. Our problems today are not caused 
by insufficient demand. We have the opposite problem: We have consumed too much, more than we 
have produced. 

Demand that is greater than production is exactly that: gluttony. And Larry Summers’ call to 
“stimulate demand” has a moral side to it: stimulate gluttony. His goal is to de-capitalize the 
American economy. And he knows that there are several ways to go about it but one is more 
effective than all the others: Stimulate gluttony. When you remove the moral and economic restraint 
on consumption, the economy becomes a huge orgy of destruction. The available capital of the 
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nation is spent on producing for consumption, not on investing for the future. Less and less capital is 
directed toward innovation and building new production facilities because the increased 
consumption requires more of it going into short-term projects. 

This is where money comes in as a restrictive factor: It places checks on uncontrolled gluttony. A 
person who doesn’t produce more than he consumes eventually runs out of money. He runs out of 
means for exchange to persuade producers to sell him more goods for consumption. His gluttony is 
restrained by the increased prices on the goods. The price system both gives information about how 
much something is valued and also serves a moral purpose: It warns the society when it has fallen 
into the trap of gluttony. A society that has sound money will never go too far in its gluttony. 

But Larry and other Keynesians want to remove that obstacle. Money shouldn’t be a problem, they 
claim. The government must provide it so that the nation becomes more gluttonous and devour more 
of its capital. They are on a crusade: A socialist crusade to destroy everything that capitalism created 
in America. 

There are several ways to de-capitalize a nation. Of course, its capital can be destroyed in a war. Or 
it can be taxed to oblivion. Or it can be directly confiscated. But de-capitalizing a nation by 
encouraging its citizens to gluttony is by far the most elegant and efficient way. They believe they 
are bathing in prosperity, while in fact destroying it. All that needs to be done, Summers suggests, is 
to remove the obstacle of money, and let the orgy begin. After all, doesn’t every one want to be 
prosperous and have more? Why not take advantage of it, here and now? 

The TEA Party is wrong on one issue: It is not government spending that destroys the economy. It is 
private spending. The desire of individual Americans to have more and more is what is bringing the 
nation to collapse. Unless the TEA Party leaders expose this sad truth about our present reality, the 
economy is not going to recover. An economy of growing demand above savings and investments is 
an economy of destruction of capital. 

The situation was similar in the last centuries of the Roman Empire. The Empire debased the 
currency to be able to spend more. But it is not so much the Imperial government as the individual 
Roman citizens who were spending and destroying their wealth. The Roman poet Juvenal denounces 
the vices of gluttony and uncontrolled spending in his fellow-Romans in the early 2nd century. More 
and more they preferred to spend their resources on short-term pleasures than on construction, 
investment, and long-term savings. Eventually the Empire was de-capitalized, and it fell. 

In that orgy of consumption and spending, one institution arose that resisted the wide-spread 
gluttony: The Church. It preached against spending and lavish luxury, and it gave practical example. 
The first monasteries in Europe were not only centers of learning but centers of alternative economic 
life as well. Monks and bishops and Christian nobles and ordinary Christian families withdrew from 
the economic life of the Empire and practiced restraint and self-control. Unlike the hermits in the 
East, monks in the West did not practice unproductive separation from the world; they only practiced 
separation from a wicked economic system that was destroying its own children in its unlimited lust 
for pleasures. To the contrary, the monasteries and the church itself gave example of life devoted to 
production and very little consumption. Monks and priests preserved the knowledge of technologies 
for production, and they produced, but they accumulated and didn’t spend. 
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When the Empire fell, the Church had all the gold. And therefore made the rules. 

This should be our Christian response to Larry Summers and his call for stimulating gluttony. The 
church must advise its members to stop unnecessary consumption. Every one of us individually must 
learn to live at the bare minimum, and save the rest in a form that won’t perish or devalue easily; or 
be taxed to extinction. Christians must prepare to deal with the coming collapse in the same way our 
spiritual forefathers did: By effectively refusing to participate in the gluttony. We must produce but 
not consume. We must plant and sow, but wait for the future fruit. We must invest in long-term 
projects and forgo present consumption. We must refuse to take advantage of government hand-outs 
and stimulus packages. And our churches must stop spending more and more money on inessential 
decorum. And our pastors should start preaching against gluttony; it’s about time we hear some real 
preaching from the pulpits. 

The old rule that “we must live below our means” is not valid anymore. With the money so 
unpredictable and devoid of any sound basis, no one can know for sure what “our means” are. Just 
like in the Roman Empire, with the coins being debased indefinitely, no one knew how much they 
were worth, no one today knows how much his pay check is really worth. Therefore we must learn 
to live even lower than just “below our means.” We have been given to gluttony for too long. It is 
time to be on a diet. 

Resisting government spending is good and necessary. But more important is resisting our own 
temptation to spend uncontrollably. Only by effectively exercising self-control we will be able to 
resist Larry Summers, Obama, and the rest of the socialist crowd in high places. 

Otherwise, we will end up as Ethiopia did. 
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 Righteousness and Justice Go Together... ...Not One After 41.
the Other 

Bojidar Mariov, September 23, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/640/righteousness-justice-
go-together/   

As was to be expected, my article “Raising the Moral Standard of Missionaries to that of Wal-Mart” 
earned me some criticism. Understandably, when you are criticizing an established model, you will 
get some pushback. Some of the criticism was not very informed, like the comments that I should go 
there and do it myself: I’ve been there, done that, and I keep doing it. Some of it raised an important 
objection: We should first preach to save souls, and then hopefully in the future the saved souls will 
change the culture. 

While this objection sounds reasonable, it is unrealistic. In my many years of missionary work I have 
never seen a convert moving naturally from a personal, pietistic mindset to do culture-changing 
work. Where new Christians have been evangelized with the truncated gospel of “saving souls” they 
have never by themselves moved up to challenge the evil practices of their society and its 
institutions. I takes a new effort of presenting to them the comprehensive message of the Bible in 
order for them to start practicing it. And by that time they are already so entrenched in their pietistic 
mindset that it takes almost a new conversion experience to graps the Biblical worldview. 

To quote Dennis Peacocke: “You only get what you preach.” Or, if you don’t trust Dennis, trust 
Paul: You only reap what you sow (Gal. 6:7). 

There is a reason why this never works. And the reason is that such an approach makes an artificial 
separation between righteousness and justice. 

Righteousness and justice are never separated in the Bible and they should never be separated in the 
preaching and teaching of our pastors and missionaries. Search your Bible software on verses that 
contain “righteousness” and “justice” and you will see how many times God insists that those two go 
together. Psalm 89:14 says: 

Righteousness and justice are the foundation of Your throne; 

Lovingkindness and truth go before you. 

There is nothing in the Bible to suggest that our preaching should cover righteousness first and  
justice later. They are both equally important in the foundation of God’s throne. We can’t separate 
lovingkindness from truth and have a complete Biblical message. What makes us believe we can 
separate righteousness from justice and have a Biblical message? 

Let’s apply the argument in specific institutions, for example, the family. Can we say that we preach 
to save souls without preaching to them institutional justice in their family? Can we have a righteous 
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man who refuses to be a just father in his family? Can we have a righteous employer who does not 
pay his employees on time? Or a righteous employee who steals from his employer? How can a 
person be righteous and vote for policies that violate the Ten Commandments? Or actively promote 
such policies? 

How can we even beging to preach righteousness if we don’t preach justice in the institutions where 
the righteous are involved? 

When we separate righteousness from justice in our preaching, we are not preparing the way for 
justice in their hearts: We are only giving them a dualistic worldview that declares one of the 
foundations of God’s throne to be more important than the other. This is exactly what the Social 
Gospel has done for the idea of justice. Once they divorced their justice from righteousness, they 
divorced it from the Word of God. The same thing happens to the pietistic message of modern 
missionaries: by divorcing personal regeneration from social justice, they eventually divorce it from 
the Bible and its Law. 

A missionary can not set a priority of personal righteousness over social justice in his preaching. He 
must preach the whole counsel of God. He must admonish individuals and their institutions, and he 
must denounce the sins of both individuals and institutions. He must lead individual sousl to Christ 
and he must lead institutions to Christ. He must declare the crown rights of Christ in every area of 
life, and he must never limit his message to personal salvation only. Family, church, business, 
education, sports, media, science are as much a part of the Kingdom of God as are the individual 
souls of the believers, and leaving them out of the missionary’s message is doing injustice to the 
Gospel. 

So let’s not create a dichotomy between individual and institutional. Let’s make our missionaries 
ambassadors for a King and His Kingdom, not just sellers of cheap emotions. 
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 Can a Christian NOT Create a Christian Culture? 42.
Bojidar Marinov, August 3, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616211309/http://americanvision.org/4963/can-a-christian-not-
create-a-christian-culture/  

A missionary in Latin America told 
me not long ago about the problems 
he has with the local Christians. He 
is on the board of the local 
seminary, and when a meeting of 
the board is called for a specific 
time and day, all the other members 
of the board arrive an hour later 
after the specified time. After 
witnessing this lack of discipline 
concerning time, my friend 

confronted his colleagues about it. Their reply was that, as an American, he is trying to force on 
them a foreign culture – American culture – which valued time too much. In their own culture – 
Latin American culture – time is not of such high value, and therefore it was socially and culturally 
acceptable that people arrive an hour later for the meeting. 

These local Christians have accepted a false ideology concerning culture, and concerning the relation 
of Christian faith to culture. First, they believe in the idea of the Enlightenment that every culture is 
ethically equal to every other culture, and therefore we should respect and value every culture, no 
matter what its teachings, practices, and results are. Second, they have accepted the lie that their faith 
and religion has nothing to do with culture; that somehow culture exists independently from the 
beliefs and ethical values of the people in that culture. And, third, they have reduced their Christian 
faith to utter irrelevance, to an impractical set of mental propositions that don’t affect their values, 
their actions, and their judgments. 

If we did a test to see how much they abide by their own professed cultural “standards,” we might 
see a different picture, of course. If the employers of these same Christians whose culture doesn’t 
value time so much decided to delay their paychecks by several days, or if the banks where they 
deposited their money declared that no interest will be paid on CDs anymore, the reaction would 
certainly be negative. In any of these two cases no money will be lost or stolen, only time; and yet 
these same Christians would complain about the time lost and consider the actions of the employer 
and the bank equivalent to theft. Time would turn out to have value after all, when it was their time 
that was wasted. They will find out that valuing time is much more than an “American” cultural 
value, it is a Biblical cultural value: 

You shall not oppress a hired servant who is poor and needy, whether he is one of your countrymen 
or one of your aliens who is in your land in your towns. You shall give him his wages on his day 
before the sun sets, for he is poor and sets his heart on it; so that he will not cry against you to the 
LORD and it become sin in you (Deut. 24:14, 15). 
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What is “culture” anyway? And what is the relationship of our culture to our faith? 

“Culture,” according to a dictionary definition, is “the totality of the social behavior patterns, arts, 
beliefs, institutions, and all other products of human work and thought.” All our individual actions, 
and all our collective actions as entities – families, churches, businesses, communities – together 
compose the culture. Culture is the way we treat each other in the society, and the way we do 
business with each other. Culture determines how we set up our families, and how we treat our 
spouses and children. The customs that regulate our communities and the laws our social and 
political life is structured by are part of our culture. Our literature and founding documents for our 
society and civilization – be it Augustine’s City of God, or the Magna Carta, or the Declaration of 
Independence – are also part of the culture. Arts and sciences, and in fact, the very motive and 
inspiration for the arts and sciences, are also part of our culture. Our cultural standards determine 
our value scale: what we value and how much we value it related to other things. Our interpretations 
of the past and our expectations of the future are elements of our culture, and are a product of it at 
the same time. Our view of nature and man, and our use of nature and man, are also determined by 
our culture. We buy and sell, work and rest, live and die as participants in a culture, or sometimes as 
rebels against the culture, but always as a cultural pursuit and undertaking, never outside the context 
of the culture. 

But what’s in the foundation of a culture? All these value scales, ethical rules and social regulations, 
all the interpretations of past, present and future, all the judgments about aesthetics, entertainment, 
usefulness, honor, profit: where do they come from? Does a culture just arise out of nothing, as a 
blind product of material forces, peculiar to a specific group of people? Or is there a self-conscious 
human choice in building a culture, based on an ultimate view of reality? 

There is. All the cultural factors and elements are not “developed” out of nothing, they all rest on a 
spiritual reality: on a belief in an ultimate transcendent value, high and above human experience and 
understanding, and yet applicable to human experience and understanding. If a man or a society 
believe that humans are no different than animals, then that man and that society will have an ethical 
and legal system based on that belief; in such society slavery, oppression, violence, crime will be the 
official norm, since these are found in the animal world. On the other hand, if a man or a society 
believes that God created man in His image, then there will be a different set of cultural values, 
practices, ethical rules, and legal regulations that will respect and protect man as made in God’s 
image. If a culture believes that time and human experience are not real but only an illusion, then 
that culture won’t value time as much as another culture that looks at time and human experience as 
a gift from God for man to utilize and fulfill his higher purpose as a creature; the two cultures will 
develop different sets of customs, habits, value scales and economic practices, as well as different 
sets of laws and social sanctions. If a society believes in the ultimate power of spirits to control 
nature against human endeavor, such a society will develop different social and economic 
mechanisms for survival and prosperity than a society that believes in one God Who has created the 
universe and has put man as his vicegerent over it. If a culture accepts sin as normative, then its 
paintings and books will glorify sin and mock righteousness; but a culture that exalts the 
Redemption of Jesus Christ will have different standards for its artists and writers. 

At every step, men build culture according to their beliefs, because building a culture is only 
working out in practice what men have in their hearts. A man’s religion thus determines everything 
he does; it gives him the motivation to do what he does, it also informs him what is of value and 
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what is not. A man and a culture inevitably consult their God or gods as to what economic enterprise 
is desirable and what is worthless, what is science and the object of science, which persons deserve 
to live and which deserve to die, what the future will be, and from there, what investments a man 
should make to meet the future, etc. Man’s motives, values, goals, never originate in man himself; 
they always stem from a higher reality which man accepts as ultimate and normative. (Even the Ayn 
Randian objectivist ethics of selfishness is based on the transcendent value of the human individual; 
objectivism, of course, never explains where that value came from and why we should accept it over 
against other values.) When men build a culture, they ask questions about the nature of reality, the 
nature of man, the issue of good and evil, the issue of values, and the future. The answers to these 
questions determine how they are going to build, and what they are going to build for a culture. 
Their every cultural action in every area of their individual and social life – family, education, 
science, politics, economy, even leisure and recreation – will be based on these answers. 

And these answers have no empirical foundation. Men answer the basic questions of life according 
to the beliefs they have chosen; and they build their lives and their cultures accordingly. A true 
Christian will answer the questions based on the Bible as the revelation of God the Creator and His 
Son Jesus Christ; then he will organize his life and actions based on that revelation; eventually, the 
fruit of his life and actions will be the building of a Christian culture, based on the redemption of 
Jesus Christ in its every aspect, from the individual conduct to the principles of aesthetics, 
economics, public policies, and even international relations. Inevitably, a true Christian will build a 
Christian culture; if he is not building a Christian culture, then he is by default building an anti-
Christian culture, one that opposes the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. There is no neutrality. 

An indeed, if the only alternative to the faith in Christ is unbelief and paganism, then the only 
alternative to a Christian culture is a pagan culture. Man will either worship the Creator, or the 
creation, in both his heart and his culture. Therefore a pagan – or, for that matter, a Christian who 
doesn’t consult his faith in every cultural matter – will build a pagan culture, one that values 
everything that is abomination to God, and establishes laws and practices contrary to the Law of 
God. Such culture will despise what is good and will exalt what is evil. And those Christians in it 
who refuse to challenge it, will be accomplices with the pagans in building a society contrary to the 
commandments of Christ. 

Multiple books have pointed to that important fact of life: That our culture is simply an outward 
expression of our faith, and therefore we can not build culture different from our true faith. Max 
Weber in his Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism demonstrates that the cultural origin of 
our modern capitalist economy is rooted in the Reformed faith; and that without the Reformed faith 
the basic components of the “spirit of capitalism” wouldn’t even be there to begin with. Harold 
Berman in Law and Revolution shows that the legal ideas prevailing in our modern societies come 
from the cultural victory of Christianity in Europe. Our legal codes today – as well as all the ideas 
taken for granted today like individual liberty, or habeas corpus, or the law of inheritance, and many 
more – wouldn’t exist if it wasn’t for Christianity which removed the old pagan and secular law and 
introduced laws based on the Bible. Stanley Jaki in his books demonstrates how modern science 
could only develop in a Christian world, and not in any other world. In How the Bible Created the 
Soul of Western Civilization Vishal Mangalwadi demonstrates the same truth: The West as a culture 
was based on a system of beliefs, informed by the Bible. The list can be extended further. 
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The formational influence of religion to culture was an accepted truth among the Reformed 
Christians in the past. When in 1959 Henry Van Til wrote his book, The Calvinistic Concept of 
Culture, he wasn’t creating a new concept; he was only following his teachers in the Reformed faith. 
In it he wrote: 

The Westminster Shorter Catechism maintains at the outset that man’s chief end is to glorify God 
and to enjoy him forever. However other-worldly this may sound to some, Presbyterians have 
interpreted this biblically to mean that man is to serve God in his daily calling, which is the content 
of religion. This service cannot be expressed except through man’s cultural activity, which gives 
expression to his religious faith. Now faith is the function of the heart, and out of the heart are the 
issues of life (Prov. 4:23). This is the first principle of a biblically oriented psychology.[1] 

We see the application of this belief in the fact that throughout history the Reformed churches and 
communities never remained in their activity at the level of simply planting churches or converting 
believers or preaching “pure” theology. The Reformed historical ideal has always been a City on a 
Hill, a culture and a civilization that exhibits in its entirety the redemption of God to all nations. 
Faith must be expressed in works, and the works that followed from the faith of a true Christian was 
the complete transformation of culture according to the Word of God. Nothing less would suffice. 
Henry Van Til quotes John A. Hutchinson to that effect: 

For religion is not one aspect or department of life beside the others, as modern secular thought likes 
to believe; it consists rather in the orientation of all human life to the absolute.[2] 

Max Weber, in his book that has become a classic in the field of sociology, The Protestant Ethic and 
the Spirit of Capitalism, quotes much of Benjamin Franklin, showing how much of the early colonial 
culture in America was shaped by the Christian religion, and specifically by the Reformed theology. 
America was a Christian culture, from beginning to end; granted, not a perfect one, but one 
committed to go to the Bible every time there was a cultural issue that needed resolution. And in 
many sermons of the colonial era the focus of sermons was on obedience to God in everything the 
faithful did in the culture, and in the submission of the very society to God. 

Unfortunately, even as Henry Van Til was writing in the late 1950s, the Reformed churches were 
already apathetic enough to not care and not even notice Van Til’s book. The comprehensive 
approach of the Reformed faith has been lost in the last two generations to the point where allegedly 
“Reformed” theologians today claim that Christians can’t and in fact, shouldn’t even try to build a 
Christian culture. In an interview with Peter Wehner, Albert Mohler, President of the Southern 
Baptist Seminary, specifically insist that we as Christians are not trying to create a Christian culture. 
Michael Horton of Westminster West Seminary, in an interview, declares that the Reformers never 
tried to transform the culture; in fact, he goes on to claim that “one of the major contributions” of the 
Reformers was that they “freed” culture from Christianity and acknowledged the legitimacy of 
secular culture! Reading Horton’s interview one is left with the impression that the Reformers’ aim 
was to free the culture as much as they could from any Christianity in it and establish a secular world 
in which religion was only a matter of the heart and of the church, and the rest of the world was 
morally and religiously neutral. Mohler and Horton in fact have adopted the same pagan view as the 
Latin American Christians above, that any culture is good, no matter what its teachings and practices 
are; worse, Mohler and Horton insist that we cannot build a legitimate successful Christian 
alternative even to the most barbarous, repulsive, and pervert cultures of the pagans around us. 
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That Mohler, Horton, and others like them, pass for “Reformed” in our day only goes to demonstrate 
how far modern Reformed Christianity has deteriorated from its origins. The verdict is even stronger 
given the fact that we in America – more than anyone else in the world – are the heirs of the 
blessings of the Christian culture our forefathers have created. Neither the Puritans nor the Founding 
Fathers could conceive a world where politics, economics, education, or any other endeavor could be 
properly constituted without faith in Christ and without the revelation of God in the Bible. Our 
modern “Reformed” churches have settled for a “faith” that exists alone, and doesn’t apply itself in 
the real world and the real life of our culture. But a true Christian’s faith always works out in 
practice; and that work in practice inevitably expresses itself in the culture. A pagan builds a pagan 
culture, and a true Christian builds a Christian culture. But when a Christian refuses to build a 
Christian culture, he is by default building a pagan culture, and is destroying the legacy of the 
faithful in previous generations; and is leaving a world of paganism and despair for his children. It is 
time to reject the teachings of those who create a dualistic separation between faith and culture, and 
apply our faith to work. And not only that, but also teach the nations to transform their culture 
according to God’s standards revealed in the Bible. 

 

[1] Henry Van Til, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book 
House, [1959] 1972), p. 37. 

[2] Idem. 
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 Augustine vs. the Two-Kingdoms Theology 43.
Bojidar Marinov, August 10, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616211309/http://americanvision.org/5020/augustine-vs-the-two-
kingdoms-theology/  

The modern argument of the Two Kingdoms is a fairly recent 
development; it appeared in the late 1990s as a rhetorical retort 
against Theonomy. For over 20 years after the publishing of R.J. 
Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical Law (1973) and over 10 years 
after Greg Bahnsen’s Theonomy in Christian Ethics (1984), the 
Reformed seminaries – all amillennial in eschatology and 
antinomian in their view of the Law of God – were desperately 
searching for a thorough theological response to Theonomy. 
Theonomy: A Reformed Critique (1990) was devastatingly 
refuted a year later by Theonomy: An Informed Response (1991). 
Meanwhile the theonomists were producing a large body of 
literature applying the Law of God to every area of life which 
the opponents couldn’t even dream to produce based on their 
views. By the mid-1990s it became clear that theological or 
exegetical response to Theonomy could not be produced. 

That’s when the argument of the “two kingdoms” was retrieved 
from the dustbin of theological ideas and put back into use. The 
argument had been abandoned after the disastrous effects it had 
on the German church in Nazi Germany. It wasn’t used before 

1995; and no one tried to develop it into a “theology” before that. But in the late 1990s the history of 
it was already forgotten so it was safe to use it again against Theonomy. 

In our articles at American Vision we usually call it the “Two-Kingdoms Theology.” It must be 
understood, however, that as an argument it is very far from being a “theology.” It has never been 
developed into a full-scale theology that explains the Bible and the world from a unified perspective. 
There is no thorough Biblical theology to show the exegetical foundations of it. There is no 
systematic theology to give it a solid structure. And there is no body of literature of applied theology 
to present applications and blueprints for action to all other fields of human life and knowledge. For 
all it is worth, the argument is simply a rhetorical retort against the covenant theology of Theonomy; 
it should be called the Two-Kingdoms Rhetoric. Any popularity it has is based not on any systematic 
or exegetical or applied qualities it has but on the fact that it is an easy way for seminary professors 
and pastors to avoid replying to the difficult challenges Theonomy presents to their ideology and 
preaching. 

It is no wonder then that in their defense the modern proponents of the Two-Kingdoms Theology 
should turn not to the books they have written developing it systematically and exegetically – for 
there are only a few such books, short and limited in scope – but to an alleged “historicity” of the 
argument. Martin Luther, of course, is the first champion summoned to the cause, because he did use 
the argument in an unfortunate turn of events, and that with disastrous consequences.[1] It is worth 
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mentioning that Luther didn’t develop it into theology either; he too used it as a rhetorical device; 
when asked to give advice, most of the time he went to the Law of God as revealed in the Bible. The 
attempt to link Calvin to the Two-Kingdoms Theology has been based on outright lies, as Joel 
McDurmon so masterfully demonstrated. No historical roots for the Two-Kingdoms can be found in 
the history of the Reformed churches either: The very Reformed ideal of City on a Hill is in stark 
contradiction to it. 

There’s only one historical hope left for them: Augustine of Hippo, the theologian that through his 
writings, sermons, and commentaries, shaped the theology of the Western Christendom, and through 
it shaped the world. Since so few Christians today bother to read Augustine, the proponents of the 
Two-Kingdoms Theology eagerly promote the myth of the “Augustinian two-kingdoms view.” 
Michael Horton at Westminster Seminary in California claims that Augustine’s The City of God 
“helped create what came to be called the doctrine of the two kingdoms”; and throughout the rest of 
the article he proceeded by making the parallel between Augustine’s two cities (the City of God and 
the City of Man) and the “two kingdoms” of his theology. 

In this article we will see that such parallel is preposterous. There is nothing in Augustine to point to 
anything like the modern Two-Kingdoms Theology with its dualism between the church and the 
state, and nature and grace. The historical context, Augustine’s view of the law, justice, and the state, 
his practical and political advice, as well as the developments of his theology by his immediate 
successors, all point to the conclusion that Augustine viewed the world as a unified Kingdom of 
Christ, under the same eternal Law of God. Augustine, contrary to Horton, is rightly called the 
“theological father of Christendom,” the same Christendom which the Two-Kingdoms Theology 
denies as both an ideal and a historical reality. 

To start, we need to quickly go over the main tenets of what is known as the “Two-Kingdoms 
Theology.” The Two Kingdoms theology, as explained by its own adherents, has the following 
tenets: 

Every Christian in this life is a citizen of two distinct kingdoms, the Church and the state (aka “the common 
kingdom”). 
The two kingdoms are under two separate systems of law. The Church is under the special revelation given in 
the Bible, and its main goal is personal salvation. The state is under the natural law, revealed to all men; its 
concern is government, not salvation, and therefore the Bible cannot be its sole source of authority and 
legitimacy. 
Since the Church derives its authority only from the Bible, and the state doesn’t, the Church should never 
trample on the authority of the common kingdom institutions.[2] 

Based on these, the Two-Kingdoms theologians declare that since culture is part of the “common 
kingdom,” which is not ruled by the revealed Law of God, Christians therefore shouldn’t try to 
create Christian culture, establish Christian civil government, nor can the church speak to the 
cultural, political, or any other issues of the day. Some – like Horton – advocate complete 
withdrawal of Christians from political or cultural endeavors, while others – like Albert Mohler – 
only limit the church from speaking to politics and culture but allow individuals to do it (but without 
specifying what law exactly they should use when they speak to culture, “natural” or revealed). 
So, let’s see where Augustine stood on all these issues, and whether he really preached a “two-
kingdoms” theology. 
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The Historical Context 

Before we look at Augustine’s views, we need to understand the context of the times in which he 
was writing. Augustine lived between AD 354 and AD 430, an era of the history of the Roman 
Empire and of the church under the influence of the Ecumenical Councils. In AD 325 Constantine 
summoned the bishops of the Empire to Nicaea for the First Ecumenical Council of the church – an 
act of submission of the Empire to Christianity. The next century was marked by this new 
arrangement, with the Empire gradually becoming a Christian Empire. In AD 381, while Augustine 
was a teacher of rhetoric at a pagan Roman school, Emperor Theodosius I – a Christian ruler – 
summoned the Second Ecumenical Council in Constantinople. When Augustine converted back to 
Christianity in AD 387, seven years had passed since Theodosius had declared Christianity the 
official religion of the Empire. In AD 389-391 he issued the “Theodosian Decrees” which 
established a complete ban on religious expressions of paganism in public, under the influence of 
Augustine’s mentor and teacher in the Christian faith, bishop Ambrose of Milan. 

Nothing in the historical context of the times gives even the slightest hint that a “two-kingdoms” 
doctrine was preached, known or followed by anyone. Augustine himself, living in such times, never 
seems to criticize this arrangement. While our modern “two-kingdoms” theologians deplore the 
“Constantinianism” of the church at the time, Augustine seems to be comfortable with it as 
something normative; in fact, as we will see later, he himself advised Christian rulers in the same 
spirit. 

Additional insight into the views of the church at the time can be gleaned from a famous historical 
clash between Augustine’s mentor and teacher, Bishop Ambrose, and Emperor Theodosius. Like we 
mentioned above, modern Two-Kingdoms theologians deny that the church has any right to speak as 
a church to the civil government. In AD 390, a year after Augustine returned to North Africa from 
his learning under Ambrose in Milan, Ambrose publicly excommunicated Emperor Theodosius I for 
his actions against the participants in a tax revolt in Thessalonica. When the Emperor reacted in 
anger, Ambrose didn’t cave in but used his position as a Bishop to teach the Emperor concerning the 
limits on the civil government in relation to individual rights, private property, and church immunity. 
The Emperor eventually repented and had to go through a period of penance. 

Given the fact that our modern Two-Kingdoms theologians still criticize Moral Majority today, 30 
years since its founding, for its innocent purpose of just getting Christians involved in politics, a 
modern Ambrose would have been demonized in the publications by Westminster Seminary in 
California or the Southern Baptist Seminary. But Augustine never spoke against his mentor 
Ambrose. That’s because it never even occurred to Augustine that the church should remain silent 
about political issues. 

If there were any “two-kingdomers” at the time, they would be found among the Manichaeans and 
among the Donatists. The Manichaeans were a dualist sect that believed that material world – and 
everything it contains, including civil government, courts, and the whole visible culture and society 
– were created by the devil, and therefore believers should stay away from them. Augustine 
experimented with Manichaeanism in his youth before he became a Christian. The Donatists were a 
Christian sect that emphasized absolute purity to the point of denying restoration to the church for 
those that had broken under persecution and had denied Christ; they refused to participate in the 
same communion with the rest of the church, and they believed that there can be no such thing as a 
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Christian Emperor; the Empire was of the devil by default, and therefore Christians should not 
participate in its political life. In his works, Augustine argued against both Manichaeans and 
Donatists; he denied there was a dualistic separation of reality in any possible way except in ethical 
terms. And we will talk about his ethical dualism later. 

Augustine’s View of Law: “Natural” and Revealed 

The distinction between “natural” law – governing the “common kingdom” – and the revealed Law 
of God – governing the redemptive kingdom, the Church – is of central importance to the Two-
Kingdoms Theology. Since the two “kingdoms” of the church and the state are under the same King, 
they cannot also be under the same law, otherwise the whole concept of the “two kingdoms” will 
disintegrate: they will become simply two separate institutions in the same Kingdom, as is the 
Theonomic position. Also, remember, the Two-Kingdoms Theology is a backlash against 
Theonomy; if Theonomy says that the law for the state is the same as the law for the Church, the 
Law of God, and they differ only in function, then an anti-theonomic theology must insist that the 
law for the state is not the same as the Law of God. The dualism of the Two-Kingdoms Theology is 
necessarily based on a legal dualism, on the belief in two different law systems for the two 
kingdoms. In addition, since both “kingdoms” are God’s, and they are both legitimate in God’s eyes, 
then both systems of law, “natural” and revealed, must be legitimate in their own spheres. And since 
the church is the “kingdom of grace,” and the state is the “kingdom of justice,” a Two-Kingdoms 
theologian will have two different law sources for his justice and his grace. He won’t go to the Law 
of God revealed in the Bible for justice because it is not applicable to the state; and he won’t look for 
God’s grace in the “natural” law because that would be “confusing law and grace.” 

Can we find such distinction in Augustine? Not at all. 

There is no dualism of laws in Augustine’s thought. There is one ultimate Law, which he calls the 
“eternal Law of God,” which is the same for all people, all tribes, all nations, whether they have the 
Law of Moses revealed to them or not, or whether they are saved or not. Augustine calls it also the 
“law of nature,” but “nature” here means the original, unpolluted nature of man, not the sinful nature 
men inherit from their father Adam. All people know this eternal Law, and therefore all people are 
judged by it in the final judgment. 

But this eternal law is not just limited to their personal actions and righteousness. It is also the 
foundation of justice, according to Augustine, princes are expected to judge by it, and nations are 
supposed to abandon their customs and submit to that eternal Law of God: 

When God commands anything contrary to the customs or compacts of any nation, even 
though it were never done by them before, it is to be done; and if it has been interrupted, it is 
to be restored; and if it has never been established, it is to be established.[3] 

Notice the active voice: “When God commands.” Augustine does expect God to give special 
revelation to nations that will contradict their established customs and compacts. There is no 
“natural” law separate from God’s command. 

The important question here is: How does this eternal, “natural” law relate to the revealed Law of 
God in the Bible? Does Augustine teach, as the Two-Kingdoms theologians do, that the natural law 
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that is given to all the people in the “common kingdom” is different from the Law of God as 
revealed in the Bible? Not at all. 

That eternal law, says Augustine, is written in the hearts of the godly, and from this eternal law was 
copied the law given to the Jews through Moses.[4] There is no difference nor contradiction between 
the natural law and the revealed Law of God, for the revealed Law of God in the Ten 
Commandments and in the Gospels – yes, and in the Gospels – give the natural law greater force, 
since they are a direct revelation of that natural law. Men do not listen to their natural conscience so 
God codified what’s already in their hearts in a written Law: 

But lest men should complain that something had been wanting for them, there hath been written 
also in tables that which in their hearts they read not. For it was not that they had it not written, 
but read it they would not. There hath been set before their eyes that which in their conscience to 
see they would be compelled. . . . But because men, desiring those things which are without, even 
from themselves have become exiles, there hath been given also a written law: not because in 
hearts it had not been written, but because thou wast a deserter from thy heart, thou art seized by 
Him that is everywhere, and to thyself within art called back. Therefore the written law, what 
crieth it, to those that have deserted the law written in their hearts? “Return ye transgressors to the 
heart.” [5] 

Contrary to the dualism of the laws of the Two-Kingdoms Theology, Augustine’s view is 
Theonomic to the core: One Law, revealed first in the hearts of all men, redeemed and unredeemed, 
and then confirmed in writing to all men, redeemed and unredeemed. The laws of Moses are not a 
separate law for the redeemed only; they are the same law that is given to all men from the 
beginning, and that still convicts men in their hearts. The only thing that is not valid in the New 
Testament anymore are the ceremonial Laws; Augustine does not divide the rest into “civil” and 
“moral” laws. They are all moral, including those that advise a ruler how to rule his people. Nothing 
in Augustine can lead us to the conclusion that he is teaching the dualism of the Two-Kingdoms 
Theology concerning the Law of God. 

And, as we will see in the next article, Augustine’s view of justice and the state follows his 
Theonomic view of the Law. And we will see why his two cities, of God and of man, are not the two 
“kingdoms” of our modern anti-Theonomic theologians. 

 

[1] Joel McDurmon, “One Kingdom, One Law,” in Principles of Christian Politics, CD-series by American Vision. 

[2] I have taken the tenets of the Two-Kingdoms Theology from David VanDrunnen, Living in God’s Two Kingdoms 
(Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway, 2010). 

[3] Confessions 3:8:15. 

[4] Sermons 31:2. 

[5] Sermon on Ps. 58. 
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 Augustine’s Two Cities Are Not Horton’s Two Kingdoms 44.
Bojidar Marinov, August 11, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616211309/http://americanvision.org/5024/augustines-two-cities-
are-not-hortons-two-kingdoms/  

We saw in the previous article that neither the 
historical context of the times nor the view of 
Augustine concerning the Law supports the claims 
that Augustine ever preached or taught a two-
kingdoms theology; neither can he be considered its 
founder. The historical context was the very century 
after Constantine, when emperors openly proclaimed 
the Empire to be Christian, banned public practice of 
paganism, and summoned the Ecumenical Councils of 
the Church; and bishops like Ambrose openly 
rebuked emperors for their policies and actions as 
rulers. This arrangement is criticized by the modern 
Two-Kingdoms theologians as “Constantinianism.” 
Augustine, living in that very era, never criticizes it, 
and sounds quite comfortable with it in his writings. 
And his view of the Law exhibits a faith in one 
universal law, given to all men and revealed in the 
Bible, by which both individuals and nations must 
abide and regulate their behavior and their customs 

and compacts. 

Now let’s take a look at Augustine’s view of justice and the state. 

Justice Only by the Law of God 

A common complaint against Theonomy by the Two-Kingdoms theologians today is that Theonomy 
“mixes the Law and the Gospel” and does not acknowledge the proper distinction between them. 
According to them, such distinctions must be preserved; the Gospel is about grace, not earthly 
justice. We look to Christ for our salvation, which is by God’s grace; the redemptive “kingdom” of 
the Church is charged to preach the Gospel and therefore the Church is not supposed to deal in the 
matters of earthly justice. Earthly justice is not our concern today because we will never have it; we 
as Christians should look to that future day when God will establish His perfect justice. At the 
present we are only concerned with grace, and we wait for that future day. Meanwhile we leave 
earthly justice to the unbelievers, to the “common kingdom” of the state, to be administered 
according to the “natural law.” 

Is that what Augustine believes? Not at all. 
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In his Sermon 35 on the Gospel of John Augustine talks about the revelation of Jesus Christ. He says 
that the revelation of Jesus Christ is present everywhere, available to everyone, believer or 
unbeliever: 

So likewise the Wisdom of God, the Word of God, the Lord Jesus Christ, is everywhere present, 
because the truth is everywhere, wisdom is everywhere. 

Then, in the very next sentence, Augustine explains that that means that people everywhere can 
understand justice and in fact have the same ideas about justice, because of that revelation of Jesus 
Christ: 

One man in the east understands justice, another man in the west understands justice; is justice 
which the one understands a different thing from that which the other understands? In body they 
are far apart, and yet they have the eyes of their minds on one object. The justice which I, placed 
here, see, if justice it is, is the same which the just man, separated from me in the flesh by ever so 
many days’ journey, also sees, and is united to me in the light of that justice. Therefore the light 
bears witness to itself; it opens the sound eyes and is its own witness, that it may be known as the 
light. But how about the unbelievers? Is it not present to them? It is present also to them, but they 
have not eyes of the heart with which to see it.[1] 

So how do we know what justice is? Is it something separate from the Gospel and from the 
revelation of Jesus Christ? No, Augustine says, we all know what justice is because the Lord Jesus 
Christ is present with us in the Gospel; and unbelievers know it too. There is no “common source” of 
law and justice by which a “common kingdom” operates, as the Two-Kingdoms Theology would 
have it. Justice only comes from the Word of God. Augustine comments in Of the Free Will: 

There is nothing just or legitimate in temporal law save what men have derived from the eternal 
law… 

Keep in mind that that eternal law is the same law that was given to all men, written in the hearts of 
the godly, and also revealed in the laws of Moses, as we saw in the previous article. The temporal 
laws, according to the context, are the laws by which people choose their magistrates, and the 
magistrates judge the people. Augustine accepts the reality that every nation will make its own laws 
for their specific situation; but he doesn’t accept the relativistic claim that different things can be 
good and just for different people – whether they are Jews or Gentiles, Romans or Greeks. If there is 
to be justice in any land, among any people, their laws must be a perfect reflection of the eternal, 
revealed Law of God. Again, Augustine is unquestionably Theonomic: The Law of God as written in 
the hearts of the godly and revealed in the Bible is the only true source of justice. 

Does that mean that men should apply that law in practice? Or is Augustine advocating a “two-
kingdoms” approach of divorcing the state from the source of justice found in the Law of God? 

In Of the True Religion, Augustine explains what a truly wise ruler would do: 

So too the framer of temporal laws, if he is a good and wise man, takes into consideration that 
very eternal law upon which no soul is permitted to pass judgment, so that in accordance with its 
immutable rules he may determine for the time in question what is to be commanded and 
forbidden. 
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Augustine goes even farther. Since there is no justice except in the Law of God, and since that Law 
of God is revealed through Jesus Christ, Augustine in fact declares that only a Christian state can 
have true justice! In Book 2 ch. 21 of The City of God Augustine argues against Scipio’s and 
Cicero’s views of what a commonwealth (res publica) should be. Based on his convictions, 
Augustine arrives to the conclusion that the Romans never really had any commonwealth because a 
commonwealth must be based on justice, and they did not have any justice. In conclusion, he utters 
the words that must have sounded scandalous to the pagans of the day, as well to the Two-Kingdoms 
theologians today: 

But the fact is, true justice has no existence save in that commonwealth (res publica) whose 
founder and ruler is Christ. 

False interpretations have been given to this passage, claiming that Augustine was pessimistic about 
history, that he meant that there could be no true justice on earth unless Christ personally rules over 
a people; that no earthly commonwealth can be constructed to meet that ideal. But in one of his 
letters to Marcellinus, Augustine argues against the pagans who claim that Christians with their 
religion are destroying the Roman Empire, and responds that exactly the opposite, it is the Christian 
religion that can only preserve a society and make it prosper: 

Wherefore, let those who say that the doctrine of Christ is incompatible with the State’s well-
being, give us an army composed of soldiers such as the doctrine of Christ requires them to be; let 
them give us such subjects, such husbands and wives, such parents and children, such masters and 
servants, such kings, such judges—in fine, even such taxpayers and tax-gatherers, as the Christian 
religion has taught that men should be, and then let them dare to say that it is adverse to the 
State’s well-being; yea, rather, let them no longer hesitate to confess that this doctrine, if it were 
obeyed, would be the salvation of the commonwealth. 

Notice the conclusion: If the Christian doctrine were obeyed that would be the salvation of the 
commonwealth. There is grace for the commonwealth; and that grace is not to be found in the 
application of a fictitious “natural law”; the faith and the instruction of the Christian religion will 
lead to the salvation of the society. Obviously, Augustine is speaking of what can be done here, on 
this earth; if he was only speaking about the future state of the redeemed, what’s the point of giving 
this bright picture of a Christian culture and society to pagans in an argument with them? 

An additional proof that Augustine meant this world is found in the expectations he expresses in Of 
the Trinity, 3:4:9 by saying that “this is not the case as yet” that the “chief rule and the government 
of human affairs were in the hands of the wise, and of those who were piously and perfectly subject 
to God.” Naturally, in heaven there is no need for “government of human affairs”; Augustine only 
admits that in his time this ideal is not yet achieved. But he expects it to happen, even if it is not the 
case as yet. In other places he speaks of Christian Emperors and rulers, and advises them how they 
are to rule. And we will see later, he actually considers it an obligation for Christians with a gift to 
rule to take the responsibility of governing. 

Contrary to the Two-Kingdoms Theology, Augustine does not separate the Gospel from the justice 
of earthly societies. To the opposite, he goes to the extent of claiming that only that society has 
justice that is based upon the revelation of Jesus Christ; and even that pagan Rome was not a true 
commonwealth because it didn’t have Christ. And then he offers the solution: A Christian society 
where people understand and believe the Gospel, and the Gospel is the foundation for justice. 
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The Two Cities, of God and of Man 

The claim of the Two-Kingdoms theologians about Augustine is based on his most important work: 
The City of God. They find in his two Cities their two “kingdoms,” of the state and of the church. 
But it is really so? 

We need to keep in mind here that the two “kingdoms” of Horton, Mohler, and VanDrunnen are 
actually two institutions. Both are legitimate in God’s eyes, and both come from God. In fact, that’s 
the title of one of the most systematic books written by a Two-Kingdoms theologian: Living in 
God’s Two Kingdoms by VanDrunnen. And a Christian is expected legitimately to live in both 
kingdoms. 

But what are the two cities of Augustine? Are they two legitimate institutions, the church and the 
state, both under God and regulated by different laws? Not at all. 

The two cities are two religions, two breeds of men, two civilizations. He starts chapter 11 of The 
City of God with the explanation of the difference between the two cities: 

From these and similar testimonies, all of which it were tedious to cite, we have learned that there 
is a city of God, and its Founder has inspired us with a love which makes us covet its citizenship. 
To this Founder of the holy city the citizens of the earthly city prefer their own gods, not knowing 
that He is the God of gods, not of false, i.e., of impious and proud gods, who, being deprived of 
His unchangeable and freely communicated light, and so reduced to a kind of poverty-stricken 
power, eagerly grasp at their own private privileges, and seek divine honors from their deluded 
subjects… 

The difference between the two cities is not between a “common kingdom” and a “redemptive 
kingdom.” They are two completely opposite religions, one grounded in the worship of God, the 
other grounded in the worship of “impious and proud gods.” Continuing, Augustine shows that the 
origin of the two cities is in the separation of the angels in the rebellion of the fallen angels – that’s 
the whole idea of chapter 11. The city of man is not a “common kingdom” to which all people 
belong; it is a religion of rebellion to which Christians cannot belong. Augustine calls them “earthly” 
and “heavenly” city not because one of them is given the earth, and the other will only be present in 
heaven; they are called so because of their origin, and because of the ultimate hope of their 
inhabitants. The City of God comes from heaven, and the hopes and the faith of its people is focused 
in heaven; the city of man comes from the earth, and the hopes of its inhabitants are focused on the 
earth. But on the earth they exist “co-mingled” and fight against each other as two civilizations, 
based on two different faiths and laws. Each one has its own ideas of the salvation of the individual 
and his society; and each one works to implement them on earth, in history. The works of the city of 
man lead to unhappiness, strives, wars, poverty. The first 10 chapters of The City of God are devoted 
to refuting the claims of the pagans that it was the Christian religion that brought all the calamities 
upon Rome; no, Augustine shows, it was your own religion of the city of man that brought you those 
calamities, even before there was a single Christian in your Empire. But the Christian religion will 
only help establish peace in this age, because there is no peace without the Prince of Peace. 

So the argument about the two cities is on a completely different plane than the argument about the 
two kingdoms. There is nothing legitimate about the city of man, and it can never be called “a 
kingdom of God” the way VanDrunnen calls it in his book. 
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The citizens of the earthly kingdom trust only in what is on the earth, and that’s why they build their 
kingdoms and trust in them. But does that mean that Christians do not build kingdoms on the earth 
or do not seek governorship positions? No, Augustine’s position is that a ruler can be a Christian and 
still have his mind on the heavenly things: 

We see how the citizen of Jerusalem, citizen of the kingdom of heaven, have some office upon 
the earth: to wit, one wears purple, is a Magistrate, is Aedile, is Proconsul, is Emperor, directs the 
earthly commonwealth; but he has his heart above, if he is a Christian, if he is a believer, if he is 
godly, if he is despising those things wherein he is, and trusts in that wherein he is not yet… 

Not only there is no contradiction between being a citizen of heaven and being a ruler on earth, but 
contrary to the Two-Kingdoms Theology Augustine says that the believers, “by making progress in 
Christian faith,” are much more “faithful and useful in the administration of public business”[2]; and 
therefore, those Christians who have a “talent for business” have the obligation to take upon 
themselves governing positions in public life.[3] 

And what standard are they supposed to use when governing? Are they to govern according to some 
“natural law” for the benefit of all their subjects? Are they supposed to limit their governorship to 
only the general welfare of their population, and only give glory to God when they are in the church? 
No, says Augustine. In a letter written to Macedonius, Vicar of Africa, Augustine says that if he 
governs with the aim of making his subjects “safe in body and secure from dishonesty, that they may 
enjoy peace,” i.e. if he is governing according to the precepts of the natural law of the Stoics, then, 
“yours is not true virtue, and theirs is not true happiness.” But then, what is just and good 
government? Augustine is unapologetic about it: A government that leads people to worship of God: 

…if you think . . . that it is not incumbent on you that they should make a return for that 
tranquility which you try to secure for them, that is, that they should worship the true God in 
whom is all the fruition of peaceful life, such effort on your part will bring you no return in true 
happiness.[4] 

And again, 

If you recognize that you have received the virtues you have, and if you return thanks to Him 
from whom you have received them, directing them to His service even in your secular office; if 
you rouse the men subject to your authority and lead them to worship God . . . then yours will be 
true virtues…[5] 

Obviously, not only does Augustine not advise Christians to stay away from politics; he says they 
have the obligation to govern, and when they govern, their goal should be that all men worship God. 
Christian government is a natural consequence of the justice and righteousness that the Christian 
faith teaches, and its final goal is to make all men worship Christ. 

The two cities, then, are an argument on a completely different plane than Horton’s two “kingdoms.” 
Horton’s confusion about the nature of Augustine’s two cities leads him to some comical situations. 
In his article about the “two kingdoms” on the Ligonier Ministries website, he first makes the true 
observation that, 
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According to Augustine, the distinction between the two cities — the city of God and the city of 
man — is grounded in the two loves: love of God and love of self. The former leads to genuine 
fellowship and a communion of mutual giving and receiving, while the latter engenders strife, 
war, and the desire to exercise domination over others. 

But then later in the same article, after making the parallel between Augustine’s two cities and his 
own two kingdoms, Horton says the following: 

But we need not choose between these two kingdoms. Citizens of both, we carry out our 
vocations in the church and the world in distinct ways through distinct means. 

The careful readers will be confused: Is Horton telling us that we need not choose between the love 
of God and the love of self? Is he telling that we can serve two masters at the same time? Those of us 
who have read and know Augustine know the reason for Horton’s confusion: He has used Augustine 
unlawfully, trying to fit Augustine’s two cities into the box of the Two-Kingdoms Theology. 

The Legacy of Augustine 

It is no wonder that the Two-Kingdoms theologians pick Augustine to be their champion. His legacy 
has remained influential in the West for over 1,500 years; and his books have been copied and 
printed and studied more than those of any other theologian of the early church. Many later 
theologians will declare their adherence to Augustine’s interpretation of history and theology. The 
most influential of them was Isidore of Seville who through his Etymologies and his philosophy of 
history shaped Christendom for over 800 years. The works of these later theologians, as well as the 
works of Augustine himself, helped establish Europe as a Christian continent. The society, the 
culture, the systems of government, the views of law and justice; they were all influenced by 
Augustine. We are not aware of any theologian of Augustine’s immediate legacy who believed, 
preached, or taught anything like a “two-kingdoms” theology. To the contrary, the West developed 
the unique culture of Christendom that was only possible when the Christian faith was applied to all 
of life – which was based on Augustine’s views about the City of God and its place in history. 

Ironically, no matter how much the modern Two-Kingdoms theologians are trying to claim 
Augustine to their cause, in reality he remains the intellectual and spiritual father of that same 
Christendom which they so vehemently deny. Even if nothing of his writings was available to us 
today, his historical legacy alone – in the books and works of his heirs – would suffice to prove that 
Augustine preached and taught a comprehensive faith and worldview which includes blueprints for 
every area of human life and society, including culture and government. 

Conclusion 

I had to literally chop off large pieces of my argumentation in these two articles in order to keep it in 
a short article format, in only two articles. The material I collected from Augustine only in the last 
several days is enough for a book. Augustine does advise Christians not to place their hopes in 
earthly things; but to make a conclusion that he teaches any kind of dualism between the church and 
the state would not do justice to the entirety of his works. Far from being a “two-kingdoms” 
theologian, he is in fact more Theonomic and culture-building-oriented than any of the Church 
fathers at the time. His views of justice, law, and civil government reveal a man who believed that 
the revelation of Jesus Christ must be made the foundation of all of life, including government. 
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Nowhere can we find him giving any moral legitimacy to a “common kingdom” which is given to 
the unbelievers to administer while the Christians are focused “only on the Gospel.” Neither can we 
find a single passage where the Gospel and the Law are so separated as to be made to regulate two 
separate “kingdoms.” One eternal Law of God, planted in the hearts of all men, written on tables at 
the time of Moses, written in the hearts of the godly in our day. One and the same system of justice 
by which all the rulers must rule; justice that is revealed through Jesus Christ, the Word of God. 
Only when a commonwealth is ruled by that justice can it be true and legitimate; therefore Christians 
have the responsibility to take the burden of government because only Christians have the Law 
written in their hearts. And therefore Christian rulers must have as their ultimate goal making all 
their subjects worship God and give Him glory – which is what Calvin echoes in his Institutes, Book 
4, chapter 20. 

So far from finding a proponent in Augustine, our modern Two-Kingdoms Theology is left without 
any support in the history of the church. It remains a rhetorical argument, without any Biblical, 
systematic, or historical foundation.

 

[1] Sermons on John 35:4 
[2] Letters 151:14. 
[3] Against Faustus 22:58. 
[4] Letters 155:3:10. 
[5] Idem. 
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 Theonomy vs. Humanist Cynicism 45.
Bojidar Marinov,  August 17, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616205121/http://americanvision.org/5042/theonomy-vs-
humanist-cynicism/  

You know that the “Age of Reason” has come to a pathetic 
failure when politicians start over again claiming God on 
their side. For two generations the American politics – both 
sides of the political spectrum – fought tooth and claw 
against God’s interference in politics, invoking instead all 
kinds of imaginary standards and authorities that may create 
some aura of respectability and trustworthiness for their 
policies. American journalism – and the MSM, especially – 
was busy helping the politicians isolate God in His corner. 
Organizations like ACLU employed multiple resources and 
billions of taxpayers money to completely erase the name of 
God from the official documents, proceedings, and acts of 
the government of a nation that has been founded with the 
express goal to be a Christian nation and nothing else. 

It was in this last decade that the American society has 
finally begun to experience the fruits of this political 

humanism – the belief that man is the ultimate source of all political values, principles, and practical 
policies. The chickens have come home to roost, and the product of it is certainly not the expected 
fruit that the Enlightenment promised over 200 years ago. Man successfully separated God from 
politics but this did not create lasting paradise on earth; to the contrary, the political class created a 
civilization that is now obviously unsustainable politically, economically, morally, psychologically. 
Politicians lack answers to the issues of the day; and based on that, the political system is losing its 
legitimacy. Politicians can’t refer anymore to the cherished humanistic standards of reason, 
pragmatism, common sense, practical policy, etc. Something greater is needed to give legitimacy to 
the political order, again. 

No wonder then that in these days we see politicians on both sides invoking God to support their 
policies. Michael Gerson gives a good example of it in his article, “God’s Budget.” In a very 
perceptive paragraph, he makes the conclusion: 

“On the testimony of some of his followers, God is both to the right of Boehner and to the left of 
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (who didn’t include revenues in his approach). Both parties 
read the same Bible and pray to the same God – but apparently listen to different economists.” 

He then concludes: “This use of religion in politics is a source of cynicism.” He is wrong. This use 
of God to endorse the personal preferences of human beings as to what is good and what is not is the 
practical consequence of cynicism. Cynicism, the shameless rejection of all moral values, is not the 
product, it is the very foundation of it; and the foundation of cynicism is humanism, the belief that 
man is the measure of all things. All humanism is by default cynicism; it brings morality down to the 
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lowest base instincts of man. Humanism, by divorcing ethics from heaven, marries it to the earth, 
and thus when applied to its logical end, it inevitably ends in cynicism. 

And while Christianity draws its ethics from God in heaven and works to subject the earth to it; 
humanism-cynicism takes its ethics from the lowest animals (“cynicism” comes from kynikos, “dog-
like”) and then attempts to force God to submit to it. And thus we have politicians who are trying to 
use God to endorse their cynical policies. 

Of course, Gerson himself is not any better. He counters the politicians’ cynicism with his own 
brand of cynicism which excludes God from the details of the political decisions. Yes, sure, Jesus 
did give us general principles of “compassion and human dignity” and they had “dramatic public 
consequences.” But when it comes to real policies, budget, welfare, etc., we better keep God out. In 
fact, He is not much interested in it anyway. We humans decide based on our own perception of 
what “reality” is. So while the politicians are cynical in that they try to invoke God to endorse their 
specific preferences, Gerson is cynical in that he tries to keep God out of the universe God Himself 
has created. Politicians are desperate for legitimacy, so they invoke God. Gerson is jealous – he 
wants journalists to be invoked instead, so he speaks for God and declares that God is actually not 
very interested in the details of politics. 

Both Gerson and the politicians he criticizes are missing one thing: God has not left us without clear 
revelation about His will, both in the general principles and in the details. We don’t need to hear 
voices to know what budget God wants. And God doesn’t need the bureaucratic state to apply in 
principle His will about economy, family, care for the elderly, or welfare. And certainly God is not 
the remote being who is only generally giving vague direction, disinterested in the details of our life 
and policies. He has revealed His will in His Law in the Bible. 

And that’s what the politicians never refer to. And that’s what Gerson is trying to avoid, declaring 
God’s lofty detachment from the particulars of the life of our society. Theonomy, the rule of the Law 
of God is what they are afraid of. Sure enough, they can allow God to endorse certain policies with a 
silent nod. Are they can let Him be the general moralist that is conveniently vague about particulars. 
But His Law? No way. Humanist cynicism can’t afford such a notion. 

But it is exactly that humanism-cynicism that brought us the confusion we have today. Human 
beings can’t produce a system of ethics out of themselves; neither can they produce a standard for 
what is “pragmatic” and “practical.” Contrary to what many claim, there is no “natural law” inherent 
in man that can teach him what is good and just, and what will achieve good results; in fact, there is 
nothing in man to help him tell between good results and bad results. Man, without God to teach him 
both the principles and the particulars of justice and righteousness, is helpless like a fish out of the 
water. It is only in the context of the Law of God – for both him as an individual and for his society 
and culture – that he can breathe and live and survive and thrive. Taken out of that context of the 
Law of God man inevitably falls into confusion, ignorance, and eventually self-destruction. What is 
happening around us today is another historical confirmation of that Biblical truth. And the 
confusion we have in our politics today is only the logical result of the confusion we have in us as 
individuals, in our families, and in our churches. Just like Gerson and the politicians he talks about, 
we have either invoked God to silently endorse our own ideas of good and bad, or we have tried to 
shut Him out of our universe, especially from the particulars of our life and thinking. 
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And the consequences are all around us. While the understanding and the obedience to God of our 
Founding Fathers haven’t always been perfect in all their ways, they have at least professed faith in 
the God of the Bible and have openly and officially claimed His Word and His Law as the 
foundation for the American Republic. Individuals, families, churches, and politicians, did not try to 
enlist God among their supporters, they tried to discover God’s will by going back to His Word. 
Laws were made, and judges judged based on the legal and judicial standards of the Law of God. 
God was not reduced to a silent nod for specific policies, and He was not pushed out of man’s realm. 
With all the imperfections of the American society in its early days, God was a real participant in it, 
one whose Word was always the first to be heeded. Theonomy may have not been known or used as 
a word in those days but it was certainly the standard of the day, for both the individual and the 
culture. But today, with our proud rejection of the Law of God and our foolish reliance on the laws 
and words of men, we witness a world crumbling under its own weight, unable to make any rhyme 
or reason of what is going on and how it is to be resolved. 

And Theonomy is what we need to return to if we want to deal with the confusion we have today. 
Politicians are all wrong: God doesn’t endorse the imaginations of fallen men. Gerson is wrong too: 
God is not detached from the details of our human policy-making. Both Gerson and the politicians 
must return to the Law of God as revealed in the Bible and look there for guidance, philosophical 
and practical, if we want to avoid the judgment that is coming upon this nation. Our present-day 
problems are caused by our rejection of the ultimate ethical system God has decreed for His creation; 
nothing less than a return to that ethical system will suffice. Humanism-cynicism will only produce 
more confusion, and eventually destruction.  

God is not mocked.  
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 Piecemeal Reformed: Sovereignty vs. Grace as the 46.
Foundation of Theology 

Bojidar Marinov, August 31, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616205121/http://americanvision.org/5097/piecemeal-reformed-
sovereignty-vs-grace-as-the-foundation-of-theology/  

John MacArthur, in an interview for 
Christianity.com, makes some very accurate 
criticism of the neo-Reformed movement. He 
talks about the “growing acquisition of 
Reformed soteriology among these young 
guys.” He then expresses his concerns that 
you cannot have a “Reformed understanding 
of the doctrines of grace” and then act as an 
Arminian in everything else – for example, 
trying to blend in the prevailing pagan culture 
to reach the lost. 

I heartily agree with John MacArthur’s 
criticism of the neo-Reformed crowd. In fact, 

some time ago I wrote a piece about that: “TULIP Doesn’t Mean Reformed, City on a Hill Does.” 
There is no such thing as “piecemeal Reformed.” You can’t be Reformed in your soteriology (the 
doctrine of salvation) and not be Reformed in everything else; your worldview in every area of life 
must be in harmony with what you believe about God, Jesus Christ, Salvation, and the Kingdom of 
God. You can’t have divided loyalties when it comes to your comprehensive theology. MacArthur 
says that the neo-Reformed’s attempt to immerse in the pagan culture of the day will suck them back 
into the culture, and will make them lose their Reformed soteriology. He foresees the reversal of the 
Reformed revival. 

What was disappointing, though, was that further in the interview MacArthur really doesn’t expand 
his own Reformed theology too far. He correctly identifies the problem of the neo-Reformed – that 
they are piecemeal Reformed – but then he himself only expands it to cover ecclesiology (the 
doctrine of the Church). He doesn’t seem to be able to identify other areas of Christian thought and 
action beyond the church. Granted, it is important that the church is established as a covenant, multi-
generational community; it is important that we have a Reformed doctrine of the church and of 
church leadership; and that we have Reformed ministers who minister to their flocks according to 
the principles we find in the Bible. But is this as far as we can go when we talk about Reformed 
doctrines? 

In a glaring difference from MacArthur himself, when we go back to the Reformers and their 
intellectual heirs, the Puritans, we do not see their Reformed theology and practice limited to the 
Church and the salvation of individuals. We can’t even find one single Reformer whose work was 
limited to the Church only. In many respects, the Reformers were not only theological but social 
reformers as well, spending much of their time and effort building communities, cities, and nations 
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in obedience to the Gospel. Geneva, Zurich, Strasbourg, the Netherlands, Scotland, Puritan England, 
the American colonies, were not known for their “religiously neutral” culture. To the contrary, much 
of the work of the church leaders at the time was building the legal, economic, and political structure 
of their communities and societies in accordance with the Biblical principles. In the words ascribed 
to Bucer, “Reformation is nothing less than the Christianization of all of life.” Far from limiting their 
Reformation to personal salvation and the church, these men wanted to see the whole world submit 
to God, in its politics, economics, science, business, cultural relations, international relations, etc. 
“City on a Hill” was what they were out to build, not a Reformed church preaching “grace” to a 
limited choice of religious topics. 

Now, if MacArthur means that Reformation, I will gladly agree with him. Yes, we need 
comprehensive Reformation, one that doesn’t leave any area of our life outside of the reach of the 
Gospel. We need that Reformation that makes the Gospel a power for life in everything man thinks 
and does and is; and in everything his society is. 

But that’s not what MacArthur has in mind. Just as the neo-Reformed he criticizes, his “Reformed” 
theology is limited to a few propositions about the religious thought and life of Christians. The 
church, the salvation of the individual, and maybe the family. That’s it. MacArthur doesn’t see 
applications of his “Reformed” theology beyond that. If he does, he certainly never preaches on it. 
We never hear him preach on the Biblical principles for building a Christian culture – he only warns 
against the attraction of the pagan culture but never says what alternative there is. We never hear him 
preach on the Biblical principles for education, science, politics, law, art. We never hear him step 
beyond the little comfortable box of the church. He has no Biblical solutions for all of man’s life; he 
has no Biblical principles to offer to the world, only personal salvation. The creation and human 
society, in MacArthur’s view, is left outside of the scope of the Gospel. 

In short, MacArthur is just as much piecemeal Reformed as the neo-Reformed he is criticizing. 

Why is it? Why can’t MacArthur see that the legitimate criticism he levies against the “young guys” 
applies to himself as well? If he disapproves of others limiting the Reformed teaching to one thing 
only, why can’t he see that he is doing the same? 

In the interview quoted above, and also in many of his articles and sermons, MacArthur’s view of 
the essence of the Reformed theology is that it is the “theology of grace.” “Grace” is his favorite 
word all the time when he talks about “Reformed theology.” He repeats the word in the interview 
many times, and he repeats it in many of his articles. Apparently he has made “grace” the foundation 
of his theology. 

But there is a problem with making “grace” the foundation of theology. For one, “grace” is only one 
part of God’s nature; it only describes God in relation to man. To make it the foundation of one’s 
theology is to define God only in relation to man. God is then seen only as one Who dispenses 
individual salvation by grace, and that’s it. God’s main characteristic, and His main work in history 
is to save the individual soul of man. God has no other concerns but saving humans from hell. And 
therefore the foundation of theology is “grace.” 

This theology of MacArthur, while borrowing some important truths from the Reformers, is very far 
from the true Reformed theology. It is rather a theology of man’s selfishness, or of man’s self-
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importance, dressed in a theologically correct garb. If all we see in God is “grace,” and if “theology 
of grace” is how we define our theology, we have limited our theology – and the Gospel – to a small 
portion of man’s life and action, the individual salvation of our souls. Making God subservient to our 
salvation – by making it the most important part of his theology – MacArthur is not different from 
the neo-Reformed he criticizes; he only has a different, more refined way of inviting the pagan 
culture of selfishness in the church. True, he doesn’t have holes in his jeans and he doesn’t wear an 
Abercrombie & Fitch shirt, neither does he have a beer can in his hand; but he does have a message 
that makes people believe that God is all about saving them, that Jesus is nothing more than a good 
fairy that hovers over His elected making sure they don’t go to hell. The spirit is the same, and the 
message is the same: God and His salvation exist FOR ME. 

Contrary to MacArthur, the foundation of Reformed theology is not “grace.” Grace is only a logical 
corollary from the greatest Christian doctrine that has remained the standard for orthodoxy through 
all generations of the church: GOD’S SOVEREIGNTY. In God’s Sovereignty MacArthur has His 
doctrine of grace: We are saved because God is sovereign in salvation. Because God is sovereign in 
salvation, we know that no effort on our behalf – not even our faith – can save us; therefore we are 
saved by God’s grace. And in God’s sovereignty we have the assurance that we do not have to 
surrender to the pagan culture in order to reach the lost, as the neo-Reformed do; we only need to 
preach the Word, and God can change hearts without us having to manipulate people into the church 
with music, fashion styles, or obscene language. 

But sovereignty as the foundation of our theology means much more. It also means that God is 
sovereign over history: History is the unfolding drama of God’s victory over His enemies, and it 
reveals the glory and power of God just as much as our individual salvation does. He is sovereign 
over culture: He demands that we as Christians build a comprehensive culture here on earth that 
manifests His excellencies just as much as our individual lives do. He is sovereign over law and 
ethics: He demands that His Law is made the foundation of that culture that His redeemed build on 
the earth, as a testimony to the unbelievers (Deut. 4:5-8). He is sovereign over economics: He 
requires that our individual economic actions and the economic policies of communities and nations 
obey His laws and moral principles. He is sovereign over civil government: He has specific 
qualifications for rulers and magistrates, and He requires that the church preaches them – and oppose 
ungodly rulers and magistrates when necessary. He is sovereign over every other area of life as well, 
over family, inheritance, education, science, art, music, fashion, etc. etc. God requires nothing less 
than Unconditional Surrender of the human civilization to His will, revealed in His Word.  

This is what Reformed theology is all about. And this is why the Reformers did not set out to create 
simply churches. “City on a Hill” was their battle cry, a civilization that glorifies God in everything 
it does and believes. 

But MacArthur is far from making God’s sovereignty the foundation for his 
theology. He doesn’t believe in God’s sovereignty in history; being a 
dispensationalist, MacArthur can’t see God’s victory manifested in history except 
in a very limited way; he only sees evil triumph in history. He doesn’t believe in 
God’s sovereignty over culture either; culture for MacArthur is always something 
evil we should avoid, or “address” at the most, but never something that can be 
redeemed, let alone rebuilt along Biblical lines. MacArthur doesn’t believe in 
God’s sovereignty over law and ethics either; there is no Biblical legal or ethical 
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standard that can or should apply to modern man’s life and society. Economics, education, politics, 
and all these other areas of life are also outside of God’s sovereignty; MacArthur never talks about 
them, neither does he have a comprehensive social theory based on God’s revelation in the Bible that 
can teach us how to redeem those areas and make them Christian. 

In short, by making grace instead of sovereignty the foundation of his “Reformed” theology, 
MacArthur effectively abandons the true Reformed theology, and becomes piecemeal Reformed: 
only a few Reformed doctrines, applied to only a few areas of life. In everything else he denies 
God’s sovereignty, and therefore he asserts man’s sovereignty by default – which is the essence of 
Arminianism. The criticism he levies against the neo-Reformed, applies to MacArthur himself: You 
can’t be Reformed in one area, and Arminian in all other areas. MacArthur’s Reformed doctrine of 
grace cannot be used as a free pass to ignore the foundational doctrine of the Reformation: The 
sovereignty of God in every area of life, with no exceptions. 

Therefore, MacArthur is wrong when he says that there will be a “reversal in the Reformed revival.” 
There hasn’t been a Reformed revival to start with, and what he calls “Reformed revival” is not. It is 
simply a remake of the old man-centered Arminian doctrines in a theologically correct garb. When 
the knowledge of God is reduced to God’s grace in personal salvation and to ecclesiology, this is not 
revival, this is only an attempt on the part of man to find theological justification for his arrogance 
and autonomy. The neo-Reformed are not Reformed at all, and neither is MacArthur. We shall know 
a Reformed revival by the re-emergence of the doctrine of God’s sovereignty over every area of 
man’s life and society. Anything less than that – including MacArthur’s theology – is simply 
piecemeal Reformed, or, more exact, modified Arminianism. 
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 European Governments Peddle Patriotism for Money 47.
Bojidar Marinov,  November 16, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615221539/http://americanvision.org/5357/european-governments-
peddle-patriotism-for-money/  

Imagine I am your financial adviser. You are paying me to 
manage your accounts and investments. You trust my 
judgment; I am the professional, after all, and you don’t have 
the time to follow the investment markets to know what the 
market is, what risks my investments may encounter, and how 
to take advantage of the best the market can offer in view of 
my future and the future of my children. You trust me, and 
you pay me. 

Imagine now I use your trust to convince you to buy financial 
instruments that are known to be risky. There is nothing 
wrong with this; high risks usually mean higher yields. The 
market is willing to pay more for higher risks. 

But what if I use your general ignorance about the market and 
convince you to buy high-risk instruments at yields lower than 
the market yields? The institutional investors know the 

instruments I am offering are high risk, and they require high yields on them; but you don’t know it, 
and I trick you into buying the same bonds for lower yields. Also, imagine that I have connections to 
the company that issues the bonds and I directly profit from the increased capital of that company. 
Imagine also that the company is bankrupt because of mismanagement, and the institutional 
investors are shy from investing in it anymore – hence the high risk and the requirement for high 
yields. 

What have I done? 

I have committed a fraud, or, to be faithful to the legal jargon when the financial world is concerned, 
I have committed constructive fraud. I have broken my fiduciary obligations to you. I have abused 
your trust in me. I am a criminal and I must be prosecuted and sentenced to restore your funds to 
you; and most probably, in the modern world of highly regulated financial markets, my broker’s and 
adviser’s licenses will be revoked and I will be looking for another job. 

Only if I was a private adviser, or broker, or another type of financial player. 

If I was the government, I would get away with it, and I can even call my constructive fraud 
“patriotism,” “national solidarity,” or any other nice-sounding word that socialist propagandists have 
used in the 20th century. 
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That’s exactly what is happening now in Europe. For the first time in history European governments 
do in peacetime what they have always done only in times of war: Turn directly to private citizens 
and individuals and call them to buy government debt bonds. Institutional investors, being well-
informed about the insolvency of the European socialist governments, refuse to buy those bonds; or, 
if they buy them, require high yields in reward for what is correctly perceived a very high risk of 
default. Indeed, Greece showed the institutional investors that government bonds are not risk-free, as 
was believed for such a long time; time comes when the whole bureaucratic machine of the 
European Union is employed to bully private investors in government debt to “forgive” it and forget 
about getting their money back. The market reacted predictably: The yields on government debt 
bonds of other European governments sky-rocketed, making government borrowing extremely 
costly. 

So the European governments are resorting now to a practice which was only confined to war bonds 
in the past; ironically, using the same propaganda lines that were used during the two world wars – 
“national solidarity,” “patriotism,” etc. Which proves abundantly that socialism, when given enough 
time, produces the same devastation as war does; a lesson Eastern Europeans learned before, and 
which the West ignored, to its own peril. 

And of course, there is one major moral difference between the wartime bonds and the current 
practice in Europe: Wartime bonds went to finance war effort, to feed and clothe the boys in the 
trenches who were called away from their farms and jobs to sacrifice their lives. In peacetime, the 
same practice has as the goal defrauding the productive citizens of their hard-won euros to pay for 
lazy bums on welfare and for the ever increasing crowd of government bureaucrats. Quite a 
difference. 

Modern socialist Europe was built on a religious premise: That it is not necessary to sacrifice in 
order to build a better future for yourself and your children. “Something for nothing” was the 
promise of the socialist politicians who took over Europe and transformed it into what she is today. 
Ever since Napoleon III – considered by many the first ideologue of the modern democratic state – 
wrote his two pamphlets, Napoleonic Ideas and The Extinction of Poverty, European politicians 
gradually changed their rhetoric from the old-fashioned “sacrifice the present for the future” to the 
new democratic propaganda of “government control and re-distribution will save everyone from the 
need for sacrifice.” We can not understand European politics in the 19th and the 20th century unless 
we understand it in the terms of the development and perfection of the propaganda of “something for 
nothing.” Sir Winston Churchill’s famous speech of May 13, 1940 – “blood, toil, tears, and sweat” – 
was the last speech of its kind uttered in the democratic world. (Sir Winston was a child of the old 
world which valued sacrifice over self-indulgence.) The propaganda of “something for nothing” 
destroyed the old values and habits of self-control, thrift, prudent investments, future-orientation; the 
same values and habits which came from Christianity and built the Western civilization. 

But now that the economic chickens have come home to roost, European governments are 
discovering that the value of thrift and sacrificing present consumption for future gains can actually 
be very helpful. So they are trying to re-invent it again by offering their subjects a form of “savings”: 
buy our bonds and you will have return in the future. Not mentioning, of course, that the return will 
come not from true investments; after all, the money raised won’t go into business or productivity 
but into covering government debt which is by definition non-productive and a waste of resources. 
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The return on the government bonds sold to private citizens will come from increase in the money 
supply, which is inflation; that is, the increase won’t be a true increase at all. 

The practice of marketing government bonds directly to private citizens in peacetime using patriotic 
propaganda wouldn’t be so morally horrible if it wasn’t for the lower yields for those bonds as 
compared to the market rates offered to institutional investors. While big banks and investment 
houses are offered bonds at rates anywhere between 7 and 12%, bonds marketed to private citizens 
yield only about 2 to 4%, with the very rare exceptions of a 5.25% bond offered in Spain. In a 
shrinking economy where the market rates on investments and saving accounts are less then 1% a 
year, such yields may sound great; but that is only because the risk of government default – as the 
one of Greece, and what is expected for Ireland, Italy, Portugal, and Spain – is not included. Risk 
drives the yields high, as institutional investors know very well. Private citizens, unaware of the 
intricacies of the market, believing in the total trustworthiness of their governments, would not 
discount the risk, and therefore find themselves trusting their governments. And the governments’ 
practice is nothing else but a breach of confidence, a constructive fraud for which a private financial 
adviser would lose his license, and may be even go to jail. 

Which brings us to the question of the nature of our present crisis. It is not an economic crisis, and it 
is not a financial crisis; in its very deep nature, it is a moral crisis. It is a crisis of governments who 
defraud their citizens of their wealth, and then squander that wealth. And when all that wealth is 
squandered, and nothing is left, turn back and look for more immoral ways to squeeze more money 
from the same people whom they have robbed and defrauded. 

But more than that, it is moral crisis of the people themselves. The same people who have 
abandoned their faith in the God of the Bible and placed it in the secular state as their provider. The 
rulers wouldn’t be able to get away with their schemes if it wasn’t for the gullibility of the ruled; no 
ruler can force his subjects to place their trust in him as their god and provider. The moral crisis is 
first and foremost based on the surrender of the Christian faith by the majority of Europeans, and 
through that, of the liberty which that faith had created over the centuries. Now Europeans are only 
reaping the unstated premise of Exodus 20:1-3: “When you make yourself other gods, you return to 
the land of slavery.” 
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 Covenant, Responsibility, and Elderly Care (Part 1) 48.
Bojidar Marinov,  November 30, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615221539/http://americanvision.org/5393/covenant-
responsibility-and-elderly-care/  

Last week a good friend of mine asked me for 
advice about his situation of caring for a widowed 
parent who for years asked my friend and his 
brother for money. Apparently, the money asked 
for is far above the normal support, otherwise my 
friend wouldn’t see it as a problem. Obviously this 
is a situation of overspending, and may be even 
addiction to spending he is dealing with. The 
problem gets worse when I mention that my friend 
has several children and he and his wife are 
committed to homeschool them. Homeschooling 

families, by the very nature of their commitment, are usually not awash in money, preferring to 
sacrifice on income in order to be faithful to the Biblical mandate to train their children in the Lord. 

So my friend and his brother have a situation on their hands: In order to fulfill their obligations to 
their parent, they believe they are supposed to keep giving whatever the parents demands, above and 
beyond the normal level of support; but on the other hands, this gets in conflict with their obligations 
to their own families and with the Biblical command to leave inheritance to their children. Add to it 
the fact that the parent is a Christian – or at least claims to be – and the problem becomes quite 
complicated. 

So he asked me: What is the Biblical position on this issue? 

He is not the only one to have that problem. With the rise of Christianity in the last two decades, 
there are many Christians in their 30s and 40s who are facing a problem of unbelieving parents of 
the baby-boomer generation. Many of those parents may not be addicted to spending but they find 
other ways to be a burden to their children and their families: by constantly attacking and ridiculing 
their faith, or may be even trying to lead their grandchildren away from it when given the chance. (I 
have been in such a situation and I know how difficult it is to deal with it.) And yet, these parents 
expect to receive help and support and care from the same children whose life they make miserable. 
There are other situations as well where parents act in a way contrary to the Biblical laws for 
responsible parent’s behavior, and thus place their Christian children in situations difficult to resolve 
in a redemptive way. 

With the small increase in renewed interest toward the Christian faith in America we had so far, the 
problem is great enough. When secular humanism’s ultimate impotence to save is completely 
exposed, and a wave of mass conversions follow, the problem may become even worse for the 
society in general, and the Christian community in particular. We are used to dealing with the case 
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of believing parents and rebellious children. The opposite case – believing children and rebellious 
parents is much harder to resolve. 

So what does the Law of God say about it? 

Since the Bible doesn’t contain a specific injunction of how godly children should treat rebellious 
parents, we need to examine the nature of God’s Covenant with His people and draw conclusions 
from it. We should get the answers to several questions: (1) Who is the true center of all Biblical 
commandments, including the commandment to honor our parents? (2) How do we define the 
institution of the family which is central to the tasks of welfare and elderly care? (3) What are the 
responsibilities of parents to children and of children to parents? (4) What blessings should follow 
from obedience and what sanctions should follow from disobedience to the laws for the family? And 
(5) What should be the long-term vision and goal for a Christian family, both nuclear and extended, 
and who inherits? 

Theocentric Family 

For all human relationships and institutions, there is only one absolute starting point and 
commitment on which they all must be based: God and His Son, Jesus Christ. All relationships and 
all institutions must be defined through Christ. Every relationship we have, whether in the family or 
in the church, or in the culture, is only relative – not relative in the sense of being subject to 
relativistic ethics but always in relation to that ultimate loyalty that we all are commanded to have. 
Even the relationship between a husband and a wife is not direct, it is always in the context of their 
personal faith and walk in Jesus Christ – which is the reason Paul advises that a Christian can not 
marry a non-Christian. The responsibilities of parents to their children must always be subject to the 
covenant with God. Children must obey their parents, says Paul, but then adds the very important 
qualification, “in the Lord” (Eph. 6:1). If the relationships in that most basic institution, the family, 
are mediated by and are in relation to our covenant in Christ, the same would apply to the other 
institutions in the society: the church and the civil government, but also all the activities and 
practices in our culture. Even slaves are admonished by Paul to work for their masters “as slaves of 
Christ” and “as to the Lord” (Eph. 6:6-7). There are no direct, independent, absolute social 
relationships in a Christian culture; they are all relative, founded on the covenant with God, 
mediated through Christ. 

Fallen men – and Christians very often as well – have always attempted to absolutize certain human 
relationships and make them foundational for their society, seeking for a humanistic social order that 
is alternative to God’s order. The best example we have in the Bible is the desire of Israel to have a 
king like the other nations. While the Law required honor to their political and social leaders (Acts 
23:5), the Israelites, in their quest for a social order that would bring peace to the land, absolutized 
the political power and placed their hopes in it. Samuel warned them against it, and when they 
rejected his warning, God said to him that they have rejected not Samuel, but God Himself. Other 
human institutions and relationships have also been absolutized throughout history: the authority of 
the husband over his wife, or of the father over his daughters, or of the priest over his flock, or of the 
master over his slaves. The perfect social order has been sought in family clans or genetic lines; or in 
a free economic order without the restraining function of the Law of God. In pagan Rome and 
Greece, the father of the family had the power of life and death over his children even after they 
were of age and married and had their own families. 
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The Bible warns against such absolutizing of human relationships, and often the warnings are 
directed against that most basic and strongest of all institutions, the family. The law in Deuteronomy 
13:6-10 is stated in very strong terms; it declares that in case of treason against God family 
relationships must be considered null and void, and the family must act in vengeance against the one 
who broke the covenant. The parents of a grown up son who was a glutton and a drunkard had to 
deliver him to the authorities for execution (Deut. 21:20). In the New Testament Jesus states it in 
milder terms but the message is the same: Even family relations must be secondary to the covenant 
in Christ. He declares that his true family is not His blood family but His spiritual family (Luke 
8:19-21); and He also declared that a man must forsake his family to follow Christ (Luke 14:26). 
The family was important to the covenant but it was not the only covenant; and same applied to 
every other institution or social relationship. Even the closest family tie had to be renounced and 
broken when the covenant with God was broken. 

Therefore, when we get to the question of the responsibilities of children to their parents, we need to 
realize that these responsibilities can not be absolute. As we can glean from Jesus’ words mentioned 
above, there can be situations when the responsibilities to our parents can get in conflict with our 
responsibility to God. In that case, as Jesus said, we must unquestionably put aside any human 
relationship and obey and honor God first. It is not a decision that can be made lightly and casually, 
especially when honoring the parents is commanded in the Ten Commandments; but in a fallen 
world, we should expect that our human responsibilities may get in the way of our obedience to God, 
and act according to our covenant with God, not according to human laws. 

The Nuclear Family 

Man was originally created a family, and he was given the Dominion Mandate – to fill the earth – as 
a family. It was Adam who was charged with the task to take dominion, but only as the head of his 
family, not as an independent agent who also happened to have a wife, and later children. Therefore, 
the family as a unit fulfills all the tasks that are essential to the task of dominion. It is indeed 
centered on the calling of the head of the family, the husband, and his calling is given to him before 
he finds a wife. But except in the rare cases where a man is given the special gift to remain 
unmarried, his calling can only be fulfilled when there is a wife who is a helpmeet, and works with 
her husband in his calling. This doesn’t mean that women do not have their own callings under God, 
or that the women’s part in the task of dominion is inferior to men’s. Every woman has her own 
calling also, but in the family, the wife’s calling must always be in the context of the husband’s 
calling. It is his specific individual calling that places him directly under God, and his wife under 
him (1 Cor. 11:3), not some perceived institutional, intellectual, or spiritual inferiority of the woman. 

This brings us to the issue of how the family is defined. Like everything else, fallen men throughout 
history have tried to re-define the family in many different ways, away from its Biblical meaning. 
We are witnessing today attempts to re-define the family as a marriage of man to man or woman to 
woman; or the family is legally defined today as simply cohabitation and a sexual relationship. We 
have attempts to turn the civil government into a surrogate family which inherits and also takes care 
of the children and the elderly people. In Communist propaganda, the nation, or the people as a 
whole are defined as a family, and thus children’s loyalty to their parents is discouraged in order to 
instill in them loyalty to the state. In Nazism and the various racist and kinists groups, family is re-
defined as genetics and a mystical relationship between all people of similar genetic composition or 
of specific skin complexion. 
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A common pagan definition of the family in the past was the clan, the extended family of blood lines 
and master-slave relationships. It was present in a very strong form among the Celts. The social 
organization of the Greek and Roman societies was based on the clan, as De Coulanges’s excellent 
study, The Ancient City, demonstrates. The clan in an extended form was the concept of the family 
for the pagan societies of the Incas and the Aztecs; the tribe was the ultimate social unit for the 
North American Indians. Today, the cultural organization of the clan characteristic to the ancient 
Celts and Romans can be seen among the Gypsies in Eastern Europe. In the clan, the family is 
centered on the father of the clan, but the other men in the clan do not have their own individual 
callings outside of the clan. A young man who has a wife and children only serves the purposes of 
the clan, and is under the direct authority of the father of the clan. His responsibility is not to God 
but to his earthly father, even if he is an adult and has his own family. At the death of the father of 
the clan, the oldest son or the nearest male relative takes over and becomes the head of the family, 
and the rest of the men remain in their position of subjection and servitude. 

This is not the Biblical pattern. The Biblical dominion is entrusted not to extended families and clans 
but to the nuclear family. While the extended family is important when mutual help is necessary, it is 
not the foundation of social order. It is in the nuclear family where God places the seat of 
responsibility for the fulfilling of the Dominion Mandate, and it is the individual married men and 
their wives who must work to fulfill it. God made that clear at the very beginning when he said that 
“man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife” (Gen. 2:24). In the social order of 
God, the individual family stands directly before God, and the individual family – a man and his 
wife – must be the center of social activity, as well as the center of social responsibility and meaning 
and purpose. Any social relationships that diminish the nuclear family in functions or importance, or 
that create obstacles before the fulfillment of its task of dominion, must be put aside, and the Biblical 
pattern of dominion through the nuclear family must be followed. 

A common characteristic of the fallen man’s culture is the war between generations. Parents are 
irresponsible and do not provide for their children nor leave them inheritance, preferring instead to 
spend their resources in self-indulgence. Children in response grow selfish and alienated from their 
parents, and abandon them in old age. When grown up children and parents live together, there are 
quarrels and disagreements. When a child becomes a Christian, he changes his attitude to his parents 
and now he obeys them, honors them, and cares for them even if they are still unbelievers and 
therefore are still selfish and irresponsible. But sometimes the pendulum swings too far, and a son 
ends up helping his parents over and beyond what is helpful for his own family. The Bible 
commands us to honor our parents; but that responsibility can not be allowed to become detrimental 
to the purpose of our own nuclear families in the task of dominion. The Biblical definition of a 
family is a husband and his wife, and their specific purpose in the Dominion Mandate; it is not a man 
and his parents, and it is not even a man and his children, however important children are in the 
fulfillment of the task of dominion. 

Responsibility Is a Two-Way Street 

Since the family is important but not primary, then it must be defined by the central relationship man 
has – the covenant with God. The family plays a specific part in that covenant: it is a guardian of the 
wealth that is transferred to future generations. Since God’s covenant works itself out in history, 
there has to be a generational transfer of covenant wealth – spiritual, intellectual, material. The 
family is charged with giving the future generation the knowledge of the Lord and His salvation 
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(Gen. 18:19). It is also charged with giving the children professional knowledge in order to make a 
living and support their families when they grow up. And the family was obligated to leave as an 
inheritance to the next generation the material wealth accumulated by previous generations. The 
family is a trustee in the plan of God, a trustee of wealth, and it is responsible before God for the 
way the wealth of knowledge and material resources is transferred to the future generations. 

This stewardship includes many tasks, and they are mainly economic. It’s main expression is, of 
course, the command for a man to grow his capital throughout his productive life (Matt. 25:14-30). 
This capital, as I mentioned above, may be spiritual, intellectual, or material, but there has to be 
growth. Out of that growth, a man has responsibilities to his children but also to his parents. In his 
most productive years of his life, his productivity must triple: to provide for himself, for his parents, 
and for his children. His responsibilities are as a husband, a father, and an adult son. He can not 
abandon any of these three responsibilities; he must fulfill all three of them for the family to function 
properly under God. In the Bible, the family is charged with the children’s education and 
upbringing; it is charged with the elderly care; and also, the husband is forbidden from leaving his 
wife without her necessary maintenance. Also, the family is charged with taking care of those of the 
extended family who are unable to care for themselves (1 Tim. 5:8), and that means widows and 
orphans. 

But, as Rushdoony says in his Institutes of Biblical Law, “Responsibility is not a one-way street.” 
The Biblical standard for social relationships is two-way responsibility, not a unilateral self-
enslavement of one to the needs and wants of another. As we saw above, the family relationships 
must always be in the context of the covenant with God. Therefore, if all responsibilities toward our 
fellow human beings must be in the context with that covenant with God, to glorify and obey God, 
there must be a corresponding responsibility by the receiving side to that same covenant with God, 
to glorify Him and obey Him. The husband has obligations to his wife, and she has obligations to 
him – to be his helpmeet in his calling. The father has obligations to his children but they too have 
obligations to him – to obey him. As we saw above, a failure of a son to honor his parents can lead to 
breaking the covenant bond and even the execution of the son. Similarly a son has obligations to his 
parents but they too have obligations to him. When he was young, their obligations were to nourish 
him and teach him to obey the Lord. When he is grown up, his responsibility to support them must 
be matched by their responsibility to help him with advice and encouragement in his calling. Older 
men are valued for their wisdom, for their ability to help younger men shorten the learning curve and 
thus accelerate the process of growing the family capital. In the Biblical social system, elderly 
people are not supposed to sit idly around in “retirement”; the function of the elders is to teach and 
share experience. If nothing else, they should not be an obstacle to their children’s callings before 
God. When a parent has become such an obstacle, he has broken his covenant with God, and 
therefore his covenant with his children. Even when talking about taking care of widows in 1 Tim. 5, 
Paul makes sure he lays down the rules for who can be lawfully considered to be a true widow. The 
position of true widow does have its own responsibilities, and a woman whose husband has passed 
away is not entitled to support just automatically but only after she has fulfilled her own obligations 
to the church. 

In his Institutes (1973 ed.; p. 482) Rushdoony gives several examples of such broken covenants. A 
daughter who assumes responsibility for her sick father when the brothers rejected their 
responsibility. The father is interested only in his sons and grandsons who would carry on his name 
but he disinherits his daughter and treats her and her family as non-entities, without even a word of 
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gratitude. Or a mother who is a militant liberal lives with her daughter and her husband who are 
devout, orthodox believers. She regards their faith with contempt and never misses the opportunity 
to speak against it, even in front of their children. Or a disabled young man who is angry at life for 
his condition, who treats his parents and sisters with hateful contempt and rage. The examples can be 
multiplied. In all these cases, we see examples of one-way responsibility; one of the parties in the 
covenant bonds willfully enslaving themselves to the other without any corresponding fulfillment of 
obligation from the other side. 

Of course, the case might be more complicated when the parent is formally a believer but, as in the 
case above, their actions do not testify to a redeemed and sanctified heart. In this case, again, no 
matter what the formal profession of faith is, it is the actions that testify to the true faith of the 
person (James 2:14-26). The responsibility of the parent is even greater in this case because with the 
formal profession of faith comes a higher responsibility for obedience to the Law of God. 

In any case, when it comes to the ethics of the family relationships, responsibility is always two-
way. A one-way relationship is against the principles of the Law of God and therefore it can not be 
lawfully maintained in a Christian culture. 

We will continue on this issue in the next article.  
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http://web.archive.org/web/20160615221539/http://americanvision.org/5395/covenant-
responsibility-and-elderly-care-cont%e2%80%99d/  

In the previous article, when discussing the 
question of elderly care for parents for the specific 
case when the parents are either covenant-breakers 
or their actions reveal unredeemed heart, we started 
a discussion over the very nature and function of 
the family in the plan of God for dominion. We 
answered the following three questions: (1) Who is 
the true center of all Biblical commandments, 
including the commandment to honor our parents? 
(2) How do we define the institution of the family 
which is central to the tasks of welfare and elderly 
care? (3) What are the responsibilities of parents to 

children and of children to parents? 

We will answer here the other two questions: (4) What blessings should follow from obedience and 
what sanctions should follow from disobedience to the laws for the family? And (5) What should be 
the long-term vision and goal for a Christian family, both nuclear and extended, and who inherits? 

Covenantal Blessing and Curse 

A law that has no sanctions attached to it is as good as no law. Therefore the laws for covenantal 
responsibilities within the family have sanctions attached to them. In every covenant, blessings come 
in the form of fulfillment of the promises of the covenant. And curses come in the form of separation 
from the covenant. 

Since the family is a trustee of the economic wealth of the society, its blessings and curses are 
primarily in the form of economic blessings and curses. The Fifth Commandment which protects the 
family is the first one with a promise attached to it, and the main thrust of the promise is economic: 
that it may go well (i.e. prosper) with you and your days will be prolonged. Material resources and 
time – the two factors of economic growth. The parents themselves, if they are obedient to God and 
train their children, expect economic return from them in the form of support in their old age. 
Children must obey their parents so that they inherit from them. The child that takes up the task of 
caring for his parents in their old age – usually, but not always, the first-born – receives an additional 
economic compensation in the form of double portion of the inheritance. Finding a good wife in the 
Biblical social order requires an economic compensation to her parents, and she comes to the family 
of her husband with her dowry; also, she is expected to be economically savvy and increase her 
family’s fortune (Prov. 31). The family is the economic agent in the society, its functions are 
primarily economic, and therefore the blessings are primarily economic. 
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But there are also curses when a person refuses to fulfill his responsibilities to the family. To start 
with, it is not a coincidence that the punishment the parents can use against their disobedient 
children is the same as the punishment used in the economic relationship between a master and his 
slave – corporal punishment (Ex. 21:20, 26). Indeed, as long as the child is under the protection of 
his parents, he is no different from a slave (Gal. 4:1). Parents who fail to educate and train their 
children to prosper righteously will see a decline in their economic well-being in their old age. 
Children who have broken the covenant must be disinherited, that is cut off from the economic 
blessings of the family. A widow who doesn’t do her obligations as a widow must also be cut off 
from economic support; and the solution to her situation is for her to get married again and thus 
come under economic protection (1 Tim. 5). The family is a trustee of the economic capital, and the 
family must and does mete out economic sanctions for obedience and disobedience to the family 
covenant. When obedient to his responsibilities, the family member participates in the economic 
blessings, when disobedient and irresponsible, he is cut off from the blessings and is cursed. 

This leads us to the conclusion that there are no automatic entitlements in the family covenant. The 
story of Esau and Jacob must teach us that no one is entitled to a blessing by default. While Esau by 
rule had to receive the birthright – that is, economically, a double portion of the inheritance – God 
decreed even before they were born that it was the younger brother who would receive it (Rom. 
9:11). And as if that was not enough, the Scripture expresses it in economic terms: “The older shall 
serve the younger.” (In Gen. 25:23, the Hebrew word for “serve” is exactly the same word as used 
for Adam’s economic task of “cultivating” the Garden in Gen. 2:15.) The heirs do not automatically 
inherit, they need to show character and faithfulness to the covenant to be worthy of being able to 
benefit from the family’s economic inheritance. People who could not take care of themselves could 
be adopted in a family for permanent care, but only after they have become slaves, and therefore 
took certain economic obligations to the family (Ex. 21:2-6). The only notable exception to that rule 
was the “adoption” of a Levite in the family where no specific economic obligations were listed on 
the part of the Levite, but only the duty of reading the Law of God for family devotions; but then 
again, that privilege came only with a specific commandment for the Levites to never have and pass 
inheritance to their children. Even the older widows, those worthy of support, were not automatically 
granted the status of welfare recipients by the church but only after meeting specific requirements (1 
Tim. 5:4-5, 9-10). 

In the lives of Naomi and Ruth, we have an even clearer confirmation that even widows didn’t 
automatically get entitled to support. Both of them widows – and Naomi in her old age as well – they 
returned to Israel in complete poverty. Even though they had the family land, they did not have the 
strength to cultivate it nor the funds to pay workers to do it. Ruth had to go glean from other 
people’s fields, which was an activity reserved to the poorest of Israel, and for the strangers (Deut. 
24:21). Naomi had a close male relative who could take her to his house and take care of her; if she 
was automatically entitled to care at his house, she would have appealed to her position as an 
unprotected poor widow. But such appeal wasn’t issued, and no one objected to the apparent lack of 
compassion on the part of her relative. If Paul’s injunction in 1 Tim. 5:8 is applied to this situation, 
the closest relative must have been considered worse than an unbeliever. But we don’t see Naomi 
appealing for help; nor do we see anyone in Bethlehem concerned about the situation. 

There was a reason for it. Naomi had to prove that she had remained faithful to the covenant. The 
community in Bethlehem probably had the right to be suspicious: She and her husband had left Israel 
in times of distress, only to emigrate to a nation that was hostile to Israel (Num. 22; Judges 3). They 
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had allowed their sons to marry Moabite women, well known at the time for their promiscuity (Num. 
25:1). As if that wasn’t enough, Naomi also brought back with her one of those Moabite women, a 
widow, attractive, and still young enough to marry again (Ruth 2:5-6). From the perspective of her 
family and of the Israelite culture in general, Naomi had to go a long way before she proved she was 
eligible for support by her closest relatives, irrespective of her old age and her deep poverty. No one 
received welfare automatically; a person had to present proofs that he was part of the covenant. 

That’s what Ruth set out to do. She had to show family loyalty: Taking care of her mother-in-law 
even in her deepest poverty (Ruth 2:11). She had to present a clear case of superior work ethic (2:7). 
She had to overcome the reputation for promiscuity Moabite women had, and display humbleness 
and self-restraint (2:10, 13). She had to display a good knowledge of the custom and the social 
conventions in the Hebrew society, and her willingness to abide by them (3:6-9). Only after she did 
all this, she could say she had proved that, indeed, the God of Naomi was her God, and the people of 
Naomi were her people (1:16). Her original declaration that she belonged to the God and the people 
of Israel had to be supported by her showing her works of faith, for her to be able to participate in 
the blessings of being part of Israel. When the visible proofs were presented (3:11), she didn’t even 
have to defend her case that she and her mother-in-law deserved protection: Boaz, deeply impressed 
by the true conversion of the young woman, himself took up her case and vowed to not stop until she 
was economically protected and provided for (3:18). No one was automatically entitled to support; 
all support had to be lawfully deserved by faithfulness to the covenant. 

Focus on the Future 

Christianity’s uniqueness as a religion is in its view of the future. Not that it has a unique view of the 
future but that it does have a view of the future. No other religion has it, at least not consistent with 
their own presuppositions. Christianity is the only religion that is not bound to the past and actually 
looks to the future in history with positive expectations, and therefore has the time, the resources, 
and the emotional fuel to build a future. Its success in the first centuries after Christ was due to a 
great extent to its optimistic outlook concerning history. The pagan world had nothing to offer 
except a desperate obsession with the past, with the imagined Golden Age of the forgotten antiquity. 
Time, change, future were a threat to the pagan mind and the pagan social order. They weren’t for 
the Christian mind and the Christian social order. It was only the Christian who could say together 
with Paul, “forgetting what lies behind and reaching forward to what lies ahead” (Phil. 3:13). No 
pagan could afford to forget the past; the past was his anchor, his hope, his only means of finding 
meaning and purpose in a dangerous world of change an uncertainty. But the Christian knew that the 
present and the future belonged to him (1 Cor. 3:22), and he was not bound to the past. Christianity 
lost its impetus only when pessimistic eschatologies – amillennialism and premillennialism – 
became dominant in the church, and thus its unique characteristic, its view of the future in history 
was lost. At the same time, pagan ideologies arose who parroted the Christian historical optimism; 
not for long, because optimism can not be sustained on any basis but the Trinitarian God of the 
Bible. But Marxism, Nazism, secular humanism, and today even Islam, flourished for a while, 
borrowing the Christian optimism and adjusting it to their own purposes. 

The family, as the basic and central earthly institution of the Christian social order, has an important 
role to play in this focus on the future. As we mentioned above, its function in the plan of God as an 
institution is to be a guardian, a trustee of the wealth of the society, and especially of the transfer of 
that wealth to future generations. This inevitably defines the family in relation to time – the Bible 
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allows for no stagnant view of the family, as an institution that is focused entirely on the past. To the 
contrary, in the Bible the family is always defined, described, blessed, admonished in relation to the 
future. Adam and Eve were created as a family not to enjoy themselves in a timeless bliss, but to 
“replenish the earth,” a task that obviously will take time. Even after the fall, the family still had a 
task to fulfill in the future, a victory to win, that of of the seed of the woman crushing the head of the 
serpent. Abram was chosen by God with a view of the future, way beyond his own expected lifetime. 
David looked forward to his descendant Who will save Israel. Families were commanded to leave 
inheritance to their children, and teach them to teach their children to teach their children and so on, 
in the way of the Lord. The most important future-oriented, optimistic event in the history of Israel – 
the Exodus – was to be celebrated in the family, not in the church or in the nation as a civic entity. 
Family in the Biblical sense means nothing if it is not related to future fulfillment of promises, and 
that in history and on earth. 

Modern pagan cultures may have and cherish the institution of the family. Much has been written 
about the social position of the family in ancient Rome and China. Modern Islam reportedly has a 
strong focus on the institution of the family (although this is arguable). Modern Judaism (very 
different from the old Jewish religion of the Old Testament) also imputes very high value to the 
family. But in all those, the family is not a guardian of wealth that has to be transferred to the future, 
and therefore develop and build that future, whatever changes would be necessary to put in effect. 
All these cultures were and are stagnant because the family – however valued and strong – is a 
guardian of the past, a trustee of the old rituals and beliefs and superstitions which have to remain 
unchanged no matter what. In some places this is combined with very strong veneration of the 
ancestors – and the ancestors, being in a place where nothing changes, undoubtedly would be very 
unhappy if the world changes beyond recognition. 

The same fear of change and future can be seen also in the modern secular humanist culture. 
Abortion, same-sex marriage, cohabitation, have the same ultimate religious drive in their very 
foundation: The fear of change that will bring the future. And since the change obviously comes 
through the birth of a baby – or many babies – the modern culture is frantically searching for ways to 
re-create the family without the danger of having children. Not that secular humanists hate children – 
although many of them do, with a passion. But there is something more that they hate: the change, 
the newness of life, the inevitable future that comes with it. The scene of a wife breaking out the 
news that she is pregnant is one of the simplest and yet most dramatic scenes in the world of movie-
making; it spells c-h-a-n-g-e. And this change is what unbelievers hate the most: because it means 
that the future is going to destroy the past, the good old known world of certainty and leisure. 

Needless to say, on a practical level, this focus on the future for the Christian family is expressed in 
its ability to procreate, and leave inheritance to the children. It is the children who must inherit, and 
it is the children who will be the projection of the family into the future (Ps. 127:4-5). At the end of 
the day, when all other responsibilities have been fulfilled, one remains that will carry on the family 
name and capital in the future: the upbringing of children, teaching them in the Lord and equipping 
them to prosper righteously and fill the earth. 

Knowing this, we should expect that the attack of the pagan world against the Christian family will 
come mainly in the form of attacking either the children themselves, or the inheritance the parents 
would leave to the children. The former is attempted in the different ways modern governments use 
to separate the children from their parents: mainly the government school system. The latter comes 
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as attempts to destroy the legacy or the inheritance left to the children; the spiritual, intellectual, and 
material capital transferred to the future generations. 

But sometimes it comes in a different form: in the form of addiction to spending. In fact, in much of 
the Western world the loss of the vision for the future has resulted in a frantic drive on the part of the 
parents to spend and acquire new things. The credit card crisis and the mortgage crisis for the 
individual citizens, and the massive fiscal debt on a government level are all the result of that 
obsession with spending. Spending is looked upon as a substitute for the promises of the future that 
were lost with the lost optimism. The drive to spend is primarily religious; but its results are 
economic. And one of the most terrible economic consequences of it is the destruction of the family 
capital and transfer of wealth. 

Knowing how important it is to leave inheritance to the children, a Christian family must be careful 
to identify the threats to that inheritance. Sometimes they are government taxes and regulations. 
Sometimes they are the lack of self-control on the part of the parents themselves. Sometimes they 
are excessive demands by an elderly parent for support. In all cases, while the present needs must be 
met in a reasonable way, the focus must remain on the future. 

Conclusion 

To return back to my friend’s question: Are the children of an aged parent who demands an 
unreasonable amounts of money, above and beyond the normal level of support, obligated to comply 
unconditionally with his demands? Or, to answer the broader question: Are the children who are 
believers, unconditionally obligated to parents who are unbelieving and rebellious, or who exhibit 
traits of behavior that are not in accordance with the Christian faith? 

The answer is no. 

First, no human relationship can be absolute, and therefore there can be no unconditional obligation 
or responsibility to other men, even of a child to his parents. All relationships must be redefined in 
terms of God and His covenant. Only God is our ultimate and absolute relationship, and human 
relationships that violate His covenant must be considered null and void. 

Second, the Biblical pattern for the family is the nuclear family: a man and his wife. There is no 
absolute loyalty to the extended family, the clan, because only the nuclear family has the mandate to 
fill the earth and have dominion over it. All relationships with other families – or even with the 
parents of the husband and the wife – must be subjected to that basic human institution, even the 
care for the elderly parents. 

Third, the Bible clearly identifies the responsibilities not only of children to their aged parents but 
also of the parents to their children. There is no one-way responsibility in the Christian social order. 
Any relationship of such one-way responsibility is illegitimate for it violates the Law of God. 

Fourth, as a covenant institution, the family has its blessings for covenantal obedience and curses for 
covenantal disobedience. Since the family is the trustee of the economic wealth of the society, its 
blessings and curses are economic: inheritance, support, economic protection, etc. But it is not 
autonomous: the family’s sanctions must be in accordance with God’s Law. It is not allowed to 
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reward covenant-breakers with blessings, nor administer curses on covenant-keepers. No one, not 
even the true widows, is automatically entitled to support and economic protection; they must prove 
they are in the covenant before the family decide to support them. 

Fifth, in everything, the family must be focused on the future. In fact, take away the focus on the 
future, and the Christian family ceases to exist as a concept. Therefore, the family must guard its 
wealth from any relationship that attempts to destroy its inheritance, whether government taxation or 
individual addiction to spending. The actions or addictions of an aged parent that war against passing 
inheritance on to the next generation must be rejected, and his children must support him only to the 
reasonable level of support.  
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 The War Against God Is War Against Reality 50.
 Bojidar Marinov,  December 14, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615221539/http://americanvision.org/5425/the-war-against-god-is-
war-against-reality/  

A couple of weeks ago the bureaucrats of the 
European Union surprised the world with a 
decision: They banned the claims that regular 
consumption of water can reduce the risk of 
dehydration; anyone who prints such claim on 
their water bottles will be liable to fine and up to 
two years in jail. Or may be they didn’t surprise 
the world; Europeans still remember how a few 
years back the same bureaucrats banned bent 
bananas and curved cucumbers from being sold 
commercially. There was a difference, though; 
while the previous decisions were made on the 
basis of momentary whims – and later were 

repealed after ridicule and criticisms by the public – this time the decision was based on a three years 
study and several meetings between 21 top scientists, organized and paid the European Union. It 
takes a collective of government-paid scientists to come to such scientific conclusion; plain common 
sense wouldn’t do the job. Think desert nomads who have to battle dehydration every day; they 
always look for water. Savage, unscientific fools. 

The European media reacted with vitriolic ridicule. Some conservative politicians couldn’t resist to 
comment on the stupidity and lack of common sense of the socialist-liberal bureaucratic elite. 
Producers of bottled water vowed to challenge the “misguided” law in court. Interest groups made 
claims that the law is motivated by financial and economic interests among the elite in Brussels. 

But it will be a mistake to believe that such law is simply the product of stupidity, lack of common 
sense, “misguidedness,” or vested interests. While such conclusion seems natural, it misses the fact 
that the bureaucrats in Brussels are not necessarily the dumbest creatures in this world; if anything, 
some of them are quite intelligent. It also misses the fact that top scientists have participated in 
coining the decision. And while interests are most often the factor for bureaucratic decisions, they 
are usually direct interests; and direct interests are seldom affected by common sense ideas printed 
on labels. No one expects a large redistribution scheme or a re-direction of consumer interest 
because of a simple sound word of practical wisdom that is not printed on a label. 

The reason for the decision must be sought elsewhere. Like everything else, it must be sought in the 
religious commitment of the bureaucrats in Brussels. Of course they know the conclusions of the 
three-year “scientific study” are stupid, and they are at odds with reality. Of course they know they 
will be ridiculed by all who still have at least a portion of common sense remaining. And yet the 
decision was made, against all reality, against the expected public outrage, against the ridicule and 
criticisms from the press. 
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Such tenacity can’t be explained with stupidity. It can only be explained with sticking to one’s 
religious guns. The bureaucrats have a religion that places higher demands on them than public 
opinion, reality, common sense, and personal reputation do. 

But in order to understand that religious commitment as motivation, we will have to go back in 
history. 

In 1770, the 76-year-old Voltaire published his most curious but least known work. It was a poem-
letter-response titled Epistle to the Author of the Book the Three Impostors. It was a reply to a book 
by an anonymous author, The Treatise of the Three Impostors, which circulated in France at the 
time. The story of The Treatise is longer and goes deeper in history than France in the 18th century, 
so we won’t spend the time and space to review it here. The book was a piece of radical atheism 
denouncing any belief in any god whatsoever, and advocated militant atheism and opposition to faith 
in any supernatural or transcendent being. By the 1750s the book had become a fad among the 
intellectual elite in France. Given the enormous influence of Voltaire and his indefatigable 
intellectual war against Christianity and the Church, it was taken for granted that the popularity of 
the book was due partly to the popularity of Voltaire and his arguments against Christianity. After 
all, by his unsurpassed wit and the superb quality of his writings, he almost single-handedly changed 
the reigning intellectual paradigms in France. Even in his time the atheists – few and far between at 
the time – were looking up to him as their champion. There were also rumors that Voltaire himself 
could have been the author of the Treatise in his young years. 

Voltaire, the last sane critic of Christianity to ever walk the earth, decided to take on the anonymous 
pamphlet. He hated Christianity with a vengeance, and that was obvious. But he also was faithful to 
his ideal of “reason,” of building a world of order, liberty, and justice. Quite a few times in his life 
he would wake up from his hatred and look at Christianity for what it really was, beyond the 
imperfections of the Roman clergy dominant in France at the time. Try as hard and he could, he 
couldn’t see how rational men would be able to define ethics, morality, aesthetics, values, even 
reality without God. A few times before writing the Epistle he had used the phrase, “If God didn’t 
exist, we would have to invent him.” It wasn’t an empty phrase, nor was it tongue-in-cheek, as his 
modern atheist admirers are desperately trying to prove. He was so serious about it that he wrote to a 
friend that “I am rarely satisfied with my lines, but I confess that I have a father’s tenderness for that 
one.” Voltaire meant it, seriously. He knew that once God was removed from the picture, there was 
no foundation for any order, reason, or ethics whatsoever. He himself tried to imagine such a world, 
and couldn’t. So while he may have been tempted to become a radical atheist, rejecting the existence 
of God whatsoever, his reason led him to adopt a less radical anti-Christian position: Deism. No 
God, no reason. Voltaire wanted reason; so he had to accept the existence of God, even if only for 
the purposes of remaining sane and reasonable. 

Voltaire’s response bears no resemblance whatsoever to his previous works. Gone is the skillful 
irony, gone is the almost magical ability to convey ideas in an indirect manner; the laid-back 
philosophe with the subtle smile and relaxed style is nowhere to be seen. In the Epistle, Voltaire’s 
style can be compared to an intellectual sledgehammer upon the head of the poor anonymous author. 
Voltaire points to him the obvious: that there would be no system of ethics, and there would be no 
liberty nor safety nor hope of justice if it wasn’t for the existence of God: 

My lodging is filled with lizards and rats; 
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But the architect exists, and anyone who denies it 
Is touched with madness under the guise of wisdom…. 
This sublime system is necessary to man. 
It is the sacred tie that binds society, 
The first foundation of holy equity, 
The bridle to the wicked, the hope of the just. 
If the heavens, stripped of his noble imprint, 
Could ever cease to attest to his being, 
If God did not exist, it would be necessary to invent him. 
Let the wise man announce him and kings fear him. 
Kings, if you oppress me, if your eminencies disdain 
The tears of the innocent that you cause to flow, 
My avenger is in the heavens: learn to tremble. 
Such, at least, is the fruit of a useful creed. 
And then Voltaire asks: What fruit do you expect? 
But you, faulty logician, whose sad foolishness 
Dares to reassure them in the path of crime, 
What fruit do you expect to reap from your fine arguments? 
Will your children be more obedient to your voice? 
Your friends, at time of need, more useful and reliable? 
Your wife more honest? and your new renter, 
For not believing in God, will he pay you better? 
Alas! let’s leave intact human belief in fear and hope. 

No wonder this poem of Voltaire is the least known among his works today; modern atheists refuse 
to even mention it, and even professors of French literature at universities duly miss to reveal its 
existence to their students. In several verses, Voltaire, the homeboy of the modern atheist 
connoisseurs of philosophy, completely destroyed the case for atheism and argued the case for 
Christianity better than most Christians in his time. In fact, given the fact that Voltaire made the 
connection between the faith in God and the social values of justice, liberty, marital fidelity and 
family integrity, economic honesty, which even most Christians today don’t make, he argued our 
case better than 90 percent of our modern pastors! 

Voltaire had only one flaw in his argument. His own hatred toward God was tempered by his honest 
desire to keep the reason, the meaning, the order, the ethical restraints, and the view of reality that 
the Christian faith produced. He thought that all men would be like him, faithful to reason, order, 
ethics, and reality. But he was wrong. He was unique in his ability to keep his sanity even in his 
hatred toward God. No one else after him was able to do it. 

Even as he was writing his poem, about 200 miles south from his estate, another Frenchman was 
beginning to write a book that would challenge Voltaire’s assumptions about human reason and 
motivation. Marquis de Sade, consistent in his rebellion against God, came to the conclusion that a 
man’s war against God is not over until man has developed his own system of ethical rules that is 
totally opposed to the one in the Bible. It was not enough to have a system that resembles Christian 
morality and just declare man as its author; even the existence of such a system of ethics would be a 
testimony to the existence and the sovereignty of God. Therefore, in order to establish the centrality 
of Man’s reason and ethics against God’s reason and ethics, the testimony for God in reason and 
ethics must be destroyed by Man adopting his own system of reason and ethics in opposition to 
God’s system. Hence de Sade’s sexual brutality against people weaker than him: It was deliberate, 
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an attempt of man to deny God His sovereignty by establishing his own system of ethics, completely 
opposed to God and His system of ethics. 

De Sade was much more consistent intellectually than Voltaire. Ironically, he was confined to 
asylums for most of his life for his insanity; while Voltaire was praised as one of the greatest minds 
of the Age of Reason. This is the dilemma for a non-Christian: be either sane and intellectually 
inconsistent, or consistent and insane. 

The controversy didn’t end with the death of de Sade; neither did the dilemma. A century after the 
death of de Sade, Nietzsche attacked the “English inconsistency” of George Eliot, as Joel 
McDurmon shows in his article, “When Atheists Had Guts.” Again we see the same dilemma: Eliot, 
sane (almost) but inconsistent, and Nietzsche, almost inhumanly consistent in his intellectual 
writings, but insane. Eliot, like Voltaire, couldn’t let go of her love for order and reason and 
common morality; thus her repudiation of her Christian faith was incomplete because these very 
principles testify of God. Nietzsche, like de Sade, knew that Christianity was a package deal – faith 
and ethics – and therefore he threw both out; but paid the price for it: insanity. 

Voltaire’s fears were justified when just a few years after his death not just de Sade, but the whole 
nation of France engaged in an orgy of debauchery, theft, murder, strife. God was thrown out of the 
churches and replaced with the goddess of Reason. The goddess though did not bring the universal 
brotherhood of man; she proved to be bloodthirsty, and even the blood of millions could not satisfy 
her. Later, Hitler and Stalin proved that Voltaire was right, and that a world without God only brings 
tyranny, oppression, poverty, hopelessness. And blood. A lot of blood. Without God, there is no 
“bridle to the wicked,” and no “hope for the just.” 

But men do not learn. No matter how much Voltaire was proven right, the very idea of God is 
abhorrent to men whose hearts have risen in rebellion against Him. And the very idea of sound 
reason and morality are abhorrent to them because they testify of a higher, transcendental authority; 
any idea of moral rules and scruples tell man that he is not the source of his own meaning, and life, 
and purpose. God is. So moral rules and scruples must be rejected, twisted, destroyed, so that there is 
no testimony to bother and annoy the fallen man and his culture. More and more, the pagan world 
disagrees with Voltaire and Eliot and with their sanity. The pagan world more and more wants moral 
consistency at the expense of its sanity, and it more and more agrees with de Sade and Nietzsche 
rather than with Voltaire and Eliot. At the end, consistency trumps sanity; and without the 
restraining hand of God, men savagely go to war against anything that testifies of Him, even if it 
means their own destruction and the collapse of their own civilization. 

Cornelius Van Til called that “epistemological self-consciousness.” 

We have talked about morality and ethical systems so far, as a testimony to God and His 
sovereignty. But His testimony is not limited to the moral realm; it is in everything man knows, in 
the epistemological realm as well. Just as sound morality and ethics testify of God, man’s ability to 
know reality and to reason about reality testify of a Supreme Being Who is the Creator of the human 
mind and the principles of its operation. The very connection between the processes in the human 
mind and the reality outside is a mystery for the atheists. Why are we capable of observing and 
understanding reality? Why are we capable of common sense? Why do we have an intuition as to 
what is correct and what is incorrect? And why do our minds react to dehydration by self-
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consciously looking for water, and not, for example, for potato chips? What is there that creates that 
mysterious connection between our bodies and our minds, and between the world outside and our 
minds? Atheists have no answer to that. And this mystery in itself is a testimony of God. In fact, the 
whole world, the reality around us is a testimony of God. 

And Paul said that the unregenerate man tries to suppress that truth in unrighteousness (Rom. 1:18-
32). 

Therefore, in his war against God, we should expect the unregenerate man – and his institutions – to 
wage a war against the very reality and the common sense that makes us grasp that reality. For the 
man to assert his independence against God, he must reject the reality that God has created, and seek 
for ways to re-create that reality according to his own rules, opposite to common sense. If that means 
rejecting all logic, then the fallen man will reject all logic just to assert his autonomy. If that means 
rejecting all common sense, he’ll reject that too. The final goal is not Voltaire’s ordered and ethical 
world – for such a world would require a God to rule over it, as Voltaire rightly reasoned. The final 
goal is a world without God, even if it means no common sense, no logic, no order, no morality, no 
meaning, no purpose whatsoever. 

And if that means that a plain common sense truth like the connection between consumption of 
water and dehydration must be rejected, then it will be rejected. And if “science” needs to be 
involved, scientists will reject every single rule of their trade, and will get involved on the side of the 
atheistic state against God. The religious commitment to atheism always trumps sanity. The 
legislation of the European Union is a testimony that its fall into insanity is complete. Just as it was 
complete in the last days of the Roman Empire.  
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 Paul Washer, and the Natural Optimism of the True 51.
Christian Warrior 

Bojidar Marinov, August 15, 2012   

The world and the church’s needs are greater then 
ever, and so are the opportunities. The stage is set 
for possibly the greatest advancement in missions 
the church has ever known. Political upheavals have 
opened the door to countries that were previously 
closed, and all the great “ism’s” of secular man have 
fallen under the weight of their own error. 
Humanism has left our world disillusioned and 
cynical. Secular thought has left it soulless and 
empty. Materialism has left both the “haves” and the 
“have not’s” miserable and constantly at war. 
Sexual libertarianism has raped the individual of 

human dignity, exiled beauty, and driven a knife through the heart of innocence. Finally, the 
current revival of paganism has left men praying to rocks, hugging trees, and killing babies. The 
enlightenment of the twentieth century, which was to bring peace and prosperity has spawned 
more ignorance, poverty, immorality, and violence then any scholar could have predicted or any 
prophet could have foretold. It is a day to do great things. 

Paul Washer 

Okay, okay, I’ll admit from the very beginning: Of the Baptist preachers in this nation, I prefer 
Voddie Baucham over Paul Washer. Nothing against Washer’s preaching; it is remarkably good and 
instructive, and his theology is Biblical. The reason is rather personal: I am a military man, and I 
respect raw power. And boy, does Voddie have it! He can beat me up with his right hand tied behind 
his back, carrying a backpack with an 80lbs concrete-mix bag in it. Gotta be careful around those big 
Baptist preachers, like Charles Spurgeon. Or Voddie Baucham. 

Maybe, if I have any complaints against Paul Washer, they would be not against what he says but 
what he doesn’t say. I’d like him to cover more topics. He knows very well that the Bible speaks to 
many more issues than the Christian family and our personal spiritual growth. And he can talk to 
those many more issues. He has chosen not to, most of the time. But that’s fine. He’s got his 
preferred areas. And by the way, our young men need what he has to say. 

I probably would find an issue with his eschatology, if I ever heard him talk about it. He is officially 
a premillennialist, as far as I know from other people. I never heard him talk about it. If I do, I’d 
have a problem. 

On the other hand, Jerry Falwell was officially a dispensationalist. And he did say quite a few not 
very wise things motivated by his eschatology. But by and large, the man was a man of God, and 
was a soldier for the faith. I am still waiting for the day when an honest account of the influence and 
the role of Moral Majority will be written by a historian. In my view, what Jerry Falwell did was a 
real example of incremental steps; unlike some modern celebrities who ask us to vote for Romney 
and claim it is an “incremental step.” 
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Theologically, Jerry Falwell spoke like a dispensationalist. Practically, he acted like a 
postmillennialist. His heart refused to follow his pessimistic eschatology; it was the heart of a 
Christian warrior that refuses to accept defeat, whether in eternity or in history. Rushdoony talked 
about “covert theonomists” (Chalcedon Report No. 223, February, 1984). Jerry Falwell showed all 
the signs of a covert postmillennialist. 

And so does Paul Washer in the quote above. 

It has always been amusing to me when I visit churches who are officially premillennial or 
amillennial in their eschatology, to listen to the hymns they are singing. It is especially amusing 
around Christmas time when most of the hymns are Christmas carols. I have never been able to 
discern a single pessimistic hymn about history. My favorite, of course, is “Joy to the World.” At 
least once in my life, I have been to a church where the preacher preached on the inevitable coming 
of the Antichrist, that we need to prepare for the day of evil, that history is going to be a dark tale of 
decay and destruction . . . and after the sermon, the concluding hymn for the service was “Joy to the 
World.” I was chuckling to myself of the obvious irony of people who with their minds listen to and 
believe a pessimistic eschatology, and then their hearts are quickened and inspired by a 
postmillennial song which declares the victory of Christ in history and on earth. 

Nothing shows better the difference and the moral conflict between a 
redeemed heart and an unredeemed mind. 

It is the nature of the fallen man to be pessimistic about everything, including 
history. After man was cast out of the Garden, he was on his own against a 
world that was hostile to him. Even the advances he made would not bring 
hope to his heart for they were achieved by his own powers. How would he 
know if “fate” wouldn’t face him with something stronger and more vicious 
which his powers wouldn’t be able to overcome? His growing weakness was a 
burden on him. Moreover, his sin, spreading throughout his very being and 
throughout his society was another burden on him. Aging and death spelled 

for him hopelessness, both in history and in eternity. 

No wonder all pagan religions and philosophies were pessimistic. The Egyptians saw no progress in 
history. The best they could hope for was to stop history, to preserve the world in a state that would 
never change, for all changes were demonic and dangerous. The Greek mythology talked about the 
degradation of mankind in history: gold, silver, brass, and iron age. The 
Romans, always practical in their religion, tried to devise in the time of 
Augustus a political system that would stop any change and return the world 
back to the golden age of the early Republic. The pagan religions of China, 
India, and America are pessimistic about history as well. The reason is: 
Pessimism about history is part of the fallen nature of man. When man lost his 
ability to do good, he lost his ability to expect good; when man faced a hostile 
world of thorns and thistles, he faced a grim future that gave no promise and 
no hope. 

To give a Biblical illustration, pagan pessimism is the attitude of the people of 
Jericho as expressed by Rahab in Joshua 2:11: “Our hearts melted.” 



 

 
208 

It was only in the last two centuries, in the European civilization living in the shadow of 
Christendom, that unbelievers tried to devise philosophical and ideological systems based on 
optimism about the future. But their optimism was not consistent; it was only borrowed from the 
Christian worldview. Marx openly admitted in his address to the Hague Congress (1872) that he 
modeled his optimism after the “Christians of old.” Such borrowed optimism lacked foundation. 
Eventually, it was lost. Optimism about the future was lost in the Soviet Union only 10 years after 
the Communist victory. And modern humanism, initially optimistic, has resulted in more 
hopelessness and despair than any of the previous pagan religions. As Paul Washer said in the quote 
above, it has left our world “disillusioned and cynical.” Only Christianity has the foundation for 
long-term, consistent optimism about history, and the ideological tools to achieve any improvements 
in history. 

It is the nature of the redeemed man to be optimistic about everything, including history. Once the 
moral foundation for optimism is restored in the heart of man, he inevitably expects better things, 
both of history and of eternity. The world is not hostile anymore, for the creation is gradually 
redeemed by the Spirit of God (Romans 8:18-25). If everything works together for good to those 
who love God (Romans 8:28), then the whole history is a string of events that bring more and more 
victory to the people of God, in history. A redeemed man who lives by faith can not afford to be 
pessimistic about history for that would be a rejection of the Biblical passages which give these 
promises. His ability to do good restored, his ability to expect good is restored too. History, which is 
covenantal judgment on the unredeemed man, is now covenantal reward for the redeemed man 
(Deuteronomy 28). 

The Biblical illustration for the true expectations of a redeemed mind can be summed up by the 
words of Joshua and Caleb in Numbers 14:9: “They will be food for us.” 

So when theologians devise eschatological systems which support historical pessimism, these 
eschatological systems are not the product of a mind renewed, redeemed, and justified by grace. 
They are a remnant – a hangover, if you want – of the old nature of man, that unredeemed nature that 
was used to regard the world and history as essentially hostile to man. Premillennialism and 
amillennialism are both based on the idea that in the cultural clash between the Christian and the 
world the world will increasingly gain the upper hand; or at best, according to what some call 
“optimistic amillennialism,” the clash will result in a stalemate until the end of history. Both 
eschatological systems are simply exegetical justifications of the expectations of an unregenerate 
mind. 

The Biblical illustration for the historical expectations of a premillennialist or amillennialist would 
be Numbers 13:31: “They are too strong for us.” 

Washer’s quote above shows that his heart is in the right place. He is a committed Christian warrior, 
and a committed Christian warrior naturally expects victory in history and on earth. Only a truly 
redeemed heart can exclaim that the stage is set for great advancements, and that this is the day to do 
great things. Other theologians reason that we “live in an evil age,” or that our world must be called 
a “post-Christian world,” or that “Christians should learn how to live in an increasingly pagan 
culture.” Washer seems to disagree with these assessments, and he seems to expect that pagan 
culture to retreat before the Christian missionaries. He doesn’t explain how this is compatible with 
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his officially premillennial views. But then, neither do so many churches explain how their hymns 
agree with their sermons. 

I agree with the expectations of his heart. 

And I am waiting for the day when his mind will agree with his heart. 
 
 

[Note: In June 2013, Dr. Joe Morecraft III told Laura that Paul Washer is now listening to Morecraft’s 
sermons, and that Reformed Baptists are turning to Christian Reconstruction “by the truckloads.”]  
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 A Tale of Two Islands 52.
Bojidar Marinov,  July 27, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616211309/http://americanvision.org/4881/a-tale-of-two-islands/  

When on the evening of January 31, 
1709 Woodes Rogers, captain of the 
Duke and commander of a privateer 
squadron consisting of the frigates 
Duke and the Duchess, saw fire on the 
island of Juan Fernandez, he must have 
been quite disappointed, thinking the 
island was in the possession of a 
Spanish party. Led to the little known 
island by his experienced and 
illustrious navigator, William Dampier, 
another great English privateer, 
explorer, naturalist, and inventor, he 

hoped he would find some fresh meat and fruits to help those of his men who were suffering from 
scurvy. The two men who would later become almost legendary in the history of the British navy 
and exploration did not expect that the next day their fame would be greatly increased by a simple 
Scottish man of lowly origin, barefoot and dressed in goat skins. 

Alexander Selkirk, the Scotsman whom they found the next day, was marooned on the island four 
years prior because of “differences” he had with the captain of the Cinque Ports over the 
seaworthiness of the vessel. Ironically, the Cinque Ports sank, killing most of the crew, a month after 
Selkirk was abandoned on Juan Fernandez. Even more ironically, Dampier and Selkirk had met 
before: the Cinque Ports was part of a previous unsuccessful expedition led by Dampier, and 
Selkirk’s crew decided to abandon Dampier, having lost faith in his leadership. Dampier’s career as 
a captain and naval commander was ruined, but seeing Selkirk again, he nevertheless greeted him 
warmly and recommended him to Rogers for his mate, and later even for a captain of one of 
Rogers’s ships. Rogers himself, in a book he wrote after returning to England, respectfully called the 
ordinary Scotsman the “Governor of the Island.” 

To the amazement of the crews who were exhausted from the scurvy, the long voyage, and the 
difficulties at sea (crossing into the Pacific two months before, the ships were forced by a storm 
almost to the Antarctic Circle, just a few miles short of discovering the Antarctic continent), Juan 
Fernandez welcomed them with the small but bountiful economic enterprise Selkirk had built. The 
two dozen sick sailors had fresh goat meat and milk every day, greens and cabbage, spices and fruits, 
as well as two huts where they could rest at night. Selkirk, now exuberantly joyful about his rescue, 
personally supplied the party with two or three goats a day, either from his own little farm or from 
hunting, skills which he had acquired and sharpened to perfection while living on the island. Selkirk 
himself, according to the personal testimony of captain Rogers, looked wild in his clothing of 
goatskins but left an impression of “tranquility of mind and agility of the body,” which amazed those 
who met him. So rich was Selkirk’s little economy that two weeks were enough to restore the health 
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and the spirit of the crews and to replenish their supplies. On February 14 the ships were seaborne 
again, with Selkirk as Rogers’s ship’s mate. 

The abundance of Selkirk’s little economy did not come overnight. Selkirk himself admitted later 
that the first couple of months he was afraid to leave the beach, and that he “suffered greatly.” He 
was left with just a few tools, some clothing, a rope, a musket and a little gunpowder, a knife, and a 
Bible. He was able to catch fish but he ate it with great distaste because he didn’t have salt. Only 
after he was forced away from the beach by scores of sea lions who came there to mate, he finally 
started looking for ways to make his life better. 

The soil of the island rewarded him with a good choice of wild vegetables and spices – cabbage and 
greens, parsley, black pepper fruits and berries. A previous attempt by Spaniards to colonize the 
island had left several goats which had multiplied in the absence of predators. Selkirk first hunted 
them, then, when his gunpowder ran out, he learned to catch and even domesticate them, thus 
securing a constant supply of milk, meat, and goatskins. The same party that had left the goats also 
left some rats and cats. The rats attacked Selkirk’s camp from the very beginning. Selkirk, however, 
found a solution: He used goat meat to attract some of the feral cats and domesticate them to fight 
off the rats. By the end of the 4th year his huts were surrounded by about a hundred of those 
domesticated cats, part of Selkirk’s household. He built two huts, one for his bedroom, another for 
his dining room. The winter rains were now not a problem. When his clothes wore out, he used a nail 
to sew new clothes and a hat of goatskins. When his knife broke, he made a new knife from bucket 
rings. After the initial disorientation, Selkirk set to work to create a small civilization on the island 
with the little resources he had at his disposal. 

What made him apply himself to work, rather than surrender to his fate and die, like so many others? 

Captain Rogers gives the answer in his journal. Rogers was a conscientious Christian; being 
commissioned as a privateer (a private ship enlisted to fight for the British Navy, to attack only 
enemy ships), he resisted the temptation to indulge in indiscriminate piracy as so many other 
privateers at the time did. His crew mutinied when they learned that their captain refused to commit 
piracy against undefended neutral shipping; Rogers swiftly dealt with the mutineers and punished 
the leaders. His Christian faith dictated that he took good care of his crew, including of their health; 
he was among the few captains at the time to purchase and stock his ships with limes – an expensive 
commodity at the time – to prevent scurvy. Later Woodes Rogers was appointed governor of the 
worst of the British provinces, the Bahamas, which had turned into a nest of pirates, prostitutes, and 
run-away criminals. He started the restoration of law and order on the islands by printing several 
thousand evangelistic brochures to convert the population, and declared amnesty for repentance and 
conversion. 

Based on his Christian convictions, Rogers plainly saw that the reason for the survival of Selkirk on 
the island was God’s Providence and Selkirk’s strong Reformed faith, which led him to take 
dominion over that little piece of land. Not only this, Rogers made sure he quoted in detail Selkirk’s 
words about his spiritual growth on the island. In his youth, Selkirk had been a maverick and a rebel 
against his community and the faith, but his religious training as a child returned to him when he was 
abandoned by the civilization. He read the Bible everyday and sang the hymns and the psalms he 
remembered from his childhood. “I am a much better Christian than I was before,” he told Rogers, 
“and the Word gave me comfort every day.” Apparently, as Rogers and others found out, the 
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rediscovered faith not only helped Selkirk survive and create a civilization out of scratch, it also 
gave him the tranquility of mind that later would make him effective in serving the Navy until he 
died as a lieutenant on the royal ship Weymouth in 1721. Selkirk’s faith kept his spirit alive; but 
more than that, it made him build and expand, save and work, and build a civilization, even when all 
the odds were against him. 

When Defoe wrote his Robinson Crusoe, Selkirk was one of his inspirations. Like a good Reformed 
Christian, Defoe knew that Christian faith inevitably produces a Christian culture. Selkirk was his 
ideal prototype. The message of the Puritans was that no person could consider himself as a 
Reformed Christian if he didn’t act in everything according to his Christian convictions; a City on a 
Hill was the Reformed battle cry, and Selkirk’s island was an excellent example of it. 

* * * * * * * 

“Well, then, do you know Captain Bligh of the Bounty?” 

Mayhew Folger’s heart must have skipped a beat or two when he heard these words in perfect 
British English from the mouths of the dark-skinned “natives” approaching his ship, the U.S. whaler 
Topaz, in a Tahitian-style canoe from the Pitcairn Island. All seafaring men at the time knew about 
Captain Bligh, and about the mutiny on the Bounty, but no one knew what had happened to the ship 
and the mutineers. He immediately realized that he was the first person in the world to find their 
hide-out! Curious and bold, and yet, cautious and prudent well beyond his age – qualities he 
acquired from his Quaker upbringing – he debated inwardly whether it was safe to take the invitation 
to go ashore. It took him a while to trust the “natives” and go on the island to meet the last survivor 
of the Bounty, John Adams. 

It was February 6, 1808, 99 years almost to the day after Rogers found Selkirk on Juan Fernandez. 
But the state of the colony on Pitcairn was nothing like Selkirk’s thriving economy. The remaining 
survivors of the Bounty adventure were barely alive, trying to recover economically, emotionally, 
and relationally from a 20-year history of failures, idleness, sickness, drunkenness, strife, and 
murders. Only the last several years of the life of the colony were marked by a slow healing and 
recovery. As a whole, the life on Pitcairn was a nightmare. 

It all started when in October 1788 the Bounty, commanded by Captain William Bligh, arrived in 
Tahiti commissioned to perform a botanical experiment: pick up breadfruit plants and transport them 
to the West Indies in hopes that they will grow well and provide food for the slaves working in the 
plantations there. Bligh did not plan for a long layover on Tahiti; unexpectedly, he found out that the 
plants needed sometime to develop to the point where they could survive the trip to the West Indies. 
The Bounty had to stay on Tahiti for five months before it set sail on April 5 next year. To the 
expectations of Bligh himself, these five months of idleness, spent in the midst of a local non-
Christian culture adverse to hard work and religiously devoted to debauchery, proved disastrous for 
the expedition. 

Bligh was later blamed for his “harsh treatment” of his crew. The truth is, Bligh was rather lenient 
by the standards of the day. He did use corporal punishment, like every other ship captain at the 
time. On the other hand, when he found out on Tahiti that the breadfruit plants would need months to 
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develop, Bligh did what few other commanders in the Royal Navy would do: He allowed the crew to 
live ashore and mingle daily with the local population. This was a mistake. 

Unlike most of the naval officers of the time who were uncompromising in their Christian 
convictions, Bligh did not show much interest in religion. His letters to his wife and his report on the 
mutiny do not contain any references to God, Christ, or Divine Providence. His professed belief was 
in “science,” as was the fashion among many “enlightened gentlemen” of the time. Therefore, Bligh 
failed to recognize the spiritual and cultural danger of letting his crew live among a native culture 
given to idleness and sexual promiscuity. In his log he talks in a rather disinterested, “scientifically 
objective” way about the lures and temptations Tahiti offered his crew. While noting and even 
castigating his crew for their slackness, Bligh did not seem to realize the spiritual problem, and never 
took measures to solve it. 

His crew wasn’t any better. Lured by the promiscuous culture of the locals, very soon both seamen 
and officers made “connexions” with local women, encouraged by the local chiefs who viewed the 
British as a tool to be used in their inter-tribal wars. Many of the crew went through the ritual of 
tatooing themselves, thus becoming members of the local clans. Bligh’s own protégé, Fletcher 
Christian – made sailing master by Bligh himself in the place of the conscientious and hard-working 
John Fryer – married a local girl. (Ironically, it was Fletcher Christian who led the mutiny against 
Bligh; Fryer remained loyal, and later testified in favor of Bligh before the court-martial.) The crew 
itself was practically pagan in their worldview and beliefs, showing no Christian restraint, self-
control, or any other kind of spiritual convictions. The lure of sin is often strong for committed 
Christians to overcome; on the minds of practical atheists like the crew of the Bounty it had 
devastating effects. 

No wonder that three weeks after the Bounty finally left Tahiti, half of the crew under the command 
of Fletcher Christian mutinied. They left Captain Bligh with the loyal members of the crew in a 
small boat and turned back to Tahiti. Bligh made an epic sea voyage of 3,600 nautical miles to 
Timor. The Bounty returned to Tahiti where some of the crew remained. Christian with eight other 
crewmen, six Tahitian men and 11 Tahitian women left Tahiti, fearing pursuit by the Royal Navy. In 
January 1790 they discovered the Pitcairn Island and settled there, burning the Bounty. 

The rest of the story is a terrible tale of how men and women, without any Christian restraint or 
convictions, can create hell on earth. They had plenty of food and water, tools and seeds from the 
Bounty, available land for everyone, and the climate was perfect. But that wasn’t enough, apparently. 
Very soon fights broke out between the men on the island. The Tahitians rebelled against the British 
leadership, and in the ensuing fight all six Tahitians men and five of the crewmen – including 
Christian – were killed. Of the remaining four crewmen two made a still and started brewing alcohol 
from native plants. Heavy drinking became the norm among the surviving men, making life 
miserable for the women. The women revolted several times, with no success. Some women made a 
crude raft, trying to escape the island; it couldn’t leave the bay where it was built. One of the men 
died of drunkenness; another was killed by the other two for threatening to kill everyone on the 
island. One died of asthma, thus leaving only one man of the original 15 who created the colony – 
John Adams, also known by his alias, Alexander Smith. 

During all this time, the women were barely scraping for food to keep themselves and their children 
alive. The original economy created right after the arrival on the island was all lost, and many of the 
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tools were lost or broken. Life was miserable, and hopelessness was the only description fitting the 
general mood of the small colony for many years. 

It wasn’t until John Adams remained the only man – the “Father” – on an island with nine women 
and dozens of children that he rediscovered his long-forgotten Christian faith through the ship’s 
Bible, miraculously preserved through the years. He started reading it, and then organized regular 
weekly services, teaching Christian religion to the colony. Finally, there was peace on the island, 
after many years of misery, hatred and death. When the Quaker Mayhew Folger rediscovered 
Pitcairn, the small colony was painfully recovering from years of suffering, by building a new 
culture based on the Christian faith. The pagan faith of the men created a pagan culture in the 
beginning, and all paid the price for it. Christian faith – like the Christian faith of Alexander Selkirk 
– changed the culture and made peace and recovery possible. 

Pagan faith creates pagan culture; the true Christian faith inevitably creates a Christian culture. We 
will talk about this lesson again in the next article.  
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 Why Aren’t all Nations Equally Productive? 53.
Bojidar Marinov,  November 17, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3737/why-arent-all-nations-
equally-productive/  

In an article I wrote a while back, “Where Does 
Productivity Come From,” [See “A Tale of Two 
Islands”] I pointed to the mechanism for creating 
greater productivity. Productivity comes from 
sacrificing present consumption and applying the 
saved resources to building and improving the 
production base. There is no other way. 

In a private email a reader disagreed somewhat 
with my article. He said: 

“Your analysis is a bit too simplistic. If increasing 
productivity was so easy, then why aren’t all 
nations equally productive?” 

This is a very good question. In fact, it was the 
question that the old discipline of political 

economy has been struggling to answer throughout the 19th century. This was the very title of the 
most important book of the first great author in Political Economy, Adam Smith: An Inquiry into the 
Nature and Causes of the Wealth of the Nations. Smith did not answer the question above, though; 
he only gave the mechanism and the necessary external conditions for creating wealth: Free 
capitalist society based on division of labor, self-interest, and freedom to act. Throughout his book, 
Smith kept his focus on the external conditions, as if external conditions by themselves could create 
wealth. For Smith human choice is in a sense predetermined – given the right conditions, people will 
always choose what is good, and therefore the right conditions are the cause for wealth. 

Then Marx came along and stated bluntly that the answer to the question is beyond the human 
choice. The economic base of a society blindly follows the technological development of the tools of 
production, and the social superstructure blindly follows the economic base. The changes in 
technology are inevitable but their origin is mystical; it’s just one day a nation wakes up having all 
the necessary conditions, and the Industrial Revolution starts. Just how exactly the conditions 
happen to come, and why they come to some nations and not to others, no one knows. 

Then the economists in the 20th century decided that the answer was not worth researching, and the 
old discipline of Political Economy disappeared from the stage. They preferred to be “modern 
economists,” which in the language of the 20th century economics means “economists who research 
new ways for the State to appropriate wealth from its private citizens without inciting them to 
revolt.” The reason for this shift was a small book, almost a booklet by the academic standards of the 
day, written by the last great representative of the old breed of scholars. The author was Max Weber, 
and the book was The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Max Weber committed an 
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unbelievable treason against the academic world of his day: He used the method and the terminology 
of the rationalism of the Enlightenment to strike a blow at the very heart of Enlightenment; he took 
the Christian religion from the Kantian noumenal world and gave it a very real significance in the 
phenomenal world. No one could refute Weber, so modern economics preferred to not notice him 
and changed the entire question. 

Then, in the post-modern world that emerged in the 1960s and 1970s the question of why some 
nations are wealthier than others became a banned question in the academic circles. All cultures 
became equal in terms of moral validity – except the West, which was morally inferior – and 
therefore comparing cultures in terms of tangible, quantitative standards was against the spirit of the 
time. The question of the causes of the wealth of the nations meant some nations were more 
successful than the others, and the new paradigm couldn’t afford such a notion. The question of 
wealth was allowed only when it was necessary to subsidize Third World countries with the wealth 
the West had produced. 

Where was the Church all this time? How did pastors, theologians, and missionaries answer the 
question about the causes of the wealth of the nations? 

They didn’t. Many Christians didn’t even ask this question, let alone answer it. A question that could 
have been one of the greatest arguments for evangelizing the world in the 20th century was left 
unanswered by the Church. Only with the publishing of R. J. Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical 
Law the situation started changing slowly, one convert at a time. 

So how do we answer the question: Why aren’t all nations equally productive? Is it because 
productivity is a product of many more unknown factors than simply sacrifice and work, or is there 
another reason? 

In order to answer it, we need to answer a different question: What makes men choose certain course 
of action? Of all possible choices, why do some nations and individuals choose what is good for 
them and their future, and others choose what is not so good? 

Remember Robinson in my previous article. Ask yourself the question: What can make Robinson 
choose not to eat for half a day and invest his time in making a pole? What makes Robinson 
different from Friday and his tribesmen? Why can Robinson develop a civilization in several years, 
and Friday can’t? What makes the difference between civilization that produces wealth and a savage 
society that only consumes it? 

The Christian answer should be: The difference is in the religion. 

The economy of a nation is a product of the many choices the individuals and the collectives in the 
economy make. These choices are made on the basis of a set of values, and these values are the 
product the worldview of the individuals and their collectives. People act on the basis of ultimate 
beliefs about themselves and nature, and they take their ultimate beliefs from their ultimate authority 
– their God. What their God or gods are will determine whether they will sacrifice or steal, whether 
they will invest or consume, and whether they will improve or destroy. All the “circumstances,” all 
the “historical factors,” all the “social forces” in a society depend on that one thing: What God or 
gods that society believes in. 
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An atheist society would believe in the ultimate purposelessness of all life. There are no absolute 
values, and therefore there are no absolute sanctions. Therefore all economic action must be by 
default devoid of moral purpose except as far as the immediate survival of the individual is 
concerned. Even if a few individuals in such a society might be driven to save, invest, and innovate 
as a whole the society will be directed toward securing only the basic needs and little else. Effort has 
no ultimate meaning. Communist societies were a perfect example of this. Consistent atheism 
combined with the ideology of power created economies where all economic action was directed 
only to securing the political power of individuals or groups over other individual and groups. 
Productivity was never increased. 

A Buddhist or a Hindu society would believe that the material world is an illusion that we need to 
escape from. Time and material resources are only traps that keep us slaves to the illusion, and the 
faster we escape from them the better we are. Therefore sacrificing present consumption for future 
goals is impossible simply because “sacrifice,” “present,” “consumption,” “future,” and “goals” are 
all dangerous illusions. When combined with the cult to the ancestors – as in China or Japan – it 
creates a stagnant society that never looks to the future not attempts any changes in the society for 
fear of provoking the ancestors to wrath. 

A thoroughly humanistic liberal society focused on maximizing pleasure will seldom attempt any 
sacrifice or forbearing present consumption. It will attempt to manipulate reality to create wealth but 
in the final account it can only consume what others have created. The later Roman Empire and the 
West today are good examples of that; both have tried to create wealth through debt and inflation, 
and thus have only destroyed what others have created. Europe today is a great example of a society 
where the populations are so devoted to their secular humanism that they hate the very idea of 
having to decrease their pleasure in the name of better economic future. Secular humanism is 
suicidal, economically. 

Only a Christian society with its belief in a personal God Who rewards obedience and hard work 
will have the meaning and the incentive to sacrifice present consumption and invest for the future. 
That’s what makes Robinson – the character of the Puritan author Defoe – different from all the 
others: His belief in the Providence of God, his belief in his own position as God’s appointed agent 
on this planet, called to exercise dominion under any circumstances, is what can give him the 
impetus to build his little civilization. Even if not every individual in a Christian society is thrifty 
and industrious, as a whole that society will have more people willing to sacrifice and work hard, 
and expect positive results from their efforts. And as result, only a Christian society can experience 
long-term economic growth and increase in productivity. 

So, to answer the question above: Why aren’t all nations equally productive? 

Answer: Because all nations don’t have the same religion. 

Call it “simplistic” if you wish. 
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 A Missionary’s Five-Step Plan for Effective Cultural 54.
Resistance 

 Bojidar Marinov,  June 1, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4597/a-missionarys-five-
step-plan-for-effective-cultural-resistance/  

How does a missionary develop a theology of 
resistance in a nation where an open conflict with 
the culture will lead to the missionary being 
expelled and the movement die before it was 
born? While in Europe dissent with the ruling 
establishments can still be open and direct, much 
of the world is still a dangerous place for 
Christianity. How do we develop the “guerrilla 
tactics” for dominion in places like Islamic West 
Africa? How do we disciple the new believer in a 
comprehensive Biblical worldview if the all out 
open clash with the culture can’t achieve much 
except a martyr’s death? I left these questions 
unanswered in my article last week, and I will 

make an attempt to answer them here. 

Before we answer the question about Christian resistance to a pagan culture, we need to first get our 
definitions right. What is a nation? What is a culture? What is loyalty to a culture? What is treason to 
a culture? What is opposition – or resistance – to a culture? When we meet a person, how do we 
know he belongs to one culture or another? 

As Christian missionaries, we must build our theology of resistance on the Biblical notion of culture 
as “religion externalized.” A culture is, first, a system of religious loyalty to a god, or gods, or a 
system of ideas that is perceived as self-attesting and ultimate. There must be a faith, and that faith 
must result in a system of doctrines and knowledge. Second, a culture is the set of social structures 
and hierarchies that are the logical application of that religious loyalty or system of ideas. A society 
is a set of social institutions and relationships between individuals. Third, there must be an ethical 
standard that discriminates between good and evil actions and behavior, individually and 
collectively. A culture’s law is the most conspicuous and important part of its definition. Fourth, a 
culture must have a system for imputing value to people and their actions, and rewarding or 
punishing them on the basis of that value system. Some people will be valued higher than others, not 
ethically but economically, relationally, etc. While we are forbidden to give a well-dressed person 
the honor place in the church only for the reason of his clothes (imputing ethical value), the society 
will still reward people differently because of their economic value. Fifth, a culture will always have 
a way to transfer its wealth (or poverty) – material, intellectual, and spiritual – to the next 
generations. 
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Having this in mind, we need to get to the next logical step as missionaries: We can’t beat something 
with nothing. Confronting a pagan culture is not only snatching souls from the prevailing faith of 
that culture, leaving the people in bondage to the culture. But neither is confronting a culture open 
criticism of the tenets and practices of that culture without offering an solution; we have to work to 
build an alternative culture that by its very existence will be a testimony – and a judgment – against 
the pagan culture we confront. Within the very structure of the old culture we must find ways to 
build the new culture, redeemed and new, that will undermine the very foundations of the pagan 
culture surrounding it. We may have the opportunity to directly attack and criticize the prevailing 
culture and its religion – as it is in Europe and in the U.S.; or we may not have the luxury to do so – 
as it is in China, or in the Muslim world. But whether we have the luxury of openly challenging the 
prevailing religion or not, our resistance must start by creating an alternative to it within its very 
midst. 

We call this alternative covenant community. We only call it “community” to emphasize its local 
character, institutionally. But its local institutional character should not blind us to its global reach 
and relations – the Christian covenant community only acts on a local level but it builds and 
connects globally. Therefore, in a true sense of the word, it is a culture, and it draws power and 
experience from the culture that previous generations of Christians created around the world. A 
Christian covenant community in Sri Lanka or in Alabama is the same covenant community of the 
global Christian civilization, with common history, common experience, and common religious 
foundations. 

So how is it going to look in practice, institutionally? What should a missionary in his village or 
town do to create that alternative culture among the new converts that will threaten the foundations 
of the old culture? And, given the question of the missionary of last week, how can he do it without 
openly challenging the powers that can expel him and kill the mission too early in the process? The 
answer is in the five points above. 

First, a missionary should make his goal to make available in the local languages every possible 
piece of literature that teaches systematic theology, Biblical theology, applied theology, and 
worldview. The mistake so many missionaries commit is believe that once they have a profession of 
faith, there’s little need for more information on the convert’s new faith; thus, they believe that 
Sunday morning worship and sermons is enough for a new believer to form a thorough 
understanding and appreciation of his new faith. Church services are not what creates culture; church 
is itself created by the culture, it is a visible expression of that covenant community that a missionary 
is supposed to produce. Culture is produced by ideas that are based on a religion; making those ideas 
available to the new converts is what will transform a group of individual believers into a covenant 
community. 

In many places – like Africa or South America – this task is impeded not so much by the reaction of 
the pagan culture as by the inability of the local people to even read. The church in the early 
centuries of the Christian era encountered the same problem – many of the tribes surrounding the 
Roman Empire didn’t have any alphabet, any written tradition; and where they had a contact with 
the literary tradition of the Classical world, there weren’t too many educated or literate people 
around. The Church found several ways of dealing with that problem. One was an extensive program 
of educating whole populations to read, and then supply them with the literature to teach them 
Christian worldview. Such was the practice in North Africa, Spain and Ireland. Monasteries 



 

 
220 

originally were rather organized as public libraries and publishing houses than closed hermit 
communities; in Spain, under Isidore of Seville and his brothers, monks were charged with visiting 
the countryside, teaching villagers to read and redoing the village customs and laws to reflect the 
Biblical teachings. The Irish revival in the 7th and 8th centuries is known for its heavy emphasis on 
literacy and learning. On the Balkans, Cyril and Methodius created a new alphabet to fit the needs of 
the Slavic languages, and then embarked on a program of translating all the available Christian 
literature in Slavic. Later, their disciple Clement of Ohrid produced 3,500 disciples within 7 years, 
taking them from illiteracy to the level of cultural leaders for the Bulgarian Empire. Ulfila among the 
Goths and Boniface among the Germans were also known for their reliance on translation of 
literature in the local languages; when Boniface was killed by the Frisians, his murderers found that 
the heavy trunk he was carrying on his missionary journeys was filled with books. In other places, 
especially where there were no translations in local languages available, the knowledge of God was 
spread through creating new oral tradition, in poetry (Scots, Slavs, Ethiopians) or legal codes 
(Anglo-Saxons, Byzantium). 

Therefore, the first step in the resistance is create the intellectual foundation for the new civilization. 
No church institution is possible long-term without this foundation; no community can survive for a 
long time unless the members of that community are thoroughly trained in the theology and the 
worldview of that community. A culture-changer starts with laying the intellectual foundation, the 
knowledge of God and of ourselves; anything else will be building on sand. 

Second, a missionary must work to create the hierarchical structure of the covenant community. A 
common mistake among missionaries is to work to create a “church,” which means a group of 
people who come together for a church service on Sunday; and then he tries to train and appoint a 
local “pastor.” This creates two problems in a society that is hostile to Christianity: (1) it corrupts 
new converts to believe that Christian life boils down to activities on Sunday, and (2) it makes an 
institutional body visible in the society, a body that is not necessarily representative of the covenant 
community; and most often there isn’t a covenant community to start with, but the “church” gathers 
on Sunday and attracts attention where it shouldn’t. 

The institutional organization of the covenant community must start not with a pastor but with elders 
and judges. An “elder” should not be defined as an ecclesiastical office but as a man of authority in 
the community itself, one who leads by advice, and example, and leads in every area of life, not just 
in church services. Especially in the context of an Islamic society, an elder should be someone with 
the experience and wisdom to survive and even prosper righteously, and teach others to do so. 
Raising such people is a long and laborious process; very often it takes a generation or two but it 
must be started by the missionary, knowing that at any step of the process there won’t be perfect 
people to take the job but that the covenant community will grow in wisdom as a community, 
producing better and better people in the process. “Gray-haired men” is the goal of the process, and 
the missionary has the obligation to provide the example of such a man to the local culture. Building 
an independent system of authority is resistance per se, and a very effective one at that. 

The judges are just as important. Paul’s injunction in 1 Cor. 6:5 was taken seriously by the early 
Christians; the Church had its own courts and judges, and by the 4th century those courts and judges 
commanded better respect than the Empire’s courts. Having an alternative court system sounds 
strange to most modern Christians and missionaries; but it doesn’t sound strange to Muslims and 
former Muslims. In fact, one of the ways Muslims are working to undermine the culture in Europe 
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and America is insist on their “right” to use an alternative court and law enforcement system for 
their communities. A group of converted Muslims should be quite familiar with the concept, and 
setting up independent courts for the community of new converts can be done under the radar of the 
authorities in a Muslim nation, and yet be very effective in building the covenant community. 

Of course, even before raising elders and judges, a sound teaching on building Biblical families must 
be presented to the new believers. The necessity of teaching and forming Biblical families may 
sound a no-brainer but in reality the modern missions are mostly oriented to individuals and not to 
families. Paul’s instructions about the connection between godly fatherhood and qualifications for 
elders are very clear. But it is also important to understand that raising Godly Christian families 
doesn’t of itself produce elders and judges in the Christian community; there must be a covenant 
theology that will take the believers to the next level of social organization. 

Third, if a culture is defined by its law, a covenant community must self-consciously adopt the Law 
of the Bible and teach its leaders and its members that Law, as opposed to the law of the surrounding 
culture. Culture is religion externalized, and religion is a system of ultimate values; therefore, by 
necessity, a culture must translate those ultimate values into applied righteousness and justice on 
earth. In a very real way, a law is a “word become flesh,” a visible manifestation of eternal 
principles. And when a community within a larger culture sets up its own law structure, it establishes 
its independence, and by default, overtly or covertly, declares war against that broader culture. 
Muslim communities, again, in Europe and in the US know this truth very well. Their insistence on 
governing their own communities on the basis of a Muslim law is their way of resistance against the 
Western civilization. A covenant community must develop its own law system, or its covenant is 
incomplete. 

A missionary’s job, therefore, is to teach and preach the Biblical law, not only as an abstract system, 
or as “spiritual instruction,” or “historical development,” but as the actual revealed will of God to the 
Christian community. A Christian community within a larger hostile culture should adopt – overtly 
or covertly – a different system of regulating individual and collective behavior, self-consciously 
based on the Bible. Such a system will be of itself a form of resistance, and an official declaration of 
the reign of Christ within that community. It will also be an expression of the love of Christ within 
that community (2 John 1:6), and it will be a testimony to the unbelievers outside of the community 
(Deut. 4:5-8). Again, just like the system of courts and judges, establishing a separate system of law 
may sound quite strange for a modern Christian who hasn’t been instructed in the totality of God’s 
covenant; but for a Muslim convert who grew up in the context of a comprehensive covenant such 
development would rather be the logical thing to do. A missionary should make sure he acts as a 
“legislator” in the conditional sense of this word: helping the local converts draft a covenant 
document that establishes the limits of righteous behavior in accordance with the Bible. 

Fourth, a significant part of the culture building is creating a system for practical problem-solving – 
especially economic problem solving. This has two parts: on one end of the spectrum, the Christian 
community should establish a system of rewards for its entrepreneurs, i.e. those that solve problems 
with the least amount of resources; on the other end of the spectrum, the Christian community 
should provide for its weaker members who do not have the ability to provide for themselves. 

While rewarding entrepreneurs doesn’t sound like a great discovery for those of us who live in the 
West and have the Christian view of entrepreneurship, it is not as obvious for those societies who are 
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not Christian. Thoroughly non-Christian societies as a rule have strong anti-business ethics. Some of 
it stems from religious animism and a general hostility against all kinds of development; Mother 
Nature is certainly not happy when her realm is violated by her children. Other societies have a 
strong presence of envy, based on their belief in impersonal chance. Still others look at 
entrepreneurship as a threat to the established fixed order of social relationships; after all, the market 
seldom distinguishes between castes or hereditary social classes, and therefore free enterprise can 
easily upset the balance in the society by granting economic power to people of low social origin. 
The concept of entrepreneurship as part of the dominion mandate is not present, simply because 
there is no concept of a dominion mandate in the first place; on a lower level, the concept of the 
entrepreneur as a problem-solver for the community is not often understood. 

Therefore, a missionary’s job is to cultivate that understanding in his listeners. This is a new concept 
for most missionaries today; but without it, a missionary can not expect to be able to create a long 
lasting cultural impact on the society. Two thousand years of Christian civilization in Europe and 
America has produced plenty of examples of godly entrepreneurship that a missionary should use to 
motivate those that are called to problem-solving. An attitude of respect to courage and initiative 
should be developed, a Biblical understanding of time, work, leisure, and servanthood should be 
cultivated, and the missionary should be active in helping his listeners become problem-solvers in 
every area, especially business and economics. Christian employees for Christian businessmen 
should be taught their responsibilities. Also, while limiting commercial and business relationships 
within the Christian community is not always recommended – such separation would create 
suspicion and resentment and will limit the opportunities for evangelism – Christian entrepreneurs 
and professionals must have some support from their covenant community in terms of market for 
their services. Developing an independent system for problem-solving and rewarding the problem-
solvers is in itself a challenge against any system or any god of the broader culture that claims to 
have solutions to life’s problems. 

On the other end of the spectrum, there are the orphan, the widow, and the stranger, i.e. the weaker 
members of the community who have no economic power and no legal representation in the society. 
It is important for the Christian community to understand that the care for these people is a part of 
the spiritual warfare between Christianity and paganism. “Who is the provider?” is a question asked 
in every society. There is a reason why Paul uses such strong language against those families that do 
not “provide for their own” widows. A failure to provide for the poor in one’s own family and in the 
family of God in general is a lost battle. 

The program for Christian welfare and charity must start with a concept that is uniquely Christian 
and based on a Christian, dominion-oriented worldview: productivity. No other religion has it, and 
those that use it – like secular libertarianism, socialism, and even Islam from time to time – have 
stolen it from Christianity and its view of righteous dominion. No welfare and no charity exists 
where there is not enough produced even for the workers in the society; and since production itself is 
the result of concentrated human effort of investment of time, labor, and capital, a Christian charity 
must start with identifying the possibilities for increased productivity even for those members of the 
community that seem hopelessly unable to produce. In the majority of cases, individual poverty is 
caused not by a disability or weakness but by personal attitudes – laziness, lack of courage, lack of 
habits, immaturity, etc. A missionary must start with teaching his listeners the basic Biblical rules of 
personal productivity, and teach them not as simply an addition to their saving faith but as an 
integral part of it. Loving Jesus means obeying His commandments, and His commandments include 
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righteous dominion under God. Too many missionaries have the view of work as a curse; and so do 
their new converts from paganism; the Biblical worldview views work as a religious obligation, 
service to God, as “faith become flesh.” The economically destitute new converts must be strongly 
advised to get off welfare immediately, not only government welfare but private non-Christian 
welfare too, and immediately look for ways to get a job. A waiting period is highly undesirable in 
this case; the longer a new convert relies on pagan help, the more he is tempted to return to the 
pagan gods. 

Of course, there are those that are genuinely weak and disabled, especially in backward societies that 
do not have the technological and medical developments of the Christian civilization. Again, the first 
thought there must be: productivity. The Biblical Law contains provisions for gleaning, i.e. giving 
the poorest members the opportunity to make a modest living without competition from abler 
workers. While gleaning was specifically limited to the agricultural world of the antiquity, modern 
Christian communities still have the opportunity to apply the economic principle in practice, and 
thus draw productivity from those that the broader culture has neglected as worthless. And of course, 
the remaining needy, who are not able to produce at all – very few in any society – won’t be too 
great of a burden, once everyone else is taught productivity as a foundational value, and applies it to 
practice. 

A missionary that teaches his listeners to be productive and take care of their own independently of 
the surrounding culture is creating pockets of resistance against that culture and its claims of 
religious, political, and social authority. 

And fifth, the covenant community must secure the transfer of wealth – material, intellectual, and 
spiritual – to future generations. In a world where the life of the community is centered around the 
family, it is easy to have the children inherit the faith of the fathers. Other cultures – the advanced 
socialist societies of Europe and China – have made their specific cultural goal to take the children 
away from their parents and indoctrinate them in the religious faith of the culture. Here’s where the 
covenant community may face its greatest threats and persecutions in some places; in others, like the 
Islamic world, developing a system of practical education based on the Biblical worldview may even 
prove beneficial. The missionary is in a unique position in this regard because very often he is the 
only educated person in the local area besides the representatives of the local authorities. When 
education is in short supply, a missionary has important value to offer not only to his Christian 
converts but to the broader society also. Many missionaries have discovered that they gain the best 
access to the local people by teaching them certain skills – English, or entrepreneurship, or math and 
sciences, etc. In fact, throughout the 19th and the 20th centuries the majority of missions in Asia and 
Africa worked as educational establishments first, and church planting organizations second. The 
famous Robert College in Istanbul was instrumental in spreading Protestantism on the Balkans by 
offering low-cost and high quality Western education to the sons of the wealthier Christian subjects 
of the Ottoman Empire. Even today, missions in India work as schools among the general 
population. Local authorities seldom object to education by Western missionaries. 

And yet, just setting up an institutional school is not the goal. The goal must be providing thoroughly 
Biblical education for the children of the Christian converts. And even more important, it must be 
understood that the Biblical worldview is transferred to the next generation by both formal 
instruction and practical example. As much as possible, a missionary must encourage his converts to 
keep their children at home, building a covenant relationship with them that will ensure that the 
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children won’t leave the faith of the fathers when they grow up. This future orientation is a form of 
resistance that over time gives unsurpassed comparative advantage for the Christian communities in 
any historical and cultural setting. 

Inheritance is another issue missionaries seldom touch on but if a mission is to establish continuity 
over generations, the converts must understand the concept of transferring wealth. Again, in the 
context of the Biblical Law as mentioned in point three above, Christian parents should be instructed 
to establish dominion through inheritance. 

In conclusion, a missionary in places like West Africa has much to do to before he can trigger open 
resistance to the pagan Muslim culture. Resistance is impossible without covenant community, 
especially in places where the prevailing culture is self-consciously covenantally oriented. The very 
building of that covenant community is an act of defiance, of resistance against the foundations of 
the pagan social order. An alternative community is a threat to that order, but only when it is 
comprehensive, when it encompasses all of life, and gives solutions to all of life’s problems. In order 
to do so, the missionary’s work should follow these five steps: (1) teach comprehensive faith by 
making literature available to the local leaders and members; (2) create the institutions and the 
hierarchical structure of the community, with elders and judges, and before all, solid Christian 
families; (3) establish the legislation for the local community, the standards for good and bad, for 
acceptable and unacceptable behavior; (4) establish rules for rewarding the problem solvers and 
helping the weak and poor; and (5) teach the next generation the same comprehensive faith and 
worldview he teaches the fathers. It is a long process. But it must be done.  



 

 
225 



 

 
226 

 Sharia in the West, and the Moral Irrelevance of Secular 55.
Libertarianism 

Bojidar Marinov,  June 15, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042346/http://americanvision.org/4659/sharia-in-the-west-and-
the-moral-irrelevance-of-secular-libertarianism/  

When earlier this year Judge Richard Nielsen decreed that 
a dispute brought to his court between the trustees and the 
ex-trustees of a mosque in Florida must be decided by the 
Sharia law, few observers – with the exception of those on 
the far left – were able to see any logic in the judge’s 
decision. The litigants filed the suit with the court, which 
is under the law of Florida, which meant that they wanted 
the civil law of Florida to apply. The mosque is an entity 
registered by the laws of Florida. From a more general 
perspective, the litigants, who could choose to live in an 
Islamic nation under Sharia, have chosen Florida, which 
in itself is a declaration of what civil law they prefer to be 
governed by. And, given the very definition of “state” as a 
territorial unit, it is more than obvious than if a judge is a 

minister of the state, he must apply on the territory of that state the law of the state. The judge’s 
decision, to state it mildly, was an example of judicial arbitrariness of the sort we see so often these 
days, where judges act driven by a political agenda or simply personal whims; the same sort of 
judicial arbitrariness that has undermined the trust in the judicial system in the last several decades. 

It is no wonder, then, that conservative commentators and politicians expressed their concern and 
even disgust at the judge’s decision. In a time when the truth about Islam and its laws and practices 
is becoming better known throughout the world, for an American judge to surrender his courtroom to 
one of the cruelest and most anti-civilization law systems in history is not simply illogical, it is 
outrageous. Can’t Judge Nielsen see that there is no justice in any of the countries governed by any 
of the existing forms of Islamic law available? The attempts of legislators throughout the US to 
declare Sharia illegal on the territory of their states are not simply driven by hatred and fear; they are 
based on true information about the tyrannical nature of Sharia and its practices. How many 
Americans leave their country to go live where Sharia is the law of the land? And how many 
Muslims prefer America to their own countries where they can have all the Shariah they want? Is 
there justice in Sharia then? 

No wonder only leftist organizations with deep anti-Christian and totalitarian commitment like 
ACLU oppose the anti-Sharia legislation in the US. 

Or, rather, not only them. Secular libertarians also support Judge Nielsen’s decision. 

At least one secular libertarian,[1] William Norman Grigg, heaps praises on the judge’s decision. In 
an article titled “Hysterical Blindness,” written in a highly hysterical language against those who 
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dare disagree with Judge Nielsen, he describes it as“what should be perceived as that rarest of things, 
an act of judicial restraint.” Grigg has a reason for his praises: he believes that the judge correctly 
refused to judge in a case which, in Grigg’s words, is a “a dispute that falls within the jurisdiction of 
an existing, written, contract-based private arbitration agreement.” Grigg is not concerned with the 
fact that the litigants deny there was such a written agreement, and that they themselves came to the 
court in the first place; he has a case to prove, and his case is that Sharia must be accepted as a 
perfectly legal and acceptable law system when the case has the appearance of a mutual agreement. 
As a secular libertarian, Grigg can not see any higher moral standard than mutual agreement between 
two parties, even if the law of the agreement is as savage and tyrannical as the Islamic law. If the 
civil government is not involved in any way, Grigg believes, then it must be liberty. So why not 
Sharia in America, if the judge decides it on an imaginary agreement between Muslims? After all, 
can there be injustice when there is mutual agreement? 

One wonders what Grigg would say about another case of “an existing, written, contract-based 
private arbitration agreement,” this time in Germany. The wife of a Moroccan man, brutally beaten 
and threatened with murder by her husband, requests a quick divorce from the court. The German 
judge, Christa Daz-Winter, in agreement with Judge Nielsen and with the secular libertarians, judged 
the marriage to be based on mutual agreement, and therefore no special judicial action was 
necessary. After all, the judge declared, the brutally beaten woman, by assenting to marry a Muslim 
man, also accepted the legitimacy of being beaten by her husband, which is allowed by the Koran. 
What can a secular libertarian say to that except rejoice that Daz-Winter exercised judicial restraint 
and thus liberty has triumphed in Germany? Thus, by precedent, brutal abuse and death threats – and 
why not even killings – can become legitimate on the territory of a Western nation. And secular 
libertarians must welcome this as a positive development toward liberty. If there is no higher 
standard than mutual agreement, then the wife must submit to the written agreement of the marriage, 
and the judge shouldn’t be involved at all, whatever beating the wife gets from her husband. 

And why stop with beating the wife? Can’t daughters be beaten as well? Wouldn’t a libertartian tell 
you that any involvement by the civil government must be wrong by default, therefore a family must 
be left to peacefully exercise their religious beliefs? For example, brutally beating a daughter for her 
desire to live a “Western” life is considered “for her good” by the Islamic Law. After all, a 
libertarian would be happy if the court exercises “judicial restraint” and leaves the family to decide 
such things. Is this happening anywhere in the West? You bet. A court in Italy ruled that a Muslim 
daughter was brutally beaten “for her own good” by her whole family, and therefore the family was 
acquitted. The family was only peacefully practicing their own religion, they didn’t impose it on 
anyone outside, only helping their daughter understand what was good for her. 

Let’s develop the logic. If the spiritual well-being of the daughter requires that she would be beaten 
brutally, and if the courts decree it legal, then why not extend this to killing her? If the religious 
convictions of her family declare her eternal fate more important than her earthly life, and if Sharia 
deems it necessary to kill her “for her own good” – or at least has no sanctions against it – then why 
would the courts try to stop a father or a brother from killing their daughters or sisters? Or even 
wives? And this is already happening large scale in Europe among the Muslim populations; why 
shouldn’t the courts declare it a “cultural practice” and exercise “judicial restraint” when dealing 
with it? What about sexual slavery in the form of “arranged marriages”? What about mutilation of 
women and children? What about sexual abuse of little children under the pretense of “marriage”? 
What about the deliberate forming of Muslim enclaves and forcing out non-Muslims by constant 
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abuse, perfectly legal by the Muslim tradition? If we allow Islamic religious law in property 
disputes, why not allow the whole package, and legalize all the inhumane and savage practices that 
package requires; and do it in the name of “liberty”? 

Leftist totalitarians like ACLU, and their secular libertarian allies like Grigg do not bother extending 
their own logic to such extremes. They only ridicule those who see where this kind of “liberty” is 
leading; the danger of Sharia is imaginary, they say. And while ACLU has their specific anti-
Christian and Communist agenda, secular libertarians are simply victims of their own moral 
relativism, of their own lack of transcendent ethical values. This moral relativism makes secular 
libertarians who fight against one tyrant – the socialist state – sell out to another tyrant, the religion 
of Islam. Two tyrants do not one liberty make. 

While mutual agreement between two parties is a legitimate judicial factor, it can not be the ultimate 
factor. Many areas of life just do not fall under that heading; life just can’t be fragmented into little 
pieces and assign different law systems to the different pieces. A nation can not declare one area of 
judicial disputes – e.g. property disputes – open to one law system, and another area – family, human 
life, and liberty – closed to that same law system. Once a law system hostile to the culture and the 
society makes its inroads in the courts, it will keep expanding its presence. The socialist state in the 
US didn’t emerge by a single stroke of the legislative pen; it took several generations of law upon 
law, precept upon precept, government agency upon government agency to take over. Letting 
another anti-liberty, anti-West system start the same little steps will be near-sightedness at best, and 
deliberate surrender of our traditional Christian liberties at worst. Secular libertarians’ love affair 
with Islam will lead to nothing less than the more thorough destruction of liberty in the West. 

True libertarianism can not be a piecemeal libertarianism, it must proclaim a transcendent system of 
law and morality that is the source of true liberty; a system that restrains all institutions in the society 
– family, church, civil government – within their proper spheres. Simply rejecting the civil 
government’s role is not enough, if – as is the case with Islam – the alternative is a religion that is 
just as tyrannical, and does not protect the weaker members of the society from abuse and injustice. 
Secular libertarianism, by its very rejection of such transcendent system of law and morality, is not 
true libertarianism, it is only an attempt to fight something with nothing; fighting something with 
nothing only perpetuates tyranny, it doesn’t produce true liberty in the society. 

In his article, Grigg makes a parallel between Samaritan Ministries, a Christian organization, and the 
mosque, and tries to defend the case that in both cases, there is a religious law involved, and 
therefore the courts should not take action. As a secularist, Grigg doesn’t see any difference between 
Christianity and Islam; all religions are the same for him, and therefore must be granted the same 
legal status. The question, of course, is why stop at Christianity and Islam; cannibalism is also based 
on a religious law, therefore Grigg’s logic should lead us to the legalization of cannibalism in the 
US, if a judge decides that the two parties in a dispute are members of a religious tradition that 
endorses and requires cannibalism. Like I showed in my previous article, only a drunken relativist 
can declare all religions the same; and drunken relativism can’t produce anything of value in the 
society, let alone defend liberty. 

Christianity and Islam are not the same, and they do not have the same ethical value. The religious 
Islamic Law is based on the rantings of Mohammed, a pedophile, abuser of women and children, 
murderer, liar, and robber. The product of Islam is a civilization that hasn’t been able to produce any 
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justice, nor prosperity, nor science and technology. The Samaritan Ministries is based on the Law of 
God as revealed in the Word of God, the Bible. It is that same Word of God that was the foundation 
for the Western civilization, whose fruits the secular libertarians enjoy today. Liberty doesn’t come 
from nowhere; the very concept was the product of Christianity and the development of its creeds 
through the ages. Without Christianity there won’t be any notion of liberty; there won’t be Magna 
Carta, nor the Declaration of Independence, nor the concept of the individual, nor the concept of 
limited government, nor capitalism, nor the idea of life, liberty, and property as God-given rights. 
Without Christianity even the idea of transcendental divine justice means nothing; justice then 
becomes a tool in the hands of powerful men to be used at their whim and for their tyrannical 
agendas, as it is under both Islam and socialism. By ethically denigrating Christianity to the level of 
Islam, Grigg shows that his secular libertarianism is not libertarianism at all; ironically, the only 
hysterical blind man in the show is Grigg himself, and his fellow secular libertarians. 

There is only one source of liberty: The Law of God. A true lover of liberty must always go to this 
verse in the Bible: 

I am the LORD your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery (Ex. 
20:2). 

The Ten Commandments, and the laws following from them in the Pentateuch, and the applications 
of those laws as revealed in the whole Bible are the only transcendent standard for liberty. Men are 
fallen and sinful; their mutual agreements can not be trusted, and they must always agree with the 
Law of God to be considered valid and just. When their mutual agreements are based on a legal 
system which is openly hostile to the Biblical Law, then validating those agreements by the courts is 
a war against liberty. Granted, our own legal system in the US is far from the original Christian 
commitment this nation had to the Word of God; but they are still influenced by it to a large extent. 
But the solution to the imperfections and injustices in the legal system can not be allowing a 
tyrannical and cruel system of law like Sharia make its inroads, even if it is for ostensibly “innocent” 
issues like property disputes. One tyranny can not be nullified by another tyranny. Sharia must be 
banned from our courts and our land; and a true libertarian will argue and fight for a return to the 
legal standards of the Word of God. 

Therefore, the only true libertarianism is Christian libertarianism, based on the Law of God as 
revealed in the Bible. Only when its standards are uphold against the wickedness of totalitarian 
statists and Islamists and the blindness and the moral irrelevance of secular libertarians, we have a 
true defense of liberty. Our liberty comes only from God, and therefore our standard for liberty can 
only come from His Law. 
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 The Two-Kingdoms Theology Goes “Expert” 56.
Bojidar Marinov,  June 22, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042346/http://americanvision.org/4717/the-two-kingdoms-
theology-goes-expert/  

An expert is one who knows more and more about less and less, 
until he knows everything about nothing. - a Murphy’s corollary 
on Nicholas Butler’s definition 

These last several days many of my Reformed Baptist friends are 
disappointed and confused. The reason for their disappointment 
and confusion is Albert Mohler, the president of the Southern 
Baptist Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky. Considered 
“Reformed” by many in the Baptist churches, Mohler is believed 
to be an authority, a great preacher and Bible teacher, and a 
scholar. I haven’t met a single Baptist that would venture in any 
way to question Mohler’s conservative Biblical commitment. 

And yet, Mohler these days seems to be changing his position on 
a very important issue: sodomy, aka “homosexuality.” True, he doesn’t go so far as to openly declare 
that sodomy is not a sin. But many of his other statements about sodomy do contradict the 
unequivocal position of the Bible. He uses rhetoric borrowed from the vocabulary of the enemies of 
God: “homophobic.” (Would he also criticize those of us that are “cannibalophobic,” 
“murderophobic,” “sexual-offender-phobic,” and “thievophobic”?) He also calls it “sexual 
orientation.” (Theft in that case is “economic orientation,” and murder can be classified as 
“relational orientation.”) He uses arguments promoted by the defenders of sodomy: that 
“homosexuality is more than just a choice.” (Same can be said about murder, theft, kidnapping, false 
witness.) 

And then, at the end, he says that, 

…there is no way anyone in fair mindedness can be confused about what I believe about 
homosexuality… 

He is very wrong there. It is the fair minded that will be confused. Those that uncritically accept 
Mohler as a theological authority won’t care. In any case, both groups will certainly be surprised at 
the change in Mohler’s rhetoric about sodomy. As one of the major denominations in this nation, the 
Southern Baptists have always maintained a very conservative, Biblical, uncompromising rejection 
of sin, unlike Presbyterians, Methodists, or Charismatics. The surprise and concern of so many 
Baptists can not be ascribed to their supposed “lies about the nature of homosexuality” and 
“homophobia,” as Mohler would have it. Quite the opposite. It is Mohler’s position that is 
unacceptable. And we should expect many of them to be surprised. 
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I am not surprised. For one, I have never accepted the claim that Mohler is Reformed, even if he 
pays lip service to Calvinism and the TULIP. Reformed Christianity is much more than TULIP, it is, 
in the words ascribed to Bucer, “the Christianization of every aspect of life”; or what was later 
proclaimed by Reformed Christians as “building a City on a Hill.” Reformed Christianity can not be 
boiled down to a few theological propositions about man’s individual salvation; it is the Gospel of 
the Kingdom, a comprehensive cultural, historical, economic, political, etc. change based on the 
Bible and its law. The Reformers didn’t simply build churches and seminaries; they built cities and 
cultures and nations; and their preaching was directed to changing all of life, from individual souls to 
government policies and economic and cultural practices. But Mohler won’t have any of that. He is 
one of the most vocal proponents of an ideology that limits the Gospel to a small part of man’s life 
and practice: the Two-Kingdoms Theology. 

And my case here is that Mohler’s Two-Kingdoms Theology is the basis for his soft views on 
sodomy. He is consistent with his theology when he abandons the firm position of the Bible 
concerning sodomy; if one believes in the Two Kingdoms, he can not do anything else but have 
increasingly lax views on any kind of sin, not only sodomy. My Baptist friends should examine 
Mohler’s theological views more closely; in those views they will discover the seeds of the same 
theological liberalism that is plaguing other denominations, and will soon knock on the doors of the 
Baptist seminaries and churches too. 

The Two Kingdoms theology, as explained by its own adherents, has the following tenets: 

1) Every Christian in this life is a citizen of two distinct kingdoms, the Church and the state 
(aka “the common kingdom”). 

2) The two kingdoms are under two separate systems of law. The Church is under the special 
revelation given in the Bible, and its main goal is personal salvation. The state is under the 
natural law, revealed to all men; its concern is government, not salvation, and therefore the 
Bible can not be its sole source of authority and legitimacy. 

3) Since the church derives its authority only from the Bible, and the state doesn’t, the church 
should never trample on the authority of the common kingdom institutions.[1] 

If we ignore the fact that “nature” contains no identifiable moral or judicial law for government, this 
looks like a very sound system, theoretically, if both the church and the state accept the theology of 
the two kingdoms and act accordingly. But here is the problem for the Two-Kingdoms Theology: 
There has been no state in history that has subscribed to a two-kingdoms theology. Civil rulers are 
always one-kingdom in their ideology. That one kingdom, if they are Christian rulers, is the 
Kingdom of Christ, and therefore they look for the source of law and justice in the Word of God, 
working to submit their kingdoms to Christ. If they are pagan rulers, their laws are the laws of men, 
and they seek to subjugate everyone in their realms – including the Church – to those laws of men. A 
two-kingdoms state is a delusion, and the deluded party are the church leaders who believe that it is 
possible to establish boundaries for the state power once the state is declared a kingdom independent 
from the revelation given in the Bible. A civil power that has been given the theological 
endorsement to be based on the vague and undefinable notion of “natural law” will always re-define 
this “natural law” to mean anything necessary for the expansion of state power. Eventually even the 
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areas that the church considers its own realm will be consumed by that ever expanding state power. 
And the church will have nothing to offer to oppose it. 

Therefore, in a society where the church believes in a “two-kingdoms” delusion we should expect 
the civil government to constantly demand more and more areas to fall under its jurisdiction. Again, 
no civil government actually believes in a “two-kingdoms” ideology, and therefore the existence of 
another independent “kingdom” within its realm will always be considered a threat against the 
official state ideology. We should expect then the church and its teachings to be the central target for 
any non-Christian government; and we should expect the civil government to use its power to make 
laws based on the “natural law” to encroach steadily onto the moral authority and the institutional 
integrity of the church. We should expect the state to “politicize” and absorb areas that were 
formerly “moral” and therefore within the jurisdiction of the church. Family, education, religious 
views, sexual morality, etc. will be gradually declared by law “political” issues, or “civil rights” 
issues, or “practical” issues; and the state bureaucracy will use the law to advance its power over 
these areas, pushing the church out of them, step by step, generation after generation. 

And if the church has a Two-Kingdoms Theology, it won’t have the theological tools to defend itself 
or to stop the civil government’s invasion. According to one of the tenets of the Two-Kingdom 
Theology I mentioned above, the church should not trample on the authority of the state. And since 
there is never a clear cut definition as to what falls under the “natural law,” the church will have to 
retreat every time the state claims an area of life to itself. Thus the kingdom of the church will go 
“expert” by the definition I gave above: It will be forced to deal with an ever shrinking jurisdiction, 
governing less and less, until it finally has absolute power over nothing. 

And indeed, what do we see when we trace the position of the civil government on the issue of 
sodomy? It used to be a punishable crime in the past, as it is according to the Gospel, as Paul informs 
us in 1 Tim. 1:8-11. Then the civil government, abandoning its Christian roots and ideology, refused 
to enforce the laws against sodomy. Then sodomy was removed from the list of punishable crimes, 
and left to the church only, as a moral transgression to deal with. It seems that here we would have 
had our perfect “two-kingdoms” situation, if the civil government stopped there. But, like we saw 
above, no civil government is “two-kingdoms”; if it hates God, it won’t stop until all its laws reflect 
that hatred. Sodomy then became a “social” issue, a “civil right.” This effectively freed sodomy from 
the moral demands of the Law of God and moved it in the realm of “natural law.” And then, of 
course, since the civil government is the guardian of that “natural law,” according to the Two-
Kingdom Theology, the protection of sodomy now became a political and judicial issue; and if it 
becomes a political and judicial issue, the government will use its power to punish those in its realm 
who by their convictions and sermons stand on the wrong – the “illegal” – side of that political and 
judicial issue. Once sodomy is a protected political issue, the church must stop preaching against it. 

What can Mohler do to oppose this development? Nothing, if he wants to remain faithful to his 
ideology. Anything he says will fall under the heading of the church “trampling” on the authority of 
the common kingdom institutions. His own ideology prevents him from openly confronting the 
government. The only option remaining is for him to gradually abandon the field to the state, as the 
church has done to many other fields – family, education, economics, etc. Mohler, while claiming to 
be Reformed, will have to look at sodomy “through new eyes,” the eyes of the “natural law,” since it 
is no longer the church’s domain, and therefore the Bible can not be the only standard there. He can’t 
do it immediately or he would lose his credibility. He must keep saying sodomy is sin. But at least 
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he can start sowing the seeds – by excluding the Bible from the discussions of sodomy, and 
introducing a humanistic, “natural law” way of looking at sodomy. 

And indeed, that’s exactly what he has done when discussing the suicide of Tyler Clementi. In a 
lengthy article where Christians are accused of not doing enough to save Clementi from his suicide, 
Mohler asks if there was no one – i.e. no Christian – that “could have stood between that boy and 
that bridge.” Very emotional; and very weak as an argument. If the argument was valid, Jesus would 
have asked if there was no one to stand between Judas and that rope; or between Ananias and 
Saphira and the Holy Spirit. Or between the Jews and the Roman legions in AD 70. Or between Paul 
and the man whom he delivered to Satan for the destruction of his flesh. The argument that 
Christians haven’t done enough to make Clementi understand that homosexuality is sin and that he 
has worth in Christ is a mere manipulation. People in foreign lands who never heard of Jesus before 
turn to Christ at one word by a missionary; Clementi lived in a land where there is an abundant 
number of Christian TV stations and radio stations and churches and Christian books etc. . . . How 
probable is it that he never heard about Jesus and God and the salvation from sin and death? How 
much is “enough” effort for Mohler? How much worth is his argument that Christians should feel 
guilty for not saving from suicide a man who knew very well he was in sin, and had ample 
opportunities to repent and turn to God? 

What is more important, in the article full of emotional arguments and tear-jerkers Mohler never 
produces a single Bible verse to support his analysis of the story. Yes, you read it correctly, the 
president of a large seminary didn’t produce a single Bible verse to support his position on a very 
important issue. While the Bible is generally mentioned as “condemning homosexuality,” Mohler is 
silent as to what exactly that “condemnation” amounts to. Had he quoted it, he would be forced to 
admit that there is only one verdict in the Bible against sodomy: Death. Had he gotten that far, he 
would have had to admit that Clementi’s suicide was God’s direct justice in a matter where the civil 
government refuses to obey God. Had he admitted that, he would have had to use the Bible to tell the 
civil government what it is supposed to do according to the Bible. And Mohler can not afford that, 
unless he wants to abandon his Two-Kingdoms Theology. 

And therefore Mohler had only one choice: Comment on the suicide of a sodomite without ever 
going to the Bible, thus following the pagan state’s agenda of freeing sodomy from the demands of 
the Law of God, placing it in the realm of the “natural law.” My Baptist friends shouldn’t be 
surprised: Mohler is only acting out in practice his theology. His theology demands that he abandons 
the field every time the civil government invades it and politicizes it. After surrendering so many 
areas of life, sodomy is the next to surrender. The task is not so difficult, given how much 
emotionalism can be employed in justifying the retreat and the betrayal against the Word of God. 

It is time for the Southern Baptists – and for the Presbyterians as well, and every one else – to 
understand that the source of the theological liberalism in the church today is the Two-Kingdoms 
Theology. As Albert Mohler’s strange change of heart testifies, the more consistent a person is with 
the Two-Kingdoms Theology, the more they will have to abandon one area of life after another to 
the pagan state; the jurisdiction of the “kingdom of the church” will have to shrink until the church 
has jurisdiction over nothing because everything will be politicized and under the control of the 
state. If this dualistic doctrine continues in our seminaries, we should expect more and more to hear 
from our pulpits sermons that do not even touch the real life, that only rely on emotionalism and not 
on the Word of God; because every mention of the Word of God will more and more become an 
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open challenge to the ever expanding state, a challenge that contradicts the tenets of the Two-
Kingdoms Theology. 

Contrary to Mohler, the two kingdoms in history are the Kingdom of Christ and the kingdom of 
Satan. When a preacher doesn’t openly proclaim the law of Christ revealed only in the Bible over 
every aspect of life – including civil government, economy, justice, etc. – that preacher by default 
helps the expansion of the kingdom of Satan, however noble and good his intentions are. Only the 
Gospel of the Kingdom – one Kingdom, in every area of life – can bring righteousness and justice 
back to our land, and give hope to the sinners. It is time for teachers like Mohler to be confronted 
and forced to stop seducing the Church with another gospel. 

 

[1] I have taken the tenets of the Two-Kingdom theology from David VanDrunnen, Living in God’s Two Kingdoms 
(Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway, 2010). Al Mohler highly praises and advertizes VanDrunnen’s book. 
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 Evangelize the Missionaries First, Comprehensively 57.
Bojidar Marinov, March 30, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4239/evangelize-the-
missionaries-first-comprehensively/  

“…The woman in this photo is Dalit, an 
Untouchable, a member of the lowest caste in India. 
She had never learned to read and write until she 
became a Christian; the local church taught her to 
read and write. She has brought many of her friends 
and family to Christ, and you can see some of them 
on the photo. After sharing with us her testimony, 
she said, ‘I want to read to you my favorite verse, 
from Revelation.’ I was astonished. A few months 
ago this woman couldn’t even read, and now she is 
studying Revelation? She opened the church’s Hindi 
Bible and read from Revelation 3:20: ‘Behold, I 
stand at the door and knock; if anyone hears My 
voice and opens the door, I will come in to him and 
will dine with him, and he with Me.’ Then she 
explained: ‘I was taught my whole life by my 
parents that as a Dalit, I am lower than true humans. 
Not one of the other castes wants to eat with us 
Dalits because we are low and impure; to do so 
would be the same as to eat with their dogs. And 

here is the Great God Jesus, the Ruler of the universe, telling me that I am of such value in His eyes 
that He knocks on my door and He wants to come in and eat with me!’” 

A missionary to India told us this story at a mission weekend in a local Presbyterian church. For 
safety reasons I cannot tell here the names of the missionary and the organization; what’s more 
important here is the Dalit woman and her testimony. 

I have often been criticized by well-meaning Christian brothers and missionaries for my view of 
missions. I believe missions the way we have been doing them throughout the 20th century were 
incomplete and truncated. We have been “converting souls.” We have been “planting churches.” We 
have done many activities that only touch a very limited part of the life of the individual – his 
commitment to a personal faith of the heart. Maybe we have also changed the individual morality of 
a few people around the world. In general, our work has been mainly to snatch souls out of the world 
and put them in a spiritual “safety net” where they can wait, and wait, and wait until that final day 
when Jesus will take them to heaven, and they will have eternity to enjoy with him. Meanwhile, we 
have taught them, the only thing we can do is snatch more souls and put them in the same waiting 
position as us. No matter what denomination the missionaries come from, no matter what great 
words they use to describe their mission work, it eventually boils down to this: convert souls, 
teach them to convert other souls, and have them all wait in a world that is crumbling and 
beyond repair. 
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I have pointed to the inadequacy of this philosophy of missions in my articles. I believe Christian 
missions cannot legitimately be limited to the personal faith of the converts and church planting. 
Missions are supposed to be comprehensive, and missionaries are supposed to bring to foreign lands 
not only a personal faith – however important it is – but also a cultural faith, a faith that self-
consciously builds a new culture, a new society based on the Biblical Law. A missionary is supposed 
not only to challenge the idols in the heart of the individual, but also the idols in the heart of the very 
society that individual lives in. Without such comprehensive challenge, a convert is not a true 
convert, and if he doesn’t apostatize in the future, at least his life will be a miserable inner struggle 
between his attempts to personally serve the God of his heart and his cultural servitude to the idols of 
his culture. A missionary has no right to deliberately avoid teaching and preaching a comprehensive 
worldview that affects every area of life, including philosophy, science, economics, government, and 
many other areas. A missionary is there to challenge the world’s system, not to snatch souls from it. 
Only such a missionary that doesn’t shy from challenging the worldview of the local cultures and 
replacing it with a comprehensive Biblical worldview will have lasting impact on a culture for Christ 
well beyond his own lifetime. The failure of so many modern missions to change history – despite 
the billions of dollars poured into them – can be traced back to this important truth: If you only 
speak to issues peripheral to a culture, you will be relegated to the periphery of the culture. 

The common objection against this view of missions is that most people around the world are 
uneducated and they have no understanding of a comprehensive worldview. Therefore a missionary 
should only seek their conversion, hoping that in future, when through the instruction from the 
church their intellectual powers and their education reach higher levels, he will start giving them the 
comprehensive worldview that they need. Most of the time, of course, the missionary never does that 
– the highest level of intellectual instruction a mission would give a local people is starting a local 
seminary with a very limited range of topics, pure theology, worship, and maybe counseling. The 
broader questions of government, philosophy, art, economics, etc., are seldom touched, let alone 
taught systematically. The excuse is that the local people wouldn’t understand them; that people who 
were illiterate to start with will hardly begin to understand these greater issues. 

The Dalit woman in the story above is a strong refutation of this excuse. 

No matter what a person’s background is, no matter what his culture, family, nation, or history is, we 
are all taught a comprehensive worldview even from the early days of our life. We learn about 
ultimate values – and not only as an abstract religion but as applied morality also. We learn about the 
source of those values: God, or the gods, or the tribe, the Party, the inexorable forces of history, of 
the ancestors, etc. Part of our growing up is learning about the nature of humans and their place in 
the world. Our actions, our self-awareness are based on our understanding of what a human being is. 
On the basis of that understanding we learn to make the difference between human beings – our 
ultimate values inform us as to who of the human beings around us is of higher value than others, or 
tell us that all are of the same value. Based on that, we build our understanding of the complex 
relationships between the human beings in the society. The society’s structure is based on that 
understanding, which in turn follows from our religion and our set of ultimate values. No matter 
what our education is, whether we are even literate or not, we all understand the intricate 
interpersonal relationships in the culture – and we understand them, and participate in them based on 
the values given to us by our religion and the comprehensive worldview which follows from it. 
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The Dalit woman, even while illiterate and uneducated, living in her most humble conditions, had 
that comprehensive worldview. Her family taught her their religion – the belief in their many gods, 
and the re-incarnation of souls. Based on that she was taught the ultimate values of their society: 
multiple gods meant a fundamentally fragmented society of different castes, tribes, groups, blood 
lines, etc. She had a view of man and of the value of human beings which is the ultimate view of all 
pagan religions: Human beings have their worth based on their racial-genetic complexion. Therefore, 
she knew, her own caste, being determined genetically, made her be less than a human being, one 
whom the higher castes, the true human beings wouldn’t even look at, let alone touch or (God 
forbid!) eat with her. She knew her place, and she knew her value on the basis of the comprehensive 
worldview she was taught. Her illiteracy didn’t prevent her from knowing the ultimate values, and 
understanding their implications and applications in the culture. 

So when she came to Christ, she recognized the change that meant to all her ideas. It wasn’t just a 
personal faith in a different god for her; it was also a change in the worldview. The new worldview 
gave her a new set of values, and in that new set of values human beings were not evaluated on the 
basis of the their race and genetics anymore. A human being is now of such an value before God that 
He sent His own Son to die for the salvation of those who are chosen. The new religious faith can’t 
live with the old ideas about culture – a new God means a new view of man, of society, and of 
relationships. The Dalit woman, barely literate, knew more than many American missionaries out 
there: Religion determines everything. 

And therefore, faith cannot be taught without also teaching how it affects and changes the culture. 

But the value of a human being is not where the comprehensive worldview of the Bible ends. Many 
other things follow from it. In the Indian culture – and everywhere else, too – the prevalent religion 
shapes not only the personal relationships between people of different castes: it also shapes the 
economic and government structures. The economic life and position of the Dalits depend on the 
culture’s view of their ritual and religious “uncleanness.” They are not allowed to take certain jobs 
and occupations. The religious system doesn’t result only in the physical separation between the 
castes – it controls the very economic structure of the Indian society. It also controls the government 
structure – on a local and national level. It controls the education system, the trade relationships, 
even the very scientific beliefs. No matter how educated or uneducated a person is, they still have a 
comprehensive worldview which is part of their faith in their gods – and they act it out in practice, in 
their everyday individual and corporate life. 

Therefore, a missionary cannot legitimately avoid preaching to every area of life; he can not 
legitimately declare that he is preaching “only the Gospel” without the cultural part of the Gospel. If, 
in the words of Henry Van Til, “a culture is religion externalized,” then a missionary that only 
limits the Gospel to the salvation of the individual soul is preaching a “half-Gospel,” the Gospel only 
“internalized,” omitting the cultural applications from the Gospel. To a Dalit woman who have lived 
her life under the oppression of a pagan religion of racism and segregation, such a missionary 
wouldn’t have much to say in her specific cultural situation. Long term, his preaching wouldn’t 
change much in the culture, unless she and the others in her culture take the time to discover from 
the Bible the cultural applications of the death and the resurrection of Jesus Christ. 

The Great Commission commands us to disciple the nations. (The Greek text doesn’t have our 
modern translation, “make disciples of all nations.” The direct words are, “disciple the nations.”) 
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That means a missionary that goes to a foreign nation must bring with him not only a personal 
internalized religion but also the external applications of that religion. He must address the idols of 
the heart but also the idols of the society. He must preach and teach to the very fabric of that society, 
exposing the ungodliness and wickedness of its economic system, of its family customs and 
government structures. He must bring a comprehensive world-and-life view that completely changes 
the way the local converts view reality – no matter how “uneducated” and “unsophisticated” those 
converts are. The Dalit woman was blessed to have discovered how much the new faith she had 
acquired changed her ideas of her value before God and in her culture. Her illiteracy did not prevent 
her from having a worldview, and did not prevent her from realizing what changes she had to make 
in that worldview based on her new faith. The illiterate Dalit woman was truly evangelized, knowing 
that the Gospel did not only concern her eternal salvation but her whole life as well, and the life of 
her whole society. 

We need to “evangelize” our own missionaries today to the comprehensive nature and demands of 
the Gospel. And teach them to teach others to change the whole world for Christ. Just like those 
early Christians who changed Europe, and then the world. 
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 The Christian View of Rights 58.
 Bojidar Marinov,  May 4, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4427/the-christian-view-of-
rights/  

In the last several weeks I ran across several 
comments by well-meaning Christians 
concerning the Declaration of Independence, the 
Bill of Rights, and the whole concept of political 
and legal rights in general. The authors of the 
comments argued that, as Christians, we are not 
supposed to argue for human rights; such 
argument, in their view was taking the focus 
away from God and placing it on us as men. We 
have no rights as humans, the argument ran, we 
have only obligations to God, and our obligation 
to God is to witness to His glory and His Gospel. 
When we insist on our political and legal rights, 

our pride gets in the way, and God is not glorified, neither is His Gospel proclaimed. Therefore, one 
of the writers said, the Declaration of Independence was not a Christian document, because it was 
based on a false concept – our rights given to us by our Creator – whereas a Christian document 
won’t even mention rights but only give testimony to the glory of God. 

Now, I won’t argue that the Declaration of Independence is necessarily a Christian document; it 
certainly is a product of a Christian culture, containing elements that can not be found in any other 
culture or religion but Christianity, but it is far from I would consider a full-fledged Christian 
document. But not because of the language of rights. To the contrary, I argue that the language of 
rights is the most Christian element in the Declaration. I also argue that while the argument above 
comes from well-meaning Christians, it is a fallacious argument.. Not only do rights not take away 
from God’s glory and His Gospel, they are a major part Rights, political and legal, not only have 
place in our Christian worldview, they are by necessity an inseparable part of our Christian heritage 
and of our Christian faith and testimony of that glory and of His Gospel. A Christian can not witness 
for God unless he also witnesses for human rights, because human rights are part of the Gospel of 
Christ. While the argument against rights may have some resemblance to humility and piety, it in 
fact is a fallacious argument with no Biblical foundation. 

To start with, the opposite of rights is not humility, obedience, witness, the Gospel, or God’s glory. 
Neither of these things reject our rights, and neither of these things is impaired or diminished by the 
establishment of human rights in the society. The opposite of rights is wrongs. That means, when a 
society rejects rights, it establishes the legality of wrongs. When wrongs are legal, this is called 
injustice. We know a society is unjust when it treats its weaker members – the orphan, the widow, 
and the stranger – wrongly, not according to the righteousness of the Law of God, but according to 
the false righteousness of the laws of men. A culture where might makes right is a culture of wrongs, 
of injustice. 
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It is true that the orthodox Christian doctrine rejects any claims of man towards God. Man has no 
worth before God, and has nothing to claim when he faces God. Even if Adam and Eve had obeyed 
God, and if there was no original sin imputed to the generations after them; and even if men did not 
sin and fall short of the glory of God, they will still remain creatures, wholly dependent on their 
Creator, and His property by the virtue of being created by Him. Man can not deserve his place 
before his Creator even if he was perfectly righteous and never committed a single sin. And now, 
after mankind has sunken deep into sin, man has even less claims on God, having broken God’s Law 
and deserving only death. 

So we as Christians submit to God and let His will control our life. But does that mean we are 
without rights before God? No, it doesn’t. To claim so would be to claim there is injustice in God. 
Our rights, indeed, are not in anything we are or can bring to the table; our rights before God are in 
His very Person, Who is Righteousness and Justice Himself. We do not claim rights before God 
because there is no need for it: God is Righteousness Himself, and He will always treat us in the 
most right way. Our claims can not change this fact, and in fact, our claims before God can only lead 
us to substitute our self-righteousness for His Righteousness. Our testimony of God is not based on 
His omnipotence to do as He pleases; it is based on His nature to act according to His nature, which 
is righteous and just. And that’s why in the First Table of the Decalogue – the Commandments that 
regulate the relation of man to God – the obligations are entirely on the man; God is not expected, by 
His very nature, to act unrighteously toward man; and therefore man is protected from wrongs by the 
very nature of God. 

But whether one agrees with the concept of our “rights” before God implied in God’s righteousness, 
the more important part of the argument is our rights according to the Second Table of the 
Decalogue – the Commandments that regulate our relation to our fellow man. It is there where the 
Christian doctrine of rights has created a true revolution in culture, a revolution that has transformed 
the political, legal, economic, and relational realities of Christendom and has made its culture 
completely different from both older pagan societies it replaced, and modern non-Christian societies. 

Unlike God, we do not expect our fellow men to always treat us with righteousness and justice. We 
all know it because every one of us is also a party to the interpersonal and inter-institutional 
relationships in the society; and we know very well how we fall short of any ideal of perfection 
when it comes to loving our neighbor. We carry in ourselves the consequences of our sin and 
alienation from God. We hate, we lie, we cheat, we harm our neighbor, we steal, we envy, we 
murder, we despise, and we are negligent to the needs of our neighbors. Given the opportunity, we 
will take advantage of our neighbor’s distress and poverty and deprive them of the little they have. 
We devise legal systems and then we use them to our own advantage. In short, in the area of human 
relationships, if left to ourselves, we will violate every single precepts of the Law of God; we will 
turn into moral monsters. 

The Decalogue, and its case application, the Law of God, are given to us to “restrain our madness,” 
to quote John Calvin. The Second Table of the Law sets the obligations of man to his fellow men by 
limiting his behavior and also enjoining certain acts of righteousness, justice, mercy, and kindness 
that set the standard for our behavior, and are also a testimony to God’s character. 

What is important to understand here is that every Commandment in the Second Table – and the 
case laws for its application – has two parties involved: a human and another human. The 
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Commandments decree obligations for each one of them; and the obligation for each one of the 
parties is a right for the other party. “Do not murder,” says the Sixth Commandment, and this 
restraint on the murderous nature of the sinful man immediately establishes the right for every man 
to be secure from assault, kidnapping, insult. “Do not commit adultery” establishes the right of every 
person to be secure in their most important human covenant, the family. “Do not steal” establishes 
the right of a person to be secure in their possession of lawfully acquired property; etc., etc. Every 
commandment that establishes an obligation on man, by default establishes a right for his fellow 
men to be treated justly. The Law of God, not limited to the Ten Commandments, has specific 
applications of the Commandments, where every man is obligated to help their brothers in times of 
distress and poverty. (An example is Deuteronomy 22:4: Your neighbor has the right to your help 
when he needs it in time of trouble, just as you have the right to his.) 

These Commandments and laws are even more important when an individual is confronted by an 
institution – the church or the state – or when one institution is confronted by another institution. 
Many of the case laws relate to the powerful of the day, those who for one reason or another – 
whether economic, legal, or political – are in a position to commit injustice without fear of reprisal. 
When a person has the state on their side, their power to inflict harm and commit injustice can be 
unlimited. And yet, God doesn’t change His commandments and laws to suit those in power. 
Individuals and families under the Law of God retain their rights to be secure from wrongs in the 
hands of those who have the legal use of the sword. The obligation outlined in the Commandments 
and in the case laws apply to the state and the church as much as they apply to the individual and the 
family. And these obligations on the civil magistrate and the church minister to do righteousness and 
justice are the basis of our Christian theory of rights. 

No other religion has this concept. It is no coincidence that Magna Charta, the Declaration of 
Independence, the Bill of Rights, and many other historical documents establishing the rights of the 
individuals versus the state have originated in the Christian world. Only in the Christian worldview 
we have the individual rights protected by an equal obligation on all – individuals and institutions 
alike – under God. Other religions or philosophies don’t have such a concept. Atheism, Marxism, 
evolutionism, Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism, natural law, etc., have no such concept; for some of them 
the individual doesn’t exist as a notion at all; for others, there are no absolute rules binding equally 
on all men and their institutions. The uniqueness of Christianity when it comes to legal and political 
theory is in this double principle of social order: equal obligations on all under God, and therefore 
equal rights of all versus other people and institutions. 

Hence my statement above that the language of rights in the Declaration of Independence is the most 
Christian part of it. Not necessarily the specific rights listed (I would prefer the original formula of 
Property to Pursuit of Happiness) but the very idea that men have irrevocable rights, under their 
Creator. 

The Throne of God is established on the foundation of Righteousness and Justice. We live righteous 
lives toward God, and we treat our neighbor justly. When one of these is lacking, our testimony is 
truncated. The Gospel is not only about going to heaven, and it is not only about living a righteous 
life; the Gospel includes justice, including social justice according to the Law of God (1 Tim. 1:8-
11). 
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Therefore, it is impossible for us to bear witness for God while excluding the idea of rights. When 
we reject the notion of rights, we by default establish the legitimacy of injustice; we declare that we 
as Christians care nothing about the protection of the weak from the injustice of the powerful, and 
we care nothing for the obligations God has put on all members of our society. When rights are 
removed from our testimony, then there is no moral compass for any aspect of our society, and 
especially – and most importantly – for the areas of civil government and justice. When Christians 
remain silent in these areas, the result is tyranny. And how does tyranny and injustice bear witness to 
God? 

So, the above argument against rights is fallacious; it may have an appearance of humility and 
selflessness but in reality it is an argument in favor of injustice and lawlessness. As Christians, more 
than any other group in the society, we must proclaim the rights of all people under their Creator 
against the tyranny of the state. Our testimony will be truncated if we fail to uphold the standards for 
righteousness and justice revealed in the Word of God; our proclamation of the Gospel can not omit 
these standards. To omit them will be to remain silent about an important part of God’s revelation to 
the world. We must stand up to the powerful of the day and declare the rights of the weak to be 
secure in their life, liberty, and property. If we refuse to do it, limiting our Gospel to a few 
spiritualized concepts only, we will in fact side with God’s enemies against God.  
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 Ahmadinejad, Antichrist, and the Problem of Evil (aka 59.
Ahmadinejad, the Disppointment of the “Last Days” (Like 
Many Others) 

Bojidar Marinov,  May 11, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4468/ahmadinejad-antichrist-
and-the-problem-of-evil-2/  

Could Ahmadinejad be the Antichrist?  Of course he could. 
Who couldn’t? If Saddam could be nominated, Ahmadinejad 
could too. After all, Iran already had a nomination in the 
person of Khomeini, why not another nomination from the 
same nation? Whatever the Bible says about the antichrist and 
the antichrists, the clairvoyants and fortune-tellers in the 
church can easily make up a story why Ahmadinejad – or 
anyone else, for that matter – is the Antichrist. After all, 
Mussolini was surely the Antichrist, or Hitler, or Stalin, or 
Sam Donaldson of ABC News, or even Barney the Dinosaur 
(you haven’t forgotten the dragon of Revelation 12, have 
you?). 

The problem is, Mussolini was a disappointment – the Bible 
didn’t really predict that the Antichrist would die such a 
miserable death. Same applies to Hitler. Sam Donaldson is a 
has-been, and Barney the Dinosaur obviously failed to take 

advantage of the latest crisis in the Middle East. The other candidates for Antichrists have also been 
a failure, leaving our modern prophecy writers scratching their heads as to who the next one should 
be. 

But Ahmadinejad is the ideal guy. President of a big country that hates Israel, now with nuclear 
weapons, controlling a significant portion of the world’s oil resources, large military (remember 
those 200 million horses), Ahmadinejad is just the perfect man for the job. Well, no one can see the 
mark of the beast on him but it must be hidden somewhere on his body, for sure. And especially 
since he started publicly opposing the US, what else does the prophecy writing machine needs to get 
moving! 

Alas, these days he disappointed those who nominated him for the position of a world political 
dictator who will deceive the nations and rule over them in opposition to Christ. Far from having the 
qualities to become the most powerful man on the planet, Ahmadinejad can’t even control his own 
government. His own Ayatollahs rose against him and had members of his government arrested for – 
I am not kidding you – sorcery!  Ahmadinejad apparently has gotten in conflict with the old bearded 
men in the mosques, and they are not happy with him. They seem to be able to overrule him, and 
now he is in trouble. His career as the Antichrist has just hit the wall. 

What a disappointment. 
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The modern mythology of the “last days” is based on fear. Pastors, theologians, popular fiction 
writers are all working to “get people in the church” by striking horror in their hearts of something 
other than God. From time to time that fear is produced by a promise of the “last day,” this time, 
really. Don’t you dare miss it, there won’t be another chance. Get ready, come to church, and let’s 
wait for that last day together. You miss it, you are left behind, and that’s scary. 

Most of the time the fear therapy of evangelism is based on the mythical person of the Antichrist. 
The Bible doesn’t mention such a person but modern evangelists know who he is. Or, rather, have a 
guess. Every year. He must be a really evil person, and very powerful. Come to God, or you won’t 
escape the power of the Antichrist. He will deceive everyone and rule the nations. Even many 
Christians will fall and worship him. Evil is very powerful, don’t you dare underestimate its power. 
A single very powerful person will conquer the world, and you better fear this, and join the church. 

Fear of man is the basis for the evangelism of the modern church. Fear of that all-powerful evil that 
can force the world into submission. Hitler, Mussolini, Stalin, Henry Kissinger, Gorbachev, 
Ahmadinejad, all very powerful people who can command masses of people – and therefore all very 
probable candidates for the job. The power of evil is unstoppable. Repent. 

And then, one day, the powerful person dies. Or gets ousted. Or retires comfortably into oblivion. Or 
gets stripped of his power, and we discover that evil was not that powerful after all. 

What happened to Ahmadinejad is indicative of a problem of all evil: Evil is self-destructive just as 
much as it is destructive of others. Hitler and Stalin, being the epitome of evil world dictators, 
destroyed their own souls and their own people more than they destroyed other nations. Both men 
had to deal with conspiracies and with their own fear of having to deal with their internal enemies. 
The life of an evil person is a constant race against all possible odds. An evil person is always 
confronted by a dilemma: In order to succeed, he needs other evil persons to help him; but he also 
hates them and fears them, knowing that, being as evil as he is, they can dispose of him just as easily 
as he can dispose of them. Where evil wins the day, there is never only one person striving for 
power: There are scores of them. Therefore an evil man in power will always have to deal with the 
problem of envy among his own co-workers. They want his power just as bad as he wants it. And 
they won’t stop before anything just as he won’t. It is never one person only that craves it; he has to 
fight others for it. The most comfortable place for an evil man is a state of powerlessness; other evil 
men never challenge his position there. The more power he gets, the more he is at war against other 
men. 

Empires fell, dictatorships fell, because of this truth. When there is a carcass, the vultures gather 
around it. And in the human society, given the fallen human nature, the carcass of power is always 
craved by scores of vultures. This is the way God keeps evil from taking over the world. And this is 
why an Antichrist will never rise to conquer the world, prophecy writers notwithstanding. Anyone 
who rises to power will have to deal with others who want the same power. The Roman Empire went 
through several civil wars, and very few emperors died in their bed of old age. It eventually 
collapsed under its own weight. Other empires have arisen and fallen, not being able to solve that 
problem of self-destructiveness of evil. History is only a continuous march toward more and more 
political disintegration. Larger world empires are not possible anymore. One evil man ruling the 
world is completely impossible. The prophecy writers have been disappointed many times before. 
And they will keep being disappointed. 
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There in fact is one Man who rules the world, and will progressively expand His rule over it. But He 
is not evil. No one can rule the world, not even for a few years, by deception and evil. But Jesus 
Christ can rule it by His truth and justice. The prophecy for it was given to us in the Book of Daniel: 
The stone that smashed the Empires will grow to fill the whole earth. Only by the truth of Christ the 
world can be united under one law, and one power. Righteous men can self-consciously submit to 
that ruler, and therefore He will have no rivals. The King of kings and the Lord of lords will never 
allow another to take over His world. No Antichrist will reign; Christ reigns. 

Fear Him.  
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 The Studied Irrelevance of American Foreign Missions 60.
Bojidar Marinov, May 18, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4522/the-studied-
irrelevance-of-american-foreign-missions/  

Over a year ago, in my article, “I Am not a Social Reformer, I 
Am Here to Preach the Gospel,” I gave a quite radical example 
of a missionary in Amazonia to illustrate my point about the 
necessity of a comprehensive worldview in the beliefs and the 
practice of a missionary. Of course, the example was only 
hypothetical. Obviously, no missionary in the Amazonian 
jungles would be silent in the face of obviously idolatrous or 
barbarian practices, whether they are presented as pure idolatry 
or as “social practices.” In general, Christian missionaries to 
simple backwards societies are able to see the idolatrous origin 
of most of the social practices and work to change them in 
accordance with the Bible. You seldom hear the words, “I am 
not a social reformer,” from a missionary deep in the jungles. 

We read about Bruce Olson and his work of evangelizing a tribe right there, in the heart of the 
jungles, and not only planting churches there but also civilizing them. True enough, the civilization 
he brought to them was not the European global civilization. On the other hand, we know that they 
haven’t remained on the level of simple primitivism after accepting Christ for their Lord and Savior. 
Whatever idolatrous practices they had before, they were freed of them as a result of Bruchko’s 
evangelism; even if those practices were “defining” their society, their customs, or their educational 
or political patterns, they shouldn’t be present there if a missionary is doing their job well. When it 
comes to missions to primitive tribes, social reform is assumed to be part of the work of a 
missionary. 

The problem is that this assumption changes radically when we move our focus to missionaries to 
more advanced and complex societies like Europe, East Asia, India, or the Muslim world. In my 
experience in Eastern Europe I have seen a number of missionaries – especially American – who 
perceive their own job as missionaries as limited to saving souls, planting churches, and preaching 
the love of God. The complex social and political issues of the cultures they work in are not their 
concern. “I am not a social reformer” is a very strong creed among those missionaries, and they 
consistently refuse to expand their preaching of the Word of God to issues beyond the salvation of 
individual souls. In fact, among the tens of thousands Christian missionaries that work in Europe you 
will be hard pressed to find a precious few whose preaching ever covers the social issues of the day. 
Even if they claim that the Bible has an answer to every question, it is not obvious from their 
preaching. If one is to form an impression about what God and Christianity is all about from the 
combined sermons of all the missionaries on the mission fields in Europe, the result will be a limited 
truncated religion that has no answers to the pressing issues of the society. 

And yet, those advanced and complex societies are not just a net sum of individual souls. Just like 
the primitive tribes in the jungle – and in fact, much more than them – the societies of Europe, the 
Far East, the Middle East, India have their social patterns, customs, political and economic structure 
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and mores. These patterns, customs and mores are not religiously neutral. They come from a specific 
view of reality, from a comprehensive belief about the nature and the origin of all things, a 
worldview that is accepted by the majority of the population as the ruling worldview in that society. 
In our example above, the primitive tribe had certain practices because they had certain views about 
God and reality. They believed in a reality of spirits who control their hunt, they had certain 
sociological beliefs about the roles of men and women, they had economic views about scarcity, and 
they had views about the value of the human and animal life and freedom. These views were straight 
contrary to the Bible, and any missionary who would omit this reality from their preaching is not 
preaching the full counsel of God. 

Similarly, more complex and advanced societies’ customs and mores did not just arise out of 
nothing. They are the product of a comprehensive worldview, a system of beliefs about God, man, 
law and time. The education systems, the welfare systems, the way business and politics operate, the 
way money is printed; they are all product of a religious or quasi-religious belief. In most societies 
this system of beliefs is based on a faith different from the Christian faith, and therefore hostile to 
the God of the Bible. Therefore, just like with the primitive tribes, a missionary’s job is to 
understand the society, to understand its anti-Christian roots, and preach against them. 

And this is exactly what most missionaries around the world refuse to do. “I am not a social 
reformer,” they say. What would seem completely logical and accepted norm in a backward 
primitive pagan society, is considered outside of the scope of activity for a missionary in an 
advanced modern pagan society. 

R. J. Rushdoony was the first to use the phrase “studied irrelevance” in his fundamental study, 
Institutes of Biblical Law, and he used it to describe the attitude liberal commentators take when 
dealing with those laws and verses in the Bible that have specific obvious practical meaning contrary 
to the liberal’s own views. In the specific example in the book, the liberal commentator in question, 
when commenting on a very specific law with a very specific practical application, devotes three 
pages of evangelistic sermon on the law, and allows only a sentence or two to its practical 
meaning.[1] 

But liberal commentators are not the only ones that can be charged with studied irrelevance. Today’s 
conservative missionaries, churches and seminaries are as liable to the same charge as the liberals. 
The whole climate of evangelism today self-consciously makes every possible effort to exclude from 
its preaching any reference to any social, economic or political issues that the Bible has answers to. 
The seminaries make sure they never teach the future missionaries anything above and beyond the 
simple message of personal salvation, and the simple skills of planting a church and organizing 
church activities. The churches’ criteria for supporting a missionary are simple: save souls, plant 
churches, organize activities. And the missionaries themselves follow the same lines. The missionary 
activity is understood as self-consciously limited to a few simple tasks, and irrelevant to the society 
as a whole, and to the important issues of that society. 

An example of such studied irrelevance is the book by Avery T. Willis, The Biblical Basis of 
Missions, written in 1979. The book has been wildly popular, if we can believe the testimony of the 
International Mission Board, and the multiple reprints of the book. The whole book is full of studied 
irrelevance, a mixture of religious language and personal testimonies, and not a single word about 
the responsibility of the missionary to address the idolatrous social, political, and economic practices 
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of the society where he was sent. A missionary who decides to use Willis’ book as a manual for 
missions would be a missionary who never even touches an issue greater than the personal salvation 
of an individual. 

Avery T. Willis might be considered somewhat off the center for some, due to his 
Pentecostal/Charismatic background. Such assessment might or might not be right, but the point still 
stands, that Pentecostals and Charismatics have been the spearhead of the American missions around 
the world after the 1950s, and especially after the fall of the Iron Curtain in Eastern Europe. And yet, 
if we look at the opposite end of the spectrum, the Reformed missions around the world, we will see 
that the situation is not much different. One of the Reformed mega-organizations for missionary 
activity around the world, Mission to the World, has quite the same narrow definition of the job of a 
missionary as Willis does. On their Internet site, MTW places the sole priority of its activity on 
church-planting. While Reformed churches as a rule boast of being superior in their theology and 
knowledge and worldview, such claims do not translate onto the agenda of the Reformed missionary 
organizations or the missionaries themselves. The average Reformed missionary is as limited in his 
preaching and teaching as is the Pentecostal and Charismatic missionary. As a member of a 
Pentecostal church in Eastern Europe confided to me, after visiting a conference sponsored by an 
MTW missionary, “Presbyterians are not different from Pentecostals; they just don’t speak in 
tongues.” Baptists, Methodists, or Anglican/Episcopals are not different either. The cultural idols of 
Europe, the Middle East and East Asia will hardly meet any opposition from these missionaries. 

The studied irrelevance of most missions today is even more striking given the popularity the phrase 
“Biblical worldview” has gained in the last decade in the United States. “Worldview” conferences, 
books and sermons are the fad of the day, it seems, and even the most fundamentalist Christian radio 
stations that in the 80’s and in the 90’s actively promoted withdrawal from public and political 
activity today have their “worldview” hour. Of course, worldview means different things for 
different teachers and preachers, ranging from genuine comprehensive set of views and 
presuppositions down to displaying a globe in the sanctuary and proudly proclaiming, “We have a 
worldview!” However, the very term worldview carries with itself the connotations of a broader, 
more comprehensive application of the Bible to the real world. One would think the popularity of 
such a word would stir the missionaries to seek to expand the “traditional” role of missions to 
something broader and more comprehensive. Unfortunately, this is not the fact. While so many 
American churches and Christians begin to expand the horizons of the application of their faith to 
broader aspects of their life and society, missionaries and missionary organization hardly move an 
inch in their views. Even those who as ordinary Christians in the US would participate in various 
programs of social involvement, change their views when it comes to missions to other countries. 

Foreign missions are important, and there is nothing that would or could supplant them in the 
foreseeable future. There is a lot of talk in the American churches today about shifting the burden of 
world evangelism from the American missions to local evangelists and pastors. While there is a 
merit to this idea, especially in the part of transferring responsibility and delegating authority to 
indigenous ministers and ordinary Christians, a full transfer of responsibility will never happen. The 
history of the Church is mainly a history of its foreign missions, as even a cursory look at a textbook 
of Church history will tell us. From Israel to the Greco-Roman world, from the Roman Empire to the 
Barbarians, from Spain to Ireland, from Ireland to England and Scandinavia, from Byzantium and 
Germany to the Slavs, from Spain and Portugal to Africa and Latin America, from England and 
Holland to North America, Africa and Indonesia, from Europe to China, and today from America 
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back to Europe and Eastern Europe. Even the Bible itself gives clear examples in Moses, Solomon, 
Daniel, Jonah, Peter, and Paul that foreign missions are important. The words of Jesus Himself 
declare that a stranger is in a better position to proclaim the Gospel than a local person: “A prophet 
is not without honor, save in his own country and in his own house” (Matt. 13:57). There is 
something that a stranger brings to the table that a local person doesn’t. 

Foreign missions make sense for several reasons; a significant one of course is the relative wealth of 
the sending country which makes it possible to support missionaries without endangering the 
physical survival of those that are expected to sponsor the preaching of the Gospel. But more 
important than this is the fact that the missionary usually comes from a nation which social fabric is 
more permeated with the teachings of Christianity and therefore the society is more “Christian”; not 
just in the number of practicing Christians but also in the very law structure, the social relations and 
the business and economic climate. A foreign missionary is not just supposed to bring “salvation of 
souls” to a foreign nation; he is supposed to be a piece of the Christendom (CHRIST’s KingDOM) 
brought from his home country to his foreign listeners. A stone-age tribe that is in slavery to their 
idols, subject to all kinds of abominable social practices, needs to have an example of a man who 
actually lived in a nation that has their society centered on the Bible, nominally at least, if not in 
practice. Similarly, an advanced and developed society that has its old pagan practices entrenched in 
their everyday life – like China, for example – needs the refreshing presence of an American or a 
British, free from the local social and religious prejudices and superstitions in order to even start on 
the road to Christ. From my own experience I know that a foreign missionary is not treated simply as 
a mouth of God; he is considered an informal ambassador of his own country, an apostle of another 
civilization, a civilization that applies in practice what the missionary is presenting in words. Many 
times I have seen American missionaries in Eastern Europe asked about the life in the United States, 
and many times I sensed their displeasure at such questions. They just can’t understand why the 
local people are so curious about the home country of the missionary when the missionary has stated 
that he had another purpose. 

But such connection is inevitable and natural, whether the American missionaries like it or not. Men 
naturally want to know what it is like out there, where the words of the missionary are applied in 
practice in the society. In fact, God expected Israel to evangelize the nations through the example of 
its just laws and righteous society (Deut. 4:6, 8). Man is a complete being, individually and socially, 
and expecting him to act one way in his individual life and another in his social life is to expect man 
to be schizophrenic. Therefore, when man encounters a set of moral principles, he naturally takes 
them to apply to both the individual and the social life. Men expect to see the word become flesh, 
and the social “incarnation” of the missionary’s message is as much valid and necessary testimony 
as the individual. Herbert Schlossberg very aptly describes the inevitability of cultural influence 
when he discusses “exporting prosperity”: 

The culture of the West, infused as it is with Christian values, is superior to any other. . . . It is not 
superior because it is wealthy; it is wealthy because it is superior, because it believes that work is a 
calling, that matter is important, that reason is a gift of God. This culture, God’s gift, transmits its 
material blessing along with its interpretation of reality. Animist cultures . . . are not likely to 
produce large numbers of skilled engineers as long as they believe that physical objects have spirits. 
Therefore, the West cannot export prosperity without also exporting the culture that makes it 
possible.[2] 
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And we can add: The West cannot export eternal salvation without also exporting the culture that 
eternal salvation creates in history and on earth. The religious beliefs, the moral and cultural norms 
derived from those beliefs, and their practical application are one whole. Only when a missionary 
brings this whole message to his listeners, has he done his job of an ambassador from God. 

And when we put the above in the context of American missionaries, we need to remember always 
that from the vantage point of Europe, East Asia, India or the Middle East, The United States of 
America is the Christian country. This statement will startle quite a few Christians within the United 
States who know how far our country has fallen from its origins. But put in comparison, America is 
not only the land with the highest number of practicing Christians in the world today; it is also the 
land with the highest presence of Biblical values in its social, economic and political life. To put it in 
concrete terms, if even Hillary Clinton is forced to talk about her personal “faith” during election 
campaigns, that tells something about the number of practicing Christians among her potential 
voters, and their political expectations. She can count, oh yes, she can. 

And this is where American missionaries to Europe and to other parts of the world fail to understand 
the comprehensive role of foreign missions. They simply refuse to talk about civilization and 
society, and focus on strictly religious topics instead. The liberal cultural slogan, “No culture is 
better than the others,” becomes their operational principle. They “don’t want to impose the 
American way of life” on the local cultures. Even when they agree in principle that as a nation 
America was founded on Biblical principles, and that even today it is the most Christian nation on 
the planet, and even if they agree that it is a blessing from God Himself, they feel insecure about 
sharing that blessing with the cultures out there. They preach the grace of God to the individuals, but 
they refuse to share the grace of God to the nations. 

Inevitably, such studied irrelevance creates the impression in their listeners that the Christianity 
preached by the missionaries is a religion for the periphery of the society. Europeans are not dumb, 
and neither are Arabs, Hindus, or Chinese. They know – or at least instinctively feel – that there is 
more to the Christian message than mere individual salvation. They know that their own societies 
have been operating on worldviews that have proven a failure. Especially in Eastern Europe, where 
an ideology with a comprehensive worldview was politically dominant to the exclusion of all its 
rivals, the majority of the population is trained and conditioned to think in terms of comprehensive 
worldview, even if they have no formal theological or philosophical education. Communism’s 
worldview failed, but the failure of one comprehensive worldview only left behind the hunger for 
another comprehensive worldview, successful and relevant. The initial successes of Christian 
missions in Eastern Europe in the early 1990s can be traced to this hope that Christianity can provide 
the overall framework for the restoration of those societies; and the subsequent failure can be traced 
to the failure of the missions to fill that need. Western Europe, nominally the victor from the Cold 
War, is heading to its own sobering awakening, and may be even hangover, when the failure of 
political humanism will become more and more visible against the rising forces of Islam (another 
worldview religion). Even today many Western Europeans see the writing on the wall, and are in the 
process of searching, but since Christianity is not there with a comprehensive message, they relegate 
it to the periphery of their society. 

It is inevitable that a religion that touches only the peripheral issues in a culture will be relegated to 
the periphery of the social life in that culture. And correspondingly, Christianity in Europe today is 
only associated with the periphery: lowest class minorities, lowest class groups, prison inmates, and 
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rural communities that have no real participation in the life of the whole society. Same thing applies 
to other parts of the world as well; a good example would be so many countries in Africa where the 
majority of the populations are Christian believers, and yet Christianity is peripheral when it comes 
to social practices or political decisions. You can’t achieve more than what your message allows you 
to achieve. If you aim for the bullsear, most of the time you will hit the bullsear, and hitting the 
bulls-eye will be the product of wild chance only. We can’t expect Christianity to change history 
unless it changes the culture, and it can’t change the culture unless it aims for the very center of that 
culture, its comprehensive worldview in terms of which all decisions – whether corporate or 
individual – are made. 

It is time the American church disciplines its missionaries to renounce the policy of studied 
irrelevance when it comes to the Biblical principles for the culture. Nations and individuals can not 
be evangelized only partially – they can be truly evangelized only when a comprehensive good news 
is preached to them, a Gospel of Christ’s total power over everything man believes, thinks, and does, 
including his culture, society, economic and political endeavors. The Great Commission requires 
comprehensive evangelism, teaching the nations. Anything else will only keep Christianity in the 
periphery of the non-Christian cultures, and will never succeed in producing covenant communities 
in the pagan world.  
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 The Bribe-to-Convert Tactics of Modern Missions—and 61.
Churches Too 

Bojidar Marinov,  May 25, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4552/the-bribe-to-convert-
tactics-of-modern-missions%e2%80%94and-churches-too/  

The cost of one convert. 

I received this letter this last week, in 
response to my article, “The Studied 
Irrelevance of American Foreign 
Missions.” The letter contains important 
insights concerning the nature of modern 
missions – both foreign and at home – so 
I asked the sender for permission to 
publish it here completely. I only edited 
out any information about the missionary 
or his organization that may endanger him 
and his family. I agree with all his 
conclusions. (Some of our Reformed 

Baptist readers and dear friends and brothers may disagree with some of it, but I believe we have 
developed over the years the maturity to mutually correct each other, take into account each other’s 
positions, and still fight the same battles together, just like our forefathers did in the 1640s and in the 
1770s. And besides, the author doesn’t spare the paedobaptists either.) 

Dear Bojidar, 

I greet you in Christ’s name from Islamic Africa, where I am serving as a missionary. 

I have just finished reading several of your recent articles on the AV website about the current 
missionary mindset. I have been a missionary in a closed Islamic country in Africa for around 18 
years. I agree with what you wrote 100%. I have now been on the field long enough to have seen 
some advances made, as well as many serious setbacks occur. In my opinion there have been two 
main reasons for the setbacks: (1) although most missionaries would be horrified by the 
suggestion that they are “buying” Muslims for Christ (which is what the Islamic fundamentalists 
accuse us of doing) the reality is that they do just that, with loans, handouts, help and jobs. (2) 
Secondly, the missionaries by and large are not communicating a comprehensive culture-
confronting and culture-changing worldview to the new believers. They are, as you so rightly 
point out, presenting personal salvation. This is ultimately very frustrating for Muslim-
background believers. They come out of a totally comprehensive and eschatologically optimistic 
worldview and we then offer them something significantly less than that—except that they get to 
go to heaven. But the world-conquering optimistic dimension is completely lacking. These two 
problems I think feed into and off each other. I think the reason that missionaries are tempted to 
help new believers out with handouts is because of the limited scope of the faith they preach. 
Essentially, they are “cutting corners” in order to increase the number of souls that (they think) 
are getting saved. If they had a more optimistic eschatology and worldview, and a longer-term 



 

 
253 

time-frame they would be harder on the believers in the discipleship process, insisting on deep 
change. As it is, the missionaries fall victim to every made-up or exaggerated sob-story and are 
easily manipulated. The end result is the corruption of the believers. But the missionaries are 
100% responsible. Is it therefore too hard to say that this limited view of the Gospel actually 
represents a form of corruption on the part of the missionaries? 

Recently I had the opportunity to speak in a private meeting to a number of missionaries about 
this. Some of the younger ones appeared to be open to the idea that we need to repent of some of 
these practices, and our mentality, but others were not willing to take responsibility for the fact 
that they are often to blame for the corruption of new believers. I am afraid that the Baptist 
mentality of individual salvation runs very deep. As you pointed out in one of your articles, 
reformed folk have largely abandoned the mission field to Charismatics, Pentecostals and 
Baptists. However, the very few reformed folk I have met on the field may not be willing, for 
example, to work out the implications of the paedobaptist position on a self-conscious covenantal 
society such as Islamic society is. I strongly believe that any overturning of Islamic culture by the 
church will not be effected by the consistent application of a Baptist worldview. Muslims deserve 
more than that! They have a covenantal view of life, their children and the future, and in order to 
overturn Islam, the missionaries must think along covenantal lines and replace one covenant with 
another, better, one. 

Thanks for listening so far! [family info edited]. [family info edited] and we work in quite 
isolated and uncomfortable circumstances in an Islamic country in Africa. We work with [mission 
organization info edited]. [Its] highest goal is to plant churches, or “church-planting movements”. 
I have long been frustrated with this goal, as I believe that it sells Christ’s authority and total 
jurisdiction far short. However, we try to work with what we have. With respect to these 
worldview issues, our greatest struggles have been with other missionaries, and our team 
members. Not in terms of open conflict of course, but in terms of stubborn resistance. However, 
by God’s grace we are here and trying to work out the implications of our own worldview, 
confident that we will bear some fruit. I began reading Dr. Rushdoony’s work over 20 years ago 
when I was a student and regard him as a formative influence on my life. One thing I have got 
used to is the way people instantly dismiss him and this perspective. However, we remain 
confident that God is building his church and that He will overturn Islam in this part of the world 
(and elsewhere). That is our dream, and I think we may see some progress before we are finished 
here! 

God bless you Bojidar, you are doing fantastic work. If you had some time to think about this 
question, I would be very grateful if you could give me your opinion as to how we might 
implement a theology of resistance here. The country where we work is “closed” to missionaries 
and we operate [mission info edited; summary: the mission works as a business project]. Our 
ministry is conducted discreetly in our homes, with the personal contacts that we make. I think 
the authorities know everything about us, including why exactly we are here, but as long as we 
are discreet and continue to bring some benefits to the people they leave us alone. Recently we 
have had a group of men come to Christ in our town. If this movement grows significantly, as I 
think it will, and becomes very visible we will likely be expelled from the country. So we do have 
to be careful not to be too obvious in what we do. Terrorists are also much more active on the 
fringes of our country than ever before. However, my question to you is, under these 
circumstances, where we have to be careful, how can we confront the evil and injustice in the 
culture of our country—our country is rotten to the core. Is it sufficient to engage in vigorous 
discipleship in private, or is there another way of being more confrontational as foreigners 
without coming into direct conflict with the authorities (and getting kicked out of the country)? 
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Thanks for your time.  
Yours sincerely, 
[name] 

Now, this is what I call a tremendous testimony! Not only is the man committed to his ministry 
enough to take his family to Islamic Africa, where few dare to even visit, he has the wisdom to 
understand that without a comprehensive Biblical worldview and its applications to the culture 
missionaries and mission organizations are only spinning their wheels in the air. And in fact, he has 
seen that the lack of such a worldview forces missionaries to find other ways to bring people to 
Christ – use handouts to bribe them to convert. “The corruption of believers” he refers to is 
inevitable when there is no comprehensive worldview; so not only is a truncated Gospel not enough, 
it becomes positively corrupting when other methods for conversion are employed to fill the gap. 

It is important to see that the same problem applies to our home missions as well. A very recent 
example is Camping’s rapture-scare. What is it if not an attempt to a negative – i.e. fear-based rather 
than benefit-based – bribe for people to repent and convert? In fact, the whole premillenial camp in 
the US, lacking and actively rejecting a Biblical worldview and its cultural application, is engaged in 
the same business, scaring people to conversion with promises for an imminent return of Christ and 
the terror of being “left behind.” Other types of bribes are also available – excessive emotionalism, 
subjecting God’s sovereignty to man’s need for salvation (e.g. “Reformed means TULIP”), 
entertainment, denying the nature of God (e.g. “love always wins”), etc. etc. When the real value of 
a comprehensive Gospel is missing, substitutes based on false values must be employed to keep the 
pews full. The insight is important, and it can explain much of what is wrong in the American 
evangelical culture in the last generation or so. 

The question in the last paragraph is important, too: How does a missionary develop a theology of 
resistance in a nation where an open conflict with the culture will lead to the missionary being 
expelled and the movement die before it was born? While in Europe dissent with the ruling 
establishments can still be open and direct, much of the world is still a dangerous place for 
Christianity. How do we develop the “guerrilla tactics” for dominion in places like Islamic West 
Africa? How do we disciple the new believer in a comprehensive Biblical worldview if the all out 
open clash with the culture can’t achieve much except a martyr’s death? These questions require a 
more detailed answer, and I will leave the answer for the next week’s article.  
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 The Moral Relativism of the Two Kingdoms Theology 62.
Bojidar Marinov,  November 9, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615222442/http://americanvision.org/5329/the-moral-relativism-
of-the-two-kingdoms-theology/  

I am often asked what my 
opinion is of the threat of 
socialism and communism 
to the United States, and 
whether I see a trend to 
socialism in this country. 
My reply usually surprises 
people: I always answer 
that there are attempts at 
producing socialism and 

even some successes, especially when it comes to the Federal government and the states’ 
governments. But I do not see a trend. Socialism and communism are self-destructing; they can not 
produce anything of their own, and they need capitalism to survive. That’s how the Soviet Union 
survived: using imported American grain and stolen American technologies. That’s how socialist 
Canada survives better than its European socialist counterparts: it is so much closer to the American 
economy which still keeps much of its original capitalism. Socialism can’t survive in America even 
if it completely overtakes the country: It won’t have another nation’s money to live on. 

Then, when asked what I see as the main danger for America today, my reply startles people even 
more. I believe that the main danger for America are our own Christian celebrities, popular 
preachers, seminary professors, pastors of big congregations; in short, figures of authority in the 
Christian world who, by the virtue of their ability to use words and convey ideas, are considered 
above any reproach and above any criticism. I have witnessed this phenomenon over and over again, 
when Christians fall in love with a preacher only because he is able to convey old trivial truths in a 
new and entertaining, or shocking, or literary beautiful way. It is from the mouths and the pens of 
those Christian celebrities that the main danger flows; they are those who teach us and our children 
in the way of moral relativism. Many of them use one or two doctrines in a conservative and 
orthodox way – for example, the doctrine of God’s grace in salvation – only to capture the minds of 
their Christian listeners, and then, once those minds are captured, give them doctrines and worldview 
in other areas of life that are morally relativistic, compromising, and entirely foreign to the Biblical 
message. Socialists in this country are wolves in wolves’ clothing, or may be in watchdog’s clothing 
– so they are easily recognizable. But when a Christian preacher dons the sheep’s clothing of the 
doctrines of grace, most sheep follow such a person even when the core of his doctrine is the wolfish 
doctrines of moral relativism and socialism. 

And when someone exposes the true nature of such celebrity’s doctrines, he is maligned as 
“unloving,” “divisive,” etc. I have experienced this attitude first-hand. But being a slow learner, I 
continue to expose them. 



 

 
256 

A couple of weeks ago I had another opportunity to witness the confused – or deliberately confusing 
– nature of the doctrines of the Two Kingdoms, coming from the pen of Albert Mohler, the president 
of the largest Baptist seminary in the US, and arguably the largest seminary in the world. Mohler is a 
well known proponent of the Two Kingdoms theology, and I have written about his theology in 
previous articles. (See here, here, and here.) These days, with the much ado about the race for 
Republican nominee and the presence of the Mormon Mitt Romney in that race, Al Mohler wrote an 
article which expounds his view on the issue of “Mormonism, Democracy, and the Urgent Need for 
Evangelical Thinking.” In it, Al Mohler calls the evangelicals to their “responsibility as evangelical 
Christians is to think seriously and biblically about these issues.” Unfortunately, his article is another 
example of the thinking of the Two Kingdoms theology, which is neither serious nor biblical. 

The first half of the article uses very definitive and strong language to explain why Mormonism is 
not Christianity and can not be considered Christianity by any stretch of our imagination or of the 
doctrines of orthodoxy. Mohler is not very original there, others before him have expounded on this 
issue; but the succinctness of his exposé deserves admiration. Within several paragraphs he gives 
enough reasons why a Christian can not and should not even begin to think of the Mormon religion 
as Christianity. In conclusion, Mohler states: 

It is neither slander nor condescension to state clearly that Mormonism is not Christianity. 

Such conclusion is very necessary, especially in our modern world where many evangelicals often 
allow to be led astray by false teachings. 

Once he is done with Mormonism, Mohler moves to the issue of the Christian’s social and political 
responsibility. Or at least, that’s what he says. 

But the second half of his article contains no advice whatsoever as to what Christians should do 
when they vote for a political candidate. Mohler is completely unclear as to what the Christian’s 
social and political responsibility is. 

He first transfers the responsibility for the importance of the religious identity of the political 
candidates to historical developments, not to any clear moral or Biblical principle: 

It can be argued that our contemporary political context puts greater emphasis on the religious 
identity of candidates at all levels than has ever been experienced in American history. 

Notice the impersonal passive voice: “It can be argued.” It is a specialized literary device of modern 
educators, as Richard Mitchell explains in his book, The Graves of Academe. Its specific purpose is 
to avoid responsibility for direct, positive statements. “It can be argued” but it doesn’t have to be 
true. Or “it can be argued” the other way too. And if someone disagrees with the statement, then 
Mohler is safe; he just said that it can be argued, not that it is true. 

And then, even if we take the direct statement for what it’s worth, it is our “contemporary political 
context” that forces us to look at the religious identity of the candidates. Not the Bible. Not any 
absolute ethical or spiritual principles. It is the context, the circumstances, that have created such an 
emphasis. Otherwise, normally, we wouldn’t have to worry about the religious commitment of our 
politicians. From the very beginning of his analysis, Mohler makes the issue a temporary issue, an 
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issue that is dependent on the situation, on the historical context. He doesn’t mention any Biblical 
principle to base his article upon; “it can be argued” that we have to make such decisions only 
because the historical situation forces us to do so. 

Consequently, the discussion in the article deviates from the specific issue of what a Christian’s 
social and political responsibility should be to what is permissible for a Christian to do: 

There is absolutely nothing wrong with Evangelicals stating a desire to vote for candidates for public 
office who most closely identify with our own beliefs and worldview. 

Notice again the careful avoidance of clear statements: “stating a desire to vote.” Not “voting.” Even 
better, in the very next sentence Mohler calls such “stating a desire to vote” an intuition. And that 
intuition is “understandable and right.” Mohler doesn’t give his readers knowledge or understanding 
from the Bible; he only comments on their “intuition” to “state a desire to vote” for certain 
candidates and sees no problem with it. 

That is, the discussion now is not on what we must do as Christians but on whether our intuition is 
right or wrong. 

Then he introduces another factor in the analysis, one that is his favorite when Mohler discusses 
politics: “competency.” He has talked about this before, and I have discussed it in a previous article, 
pointing to the fact that the reasons for the political incompetence of Christians can be traced no 
farther back than the lack of sound teaching on political issues from the pulpits, and that can be 
traced no farther back than the lack of teaching on Biblical principles of civil government and 
politics in the Christian seminaries who train the pastors. I mean Christian seminaries like the one 
whose president is Al Mohler. 

Mohler ignores the obvious fact that he himself bears responsibility for the political incompetence of 
so many Christians, and he says that “competence for public office is also an important Christian 
concern, as is made clear in Romans 13.” Romans 13 doesn’t mention such a requirement. The only 
requirement is that the ruler is a servant of God, that is, punish the wicked and commend the 
righteous. Which means he must know the Law of God – where only the standard for righteousness 
and wickedness is given – and apply it in his judgments. There is no such thing as “competence” 
separated from obedience to the Law of God or separated from faith in God. Mohler tries to support 
his statement with an apocryphal quote from Luther: that “that he would rather be ruled by a 
competent Turk (Muslim) than an incompetent Christian.” Luther never said such a thing, and 
Mohler knows Luther never said such a thing but he still uses it to justify his claims that “it well 
summarizes an important Christian wisdom.” Al Mohler claims to be Reformed, that is Calvinist, but 
for some reason he avoids mentioning John Calvin’s view on the duty of magistrates from chapter 20 
of Book 4 of his Institutes: 

That [the duty of magistrates] extends to both tables of the law, did Scripture not teach, we might 
learn from profane writers; for no man has discoursed of the duty of magistrates, the enacting of 
laws, and the common weal, without beginning with religion and divine worship. 

And then again: 



 

 
258 

Hence in Scripture holy kings are especially praised for restoring the worship of God when 
corrupted or overthrown, or for taking care that religion flourished under them in purity and safety. 

There is no such thing as requirement for an abstract “competence” for civil magistrates in the 
Reformed theology; a magistrate is under the obligation to preserve the national obedience to both 
tables of the Law and to make sure the Christian religion flourishes under him. It is obviously not 
separated from his faith in the God of the Bible. How would a “competent Turk” qualify for being a 
Biblical civil magistrate? Mohler doesn’t say. 

Then he goes to what the current experiences of Christians in other lands are, for example Turkey. 
They must choose between Muslim candidates. Again, Mohler avoids the responsibility of telling his 
readers what their responsibility is when they vote. 

Predictably, the article concludes with an open declaration of Mohler’s lack of clear advice: 

None of this settles the question of whom Evangelicals should support in the 2012 presidential race. 

Much more than that. None of Mohler’s writing settles the question of what a Christian’s social and 
political responsibility is when that Christian goes to the voting booth. There are no Biblical 
requirements for Christian candidates. There are no principles for Biblical political action. There are 
no principles for Biblical civil government. There are no principles for what law should rule the 
land. Mohler talks loosely about “our own worldview,” but he doesn’t explain what that worldview 
is when it comes to civil government and politics. All he has done is say that it’s okay to vote for a 
candidate that says he is a Christian. That’s all. 

How is this possible? How come the president of the largest Christian seminary in this nation has no 
clear advice to give when it comes to political action and civil government? How is it that he has no 
clear principles to offer when we Christians choose our candidates for office? 

The answer lies in a sentence in the middle of the article: 

In a fallen world, political questions are always contextual questions. 

This is a professor’s newspeak: A language that is deliberately vague and misleading because the 
professor knows that if he expressed his views directly, his listeners won’t like them. But when the 
words are chosen carefully (“contextual”), and if conditional clauses are added (“in a fallen world”), 
the true nature of the professor’s worldview and ethical commitments won’t be so easily unmasked. 
Let’s see what Mohler’s statement actually means. 

What he is saying is that political questions will always have their answers dependent on the context, 
i.e. on the circumstances. It is the immediate situation that determines how we react politically and 
how we vote. There is no clear and unequivocal Biblical absolute standard for political action and 
civil government applicable to all times and all situations. The answer to the question of “How then 
shall we vote?” is not ethical in nature; or, if it is ethical in nature, its answer must be found not in 
the Bible but in the specific political context of the time. The true meaning of Mohler’s statement is 
that political questions are subject to situational ethics, that is, to moral relativism, where there are 
no eternal, immutable moral principles that apply to all situations and all times. 
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The true wickedness of Mohler’s statement becomes even more obvious when we take it to its 
logical end: Why limit it to only political questions? Why not say that “in a fallen world,” all 
questions are always contextual? Why not say that in a fallen world, questions of personal morals are 
always contextual? (Remember that Mohler declared that the sin of sodomy is not just a choice.) 
Why not say that family questions are always contextual? What about church questions, or questions 
about business ethics, or education, or training our children in the Lord, etc., etc.? What could stop 
anyone from declaring – based on Mohler’s statement – that in a fallen world all ethics is situational, 
all ethical responses are decided by the circumstances, and we must always choose between concrete 
options, not “between theoretical constructs,” as Mohler himself says? (By the way, if we don’t have 
any theoretical constructs, how do we decide between candidates? Aren’t real candidates only 
representative of worldviews and ethical principles?) 

Such moral relativism must be expected from one who is a proponent of the Two Kingdoms 
theology. In the Two Kingdoms theology, there is no clear Biblical standard for social action; only 
the “redemptive kingdom” of the church is under the Biblical Law – to a certain extent. But the 
“common kingdom” of the society is under the “natural law,” a law that is supposedly found not in 
the Bible but in nature, and is common to all, believers and unbelievers. That “natural law” controls 
the civil government and all the other responsibilities a Christian may have outside of his personal 
faith and outside of the church. 

But no one has the holy book of that “natural law.” No one knows what it specifically says. The 
doctrine of the Two Kingdoms assumes there is such a clearly expressed body of principles called 
“natural law,” but it can’t tell where it is. People do not naturally agree on what a law should be; it is 
only in the Bible that we find a clear law given by God. All other laws are men’s laws; and while 
they may sound “natural” to one group of men, they would be unnatural to another group of men. 
And the Two Kingdoms theology has no answer to which of all man-made laws should be “natural” 
to all men. 

The result is moral relativism. If the civil government is controlled by “natural law,” and if no one 
knows what that “natural law” is, we end up with laws that are “contextual,” i.e. decided by the 
personal whims of politicians for specific circumstances, in favor of specific interests. If the Law of 
God is not declared to be the only law for civil government, then there is no clear idea of what law 
is, and therefore Christians are left helpless and without an answer to the question, “How then shall 
we vote?” And more than that, they are left with no answer to the question of what the civil 
government should look like in order to be obedient to God. Following Mohler’s theology of the 
Two Kingdoms, we must come to the conclusion that it is all relative. 

Like Frederick Engels wrote in a letter to Conrad Schmidt of 1890, that in the issues of economics 
and politics, “everything is relative and nothing is absolute.” Mohler’s moral relativism when it 
comes to political questions was shared by the founders of Communism as well. 

And that’s why it is not the socialists in this country that I fear but our own Christian – and 
especially Reformed – celebrities.  
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 The National Bible Bee, the 300, and the Future of 63.
America 

Bojidar Marinov,  November 23, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615221539/http://americanvision.org/5379/the-national-bible-bee-
the-300-and-the-future-of-america/  

“Do we really live in a post-Christian world of 
declining Christianity and Christian influence; or 
is history the manifestation of the inevitable 
triumph of the Gospel of Jesus Christ?” 

Kirk Cameron, the star from the movie 
Fireproof, asked this question in one of his 
lectures at the National Bible Bee in Nashville 
TN this last week. 

I had the privilege to be an anonymous listener 
to Kirk’s message, one of the crowd of fathers 
and mothers who attended the event because one 
or more of their children were either contestants 
or volunteers. After speaking to about 20 

conferences in the last 2 years, being just a listener was a welcome break from my schedule. 

It was a spectacular event. Three hundred children in three age groups qualified for the nationals, out 
of more than 5,000 children who took part in the local competitions. The Shelby Kennedy 
Foundation did their job very well – both on a local level earlier this year, and at the nationals. The 
opening was breath-stopping: Each contestant was honored individually for their effort and 
commitment in a grand ceremony, completed with a musical program of old and new hymns, 
performed by a choir and an orchestra of volunteers from among the contestants and their siblings. 
During the contests which lasted for three days, the families of the contestants were not left with 
nothing to do: There were a number of family activities, as well as workshops with renowned 
speakers who taught on different topics. I was blessed to have the opportunity to listen to three of my 
favorite speakers: George Grant, Voddie Baucham, and Douglas Phillips, all teaching us about a 
Christianity that is not limited to getting our souls to heaven, but is culture-changing Christianity, 
committed to redeeming the world for Christ, according to His Law. And, of course, Kirk Cameron 
and his talk on the inevitable triumph of the Gospel in history. 

Do we really live in a post-Christian culture? 

Three hundred Christian homeschooled children were there, ages 9 through 17, competing against 
each other on their knowledge of the central book of their faith, the Bible. They had to memorize 
verses, study Greek words and Biblical concepts, know and understand cross-references. They had to 
commit a significant portion of their time to all this, in addition to their normal school hours. I know 
it from experience: my youngest was a contestant too, and she had to memorize 800 verses. The day 
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started with scripture memorization; then there was the regular school time; then in the afternoon 
there was the Bible study. Her scripture cards were spread over the whole house. At our family Bible 
reading every day, she would recite the familiar passages together with my reading. It took a lot of 
determination and self-discipline and motivation to achieve it. 

It took a lot of commitment from the families too. It took fathers and mothers who actively 
participated and encouraged their children. No child could have met the criteria to qualify for the 
nationals unless there is a family that is supportive and encouraging as a learning environment. Only 
in the home can this be achieved; government-schooled children will never be able to reach the 
levels of commitment and motivation required, and private schools won’t be a much better 
environment. This took families, Christian families that take seriously the Biblical mandate for the 
education of their children, families that do not leave their children to be educated, motivated, or 
organized by strangers but take that responsibility themselves. The same families whose children 
also achieve those superior results at SAT and ACT tests, and whose children excel academically, 
professionally, and as entrepreneurs way above their government-schooled and private-schooled 
peers. 

A post-Christian culture? 

As I was watching the opening and the celebration ceremonies, the contest rounds, as I was listening 
to the speakers, I was thinking what it would be if a non-Christian attended the event and understood 
what actually was going on. What would they think of it all? I tried to place myself in the skin of a 
complete stranger, an atheist, and assess the event. Would I really say, after watching it all, that we 
lived in a post-Christian world? 

I remember when I first came to the United States, over 10 years ago. I traveled from coast to coast, 
visiting friends and churches. I attended church conferences. I listened to Christian radio stations 
while traveling. I talked to pastors and church members. I read Christian magazines and newspapers. 

There was nothing of the sort at the time. The biggest conferences were for celebrity preachers, not 
homeschool conventions or bees. The majority of those celebrity preachers said nothing about 
redeeming the culture or returning America back to its Christian roots; they were all about the 
“imminent return of Christ” which would happen any day now. Christian radio stations followed 
suit; no talk about changing or challenging the culture, mostly apocalyptic warnings and the latest 
versions of newspaper exegesis on the news from the Middle East. Pro-life wasn’t even mentioned 
as a cause, whether political or social. Homeschool families or groups were few and far between; 
there were no large homeschool conventions to talk about. Talking to a homeschooling mother in 
upstate New York about homeschool curricula, her reply was that there were only a few available, 
and that making my own curriculum may prove to be the better option. Very few had heard of 
authors like R.J. Rushdoony, Gary North, or Greg Bahnsen; preachers like Voddie Baucham or 
Douglas Phillips were unknown. And there was no such thing as a National Bible Bee. 

When I shared with a friend of mine my vision for Christian missions based on a comprehensive 
Biblical worldview, of redeeming cultures and changing history for Christ, he replied: “Do you 
realize that there are no more than 20,000 Christians in this country that would identify with such 
kind of message? Do you realize that there is no significant body of Christians who would even 
move their fingers to do anything beyond just waiting for Christ’s Second Coming and just let the 
world go to hell in a hand basket?” 
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This was a little over 10 years ago. A post-Christian culture? 

So, what if I was an intelligent, informed atheist at the National Bible Bee, and I knew of the 
developments in this nation in the last 10 years, and I was witnessing the grand event where 300 
children – out of 5,000 nationally – competed against each other on their knowledge of the Bible? 
What would I think? 

The National Bible Bee was a demonstration of power, a flexing of the muscles of the growing 
Christian community in this nation. 

It said, to an unbelieving world: “We are here, and we are strong, and we are growing even stronger. 
We have restored our commitment to the Word of God. And we have restored our commitment to 
teach our children in the Word of God. And our children are growing in the knowledge and fear of 
God. And your pagan and atheist propaganda won’t affect them anymore because they are learning 
from the Word, and they are intellectually and psychologically superior to your children who are 
dumbed down and drugged down in the public schools. We will have a next generation of children – 
many of them – who will walk, talk, learn, work, vote, plan as Christians, based on their knowledge 
of the Bible and their commitment to Jesus Christ as their Lord and King. And you have nothing to 
compare.” 

Indeed, the world has nothing to compare. There is no religion or ideological persuasion that can 
muster 300 children – let alone over 5,000 – who ferociously compete against each other on their 
knowledge of their sacred book or foundational document. There is no religion or ideological 
persuasion that has so many fathers and mothers who self-consciously and self-sacrificially devote 
their lives to make sure their children grow and learn in the best environment God has created for 
children: the home. Neither is there religion or ideological persuasion that within 10 years makes 
such a sharp turn from an irrelevant nonsense about escaping the planet to a self-conscious 
commitment to redeem and change the society, and train their children to do it, long-term. There are 
no atheist or liberal fathers and mothers who can show the same commitment, and there are no 
atheist or liberal fathers and mothers that have a long-term vision for their children as active atheists 
and liberals who know the foundations of their atheist beliefs [!] inside out and are committed to 
spend their lives to apply them in practice. If anything, atheists and liberals prefer to not be fathers 
and mothers, killing their own offspring. 

Christianity has no serious competitors in the battle for the future. That’s what an intelligent atheist 
would have gathered from the National Bible Bee. The rumors about the supposed cultural death of 
Christianity have been, to borrow Mark Twain’s phrase, a bit “premature.” 

“Do we really live in a post-Christian world of declining Christianity and Christian influence; or is 
history the manifestation of the inevitable triumph of the Gospel of Jesus Christ?” 

Kirk Cameron gave the right answer: There is no such thing as a declining Christianity in history. 
We have only seen a temporary down, while God is training His Church to build and conquer. 
America’s future is inevitably Christian; there are no pagan or atheist forces remaining on the scene 
that can claim the future. Today, only Christianity remains as the cultural force which has the 
resources and the determination to claim it. It is those homeschooled Christian kids, some of whom I 
saw this last week on the stage of the Convention Center in Nashville, that will see to it. And their 
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children and grandchildren. America won’t go down the drain, contrary to the wailing of so many 
pastors and preachers. Its Christianity is returning, stronger and better educated than ever. 

And the National Bible Bee was one of the signs of that return.  
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 Covenant, Responsibility, and Elderly Care 64.
Bojidar Marinov,  November 30, 2011  

Last week a good friend of mine asked me 
for advice about his situation of caring for 
a widowed parent who for years asked my 
friend and his brother for money. 
Apparently, the money asked for is far 
above the normal support, otherwise my 
friend wouldn’t see it as a problem. 
Obviously this is a situation of 
overspending, and may be even addiction 
to spending he is dealing with. The 
problem gets worse when I mention that 
my friend has several children and he and 
his wife are committed to homeschool 
them. Homeschooling families, by the 

very nature of their commitment, are usually not awash in money, preferring to sacrifice on income 
in order to be faithful to the Biblical mandate to train their children in the Lord. 

So my friend and his brother have a situation on their hands: In order to fulfill their obligations to 
their parent, they believe they are supposed to keep giving whatever the parents demands, above and 
beyond the normal level of support; but on the other hands, this gets in conflict with their obligations 
to their own families and with the Biblical command to leave inheritance to their children. Add to it 
the fact that the parent is a Christian – or at least claims to be – and the problem becomes quite 
complicated. 

So he asked me: What is the Biblical position on this issue? 

He is not the only one to have that problem. With the rise of Christianity in the last two decades, 
there are many Christians in their 30s and 40s who are facing a problem of unbelieving parents of 
the baby-boomer generation. Many of those parents may not be addicted to spending but they find 
other ways to be a burden to their children and their families: by constantly attacking and ridiculing 
their faith, or may be even trying to lead their grandchildren away from it when given the chance. (I 
have been in such a situation and I know how difficult it is to deal with it.) And yet, these parents 
expect to receive help and support and care from the same children whose life they make miserable. 
There are other situations as well where parents act in a way contrary to the Biblical laws for 
responsible parent’s behavior, and thus place their Christian children in situations difficult to resolve 
in a redemptive way. 

With the small increase in renewed interest toward the Christian faith in America we had so far, the 
problem is great enough. When secular humanism’s ultimate impotence to save is completely 
exposed, and a wave of mass conversions follow, the problem may become even worse for the 
society in general, and the Christian community in particular. We are used to dealing with the case 
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of believing parents and rebellious children. The opposite case – believing children and rebellious 
parents is much harder to resolve. 

So what does the Law of God say about it? 

Since the Bible doesn’t contain a specific injunction of how godly children should treat rebellious 
parents, we need to examine the nature of God’s Covenant with His people and draw conclusions 
from it. We should get the answers to several questions: (1) Who is the true center of all Biblical 
commandments, including the commandment to honor our parents? (2) How do we define the 
institution of the family which is central to the tasks of welfare and elderly care? (3) What are the 
responsibilities of parents to children and of children to parents? (4) What blessings should follow 
from obedience and what sanctions should follow from disobedience to the laws for the family? And 
(5) What should be the long-term vision and goal for a Christian family, both nuclear and extended, 
and who inherits? 

Theocentric Family 

For all human relationships and institutions, there is only one absolute starting point and 
commitment on which they all must be based: God and His Son, Jesus Christ. All relationships and 
all institutions must be defined through Christ. Every relationship we have, whether in the family or 
in the church, or in the culture, is only relative – not relative in the sense of being subject to 
relativistic ethics but always in relation to that ultimate loyalty that we all are commanded to have. 
Even the relationship between a husband and a wife is not direct, it is always in the context of their 
personal faith and walk in Jesus Christ – which is the reason Paul advises that a Christian can not 
marry a non-Christian. The responsibilities of parents to their children must always be subject to the 
covenant with God. Children must obey their parents, says Paul, but then adds the very important 
qualification, “in the Lord” (Eph. 6:1). If the relationships in that most basic institution, the family, 
are mediated by and are in relation to our covenant in Christ, the same would apply to the other 
institutions in the society: the church and the civil government, but also all the activities and 
practices in our culture. Even slaves are admonished by Paul to work for their masters “as slaves of 
Christ” and “as to the Lord” (Eph. 6:6-7). There are no direct, independent, absolute social 
relationships in a Christian culture; they are all relative, founded on the covenant with God, 
mediated through Christ. 

Fallen men – and Christians very often as well – have always attempted to absolutize certain human 
relationships and make them foundational for their society, seeking for a humanistic social order that 
is alternative to God’s order. The best example we have in the Bible is the desire of Israel to have a 
king like the other nations. While the Law required honor to their political and social leaders (Acts 
23:5), the Israelites, in their quest for a social order that would bring peace to the land, absolutized 
the political power and placed their hopes in it. Samuel warned them against it, and when they 
rejected his warning, God said to him that they have rejected not Samuel, but God Himself. Other 
human institutions and relationships have also been absolutized throughout history: the authority of 
the husband over his wife, or of the father over his daughters, or of the priest over his flock, or of the 
master over his slaves. The perfect social order has been sought in family clans or genetic lines; or in 
a free economic order without the restraining function of the Law of God. In pagan Rome and 
Greece, the father of the family had the power of life and death over his children even after they 
were of age and married and had their own families. 



 

 
266 

The Bible warns against such absolutizing of human relationships, and often the warnings are 
directed against that most basic and strongest of all institutions, the family. The law in Deuteronomy 
13:6-10 is stated in very strong terms; it declares that in case of treason against God family 
relationships must be considered null and void, and the family must act in vengeance against the one 
who broke the covenant. The parents of a grown up son who was a glutton and a drunkard had to 
deliver him to the authorities for execution (Deut. 21:20). In the New Testament Jesus states it in 
milder terms but the message is the same: Even family relations must be secondary to the covenant 
in Christ. He declares that his true family is not His blood family but His spiritual family (Luke 
8:19-21); and He also declared that a man must forsake his family to follow Christ (Luke 14:26). 
The family was important to the covenant but it was not the only covenant; and same applied to 
every other institution or social relationship. Even the closest family tie had to be renounced and 
broken when the covenant with God was broken. 

Therefore, when we get to the question of the responsibilities of children to their parents, we need to 
realize that these responsibilities can not be absolute. As we can glean from Jesus’ words mentioned 
above, there can be situations when the responsibilities to our parents can get in conflict with our 
responsibility to God. In that case, as Jesus said, we must unquestionably put aside any human 
relationship and obey and honor God first. It is not a decision that can be made lightly and casually, 
especially when honoring the parents is commanded in the Ten Commandments; but in a fallen 
world, we should expect that our human responsibilities may get in the way of our obedience to God, 
and act according to our covenant with God, not according to human laws. 

The Nuclear Family 

Man was originally created a family, and he was given the Dominion Mandate – to fill the earth – as 
a family. It was Adam who was charged with the task to take dominion, but only as the head of his 
family, not as an independent agent who also happened to have a wife, and later children. Therefore, 
the family as a unit fulfills all the tasks that are essential to the task of dominion. It is indeed 
centered on the calling of the head of the family, the husband, and his calling is given to him before 
he finds a wife. But except in the rare cases where a man is given the special gift to remain 
unmarried, his calling can only be fulfilled when there is a wife who is a helpmeet, and works with 
her husband in his calling. This doesn’t mean that women do not have their own callings under God, 
or that the women’s part in the task of dominion is inferior to men’s. Every woman has her own 
calling also, but in the family, the wife’s calling must always be in the context of the husband’s 
calling. It is his specific individual calling that places him directly under God, and his wife under 
him (1 Cor. 11:3), not some perceived institutional, intellectual, or spiritual inferiority of the woman. 

This brings us to the issue of how the family is defined. Like everything else, fallen men throughout 
history have tried to re-define the family in many different ways, away from its Biblical meaning. 
We are witnessing today attempts to re-define the family as a marriage of man to man or woman to 
woman; or the family is legally defined today as simply cohabitation and a sexual relationship. We 
have attempts to turn the civil government into a surrogate family which inherits and also takes care 
of the children and the elderly people. In Communist propaganda, the nation, or the people as a 
whole are defined as a family, and thus children’s loyalty to their parents is discouraged in order to 
instill in them loyalty to the state. In Nazism and the various racist and kinists groups, family is re-
defined as genetics and a mystical relationship between all people of similar genetic composition or 
of specific skin complexion. 
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A common pagan definition of the family in the past was the clan, the extended family of blood lines 
and master-slave relationships. It was present in a very strong form among the Celts. The social 
organization of the Greek and Roman societies was based on the clan, as De Coulanges’s excellent 
study, The Ancient City, demonstrates. The clan in an extended form was the concept of the family 
for the pagan societies of the Incas and the Aztecs; the tribe was the ultimate social unit for the 
North American Indians. Today, the cultural organization of the clan characteristic to the ancient 
Celts and Romans can be seen among the Gypsies in Eastern Europe. In the clan, the family is 
centered on the father of the clan, but the other men in the clan do not have their own individual 
callings outside of the clan. A young man who has a wife and children only serves the purposes of 
the clan, and is under the direct authority of the father of the clan. His responsibility is not to God 
but to his earthly father, even if he is an adult and has his own family. At the death of the father of 
the clan, the oldest son or the nearest male relative takes over and becomes the head of the family, 
and the rest of the men remain in their position of subjection and servitude. 

This is not the Biblical pattern. The Biblical dominion is entrusted not to extended families and clans 
but to the nuclear family. While the extended family is important when mutual help is necessary, it is 
not the foundation of social order. It is in the nuclear family where God places the seat of 
responsibility for the fulfilling of the Dominion Mandate, and it is the individual married men and 
their wives who must work to fulfill it. God made that clear at the very beginning when he said that 
“man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife” (Gen. 2:24). In the social order of 
God, the individual family stands directly before God, and the individual family – a man and his 
wife – must be the center of social activity, as well as the center of social responsibility and meaning 
and purpose. Any social relationships that diminish the nuclear family in functions or importance, or 
that create obstacles before the fulfillment of its task of dominion, must be put aside, and the Biblical 
pattern of dominion through the nuclear family must be followed. 

A common characteristic of the fallen man’s culture is the war between generations. Parents are 
irresponsible and do not provide for their children nor leave them inheritance, preferring instead to 
spend their resources in self-indulgence. Children in response grow selfish and alienated from their 
parents, and abandon them in old age. When grown up children and parents live together, there are 
quarrels and disagreements. When a child becomes a Christian, he changes his attitude to his parents 
and now he obeys them, honors them, and cares for them even if they are still unbelievers and 
therefore are still selfish and irresponsible. But sometimes the pendulum swings too far, and a son 
ends up helping his parents over and beyond what is helpful for his own family. The Bible 
commands us to honor our parents; but that responsibility can not be allowed to become detrimental 
to the purpose of our own nuclear families in the task of dominion. The Biblical definition of a 
family is a husband and his wife, and their specific purpose in the Dominion Mandate; it is not a man 
and his parents, and it is not even a man and his children, however important children are in the 
fulfillment of the task of dominion. 

Responsibility Is a Two-Way Street 

Since the family is important but not primary, then it must be defined by the central relationship man 
has – the covenant with God. The family plays a specific part in that covenant: it is a guardian of the 
wealth that is transferred to future generations. Since God’s covenant works itself out in history, 
there has to be a generational transfer of covenant wealth – spiritual, intellectual, material. The 
family is charged with giving the future generation the knowledge of the Lord and His salvation 
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(Gen. 18:19). It is also charged with giving the children professional knowledge in order to make a 
living and support their families when they grow up. And the family was obligated to leave as an 
inheritance to the next generation the material wealth accumulated by previous generations. The 
family is a trustee in the plan of God, a trustee of wealth, and it is responsible before God for the 
way the wealth of knowledge and material resources is transferred to the future generations. 

This stewardship includes many tasks, and they are mainly economic. It’s main expression is, of 
course, the command for a man to grow his capital throughout his productive life (Matt. 25:14-30). 
This capital, as I mentioned above, may be spiritual, intellectual, or material, but there has to be 
growth. Out of that growth, a man has responsibilities to his children but also to his parents. In his 
most productive years of his life, his productivity must triple: to provide for himself, for his parents, 
and for his children. His responsibilities are as a husband, a father, and an adult son. He can not 
abandon any of these three responsibilities; he must fulfill all three of them for the family to function 
properly under God. In the Bible, the family is charged with the children’s education and 
upbringing; it is charged with the elderly care; and also, the husband is forbidden from leaving his 
wife without her necessary maintenance. Also, the family is charged with taking care of those of the 
extended family who are unable to care for themselves (1 Tim. 5:8), and that means widows and 
orphans. 

But, as Rushdoony says in his Institutes of Biblical Law, “Responsibility is not a one-way street.” 
The Biblical standard for social relationships is two-way responsibility, not a unilateral self-
enslavement of one to the needs and wants of another. As we saw above, the family relationships 
must always be in the context of the covenant with God. Therefore, if all responsibilities toward our 
fellow human beings must be in the context with that covenant with God, to glorify and obey God, 
there must be a corresponding responsibility by the receiving side to that same covenant with God, 
to glorify Him and obey Him. The husband has obligations to his wife, and she has obligations to 
him – to be his helpmeet in his calling. The father has obligations to his children but they too have 
obligations to him – to obey him. As we saw above, a failure of a son to honor his parents can lead to 
breaking the covenant bond and even the execution of the son. Similarly a son has obligations to his 
parents but they too have obligations to him. When he was young, their obligations were to nourish 
him and teach him to obey the Lord. When he is grown up, his responsibility to support them must 
be matched by their responsibility to help him with advice and encouragement in his calling. Older 
men are valued for their wisdom, for their ability to help younger men shorten the learning curve and 
thus accelerate the process of growing the family capital. In the Biblical social system, elderly 
people are not supposed to sit idly around in “retirement”; the function of the elders is to teach and 
share experience. If nothing else, they should not be an obstacle to their children’s callings before 
God. When a parent has become such an obstacle, he has broken his covenant with God, and 
therefore his covenant with his children. Even when talking about taking care of widows in 1 Tim. 5, 
Paul makes sure he lays down the rules for who can be lawfully considered to be a true widow. The 
position of true widow does have its own responsibilities, and a woman whose husband has passed 
away is not entitled to support just automatically but only after she has fulfilled her own obligations 
to the church. 

In his Institutes (1973 ed.; p. 482) Rushdoony gives several examples of such broken covenants. A 
daughter who assumes responsibility for her sick father when the brothers rejected their 
responsibility. The father is interested only in his sons and grandsons who would carry on his name 
but he disinherits his daughter and treats her and her family as non-entities, without even a word of 
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gratitude. Or a mother who is a militant liberal lives with her daughter and her husband who are 
devout, orthodox believers. She regards their faith with contempt and never misses the opportunity 
to speak against it, even in front of their children. Or a disabled young man who is angry at life for 
his condition, who treats his parents and sisters with hateful contempt and rage. The examples can be 
multiplied. In all these cases, we see examples of one-way responsibility; one of the parties in the 
covenant bonds willfully enslaving themselves to the other without any corresponding fulfillment of 
obligation from the other side. 

Of course, the case might be more complicated when the parent is formally a believer but, as in the 
case above, their actions do not testify to a redeemed and sanctified heart. In this case, again, no 
matter what the formal profession of faith is, it is the actions that testify to the true faith of the 
person (James 2:14-26). The responsibility of the parent is even greater in this case because with the 
formal profession of faith comes a higher responsibility for obedience to the Law of God. 

In any case, when it comes to the ethics of the family relationships, responsibility is always two-
way. A one-way relationship is against the principles of the Law of God and therefore it can not be 
lawfully maintained in a Christian culture. 

We will continue on this issue in the next article [see below].  

 

Covenant, Responsibility, and Elderly Care (cont’d) 
Bojidar Marinov,  December 1, 2011  

In the previous article, when discussing the question 
of elderly care for parents for the specific case when 
the parents are either covenant-breakers or their 
actions reveal unredeemed heart, we started a 
discussion over the very nature and function of the 
family in the plan of God for dominion. We 
answered the following three questions: (1) Who is 
the true center of all Biblical commandments, 
including the commandment to honor our parents? 
(2) How do we define the institution of the family 
which is central to the tasks of welfare and elderly 
care? (3) What are the responsibilities of parents to 

children and of children to parents? 

We will answer here the other two questions: (4) What blessings should follow from obedience and 
what sanctions should follow from disobedience to the laws for the family? And (5) What should be 
the long-term vision and goal for a Christian family, both nuclear and extended, and who inherits? 

Covenantal Blessing and Curse 
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A law that has no sanctions attached to it is as good as no law. Therefore the laws for covenantal 
responsibilities within the family have sanctions attached to them. In every covenant, blessings come 
in the form of fulfillment of the promises of the covenant. And curses come in the form of separation 
from the covenant. 

Since the family is a trustee of the economic wealth of the society, its blessings and curses are 
primarily in the form of economic blessings and curses. The Fifth Commandment which protects the 
family is the first one with a promise attached to it, and the main thrust of the promise is economic: 
that it may go well (i.e. prosper) with you and your days will be prolonged. Material resources and 
time – the two factors of economic growth. The parents themselves, if they are obedient to God and 
train their children, expect economic return from them in the form of support in their old age. 
Children must obey their parents so that they inherit from them. The child that takes up the task of 
caring for his parents in their old age – usually, but not always, the first-born – receives an additional 
economic compensation in the form of double portion of the inheritance. Finding a good wife in the 
Biblical social order requires an economic compensation to her parents, and she comes to the family 
of her husband with her dowry; also, she is expected to be economically savvy and increase her 
family’s fortune (Prov. 31). The family is the economic agent in the society, its functions are 
primarily economic, and therefore the blessings are primarily economic. 

But there are also curses when a person refuses to fulfill his responsibilities to the family. To start 
with, it is not a coincidence that the punishment the parents can use against their disobedient 
children is the same as the punishment used in the economic relationship between a master and his 
slave – corporal punishment (Ex. 21:20, 26). Indeed, as long as the child is under the protection of 
his parents, he is no different from a slave (Gal. 4:1). Parents who fail to educate and train their 
children to prosper righteously will see a decline in their economic well-being in their old age. 
Children who have broken the covenant must be disinherited, that is cut off from the economic 
blessings of the family. A widow who doesn’t do her obligations as a widow must also be cut off 
from economic support; and the solution to her situation is for her to get married again and thus 
come under economic protection (1 Tim. 5). The family is a trustee of the economic capital, and the 
family must and does mete out economic sanctions for obedience and disobedience to the family 
covenant. When obedient to his responsibilities, the family member participates in the economic 
blessings, when disobedient and irresponsible, he is cut off from the blessings and is cursed. 

This leads us to the conclusion that there are no automatic entitlements in the family covenant. The 
story of Esau and Jacob must teach us that no one is entitled to a blessing by default. While Esau by 
rule had to receive the birthright – that is, economically, a double portion of the inheritance – God 
decreed even before they were born that it was the younger brother who would receive it (Rom. 
9:11). And as if that was not enough, the Scripture expresses it in economic terms: “The older shall 
serve the younger.” (In Gen. 25:23, the Hebrew word for “serve” is exactly the same word as used 
for Adam’s economic task of “cultivating” the Garden in Gen. 2:15.) The heirs do not automatically 
inherit, they need to show character and faithfulness to the covenant to be worthy of being able to 
benefit from the family’s economic inheritance. People who could not take care of themselves could 
be adopted in a family for permanent care, but only after they have become slaves, and therefore 
took certain economic obligations to the family (Ex. 21:2-6). The only notable exception to that rule 
was the “adoption” of a Levite in the family where no specific economic obligations were listed on 
the part of the Levite, but only the duty of reading the Law of God for family devotions; but then 
again, that privilege came only with a specific commandment for the Levites to never have and pass 
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inheritance to their children. Even the older widows, those worthy of support, were not automatically 
granted the status of welfare recipients by the church but only after meeting specific requirements (1 
Tim. 5:4-5, 9-10). 

In the lives of Naomi and Ruth, we have an even clearer confirmation that even widows didn’t 
automatically get entitled to support. Both of them widows – and Naomi in her old age as well – they 
returned to Israel in complete poverty. Even though they had the family land, they did not have the 
strength to cultivate it nor the funds to pay workers to do it. Ruth had to go glean from other 
people’s fields, which was an activity reserved to the poorest of Israel, and for the strangers (Deut. 
24:21). Naomi had a close male relative who could take her to his house and take care of her; if she 
was automatically entitled to care at his house, she would have appealed to her position as an 
unprotected poor widow. But such appeal wasn’t issued, and no one objected to the apparent lack of 
compassion on the part of her relative. If Paul’s injunction in 1 Tim. 5:8 is applied to this situation, 
the closest relative must have been considered worse than an unbeliever. But we don’t see Naomi 
appealing for help; nor do we see anyone in Bethlehem concerned about the situation. 

There was a reason for it. Naomi had to prove that she had remained faithful to the covenant. The 
community in Bethlehem probably had the right to be suspicious: She and her husband had left Israel 
in times of distress, only to emigrate to a nation that was hostile to Israel (Num. 22; Judges 3). They 
had allowed their sons to marry Moabite women, well known at the time for their promiscuity (Num. 
25:1). As if that wasn’t enough, Naomi also brought back with her one of those Moabite women, a 
widow, attractive, and still young enough to marry again (Ruth 2:5-6). From the perspective of her 
family and of the Israelite culture in general, Naomi had to go a long way before she proved she was 
eligible for support by her closest relatives, irrespective of her old age and her deep poverty. No one 
received welfare automatically; a person had to present proofs that he was part of the covenant. 

That’s what Ruth set out to do. She had to show family loyalty: Taking care of her mother-in-law 
even in her deepest poverty (Ruth 2:11). She had to present a clear case of superior work ethic (2:7). 
She had to overcome the reputation for promiscuity Moabite women had, and display humbleness 
and self-restraint (2:10, 13). She had to display a good knowledge of the custom and the social 
conventions in the Hebrew society, and her willingness to abide by them (3:6-9). Only after she did 
all this, she could say she had proved that, indeed, the God of Naomi was her God, and the people of 
Naomi were her people (1:16). Her original declaration that she belonged to the God and the people 
of Israel had to be supported by her showing her works of faith, for her to be able to participate in 
the blessings of being part of Israel. When the visible proofs were presented (3:11), she didn’t even 
have to defend her case that she and her mother-in-law deserved protection: Boaz, deeply impressed 
by the true conversion of the young woman, himself took up her case and vowed to not stop until she 
was economically protected and provided for (3:18). No one was automatically entitled to support; 
all support had to be lawfully deserved by faithfulness to the covenant. 

Focus on the Future 

Christianity’s uniqueness as a religion is in its view of the future. Not that it has a unique view of the 
future but that it does have a view of the future. No other religion has it, at least not consistent with 
their own presuppositions. Christianity is the only religion that is not bound to the past and actually 
looks to the future in history with positive expectations, and therefore has the time, the resources, 
and the emotional fuel to build a future. Its success in the first centuries after Christ was due to a 
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great extent to its optimistic outlook concerning history. The pagan world had nothing to offer 
except a desperate obsession with the past, with the imagined Golden Age of the forgotten antiquity. 
Time, change, future were a threat to the pagan mind and the pagan social order. They weren’t for 
the Christian mind and the Christian social order. It was only the Christian who could say together 
with Paul, “forgetting what lies behind and reaching forward to what lies ahead” (Phil. 3:13). No 
pagan could afford to forget the past; the past was his anchor, his hope, his only means of finding 
meaning and purpose in a dangerous world of change an uncertainty. But the Christian knew that the 
present and the future belonged to him (1 Cor. 3:22), and he was not bound to the past. Christianity 
lost its impetus only when pessimistic eschatologies – amillennialism and premillennialism – 
became dominant in the church, and thus its unique characteristic, its view of the future in history 
was lost. At the same time, pagan ideologies arose who parroted the Christian historical optimism; 
not for long, because optimism can not be sustained on any basis but the Trinitarian God of the 
Bible. But Marxism, Nazism, secular humanism, and today even Islam, flourished for a while, 
borrowing the Christian optimism and adjusting it to their own purposes. 

The family, as the basic and central earthly institution of the Christian social order, has an important 
role to play in this focus on the future. As we mentioned above, its function in the plan of God as an 
institution is to be a guardian, a trustee of the wealth of the society, and especially of the transfer of 
that wealth to future generations. This inevitably defines the family in relation to time – the Bible 
allows for no stagnant view of the family, as an institution that is focused entirely on the past. To the 
contrary, in the Bible the family is always defined, described, blessed, admonished in relation to the 
future. Adam and Eve were created as a family not to enjoy themselves in a timeless bliss, but to 
“replenish the earth,” a task that obviously will take time. Even after the fall, the family still had a 
task to fulfill in the future, a victory to win, that of of the seed of the woman crushing the head of the 
serpent. Abram was chosen by God with a view of the future, way beyond his own expected lifetime. 
David looked forward to his descendant Who will save Israel. Families were commanded to leave 
inheritance to their children, and teach them to teach their children to teach their children and so on, 
in the way of the Lord. The most important future-oriented, optimistic event in the history of Israel – 
the Exodus – was to be celebrated in the family, not in the church or in the nation as a civic entity. 
Family in the Biblical sense means nothing if it is not related to future fulfillment of promises, and 
that in history and on earth. 

Modern pagan cultures may have and cherish the institution of the family. Much has been written 
about the social position of the family in ancient Rome and China. Modern Islam reportedly has a 
strong focus on the institution of the family (although this is arguable). Modern Judaism (very 
different from the old Jewish religion of the Old Testament) also imputes very high value to the 
family. But in all those, the family is not a guardian of wealth that has to be transferred to the future, 
and therefore develop and build that future, whatever changes would be necessary to put in effect. 
All these cultures were and are stagnant because the family – however valued and strong – is a 
guardian of the past, a trustee of the old rituals and beliefs and superstitions which have to remain 
unchanged no matter what. In some places this is combined with very strong veneration of the 
ancestors – and the ancestors, being in a place where nothing changes, undoubtedly would be very 
unhappy if the world changes beyond recognition. 

The same fear of change and future can be seen also in the modern secular humanist culture. 
Abortion, same-sex marriage, cohabitation, have the same ultimate religious drive in their very 
foundation: The fear of change that will bring the future. And since the change obviously comes 
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through the birth of a baby – or many babies – the modern culture is frantically searching for ways to 
re-create the family without the danger of having children. Not that secular humanists hate children – 
although many of them do, with a passion. But there is something more that they hate: the change, 
the newness of life, the inevitable future that comes with it. The scene of a wife breaking out the 
news that she is pregnant is one of the simplest and yet most dramatic scenes in the world of movie-
making; it spells c-h-a-n-g-e. And this change is what unbelievers hate the most: because it means 
that the future is going to destroy the past, the good old known world of certainty and leisure. 

Needless to say, on a practical level, this focus on the future for the Christian family is expressed in 
its ability to procreate, and leave inheritance to the children. It is the children who must inherit, and 
it is the children who will be the projection of the family into the future (Ps. 127:4-5). At the end of 
the day, when all other responsibilities have been fulfilled, one remains that will carry on the family 
name and capital in the future: the upbringing of children, teaching them in the Lord and equipping 
them to prosper righteously and fill the earth. 

Knowing this, we should expect that the attack of the pagan world against the Christian family will 
come mainly in the form of attacking either the children themselves, or the inheritance the parents 
would leave to the children. The former is attempted in the different ways modern governments use 
to separate the children from their parents: mainly the government school system. The latter comes 
as attempts to destroy the legacy or the inheritance left to the children; the spiritual, intellectual, and 
material capital transferred to the future generations. 

But sometimes it comes in a different form: in the form of addiction to spending. In fact, in much of 
the Western world the loss of the vision for the future has resulted in a frantic drive on the part of the 
parents to spend and acquire new things. The credit card crisis and the mortgage crisis for the 
individual citizens, and the massive fiscal debt on a government level are all the result of that 
obsession with spending. Spending is looked upon as a substitute for the promises of the future that 
were lost with the lost optimism. The drive to spend is primarily religious; but its results are 
economic. And one of the most terrible economic consequences of it is the destruction of the family 
capital and transfer of wealth. 

Knowing how important it is to leave inheritance to the children, a Christian family must be careful 
to identify the threats to that inheritance. Sometimes they are government taxes and regulations. 
Sometimes they are the lack of self-control on the part of the parents themselves. Sometimes they 
are excessive demands by an elderly parent for support. In all cases, while the present needs must be 
met in a reasonable way, the focus must remain on the future. 

Conclusion 

To return back to my friend’s question: Are the children of an aged parent who demands an 
unreasonable amounts of money, above and beyond the normal level of support, obligated to comply 
unconditionally with his demands? Or, to answer the broader question: Are the children who are 
believers, unconditionally obligated to parents who are unbelieving and rebellious, or who exhibit 
traits of behavior that are not in accordance with the Christian faith? 

The answer is no. 
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First, no human relationship can be absolute, and therefore there can be no unconditional obligation 
or responsibility to other men, even of a child to his parents. All relationships must be redefined in 
terms of God and His covenant. Only God is our ultimate and absolute relationship, and human 
relationships that violate His covenant must be considered null and void. 

Second, the Biblical pattern for the family is the nuclear family: a man and his wife. There is no 
absolute loyalty to the extended family, the clan, because only the nuclear family has the mandate to 
fill the earth and have dominion over it. All relationships with other families – or even with the 
parents of the husband and the wife – must be subjected to that basic human institution, even the 
care for the elderly parents. 

Third, the Bible clearly identifies the responsibilities not only of children to their aged parents but 
also of the parents to their children. There is no one-way responsibility in the Christian social order. 
Any relationship of such one-way responsibility is illegitimate for it violates the Law of God. 

Fourth, as a covenant institution, the family has its blessings for covenantal obedience and curses for 
covenantal disobedience. Since the family is the trustee of the economic wealth of the society, its 
blessings and curses are economic: inheritance, support, economic protection, etc. But it is not 
autonomous: the family’s sanctions must be in accordance with God’s Law. It is not allowed to 
reward covenant-breakers with blessings, nor administer curses on covenant-keepers. No one, not 
even the true widows, is automatically entitled to support and economic protection; they must prove 
they are in the covenant before the family decide to support them. 

Fifth, in everything, the family must be focused on the future. In fact, take away the focus on the 
future, and the Christian family ceases to exist as a concept. Therefore, the family must guard its 
wealth from any relationship that attempts to destroy its inheritance, whether government taxation or 
individual addiction to spending. The actions or addictions of an aged parent that war against passing 
inheritance on to the next generation must be rejected, and his children must support him only to the 
reasonable level of support.  
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 When the Church Surrenders to Her Enemies 65.
Bojidar Marinov,  October 19, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615222442/http://americanvision.org/5266/when-the-church-
surrenders-to-her-enemies/  

(A lecture delivered to the students at the 
Edinburg Theological Seminary in Edinburg 
TX.) 

The question of how to recognize what is truly right 
and thus to serve justice when framing laws has 
never been simple, and today in view of the vast 
extent of our knowledge and our capacity, it has 
become still harder. How do we recognize what is 
right? In history, systems of law have almost 
always been based on religion: decisions regarding 
what was to be lawful among men were taken with 
reference to the divinity. Unlike other great 
religions, Christianity has never proposed a 

revealed body of law to the State and to society, that is to say a juridical order derived from 
revelation. Instead, it has pointed to nature and reason as the true sources of law – and to the harmony 
of objective and subjective reason, which naturally presupposes that both spheres are rooted in the 
creative reason of God. 

These are words of Pope Benedict from his address to the German Parliament on September 22 
earlier this year. He was talking to a group of people who are only nominally Christian; most of 
whom have never even included God in the process of deciding what is good and what is bad; and 
those that have, include Him in an only peripheral way, in a way of simple moralisms, never as a 
source of comprehensive morality. (Just like our own representatives in Congress.) He was talking to 
a Parliament that would vehemently reject any attempt by anyone to refer them to the Law of God, 
or to the Bible. A group of people who never considered anything else as their standard of thinking 
and morality but the autonomous man and his autonomous thought, his autonomous desires, and his 
autonomous goals. 

And Pope Benedict gave them more of the same. He declared that the church – as he understands the 
church – never even tried to give them anything different. God, he said in effect, has always been 
kept by the church excluded from direct participation in the legislative process. His revelation has 
always been properly kept away from directly interfering with the legislative actions of autonomous 
men. Man’s reason and man’s nature is what must be authoritative as a source of law; man doesn’t 
have to look farther to recognize what is right but the creation around him and in him. Creation is 
our standard, and in itself it contains the knowledge of good and bad which we need to do justice. 
Later in the speech, the Pope explained it even better: Man is, he said, “intellect and will, but he is 
also nature, and his will is rightly ordered if he listens to his nature, respects it and accepts himself 
for who he is, as one who did not create himself.” The fact that that nature has been marred by sin 
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doesn’t seem to be of any significance. Man should listen not to God but to his own nature, and only 
then is his will “rightly ordered.” 

True, he said, he finds reason “rooted in the creative reason of God.” But whatever that “creative 
reason of God is,” we can not and should not appeal directly to it for our moral and judicial 
standards. It can not talk to us directly, through revelation. It must use the mediating agency of the 
human nature and reason – both assumed to be untainted by sin – to be able to tell us anything of 
useful value. God needs man’s nature and man’s reason to talk to man. And whatever God’s ideas 
are, they can not be revealed directly, only through man’s reason. One wonders, what can prevent us 
then from replacing God with man’s reason alone and ending up as men listening to men, and not 
men listening to God? And what saves us from ascribing to God anything that comes to our mind 
that is rooted in our nature as it is? Benedict doesn’t explain. 

The church points to the vague principle of the “harmony of objective and subjective reason,” 
Benedict said. This is Kantian dualism’s terminology – it’s just the dualism now is between 
objective and subjective as over against pure and practical reason. And Benedict resolves the 
dualism by pointing to a dialectical harmony between the two – somehow God’s thinking and man’s 
thinking are the same, and this must give us the assurance that if we look back to our nature, we will 
have God’s objective reasoning revealed in it, in some general form, men will be able to make 
specific laws without going to God for specific advice, let alone expect from Him a revealed code of 
law. 

Note also a very important dichotomy in the words of Benedict: “never proposed a revealed law” but 
“instead, [notice the word used to create the dichotomy] it has pointed to nature and reason. . . .” A 
revealed law – a law that comes directly from God as sovereign, ultimate, and final reference point – 
must by necessity be opposed to what is natural and reasonable. If God speaks directly, this must be 
against the nature and reason of man; but the church takes the position of relying on the nature and 
reason of man, not on any unnatural and unreasonable revealed law. 

It all points to one and simple conclusion: Man must make his own laws, and he shouldn’t look 
up to his Creator except in a very vague, philosophical way. It is the other religions that invoke 
the help of a deity when they construct law codes, Christianity is more enlightened than that (we will 
talk about the Enlightenment later); we don’t need God. We only need Him as a philosophical 
background to the creative legislative process initiated by man, done by man, and brought to 
conclusion by man. The legislative council is composed of men only, and God is not invited except 
as one who leases out the room where the council meets. 

Benedict’s claims are a perfect example of the course the Roman Church has taken in the last 200 
years or so. We, as Protestants, must examine it carefully; not because we are interested in what an 
apostate church has to say through its supreme pontifex but because we want to make sure that we 
haven’t fallen into the same fallacies and haven’t become just as apostate as the Roman Church. 

So, is this what the church really believed through the centuries? And is it true that other religions 
relied on revealed law while the church never offered any revealed law, and only relied on nature 
and reason? This is an important question for those of us who in one way or another will serve the 
Church of God as evangelists, pastors, teachers; it is important when we give advice to individuals, 
families, churches, and civil governments. We must be able to give an answer every time we are 
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asked about our faith both in private, and when we are invited to talk on the radio, on internet 
forums, or when we speak at a Tea Party event. Law is the central characteristic of a society; a 
culture is defined by its legal system more than it is defined by its museums, ballet, or clothes. We 
are in America, and we all know that people from all over the world come to America not because 
here they can buy Wrangler jeans or watch Oprah or eat Macburgers, but because they can find here 
liberty and justice for all, liberty and justice that can not be found anywhere else, whether Europe, 
Mexico, or Singapore. 

We will do well to notice that Pope Benedict’s words bear a striking resemblance to the words of 
another famous man, more than 300 years ago: the French thinker of the Enlightenment, 
Montesquieu. Montesquieu book, The Spirit of the Law, is considered the foundational book for the 
modern systems of government. But in it, he says words that are very important for our 
understanding of the origins of the modern political philosophies: 

We ought not to decide by divine laws what should be decided by human laws; nor determine by 
human what should be determined by divine laws. 

Notice that Montesquieu said those words in a way of negation, a reaction against something in the 
society around him at the time. What was he reacting against? He was reacting against the idea of 
revealed law given by God and preached by the Church! Even the Roman church at the time 
believed that the law was revealed, even if they interpreted it in a twisted way. The idea of God’s 
Law given to man to govern his society with righteousness and justice was present in all Christian 
societies since Constantine. Even before that Apostle Paul said that the Law is good when applied 
lawfully, and then he listed the crimes that the Law of God – revealed in Scripture, which for Paul 
was the Old Testament – declares civil crimes and must meet civil punishment (1 Tim. 1:8-11). And 
what legal grounds does Paul offer for his view of the Law? “According to the glorious Gospel I 
have been entrusted with”! 

What Pope Benedict is doing is this: Delivering his own church in the hands of its enemies, 
ideologically. The Roman church doesn’t need Montesquieus anymore. It has its own popes. When 
the French Revolutionaries took over the Roman Catholic temples in Paris in the late 1700s, they 
removed the outward signs of Christianity and replaced them with worship of the goddesses Nature 
and Reason. They proudly called their age, the age of revolt against Christianity, the Age of Reason. 
And they proudly declared that a savage who lives close to “nature” is more noble than a Christian 
who has been educated in the Bible and in the foundation of the Western Civilization. And here we 
have today a Pope in Rome declaring the same goddesses and elevating the same cult, as a cult of his 
own church. 

When in AD 325 Constantine summoned the bishops for the First Ecumenical Council in Nicaea, he 
opened the Council with the declaration that the resolution of the theological disputes in the Church 
will bring peace to the Empire. An Emperor was declaring that his Empire as a civil realm was going 
to be based on the theological foundation of the Church. When admonishing the bishops to come to a 
conclusion, he did not ask them to judge by their nature and reason; his appeal was to the Holy 
Scriptures! (This is a beautiful refutation of the Roman Catholic claims that the Canon was decided 
by the Church at the Councils. If the first council started with an appeal to the Scriptures, apparently 
there was a body of authoritative canon that wasn’t decided by an administrative act of the church.) 
Augustine, when advising the young ruler Marcellus in North Africa about how a proper government 
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should be constituted, he expressly says that “if your government is so constituted as to aim only at 
their safety and prosperity [the ideal of the Stoics], then it is not true government.” Augustine 
continues by saying that it will only be righteous government if it’s purpose is to worship God. 
Ironically in his speech Benedict mentions the Stoics among the intellectual forefathers of the 
Church’s doctrine of justice, in direct contradiction to Augustine. 

We see that from the early days, the Church has always insisted that there was a standard for 
righteous government based on the revealed religion in the Scriptures, not on appeals to nature or 
reason. 

Benedict’s confusion becomes even more apparent when we pay attention to the fact that he goes 
back to the classical pagan world for support. He says that the juridical culture of the Church came 
out of the Roman law. Where does he believe the Roman Law came from? Does he think the Roman 
Law had no religious beginnings? If he does, Benedict doesn’t know much about the origins of the 
Roman Law; he certainly never read the excellent study by De Coulanges, The Ancient City. The 
Roman Law started as a religious law, supposedly given to the Romans by their gods, and later 
passed by humans who were officially deified. In a very real way, Benedict is saying, “we do not 
rely on the revealed law of the God of the Bible but we are OK with founding our juridical culture 
on the revealed laws of the gods of the Romans.” Spoken like a true Roman. 

There is a huge problem in this philosophy of Benedict. The problem is that nature doesn’t contain 
any law of justice in itself. Even more, reason does not contain any law of justice in itself. Even the 
Golden Rule of Jesus, “Do unto others as you want done unto you,” is not as “natural” as one may 
think, nor is it “reasonable” as one would think. For one, who would want a masochist to apply the 
Golden Rule to them? Also, only a Christian would be able to accept the Golden Rule consistently. 
A member of the higher castes in India would reject the Golden Rule. After all, there is a difference 
in social status and worth between him and the pariahs; why should he believe in reciprocal 
relationship? And what about Aristotle and his belief that some men are naturally slaves? What 
about the Nazis and their belief in the biological inequality of the different genotypes? 

And if even that ultimate rule of natural law can not be defended consistently, what are we to say 
about any other law of justice? How can we oppose the concentration camps on the basis of any law 
of nature? Don’t we observe killings and torture in nature? And reason, how do we define it? Reason 
can not define itself. Even the most absurd beliefs and practices in the Muslim world (which I 
properly sum up under the name of Absurdistan) are defended by the Muslim scholars as being 
“reasonable.” 

We as Reformed believers know why there is such a problem in the Pope’s philosophy: He discounts 
a basic fact of human nature and reason after the Fall: The Total Depravity of man. When we talk 
about “nature and reason” as the foundation of our system of justice, we need to ask ourselves the 
question: Whose nature? Whose reason? Is it our nature as it was before the Fall? Is it our reason as 
it was informed directly by God and never polluted by the original sin of our first parents? Or is it 
the nature and reason of man after generations of sin creeping into our beings, destroying us, 
twisting our minds with selfishness, hate, lust, and self-righteousness? 

We know man is dead in sin and he can not be trusted to know good from evil in himself. His mind 
rebels against that knowledge; his depraved soul suppresses this knowledge in unrighteousness. His 
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reasoning is corrupt; he sees God in nature and he rejects what he sees. And if God has left His law 
imprinted in nature and man’s reason, a twisted mind can not but have twisted sight. 

Man knows he needs salvation. The simplest need he has – salvation – that his own being depends 
on it, should be his greatest motive, given the fact that he is so selfish. And even in that selfish need 
he can’t see clearly how he can get that salvation, and he needs special revelation. Even in our most 
desperate selfish need we can’t learn unless God intervenes directly. 

And here the Pope is telling us that men in power, when they need to do justice to other men, will be 
able to do perfectly well without God’s direct revelation? 

The situation becomes tragic when we see that there are Protestant and Reformed teachers and 
preachers today who lead their listeners to the law of nature and reason. Man, again, is expected to 
learn from revelation what he needs for his salvation; nature and reason can not lead him to that 
knowledge. But when we talk about how he treats his fellow human beings, all of a sudden he is 
smart and intelligent and insightful enough to learn righteousness and justice from nature and reason. 
For those Protestant preachers and teachers, just like for Pope Benedict, God is only there to give 
salvation but not to take an active part in man’s life and society. Man can figure it out on his own. 
God only leases the world out to us; we decide what to do with it. 

We have allowed these Roman ideas – and I say Roman in both senses, Roman Catholic and Roman 
pagan – to creep into our modern Reformed theology and subvert it. We have rejected the Law of 
God for laws of men. The civilization of liberty and justice for all that our Reformed forefathers 
built, is now crumbling, because we have disallowed God from speaking directly to our society. We 
have followed Benedict in delivering our own churches and our own civilization in the hands of our 
enemies. 

It is of great importance to us as Protestant ministers to remember the words of Bucer: “Reformation 
is nothing less that the Christianization of all of life.” Not the Christianization of the soul but the 
“naturalization” and the “rationalization” of the rest of our life and society. Not the revealed will of 
God for our personal life and then make God shut up about the rest of it. Not the vague ideas men 
can derive from their observation of nature or their poor attempts to exercise autonomous reason. 

The Christianization of all of life. That means, making Christ Lord of all life. How do we know what 
Christ said about our salvation? We go back to the Bible, Old and New Testament. How do we know 
what Christ said about the family? We go back to the Bible, Old and New Testament. How do we 
know what He said about the church, about preaching, teaching, elders, deacons, sacraments? We go 
back to the Bible, Old and New Testament. 

Well, how do we know what Christ said about the realm of justice, courts, civil government, 
economics, taxes, regulations, etc. 

We go back to the Bible, Old and New Testament, the revealed will and law of God where God tells 
us specifically what He considers righteousness and justice in these affairs. The Bible contains the 
revealed standard for all that is good and righteous; our own minds should be occupied with reading 
it, learning it, and applying it to our modern situations, not with making up laws out of thin air, 
which is exactly what we do when we try to derive laws from nature and reason. Man can not pull 
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himself out of the swamp of sin, darkness and confusion; he can not trust his own depraved 
judgment. That’s what the Word of God is for: to teach him where he can not teach himself. 

You and I know it firsthand. I have lived in Eastern Europe where the governments were supposedly 
based on “nature and reason.” You have been or lived on the other side of the River [Rio Grande], 
where a central socialist elite rules in the name of “nature and reason.” I know how much justice 
there was in Eastern Europe. You all can tell me how much justice there is on the other side of the 
River. We all see that the United States of America, originally founded upon the universal 
acceptance of the Law of God in the Ten Commandments and in the case applications throughout the 
rest of the Law of God, still has more justice than most other nations in the world. And we can 
clearly see that with the gradual abandonment of that original commitment, justice is being lost here. 
Justice and righteousness are the foundations of God’s Throne. You can’t have only one of those 
foundations and expect that God rules in the midst of a nation. You have to have both justice and 
righteousness. 

Therefore, you and I have work to do. Our work will be first in rejecting the false notion that God 
doesn’t speak directly to every area of life, including justice and civil government, and declaring that 
He has given just as much revelation about it as about everything else, in His Holy Word, the Bible. 
Then our work will be in educating ourselves as to what the Bible says about all these areas of life. 
“No apologies,” must be our motto, and our battle-cry. No apologies about our firm commitment to 
the Bible, about our firm assurance that it gives the revealed law for every area of life, including 
civil government. We can not attack the gates of hell with vague appeals to “nature and reason.” In 
fact, if anything, hell has a monopoly on nature and reason as long as man’s nature and man’s reason 
remain in bondage to man’s sinful nature. We attack the gates of hell by declaring that “God is with 
us,” and therefore God has spoken to us, directly, through His Law in His Word, to both us as 
individuals, and to our institutions – families, churches and nations. 

Do not deceive yourselves that you can legitimately limit your work to creating individual converts 
and disciples, and ignore the call of God for establishing justice throughout the land. When there is 
injustice in the land, God first withdraws, then sends judgment. The Gospel suffers. Look at Eastern 
Europe where the faithful have been too cowardly to preach the Gospel to the NATIONS. And look 
at Latin America too. When you truncate the Gospel to individuals only, God truncates your success. 

We should let Benedict deliver his own church in the hands of its enemies. It in fact has been there 
for quite a while. But the Reformers did not leave us such a legacy. We should follow them in 
upholding the standard of the Law of God for every area of life, including justice and civil 
government. And build a City on a Hill, as they did. And thus glorify God and be a light for the 
nations. 

Amen.  
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“. . . Don John of Austria rides home from 
the Crusade.” 

A hundred years ago, Chesterton wrote these 
words in his poem, Lepanto. Today, few in 
Christendom even know about that great 
naval battle, let alone write poems about it. 
Earlier this month marked the 440th 
anniversary of the Battle of Lepanto. It was 
barely mentioned in a few blogs. And yet, 
without Lepanto, the history of Europe and 

the world would have been different today. 

In the morning of October 7th, 1571, the fleet of the Holy League of 202 galleys and 6 galleasses 
entered the bay of Lepanto to face the largest fleet the Mediterranean had seen up to that time: 250 
Ottoman galleys with more than 30,000 soldiers and 50,000 sailors and oarsmen. The odds were 
against the Christian fleet but its commander, the 24-year-old Don Juan of Austria, decided to 
engage the Ottomans immediately. Though young, he was no stranger to naval battles. Six years 
earlier he had joined the armada sent for the rescue of Malta and took part in the successful landing 
party of Don Garcia where a mere 8,000 Spanish soldiers secured a beachhead and then attacked the 
superior Ottoman siege force. Now the young noble was to win the greatest battle of his life. 
Contrary to his Ottoman counterpart who gave abundant promises to his Christian slaves-oarsmen, 
Don Juan was laconic. His motivational speech to his crews consisted of one sentence only: “There 
is no paradise for cowards.” The speech worked. In the middle of the day, when the battle was going 
bad for the Christian fleet, the Venetians and the Spanish held their positions. 

When the day was over, the Ottoman fleet was destroyed, with over 50 ships sunk and 140 ships 
captured. Over 20,000 Ottoman troops were killed, the elite corps of the Janissaries lost almost all of 
its soldiers, and the Ottoman Empire lost the bulk of its experienced sailors – a loss which she 
couldn’t replace for a few generations. 12,000 Christian slaves were freed, an abundant reward for 
the 7,500 casualties the Christian coalition suffered in the battle. 

While the battle itself can and has supplied us with many accounts of personal bravery, dramatic 
reversals, and even comic occurrences (as when the besieged Janissaries on the Ottoman flagship 
Sultana, running out of weapons, started throwing oranges and lemons at the Spanish infantry), very 
seldom do modern historians pay attention to a different kind of bravery, one that laid the foundation 
for the victory at Lepanto and later made Christendom the civilization that was able to conquer the 
world. It is true that Lepanto was won by the heroism of the Christian soldiers and sailors. But we 
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should not forget that their effort were helped by a phenomenon that was first felt significantly at 
Lepanto: The emerging superiority of the Christian technological advancement. 

Three were the technological advancements that won the battle: 

First was metallurgy. Metallurgy has always been an expensive technology, and even when 
civilizations had access to better technological know-how in metallurgy, they preferred stone and 
wood for they were easier to work with. Metallurgy requires not only understanding of the 
characteristics of the metals – mainly bronze and iron – but also understanding of the concepts of 
heat and temperature, and also the production of the heat necessary to melt metals. While melting 
iron and bronze has always been done in smaller scale – for production of armor and hand weapons 
and tools – the development of cannon in the 13th and 14th centuries required much better 
development of metallurgy than what was available before. 

Contrary to the popular misconception among professional historians, cannon was first used in large 
numbers not in China but in Europe, during the Hundred Years War. The effectiveness of cannon 
against fortresses and large field armies forced the European governments and entrepreneurs to 
develop the metallurgical process so that more cannons could be produced at a lower cost. 
Byzantium also produced enough artillery to defend its capital in 1396 against the Ottoman siege. At 
the time, the Muslim world had nothing to compare to the development of the European metallurgy, 
and the Ottomans had no cannon. They were forced to retreat but they learned the lesson. Over 50 
years later, the Ottoman Empire still had no metallurgy developed but it was able to buy 68 cannons 
from Hungary and thus take Constantinople in 1453, defeating its meager force of 7,000 defenders. 

The 14th and the 15th centuries were hard time for Europe: the Little Ice Age and the several 
outbreaks of Black Death decimated the European populations. And yet, in that period of declining 
human resources and economic crises, Europe managed not only to keep up with science and 
technologies, but also to overcome the Muslim world which had inherited the most fertile lands and 
the abundance of resources left by the Roman Empire. Metallurgy was the fastest growing field of 
technological development. By 1571, Europe, as tiny in population as it was in comparison to the 
Ottoman Empire, could produce cannons faster and more cheaply than anyone else in the world. 

On that morning of October 7, the smaller number of Christian galleys was bristling with cannon: 
anywhere from 1500 to 1800 cannons of different sizes compared to only 700 on the larger Ottoman 
fleet. Not to mention that the Ottomans had insufficient ammo. The majority of Muslim ships were 
sunk even before they approached far enough for their weapons to be effective. 

The second factor was the firearms. Metallurgical development not only allowed Christians to have 
more and superior cannon, they also placed better personal firearms in the hands of the Christian 
soldiers. By 1571 the production of firearms had been made thriving business and certain uniformity 
in caliber and ammunition was achieved. The production of cast iron was perfected in Europe better 
than any other place. Besides the production of cast iron cannonballs, which helped the artillery, it 
also helped to produce cast iron barrels for muskets and arquebuses. The armories of Europe set out 
to produce the largest number of firearms the world had ever seen at the time. (Muskets became so 
cheap that every family could afford one, and indeed, just 40 years after Lepanto the poorest among 
the Puritan settlers in Massachusetts could own one or more muskets.) While in the armies of the 
East at the time only a small portion of the soldiers had muskets, the Spanish infantry – the tercios – 
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were 50% musketmen and 50% pikemen. The combination was deadly: the close quarters 
capabilities of the pike infantry and the long range firepower of the musketmen could win any battle. 
Without the cheap production of personal firearms and the availability of powder, such combination 
wouldn’t be possible. The smaller Christian force had nothing to fear when facing the superior 
enemy. 

The Ottomans still relied on the composite bow. The last time Europe had seen a massive action of 
bowmen was two centuries before, in the Hundred Years War. Firearms had proven better in battle. 
Besides, there was an economic problem with the bow: It took a lifetime to train a bowman. A 
musketman could be trained in a year. Bowmen took little investment in technology but an enormous 
effort in training them. And the constant training took its toll on the bowmen themselves; their 
bodies grew disfigured because of the constant unnatural physical tension. Muskets needed 
investment in technology and production; after that, any peasant could be trained to shoot a musket 
within months. When a major force of musketmen got slaughtered, Europe could replace them 
within a year. But when the majority of the Muslim composite bowmen was killed at Lepanto, the 
Ottoman Empire was never able to replace them. There were simply not enough instructors left. And 
the problem was, there were no factories for firearms either. 

The third technological factor were the galleasses. 

Ever since the appearance of cannon, the problem for shipbuilders has been, “How to fit large guns 
on the deck of a ship, without interfering with the oars?” The question was a serious one because 
safety at the time required that the galleys have low profile, and therefore only one or two decks. 
Setting the artillery between the banks for the oarsmen was out of question because of the dangerous 
recoil of the massive cannon. Most galleys usually had guns on small platforms in the front and in 
the back. A galley caught broadside lay all but helpless to enemy attacks. The naval battles in the 
Mediterranean since the times of the Greco-Phoenician rivalry were all based on outmaneuvering; 
the victor was the one who could maneuver his galley to ram the side of the enemy. 

But in the second half of the 16 century Venetian shipbuilders discovered the concept of metacentric 
height (the distance between the center of gravity and the metacenter of a ship) and started 
experimenting with it. They discovered that by packing much weight in the bottom of the ship, they 
could build a superstructure of several decks above the waterline, all the while keeping the low draft 
of a large galley. The discovery was extremely important because now a ship could be built that was 
propelled by oars but had enough decks above the heads of the oarsmen to pile dozens of cannon and 
make any attempt to be approached broadside deadly to the attacker. The result of those experiments 
was the galeass. 

The first six galleasses built were used at Lepanto. In fact, two were assigned to the south wing of 
Giovanni Andrea Doria, and didn’t see action until late in the day. The other four won the battle. 

The Turks didn’t know anything about the new type of vessel, so they assumed that the galleasses 
were some kind of supply vessels that would be easy to defeat and capture. The four galleasses were 
dispatched far ahead, about half mile forward from the Christian line. The bulk of the Turkish right 
flank and center focused on capturing the galleasses. When the enemy was within range, the 
enormous monsters opened their gun ports and fired. 
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It must have been a carnage. The sheer firepower of the galleasses, combined with the number of 
musketmen they could carry, must have been devastating. Firing at the low Ottoman galleys from 
the high decks of a galleass would have had the same effect as firing from a hill at tightly packed 
infantry down in the valley. One volley of cannonballs and musket balls could clear the deck of a 
galley within a second. Estimates after the battle show that over 70 Ottoman galleys (one-third of the 
Ottoman losses) were either sunk or incapacitated by the four galleasses. When in the middle of the 
battle the Venetians in the north flank lost their admiral, Barbarigo, and were in danger of being 
outflanked and surrounded, the return of just one of the galleasses was enough to turn the battle in 
their favor. When the two galleasses of Doria in the south eventually joined the battle, the Muslim 
fleet was doomed. There was nothing even a multitude of galleys could do against a galleass. And 
with the superior Christian firepower, the Muslims stood no chance, despite their greater numbers. 

More and better cannon, more and better firearms, and better ships. Europe was small and poor but 
she was winning the technology race. Numbers didn’t matter anymore. Science and technology, and 
the economic courage of investing in science and technology was what would win battles from now 
on. 

The Muslim world couldn’t compete with that. The Ottoman Empire copied the galleasses and 
within several years built eight of them. By that time Venetians were already building a replacement: 
The ship of the line, known in England as man-o’war. The metallurgical investments of the West the 
Ottoman Empire was never able to copy; there were simply no individuals with the right attitude and 
the right view of the future to invest in technologies. Over 100 years later Kara Mustafa arrived with 
his 150,000-strong army at the gates of Vienna with 300 European-made cannons. But by that time 
European builders had discovered the laws of ballistics. The forts of Vienna were re-built in such a 
way that the Ottoman cannons could not destroy them. Kara Mustafa had to find a better use for his 
black powder, e.g. sending his sappers to build tunnel and try to blow the walls. This took time, and 
eventually the Turks were defeated. Christian technological development was now running far 
ahead. 

While there were individual scientific and technological developments in the early years of Islam, 
the very psychology created by the Muslim religion was hostile to technological developments and 
investments in science and technology. Even the smallest scientific or technological discovery in 
Europe was put to work immediately. In the Muslim world such discoveries only kept a small group 
of intellectuals interested in them. No mass production was attempted, and no economic incentive 
was created for the inventors. Islam has a stagnant view of time, and therefore a stagnant view of 
innovation and advance. Thus, the religious factors that gave Europe the impetus for scientific and 
technological development were missing in the Muslim lands. The stagnant religion of Islam could 
only produce stagnant minds. There was no body of science, and no body of knowledge and practical 
application that could match the Christians in their inventions. 

By the 20th century, the Muslim world had fallen way behind. Even today, most of it still lives 
technologically at the levels where it was 300 years ago. Even today, after two generations of selling 
oil to the world, Iran is unable to even refine its own petrol into usable products and has to import its 
gasoline. Even today, Saudi Arabia with all its oil wealth can not produce engineers or even 
competent workers to man its own oil rigs, and has to import them from Europe, the US, and the 
Philippines. Gaddafi’s Libya had to employ workers and companies from the rest of the world to 
build its roads and its oil rigs. Even today, 200 million Muslims in Indonesia have to rely on a tiny 
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Christian minority to provide the intellectual leadership in science and technologies, as well as the 
entrepreneurial spirit necessary for their development. 

Ideas have consequences. The ideas of a stagnant religion can not but produce stagnant minds. 

Historians today argue about the strategic meaning of the Battle of Lepanto. Most of them say that 
Lepanto had only psychological significance for Europe, and that it didn’t hurt the Ottoman Empire 
too much. Whether this is true or not is on no consequence. What is more important is the fact that 
the Battle of Lepanto marked the rise of the technological superiority of Christendom, which later 
would give the small Christian civilization the tools to become the master of the world. The heroism 
of the Christian soldiers and sailors was aided by the intellectual inquisitiveness and the 
entrepreneurial courage of the European scientists, craftsmen and businessmen who gave their 
soldiers the means to defend Europe, and later to conquer the world. The unique worldview of the 
Gospel, which encouraged scientific and technological developments, and in fact gave the 
foundation for the very concept of science, made that victory possible.  
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 Senatus Lex: The Parliament Against the Republic 67.
Bojidar Marinov,  September 7, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616205121/http://americanvision.org/5127/senatus-lex-the-
parliament-against-the-republic/  

(This article is based on an excerpt from my lecture at the 
American Vision Worldview Super Conference in 2010, “Europe 
as a Mirror to America.”) 

With God out of the picture, and the State established as the new 
sovereignty, the new god on earth, the question now was: “Who 
will declare the law in the new circumstances? Whose law will 
control the society?” 

It is commonly accepted today that the best “democratic” civil 
government is the one that has the “division of powers” 
envisioned by the French political thinker of the Enlightenment, 
Charles-Louis de Secondat, baron de Montesquieu. In his book, 
De L’Esprit des Lois (The Spirit of the Laws) he outlines the best 
division of powers in a society: executive, legislative, judicial. 
Montesquieu is known to have exercised great influence over 
much of the thinking of both American and European political 

revolutionaries. What is less known is that in this same book he states the following: 

We ought not to decide by divine laws what should be decided by human laws; nor determine by 
human what should be determined by divine laws. 

Here is your political Immanuel Kant a generation before Kant. And here is your radical two-
kingdom theology from the pen of an Enlightenment thinker. 

The idea of the division of powers was known long before Montesquieu, and it has been operating in 
Europe for centuries. It was the division of powers established by the Law of God, and it was a real 
division between institutions in the society: family, church, and civil government. In addition to this 
there were local provincial governments (parlements in France), trade and economic alliances (the 
Hanseatic league), there were communities like cities and cantons with their own laws and customs, 
there were universities, student’s fraternities (properly called “nations”), guilds, religious orders, 
clans, charitable institutions, chartered ports and settlements for maintenance of mountain passes, 
etc., etc. They all enjoyed what today would be called “legislative immunity” from other institutions, 
including royal authority. They owed allegiance to the church and to the civil authorities but they 
were not controlled by them; and they jealously guarded their liberties against both church and state. 
With all these competing powers in the society the single unifying principle was the Law of God as 
declared by the Church; and later, in the Protestant Reformation, as declared by the Scriptures. All 
life was religious, and therefore it was one religious law that governed all. 
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Montesquieu wouldn’t have any of that, and in his work he deliberately focuses all powers in the 
state, and then creates the “division of powers” that we have today. The overall spirit of his book is 
all power in the state, one institution over all, enslaving all the others to its will. 

Armed with Montesquieu’s ideas, the new political engineers in Europe worked to restructure the 
political realm in such a way as to make the civil government make the law. How would that work? 

Here we must look into the emergence of that new anti-republican force, the Parliament as a 
legislative body. 

The first parliaments established in Christian Europe did not have legislative functions. As a matter 
of fact, no institution had legislative functions, period. Not even the Church. The law was not the 
prerogative of human institutions, it was God’s law. Human “laws” were only attempts at 
interpreting God’s Law for their specific contexts and situations. The Church interpreted the Law for 
the whole society; every other institution interpreted it for its specific area and mode of operation. 
Executive powers were also shared horizontally between the church, the state, the guilds, the local 
communities, and the families. 

In this setting, parliaments emerged as a judiciary power to offset the growing power of kings. They 
had consultative functions at royal courts, and they could annul kings’ decrees. Long before there 
were constitutions, the parliaments acted as Constitutional Courts, curbing the excesses of the 
executive – royal – power. Parliamentary representatives were supposed to act as judges, 
determining whether the king’s edicts were in accordance with custom and the Law of God. The 
most influential parliament in Europe, the Parlement of Paris, had the duty and the privilege to 
record the King’s edicts; that same Parliament also had the healthy republican habit to refuse to 
register those of the King’s edicts that the Parlement disagreed with. For all practical purposes, the 
Parlement of Paris acted as a Supreme Court for the French Kingdom; it was a judiciary, not a 
legislature. 

In England, the Parliament was an even mightier force in curbing the King’s absolute power. We 
should not forget that it was the Parliament in the 17th century that acted as a court of justice against 
King Charles for his refusal to abide by the decisions of that same Parliament. 

In this way, the original idea of parliaments was to maintain a republican form of control over a 
monarchical form of government. “Res publica” was properly understood not as a form of 
government, but as a restraint on government; a “public thing,” a society where no one has the 
absolute power to control the society, not even the king. John Adams, of all people, defined the 
British form of government as a “republic” (imagine that!) because it was not a government of one 
man, because the King himself had to comply with the limits imposed on him by the Parliament. 
“Republic” was a negative notion, not a form of government. Any form of government could be a 
republic – monarchy, aristocracy, oligarchy, democracy – as long as power was not in the hands of 
one man or one institution only. 

The major political revolution of the 19th century, therefore, is the transformation of the parliaments 
from judiciary into legislatures. God was removed from His throne, then the State took over all the 
institutions in the society; then the Parliaments abandoned their republican function and adopted an 
anti-republican ideology. From now on it was the parliament who will make the laws and appoint the 
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executors of those laws – and will control them as well. We can’t understand Europe today unless 
we understand that in the 19th century a political revolution happened, subtle, gradual, a revolution 
in which using republican propaganda, parliaments across the entire continent destroyed the 
republican foundations of the European society, appropriating all legislative power in their societies 
in the hands of one institution only. So complete was that victory that Hitler didn’t meet any 
opposition even though his National Socialists were in the minority: He only needed to use the 
Reichstag to pass a law, and the German society obeyed. For those that know anything of Europe 
today, you will know that the European Union has no means to enforce any of its laws. And yet, they 
only need to pass a law in the European Parliament, and the local governments comply – there is no 
other lawgiver. 

Notice again, before we move to the next point: An institution that was supposed to be a judiciary 
restraint on government power, has become itself activist and tyrannical, appropriating the power to 
arbitrarily make laws and restructure the society. If you see parallels in modern America, you are 
right: We have such an institution today, the Supreme Court. 

(For more on the transformation of Europe from a Christian continent to what it is today, get 
“Europe as a Mirror to America,” at American Vision.) 
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 What Is a Balanced Preacher? 68.
Bojidar Marinov,  January 25, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172844/https://americanvision.org/5514/what-is-a-balanced-
preacher/  

A good friend of mine, a pastor and an elder of a 
growing Reformed church in Texas, wrote me 
recently: 

“Bo, 

Do you think my preaching is not balanced? I get 
criticized by other Christians a lot and it makes me 
doubt myself and do a self examination. . . . How many 
of my sermons have you listened to? My answer is that 
what I preach emerges as a result of faithful exposition 

and application of Scripture. I recently finished a series on James and am now going through 
Colossians.” 

From the rest of the letter (I omit some of it for it includes personal references) it becomes clear that 
the critics claim that my friend’s frequent mention of politics and culture is what makes his 
preaching “not balanced.” 

So it’s politics and culture. 

I know my friend, and I have listened to his sermons and teachings, and I have read his articles, and I 
have been to his church many times, and I have even had the [undeserved] privilege to teach in his 
Sunday school and preach in church. I can say this: 

My friend teaches his congregation theology: The Person and the nature of God, the Trinity, the 
communicable and incommunicable attributes of God; creation in six days; the Creation ordinance 
and covenant of God with mankind, and the restorative covenant with the redeemed humanity after 
the Fall. 

He also teaches the nature of man and his God-given Dominion Mandate; the Biblical significance 
of work and stewardship. He and another elder in the church are independent businessmen, and as 
such they teach and give example to others of the Christian way of doing business. He also teaches 
the Fall, the nature of sin, redemption, salvation, and the status of the redeemed man in Christ; the 
sacrifice and the blood of Christ as the only means for man to be restored into fellowship with God. 
He is an active evangelist himself, both in personal evangelism and through radio spots on the local 
radio stations. People in his church are also actively involved in evangelism; a young entrepreneur 
and business owner in the church often takes a loud-speaker after work and goes to a street corner to 
do street evangelism. The church has strong families and Christian education of the children – 
especially home education – is encouraged. Another elder of the church is a professional educator, 
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and as we talked a few weeks ago, he is in the process of creating a curriculum for a local Christian 
school run by another pastor in the area. 

My friend also teaches the Law of God as a tutor to Christ, as a mirror for us to reveal our sin, and as 
a rule of righteousness and justice, individual and collective. He preaches on Biblical ethics and 
encourages his congregation to seek that sanctification that can be achieved only through obeying 
the Law of God. His church is very strict about sinful conduct, and has high requirements of its 
members. 

He teaches on the work of God in history – God’s sanctions for nations and individuals according to 
their obedience or disobedience to the Law of God. He is especially fond of teaching the history of 
Christian England (Alfred the Great is one of his heroes) and Christian Scotland (he teaches Sunday 
school on the Scots Worthies by John Howie). 

He teaches his church the Great Commission and the victory of the Gospel in history. The church is 
well learned in the different eschatological views, better than many other churches that I have visited 
over the years. One of my first experiences when I visited his church for the first time was to get a 
thorough lesson by one of the church members on the differences between pre- and 
postmillennialism, and the importance of eschatology to our actions today. The church member was 
an ordinary Christian, he never went to seminary, and he never had any formal theological or 
philosophical education outside of his local church. 

In fact, in general, my friend’s church is among the top churches I know in terms of thorough 
training in systematic theology, Biblical theology, applied ethics, and many other areas. They have 
weekly communion, and their worship and preaching are all self-consciously based on the Bible. The 
members are catechized, they know the creeds, and can recite them. And these people read 
voraciously. 

And yes, he also applies the truths of the Bible to the political and cultural arena. He is not one of 
those Christian celebrities, fake Christian leaders and teachers, who insist that there is no such thing 
as a Christian culture, or Christian government, or Christian political action. He believes that the 
Gospel applies to those areas of man’s life and actions too. 

And for that, he is branded as “not balanced” by his critics. 

I know his detractors too. They seldom teach beyond a small set of three or four topics, mainly 
emotionally charged or intellectually obscure. Personal piety, ecclesiology, and what they call “the 
Gospel,” which is the simple proposition that Jesus came to die for our sins. (The idea that the 
Gospel includes much more than that, and that it is a power for salvation of the whole world is way 
beyond their limited understanding of it.) Sometimes family, and it only in the context of husband-
wife and parents-children relationship; Biblical prerogatives of the family like work, economics, 
education, welfare, inheritance issues etc. are not mentioned. A multitude of topics is left outside of 
their preaching and teaching: economics, civil government, politics, money, education, culture, law, 
history, science, social studies, etc. Because their preaching and teaching is limited to a few topics 
and propositions, they are trying to stretch their preaching and teaching to fill their courses and 
lectures and sermons, repeating the same things over and over again, and engaging in irrelevant 
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elaboration on minutest details of obscure theological or literary points; or resort to hollow 
moralisms in the area of ethics and practical living. 

But my friend is branded as “not balanced” while they believe themselves to be “balanced” in their 
preaching and teaching. 

How did we get to this point? How did we allow those ministers of the Gospel who diligently work 
to apply the Gospel to every area of life to be branded as “not balanced” while elevating as 
celebrities those that say that there is no such thing as Christian culture, or Christian civil 
government, or Christian economics? How did we allow the idea that Christ rules in every area of 
life and therefore His Law must be the law of the land in every area of life, to be branded as 
“triumphalism” and “transformationism” and other derogatory names; while the closing of the 
Christian mind and the shrinking of the Christian religion to matters of personal piety only is 
considered “true Christianity”? 

What would we call those Christians who fought and built this nation 200 years ago, who believed 
that religious liberty could not be separated from economic and social liberty? What would we say to 
John Witherspoon, the spiritual father and guide of almost all Founding Fathers, who in 1774 said 
the following: 

There is not a single instance in history, in which civil liberty was lost, and religious liberty 
preserved entire. If therefore we yield up our temporal property, we at the same time deliver the 
conscience into bondage. . . . 

Witherspoon was openly calling his fellow Americans to rise and defend their political, economic, 
and social liberties. Was he “not balanced”? My friend’s detractors, having the luxury of living in 
the nation founded by those earlier Christians, with liberty and justice for all, would have branded 
Witherspoon too if he were alive today. 

What would we say to Calvin, and the Dutch Calvinists of the 16th and the 17th centuries, and the 
English Puritans, and the Scottish Covenanters? They were all committed to build a City on a Hill, 
societies that were in every way obedient to Christ and His Law, including law, civil government, 
and politics. Because of their work and efforts we can have the United States today; and because of 
their writings we can talk about such values like individual liberty, economic liberty, equality before 
the law, privacy, immunity, etc. Again, my friend’s detractors, having the luxury of living in a world 
heavily influenced and built upon those ideas, would have branded Calvin and those earlier 
Reformed Christians as “not balanced.” 

What would we say to the Christians and church leaders in the 12th and the 13th centuries who 
patiently and systematically worked to eradicate the old pagan tribal laws and customs of the 
Romans, Greeks, Celts, and Saxons, and replace them with the canon law of the church? Under the 
old pagan laws, women were considered less than human and couldn’t inherit; and also, under the 
old pagan laws, there was still slavery in Europe in some places. The church’s canon law destroyed 
slavery and limited the power of kings and barons over their subjects. And what would we say to the 
bishops who drafted Magna Carta and forced King John to sign it, thus laying the foundation for the 
liberty and justice for all we enjoy today? Would we say they were “not balanced” to involve in such 
activity to protect life, liberty, and property? 
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What would we say to Bishop Ambrose when he excommunicated Emperor Theodosius, and when 
the Emperor responded in anger that he was coming to seize his church, Ambrose’s words thundered 
throughout the ancient world: 

You have no right whatsoever to enter the house of a common man; what makes you believe you can 
enter the house of God? 

Or what would we say to Augustine who declared that “no republic is properly constituted save the 
republic whose Founder and Ruler is Jesus Christ,” and then told a young ruler, “if your government 
doesn’t have for its ultimate goal the worship of God, then the welfare of the people is not true 
welfare”? 

We have lost our way as a church. We call good evil and evil good. We elevate for celebrities those 
that keep us in ignorance concerning the true extent of the Gospel, lulling our consciences by telling 
us that “there is no such thing as Christian culture or government.” We call those preachers that 
preach and apply the whole counsel of God “not balanced”; and we praise and honor those that pick 
and choose what in the Bible they will teach. We have limited Christ’s power and Crown rights to a 
ghetto, and we have left the world to His enemies; and we even brag about it as if it is some lofty 
example of piousness. 

And then we wonder why we are losing our children, and why the world is getting more and more 
anti-Christian, and why our rulers are more open in their rebellion and sin and injustice. 

And we have good theological excuses for it. 

It’s time to change that. It’s time to call good good, and evil evil. And listen to the true balanced 
preachers like my friend. And send his critics to where they belong: the garbage heap of history.  
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 Christendom Restored 69.
Bojidar Marinov, April 22, 2012  

Nothing of significance happened in AD 500, contrary to the 
expectations of Sextus Julius Africanus, a Christian historian 
of the early 3rd century, and of his premillennial readers. 
Africanus did a lot of work, mixing Hebrew, Greek, and 
Persian chronologies to find out when the end of the world 
was going to come. He came to the conclusion that the 
Creation week happened 5,500 years before the birth of 
Christ. The Incarnation, he believed, happened on the first day 
(March 25) of year 5501 of the Creation. His eschatology was 
premillennial so he expected the Second Coming of Christ to 
establish His Kingdom. He calculated five millennia from the 
Creation to the Babylonian captivity, another 500 years to the 
birth of Christ. Believing that the history of the world will 
only last 7,000 years, with a final period of 1,000 years reign 
of Christ, Africanus predicted the Second Coming in the year 
6000 of the Creation, that is, year 500 of the Incarnation. 
After that, the Millennium, and then, in the year 1500 of the 

Incarnation, the end of history. 

But nothing happened in year 500. 

The Western Roman Empire was dead. And yet, there was no room for pessimism. In AD 496 
Clovis, the King of the Franks, had converted to Christianity. Christianity was strong everywhere, 
including the Arian Barbarian kingdoms of Spain and Italy which had strong Christian majorities. 
Ireland, a formerly pagan land of constantly warring clans, was converted by St. Patrick. Christian 
missionaries were exploring the deep forests of the German lands. Northern Africa was producing 
fine Christian rulers and theologians. The West had no paganism to talk about anymore. The pagan 
Roman Empire was a thing of the past, after Augustine destroyed the last intellectual resistance of its 
diminishing band of apologists. Pagan Barbarians were falling back before other Barbarians armed 
with the faith and the optimism of their new faith in Christ. 

In the east, the Empire of the City of Constantine was pushing back its borders, this time using the 
cross more than it used the sword. Emperors officially bowed before Christ, even on the coins they 
minted. The Empire had new laws about almost everything, from abortion and slavery to monetary 
policies and economic regulations. There was a new factor in the process of legislation: Christ and 
His Word. Learning to apply it was still a process; nothing happened overnight. But the old days of 
public deification of political rulers were no more. Christ was the only God, whether for individuals 
or for the society. 

Nothing happened in AD 500. And with it, something very profound did happen. Of the competing 
paradigms about history, one only remained valid and legitimate. Going back – the pagan paradigm 
– had no life left in it. Going out – the premillennial paradigm – self-destructed in the non-event of 
AD 500. 
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Only the Christian, postmillennial, optimistic, activist paradigm was now reigning unchallenged: 
going forward. What 200 years earlier sounded like a joke – that Christianity would survive – in AD 
500 was now the inevitable fate of humanity. No one could imagine anything else. For another 500 
years no other pagan, or premillennial, or heretical paradigm arose to challenge it. Even when 
militarily the Christian world was losing the battle against Islam, when the only obstacle before the 
total annihilation of the Christian lands was Charles Martel’s “bulwark of ice” on that hill north of 
Poitiers in AD 732, Christian ministers and theologians preached and taught the Regnum Christi, and 
its ultimate victory in history. 

The result of that preaching and teaching was the Christendom. Christendom defined as the total 
universality of the Christian religion in the minds, beliefs, practices, laws, and thought of the 
individuals and of their communities and governments. Christendom as a civilization which is based 
on the faith in Christ, and on Christ’s Word, in everything it does. Christendom as a sociopolitical 
reality not limited to just the personal faith of the believer but affecting his whole environment. 

Christen-dom, as in the Kingdom of Christ. 

The word was given to us by King Alfred; the most pious, most committed to Christ, and most 
literate of the Anglo-Saxon kings. Christendome he called in English what was known as 
christianitas in Latin or oikumene in Greek. But the concept had been around even before Alfred. 
When Charlemagne built his empire, it was not meant to be an empire; there were no legions to 
police it, no imperial bureaucracy to tax it, and no central cult of the emperor to unite the masses to 
attest their political loyalty. Charlemagne was simply a steward to the true King; he left the 
communities to maintain the order, the local nobles and villages to raise the funds for the military, 
and the church to declare the transcendent Law of the Lawgiver. There wasn’t even a central capital. 
Charlemagne was a pilgrim and a wanderer in his own empire. It wasn’t his own, in fact, to start 
with. 

His advisers were educated by Isidore of Seville, the great ideologue of the Regnum Christi, the 
Sixth Age of history which started with the Resurrection and the Ascension of Christ. Isidore’s 
Etymologies were the attempt to preserve the civilizational knowledge of the ancients, and apply it 
in the new era where Christians will build the civilization. Not all of it proved to be useful; but the 
spirit and the vision of Isidore survived for over 800 years when, in the post-Gutenberg era, the 
Etymologies were printed and reprinted many times. 

And Isidore learned from Augustine. History was the battleground of two cities, that is, two civitae, 
two civilizational communities. And Augustine only continued earlier traditions. No Christian 
thinker thought of Christianity as a religion of the soul. It was truly a world religion, that is, one that 
changes the whole world. The Roman authorities rightly suspected the Christians; the small sect 
preached another King, one Jesus. It called itself the ecclesia, the name of the city councils which 
ruled the cities in the Greek-speaking world. It had the Great Commission which based its 
commandment of Jesus being given all authority, in heaven and on earth. 

Even worse, they had a book that called the ruler a servant of God. And that the purpose of his rule 
was to be a “servant to you for good.” To you, that is, to the Christians who were reading Paul’s 
epistle. 
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These were not out-worldly mumblings of a limited “heart religion.” These messages were a 
comprehensive kerygma, an official proclamation by a King who has returned to take his rightful 
place. It was a declaration of the end of an era, and the beginning of a new one. 

And we are at the beginning of a new era today. 

The story of how we lost the Christendom in the last 500 years belongs to a different article, and 
may be a different project. In a sense, of course, we never lost it. Even the worst opponents of 
Christendom are still forced to operate in its context. They still have to borrow presuppositions, 
institutional arrangements, ethical systems, economic practices, and expectations of the future from 
Christendom. In the beginning of our new millennium, one thing is sure: there is no way of going 
back, to the time before there was Christendom. 

The “going back” paradigm is not the only one that has been revived in the last two centuries. The 
premillennial “going out” paradigm re-emerged too, in the early 1800s, and reached its climax at the 
end of the 20th century. The beginning of its decline started in 1989 when the Communist regimes in 
Eastern Europe collapsed. Two years later the Soviet Union – a major player in the premillennial 
“prophecies” – collapsed too. The Rapture did not happen in 1988 (40 years after the establishment 
of the State of Israel) and it did not happen in 1996 (6,000 years after the revised date of the 
Creation, 4004 BC). It became clear, once again, that there is no going out of history. 

No going back, and no going out. It’s AD 500 revisited. This time we have the knowledge and the 
experience of previous generations who actually built the Christendom, and developed. With all their 
successes and wise decisions for us to copy and learn from and to be encouraged by. And with all 
their failures and foolish mistakes for us to avoid and learn from and to keep us humble. 

* * * * * 

The purpose of this blog is to lay at least part of the intellectual foundation for the restoration of 
Christendom. Others, greater than I, have done a lot. I will constantly go back to the works of people 
I learned from and keep learning from: the early church fathers, the Reformers, and our modern 
Reformed authors and teachers today. 

I will go back in history to see how the early generations laid the foundations. They laid the 
intellectual foundations. They laid the institutional foundations, church and state. They laid the legal 
foundations. They laid the mission foundations. They had a view of the future that excited individual 
men, families, and communities to apply their talents and skills to building a new civilization. I want 
to learn from them how to build that new world which obeys Christ and glorifies God in everything 
it does. 

I will also look to our modern times and try to find how Christendom is to be re-built. I will try to 
identify Christendom’s enemies, both in the church and out of the church. I will try to see how 
the theological foundations laid by the early church, and then developed by the Reformation, apply 
to our modern social, economic, political, etc. issues. I learned from R.J. Rushdoony that the 
decisions ecumenical Councils of the Church were not simply “pure theology.” They had 
implications for the whole social order. (See R.J. Rushdoony, The Foundations of Social Order.) 
The ancient world was changed entirely by the Christian view of God, man, law, history, and future. 
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Our own world today has tried to go back as a dog to its vomit. It needs the applications of those 
theological truths to its social order just as badly as the classical world of the Greeks and the Romans 
did. I will try to look at specific issues of our day and point to the theological presuppositions behind 
them, and show what needs to be changed in our beliefs, thoughts, and practices so that we are closer 
to the restoration of Christendom. 

The goal, of course, is clear. It is not the pagan goal of going back. I want to learn from the past, 
not go back to it. It is not the premillennial escapist goal of going out. This world is not all, and my 
ultimate hope is the world after the Final Judgment. But my battle is here, in this world. It is not the 
amillennial goal of just personally surviving intact in a history that is beyond redemption. Nothing is 
beyond redemption. The goal is going forward toward a mark: A world that demonstrates to all 
principalities and powers the manifold wisdom of God. Nothing less than that. 
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 Paul’s Political Debate Against Augustus 70.
Bojidar Marinov, April 24, 2012 

“May it be my privilege to establish the Republic 
safe and sound on its foundations, gathering the 
fruit of my desire to be known as author of the ideal 
constitution, and taking with me to the grave the 
hope that the basis which I have laid will be 
permanent.” 

These are the words of the best of the best 
emperors, Octavian, Divus Augustus, according to 
Suetonius.1 Augustus had a dream: Restore the 
Roman state to its glory, end the internecine strives 
and civil wars, establish it safe and prosperous and 
victorious and ruling over all the world. It wasn’t 
Pax Romana yet, for the view of imposing the 

Roman peace upon the other nations had not yet been crystallized in the official ideology of Rome. 
But one thing was there: Augustus’s dream was to re-create the Roman family in the Roman 
Republic. The Roman family was the old clan family, a family where a patron commanded the 
loyalty of his clients, and all had their assigned positions in life, serving the community organized 
around the house altar of the patron’s family. There was not individual liberty in the Roman social 
views; the individuals – whether the patron himself, or his children, or the client families who served 
the patron family – existed for the sake of the community. De Coulanges tells us that we “have 
deceived [ourselves] about the liberty of the ancients.”2 There was no liberty in our modern sense. 
All existed for the family. And Augustus gave his subjects a concept that was familiar to them and 
could excite them and energize them, except that now he moved the “family” to a higher level: Now 
all existed for the Republic. And he aspired to become the author of that “ideal constitution” of the 
ideal greater clan, the Republic. Once that ideal community was created, history would stop, and no 
changes will threaten the prosperity of the world. 

And the purpose of government was that: create and maintain the “ideal constitution” for the new, 
greater family, the imperial state, with individuals as its clients, serving the Emperor as the ultimate 
Patron. 

Many opponents of Christendom within churches and seminaries today claim that Apostle Paul 
never issued a challenge against the political order of the day. “Jesus wasn’t a social reformer,” they 
claim, “and neither was Paul. In fact, they called for total obedience to the civil government, and 
claimed that the civil government – even the worst civil government – was instituted by God.” Some 
claim that Christendom – the complete Christian civilization which subjected all of life, including 
political life, under the Word of God, was only a temporary stage in history, a “mistake” even, a 
deviation from the original intent of Jesus and the Apostles. Some Neo-Reformed even go to the 
length to claim that the Reformers were against the idea of Christendom and they preferred a 
religiously neutral civil government, subject not to God’s Law but to “natural law.” 
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And why not? It looks like Apostle Paul himself in Romans 13:1-7 speaks reverently about the civil 
ruler, and lays down principles for government which are just “natural” for all people. Really, 
whether you are a pagan or a Christian, you would agree with Paul on what the civil government 
should do. Isn’t it a great example of the “natural law” which should govern politics, if it is 
acceptable to all? And didn’t Paul recognize the governments of the day as legitimate, after all? 

This is a very shallow approach to what Paul said. It misses a very important fact: That Paul’s 
philosophy about civil government sounds normal and natural only to our modern ears, trained and 
conditioned by centuries of Christendom history. Yes, it is true that modern non-Christians would 
heartily agree with Paul when it comes to civil government, as he explains it in Romans 13. But that 
is only because these modern non-Christians all live in the context of Christendom, and they are not 
consistent with their own non-Christian presuppositions. 

But in the context of the times, and against the official philosophy of government of the Roman 
Empire, the Pax Augusta, Paul was not only not endorsing the civil government of the day, he was 
issuing a full-scale ideological challenge against the very tenets of that Pax Augusta, challenging the 
ideas about the role and purpose of government as no other political theorist before him had done. 

I am talking, of course, about Paul’s words in Romans 13:4: 

For he is a minister of God to you for good. 

Normal and natural to the modern mind, yes? But to the minds of the ancients it was a revolutionary 
statement. It challenged the reigning philosophy of government, and it paved the way for the future 
Christians to teach and preach a new concept of government. 

The greatest stumbling block in that statement, of course, was that the ruler is a minister of God. 
Now, that a ruler would do the will of the gods was not a new concept; we see it in Babylon and 
Persia, for example, heavily influenced at the time of Daniel by the religion of the Hebrews. But 
even there, with the possible exception of Nebuchadnezzar and Darius, the state was considered a 
“minister” in a different sense, as a necessary link in the “great chain of being” from the gods to the 
mortals. The ancient kings considered themselves mediators between men and gods, and responsible 
for keeping both men and gods under control. Pharaoh’s reaction to Moses, “Who is Jehovah?,” was 
a declaration of political sovereignty, that Jehovah may be a god but he still needed the approval of 
the Egyptian state to lay any claims to anything. The gods needed the state more than the state 
needed the gods; rulers could change their gods if the gods failed to act favorably. In places like 
Athens or Rome, temples to different gods were built at public expense and by a political decision. 
The Pantheon in Rome was the ultimate example of such belief about the role of the state: A god 
deserved his place in the Pantheon only after a decision by the Senate. (Ironically, Jesus Christ was a 
few votes away from getting His place there, under Tiberius Caesar.) 

The Roman Republic had disposed of that superstition, “the will of the gods.” While the gods were 
still venerated and sacrificed to, they were steadily pushed out of the system of political decisions. In 
its last days, the Republic emerged as a strictly secular ideal stripped of supernatural religious 
meaning. In fact, by the time of Augustus, it was a religious concept itself, and perfection for the 
political and social order was sought in terms of that new religious concept, the Republic. That’s 
why Augustus could speak about the “ideal constitution” and the Republic “safe on its own 
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foundations” without mentioning the gods. Pagan religions start with the state being the focus of the 
gods’ activities, only to end with the state being a god itself, with no need of other gods to sanction 
it. 

And yet, given the history of the pagan political thought, Paul’s statement that the ruler was a 
minister of God could have gone unnoticed if it wasn’t for the context: “to you.” 

Now, that was a game-changer. The state wasn’t the center and the culmination of mankind’s 
meaning and purpose anymore. God, or the gods, were not the Hegellian gods who needed the state 
to develop their hidden potentialities. The state wasn’t a source of meaning, perfection, or divinity. 
God talked directly to the individual subjects of the state, He had a purpose and plan for them, and 
the state was only an instrument of His purpose. To add insult to the injury, Paul added, eis to 
agathon, that is, “for good.” But even worse, Paul was speaking to the Christians, those same 
Christians who already had declared that there was another King, one Jesus (Acts 17:7). There was 
“good” that God had for the individual Christians, and the civil ruler was only a servant of God to 
these Christians for their good. 

Paul’s statement was far from being a meek acceptance and legitimization of the Roman political 
authority. True, it did not call for a violent political overthrow of the Roman Empire. But not 
because the political order of the day was just and Biblical. Paul knew the Old Testament Scriptures 
and he knew that the stone in Daniel – the Kingdom of Christ – would crush the last of the four 
kingdoms, Rome, and “put an end to it” (Dan. 2:44). Paul was laying the foundation for a new, 
Biblical understanding of civil government and politics, one that is according to the Law of God and 
obedient to God. A political revolution in his time, without a radically new concept of government, 
would only re-create the old government, if it was successful. He did not raise a sword against the 
Roman social and political order; but he raised his pen. And he challenged its very philosophical and 
religious foundations. He did not even mention “Rome” or the “Republic” when he described his 
ruler; only the generic exousia, that is “power,” without mentioning the Republic or Rome or 
anything. As if he viewed the political power as simply an errand boy, a servant with no other 
purpose but to serve its master to the good of his children. There was no “ideal constitution” in itself; 
in fact, no constitution was necessary in the first place, for who needs a “constitution” for a servant. 
Perfection was not to be found in the political order – after all, who is looking for perfection in a 
servant? 

Paul’s political philosophy was something completely new. It sounds just normal and natural to our 
modern ears, living in the context of Christendom. To the classical world, it was blasphemy. And a 
declaration of war. 

Augustus’s political philosophy survived for a couple of centuries. Not only this, it was self-
consciously used as a judicial foundation for the persecutions against Christians. Thus Galerius, 
Diocletian’s junior co-emperor, after Diocletian’s withdrawal from political life, started his edict of 
toleration of 311 with the following words: 

Among the other measures that we take for the use and benefit of the state, we have previously 
desired to correct anything not in accord with the ancient laws and public order of the Romans, so 
we made provisions that also the Christians who had abandoned the beliefs of their own ancestors 
should return to sound opinions.3 
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In AD 311, pagan emperors still found it expedient to use the formula of the Pax Augusta and find 
purpose in the state itself. And not only that, but the state was the ideal of perfection which could 
justify intervention by the civil rulers into the religious beliefs of all the subjects, and force them to 
accept a certain form of religious worship (the ancient laws of the Romans). The state was god itself, 
and it decreed and sanctioned religious observances. Apostle Paul’s words denied the state this 
privilege and prerogative. Romans 13:4 was his ideological condemnation and defiance against this 
philosophy. 

And he won. Just two years after Gallerian’s edict – which never went into effect anyway – 
Constantine issued his Edict of Milan (313).4 The edict does not mention the state, or the Republic, 
or any of the other formulas of the Pax Augusta which gave philosophical justifications for the 
policies of the previous emperors. It does make a general mention of “general welfare” and “public 
good.” This may have meant “the state,” or it may have meant something else. That it meant 
something else is evident from other clues in the text: 

First, the repetition of the word “freedom” as applied to individuals in their decisions what gods they 
want to worship. Constantine rejected the claim of the pagan state to perfection, and stripped it from 
the power to decide for its citizens what form of worship would be considered legal. He did not strip 
the state from its prerogative to maintain public order, as we can see from his legislation later in his 
life. But by transferring from the state to the individual the responsibility for the decision of what 
god or gods should be worshiped, he only followed Paul’s view of the state as a limited institution 
which can not be god itself, neither the center of God’s plan. 

Second, Constantine did include language which presupposed an equal standing of the ruler and his 
subjects under God: “so that all the divine and heavenly powers that exist might be favorable to us 
and all those living under our authority.” Not only the state was not in the center of God’s plan 
anymore, it was not a direct mediator between God and men either. In terms of standing before God, 
the ruler was equal to his subjects; he needed God’s favor just as much as all those living under his 
authority. Constantine’s toleration to Christians was proclaimed in an entirely un-Roman way: not 
by politically granting Jesus Christ a place in the Pantheon but by a religious decision for the state to 
drop it claims to divinity. 

The political revolution Paul started in the 1st century AD achieved its victory in AD 313. It wasn’t 
a complete victory; many more centuries were needed for the Christendom to crystallize its view of 
government and politics. But, unquestionably, the foundation for it was laid in Romans 13. Paul 
debated with Augustus, and won. 
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 Missionaries of the Ax 71.
Bojidar Marinov, August 2, 2012  

Located in the very heart of modern-day Germany, 
in the province of Hesse, is a small humble town of 
only 15,000 inhabitants. In the middle of that town 
stands an imposing old cathedral built in the 12th-
14th centuries of reddish stone. Situated in front of 
that cathedral is the statue of a man in a monk’s 
garb on a stump of a freshly felled oak, with a huge 
Saxon ax in his hand. 

The humble town is Fritzlar, called Gaesmere in 
ancient times. It is known in Germany as the 
birthplace of two beginnings: Here began the 
Christianization of Germany, and here’s where the 
German Empire was born as a political entity. The 
statue is that of the Anglo-Saxon monk and 
missionary Wynfrith, also known as St. Boniface, 
the patron saint of Germany and the Netherlands. 

And the stump is the remains of the tree that belonged to the highest German god, the Oak of Thor. 
The Oak of Thor was the center of the pagan religion of the local tribe of the Hessians, and the most 
pagan Germans at the time. 

In 723, on his way to Thüringia, St. Boniface stopped at Gaesmere. He had worked for five years as 
a missionary in Frisia, Hesse, and Thüringia, and he had some limited success. Unfortunately, as his 
biographer Willibald relates, those Germans that converted were never too stable in the faith; while 
giving lip service to Christ, they would secretly go back to their pagan ways, bringing sacrifices to 
the pagan gods, practicing divination and incantations, etc. Boniface decided to deal with the 
problem once and for all by attacking at the very center of their pagan religion. One morning he 
appeared at the Oak of Thor with an ax in his hand, surrounded by a pagan crowd who cursed him 
and expected the gods to intervene and kill him. He raised his hand against Thor and delivered the 
first blow. According to Willibald, immediately a strong wind came and blew the ancient oak over. 
Seeing that Thor failed to protect his holy tree and to kill Boniface, the Hessians converted to Christ. 
This event is considered the beginning of the Christianization of Germany. From Hesse, word 
spread, and other German tribes turned to Christianity. Boniface went to many places, destroying the 
altars and high places of the pagans, proving the superiority of the risen Christ over the blood-thirsty 
German deities. By 754, when he was martyred by a group of pagan Frisian warriors, Boniface was 
the archbishop and metropolitan of all Germany, with several bishoprics and other mission sites 
established by him, and all German tribes with the exception of the Saxons and the Frisians were 
converted to Christ. 

What made Boniface expose himself to the wrath of the pagan Hessians and risk being slain by them 
for violating the central shrine of their religion? 
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The first five years of failures obviously taught Boniface a lesson: No matter how many personal 
conversions a missionary is able to produce, if they do not challenge the central idol of the culture, 
the new converts will fall away and go back to paganism. Every pagan culture has its central idol or 
idols. That central idol defines and determines every relationship, every practice, every institution, 
every word and sentence, every legal rule, every scientific and educational standard. The new 
converts, even while professing faith in Christ, are forced to define and determine all their 
relationships and practices according to the central idol in their society, and that is their main battle, 
their main source of stumbling blocks to fall away from the faith. The contradiction of believing in 
Christ while living according to an idol’s prescriptions for a society is the greatest struggle for those 
new believers. 

Therefore, a missionary who doesn’t do his best to challenge the central idol of a culture is 
producing future apostates, not true believers. Boniface learned it the hard way. Therefore, he 
changed his strategy. He wasn’t a missionary to the individual souls of the Germans anymore; he 
was a missionary to Germany herself. And he challenged the central idol of Germany. To save his 
spiritual children from apostasy, he had to take on the chief adversary: Thor himself. Instead of 
breaking the twigs one by one, he laid his ax at the very root of the German pagan culture. And the 
result was the turning of whole tribes to Christ. 

Boniface wasn’t the first to understand this important principle. The earliest church, as recorded by 
Luke in Acts, was not concerned only about fixing the personal morality and the private religious 
life of the new converts. The early church was not persecuted for producing worshippers of Christ, 
neither was it persecuted for the individual moral purity of its members. It was the bold and 
uncompromising declaration that “there is another King, one Jesus” that earned the Christians the 
privilege to feed the lions and to become living torches for the Emperors’ parties. The Christian 
Gospel was specifically directed against the central idol in that society—the cult to the Emperor—in 
its declaration that Jesus Christ was the King of kings and the Lord of lords. Only in the context of 
such a comprehensive challenge against the central dogma—or idol—of the social order can an 
individual soul find the emotional fuel and the strength to remain faithful to their Lord and Savior in 
their practical daily life; and only in the context of a comprehensive worldview as opposed to the 
dominant worldview of the culture can a believer find his place in the Kingdom of God as a 
civilization alternative to the wicked parody of civilization he has around himself. A Christian with a 
theology for the salvation of his soul only, without a theology for the reformation of his culture to 
challenge the idols of the day, is a Christian living double life: His spirit will serve God while his 
body and mind and money and work and relationships will serve the idols. Eventually, if he is not 
equipped with the knowledge that will close this gap, he will be severely tempted to let his spirit 
follow his mind and body and money and work and relationships, and he will submit to idols. 

That’s what happened to St. Boniface’s spiritual children after his first five years on the field. He 
learned his lesson, and so he acted accordingly. 

Very few missionaries today understand this important truth of foreign missions. Missions today are 
not comprehensive missions to the nations; they are missions only to “save souls.” You will be hard 
pressed to find any mission organizations that train or encourage their missionaries to identify or 
confront the central idols of a culture. Very few precious missionaries ever confront cultural idols; 
most are only focused on the mantra of “saving souls.” As if it’s possible to separate the soul of a 
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man from his culture, from his relationships, and from the legal, economic, and political reality of 
his culture. 

Societies today have their sacred oaks. The more developed and advanced a society is, the more 
sophisticated and refined its idols are, and more subtle and more devious their hold on men’s souls 
is. Societies like Europe, Latin America, or East Asia—and even the United States—don’t have 
official sacred shrines anymore. They have replaced them with a more sophisticated idol: the idol of 
the welfare state. It has no sacred oaks, no visible and material shrines, no official sacrifices or 
divinations or incantations. But it has its invisible sacrifices and shrines. Whole cultures that pretend 
to be “rationalistic” and “scientific” are caught in the nets of this most irrational of all idols in 
history; its power is so strong over the minds of men that in those societies there is no opposition to 
it. Even when the socialist welfare state proves completely incapable to deliver even a single one of 
its promises, the men and women of these societies still keep laying their trust and hope at the feet of 
the idol, not even thinking for a moment that their faith is misguided and deceitful. 

And yet, we seldom see missionaries who challenge that central idol of societies. No wonder 
Europe—where it has taken the strongest hold on society—is believed to be “the graveyard of 
missionaries.” Missionaries would go and do evangelism, plant churches, convert souls, and 
establish regular services. And when they go back home, it is only a matter of a couple of years 
before those churches disintegrate. And no wonder: A new convert worships Christ on Sunday 
morning, but then starting from Monday morning through Saturday night his life is shaped, defined, 
and controlled by the idol of the almighty welfare state. And because the missionary is usually silent 
and never challenges this central idol, the new believer has no ideology, no worldview, and no 
alternatives, and he is left without any means to oppose that control. 

Eventually, like St. Boniface found out, the god of Monday morning takes over, and the God of 
Sunday morning remains only an empty religious shell. A believer left without means to defend his 
faith against a powerful idol will eventually give in. And when thousands of missionaries in a culture 
see the fruit of their diligent work destroyed, they declare that culture a “graveyard for 
missionaries.” 

But such description is wrong. No culture is a “graveyard for missionaries.” The fault lies with the 
missionaries themselves. The truth is, they never even started the real missionary work. A 
missionary is not a missionary until they set their ax against the roots of the culture’s sacred oaks. 
They are not a missionary until they have issued a challenge against the central idols of that culture. 
A mission that only addresses the individual soul and never the society in which that soul operates is 
an exercise in futility. Only a comprehensive challenge, a message that proclaims Jesus Christ as 
Lord over everything—including rulers and powers—can win a nation for Christ. 

That is a lesson that modern missionaries need to learn. 

St. Boniface’s strategy to destroy the shrines of the pagan gods cost him his life. Thirty years after 
felling the Oak of Thor, the aged archbishop was attacked by pagan Frisians, whose shrines he had 
destroyed a few days earlier. His biographer claims that they only wanted the treasures he carried in 
his chests. When they opened the chests, however, they discovered only the books he carried with 
himself. 
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But we’ll leave books and missions for another article.  
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 Peaceful, Innocent Giant Empires, and Aggressive, Evil 72.
Dwarf Nations 

Bojidar Marinov, August 7, 2012 

It’s not easy to be a huge peaceful empire, 
armed to the teeth with state-of-the-art 
weaponry, having an enormous army, and 
having at your disposal economic 
resources that no one else has. Not easy at 
all. You are always surrounded by pesky 
little warlike nations who are conspiring to 
destroy you, if you are not vigilant. Or 
even better, if you don’t attack them 
preemptively. Just in case. 

Like Poland, for example, in 1939. A 
nation of half the population of Germany, 
one-tenth of Germany’s economic 

potential, and one-tenth of Germany’s military capabilities, threatened the very survival of the Third 
Reich. Two weeks after September 1, 1939, when the German armies were deep into Polish territory, 
pushing the Polish Army back and exterminating the Polish population, the German propaganda was 
still telling the world of the Polish aggression, and how the glorious German soldiers were pushing 
back the Polish invaders. 

Or Finland, again in 1939. It was a nation of only 2% of the population of the Soviet Union, and of 
no natural or economic resources whatsoever; the Soviet military at the time was 6 million active 
duty members, while Finland had a total population of 4 million. According to the Soviet 
propaganda, Finland was the aggressor, and it was a tool in the hands of the world imperialism to 
destroy the Soviet Union. 

Or take Serbia in 1914. Or Tibet in 1950. Or the Baltic Republics in 1940. Or Belgium and Holland 
and Greece and Yugoslavia in 1940. Or Georgia in 2008. Or Kuwait in 1990. Dangerous dwarf 
nations who are an imminent threat to their bigger neighbors, and therefore must be bullied and 
attacked preemptively. 

Or take Iran in 2012. A declining population, a crumbling economy, a military which is good for 
nothing (back in the 80s, during the Iran-Iraq war, Iran was badly outnumbered on the battlefield, 
while having much larger population than Iraq), a navy and air force which rely on technologies of 
30 years back. . . . Recently the Iranian navy tried their longest range missile – 136 miles; while 
Tehran claimed it was a success, military experts in the US found the claim to be wrong and the 
photos to have been photoshopped for propaganda purposes. Large segments of the territory of the 
country have no electricity. Iran can’t even produce its own food or gasoline, and has to import 
those, paying for it with crude oil. 
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But if you listen to the bipartisan propaganda in the US, Iran is the aggressor. Why? Because they 
are developing nuclear weapons. 

Intelligence experts in the US have shown that that is not true. Energy experts have demonstrated 
that developing nuclear power is as far from developing nuclear weapons as producing toluene (paint 
thinner) is from producing trinitrotoluene (TNT). Two former heads of Mossad said that Iran is not 
producing nuclear weapons. The current head of Mossad said the same. The UN inspectors in Iran 
said there are no signs of production of nuclear weapons. Ehud Barak, the Defense Minister of Israel 
said before the Israeli military radio that Iran has no nuclear weapons and is not planning to produce 
them. He recently repeated this statement before CNN. One would think that the opinions of all the 
best experts in the field would make the politicians in the US listen and refrain from unnecessary 
banging of the war drums, and probably reach out and try to talk to Iran’s leaders in an effort to 
secure peace. 

Nope. In a unique bipartisan coalition, the House approved the measure of sanctions against Iran, 
claiming that it is necessary to prevent Iran from getting nuclear weapons. 

Not a single one of those voting for the measure stopped to consider the fact that stopping Iran from 
selling oil – even if it could work – is not the same as stopping Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. 
One is selling, the other is buying. And Iran has a border to the north to Russia. And through that 
border anything can go, and we have no way of telling the Russians what to do. We are telling our 
closest allies – like South Korea, for example – that they can’t get cheap oil. And we are telling the 
Chinese – who control our Federal debt – that they can’t get cheap oil. But we can’t tell the Russians 
what they are going to export through their south border. Or import through it, for that matter. Russia 
is an exporter of oil too. If Iran exports oil to Russia, who can say how much of Russia’s own 
exports is simply Iranian transit? 

It was a year ago when researchers from US and Russia at Harvard demonstrated that the threat of 
nuclear terror comes from small groups who can smuggle any kind of weapon anywhere, sanctions 
or not. Zolotarev, a retired Russian army general, was blunt about the real threat: “If you look at the 
U.S. and Russia together, we own about 90 percent of the problem…” Yes. It is not Iran who is the 
problem; it is Russia and the US who have so many of those nuclear heads that it is virtually 
impossible to predict where and when a small group of terrorists would be able to steal or buy a 
nuclear weapon and smuggle it to any place in the world. That is the real threat, not Iran. 

But dealing with that problem takes decentralized approach, and private intelligence firms are best 
able to penetrate such organizations and thwart their plans. There is no glory for a Congressman to 
admit that some private firm did an outstanding job in preventing nuclear terrorism. But it is very 
spectacular to declare that “we voted for sanctions on Iran,” even though in reality these sanctions 
will only lead to higher gas prices, more poverty in Iran, increased hostility against the US around 
the world, and worse relations with our allies and friends. 

But the war drum banging must continue. Not because Iran is a threat but because it is necessary to 
keep the population in the US scared, and therefore more willing to accept any violations of its 
liberties. After all, we got the Patriot Act, the NDAA, the TSA, drone surveillance, and a number of 
other nice things, all because of those vaguely defined enemies who want to take our liberties. And 
the Republicans are those most enthusiastic about taking away our liberties, while speaking about 
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the Constitution and accusing Obama in violating the Constitution. With Republicans like that, who 
needs Obama? Even if we didn’t have Obama, our liberties would have been taken away, by those 
same Republicans, all in the name of “security,” because Iran wants to take our liberties. 

Returning to the issue of big empires and dwarf nations, every time you see an empire pointing to a 
smaller nation as a “danger” and an “aggressor,” and therefore worthy of invasion, look for the 
domestic reasons for it. The real danger is not the dwarf nation, but those 
liberty-loving people in the empire itself who must be silenced in the name of 
the “common good.” Hitler’s attacks against Poland and France and Russia were 
designed to perpetuate the Nazi rule over Germany. The Soviet Union’s 
invasions of Finland and later of Afghanistan were meant to deal with the unrest 
at home. 

And the war drum banging against Iran has a reason. And it is not Iran. It is you, 
the American citizen who want to keep your liberty, your guns, and your 
property. 
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 The Empty Rhetoric of “Making Disciples” 73.
Bojidar Marinov, August 24, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172844/https://americanvision.org/5437/the-empty-rhetoric-of-
%e2%80%9cmaking-disciples%e2%80%9d/  

“This is because the missionaries did the wrong 
thing. They were only making converts while the 
mission of the church is to make disciples.” 

I met the man who said this at a mission conference 
recently; he was a committed Reformed Christian, a 
supporter of several missions around the world. I 
was sharing about my mission work in Bulgaria, and 
specifically about my work among the Gypsy 
communities there. I will here omit a more detailed 
account of who Gypsies are and what problems a 
missionary encounters when working with them; I 
will only mention one of the testimonies I heard in a 
Charismatic Gypsy church planted many years 

before by American Charismatic missionaries. When the pastor opened the pulpit for testimonies, an 
old man stood up and said: 

“Brothers and sisters, I want to praise God for his mighty deeds. It was very cold yesterday. We 
didn’t have any firewood. But there was some firewood in the house next door. Praise God no one 
saw us.” 

The man I shared it with reacted quickly: They should make disciples, not 
converts. In this, he is not different from many other Christians who have 
adopted the rhetorical jargon of the modern pastors. He is well-meaning, of 
course. But I will claim here in this article that “making disciples” is only 
empty rhetoric, and it doesn’t solve the problems of the modern church. 
And in addition, it is dangerous. I realize that by criticizing the rhetoric of 
“making disciples” I will be challenging what has been accepted as a truth 
that doesn’t need to be proved, a fad that is dear to the majority of our 
modern Christians. But challenge it I must.  

Indeed, the concept of “making disciples” as over against “making 
converts” has become something of a fad for the modern church. The 
semantic change from “converts” to “disciples” is expected to create a 
revolution in both the church growth in America and in the mission growth outside of America. 
Numerous ministries today boast that they are “making disciples.” The online Discipleship Library 
(here’s that buzz-word that we hear so often, “discipleship”) of the Navigators has a special course 
on “making disciples.” The Reformed Baptist pastor John MacArthur declared in a sermon that the 
church’s main purpose is neither fellowship nor teaching nor praise but “making disciples.” Michael 
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Horton at the Westminster Seminary in California has a book devoted to “recovering God’s strategy 
for making disciples.” There are numerous examples throughout the United States and on the 
mission field: there are “discipleship” conferences, seminars, booklets, strategies; the concept of 
“family discipleship” is preached, and so is the “workplace discipleship.” There was even, for a short 
period of time, a Discipleship Movement. Many Christians and Christian leaders are awakening to 
the fact that the current practice of the church leaves much to be desired; there are millions of 
American Christians, and millions of converted souls on the mission fields of all continents that say 
that phrase, “Praise God no one saw us,” in one or another version, whether more or less subtle. So 
the church is on a search to find out why that is happening, and what must be done. And of course, 
the first thing we need to change is the rhetoric; we have been producing “converts,” now we have to 
start “making disciples.” So prevalent is the fad that one wonders if so many Christians could 
believe that simply the change in rhetoric will create the necessary result. 

The very phrase “making disciples” is one of those unfortunate turns of events when well-meaning 
ministers of the Word use words without thinking out all the implications of what they say. When 
those ministers of the Word are translators of the Bible, their failure can assume gigantic proportions 
because now the incorrect use of words has the aura of sanctity for the majority of the readers who 
have no easy access to the original languages. Even in Reformed circles, where the injunction of the 
Westminster Confession that “in all controversies of religion, the Church is finally to appeal unto 
[the original languages]” is considered to be authoritative, the temptation is very strong to look at 
translations as ultimate and ignore the plain meaning of the original text. In other circles, where 
scholarship in the original languages is not as strong, the problem is much more severe. 

“Making disciples” is reportedly based on the text of the Great Commission in Matthew 28:19: 
µαθητεύσατε πάντα τὰ ἔθνη. The earlier translations of the Bible – King James Version, the Geneva 
Bible, and Tyndale Translation – remained faithful to the grammar if not to the strict meaning of the 
words: “Teach all nations.” This was good enough for them since “all nations” was in the accusative, 
thus pointing out that “all the nations” were the direct object of the verb, “teach.” So did the Latin 
Vulgate Bible: “docete omnes gentes.” Neither “teach” in English nor “docere” in Latin were a strict 
translation of µαθητεύω though. That’s why Young’s Literal Translation noticed that the verb 
µαθητεύω is based on a noun, µαθητής (disciple), and therefore gave it a better translation, keeping 
the accusative case: “disciple all the nations.” 

The problem came when translators transformed the simple Greek phrase into a more elaborate 
English phrase: “make disciples of all nations.” Not that the phrase in itself is an incorrect 
translation; taken in the right way, it is actually the best translation since the verb µαθητεύω requires 
to be translated “make someone a disciple.” It does presuppose a finished product, a disciple who 
has been produced by the work of the one who discipled him. The accusative case – that is, the direct 
object position – for “all nations” must be preserved, though. Therefore, the correct reading of the 
phrase would be similar to the words of a field sergeant to a new recruit: “We will make a fine 
soldier out of you.” “Out of you” is here only an idiom, it doesn’t mean parts of the soldier will be 
taken out and made into a fine soldier; the meaning is that the soldier himself will be the direct 
object of the “making,” that his very nature will be transformed into a new nature. And that’s exactly 
the meaning of “disciple all nations” in the Greek text: The nations will be made into disciples. 

What the translators didn’t think out well enough was the alternative meaning of the phrase: “Take 
individual people out of the nations and make them disciples.” This alternative meaning is not 
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present in the Greek text; the accusative and the lack of a preposition prevent such meaning. Only in 
English, where there are no cases like in Latin or Greek, and where a preposition like “of” can mean 
many different things depending on the context, the phrase can have the alternative meaning of 
making of individual disciples as the focus of the Great Commission. 

In the 20th century, with the pietistic and individualistic focus of the modern church’s teaching and 
preaching, this alternative – and non-Biblical – meaning was taken as the authoritative meaning. It is 
not discipling the nations – as nations – anymore; it is all about making individual people 
“disciples.” 

And then, when in the second half of the last century it became obvious that the evangelistic efforts 
of the church were not producing converts of good quality, the incorrect meaning of the phrase was 
turned into a theology of “discipleship.” It is hard to think of another such example of incorrect 
meaning of a verse that has produced so many theological treatises, conferences, sermons, etc. 
“Making disciples” and “discipleship” is the fad of the day among pastors and conference speakers 
these days. 

Ironically, the problem of “making converts” who – like my Gypsy friends I mentioned above – 
have no idea of what they must be and how they must act as Christians is caused by the same attitude 
that is at the core of the “making disciples” theology: pietism and radical individualism. Thus, 
changing the rhetoric from “making converts” to “making disciples” won’t do the job; the problem 
goes much deeper than the words we use. The difference between a “convert” and a “disciple” is 
only in the semantics; the Bible doesn’t differentiate between the two. There are no two different 
types of believers in the Bible, “converts” and “disciples.” And the Bible doesn’t even mention such 
a difference, let alone point to such a conflict. A convert is also a disciple; that is, he is converted in 
his whole being, and his whole worldview, and mind, and attitude. Unless a person is converted 
completely and renewed completely in his mind, he is not a true convert. So a convert and a disciple 
is the same. 

Not only doesn’t the Bible contain any special emphasis on “making disciples” – in fact, as we saw, 
it has a completely different thing in mind in Matt. 28:19 – but in the other three occasions where the 
same verb is used, it is used in a very casual way which doesn’t presuppose anything special about 
“making disciples” the way our modern rhetoric has it. Matthew 13:15 talks about “any scribe that 
has become a disciple of the kingdom” without presupposing some special kind of process of 
discipling as over against conversion. Matthew 27:57 uses the same verb to describe Joseph of 
Arimathea: “who himself had also become a disciple of Jesus.” But the previous accounts do not 
even mention his name as someone to whom Jesus had paid special attention in a process of 
discipling. And Acts 14:21, “After they had preached the gospel to that city and had made many 
disciples, they returned to Lystra and to Iconium and to Antioch,” the same verb is used so casually 
that it obviously means “converted” many by their preaching of the Gospel. 

As can be expected, if the Bible has no such emphasis on “making disciples” as the modern church 
rhetoric assumes, there won’t be any clear and specific rules and standards as what “making 
disciples” would mean and what a “disciple” is in the modern church. And indeed, there are no such 
clear rules and standards, let alone Biblical clear rules and standards. The sermon of John MacArthur 
mentioned above, a very lengthy sermon in itself, gives only some vague principles for “making 
disciples” (availability, worship, submission) without explaining why that is not the case for making 



 

 
312 

converts, for example. The Shepherding Movement, also called Discipleship Movement, couldn’t 
define a “disciple” either; all they would do is emphasize on the personal submission of a disciple to 
his teacher. But submission in itself can’t define a disciple. No wonder the Shepherding Movement 
had to disintegrate for the many abuses within it. For all the rhetoric in the church that emphasizes 
“discipleship” and “making disciples” as the solution to the moral problem of the modern church, the 
lack of clear definition of what “making disciples” should be is staggering. But it is nevertheless 
predictable. When the hopes for solution to a problem are based on rhetoric rather on a solid Biblical 
ground, and when that rhetoric is not based on a clear Biblical text but on a faulty interpretation of 
an unfortunate translation, we shouldn’t expect anything else but vagueness and confusion. 

To summarize what I said so far, there is no Biblical foundation for the rhetoric of “making 
disciples.” There is nothing special about “making disciples” as over against “making converts,” 
neither does the Bible place so much weight on “making disciples.” Neither is there a Biblical 
foundation for the claims that the task of the church can be summarized as “making disciples.” The 
rhetoric is empty; it is not Biblical. It is a modern fad that can supposedly solve the problems of the 
church in a magical way. But the truth is, no one knows what exactly is “making disciples,” outside 
of some vague and general rules. 

But why did I say that I also consider this rhetoric dangerous? The rhetoric may be empty and 
unbiblical, but dangerous? 

We need to understand that rhetoric is never without consequences. However empty it is, there is 
always an underlying worldview that supports the rhetoric; and therefore rhetoric that is not 
supported by the Bible will have consequences that are dangerous. There are several reasons I 
consider the rhetoric of “making disciples” dangerous. 

First, it is based on a self-conscious pietism and radical individualism in the interpretation of Biblical 
message. Like I said above, the main verse used to support the theology of “discipleship” – Matt. 
28:19 – does not talk about making individual disciples; it is about discipling the nations. The 
greatness of the Great Commission is in its comprehensive mandate, in converting the whole world 
to Christ, including all human institutions. When modern theologians talk about “making disciples,” 
the underlying motive is not taking the Gospel to every area of life as is the true intent of the Great 
Commission but the pietistic limiting the Gospel to personal salvation and personal piety. 

Like I mentioned above, the problems of our modern missions and churches stem from that very 
pietism and individualism; when preachers, missionaries, and pastors deliberately truncate the 
Gospel to mean “personal piety,” the result is immature believers who have no idea how to live and 
work as Christians. (Hence my Gypsy friends’ testimony.) Ironically, the “making disciples” fad is 
trying to solve that problem by only changing the rhetoric, but not changing the message from 
truncated and pietistic to comprehensive and culture-changing. 

Second, the “making disciples” rhetoric, in its own perverse way, legitimizes the artificial, unbiblical 
distinction between a “convert” and a “disciple.” It tacitly presupposes that there are two types of 
Christians. The first one is one who is “converted” but not a “disciple.” The other one is a level 
higher, he is not only converted but he is also a disciple. While it is true that in the church the 
individual believers are at different levels of knowledge, understanding, and sanctification, such 
rhetorical distinction is not Biblical. Converts and disciples are the same; once a man believes in 
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Jesus Christ, he is a disciple, period. There is no second step, no special process to make a convert 
into a disciple. The conversion process is not over until the believer has changed his mind about 
everything the Bible teaches, about every application of the Gospel to every area of life. A person 
can not have Jesus Christ as his Savior but not have Him as his Lord, over every area of his life and 
over every area of life in general. Every convert must be a disciple also, otherwise we are creating a 
distinction between Jesus Christ as Savior and Jesus Christ as Lord and King over all. 

Third, the “making disciples” rhetoric places heavy emphasis on behavioral change per se, as part of 
the training, not as a finished product produced by Biblical understanding and wisdom. This was 
very clear in the Discipleship Movement: a “disciple” was someone who absolutely obeyed his 
“teachers” or “overseers,” even to a point where a major leader of the movement couldn’t have a 
fully legitimate marriage to a committed Christian woman because the other leaders wouldn’t give 
him permission. While the Discipleship Movement can be viewed as a rather extreme example, the 
other proponents of “making disciples” also focus on the external, behavioral change as the 
description of a disciple. Obedience to a higher authority, of course, is the main characteristic in all 
descriptions of a “disciple.” (It is never mentioned that a good Christian sometimes has to disobey a 
higher authority, if his conscience and his understanding of the Law of God tell him so.) Other 
characteristics are also strictly behavioral: “availability” (i.e. being present at all the meetings), 
“humility” (which is often defined by external behavior), “worship” (which again is defined as being 
present at all the weekly services), etc. 

While it is true that the process of sanctification and renewal of the mind inevitably leads to change 
in the outward behavior of the Christian (Col 3:5-10), it is dangerous to define a “disciple” by his 
outward behavior. True, a Christian doesn’t commit sin willingly, so this is a change in behavior that 
we expect from the very beginning of the Christian life. But outward changes defined in a vague way 
– obedience, humility, learning, availability – are no different than the rituals of the Pharisees which 
eventually replaced the obedience to God’s Law. When behaviorism replaces obedience to the 
specific commands of the Law of God, this leads to a combination of pietistic over-spirituality and 
legalism. And indeed, in many cases “discipleship” produces over-spiritual, self-righteous people 
who have no idea of the application of the Gospel in every area of life. My favorite example of this 
is a mother who told my wife that she was very happy in the morning when her kids got onto the 
public school bus so that she could have some quiet time of prayer. And yes, her church talks about 
“making disciples.” 

And fourth, the “making disciples” rhetoric is dangerous because it has an unhealthy focus on the 
method of training as over against the content of teaching. A pastor I mentioned above insists that 
the church’s main mission is not to teach but to “make disciples”; apparently, for him teaching is not 
the central activity when one “makes disciples,” something else is. I have been criticized many times 
on the mission field by other Reformed missionaries for “over-intellectualizing” the Gospel. By that, 
they meant I was consistently teaching the Gospel as it applied to every area of life, from the 
personal life of the believer to science, education, psychology, government, economics, etc. The 
other missionaries believed that it was unnecessary, that what was needed was less teaching, but 
training “in the spirit of humbleness and compassion.” One of them insisted to teach his local 
converts for a year on the “love of God” and delivered numerous sermons and lectures on how to act 
“in the love of God,” hoping that the right method will somehow “make disciples.” Al Mohler, the 
president of the Southern Baptist Seminary in Kentucky, while insisting that the church’s main 
mission is to “make disciples,” at the same time declares that “there is no such thing as a Christian 
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culture or Christian government,” thus limiting the content of Christian teaching to personal piety 
only. Michael Horton does the same: He has a whole book on “recovering God’s strategy for making 
disciples” but at the same time he claims that the culture should remain secular, and even that the 
Reformation was about secularizing the culture! Logically, if there is no such thing as Christian 
culture or Christian government, then there can’t be such thing as Christian doctrine of culture or 
government; or, at the very least, any attempt at making such doctrine will be severely limited at 
best. Thus these teachers believe that the process of “making disciples” doesn’t have to include a 
comprehensive teaching to every area of life; culture and government, for example, can not be part 
of the Christian life because they can not be Christian to start with. 

Unfortunately for these gentlemen, no method of training can substitute for the content of teaching. 
If what is taught is a truncated Gospel, limited to personal conversion and to the personal life of the 
believer, then what we should expect is Christians who do not understand the Gospel as it applies to 
every area of life. If certain areas of life are excluded by a dismissive attitude (“there is no such thing 
as a Christian culture, government, etc.”), then we should expect Christians to be lacking in 
knowledge in these areas, and therefore ignorant as to what a Christian should do. Obedience, 
availability, worship, and the other “characteristics of a disciple” can not produce knowledge in 
areas if that knowledge is excluded from the teaching in the first place. There are many methods of 
teaching in the Bible, and there is not one that is set aside as special “making disciples.” Paul himself 
was a disciple of Jesus Christ (1 Cor. 11:1) but he only met Christ personally for several minutes on 
the road to Damascus. Timothy was a disciple even before he met Paul or any of the apostles (Acts 
16:1). As a personal example, I have been a disciple of several great Christian men, and I only know 
personally one of them, and only see him once a year. In the final account, it is not the method that 
produces disciples but the content of teaching; when the teaching is limited in scope, the result is 
“Praise God no one saw us.” 

The question now is: If not “making disciples,” then what is the alternative solution? The church has 
a problem today with Christians who are only half-hearted Christians. We are losing our children, 
and we are even losing many adults. And those adults that stay in the church often have pagan 
minds, viewing the world around them not through the worldview of the Bible but through the eyes 
of the pagan culture around them. What can change this situation? 

I will talk about that in the next article. [“:Teaching the Whole Counsel of God.” ]  
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 Teaching the Whole Counsel of God 74.
Bojidar Marinov, August 24, 2012 
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counsel-of-god/  

Throughout the centuries, the church has always 
faced the problem of the quality of its members – 
and when I say quality, I mean the sanctification, 
the spiritual maturity, and the practical wisdom of 
its members. The constant battle against sin 
(sanctification) and for the expanding the Kingdom 
of God (wisdom) has always placed high demands 
and expectations; and quite often the church has 
found itself inadequate to the task. Its members 
sometimes refused to deal with sin, their own and 
that of the people around them. At other times the 
church remained passive and escapist, ignoring the 
clear command of the Great Commission. And at 

times the church was both plagued by sin and completely oblivious to its task in the world. In the last 
one century, the same problem persists, and is becoming even more acute and visible. 

As I commented in the last article, the modern church has adopted the rhetoric of “making disciples” 
with the hope that it can solve the problems I described. This rhetoric has become something of a 
fad; it has produced numberless books, articles, seminars, conferences, sermons. It even led to the 
creation of a “theology of discipleship” and a whole Discipleship Movement. Pastors and 
theologians claim that the main mission of the church is not to teach the nations (as the Great 
Commission really says) but to “make disciples,” meaning individual disciples (as the modern faulty 
interpretation of the Great Commission says). There is no clear idea as to what “making disciples” 
entails different than the normal process of converting and teaching, and why it will solve the 
problem of the modern church. Moreover, as I pointed out, the rhetoric of “making disciples” as 
something more special than just converting and teaching people is not supported by the Biblical 
message. And it is dangerous. It is dangerous, because (1) it is based on a pietistic and radically 
individualistic reading of the Bible, not on a covenantal interpretation; (2) it legitimizes the 
unbiblical distinction between a “convert” and a “disciple”; (3) its philosophy is behaviorism, not 
sanctification; and (4) it emphasizes the method of training at the expense of the content of the 
teaching. 

Many of my readers were probably surprised by that article. After all, there has never been any 
resistance against the idea of “making disciples.” And if we shouldn’t be “making disciples,” what 
should we be doing as pastors, teachers, missionaries, counselors, etc.? Why does the church have 
the problem with Christians who are not discipled to think, talk, act, and build like Christians? What 
is missing in the practice of the Church that prevents us from producing the high quality Christians 
who exhibit the glory of God in everything they are and everything they do? Do I have an alternative 
explanation to it, and therefore an alternative solution? 
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Yes, I do. 

The Biblical solution is not based on rhetoric borrowed from a faulty interpretation; and it is not 
based on a method of training. It is based on the content of teaching the church is giving today to the 
nations. Obsessed with their fashionable rhetoric of “making disciples,” our modern church 
celebrities are missing the other parts of the Great Commission; for example, “All authority has been 
given to Me in heaven and on earth,” and “teaching them to observe all that I have commanded 
you.” The church today can not produce believers of good quality because its teaching and preaching 
is truncated; it limits the Gospel to a few propositions about individual salvation and personal piety. 
It does not give a comprehensive Gospel, one that covers every area of life and teaches individuals, 
families, churches, and nations to live according to the Word of God in every area of life. The lack 
of clear, consistent Biblical instruction in so many areas of life only leads to false theology, and a 
theology that doesn’t teach these things is a false theology itself, no matter how theologically correct 
its view of personal salvation is. Unless the church changes the content of its preaching, it will keep 
failing; and no amount of “discipleship” can save it. 

Here are the main areas in which the church’s teaching today – the teaching of all pastors, preachers, 
theologians, and other celebrities – is lacking: 

1. The Sovereignty of God 

A truth largely forgotten by the modern church is that the foundational doctrine of Scripture is not 
the salvation of man, or anything about man, but the sovereignty of God. Nothing else in the Bible 
makes sense unless we understand that foundational doctrine. This doctrine is the beginning and the 
goal of our faith, and it must be in the foundation of our teaching and preaching always. There are no 
“natural” things in the universe, in the sense of existing in themselves; they all exist in God, in His 
plan for the universe. Neither is there such a thing as history and events happening in themselves, 
outside of God’s providence and predestination. God doesn’t simply “foreknow” the future by 
looking in a crystal ball to find out what it is; He foreknows it because He Himself has made it 
happen and is constantly, in every minute, controlling every aspect of His creation and history, to the 
minutest detail. 

Of course, the greatest challenge to this idea about God’s Sovereignty comes in the form of 
pelagianism and semi-pelagianism, the idea that man by his own efforts and will – free will – is able 
to achieve that perfection that gives him salvation. The earlier version of it – pelagianism – claimed 
that man is completely able to achieve perfection on his own. The early church, and especially that 
theological giant of the early church, Augustine, exposed it as heresy; it re-appeared much later in 
the Roman Church. Luther wrote his best treatise on that issue, Bondage of the Will, understanding 
that the issue of the Sovereignty of God was the pivotal issue of the Reformation. The doctrine re-
appeared again in the Protestant churches with Arminius and Wesley but didn’t gain too much 
ground until the early 20th century. Only in the last 100 years the Protestant and Evangelical 
churches have switched to full-scale semi-pelagianism, rejecting their heritage of the Reformation 
and adopting the doctrines of Rome concerning salvation. 

The impact of semi-pelagianism on the quality of the believers should not be underestimated. The 
practical consequences of a theology that says that man’s effort in making the decision to be saved is 
crucial have seldom been discussed in theological circles but the results after a century of Arminian 
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prevalence in Evangelicalism are everywhere around us. A Christian who is taught that by his 
decision he can gain salvation is by necessity also taught that by his decision he can lose it. The 
promise that he is safe in God’s hands applies to him only conditionally; only insofar as he makes 
the decision to stay there. But decisions come from the heart, and the heart is “deceitful above all 
else.” The life of such a believer then becomes introvert, a constant struggle to keep a deceitful heart 
on the right side of the fence of that life-saving decision. His energy is mainly spent not on obeying 
God and glorifying God but on examining his own heart everyday. In the final account, semi-
pelagianism can’t produce culture, or society, or any kind of comprehensive knowledge about the 
world because it is too exhausted of fighting with the most deceitful of all things. 

But it will be a mistake to imagine that the churches that claim to be “Reformed” are free from that 
disease. While their view of salvation and man’s efforts may be theologically correct, most of them 
have exchanged the focus on God’s Sovereignty for a focus on God’s grace. The “doctrines of 
grace” are exalted as the “most important doctrines” of the Reformation and of the Christian faith. 
One Reformed author goes to the length of claiming that nothing is so offensive to an unbeliever as 
the doctrine of God’s grace. The claim, of course, is nonsensical and unproven; unbelievers have no 
objection to free gifts, what they detest the most is God’s Sovereignty, the idea that they as humans 
are not the center of the universe. A good friend of mine, under the influence of that focus on grace, 
recently asked on his Facebook status, “Are you as a Christian exhibiting God’s grace to the world?” 
I was tempted to reply that it is not God’s grace that we need to exhibit first but God’s Sovereignty. 

Nothing wrong with God’s grace, we know we are saved by grace. But when grace is made the 
center of the Christian teaching, this shifts the center from God to man. God’s main function in such 
teaching is to give grace to man and to save man. Thus the Gospel is truncated to mean the salvation 
of man only, not the establishment of Christ’s Kingdom. God’s sovereignty in all areas of life and 
the crown rights of Christ in every area of life are disparaged as “triumphalism,” and only man’s 
salvation and his piety are exalted as the main purpose of Christian life. I have talked more about 
this focus on grace in a previous article [“Piecemeal Reformed: Sovereignty vs Grace as the 
Foundation of Theology”] so I will not repeat all the arguments here. Suffice to say that such focus 
on man’s need for salvation at the expense of God’s Sovereignty is just as semi-pelagian and 
humanistic as Arminianism, and therefore will lead to the same results. 

2. The Dominion (Cultural) Mandate 

Modern Christianity, in a sharp contrast to the Christianity of the previous centuries, is culturally 
passive. The Puritans in England, being only a small percentage of the population, exercised 
enormous influence by their unstoppable enthusiasm to make the whole culture submit to Christ. 
Europe itself, being only a small portion of the world in terms of resources, territory, and population, 
nevertheless changed the world culturally and civilizationally because it was the Christendom, a 
civilization built to exhibit the glory of God. The modern dualistic separation between personal piety 
and cultural involvement was always foreign to Christians in the past. A Christian’s duty was to 
obey God personally and culturally. There was no separation between the two. 

In comparison, modern Christianity, far from being a faith that conquers the world and its kingdoms, 
is a religion of passive waiting. Evangelical and Reformed celebrities insist that the church shouldn’t 
even attempt to change the culture; there is no such thing as a Christian culture, or government, or 
art, or science, or anything else. These areas are not under the mandate of man to conquer. Man’s 
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only purpose is to be saved; as we saw in the previous point, the Gospel is limited to man’s 
salvation. Thus, whether one is an amillennialist or a premillennialist, all a person can do is wait for 
that final day of history or of his life, in order to finally “get home.” A Christian’s journey in this 
world has been described as “constant mourning by the rivers of Babylon,” or “being royal exiles,” 
or “being faithful witnesses in a dying culture,” or any other beautiful but incorrectly applied 
Biblical descriptions whose only goal is to declare that there isn’t much that we can do here as 
Christians, however much we try. Beautiful as these descriptions are, they are false theology, and 
they go directly against the message and the spirit of the Word of God. 

The Biblical doctrine of man is that man was created with a purpose on earth and in history: to take 
dominion over the earth (Gen. 1:26-28). Theologians call this the Dominion Mandate, or the Cultural 
Mandate. Man is supposed to bring God’s order to every corner of the creation, and build every 
aspect of his culture and society according to God’s requirements. This is the main task man was 
given when placed in the Garden; not to “worship,” not to idly enjoy the beauty of the Garden, not to 
discuss obscure theological details. His true worship, his true enjoyment of God’s creation, his true 
knowledge and understanding of theology or God were to come through his work in cultivating the 
Garden, or later, in cultivating the whole world and his own culture. This mandate wasn’t destroyed 
in the Fall; man’s sin only made it more difficult. But God repeated the same mandate to Noah. In 
the New Testament, Jesus declared that He was given all authority in heaven and on earth (Matt. 
28:18) and made it the basis of the Great Commission. And Paul could declare in very strong terms 
to his fellow Christians: “All belongs to you, . . . the world, the present, the future; all things belong 
to you” (1 Cor. 3:21-22). That the world belongs to the Christians is only a restoration of the original 
commandment, “let them have dominion.” And if Christians own all things and the world, then they 
have the responsibility to cultivate the world in their God-given Cultural Mandate. 

This was an accepted truth among Reformed theologians until the 1950s. Only in the last generation 
a neo-Reformed theology emerged that declares man’s Cultural Mandate to be null and void, and 
only valid for an agricultural society. Or, that Christians can not change culture because there is no 
such thing as a Christian culture. Neo-Reformed theologians like Al Mohler and Michael Horton 
claim such a thing, and then add that Christians’ cultural involvement is not a primary task but only 
a secondary by-product of the Christians’ “faithful presence” (whatever that means) in a dying 
culture. Christian life and action, they believe, must be centered on the self and the church, and 
whatever cultural influence there is, will be only incidental. And of course, no cultural influence can 
produce cultural impact strong enough to build a Christian culture; because there can’t be such a 
thing as a Christian culture, period. 

Such rejection of the Cultural Mandate can not but produce a truncated gospel and in result, 
truncated Christians. If man’s task on earth is to take dominion over the earth – in every aspect of his 
life, individual and cultural – then replacing that task with an introvert religion that only looks at 
culture as a by-product of the Christian life will create low quality Christians. 

3. The Law of God as a Tool for Dominion 

God is sovereign. Man is given the Dominion (Cultural) Mandate over the earth. When we combine 
these two Biblical truths with the belief that God has revealed Himself and His will in God’s Word, 
we can easily answer the question: What rules has God established for man in his Cultural Mandate? 
Obviously, these rules for dominion must be found in that same Word that reveals God to us. 
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We call these rules the Law of God. The Law of God is given to man to obey. Man is given 
dominion but not as a sovereign, only as subject to God. And man is obligated as creature to obey 
God’s Law as far as his Cultural Mandate extends. How far does it extend? In everything man does, 
in his personal life and in his cultural life. There is nothing on earth that can remain outside of man’s 
Cultural Mandate, and therefore there is nothing that can be free from the requirements of God’s 
Law. God’s Law must be taught to individuals, families, churches, and nations, because it is only 
God’s Law that gives them the tools to obey God in the task He has given man. Once the foundation 
of God’s Sovereignty is established, and the Dominion Mandate is taken as man main task on earth, 
there is only one logical conclusion: God’s Law is the Law, in everything man does, individual or 
cultural. 

That Law is, of course, revealed in the Bible. It is summarized in the Ten Commandments, and its 
case applications are given in the legal code nicknamed Mosaic Law because it was given through 
Moses. And in the rest of the Bible we see practical applications of that Law explained to and 
practiced by the Old Testament church and the nations around Israel, and by the New Testament 
church. Without the Law of God, there is no idea of what practical righteousness and sanctification 
is. 

This truth has never been been challenged in orthodox Christian circles until about 100 years ago. 
Throughout the centuries the church in the West made mistakes concerning the interpretation and the 
application of the Law of God; sometimes the old pagan laws were brought in to interpret the 
Biblical Law, sometimes the meaning of it was obscured by sin and corruption in the church. But 
over and over again, theologians, when asked concerning practical advice to individuals, 
communities, and rulers, went directly to the Law of God. The process of learning and understanding 
the Law took centuries; but the direction was clear. 

It is only in the last 100 years that this consensus about the validity of the Law of God has been 
rejected by the church. Predictably, since if the Sovereignty of God is replaced with man’s 
sovereignty, and if man’s comprehensive Cultural Mandate is replaced with man’s limited need for 
individual salvation, the Law of God is not necessary anymore. If the redeemed man is supposed to 
only wait to get to heaven and not build a redeemed culture on the earth, then he doesn’t need a law 
for that culture. The culture is left to the unredeemed, as quite a few neo-Reformed theologians 
insist, and whatever law there is, must be a man-made law, or even the vague and never-defined 
“natural law.” At the end of the day, as Cornelius Van Til rightly pointed, there are only two options, 
theonomy (God’s Law) or autonomy (self-law). When pastors, theologians, and other celebrities 
focus on man and man’s salvation, then inevitably man’s law will control the culture, not God’s 
Law. 

The problem with this is that a Christian raised and taught in such theology is powerless and 
ignorant as to what he is supposed in the world outside of the church. As I have mentioned before, 
Al Mohler points to the “incompetence” of Christians in the field of politics and civil government. 
He doesn’t have to look too far to find who’s responsible for this incompetence: he himself and his 
rejection of the Law of God as the only Law for man and his culture. Without the Law of God there 
is no standard for righteous life and action. As Greg Bahnsen said in his great book, Theonomy in 
Christian Ethics, “…today the church has largely succumbed to the idea that God’s Law is 
extraneous, not only to personal morality, but to matters of statesmanship and civil government. The 
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theologians of this century have offered no serious alternative to the world, giving the impression 
that ‘the salt has lost its saltiness.’” 

Indeed, when there is no standard for practical righteousness in the teaching of the church, the 
quality of believers will predictably be low. 

4. God’s Covenant Sanctions in History 

“And meanwhile [the common grace order] 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 ways.” 

Dr. Meredith Kline wrote these words in 1978. At the time he was writing them, he was living in a 
prosperous, safe, and peaceful society where he could have his own house and his own car, and his 
family was free from persecutions for their religious convictions. He had a secure job, and the job 
paid him at least 16 times more – in pure monetary equivalent – than his ancestors had only 150 
years ago. (As the economic historian Deirdre McCloskey points out, in terms of quality of goods 
and services available, the increase is not 16 times but something about 100 times.) His town has 
never been bombed, and he had liberty and justice in a legal and political system that valued the 
individual much more than any time before in history. His nation, the United States of America, the 
most Christian nation in the world – relatively to other nations, I mean – was the indisputable leader 
of the world, economically, militarily, technologically, socially, etc. 

These circumstances were the direct, if historically gradual, product of a Christian civilization that 
started as a small, ragtag band of eleven disciples. For most of its history, the Christendom was 
inferior to its rivals, economically, demographically, militarily. And yet, it emerged victorious to 
conquer the world. 

And there was nothing “mysterious” or “unpredictable” about it. Christians in the past expected it, 
they looked forward to it, they predicted it. There were no hidden mysteries in history; history was 
God’s, and like everything else, God used history to reveal Himself and His victory over His 
enemies. He would reward His people for their obedience, and punish the wicked for their 
disobedience, in history as well as in eternity. Deuteronomy 28 – as is obvious from Calvin’s 
sermons on it – was considered as applicable to us today as it was applicable to the Old Testament 
Israel. A nation, or a culture that was obedient to God, could expect temporal blessings – prosperity, 
peace, liberty, justice, safety – like the ones Meredith Kline experienced in his life. A nation or a 
culture that was disobedient to God could expect temporal curse and judgment – like what is 
happening to the non-Christian nations today and has happened in history. Jesus Christ is the Lord of 
history, and His rod of iron rules the nations. 

Kline’s words made official a paradigm shift that has been happening in the Reformed circles for 
about a generation before him. The focus of that paradigm shift was to separate history from God’s 
Covenant with man; to make history independent, unpredictable, and morally neutral. This paradigm 
shift is at the foundation of the modern neo-Reformed movement and its amillennial eschatology. It 
is a logical development: God’s Sovereignty is denied; man’s Cultural Mandate is denied; the 
validity of God’s Law is denied; therefore the next logical step is the denial of God’s covenant 
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sanctions in history. History is now divorced from God’s revelation, and only given to the 
“mysterious” and “inscrutable” divine will. However much we look at history, from our modern 
perspective, it has no recognizable meaning or direction at all. 

But this paradigm shift has its price. If history has no recognizable meaning and direction, then the 
life of the individual believer – a piece of history itself – has no recognizable meaning and direction 
either. The personal life of a Christian is inseparable from the historical setting in which that 
Christian was placed by Divine Providence (Acts 13:36). If that historical setting’s purpose and 
direction is hidden and unpredictable, the purpose and the direction of the believer’s life would be 
hidden and unpredictable. Kline’s statement above, if applied to history in general, eventually gets 
applied to individuals as well. If the work of the Holy Spirit is invisible in history, it will be invisible 
in a man’s life as well. 

Any believer that is taught so will be utterly confused concerning the purpose and the meaning of his 
life. Individual human beings live in history, and they serve God’s purpose for their specific 
generation. They must understand what God is doing in history; otherwise, they won’t understand 
what their place in it is. If the church doesn’t teach God’s covenant sanctions in history as the 
foundation for understanding history, the church will produce low-quality, immature believers, 
confused about themselves and their lives, and unstable in their commitment and obedience to God. 
And no technique of  “making disciples” can mend this. 

5. The Victory of the Gospel in History 

When it entered the world’s arena, Christianity shocked the world with a completely different view 
of history. All pagan religions – including post-AD 70 Judaism and Islam – are essentially 
pessimistic about history; and all pagan religions are focused on the past and the imagined past 
Golden Ages. The future was a threat to all of them; the past needed to be preserved and 
perpetuated; the present was a preventive action against any change. Any change was to be to the 
worse, a threat to the existing stability of the world. 

Paul’s words in 1 Cor. 3:21-22 (“all belongs to you, the present and the future”) and Phil. 3:13 
(“forgetting what lies behind”; based on Is. 43:18) presented a completely new view of history. 
Future was not a threat anymore; a Christian could securely look ahead, forget what’s behind, 
because the future belonged to him, to the Church, to Christendom. Athanasius of Alexandria and 
Augustine express in their writings the victorious expectations Christians had of history; history 
itself would exhibit the victory of Christ. The pagan world had nothing to compare; in its best, the 
official ideology of the Roman Empire could not offer even the smallest optimism about the future; 
neither could the different cults, or mythologies; and neither could the dualistic heresies that plagued 
the church. 

And indeed, a true believer is trained only when there is a goal to reach forward to, as Paul said in 
Phil. 3:13. Our beliefs about the future determine our actions in the present. Not only that, but our 
beliefs about the future determine our sanctification here and now. Christian maturity is developed 
when Christians apply Biblical wisdom to their circumstances today in order to achieve certain 
results tomorrow. This applies for everything, whether it is missionary and evangelism activity, or 
planting and building a church, or raising and training children in the Lord, or economic and political 
stewardship, or scientific activities, or anything else. There is no other way to define practical 
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wisdom except by knowing what consequences one’s actions will have, based on the Bible. And of 
course, if a Christian doesn’t know for sure that spiritual obedience – individual and collective – will 
be blessed by God, then that Christian has no motivation to be obedient. And even if he does have 
that motivation, there is nothing for him to achieve, unless there is a firm faith in a future changed by 
the efforts of godly men like him. 

This view is anathematized as “triumphalist” by many modern church celebrities. In its place, they 
offer a view of history that follows the pessimism of the pagan religions that the early church 
encountered. The church was never made so passive as when that most unique feature of her 
doctrine – historical optimism – was thrown away and replaced with a pessimistic view which says 
that we should not expect any good development in history. Some of the neo-Reformed teachers do 
say that we may see a few improvements here and there but in general, there is no assurance of any 
large-scale, comprehensive victory in history. This pessimistic view of the Kingdom of God 
established at the First Coming of Jesus Christ is dressed in theological jargon, the principle of “here 
but not yet.” The focus, of course, is on “not yet,” which means that we have no legal foundation to 
expect victory for the Gospel as is described by the Great Commission: disciple all the nations. 

And indeed, the greatest issue is: Is the Great Commission going to be fulfilled by the Church in 
history? Or is the Church, having the Holy Spirit and the presence of her Lord and King, going to 
fail? The promise of victory produces soldiers who are willing to lay their life for the cause. The 
promise of defeat is going to produce wimps who would remain passive and never grow in their 
faith, and in spiritual maturity. The church in the last century has been producing mainly wimps. No 
wonder. 

Conclusion 

These five elements of the Christian doctrine are essential for producing true 
Christian converts of good quality and spiritual maturity [THEOS]: 

1. The Sovereignty of God 

2. The Dominion (Cultural) Mandate 

3. The Law of God 

4. God’s Covenant Sanctions in History 

5. The Victory of the Gospel in History 

Without these as the foundation of all Christian teaching and preaching, the church will continue to 
produce weak converts who don’t know what they are supposed to be and what they are supposed to 
do as Christians. We will keep losing our children, and we will keep losing even the adults to the 
world system – especially to a world system that has adopted secularized versions of these 
foundations of the Biblical teaching. No rhetoric of “making disciples,” no methods of training, no 
discipleship seminars and conferences can make up for the lack of these essentials. 
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The modern church, and especially the neo-Reformed, by refusing to preach the whole counsel of 
God to their congregations, have created the problem of a weak church with weak believers. They 
are trying to solve the problem by more of the same – the dangerous rhetoric of “making disciples,” 
based on a faulty interpretation of one Biblical verse. What they need to do is embrace a 
comprehensive Gospel that speaks to every area of life, gives a comprehensive worldview, and 
proclaims the crown rights of Jesus Christ in every area of life. Only then will we have a church that 
is without spot and blemish. 
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 Relationship vs. Purpose: How the Church Destroys the 75.
Christian Family 

Bojidar Marinov, February 8, 2012 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172830/https://americanvision.org/5555/relationship-vs-
purpose-how-the-church-destroys-the-christian-family/  

Years ago, an American Reformed missionary in 
Europe complained to me that in the church he had 
planted, there was only one family. 

“Well,” I said, “why don’t you encourage the single 
ones to marry.” 

“It wouldn’t work,” he replied grimly, “they are 
mostly women. They don’t need my 
encouragement. But there are no men available. 
Men sometimes would come to the meetings but 
they don’t stay for long. And the few men we have 

are not interested in marriage.” 

I can think of only one solution to a problem in the church: the pastor should preach the Biblical 
solution to it. “May be you should start preaching and teaching on the family. Thus you will 
encourage the men to marry, and have families and children, and become responsible adults.” 

“I do,” he said. “I preach and teach on the family all the time. I teach on the relationships between 
husbands and wives, between parents and children, I preach on what a wonderful gift the family is, I 
preach on how God blesses families.” 

“Hmmm,” I said, “the relationships stuff will attract and encourage mostly women. But what about 
what attracts the men? Do you preach and teach purpose, what the family is created for? Do you 
teach the commandment to multiply and replenish the earth, have many children and through them 
take over the culture? Do you teach and preach on the educational function and purpose of the 
family; teaching the children in the Lord? Do you teach them the purpose of the family as God’s 
institution for economic decisions and action? Do you teach them on the fathers as protectors and 
conquerors? Do you teach them on the function of the family as a welfare agency, the only 
institution ordained by God to take care of the poor and the needy?” 

In our conversation, it turned out he didn’t teach those things. He was a little uncomfortable to talk 
about the issue of having children given the fact that Europe was overpopulated anyway and given 
the lower incomes of most people, having many children would place a heavy burden on the young 
parents. Talking about having children, he said, was not a popular topic in Europe. The economic 
function of the family: he wasn’t sure about that one because he was never taught that in the 
seminary; and besides, it is part of the “general equity” stuff, not of the Gospel, and he wasn’t 
supposed to preach anything but the Gospel. Concerning the education, they had great public schools 
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in Europe so that that burden could be taken off the backs of the parents so that they could focus on 
the spiritual things of the Gospel; besides, the only viable alternative was homeschooling, and he 
was concerned whether homeschooled children could later find jobs in the European economy. He 
couldn’t take on the responsibility of giving advice to parents which later may prove impractical. 
“Protectors and conquerors” wasn’t clear to him, after all we are not trying to impose a Christian 
dictatorship, we are only concerned about the salvation of these souls, and Europe had very low 
crime rate anyway. And welfare? Same thing: Europe has a wonderful social system, no need to 
worry about the poor, the government is doing a perfectly good job there. 

“I believe,” he said, “that we shouldn’t try to scare people with legalistic requirements about what 
they should do as families. We first need to show them the beauty of the family as a relationship; a 
place where people find God’s love and comfort, and where God comes to take care of them as their 
loving Father. When we do that, and we have families, then we will be able to teach them further 
about their obligations.” 

In other words, he took away all the reasons why the family should exist in the first place, and then 
try to recreate it without purpose and meaning. 

And then he wonders that men are not excited by such picture of the family and are not coming to 
his church; and those that are in, are not excited about having families. His explanation was that the 
men in that nation are very immature, and that’s why they do not fall for his view of the family. 

He never even stopped to consider my words: That such talk about relationships, beauty, comfort, 
being cared for, etc., may be exciting for women but not so exciting for men. I bet he never even 
thought about the fact that there may be a direct correlation between his priorities and his preaching 
in relation to the family, and the gender ratio in his church. 

Men are created different than women. And man’s priorities, deep in his very being, are very 
different from the woman’s priorities. The woman was created to be a helper; therefore her very 
being – irrespective of what the feminists say – would be focused on relationships. In the context of 
the family, the focus of the wife will inevitably be the inner workings of the family, the organization, 
the time-schedules, the relationships, the comfort and rest that the home provides for its members. A 
woman doesn’t need special courses in interpersonal relationships to be able to recognize emotions 
and deep feelings like love, hate, or indifference. She can understand the nuances of behavior and 
read through them better than her husband; that’s why she is placed over the home, a “house-
despot,” as the Bible calls her, because that’s her realm, her sphere of sovereignty. A woman can 
understand people better than a man, because she has that ability from the beginning; she knows 
when someone is satisfied, or restless, or tired, or anxious, or in need of comfort. 

This is not to say that men are not supposed to be mindful of relationships, and love, and comfort, 
and feelings. But by the reality of the created nature of the man and the woman, a man can and must 
learn from and trust his wife in these areas. It is her realm, her sphere of rule. It is not unnatural that 
Paul compares his care for his converts to the care of a nursing mother (1 Thess. 2:7); and God 
Himself compares His love to us to the love of a nursing mother. There is something women have 
and know that men do not have nor know. And that something defines them, and also determines 
what their priorities and interests would be. A woman knows the issue of relationship better than a 
man, and she is naturally attracted to a church where relationship is preached and taught. 
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But what about a man? Does he have the same natural interests and priorities? 

What my missionary friend never realized is that the family was not created to be first relationships 
and then everything else. The family was created to be an institution, and that institution has a 
purpose and function in God’s order for the things: to expand the dominion of God’s people over the 
whole world (Gen. 1:27-28). The purpose and function were first given to the man, and he is 
supposed to be the chief carrier and executive of that function. And just as the woman was uniquely 
designed and gifted to discern and understand the issues of relationships, the man was uniquely 
designed and gifted to fulfill the purpose of taking dominion over the earth. The father’s and the 
husband’s position of the man is not primarily focused on relationships – that’s what he was given a 
wife for. That responsibility is given to man to ensure that his family fulfills its purpose in the plan 
of God in conquering the earth. Man’s very being is outward-oriented, not inward-oriented. His 
interests would be in work and war, not in feelings and relationships. While women also have their 
part in business (Prov. 31) and war (Judges 4), by creation ordinance it is man’s realm and sphere of 
responsibility and authority. 

And therefore a church that preaches only relationships and no purpose, will tend to attract mostly 
women, not men. And when the family is preached as mostly relationships but the purpose and the 
functions of the family are not preached, men influenced by that preaching won’t be interested in 
having families. That’s just the created nature of things. 

The missionary, of course, is not to be blamed. He is only a product – and a victim – of a generation-
long lapse of the American church in general. For the last 50 years – if not for longer – the church 
has adopted a mushy ideology that demotes Christianity down to emotional, shallow excitement. The 
Dominion Mandate to man to build a civilization that exhibits the glory of God – the “City on a Hill” 
motive of our forefathers – has been thrown out. Christianity now is all about “relationship with 
Jesus.” Even in the Reformed circles and by Reformed theologians, this immature and truncated 
view of Christianity is emphasized and preached. Relationship over purpose, is the essence of what 
is preached from the pulpits and taught in the seminaries today. 

This approach, by necessity, and by the nature of things, will not bring too many men in the 
churches; and the men it brings in, will be immature and confused about their true calling in life. 
Eventually, those who have preserved some of their masculinity, will leave the churches and go to 
the world in search of purpose for their lives, in search of ground to work on and conquer, simply 
because the church doesn’t present to them such a ground. Sometime ago I wrote an article, “The 
Demographics of Irrelevance,” where I pointed to the problem of many young women and virtually 
no young men in many churches, including where the majority of the families are homeschoolers. I 
wrote it two years ago. Things haven’t changed. The churches – and Reformed churches too – keep 
preaching “relationship with Jesus.” Some Reformed preachers insist on calling the Bible “baby 
talk,” and then burst in emotional gush about how great Jesus is in catering to our baby needs. 
Christianity is boiled down to irrelevance and immaturity; there is no clear call for battle, for 
changing the course of history and for building a Christian world and culture. And young men keep 
leaving the churches in droves. When there is no male message in the churches, few males will stay. 
It is that simple. 

The Bible has little to say about a “relationship with Jesus.” In fact, Jesus Himself speaks about a 
personal relationship between Him and His disciples only in two places, and He gives a very simple 
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explanation of what a personal relationship with Him is: obedience to His will. In Matt. 12:46-50 He 
explains how one gets to be a member of Jesus’s family: “For whoever does the will of My Father 
who is in heaven, he is My brother and sister and mother.” And then again, in John 15:14, “You are 
My friends if you do what I command you.” There is no special theology of “personal relationship 
with Jesus” in the Bible; that personal relationship is very simple: do what He commands. It is not 
based on emotions or feelings. It is based on the self-conscious commitment to do what He 
commands. 

But what He commands is given in the whole Bible. And it starts with the Dominion Mandate for 
man and his family to fill the earth, and subdue it. And this means that there is purpose and calling to 
man as a father and husband to work, fight, educate, care, build, lay foundations, protect, conquer, 
establish. There is a purpose to man’s life. And that purpose is matched by the inclination in the 
heart of man to do these things. A man’s heart is thrilled by the possibility to work and conquer. And 
when the family is presented to him not as an institution of dominion – that is, an institution for work 
and conquering – but only as a place for “relationships,” he won’t get excited about it. He will leave 
the church and find another place to work and conquer. 

Ironically, despite of the resurgence of the interest in the Christian family in the last decades, the 
churches have failed to produce Christian families. Like the missionary above, many churches in the 
US have seen the same – or increased – divorce rate, irresponsible fathers and husbands, children 
who leave the faith, and young women who can’t find Christian husbands. Only talking about the 
family is not enough; what must be preached is the purpose of the family in the plan of God. Real, 
masculine men are produced when there is a meaning in life that transcends their own little souls and 
their families. Men obsessed with relationships and emotions are not really masculine. That some 
Reformed preachers are trying to restore masculinity by resorting to obscenities or other provocative 
behavior on the stage only shows desperation; but it also betrays a deep ignorance about the Biblical 
definition of man. Rough talk does not a man make; purpose and meaning does. 

Because the Dominion Mandate to man is not preached, the purpose of the family is lacking from the 
preaching and teaching from our church pulpits. The family as created and ordained by God can not 
be defined outside of the Dominion Covenant. The family has no purpose unless man has a purpose 
to work and conquer. When the totality of Christianity is limited to individual salvation – and 
therefore the task of filling and subduing the earth is denied – then the purpose of the family 
becomes only a side issue. If the Gospel is limited to personal salvation, there is no clear function for 
the family. If man is not encouraged to conquer, he doesn’t need the only institution that can help 
him conquer. 

We have indeed seen more and more talk about the family in the last decades. But because it is 
misguided in its priorities – relationship vs. purpose – the result is that it is actually destroying the 
family rather than building it. Both on the mission field, and in churches at home, we will see even 
more of what my missionary friend has experienced in his church. Unless, of course, our preachers, 
and teachers, and seminaries, take again the Dominion Mandate as the purpose for man and his 
family, and preach it. 
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 Discerning the Times… and the Wars  76.
(An Open Letter to a Friend) 

Bojidar Marinov,  January 4, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172844/https://americanvision.org/5475/discerning-the-times-
and-the-wars-an-open-letter-to-a-friend/  

Dear H., 

War, war propaganda, foreign policy, peace, 
military invasions – these are important issues. 
Important enough to re-appear with every election 
campaign. We have economic recession at home, 
we have our liberties destroyed right in front of our 
eyes, we have the very laws the politicians have 
vowed to obey trampled in front of our eyes. But if 
you listen to the media pundits and the political 
establishment, these are minor issues. What’s 
happening at home is not that important; what’s 
happening across the globe, in a nation that can’t 
produce enough electricity and gasoline for half of 

its population, is way more important than anything else. 

I am writing to you concerning your comment the other day when we talked about my views on the 
current war propaganda that is coming from the mainstream media and the politicians of both 
parties. You said the following: 

Personally, I like your writings because you present a more militant form of Christianity, which is 
what I believe is the ultimate solution to this dilemma. 

Well, thank you for your encouragement. Yes, I do present a militant form of Christianity. And yet, 
with all due respect and appreciating you as a good friend, I am afraid you have misunderstood some 
of my views. 

You believe the threat from Iran is real; and it is very, very important that the United States act 
aggressively against Iran or against the Muslim world in general. After all, the Muslims have this 
violent rhetoric – or at least, some of them do. There are many threats coming from the Muslim 
world, and we know that many of these mullahs, if they had their way, would have reduced America 
and the West to rubble. 

And you are – I sense it very well – puzzled by my response. I have lived on the border of the 
Muslim world after all, I have been a missionary among Muslims, I should know better, right? And 
yet, I refuse to participate in the war drums banging; neither am I excited about it. In fact, in the last 
months I have actively engaged in opposing the war hysteria against Iran. It seems like I am against 
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a war against Islam. The man whose militant writings you like, is now acting like a pacifist? Don’t 
you believe in the legitimate use of military power against a religion as dangerous as Islam, Bojidar? 

I need to explain to you my position and why I believe that as a Christian I – and you too, and all 
other Christians – must oppose the current war propaganda. 

First of all, let me make two things clear: 

First, I am not a pacifist. I believe in the righteous use of lethal force, both by individuals and by 
governments. I believe in Just War; and I do not believe that the definition of Just War coincides 
with the definition of defensive war. There are just wars that are offensive, and there are defensive 
wars that are unjust. I believe in the Crusades, or at least the first three of them, and the very idea of 
them. (This sets me apart from most modern evangelicals who condemn the Crusades but approve 
the wars of the modern progressive state; I approve of the Crusades but I disapprove of the modern 
war propaganda.) I do accept the reality that the Muslim world – as with the Communist bloc before 
– must be kept in check by the sufficient military power of Christendom while at the same time the 
Christian church sends out missionaries to take it from the inside. 

Second, I am a moderate supporter of Israel. Notice I say moderate. I do not believe the modern state 
of Israel is the Biblical Israel – if it was, I would have been firmly against it, as the prophets and the 
apostles were. The true Israel is the Christian Church, because Paul said that a true Jew is not one of 
circumcision of the flesh, but of the heart. Modern Israel is just another European socialist state, 
much like France or Britain, or Germany. I am against socialism. On the other hand, relatively to the 
surrounding Muslim nations, Israel – just like the other European nations – has a remnant, a 
historical memory, as Rushdoony calls it, of Christian social ethics. I do not say Judeo-Christian, it 
would be a tautology since Christians are the true Jews. Modern Israel is settled by European Jewish 
people who in history have adopted the Christian ethics of Europe, and still abide by it to a great 
extent. Relatively to the surrounding Muslim cultures it is superior, and because of that residual 
Christian ethics – not because of some mythological value modern Evangelicals ascribe to it – I am a 
moderate supporter of Israel. Israel’s survival as a state is important geostrategically; prophetically, 
the modern state of Israel has no value whatsoever. 

I am not a pacifist, and I am a supporter of Israel. Then how can I not support a war against Islam, 
knowing very well how dangerous it is? 

I will first take you back to the Bible, and then back to the history of Christian Europe. The lessons 
we can learn from the wars described there will help us discern the times. Discerning the times is 
important, unless we want to end up on the wrong side of the purpose of God for our generation. 
Discerning the wars is just as important, unless we want to end up on the wrong side of an enterprise 
that can kill millions of people for evil purposes. We will see that when it comes to wars, not all that 
glitters is gold, and not all wars against the bad guys are just wars. 

I want you to go with me to that arch-example of a ruler in the Bible who turned a just war into an 
unjust war – Saul, the King of Israel. The enemy remained the same. Israel remained the same. The 
commandment of God to wage war against Israel’s enemies remained the same. And yet, something 
happened, something very insignificant on the surface but very profound and important in God’s 
eyes that from the very beginning made Saul’s wars detestable in God’s eyes and therefore unjust. 
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I am talking about the events described in 1 Samuel 13. Saul was preparing to go to war. He was 
waiting for Samuel to come and offer the burnt offering. Samuel was on his way; it was a holy war, a 
just war, and God was going to pour His blessing on Saul and Israel. But Samuel didn’t come in the 
appointed time. Saul then offered the burnt offering himself. 

This changed the nature of the war. It wasn’t a just war anymore. The enemy was the same. Israel 
was the same. God’s plan for Israel was the same. But the war was unjust. What happened? 

Saul changed the institutional setting; and thus he changed the institutional goals for the war. A 
victory now wouldn’t be a victory for God, it would be a victory for Saul. Saul acted outside of 
God’s established institutional order, and therefore his religious commitment was different. His 
religious commitment apparently was not to God but to the establishment of his own totalitarian 
power – especially over the church, but later over the people as well. In this case, the survival of 
Israel against superior enemy was irrelevant. Israel enslaved to the Philistines, or Israel enslaved to 
its own king – there wasn’t a single bit of difference. God would rather have Saul lose the war and 
the kingdom than bless him in his new totalitarian agenda. The Philistines wanted nothing less than 
the destruction of Israel. And unlike our modern Muslims, the Philistines actually had the means to 
achieve it (1 Sam. 13:19-22). And yet, God won’t bless Saul in his war against them. The liberty of 
Israel was more important than the survival of Israel. 

Saul’s battles went from bad to worse after that. Even though he won a few of them thanks to the 
heroism of David and Jonathan, there was no peace in the land. And so disinterested was God in a 
victory for Saul that later David joined the Philistines in their war against Saul, and God didn’t see 
any problem with that (1 Sam. 27-29). In fact, in the middle of the worst danger for Israel, God 
refused to bless Saul in his efforts to preserve Israel. God wasn’t going to support a totalitarian ruler; 
and even if David joined the other side, against Israel, it was acceptable to God. 

No, my friend, I am not suggesting that we today join the enemy against America, far from me such 
thought. But this story comes to tell us that not all wars that look just on the surface are indeed just. 
The motivation of the ruler is the key to it. On the surface, the war was against the Philistines. But in 
reality, the true war was different: it was Saul against the freedom of the People of God. 

The other lesson is from history. I mentioned the Crusades above. And we all look at Crusades as a 
whole; either as something bad or as something good. But very seldom we stop to think that all 
Crusades were not the same, and that there were differences from one Crusade to another. 

My lesson here is taken from the Fourth Crusade. 

Now, the idea for the Crusades was good and righteous. Byzantium was in dire straits in 1096 when 
the First Crusade was launched, with the Muslim hordes reaching the city of Nicaea, just 40 miles 
from Constantinople. The call of the Byzantine Emperor Alexios I was answered enthusiastically by 
the population in Western Europe; people of all walks of life went to fight to help their fellow 
Christians. The Second and the Third Crusade were again committed to dealing with the military 
threats the Christendom was facing. There was the “People’s Crusade,” the “Princes’ Crusade,” and 
the “Kings’ Crusade.” Europe, still very small and weak compared to the Muslim world, was 
nevertheless showing the world that it could fight back. The main battles between the two religions 
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were not going to be in central France, or Spain, or even Sicily anymore. The initiative has shifted, 
and now the Muslims were getting a taste of their own medicine. 

Then, a few years after the battles of Richard the Lion-Hearted in the Third Crusade, another call for 
a crusade came. But this time it was different. No more people, princes, or kings. The Fourth 
Crusade was going to be the Merchant-Bankers’ Crusade. That is, commoners, princes, and kings 
were still going to fight and die. But this time the merchant-bankers were going to make the killing – 
and that at the expense of other Christians. 

The Fourth Crusade started like the previous crusades: A call by Pope Innocent III taken up by 
French knights. Unlike the previous Crusades, this time it was to be very well organized . . . by the 
Venetians. The previous Crusades had difficulties assembling enough transports to sail to the Holy 
Land, and therefore many of them had to travel on land. But three previous crusades had taught the 
Venetians that there was money to be made of the Crusades. By 1200 the Venetian Arsenal, the first 
mass-production shipyard in Europe, was finished (started 100 years earlier) and the Venetians were 
able to supply the promised 50 war galleys and 450 transports. War paid well for the military-
industrial complex even back then; and the enterprising Venetians were quick to realize the profit 
opportunities. 

The problem was that when the crusaders’ army assembled, it was only a third of what was expected 
and contracted. Therefore there wasn’t enough money to pay the Venetians for the ships. The 
thought that Venetians may need to sacrifice for the cause – as everyone else did – didn’t even cross 
the mind of their Doge Enrico Dandolo. Blind and 95-year-old, he was still energetic, ambitious, and 
crafty enough to use the situation to the purposes of the merchant-banker class. He persuaded the 
Crusaders to ignore the Pope’s ban on attacking other Christian states, and planned to use their 
military force to settle some accounts. 

The rest of the Crusade was an abomination unworthy of the name “crusade.” The Pope’s ban was 
concealed from the crusaders by their leaders. The first city to be attacked was the Christian city of 
Zara, a competitor to Venice in the trade in the Mediterranean. The Pope excommunicated the whole 
army but the leaders did not inform the bulk of the army, and it sailed east. On the way, Dandolo 
diverted the ships to Constantinople which recently had closed its markets to Venetian merchants. 
The city fell to the Crusaders on April 12, 1204, and a new Empire was established, the Latin 
Empire. It immediately started wars against its Christian neighbors, Bulgaria and the residual Greek 
principalities on the Balkans and in Asia Minor. In the wars that ensued, almost all the military 
leaders of the Crusade were killed. The Latin Empire survived for only a generation; in the end, the 
knights and the soldiers lost. The merchant-bankers won. The “crusade” wasn’t a war of Christianity 
against Islam; it was – like the example of Saul – a war against Christians. 

Before anyone imagines that “merchant-bankers” means “Jews” and erupts in anti-Jewish rhetoric, I 
will say that at the time the merchant-bankers were Venetian and Tuscan, which means of Celtic-
German ancestry. The Jews of Italy in fact supported the Pope and the Papal party, the Guelfi. The 
powerful Pierleoni family of Rome, descendants of the converted Jew Peter Leo, gave the Roman 
church two popes in earlier centuries, and much support in the wars for the preservation of the 
independence of the church from the Empire. The Jews in Italy were Murray-Rothbard-Jews rather 
than Norman-Podhoretz-Jews. 
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At the end, the worse consequence of the Fourth Crusade was that the authority of the church was 
severely undermined. (That, of course, in addition to the weakening of the Byzantine Empire and the 
final victory of Islam and the taking of Constantinople in 1453.) A little over 100 years earlier a 
simple excommunication made the Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV stand barefoot in the snow at the 
door of the Pope’s residence at Canossa for 3 days, to get forgiveness. In 1204, the Pope’s 
excommunication was ignored by the leaders of the Crusade. In 1227, Frederick II of Sicily could 
speak derisively of the excommunication declared on him by Gregory IX, and even start a military 
campaign against Rome and the Pope. 

Frederick II himself was an indirect product of the Fourth Crusade and its weakening of the power of 
the church. Declared by modern Marxist and liberal historians to be the first “modern ruler” of 
Europe, he was, indeed. Every single evil of the modern democratic state was tried by Frederick II. 
He started government sponsored schools where a form of divinity of the state was taught. He 
instituted large bureaucracy, government regulations over the economy, and an oath to the state as 
the new god. (Prior to that, oaths were either to God or to personal sovereigns, never to the state.) He 
instituted the practice of fiat money (leather coins) and debased the metal coins minted by his 
government. Even his participation in the Fifth and the Sixth Crusade was not aimed at attacking the 
Muslims but at securing his authoritarian regime at home. At the end, many Christians and Christian 
warriors were deceived that they were serving a holy cause; in reality they were serving a power-
hungry socialist who had adopted religious language only to muster their support. 

We have two lessons now, from the Bible, and from history. And the two lessons tell us this: that the 
enemies of God will use the rhetoric of a holy war against the enemies of Christianity, only to wage 
war against Christianity itself. And many of the faithful, blinded and deceived by the rhetoric, will 
join the enemy to fight against their own, and to help establish a totalitarian dictatorship to the 
destruction of Christianity and the church at home. But those who discern the times and the wars, 
will oppose such war, no matter how righteous the propaganda sounds. And if they must oppose it 
against the madness of the crowd, they will. 

This is what we have today: Saul and his quest for a totalitarian state, bankers who diverted a 
crusade to their own means, and politicians like Frederick II who care nothing about Christianity but 
have no scruples about using religious language to deceive Christians to join in a war that is not 
against Islam but against the Western civilization, against its Christian roots and the liberty and 
prosperity it has produced. 

We could have foreseen it as early as the 1980s when a group of former liberals changed their self-
identification to “conservatives” but kept their old liberal war-mongering, and also their old liberal 
big-government and big spending propaganda. (At the time, even the Dispensational Evangelicals 
believed that America should not involve in any wars, only support Israel financially. Even as late as 
1999 it was the liberals who called for war, not conservatives.) These newly-hatched “conservatives” 
– neo-conservatives they were called derisively – criticized Reagan for his “softness” to the Soviets. 
But they kept spewing their rhetoric. At the time, conservatives were concerned with defense, not 
with “spreading democracy” or “national security.” Remember, my friend, that Reagan’s greatest 
initiative was called Strategic Defense Initiative? But the neocons kept publishing their propaganda 
posing as conservatives. In the 1990s, after the fall of the Berlin Wall, “spreading democracy” 
became the fad, and the neocon war-drums banging continued under that slogan. Then, after 9/11, 
the new sales pitch was “National Security.” (That “security” word sounds scary to every Eastern 
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European. Did you know that KGB meant “Committee for State Security”?) But in addition to the 
“national security,” they also adopted a special propaganda treat for evangelicals: “Stand with Israel, 
for the Bible tells us so.” And also, “Islam is the greatest threat to Christianity, they want to destroy 
the whole world.” Not that any of these neocons are Christians, or care for Christianity, or even read 
their Bibles. But if the propaganda works, why not use it? 

It was that group of liberals who only changed from calling themselves liberals to calling themselves 
conservatives. But their whole propaganda remained liberal. They found a way to deceive us, the 
Christians. 

And we as Christians bought into it. It’s a holy war, after all, it is against Islam, and Islam hates 
Christianity, and therefore let’s go to war. We did not stop to question the motives of our rulers. We 
could have smelled the rat when George W. Bush said that “Islam is a religion of peace.” He wasn’t 
that much against Islam, after all, as we as Christians thought. Then our troops in Iraq were banned 
from delivering Bibles to the local populations. Then even American-made guns with Bible verses 
on them were banned from being sold to the military. Then we saw the self-conscious courting of 
radical Muslims by our own leaders – to the fact that the new Constitutions of Iraq and Afghanistan 
are specifically based on Sharia, once again. Then churches were attacked in territories occupied by 
our troops, and our military was banned from helping the local Christians. But we still keep 
believing that the war is against Islam. 

Even as early as 2001 the war was started at home – before it went abroad. The Patriot Act 
suspended many of our liberties, and we were silent. We after all could sacrifice some liberty for 
some more security; isn’t this what the Founding Fathers did after all? “Give me liberty or give me 
death”? Who can say such a thing? Not a true patriot, for sure. As general as the Patriot Act was, it 
had some more specific consequences: TSA. Another sacrifice of little liberty for little security. 
Then TSA expanded its reach – literally, into our pants and under the skirts of our women, and into 
the clothes of our children. More and more, we had enough evidence to see that the war was not 
against Islam but against us. Then we couldn’t even complain about TSA anymore; it became a 
crime deserving arrest. The same neocons were by now “mainstream conservatives,” and they voted 
for the destruction of our liberties. 

Then these same neocons voted for the extension of NDAA; American citizens can now be 
indefinitely detained in military camps here in the US. Of course, we know, our government will 
never abuse this dreadful prerogative the neocons created; we know we can trust the government, 
right? Besides, it was the “conservatives” that voted for that law . . . or, were they really 
conservatives, or were they the same neocons who were actually liberals under a new guise? 

And who profits from the war-mongering, dear H.? Isn’t it the same Wall Street that over the last 
century profited from the expansion of the money supply, an act that you know very well is against 
the Biblical prohibition against fake money? 

Even if we suppose that there is a real threat from Iran – which there isn’t, as so many intelligence 
experts are telling us – tell me, dear H., is it worth it to lose our Christian liberty because we are 
scared to death of a regime on the other side of the planet? The Founders of these United States, 
were they more concerned about their security than about their liberty? Is this the legacy we have 
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from the previous generations of Christians: Allow the government to take away our liberties by 
using scare tactics? 

It is obvious – for those that have the eyes to see it, my friend – that this war-mongering in our day is 
only a tactics of the enemies of Christ against His Church, against Christianity, against the Western 
civilization. America, with all the evils we have allowed here, remained free longer anyone else in 
the Western world, still preserving much of its Christian character – if not the theology or the 
Christian civil government. But it seems that the enemies of Christianity found a way to talk 
Christians out of their God-given liberty, won by the blood of their Christian forefathers: by scaring 
them that a nation of stone-age tribesmen at the edge of the planet can destroy the United States. 
Therefore, Christians, surrender your liberties if you want to survive. 

“Live free or die” has been replaced by “Live enslaved or die.” And multitudes of Christians bought 
into it. Ironically, some of them even adopted the language of “America is the leader of the free 
world,” while at the same time their own freedom is taken away here in the US. 

Dear friend, my call is for you to open your eyes and discern the times . . . and the wars. We are in 
the midst of a war. But the war is not against Islam; Islam is actually powerless to affect much of 
this war. The war is between Communism and Christianity, here in America. Multitudes of well-
meaning but self-deceived Christians have joined the wrong side. You have too. But we as 
Christians must join the right side. And the right side in every war which is against Christianity and 
the Church is . . . Christianity and the Church. We as Christians must oppose the war propaganda of 
the neocons and call for the restoration of the Biblical Law and its liberty throughout the land. Only 
then we will be able to look to the enemies across the ocean and conquer them – through the Gospel, 
not through bombs. 

  

Yours faithfully,  

Bojidar 
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 The Fallacy of Materialistic Determinism 77.
Bojidar Marinov,  February 1, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172830/https://americanvision.org/5540/the-fallacy-of-
materialistic-determinism/  

Materialistic determinism sounds like a big 
word. But it is a simple concept, although it 
has a very strong influence on our modern 
philosophy and social sciences. All it 
means is that the moral, cultural, 
intellectual, vocational choices of man are 
determined by material factors. Men are not 
what they are because of their commitment 
to ideas and faith; they are what they are 
because something material outside or 
inside of them makes them be what they 
are. This is the essence of materialistic 
determinism. Matter determines. 

The crudest and most primitive (“primitive” as in “savage, uncivilized”) form of materialism, of 
course, is racism. It has existed in different forms among the savage tribes, mainly those who have 
adopted thoroughly animistic view of the world and nature. The idea that their own tribe is 
exceptional because it came from a specific ancestor – ironically, very often an animal ancestor – 
was common among many Native American tribes. The Indian caste system was based on the 
materialistic assumptions that man was determined by his genes. Even in the modern world, and 
even among those today who claim to be “Christians,” this philosophical materialism of racism can 
sometimes find favorable soil. The belief that genes produce culture, or ethics, or art, or anything 
else, has had and still has a hold on the mind of the fallen man. 

The Enlightenment was heavily motivated by philosophical materialism. While the main thinkers of 
the Enlightenment rejected the materialistic explanations of the universe – most of them were Deists 
– the majority of those who followed them were materialistic in practice if not in official ideology. 
Environmental materialism was the norm at the time; the majority of the scientists and scholars – 
including Voltaire – believed that the culture of men and nations was determined by their 
geographical and climate conditions. 

And of course, the modern form of materialism – and materialistic determinism – which shaped the 
world in the last one century was Marxism. It has based its argument on a sophisticated form of 
materialism: the materialism of the economic and social existence. In his early papers, while 
preparing to write his most important work, Das Kapital, Marx declared that his foundation was 
materialism: 

It is not the consciousness of men that determine their existence, but, on the contrary, their social 
existence determine their consciousness. 
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The very essence of Marx’s view of society followed that materialistic model: society had a base, 
which was materialistic, the mode of production. The mode of production in its turn was determined 
by the form of property which had a huge role to play in the Marxist view. And the form of property 
was determined by the tools of production. At the very base, it was the blind, mindless, impersonal 
tools of production that determined everything in society. As the tools developed, they needed a new 
organization of labor, which in turn required a new form of property, which changed the mode of 
production. On top of that base, there was the superstructure: culture, family, education law, 
political ideologies, art, literature, science, etc. These all were determined by the social existence of 
man. Different economic modes of production determined different ideas of politics, art, family, etc. 
And, remember, it all started from the tools of production. Sophisticated materialism, but 
materialism nevertheless. And it was so attractive to the masses; the same masses that centuries 
before it would believe that they were what they were because they had originated from an animal, 
now accepted Marxism’s explanation that they are what they are because of their bank account or 
their paycheck or because of the price of the house they lived in. 

Materialism is a trap. And many fall in it. 

Charles Murray is most certainly not a Marxist. In fact, he is a fairly conservative author, with some 
very good contributions to the conservative thinking in the US. I should probably say, neo-
conservative, since he differs from the true paleo-conservative thinkers in a few significant areas. 
And the think-tank he is working for, The American Enterprise Institute, is rather neo-conservative 
too in its orientation. But one must admit, they have done quite a job in defending free markets, 
individual liberty, and limited government. The conclusions and the policy recommendations they 
have given have always been opposed to socialism and any other form of big government. 

And yet, even Charles Murray is not immune to the temptation to resort to philosophical materialism 
when he tries to explain the world, society, culture, or the issues of the day. 

In a recent article, “The New American Divide,” Murray worries about what he calls “the problem of 
cultural inequality.” People are divided in classes in America, he says, and these classes are divided 
economically and geographically. There are people who are rich and getting richer. And there are 
people who are poor. The rich separate themselves in their own neighborhoods; the poor remain in 
their lower-middle-class, blue-collar workers’ neighborhoods. This separation causes sharp cultural 
separation, he says, and he uses statistical data to prove it. He uses five statistical points to prove that 
there is such a divide: marriage (percentage of people who are legally married), single parenthood 
(percentage of children born out of wedlock), industriousness (percentage of males out of the labor 
force), crime rate, and religiosity (measured inversely by the percentage of people who profess to be 
secular). Murray discovers serious differences which makes him conclude that these are two sharply 
different cultures. 

This divide is what worries him. He says that just a generation ago there wasn’t such a divide, that 
there was this unified culture called “the American way of life,” which is now being lost. There is no 
such thing as a unified “American way of life” now. The two cultures, which he symbolically calls 
Belmont (the rich) and Fishtown (the poor) are moving apart from each other in everything. Murray 
says: 
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Taken separately, the differences in lifestyle that now separate Belmont from Fishtown are not 
sinister, but those quirks of the upper-middle class that I mentioned—the yogurt and muesli and the 
rest—are part of a mosaic of distinctive practices that have developed in Belmont. These have to do 
with the food Belmonters eat, their drinking habits, the ages at which they marry and have children, 
the books they read (and their number), the television shows and movies they watch (and the hours 
spent on them), the humor they enjoy, the way they take care of their bodies, the way they decorate 
their homes, their leisure activities, their work environments and their child-raising practices. 
Together, they have engendered cultural separation. 

And of course, here comes that most awful of all differences, the median income. In the 1960s, the 
average income in Belmont was $84,000 (today’s purchasing power). Today it is $163,000. The gap 
is widening, Murray says, and this creates a problem for America. 

Even at just a first glance, though, Murray’s concerns seem to be a little out of place. Even the 
statistical averages – and he uses only statistical averages, not concrete data – don’t show such a 
sharp difference. Some people in Belmont do live like the people in Fishtown; and some people in 
Fishtown live like the people in Belmont. Provided, of course, that we take “the yogurt and the 
muesli and the rest” as our standard for “different cultures.” Statistical differences are not always 
clear, and they can be misinterpreted; or they can be based on a peculiar choice of “cultural 
distinctives” that the study has adopted as a base. There were differences between rich and poor in 
the past, although not the same as today. In the not so distant past, the differences were in the 
number of TVs a home had (Murray assumes that all had TVs in their homes) or in the toys the 
children played with, or in the brand of cigarettes that Dad smoked. Before that the differences were 
in the type of car a family had – or whether it had a car. Or whether the family lived in the slums or 
had its own house. Etc., etc. These differences have always been around, they only change with 
every generation. In fact, it is safe to say that the toys for the rich in one generation become 
commonplace for the poor in the next generation – provided, of course, that a society continues 
encouraging innovation and private enterprise. The rich only had cars; then everyone had a car (or 
several, today). The rich only had TVs; then everyone had a TV (and several flatscreens today). The 
rich only played golf; everyone plays golf today (unless they like other sports). “The yogurt and the 
muesli and the rest” will tomorrow enter Fishtown – if they haven’t entered it already. (Our local 
Walmart has been increasing its section of “organic foods” for the last several years; and there are no 
“superZIPs” around.) 

Not to mention the fact that in between Belmont and Fishtown there are thousands of neighborhoods 
and ZIPs that are only a small notch apart from each other in the social ladder that Murray describes. 
I live in such a neighborhood, called Copperfield. It is not Belmont, certainly, but it isn’t Fishtown 
either. And the vast majority of Americans do live in such neighborhoods as mine. The gap between 
Belmont and Fishtown, after all, is filled with millions of Americans who live in Copperfields; so 
there is no gap at all. 

And there are many other objections that can be brought up against Murray’s description of the 
“cultural divide.” It’s either not a divide at all, or it is just normal, as it has always been around. 

But there is a greater problem with Murray’s thesis. And it is not in his conclusions but in his 
premises. Murray’s presuppositions are thoroughly materialistic. He sees the “cultural divide” 
between Fishtown and Belmont as engendered by the difference in the incomes. In this, he is not 
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different from Marx, or any other modern materialistic determinist: Murray believes that the social 
status of a person determines their cultural choice. This is Marx’s thesis as well. Marx, having based 
his entire philosophy on the concept of “economic class,” has never been able to define what that 
“economic class” might be. The concept the way Marx wanted it, presupposed a lack of social 
mobility for the individuals. But the reality – especially in the days of free-market capitalism in 
Britain and the US, and even on the Continent, in the 19th century – was that people who were born 
as part of the “working class” always had the opportunity to apply their skills to the market in a way 
that would raise them to the position of being “capitalists.” Some capitalists went bankrupt and 
became wage-earners. In order to define “class” and defend his thesis of the “class war” and 
“exploitation,” Marx needed to explain that social mobility away. He never found a way. 

Murray is smarter than Marx. He still bases his analysis on the materialistic presupposition that 
social status determines cultural choice but he also explain how a person gets to end up in Belmont 
or in Fishtown: 

To be assigned to Belmont, the people in the statistical nationwide databases on which I am drawing 
must have at least a bachelor’s degree and work as a manager, physician, attorney, engineer, 
architect, scientist, college professor or content producer in the media. To be assigned to Fishtown, 
they must have no academic degree higher than a high-school diploma. If they work, it must be in a 
blue-collar job, a low-skill service job such as cashier, or a low-skill white-collar job such as mail 
clerk or receptionist. 

People are “assigned,” and then choose their culture. Your cultural choice is determined by your 
degree. College education assigns you to Belmont; and thus, assigns you to have “upper class” 
cultural choices: traditional family, industriousness, less proneness to crime, and more religiosity. 
Culture is defined by education; or, put it another way, education is the solution to the cultural 
problems. The more education, the better people are, more faithful to their spouses, more honest, 
hard working, and religious. It’s that easy. 

Except that the Soviet Union had an abundance of university graduates, and the culture was a 
complete failure. 

Of course, Murray is not so foolish to believe that college education in itself determines the cultural 
choice. That would be too simplistic. His article is written only in the context of his whole work so 
far. In 1994 he co-authored a book with the Harvard psychologist Richard J. Herrnstein: The Bell 
Curve. The subtitle of the book declared the thesis of the book: Intelligence and Class Structure in 
American Life. At the end of the day, Herrnstein and Murray concluded, it is the IQ that separates 
people into different social and economic classes. And by separating them into these different 
classes, it separates them into different cultures. The authors claimed that IQ determines – at least 
there is a “statistical correlation” – such cultural choices and characteristics like the age at which 
people marry, or whether they divorce, or whether they are religious or not, or how many children 
they have, or whether they have illegitimate children, or commit crimes, etc. Culture and cultural 
choices are defined by intelligence, the authors claim; there is statistical evidence for it. 

Throughout the whole book, though, Herrnstein and Murray did not explain how some people get to 
have higher intelligence and some people get to have lower intelligence. Obviously, people are 
“assigned” to their intelligence level: in the Introduction, the authors claim that intelligence remains 
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fairly constant throughout the life of an individual. It is not a matter of choice; it is something you 
either have or not have. Since it is not a matter of will and commitment, then it must be the result of 
some material causes in man. But what are these causes? The authors don’t say. They only vaguely 
mumble in a few places that apparently intelligence has something to do with genes and inheritance; 
but they are not positive. (This statement was what made the book very controversial in the mid-
1990s, not the overall philosophical commitment to materialistic determinism, which is the greater 
flaw of the book.) The authors don’t know what intelligence really is but they refuse to accept that it 
has to do with the self-conscious choice and commitment of a person. It must be materially 
determined. And whatever it is, they can detect it through IQ tests, SAT/ACT scores, etc. In fact, 
since so few people in the last century were tested directly for IQ, the authors rely heavily on 
SAT/ACT scores to determine IQ. And then, of course, IQ produces college degrees. And then, 
college degrees determine cultural choices. 

There is one problem, though. 

There is a group in the society, small enough to be very distinct from the other groups, but large 
enough to create statistical problems for Murray’s thesis, which completely destroys his case. 
Murray avoids even mentioning that group. That group wasn’t that large back in the 1990s, and yet it 
was fairly well represented in all the states, and statistics about it were already available. In 2012, 
when Murray writes his article, this group is everywhere, and the top colleges in this country – the 
same colleges that are an important part of Murray’s study – compete to get children from that 
group. 

Homeschoolers. 

No matter what genetic, educational, cultural, geographic background homeschoolers come from, 
they consistently score way above their peers from public and private schools when it comes to SAT, 
ACT, admission tests in colleges and universities, or any other “intelligence” tests out there. By 
Murray’s standards, this will mean a heavy concentration of intelligence in the significant minority 
of homeschoolers. Since people can not produce intelligence by choice and commitment – this is 
Murray’s materialistic thesis – then he must conclude that homeschooling is the cultural choice of 
parents who are already very intelligent and transfer their intelligence to their children. 

But this is not the case. All statistics show that the test results of homeschooled children have zero 
correlation to (that is, they do not depend on) the intelligence, social status, educational background, 
genetic stock, or any other material or inherited factor of the parents. Homeschoolers are just more 
intelligent than the others but there is no identifiable reason why, if one is looking for some material 
factor. The son of a farmer and the son of a lawyer perform equally well – very well, way above 
their peers – and no one knows why. The children of “lower class” families compete against children 
of college professors and CEOs, and do very well, sometimes even better. As if the IQ of the nation 
has been concentrated in those only who have decided to homeschool their children. 

Murray’s materialistic determinism fails here. That’s why he never mentions homeschoolers in his 
studies. They do not fit the mold of materialistic determinism. 

What’s the truth? Murray has it upside down when it comes to understanding the factors that 
determine culture. It is not the college degrees, or not even the mysterious IQ that make people 
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decide whether to be more faithful to their spouses, or be more religious, or commit less crimes, or 
eat muesli and yogurt. It’s the other way around: The religious, moral, and cultural commitment of a 
person determines whether they will apply their mind, skills, and efforts to useful work, and whether 
they will be faithful to their family, their employer, or whether they will save money and move to a 
better neighborhood, etc. The material, economic, and social status of a man as well as his 
intellectual skills, they all depend on his self-discipline and his self-conscious decision to have a 
long-term commitment. Self-restraint and industriousness are what make a man well off. The 
homeschoolers who always score high at SAT/ACT are not genetically superior; they are morally 
committed to excellence; and that’s why they demonstrate excellent results. 

“Watch over your heart with all diligence, for from it flow the springs of life” (Pr. 4:23). The heart 
of a man is the source of all his cultural and moral and intellectual choices. Murray has based his 
studies on a philosophy hostile to the Bible. That’s why, at the end of the article, his solutions are 
simply bare  moralism, an appeal to the denizens of Belmont to adopt some undefined “civic 
virtues,” while he condescendingly claims that “doing that in Fishtown requires support from 
outside.” At the end, his solution denigrates the poor to a condition of dependents. It won’t work. It 
is the same conclusion as would have come from a leftist liberal, even if Murray tries to dress it in 
the garb of voluntarism. Materialistic determinism inevitably leads to the wrong conclusions. 

What America needs is not another moralistic appeal to undefined “civic virtues.” What it needs is 
something which will appeal to the source of the springs of life. That something is the faith upon 
which America was founded in the first place: Christianity. Only a resurgence of Christianity – a 
culturally active, comprehensive Christianity, applied to every area of life and action – will help cure 
the problems Murray has noticed. Without such appeal to the heart, no change in the behavior in 
Belmont, and no amount of outside help to Fishtown would achieve anything. Materialistic 
determinism, whether conservative or liberal, is a fallacy, and it will always produce the wrong 
practical results.  
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 The Two-Kingdoms Theology as a Divided-Personalities 78.
Psychology 

Bojidar Marinov,  February 15, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172830/https://americanvision.org/5569/the-two-kingdoms-
theology-as-a-divided-personalities-psychology/  

I haven’t had the chance to read John Frame’s 
The Escondido Theology yet. If it is anything like 
what Dr. Frame has written before, it will be a 
very good book, I am sure. 

In fact, I already know it is a very good book, 
even without reading it. How do I know? 

Michael Horton told me about it. Or, rather, his 
reaction to Dr. Frame’s book told me how good 
the book is. I have never seen Michael Horton 
give such a chaotic response to anything. John 
Frame’s book must have caused a stir, and maybe 

even panic in Escondido, and it certainly produced a strong reaction in Horton. I wish I was so 
eloquent as Dr. Frame. Alas, my articles against the Two Kingdoms Theology so far haven’t 
produced a response. That’s OK; Dr. Frame is older, wiser, and anyway, I learned – and I am still 
learning – from him and his peers. I am only an ambitious amateur compared to him. I am not 
jealous. (And I also have the suspicion Dr. Frame’s name makes for much easier spelling; which 
may be the reason my articles have been and will be spared from similar responses from the Two-
Kingdoms crowd. I hope.) 

Horton’s response didn’t tell me any new things about the Two Kingdoms Theology – in fact, he 
uses the same old arguments, most of them irrelevant. But it did confirm a suspicion I had about it, 
that in its essence it’s very close to what R.J. Rushdoony eloquently expressed as “intellectual 
schizophrenia.” It means that those who are not theonomists and who believe in a version of the Two 
Kingdoms Theology, eventually end up having a divided mind about many things. They hold to 
mutually contradictory ideas at the same time, and very often they are not even able to realize that 
the ideas are mutually contradictory. R.J. Rushdoony first used the words “intellectual 
schizophrenia” about the philosophy of modern education but later he applied it to the modern 
Christian theology as well. 

And the words fit perfectly Michael Horton’s response. 

It is a textbook example of intellectual schizophrenia, from beginning to end. It is full of 
contradictions and fallacies in every paragraph; sometimes two sentences back to back are 
contradictory without any explanation how they can be reconciled. Other contradictions are more 
strategic, they go across paragraphs. Then there are contradictions between what Horton says and 
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what history really tells us. And indeed, there are also contradictions between what Horton says and 
what the Bible says – while claiming that that’s what the Bible says, of course. 

Okay, okay, the reader will say, but where is the proof? Can you make an analysis of the whole 
response, Bojidar, and show us where the contradictions are? 

Well, they are so many that if I needed to show them all, I would have to write a book; and writing a 
book about a short article is not advisable. But what I can do is pick a paragraph in Michael Horton’s 
response and show how in the same paragraph he intertwined multiple self-contradictions and 
fallacies, to the point of where nothing is clear and no logical conclusion can be drawn about what 
Michael Horton actually believes. I will show it about one paragraph only. The reader can do it with 
the other paragraphs as well. 

Here is the paragraph I pick to demonstrate the intellectual schizophrenia of the Two Kingdoms 
Theology, straight from Michael Horton’s response: 

Calvin embraced the “two kingdoms” doctrine explicitly—in those terms. Of course, it was the era of 
“Christendom,” where Luther no less than Calvin expected the civil magistrate to defend the true 
faith. Nevertheless, at least in theory, he made precisely the same arguments as Luther. I wonder if 
those sympathetic to theonomy or making America a “Christian nation” are really serious. Do they 
really want the White House or the legislative or judicial branches to enforce the first table of the 
law? Will orthodox Protestants be the only ones allowed to rule, or will a few Roman Catholics, Jews, 
and perhaps a conservative mainliner or two pass the Senate confirmation hearings? This is not to say 
that God’s moral law is no longer in force, that it no longer expresses God’s eternal measure of 
righteousness. Rather, it is to recognize that the New Testament teaches us to live as “strangers and 
aliens” in this present age, loving and serving our neighbors through our callings, witnessing God’s 
Word to them, and contributing toward the common good of a city that is important but never 
ultimate. 

Let’s get started. Let’s take a look at the first sentence of this paragraph: 

Calvin embraced the “two kingdoms” doctrine explicitly—in those terms. 

Hmmm. One doesn’t have to be a specialist on Calvin or the history of Geneva to know that there is 
something fishy in that statement. For example, that the cart goes before the horse, or, the conclusion 
before the proofs. If Calvin and Horton believed in the same doctrine, aren’t they supposed also to 
have the same practice? Calvin – not as an individual simply but as a church leader – participated in 
the building of Geneva as a society, with its legal, social, political etc. codes. Most of his time was 
not spent teaching a few students in a seminary but in giving expert advice – again, as a church 
leader – to the City Council. Is that what Michael Horton is doing? Is he giving political, legal, 
economic, social advice to rulers? Not at all. He actually encourages the church and the Christians to 
stay away from those issues. If the doctrine is the same, as Horton claims, why is the practice so 
different? 

Even if Calvin used “those terms,” is it possible that he meant a completely different thing, and not 
the half-baked theology that Horton and the rest of the Escondido faculty have been using as a 
rhetorical device after 1995? May be we should go to Calvin himself and see what he meant by his 
“two kingdoms,” and whether it is the same thing as Horton would have us believe? 
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Strangely enough, we don’t even have to go to Calvin. Michael Horton himself provides us with the 
proof that Calvin never even meant what Horton means by “those terms.” And even stranger, Horton 
gives us the answer in the next sentence! 

Luther no less than Calvin expected the civil magistrate to defend the true faith. 

There goes Horton’s Two Kingdoms Theology. 

Let’s see. Horton’s greatest bone of contention with the theonomists is that we believe that the civil 
government is supposed to obey the Biblical Law, and especially that there is such a thing as a 
Christian government which should protect the true faith. We will see later here, but one can also see 
it all throughout Horton’s writings that he opposes this particular tenet of theonomy: the obligations 
of the civil government to enforce the revealed Biblical Law. Horton has no problem with the moral 
law; he has a problem with it enforced by the civil government. That’s when theonomists are 
preaching it. But then he himself admits Calvin and Luther were teaching and preaching the same 
thing, and Horton says they had the same theology as him! Divided personality, anyone? Why is the 
same thing bad when modern theonomists teach it but good and acceptable when Calvin preaches it? 
Horton doesn’t say. 

But he has an explanation: 

Of course, it was the era of “Christendom,” . . . 

What does that mean and why should it be relevant to the issue? Is Horton saying that Calvin and 
Luther were blinded by the historical stage they were in and therefore weren’t as enlightened as he 
is? Is he saying that our theology about civil government depends on historical stages and forces, 
and therefore what was good and acceptable for them is not good and acceptable for us? Horton 
shows his condescending attitude towards Calvin and Luther; “of course,” they couldn’t know better, 
living in the era of “Christendom.” 

But why can’t the argument be reversed? For example: “Of course, the 20th and 21st centuries are 
the era of paganism, socialism, atheism, liberal theology, and general apostasy, and Michael Horton, 
influenced and blinded by all these evils, rejects the Biblical idea that the civil government must 
obey the revealed Law of God.” This would be a much better argument, rather than vice versa. 

Horton’s condescension to Calvin is based on some vague argument about historical eras: well, yeah, 
y’know, their historical era made them believe those things. But how did they come to that historical 
era in the first place? Was it an inevitable development, independent of the beliefs and the practices 
of the Christians in previous generations? Or do ideas have consequences, and the “era of 
Christendom” was the product of the self-conscious beliefs and work of Christians who believed in 
Christendom? Could it be that the causation is the other way around: Not that Calvin’s expectations 
were caused by the era, but that the era was caused by the expectations of many generations of 
Christians? 

Horton doesn’t even want to go there – and he never even touches that issue in any of his articles. 
Why? Because if he admits that the era of Christendom came about because of the work and beliefs 
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of those who believed in Christendom he will have to come to another conclusions too: that the 
present era of paganism came about because of the beliefs of people like Horton. 

So, in one sentence Horton says that Calvin believed the same things as him, then in the next 
sentence provides the proof to the contrary. Then again, suddenly, after the next period, he goes back 
again to his first thesis, denying completely what he said in his second statement: 

Nevertheless, at least in theory, he made precisely the same arguments as Luther. 

In what theory? And what arguments? Didn’t Horton just say that the two men believed things 
completely opposite to what Horton believes? And then, is he trying to say that, “at least in theory” 
they agreed with Horton? So, when they “expected the civil magistrate to defend the true faith,” that 
wasn’t “in theory”? What was it? Why did Calvin work to build Geneva into a City on Hill if “in 
theory” he believed the opposite? Is Horton saying that Calvin’s theory was just as opposed to his 
practice as Horton is opposed to theonomy? 

Actually, what exactly is Horton saying? The three sentences so far make no sense whatsoever, 
when combined together. But this is not all. He has more in store for us. 

I wonder if those sympathetic to theonomy or making America a “Christian nation” are really serious. 
Do they really want the White House or the legislative or judicial branches to enforce the first table of 
the law? 

Oh, boy. These two sentences are just loaded with fallacies and self-contradictions. Be patient, we’ll 
go over the main ones only. 

First of all, what kind of an argument is that? What is it based on? Does it appeal to the Bible, or to 
logic, or to history? What rule of logic, debate, or discussion allows for the use of such vague and 
nonsensical question, “are you really serious”? Is this what passes for an argument at Westminster 
West these days? And what exactly does Horton expect to achieve with it? Let’s suppose Horton 
faces a theonomic opponent in a debate (which may never happen since Horton has turned down 
multiple invitations by theonomists to debate; he is afraid of facing us), and uses this argument: 

Horton: Are you really serious? 

Theonomist: As a matter of fact, I am. I am really serious. 

H.: Really really serious? 

T.: Yes, really really serious. 

H.: I mean, really really really serious?… 

And so on. What does that tell us about Horton and his ability to debate? 

If this is how the Westminster West professors debate, I can imagine a debate between two 
Westminster West professors who use it on each other: 



 

 
345 

First Professor: Do you really want that? 

Second Professor: Yes, I do. Do you really not want that? 

First Professor: No, I don’t. Do you really want that?… 

Once a person stops laughing at the comedy such argument presents and decides to give a serious 
diagnosis of Horton’s “really-really” argument, he will have to conclude that it is an argument that is 
based on vague emotions, or on an attempt to arouse vague emotions. It says, “I have nothing of 
value to say so I will try to cause doubts in you by asking a vague question that makes no sense 
whatsoever.” 

But this is not the only problem with it. 

Remember, Michael Horton just admitted that Calvin expected the ruler to protect the true religion. 
But that’s the same as having a Christian nation – which Geneva was, by law – and enforcing the 
first table of the Law. So why isn’t Horton asking Calvin the same question? Whether Horton admits 
it or not, his “really-really” argument must be first applied to Calvin: “Calvin, do you really want the 
judges and the City Council of Geneva to enforce the first table of the Law?” 

And Calvin, if he cared to reply to Horton, will say: “Yes, I really want that.” Horton admits as 
much himself, in the previous sentence. So why is Horton only asking the theonomists, and not 
Calvin? 

But there’s more. The first table of the Law, that moral law that Horton is horrified that we as 
theonomists want to be enforced by the civil government, is actually the natural law. I believe it, and 
Horton believes it too because he says in another paragraph: 

As Calvin reminds us, “The moral law is nothing other than the natural law that is written on the 
conscience of all.” 

Fair enough. I agree, Calvin does say it. Moral law equals natural law written on our conscience. 

But Horton has a problem here. He asks us if we “really-really” want to see the civil government 
enforce that moral law; he wonders if we are serious about that. But the moral law and the natural 
law are one. Therefore Horton is asking us if we really-really want to see the natural law enforced 
by the civil government! 

But wait. Van Drunnen, Horton’s friend and co-ideologist, says that the civil government is ruled by 
the natural law; which according to Horton is the moral law; which according to Horton shouldn’t be 
the rule for the civil government. Let me try it the other way around, may be it will make sense this 
way. Horton says that the civil government shouldn’t enforce the moral law; which according to 
Horton is the natural law; which according to Van Drunnen should be the rule for the civil 
government. 

Intellectual schizophrenia. The Two Kingdoms Theology is indeed a Divided Personalities 
Psychology. 
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And if not the moral/natural law for the civil government, then what law? Horton doesn’t say. Or, to 
ask a different question: If the civil government is to be ruled by the natural law which is also the 
moral law, then how is this different from what the theonomists want? Horton doesn’t say that either. 
He doesn’t even notice how deep a hole he has dug for himself. 

There are many more fallacies and self-contradictions in that statement alone. But I will move on. 

Two really-really questions are not enough, apparently. Horton is determined to show that really-
really is the mainstay of Westminster West’s apologetics these days. So he adds a third one: 

Will orthodox Protestants be the only ones allowed to rule, or will a few Roman Catholics, Jews, and 
perhaps a conservative mainliner or two pass the Senate confirmation hearings? 

OK, the really-really is in a different form now but it’s still there: Are you really not going to let 
Roman Catholics, Jews, and conservative mainliners rule? Really-really? 

What does that have to do with anything? Of course, political systems – or any government systems 
whatsoever – have rules for exclusion of certain persons. It has to do with the nature of the system 
itself. We have exclusion from rule in the United States today for certain people. I, for one, can not 
become a President because I wasn’t born in the US. And I can not run for certain political offices 
for several years. I am excluded. So what? Do I feel bad about it? 

Keep in mind, my being excluded from political rule is not based on something I have self-
consciously done. If I had the choice, I would have chosen to be born in Texas. But I was never 
given that choice. And I am now excluded from being a civil ruler because of something I had no 
control over. 

Horton is not outraged by the fact that I am excluded from ruling because of something I never had 
control over but he is outraged that in a Christian government people will be excluded from ruling 
based on their self-conscious choice of religion? Can I change my birthplace if I wanted to become a 
President of the USA? No. In a Christian nation, can a Jew change his religion if he wanted to be a 
civil ruler? Yes, of course. So what is Horton’s problem, and why isn’t he much more outraged 
about the present system which seems much less fair in its exclusion than a Christian theonomic 
system of government? Schizophrenia, anyone? 

And why would exclusion from rule be an argument in the first place? Is political rule a right that 
everyone deserves? Or even wants? Immigrants – legal and illegal – come to this country by 
millions. They could have stayed back in their countries where theoretically, they could participate 
in the civil government. If the right to rule was so important, why aren’t they staying there, why are 
they coming here where they will have no political rights? 

Horton doesn’t go that far. All he needs is another really-really argument. That’s what Westminster 
West can offer. 

Then, of course, the Bible comes to help; or rather, Horton’s loose quoting of the Bible: 
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This is not to say that God’s moral law is no longer in force, that it no longer expresses God’s eternal 
measure of righteousness. Rather, it is to recognize that the New Testament teaches us to live as 
“strangers and aliens” in this present age. . . . 

The New Testament teaches us to live as strangers and aliens in this present age, you see. This is one 
of those beautiful myths of amillennialism that is meant to discourage Christians from being 
victorious. There are more like it: “royal exiles,” “constantly mourning by the rivers of Babylon,” 
etc. 

There is only one problem: The New Testament doesn’t say, and doesn’t teach such a thing. 

There are about a dozen instructions about living in the “present age” in the New Testament. Not a 
single one of them mentions anything about “strangers and aliens.” 

There are a few instances of strangers and aliens. Not a single one of them is given as an instruction 
of “living in the present age.” The closest one is 1 Peter 2:11, “I urge you as aliens and strangers to 
abstain from fleshly lusts which wage war against the soul.” But does that mean Christians shouldn’t 
participate in civil government, or shouldn’t work to have a Christian civil government? Only if 
Horton believes that Christian civil government is a “fleshly lust which wages war against the soul.” 
But if he believes such a thing, then he must have a very strong indictment against Calvin and Luther 
too. Remember, he admitted that these two wanted the ruler to protect the true faith. 

The Bible doesn’t say such a thing. What Horton has done is to arbitrarily take phrases that sound 
good, from different parts of the New Testament, and combine them in one sentence, give it the 
interpretation he wants, which fits his specific theology, and then claim that that’s what the Bible 
teaches. Take “present age” from one place, then take “strangers and aliens” from another, combine 
them, and then claim it means that we shouldn’t work toward a Christian civil government. 

But he has a problem there. There is an example in the New Testament of “strangers and aliens,” and 
the text specifically says what these faithful “strangers and aliens” did. Hebrews 11. 

The heroes in Hebrews 11 are presented as being “strangers and aliens” (v. 13). These people 
confessed they were “strangers and exiles on the earth.” They should be Horton’s perfect example, 
right? Well, not exactly, because the end of the chapter actually tells us that there is a sharp 
discontinuity between us and them – we are not strangers and exiles anymore, as the next chapters 
clearly shows. But let’s suppose – only suppose – that they are the example for “strangers and 
aliens” we have in the New Testament. 

And let’s see some of the works of faith they did, in verses 33-34: 

. . . who by faith conquered kingdoms, dispensed justice, obtained promises, shut the mouths of 
lions, quenched the power of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, from weakness were made 
strong, became mighty in war, put foreign armies to flight. 

Conquered kingdoms? Dispensed justice? Became mighty in war? Put armies to flight? I can see 
Michael Horton employing his really-really argument to these “strangers and aliens” in Hebrews 11: 
“Are they serious? Do they really want to conquer kingdoms? To dispense justice? To become 
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mighty in war and put armies to flight? Really-really?” But that’s the example the New Testament 
gives us of “strangers and aliens.” If Michael Horton tells us that we are taught to live as such, why 
doesn’t he teach what works of faith those real “strangers and aliens” performed? Why is his version 
of “strangers and aliens” lacking those important works of faith, that faith by which “the men of old 
gained approval”? 

Does Horton actually know what the New Testament really teaches? 

I will stop here. I took one paragraph of Michael Horton’s response to Dr. Frame’s book, and 
showed the main fallacies and self-contradictions in it. Only the main ones; I left out many more. 
One paragraph took me a whole article. If I had to go through the whole piece, a book won’t be 
enough. And there are also many other fallacies and self-contradictions that Michael Horton has 
written, which if they were written in detail, I suppose that even the world itself would not contain 
the books that would be written. The Two Kingdoms Theology fits perfectly Rushdoony’s 
description: intellectual schizophrenia. It can not run for more than a paragraph without entangling 
itself in at least a dozen self-contradictions and fallacies.  
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 Russia and the Gospel: Challenging the Strong Man 79.
Bojidar Marinov,  February 22, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172830/https://americanvision.org/5592/russia-and-the-gospel-
challenging-the-strong-man/  

“I have conquered an empire but I haven’t been 
able to conquer myself.” 

Thus said shortly before his death Peter the 
Great, the ruler of the Russian Empire from 1682 
till 1725. There were good reasons why he said 
that. The man who controlled the destinies of 
millions of people couldn’t control his own 
epileptic fits, nor could he control his love for 
drinking and feasts which made his health 
problems worse. He changed Russia completely. 
So thorough was that change that a traveler to it 
in 1682 wouldn’t recognize it in 1725, when 
Peter died. And yet he couldn’t control himself 

even when he knew that his conduct and his personal life needed change. 

It is not surprising he couldn’t conquer himself. He did not have an ideology of “self” to start with. 
All his ideology, all his thinking and perception of reality had been groomed from an early age to 
think only of an empire as a true entity. The individual was missing from that picture of the Russian 
mentality and culture. The individual existed only as a cog in a bigger machine, as one of the crowd. 
The thought that the individual was a separate entity with specific rules and principles for his 
conduct was foreign to Peter, as it was foreign to the majority of Russians at the time; and in fact, 
was foreign to the very mentality of the Russians at the time. Not that Peter didn’t change his 
mentality to a certain extent – his visits to Christian Reformed countries like the Netherlands and 
Britain did create in him some vague, instinctive respect to the value of human life, whether it was 
the life of a noble or of a serf. (The sickness that brought his death was caused by his wading in ice-
cold water to save drowning soldiers.) But he didn’t see in depth the very spirit of the Western 
civilization; he only saw in the West the technologies, the military superiority that made mighty 
empires. That instinct to value human life was not enough to make him understand the individual as 
a moral entity. He didn’t have the ideology – or rather, the theology – to understand the human being 
as a being. 

All that mattered was the Empire. He himself, and everyone else, served the ideal of the great state 
which conquers people. He tortured and killed his own son for opposing his policies. He changed 
completely – by government decree – the theology and the liturgy of the Russian church to fit the 
new agenda for the Empire he had. Everyone in Russia had to become a Westerner – by centralized 
government decree, not by personal choice. There was no individual personal choice to start with 
anyway. No one believed in such a thing, and Peter didn’t care to create a new belief in a personal 
choice. He just took the shortcut to make Russia a civilized nation by government choice. 
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Individuals meant nothing so why bother changing their thinking, souls, morality? Why teaching 
them to conquer their old habits, addictions, lusts, when that could be achieved by a centralized 
decree, under the threat of punishment? 

And therefore, why change himself? 

This has been the problem with Russia from the beginning. Or, rather, not from the very beginning 
but after the decentralized confederation of tribes and cities called Kievan Rus collapsed in 
fratricidal wars and was subjugated by the Mongol Horde in 1240. The new Russia which arose in its 
place and defeated its enemies had nothing to do with the old free order. It had completely changed 
into a collectivist society with a pyramidal structure where everyone – even the merchants and the 
entrepreneurs – existed for the purposes of the centralized state in Moscow. The consequent military 
victories of the Grand Princes in Moscow against the Mongols in the east and the Polish-Lithuanian 
and the German knights in the west established the political power even more strongly. 

By the time of Ivan Grozny (16th century) Russia was a complete totalitarian state, from top to 
bottom, with the population enslaved to the centralized power. A person did not exist for himself and 
for his own pursuit of happiness; everyone existed for the state. And the Eastern Orthodox Church 
did not help much in the process. Lacking the theology of the individual as a political and social 
entity, the Orthodox Church only reinforced the statist ideology of the Russian Czars. A Reformed 
movement in the 15th century did capture for a while the minds and the hearts of large masses of 
people among both the nobility and the commoners. Unfortunately, focused on religious 
observances, it failed to produce a social and political alternative to the growing power of the 
centralized state. In 1504, the Russian state struck back. By 1533 the Russian Reformation was dead. 
The Czar was established as the highest power in the land, with the church firmly under imperial 
control. There were to be no more widespread experiments with individualism in Russia. All existed 
for the state. The new religion – the Russian state – was established firmly, and nothing could exist 
outside of the state. 

In time, even the Cossacks, the free people of the steppe, would bow their heads to the Empire in 
Moscow. They resisted for several centuries. Some even led rebellions against the centralized power 
in Moscow; Stenka Razin (in the 17th century) and Emelian Pugachev (in the 18th century) were the 
most successful of all. But even Razin and Pugachev did not have an ideology of liberty to offer; 
both men propagandized their rebellions as restorations of the “lawful authority of the Czar” rather 
than as a quest for liberty and justice for all. Europe had its Magna Carta, the free cities, the 
Reformation and its products – Switzerland, the Netherlands, England and Scotland, and eventually 
America. Russia had nothing of the sort. All social and political life – and even the resistance 
movements and the Church – were to be in the context of the centralized totalitarian state. There 
were no individuals to be worth mentioning. And therefore Peter the Great never thought of 
individuals as worth mentioning; or as worth discipling in moral self-government and self-discipline. 
Not even himself. 

A hundred years after Peter’s death, in December of 1825, a group of young army officers staged a 
revolt in Saint Petersburg. The young men had participated in the Napoleonic Wars, and spending 
their time as occupation forces in France and Germany opened their eyes to the difference between 
the social structure and ideology of Europe and Russia. Their revolt – named the “Decembrist 
Revolt” – was very short-lived. They never understood that there was a deeper cause for the 
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problems in Russia; and that deeper cause was ideological and theological. Even though they desired 
the same self-government and dignity for the individual for all Russians, they were not joined by 
enthusiastic masses desiring liberty and justice for all. By 1825 the established religion was the state. 
The problem was religious. Liberty was impossible in a land where the great idol in the society was 
the state. And a religious problem was not to be solved with political revolt. The religious 
foundations of liberty which the Reformation developed in Western Europe were not present. 

And then, 92 years after the Decembrist Revolt, when Russia had its first liberal (in the European 
sense of the word) government in the summer of 1917, with Alexander Kerensky as Prime Minister, 
it lacked popular support. Not many in Russia understood the concept of being free of government 
control. In terms of religious commitment, the Russian population still expected to have a centralized 
government which controls all the decisions. The idea of individual self-control was not a popular 
one. A few months later, Kerensky’s government fell to the Bolsheviks. The ensuing Civil War 
(1918-1923) was a struggle between one group of statists – the czarist Whites – and another group of 
statists – the Communist Reds. The individual and his liberty were never discussed nor even 
proposed as political agenda. 

The state was god walking on earth. Russia had Hegel’s ideal applied in practice long before Hegel, 
and in a much more consistent form than Hegel’s Prussia ever achieved. 

And when Hitler invaded Russia, what Stalin did was to dig out of the dust the old religious hymns 
for the military and use them in almost unchanged form to inspire the troops. The same religious 
fervor in fighting for the czarist regime was used to fight for the Communist regime. Nothing had 
changed. 

In reality, while on the surface it looked like Russia went through two great transformations – one 
under Peter the Great and another under the Communists – from a spiritual perspective nothing 
changed. The same central idol, the idol of the state, remained in power throughout all centuries after 
the 1400s. Even after the fall of the Soviet Empire in the 1990s, the timidly liberal administration of 
Boris Yeltsin eventually gave way to a return to statism under the former KGB agent Vladimir Putin. 
The official religion in Russia remained the centralized state. 

Where was the church? 

The Russian Orthodox Church gradually surrendered. It became an arm of the centralized power in 
Moscow, something like a Ministry of Religion to serve the powerful of the day. It first served the 
Czarist regime. After the Communist Revolution it suffered in the hands of the Communists for a 
while, until Stalin – always a calculating mind – decided to use its propagandist power to rally the 
Russian population to fight against the invading Germans in 1941. The church was expected to serve 
the state; and it had no power to resist. Nor the ideology to resist. So thorough has its surrender to 
the idol of the state become that when a few years ago Kirill, a priest with open ties with the KGB, 
was appointed Patriarch of the Russian Orthodox Church, no one seemed surprised. That same Kirill 
was the first to congratulate the Stalinist dictator of Belarus, Alexander Lukashenko, for his election 
victory in 2010. And that same Kirill just a couple of weeks ago declared the Putin era a “Divine 
miracle” and sharply criticized the democratic protesters who demanded reforms and rule of law. 
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There is a “strong man” in Russia; and I mean not the current political leader in the Kremlin. Russia, 
for all these centuries, have been ruled by a religion of collectivism and statism. A religion which 
has never been very different from the religion of pagan Rome: the cult of Caesar. Just like pagan 
Rome, that religion has accommodated different other religions to serve it. The statist religion of the 
Russian state has accommodated even Christianity to serve its purposes. The “strong man” is that 
religion of statism, the religion that denies the existence of the individual and his life, liberty, and 
property, unless they serve the collective entity of the state. 

And unless Christianity challenges that “strong man,” Russia will never be evangelized. 

In an earlier article, “Missionaries of the Ax,” I argued that a missionary has never done his job well 
unless he has challenged the main idol in the society. While evangelizing the German tribes, Saint 
Boniface discovered that his converts, when they were not equipped with a vision that challenged the 
central religion of their society – including in its social and political implications – tended to return 
back to their pagan ways. Boniface had to challenge that central idol, the god Thor, who alone 
through his power and cunning controlled the world of gods, and therefore the world of men. 
Boniface took his ax to Thor’s oak. The German tribes converted almost overnight. 

It is hard to say whether similar overnight conversion will happen in Russia. But one thing is sure: 
So far there have been no missionary, no preacher, no church, no Christian teacher or group, who 
have issued a challenge against the totalitarian state and its religion of statism in Russia. Evangelical 
and Reformed missionaries, even though they have flocked to Russia in large numbers after the fall 
of the Soviet Union in 1991, have only touched the periphery of what the Russian society is, and is 
based upon. Missionaries have preached individual salvation. But they haven’t preached the 
individual, and his worth in God’s eyes, and his worth as a political and social entity. The idol of the 
Russian state has never met a religion which challenged its supremacy. There is no voice in Russia 
which says, “There is another king, one Jesus” (Acts 17:7). 

A long-term successful evangelism in Russia must start with a very important message which the 
Gospel brings to those who are touched by it: libertarianism. The value of the individual in God’s 
eyes, the value of the individual human life and the liberty of the individual to pursue his calling 
under God. As long as the liberty – political and social – of the Gospel is missing from the mission 
endeavors and preaching in Russia, Protestant Christianity will be just another trophy in the Russian 
state’s Pantheon of faiths and gods, admitted as long as they do not stir the water and do not 
challenge the absolute power of the rulers. The Russian people – and I am speaking generically here, 
of course – have been conditioned for centuries to think of themselves as servants of an Empire, of 
its quests for statist dominion. Patriotism has been offered as the unifying element of the society – 
patriotism, of course, defined as the glory of the state. In a culture that glorifies the state, God can 
not be glorified. Therefore, the first job of a missionary should be to preach against the glorification 
of the state; and show the Biblical value of the individual, and his place before God, and in his 
society. 

Following from that goal, a missionary must realize that the idolatry of the totalitarian state has 
created a dependence of the population on the care, the decrees, and the decision-making process of 
the state. When I visited Russia in 2003, and talked about homeschooling, the most frequently asked 
question by my hosts was, “Is it legal?” They were professing, committed Christians. Some of them 
had been criminals in their previous lives; they had served their terms, and had returned to their 
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families, and had started churches, teaching and preaching in an ungodly society. But when it came 
to specific practical actions like teaching their children instead of leaving them to the pagans, the 
reaction wasn’t “Is it Biblical?” but “Is it legal?” In their perceptions, and in their thinking, the issue 
of government “legality” was still more important than the issue of whether it was a Biblical 
imperative or not. 

A missionary to Russia must have a theology that can break that psychological, economic, and social 
dependence on the state in his converts. He must be able to present a vision of a community which 
can survive without having to rely on the state for guidance, education, welfare, economic survival, 
or family integrity and faithfulness. That vision of such a community must start with teaching the 
individuals the basic skills for a free man, a free individual who can make decisions independently 
from earthly human institutions, based solely on his obedience and loyalty to God and His Law. 
Without such vision for the individual as an independent agent of dominion under God, the spell of 
the idol of statism can not be broken. No matter how many converts a missionary can have, they will 
be like the first converts of Boniface: serving God on Sundays, and Thor Mondays through 
Saturdays. 

This is a difficult message to bring to Russia. Unlike the evangelism of the missionaries so far, it will 
raise a challenge against powers who are committed to preserve their power over the minds and the 
hearts of their subjects, no matter what the cost. It may prove too hard a task for many American 
missionaries. The Russian state has always regarded any talk about libertarianism and individual 
liberty with suspicion; when it comes supported by the Gospel of Christ, it may alarm those powers. 
But it must be preached and taught nevertheless – whether through internet publications in Russian 
or through Russians themselves who have come to salvific knowledge of Jesus Christ and 
understand the comprehensive nature of His Gospel. 

Difficult or not, it must be preached, and the “strong man” must be opposed and defeated. There’s a 
world to be conquered for the Gospel; and we as Christians better get to work.  
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 Libertarianism: A Presuppositional Approach 80.
Bojidar Marinov,  February 29, 2012  
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presuppositional-approach/  

In my libertarian activities in Bulgaria I often had to 
confront questions by secular libertarians about the 
connection between Christianity and libertarianism. My 
reply was that one can not be a libertarian without the 
true source of liberty. And the true source of liberty is 
Jesus Christ. Therefore I can not be a libertarian without 
Christ. I wrote about it in an earlier article, “Can I be a 
Libertarian Without Christ?” 

I also showed in other articles that there is no true 
libertarianism without Christianity. Secular 
libertarianism can not defend private property 
(“Classical Liberalism Has No Place to Stand”; “The 
Only Possible Defense of Private Property”). It can not 
present a consistent intellectual defense of liberty (“No 
Other Single Principle but God and His Image in 
Man”). It has to borrow all its presuppositions from 
Christianity to be able to stay coherent and consistent 
(“Is There a Non-Christian Way to Fly a Plane?”). Not 
that I am an original thinker who came to this 

conclusion on my own; I learned from men greater than me. R.J. Rushdoony has shown in many of 
his books and articles that secular humanism and paganism, when developed to social theory, can 
not produce anything but statism; it can not produce ideas of individual liberty, rights, property, or 
limited government, the essence of libertarianism. Gary North has shown in his economic 
commentaries, as well as in his Political Polytheism, that in the political realm the conflict between 
God and Satan is translated in a conflict between Moses and Pharaoh: the decentralized, libertarian 
social order based on individual self-government vs. the centralized, statist order based on central 
planning and government control. And indeed, these two theonomic writers have based their social 
theory on the Law of God in the Bible; and the Law of God clearly speaks against centralization of 
power, and places the burden of social government on the individual, the family, the church, and 
only lastly, and in a limited way, on the civil government. And even then, the civil government is 
limited to local decentralized units, the cities. 

The history of the Christian civilization also shows that Christians in the past have understood the 
Biblical political mandate for political decentralization and individual liberty. It was Bishop 
Ambrose who first told an Emperor that he has no right to enter a private person’s home, a statement 
that was nothing less than revolutionary for the world at the time. Europe – unlike the non-Christian 
civilizations in history – never united politically. Quite the opposite, it developed to perfection the 
ideal of the republic: the complete decentralization of power, even to the point of judicial and 
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legislative independence of the smallest social units like universities and villages. And of course, it 
was the abandonment of the Christian political ideals that led back to the centralization of political 
power and the loss of individual liberties in Europe. The history of the American Republic is another 
great example of Christian political ideals applied in practice: political decentralization, individual 
liberty, private property, self-government at every level, extremely limited central government. 

Libertarianism as a political philosophy, with its ideals of limited government, individual liberty, 
private property, free markets, self-government, was a product of the European Christian 
civilization. And it was not a mere coincidence, nor chance. Libertarianism was the logical outcome 
of the development of the Christian social theory. 

Given all that, I have never thought that I would ever meet Christians – theonomic Christians at that, 
or at least claiming to be theonomic – who would reject the idea that a Christian is by default 
libertarian. Now, of course, I have met non-theonomic Christians who have statist views – but that’s 
because they reject the Law of God as valid today, and therefore need to go to the state for their 
source of law and social order. If God is not the source of law, then it is going to be the state; that is 
logical. 

But theonomic Christians, anti-libertarian? And yet, I met a few of them, speaking against 
libertarianism with arguments not based on Biblical presuppositions, nor on systematic Biblical 
theology. At the end, of course, eventually, the argument comes to trying to achieve godly goals – 
which is the “theonomic” part of the argument – through statist means, that is, more government 
control, centralized government, and less individual liberty. Somehow the Biblical ideal of self-
government and decentralization has been replaced by “godly” statism. Moses has been replaced by 
a Pharaoh who is supposed to stop abortion and punish sodomy. 

The main argument, of course, against libertarianism, starts like this: 

“Many libertarians believe…” 

That is, because there are people out there who call themselves “libertarians” but hold to some anti-
Christian views, therefore Christians should reject libertarianism. In other words, our acceptance of a 
concept should be based on reactions to what other people are doing, not on whether the concept is 
in agreement with the Biblical presuppositions. 

Seldom do the critics stop to think that such argument applied across the board should lead us to 
abandon almost every concept, practice, or area of dominion out there. Let’s see: 

Many scientists believe that science is incompatible with Christianity. Therefore Christians should 
reject science as a concept. 

Many pagan religions teach patriarchy; it was the center of the social life in pagan Greece and 
Rome; and in fact, it is central to one of the worst rivals of Christianity, Islam. Therefore Christians 
should abandon the concept of patriarchy. 

Many politicians and political theorists believe that religion should not mix with politics. Therefore 
Christians should stay out of politics. 



 

 
356 

Many businessmen believe the moral rules of the Bible to not apply to business. Therefore business 
can not be a Christian undertaking. 

The majority of movie makers in the world are anti-Christian. Therefore Christians should not be 
involved in making movies. 

Many lawyers in the US are self-consciously anti-Christian and believe that legal theory should be 
divorced from any Christian influence. Therefore there can not be such a thing as a “Christian 
attorney.” 

And so on. 

Even worse, such attitude can make Christians be easily manipulated by their cultural enemies. What 
if enough secular humanists start gathering together on Sunday morning for a mock worship and call 
their gatherings “church services”? Many secularists have church on Sunday morning. Do we 
abandon the very concept of a church service because of that? Or, many sodomites call their 
perverted cohabitation with a person of the same sex “marriage.” Do we abandon the institution of 
marriage then? 

And then, the other argument against libertarianism is a version of the first one: “The definition of 
libertarianism doesn’t include anything that points to Biblical presuppositions.” 

A definition by whom? Usually it turns out it is the definition by Wikipedia, or by the Libertarian 
Party, or some other non-Christian source. Of course. The definition of “science” given by 
Wikipedia or by Richard Dawkins doesn’t include anything that points to Biblical presuppositions. 
We should expect that atheists will twist all the definitions of every good thing out there to erase any 
Biblical presuppositions from them. But does that make science “anti-Christian” in itself? Do we 
oppose science as a concept just because of Richard Dawkins and Wikipedia? 

But no matter what Richard Dawkins or Wikipedia say about science, are there any non-Christian 
presuppositions that can lead to the emergence of science as we know it? That’s the question we 
should ask. That’s the question that a Christian who uses a presuppositional approach should ask 
about every concept, practice, or idea. 

And therefore, our Biblical presuppositional approach to libertarianism must start with the very 
presuppositions for libertarianism, and the origin of those presuppositions. 

Libertarianism, of course, is first and foremost not a religion; it is a political and social philosophy. 
It is primarily concerned with how the society must be ordered, and how the political order – the 
civil government – should be established and organized. As a political philosophy, libertarianism in 
all its forms and nuances promotes the following three principles: freedom from coercion, individual 
liberty, and the defense of private property. (One may notice that these three correspond to the three 
basic rights considered by the Founding Fathers to be given by the Creator: Life, Liberty, and 
Property.) Given the fact that in all societies from the beginning of time the main danger to these 
three principles of social and political organization has been the political order, or the state, 
libertarianism has a very specific negative principle in its foundation: limited government, that is, 
political order that has very limited functions in a society, and also decentralized government, that is, 
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a system of checks and balances, and also of competition between the levels and the institutions 
within the political order itself. It is important to note that the principle of limited and decentralized 
government is not conditioned by what kind of government it is, good or bad. Centralized tyrannical 
government which rules well by good legislation is just as undesirable and immoral for a libertarian 
as a centralized tyrannical government which rules tyrannically by bad laws. Libertarianism looks to 
the individual and his self-control as the foundation for the social order. 

What are the presuppositions for these principles of libertarianism as outlined above? Do they come 
from the Bible? Or do they come from any pagan religion or secularist philosophy out there? Or are 
they shared as presuppositions between the Bible and the pagan religions – which, of course, will 
mean that there is no antithesis between the Bible and the pagan religions? 

A careful analysis of these principles of libertarianism will show us that none of them can be found 
anywhere in any pagan religion or secular ideology. First of all, of course, there is no pagan religion 
that looks at the individual as an entity of itself which has a transcendent right to life, liberty, or 
property. Pagan religions are by default humanistic, that is, unlike the Biblical faith, they do not 
create human worshipers of a transcendent God. The pagan deities are looked at as serving humans 
in their human pursuits. “Worship” is not true worship in the Biblical sense, serving a transcendent, 
absolute God. It is only a means to manipulate and “bind” a deity to do the bidding of a human 
being. And this bidding is usually set against a universe of other human beings whose will and 
person must be subdued. Pagans call to their gods when they need to win a battle, plunder a city, 
prosper economically at the expense of others, or manipulate others to do their bidding. The ultimate 
example of it is the voodoo practice or manipulating another person against their personality and will 
through a doll which represents the victim. The gods are not there to provide liberty for another 
person; nor are they there to enforce an objective, transcendent moral order which favors no person. 

Pagan religions, therefore, are always religions of power. The morally high ground is the ground 
which allows for oppression, manipulation, and immoral appropriation of another person’s property 
or of the fruits of their labor. If they are not religions of power, they are religions of escapism, of 
completely erasing the individuality of the worshiper himself, and therefore of surrendering all rights 
or claims to life, liberty, or property. It is only natural that the end result of all pagan religions is not 
liberty nor anything close to as libertarian society but an empire: a world of rulers and ruled, a 
society whose moral order is completely subservient to the ruler or the ruling class. 

Secular humanism is not any better than that. It’s ideals do not look at the individual as an entity 
which deserves to have its own fulfillment or ideals. As the Humanist Manifesto III puts it, “Life’s 
fulfillment emerges from individual participation in the service of humane ideals.” An individual is 
not “fulfilled” if he serves his own ideals. Neither is he “fulfilled” if he serves divine ideals. The 
individuals has existence and fulfillment only insofar as he serves the collective humanity, the total 
entity of humans. Of course, the final end of all secular humanism is a society where an elite class 
controls the individuals and sets the goals and the ideals for all. Life, liberty, and property can have 
any meaning only in the context of the collective existence and the goals of the ruling class. There is 
no place for libertarianism in secular humanism. 

Only in the Biblical worldview can libertarianism’s ideals and principles find presuppositional 
support and vindication. Only the Bible explicitly establishes the right of the individual to be secure 
in his life, liberty and property. Only the Bible explicitly subject the political order to the same 
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requirements as the individual. Only the Bible mandates the decentralization of the society into 
different levels and institutions of government. As R.J. Rushdoony pointed out, the Biblical social 
order doesn’t limit “government” to civil government only; it establishes the equal ultimacy of the 
different governments in the society – self, family, church, state. A Biblical social order is therefore 
a libertarian social order: where the civil government is only minimal, just as the libertarians want it. 
Rushdoony actually used quite strong words about the libertarian nature of the Biblical social order 
when he said that “theocracy is the closest thing to radical libertarianism that can be had.” The 
attempts of some to claim that Rushdoony did not mean it, or that he only used “libertarian” to 
describe his view of the Biblical social order in a conditional way, not really meaning it, are not 
supported by the evidence in his books. Not only did he mean that the Bible mandates a libertarian 
social order, he also called himself a “Christian libertarian.” And there was a good reason for that: 
R.J. Rushdoony knew very well that libertarianism can not come out of any pagan doctrine or 
religion; it is Christian by origin and by default. Just like science can only be based on Biblical 
presuppositions, libertarianism can only be based on Biblical presuppositions to be true 
libertarianism. If there are atheist scientists, who reject the Bible, they still need to borrow Christian 
presuppositions to do science, as Van Til pointed out; in the same way, even if there are atheist 
libertarians, they still need to borrow Christian presuppositions to defend their libertarianism. 
Without Christian presuppositions there can be no talk about life, liberty, or property. Without 
Christian presuppositions, there is only one society that can be had: statism.  

Gary North’s original title for his economic commentary on Exodus 1-19 was aptly called, Moses 
and Pharaoh. Indeed, the political battle between a centralized, statist order and a libertarian, 
decentralized order was not a side issue in the spiritual war. It was the very embodiment of the 
antithesis between the Law of God and the laws of men. God did not set out to create a theonomic 
society in Egypt, under Pharaoh and his centralized authority. There was no offer to Pharaoh to 
institute or enforce the Law of God. The thought didn’t even cross God’s mind, and God never ever 
envisioned a centralized order which will be theonomic. (In fact, later, in 1 Samuel 8, when the 
Israelites wanted a king “like the other nations,” God told Samuel that that was because they rejected 

God as their King.) The very foundation of a theonomic society, the Law of 
God, started with a clear declaration: “I am the LORD your God, who 
brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery.” A 
theonomic society could not be built under a centralized order; a political 
liberation was needed before such a society could be built. Conversely, like 
we saw in 1 Samuel 8, when a people start losing their faith in God, their first 
desire is not for more freedom but for less; they want a king to control them 
and rule them, and to enforce the law over them. A rejection of the 
libertarian social and political order can come only from a rejection of the 
Christian faith. 

Libertarianism, therefore, is simply the political philosophy of the Bible. Men 
must be free from other men, and secure in their life, liberty, and property, 
for God’s Kingdom to be able to advance on the earth. Conversely, the 

alternative to libertarianism is statism, and statism is the political philosophy of paganism and 
secular humanism. Christians who reject libertarianism are by default statists – they do not 
understand, or they self-consciously reject liberty as a Biblical value for the social order. 
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Indeed, those professing Christians who speak against libertarianism usually defend a statist view, 
expecting a centralized government to take over the civil functions of the local governments, or even 
of the self-government of the individuals. “The Federal government,” said one of them, “must 
defend life, and therefore it must pass laws against abortion”; forgetting, apparently, that the defense 
of life in the Bible was given to the local governments (the cities), not to a centralized royal power. 
Not to speak about the fact that a government that protects life also takes life away. Can such power 
be given to a monopolist government which has no competitors? What about the cities of refuge in 
the Law? How would such check and balance to a judicial power work in a centralized political 
order? Another claims that the Federal government must enforce laws against prostitution and drug 
abuse; but in the Law of God these two are sins but not civil crimes. Fornication (as distinct from 
adultery where the innocent partner takes the adulterer to court, or from a father of a daughter who 
takes a rapist to court) and consumption of drugs are left to the self-control of the individuals, not to 
the civil government to control. Others just don’t see what the big difference is between centralized 
government and local governments, as long as they “enforce the Law of God.” The size of the 
government or the political system is believed to be morally neutral by some and not subject to the 
Biblical Law. (“There is nothing in the Bible against centralized government.”) Others yet believe 
that liberty and political decentralization must come later, after the “important things,” like sodomy 
and abortion, are first dealt with according to the Biblical Law, even if it takes centralized action in 
Washington DC to achieve it. Some even say that it is dangerous to claim that the individual must be 
free from government control because freedom from government control is the same as freedom 
from God. And others yet find the talk about taxation, the Federal Reserve, regulations, unions, etc., 
unnecessary and unimportant for a Christian. 

All these Christians have basically surrendered to a statist view of society, whether they admit it or 
not, or whether the are aware of it or not. If a Christian’s political goal is not a theocratic order 
which is the “closest thing to radical libertarianism that can be had,” then his political goal is statism 
of some kind. If a Christian, in his political efforts and participation, does not aim at limiting the 
civil government to the size prescribed by the Biblical Law, then he is not seriously trying to 
establish the rule and the prerogatives of the other institutions in the society whose place the state 
has taken: the family and the church. Even worse than that, if a Christian does not work to destroy 
the centralized political power in the society and decentralize society, he is not working to expand 
the rule of God as the only centralized Ruler in a society. The Kingdom of God can expand only 
where there is maximum political and social liberty for the individual, simply because the Kingdom 
of God is primarily based on self-government, not on political dictate. 

Such views make just as much sense as the claims that Christians should not withdraw their children 
from the public schools but to try to convert the public schools. One can not achieve godly goals 
through evil means. Godly goals can not be achieved by statist means, as Mark Rushdoony said 
when commenting on the libertarianism of his father. And R.J. Rushdoony said that for a Christian 
to be a statist is to “involve a serious contradiction.” And he also called it a “practical denial of 
Christ.” Indeed, in the final account, no matter how much these Christians expect a central 
government to enforce the Law of God, it never will. Central governments are by default a 
consequence of an anti-Biblical ideology; they never enforce Biblical laws; because if they did, the 
first thing a central government should do is to dismantle itself. The expectation that a centralized 
government will enforce Biblical laws is schizophrenic. 
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So, to summarize, libertarianism, in its presuppositions, can be only Christian and nothing else. 
Granted, there are many who call themselves libertarians but reject Christianity; but just like secular 
scientists, they are forced to borrow Christian presuppositions to be true libertarians. A Christian 
must be a libertarian in his political and social philosophy if he wants to be faithful to the Bible. 
Those professing Christians who reject libertarianism, have adopted a statist worldview, whether 
they admit it or not, or whether they are aware of it or not. The end of such view is more tyranny, 
more oppression, and more wickedness. The kingdom of God can only grow in a decentralized 
society where self-government is the main and first form of government. And that is libertarianism, 
in its pure and true form.  
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 The Shadow of Christ in the Legal Revolutions in Greece 81.
and Rome (Part 1) 

Bojidar Marinov, May 15, 2012  

“. . . 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.”1 

Eusebius has been ridiculed by modern historians for 
this statement. Just as his venerated teacher, Justin 
Martyr, has been ridiculed for his statement that, 

“And that you may learn that it was from our teachers—we mean the account given through the 
prophets—that Plato borrowed his statement that God, having altered matter which was shapeless, 
made the world, hear the very words spoken through Moses, who, as above shown, was the first 
prophet, and of greater antiquity than the Greek writers; and through whom the Spirit of prophecy, 
signifying how and from what materials God at first formed the world, spake thus: 

“In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. And the earth was invisible and unfurnished, 
and darkness was upon the face of the deep; and the Spirit of God moved over the waters. And God 
said, Let there be light; and it was so.” 

So that both Plato and they who agree with him, and we ourselves, have learned, and you also can be 
convinced, that by the word of God the whole world was made out of the substance spoken of before 
by Moses. And that which the poets call Erebus, we know was spoken of formerly by Moses.”2 

There is no way that this could be true, goes the modern mythology of history. The Law of Moses 
was not known outside the tiny nation of Israel. The history of antiquity was not influenced in any 
significant way by the Five Books of Moses, or by any of the historical developments in Israel after 
Moses. Greece, Rome, India, Persia, Mesopotamia, Egypt, developed independently from the 
revelation of God given to Moses and the prophets; the history of their religions and myths, and the 
history of their legal constitutions had its own logic of growth and change. Moses was not consulted, 
and neither was Solomon, and neither were the prophets. The ancient Greeks and Romans – the 
“classical” civilizations who actually mattered, as per modern historians – developed all the good 
ideas we have today, including the rule of law, individual liberty, private property, abstract justice, 
etc., on their own, from their own wisdom and knowledge. The “classical” civilization did not need 
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God the Creator, and it did not need His Scripture, when it developed as a civilization complete with 
beliefs, customs, and law codes. 

This view of modern non-Christian historians, of course, is supported by modern antinomian 
theologians who separate the civil laws of Moses from the moral law and limit them to the nation of 
Israel. The idea of theonomy – of the universal validity of the Law of God in its entirety for all 
nations and all times – is rejected by most professing Christians today. The Law is not applicable to 
our modern society today except as moral guide to our personal conscience; our source of law is not 
God but the state and its legislative bodies. The Law was not applicable to the nations outside of 
Israel in the antiquity; they couldn’t – and shouldn’t – take the Law of God as given to Moses and 
apply it in their societies. Its civil principles were not intended for anyone else but Israel. Therefore, 
the modern secular interpretation of ancient history described above must be correct: Israel, its 
religion, and its laws never had any influence on the ancient world. They were not meant for anyone 
outside of Israel anyway. The history of the antiquity was never shaped by what happened on Sinai. 
God and His Law remained limited to a tiny nation and a tiny piece of land. 

There is a serious problem with this interpretation of history: Deuteronomy 4:5-8: 

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? 

The Bible said that the Law of God as given to Moses would have influence on the nations and 
would make them modify their views of justice, and also their views of God, or the gods. Josephus 
said it did. Justin Martyr said it did. Eusebius said it did. Modern secular historians say it didn’t. 
Modern antinomian theologians agree with the modern secular historians. 

In an article for Faith for All of Life, “The True Origins of Foreign Missions,” I pointed to the fact 
that the Hebrew Scriptures and the faith of Israel were much more popular in the ancient world than 
modern historians and theologians care to admit. In fact, as I will argue later, the foundations of 
Christendom were laid long before the Incarnation, and Israel, for all her sins and mistakes and 
shortcomings, was still able to fulfill at least partially that Old Testament Great Commission to teach 
the nations and make them acknowledge the manifold wisdom of God. These foundations and 
teaching were not perfect, and certainly the world couldn’t become Christian before Christ was born, 
crucified and resurrected. For all her apostasy, the nation of Israel was still a City on a Hill, 
imperfect as she was, and the Law of God was a light to the world. And the heathen learned from it, 
as Eusebius and many others at the time testify. 

But are there historical proofs for such a change in the heathen world around Israel? 

There are plenty. I will only focus in this article in what appears to be the most difficult case: 
proving that ancient Greece and Rome were affected by the religion of the Hebrews more than is 
normally acknowledged. And I will specifically take a look at the religious revolution which took 
place in those two societies in the centuries before Christ, and then at the legal revolution that went 
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with it, and sometimes before it. The changes did not take place overnight, they continued for 
centuries; but in the end, Greece and Rome were changed against the will of their own rulers and 
their own people. And most of that change was for good, preparing the so-called “classical” 
civilization for the coming of Christ. 

The Religious Revolution 

Most of us today know about the Greek religion and mythology is that it was polytheism, that is, it 
had many gods. Zeus, you know, Apollo, Artemis, Aphrodite, Ares, Hera, Athena, etc. And their 
Roman equivalents, Jupiter, Sol, Diana, Venus, Mars, Juno, Minerva, etc. The gods resided on the 
Mount Olympus after their victory over the Titans, but they were very much ubiquitous, and 
different cities and tribes prayed and asked for the protection of a specific god, no matter how close 
they were to Mount Olympus. Athena, of course, resided in both Olympus and the city having her 
name, Athens, and other gods resided in other cities. But in general the idea of a god was a being 
that was spiritual and not limited to a material body. The idea of a creator god was also present, 
mainly in the writings of philosophers like Plato and Aristotle, and also the idea of a god who 
remained unknown, and maybe even unknowable for humans (hence Paul’s experience in Acts 
17:23). Yes, the system of belief at the time of Paul was officially polytheistic but this was mitigated 
by the fact that the gods were often considered to be simply spiritual – or spiritualized – principles 
operating in the world or in the human society. The Greek religion and mythology in its later years 
could be considered “enlightened”: It looked at gods as simply representations, just as much as we 
today honor the national flag or stand to sing the national anthem, or use the bald eagle to represent 
the greater idea of the nation of the United States. Our own secular society today would easily 
recognize itself in the common ideas and in the worldview of the late classical age. So we often 
assume that that has always been the case, throughout the whole history of Greece and Rome. 

But it hasn’t. To the contrary, the pagan religious climate of Greece and Rome about the time of 
Christ was completely different from what it was 800 years earlier, when Rome was founded and 
when Greece was forming as a civilization. In fact, so sharp was the difference between the old 
religion of the Greeks and the Romans and the new religion of the philosophers, that the change was 
nothing less than revolutionary, even if it took hundreds of years to complete. So different were they 
that prominent people – generals, philosophers, lawgivers – were ostracized, exiled, or even 
executed for their attempts at changing the beliefs of their cities. 

What was the old religion of the Greeks and the Romans? 

Fustel de Coulanges, in his study published in 1864, The Ancient City, gives us an astounding picture 
of a world fragmented completely along religious lines, and that not at the level of churches, or 
nations, or political bodies, but at the very foundation: the families. The only religious institution in 
the ancient world was the family, or, since “family” meant to them something different than our 
modern family, the patriarchal clan. The ancient pagan world, one thousand years before Christ, was 
a truly patriarchal society, and as a result, a truly polytheistic society. The family was organized 
around the family hearth, the sacred fire resided in the home, and the patriarchal head of the clan was 
the only priest of that religion. The gods of this religion were not the abstract gods of the Mount 
Olympus – these were honored only later, when the new religious ideas crept in the society – but the 
Manes, or the Lares, or the demons, or the heroes. All these names signified dead blood ancestors of 
the family; or, to be exact, dead blood ancestors of the chief priest, the patriarchal head of the clan. It 
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was the dead who were the true gods for this patriarchal religion, and the family lived not for itself 
but for the dead; it was but an earthly steward who kept their spirits happy by performing the 
inherited rituals and offering them the traditional libations. Augustine testified that even in his time it 
was known that all religion of the pagans was nothing more than worship of dead men.3 And Cicero 
declared that these Manes were “men who have quitted this life,” and therefore we should “consider 
them divine beings.”4 These gods did not have the universal being and the spiritual nature of the later 
gods of Olympus; they remained chained to the place where their bodies were buried. It was 
important for the family to have the bodies of these gods buried in the family property, very close to 
the sacred fire of the hearth and close to the threshold of the house. 

Since it was a patriarchal religion, it was not to be shared with others. There was no evangelism, and 
in fact, its doctrine and its rituals were supposed to remain secret, within the family. Only those born 
in the blood line and acquired as slaves or servants could participate; the sacred fire of the hearth 
could not suffer the presence of an outsider. The dead protected only those who were bound to offer 
them sacrifices so that their spirits would remain happy. The extent of the religion and its protection 
and blessings were limited to the borders of the family domain. Beyond that, a family member were 
at the mercy of other gods, and of unknown forces whom he could not control but only fear. 

Not that his own gods were any better. They were not naturally favorable to the living, not even to 
their own blood ancestors; in fact, by nature they were rather mean and irritable. The family religion, 
with its own liturgy and rituals, was supposed to keep them happy so that they wouldn’t bring curse 
on the family. The idea of a God or gods who were loving and friendly was a foreign notion to the 
ancients. The family religion was meant to placate them, not to honor them in the sense we today 
praise and worship God the Creator. The gods were capricious beings, and anything could trigger 
their wrath and vengeance; and especially a change in the inherited family worship and liturgy. 

The hearth itself was a goddess. Its sacred fire could never be left to die. The death of the goddess 
would signify the death of the family. That’s why the battle cry of the ancients was, “Fight for your 
hearths!” The Bible doesn’t know of a sacred family hearth and never talks about the family fire 
with such honor. But for the ancient pagans, it was part of the family religion, and its life was the life 
of the family, and its death was the death of the family. 

Of course, such religion knew nothing of the separation of body and spirit in death, or of Hades, 
where the souls of the departed go to suffer eternal punishment for their sins. No, the soul stayed 
with the body, or at least in the close vicinity, and had to be placated by the posterity. Hell was not 
punishment for sin, it was dying without an heir which would leave the soul without a rightful 
successor in the family worship, and therefore torment for the lack of the due rituals and libations. 

In the Van Til’s dichotomy between the one and the many,5 it was a religion heavily invested in the 
“manyness” of the world. There was not one coherent uniting principle which brought the world 
together but rather only small self-insulated bubbles of patriarchal clans, each with their own 
religion and their own doctrine, jealously guarded against strangers, and kept within the confines of 
the home. The living did not exist for the living but for the dead ancestors, and the religion of each 
family was its own, never shared with others and never mentioned outside of the house. The same 
applied later when the families started uniting in tribes (phylae in Greece) and cities. These higher-
level organizations were set up in exactly the same way as the clans: a religion and worship was 
instituted, rituals were created for sacrifices and reading the auspices, and gods were created from 
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dead men associated in one way or another with the tribe and the city. In the later days, when the 
new universal religion was establishing its hold (as we will shortly see), the local deities were given 
the names of the gods of Olympus. But even then the same name in different cities did not mean the 
same god. The Pallas who fought for the Achaeans in the Trojan War was different from the Pallas 
who fought for the Trojans. There were several Junos protecting different cities in Italy, and they 
were all different goddesses. The religion of fragmentation was still strong. 

But at some point the religious climate started changing. And it started changing in the way God said 
in Deuteronomy 4:5-8 it would change:  the nations would first acknowledge the superiority of the 
Law of God, and then change their notions of God and the gods. And it started with the king who 
first made God’s justice and Law in the nation of Israel known throughout the ancient world: 
Solomon (1 Kings 4:34). All kings of the earth had heard of his wisdom, says the author of the Book 
of Kings; and this popularity certainly translated into evangelism. The God of Israel must surely be 
the greatest God of all if such superior wisdom and justice can be found in Israel. We should expect 
that the religious outlook of the nations would also change as a result of it. 

And indeed, we see this change. 

The most spectacular example of such religious change is the attempt by the Egyptian King, 
Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten), of the 18th Dynasty, to introduce monotheistic worship in Egypt in the 
9th century BC.6 Of the same time – the 18th Dynasty – is the Egyptian Book of the Dead, whose 
true title in Egyptian must be read as Book of Coming Forth Into the Light. Both Akhenaten’s 
religious reform and the Book were a sharp turn from the previous established religion and beliefs in 
Egypt. The Egyptians were completely under the control of local spirits and demons, and they 
worshipped dead men, as Augustine showed. The gods of Egypt at the time of Moses had no 
universal status, and they had to be approved by the Pharaoh in order to be worshipped legitimately; 
hence the “Who’s Jehovah?” question in Exodus 5:2. To assign to one God a universal status to the 
point of obeying that God, as Amenhotep IV did, was unheard of, and also inexplicable. He even 
changed his name to Akhenaten, “Useful to Aten” (Aten was the name of the one god he 
worshipped), thus attributing to a god the universal status previously reserved to the Pharaoh only. 
The Book of the Dead was another such revolution in thinking. Previously in Egypt, as with the 
early Greeks and Romans, the soul remained where the body was. That faith produced the elaborate 
mummification techniques and the Pyramids as eternal abodes for the body/soul. But now the Book 
declared that the soul separated from the body and had to enter the underground world where it 
would stand before Osiris and answer concerning the sins it had committed in life. This was a novel 
concept, given the fact that prior to the Book, the souls didn’t go to any permanent place other than 
the body and its tomb. After The Book of the Dead became popular, mummification lost its 
meaning, no pyramids were built, and the rulers settled for simpler tombs. 

This all happened within a generation or two after Solomon died in 930 BC. His influence helped 
spread the religion of the Hebrews to the point that a ruler of Egypt attempted to introduce a similar 
system. Akhenaten failed, but The Book of the Dead forced the Egyptians to think about applied 
morality and judgment, and also about eternal state of the souls. The religious change was not 
complete or perfect, but it was significant nevertheless. Egypt never returned to its older religion; 
and when the time came, its population was ready for the advent of the Gospel. 
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Similarly significant, even if incomplete, changes were under way in Greece. Homer’s Iliad 
produced around 850 BC already talked about gods as being abstract spiritual deities rather than 
simply deified ancestors. They were still fighting for specific cities and tribes, of course, but they 
were not limited to specific geographic locations. For the first time the Tartarus – the true Greek 
analog of the Hebrew Sheol (not Hades) – was mentioned as a place or torment and suffering for the 
souls; the souls didn’t reside in the ground with the body but were separated and taken to a place of 
judgment, a very distinctly Hebrew idea. About the same time as Homer, Hesiod wrote his 
Theogony, another blow to the traditional religion. The gods now had origins quite independent from 
men and their families; they were not dead heroes anymore. And they also represented specific 
spiritual or social principles. Modern historians claim that Hesiod just compiled stories from 
different cities. But Hesiod himself plainly shows that he is breaking with the old tradition when in 
the poem he declares himself entrusted with a scepter and a voice by the Muses, symbols 
traditionally reserved to the tribal kings/priests; this declaration of being directly inspired by a 
divinity to speak for it can be found only in the prophetic gifts in the Old Testament (Moses was 
given a scepter and a “voice,” even though he wasn’t a king). Divinities in Theogony don’t look at 
all like dead men venerated by their posterity; in fact, if anything, they are quite abstract and 
independent from whatever happens on earth. 

As I said above, the old pagan religion was a true patriarchy: not only the family authority was 
centered in the father of the extended family, but the priestly and the civil authority also. Since the 
family could have only one sacred hearth and one priest, and also one king, only the eldest son 
inherited; inheritance went with the priestly and the royal line. The youngest sons did not leave the 
family; if the father died, they remained under the authority of the eldest, and even called him 
“father.” The religion was transmitted by blood line, only through the eldest sons. 

The Law of God didn’t have anything like patriarchy. (In another article in the future we will see 
how in the process of formation of Christendom the church fought against patriarchy, and won.) The 
sons were commanded to leave their parents as soon as they were old enough to marry. The family 
was not allowed to enforce civil sanctions (no executions within the family, hence the ban on 
executing Cain for his murder). Abraham, who would have passed for a true patriarch among the 
heathen, acknowledged a higher priestly authority than himself. There was no such thing as “family 
worship” in the Law, and the Law specifically provided for the presence in every house of an 
independent agent of the Temple – a Levite – who would teach the family in the Law of God. No 
patriarch in early Rome or Greece would allow such separation of church and family. Jacob and 
Rebekah lied to Isaac, and Isaac did not order their execution, as a true patriarch would do. Jacob 
negotiated the purchase of his brother’s birthright, as if it was some kind of economic asset; for the 
Romans and the Greeks it was a religious obligation that was not transferable. God spoke directly to 
Rebekah about the twins. Jacob left his father, and God appeared to him personally while his father 
was still alive, and Jacob even built an altar and anointed it. 

Nothing could be more contrary to the faith of the heathen. If the gods and their worship were not 
contained within the family, with one priest and father and king, the world was soon going to end in 
chaos, so far a Greek or Roman was concerned. But the power of attraction of that religion was 
stronger. The idea of separation of family, state, and priesthood soon entered the heathen world. We 
will see later how it affected the legal constitutions of Athens, Sparta, and Rome. The influence of 
the Law of Moses certainly did not go far enough to make these nations find and believe the one 
God, the Creator. But it certainly changed their views of the gods. The gods left the family and 
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became almost transcendent; religion was increasingly concerned with spiritual principles for the 
good of the living, and less with rituals to placate the deified dead. 

This is when the philosophers and the lawgivers of whom Eusebius spoke entered the scene. As long 
as religion was the private domain of the patriarchal family, philosophy was impossible. Philosophy 
as intellectual enterprise at the time existed only in Israel, based on its universal religion. But as the 
Hebrew worldview penetrated the ancient world, and bits and pieces of it challenged the old 
paganism, Greece could experience the emergence of its own “Levites”: poets, playwrights, 
mathematicians, philosophers. Especially philosophers who were openly criticizing the 
contradictions of the old religion. Socrates’s crime was his “not believing the gods of the state.” His 
pupil, Plato, continued his legacy, insisting on the transcendent and universal nature of the Deity, 
and on universal principles or righteousness and justice. Their views of the eternal state of the soul 
were nothing less than heretical for the time. Some of their students had to suffer for their belief in 
those new concepts: six outstanding Athenian generals were executed after the victory at Arginusae 
(406 BC) because in an awful storm they preferred to save the ships and the living crews rather than 
collect the bodies of the dead sailors. Being trained by philosophers, they reasoned that as far as the 
immortal soul was concerned, it mattered nothing where the body was buried. The public in Athens, 
faithful to the old religion, saw this as impiety against the gods (the dead sailors), and therefore 
believed that Athens was deprived of hundreds of protectors who could have been duly worshiped 
and their divine help procured. The new worldview had its own martyrs, even in Greece. 

In Rome, the old religion remained strong almost to the days of Constantine. Today, the deification 
and the worship of emperors seem to us irrational; but Pax Augusta was based on the same old 
family worship, expanded to the state. The emperor was the family head, and he became a god when 
he died. It was logical and normal for the Romans, and for everyone else. And yet, even there ideas 
of universal deities and justice won the hearts of the educated elite, and especially of the followers of 
the Stoics, like Emperor Marcus Aurelius himself. 

Modern historians have no explanation for such a change in the religious and philosophical beliefs. 
The best they can come up with is some evolutionary hypothesis, that it is a “natural” development 
in the beliefs of the ancients. They do not explain why it is “natural,” and why shouldn’t the opposite 
– from universal religion to fragmented superstitions – be “natural.” The only valid explanation for 
such change in the religious views and in the general worldview among the ancients, almost 
everywhere in the Mediterranean and in Asia (similar changes happened in Babylon, Persia, and 
India, at the same time) is that there was one source that influenced them all. That source was Israel, 
whose religion only had the necessary elements. The trigger was Solomon’s popularity throughout 
the ancient world; the method was God’s method described in Deuteronomy 4:5-8: The nations 
would be impressed with the Law of God, and therefore would honor God. It didn’t work perfectly, 
since Israel’s testimony wasn’t perfect either. But by that testimony, the ancient world was changed 
nevertheless. 

And their laws were changed too. But we will see that in the next part of this article. 
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accepted chronology of the historians has the same academic quality as the theory of evolution: full of missing 
links, self-contradictions and illogical ideas, and inability to explain many of the archaeological facts from 
Egypt and the Middle East. For a succinct exposition of Velikovsky’s chronology, see Gary North, Moses and 
Pharaoh (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), Appendix A, “The Reconstruction of Egypt’s 
Chronology.” [�] 
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 The Shadow of Christ in the Legal Revolutions in Greece 82.
and Rome (Part 2) 

Bojidar Marinov, May 23, 2012  

The Legal Revolutions 

Before Lycurgus returned to Sparta from his journeys to start his 
legal revolution, Sparta had the worst government in the world. The 
city was in a perpetual civil war between the clans, and the royal 
authority – which had never been strong in the Greek city-states 
anyway – was disintegrating. Lycurgus’s father, the King of Sparta, 
was himself killed in the civil war; some say he was hit in the head 
by a stone thrown from the crowd, other that he was stabbed while 
trying to quell a riot. Lycurgus’s older brother also died in his 
young age – possibly another casualty of the internecine strife – so 
this left Lycurgus the legitimate heir to the throne of Sparta. 

But he didn’t want it. The population wanted him as a king for he 
had exhibited all the qualities of a wise and effective leader in his youth. He agreed reluctantly but 
eagerly desired to be freed of that burden. So when a month after he was made king he discovered 
that his brother’s wife was pregnant, he hurried to announce it, and then declared that he would be 
only a regent to his nephew. When the boy grew to take his position as the rightful king of Sparta, 
Lycurgus left the city to avoid suspicions that he was working against his nephew to take the throne. 

By the time of his voluntary exile, he had already decided that Sparta needed laws. That’s correct, 
not new laws, but laws. As I mentioned in Part 1, the ancient societies were patriarchal and 
polytheistic; religion was contained in the family, and there was no shared faith nor shared laws 
between the patriarchal clans. The Dorian invaders from the north who settled in the Peloponnese to 
create what later became Lacedaemon, or Sparta, were Barbarians, and they knew only one kind of 
social organization: military alliance between the family clans to attack neighboring tribes. In times 
of peace, though, each clan had its own gods (ancestors), and therefore each clan had its own 
worship. And its own laws. They tried to create a form of society by instituting some kind of social 
worship after the form of their own clan worship; they entrusted the social rituals and sacrifices to a 
royal family. But by the time of Lycurgus’s father (850-820 BC) it was obvious that the religious 
fragmentation between the clans wouldn’t produce a working social order. Polytheism and 
patriarchy never do. A higher source of law was necessary, and Lycurgus set out to find it. 

Strange enough, he did not try to find it in his own society. He knew that the fragmented polytheistic 
culture of his nation couldn’t produce such universal order. So he left Sparta and went to Crete 
which at the time was known for its superb law structure and social organization. 

And there he found one of the most puzzling personalities of the ancient world: Thaletas, or, as some 
called him, Thales of Crete. 
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Thaletas was a poet, and he made his living by composing songs which he sang at banquets; he also 
had his own system of music, unknown to the Greeks in the mainland at the time. Nothing unusual 
about that; between 850 and 300 BC, Greece had an abundance of poets, playwrights, writers, 
singers, musicians, who were supported by rich sponsors or by selling their works. But Thaletas was 
something more, and Plutarch gives a very interesting description of him: 

. . . by his outward appearance and his own profession he seemed to be no other than a lyric poet, 
in reality he performed the part of one of the ablest lawgivers in the world. The very songs which 
he composed were exhortations to obedience and concord, and the very measure and cadence of 
the verse, conveying impressions of order and tranquillity, had so great an influence on the minds 
of the listeners, that they were insensibly softened and civilized, insomuch that they renounced 
their private feuds and animosities, and were reunited in a common admiration of virtue.1 

Notice how Plutarch’s description of the effects of Thaletas’s teaching on his listeners is almost the 
same as Eusebius’s description of the effects of the teaching of philosophers and lawgivers. Plutarch 
doesn’t tell us where Thaletas got his laws and wisdom from. But we can gather from this 
description that Thaletas was a very unusual poet: We don’t know of any other poet also called “one 
of the ablest lawgivers in the world.” He used his poetic skills only as a tool to bring to others his 
ideas of law, virtue, civilization, social order. Were he only an epic poet, like Homer, Lycurgus 
wouldn’t be so impressed with him; after all, Greece in the 9th century BC was replete with epic 
poets who sang stories of heroes past. Homer wasn’t an exception. Lycurgus wouldn’t pay much 
attention to a simple epic poet. But Thaletas was different. He was rather an evangelist who used his 
poetic skill to teach others a new civilization, very different from the old civilization of fragmented 
polytheistic patriarchal clans with their narrow views of law, righteousness, and justice. 

So impressive were his wisdom and his skill that Lycurgus asked him to go to Sparta, start a music 
school there, and through his music and his songs prepare the hearts of the Spartans for the future 
legislative revolution. Plutarch comments: “So that it may truly be said that Thales prepared the way 
for the discipline introduced by Lycurgus.” In his turn, Thaletas advised Lycurgus to visit the Asian 
coast and see the difference between the laws of the disciplined and sober Cretans, and the laws of 
the pleasure-loving Ionians, who were, as Plutarch puts it, “a people of sumptuous and delicate 
habits.” That the principles of social justice would be connected in a predictable and observable way 
to the habits of personal morality and righteousness was a new and not very popular idea in the 
ancient world. Thaletas couldn’t have arrived at his conclusions based on the traditional worldview 
of the pagan world at the time. 

Who was that Thaletas, and where did he get his ideas from? That he was an evangelist is clear from 
the description of what he did. He couldn’t have been awakened by anything he might have learned 
in Greece; after all, Lycurgus himself was very intelligent, and he had to leave Sparta in his quest for 
a system of social order which can bring peace to his nation. If there were any such ideas in Sparta, 
Lycurgus could have stayed home. Moreover, given the religious climate in the early stages of the 
Greek civilization, there were no such ideas of universal justice which applied to people across 
family lines, let alone across national lines. The laws of a family belonged to the family; the stranger 
was not included in the laws, he could be treated unjustly and no one would even think of it as 
unjust. One could expect fair treatment by strangers only if he could command their fear by his 
superior strength. The same applied to the cities; they were only an extension of the family rites to a 
higher level. Just a father ruled his house, a king ruled his city; the laws were not public, and neither 
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were they known in advance or predictable, and in general, might made right within the city, and in 
the relations between the cities as well. Spartans weren’t killing themselves in a civil war for 
nothing: They just did not have any other principle of unity, concord, and peace but the will of the 
strongest one. A social order based on that religious premise will inevitably lure many to ascertain 
their position as the strongest one. Universal justice didn’t exist. Force is what mattered. So natural 
was the belief that there couldn’t be a common system of justice for all that centuries later Aristotle 
himself was convinced that citizens of different cities could not have a common law to judge 
between them for there was no common magistracy to rule over them. Law was limited to the clan 
and to the city. Once a man left his clan and his city, there was no law, and no system of justice to 
protect him. 

In the 9th century BC, there was only one religious system in the world which differed. It was the 
Law of God given to the Hebrews through Moses. It did not recognize separate domains for families, 
tribes, or nations when it came to justice and righteousness. It did not recognize the right of the 
mighty to establish laws. It did not recognize mob justice, and it did not recognize separate law for 
the stranger and for the native-born. In fact, it specifically required fair treatment of the weak in the 
society: the widow, the orphan, the stranger. Contrary to all other systems of law, it regarded social 
justice and personal righteousness as one package. Kings were not allowed to use their power to 
legitimize actions that would be considered a crime for the individual. And the Law combined 
personal piety and lawful behavior in one law, something no other law had ever done before. A ruler 
could be personally immoral but judicially just, has always been the belief of the pagans, from the 
antiquity to modern days. The Law of God didn’t know about such dualism. God was over all, over 
the heart of man – and even the heart of the king – and over the society. Universal justice. 

Not only was it universally just, it was to be universally proclaimed, and known to all, from the 
greatest to the smallest in Israel and in all lands. There was no special caste of privileged Brahmins, 
Eupatrids, or Patricians, who only had access to the Law and knew its workings. There were no 
plebeians in Israel; God thundered the Law from a mountain, and every seven years all the 
population of Israel – including the slaves – was to gather before the Temple and listen to the high 
priest reading the Law. It was a public law, something unheard of in the pagan lands. And, more 
relevant to our point here, it was to be proclaimed to the nations. 

What we take today for granted – the rule of law, the equality before the law, the public character 
and the predictability of the law, the universal justice, the protection from the personal whims and 
bias of the ruler – was not known in the ancient world. All these came through the Law of God given 
to Moses. And, as I pointed to in the previous article, King Solomon made the Law of God known 
throughout the world at the time, through the wisdom, the prosperity, and the splendor of his 
kingdom. Solomon was also a poet (he wrote most of the Book of Proverbs) and his father was a 
poet too (Psalms). It would be normal to expect that the combination of poetic gift and evangelistic 
zeal for the Law of God of these two great men will inspire a whole new tradition of poetry in the 
pagan world around them. Thaletas, living a generation or two after Solomon, must have been acting 
in that tradition of a poet-lawgiver. 

We don’t know if Thaletas was a pagan Greek who was inspired by the Hebrew tradition, or may 
even an Israelite from the Diaspora who used his gifts to reach the nations for the Law of God. We 
don’t know what specific system of legislation he proposed in his poem-sermons. Of the information 
we have, he must have been quite satisfied to only influence people, not engage in direct legislation; 



 

 
372 

something of an evangelist and preacher. In any case, he was unlike anything Sparta had seen. And 
the principles he brought with him were different. 

When Lycurgus was finally called back home by a citizenry tired of constant civil wars and yet 
unable to find a solution to it, he found them prepared to accept his legal revolution. If he learned 
from the Law of God in his travels to “many countries,” he certainly did not introduce it completely 
in Sparta. The caste system remained, slavery remained, and Sparta remained the same militarized 
and oppressive society it was before. It paid for it through the centuries with the many slave revolts 
which although unsuccessful, still were able to decimate the free citizens’ population to a point 
where Sparta had to institute a process of emancipation for some slaves, and also for admission of 
lower castes into full citizenship. But even if imperfect, Lycurgus’s revolution was real. The law was 
freed from the family clans. A system of universal justice was declared, at least for the free citizens, 
which overruled the clan prejudices and hatreds. The law was made public and known to all. And the 
government of Sparta was divided between several institutions which acted as checks and balances 
to each other, and to the family as a social unit. The elaborate system created by Lycurgus had no 
precedent in the pagan world. But it had very strong precedent in the Law of God, at least as far as 
certain principles were concerned. And it helped little Sparta survive for several centuries, and even 
fight stronger enemies in the Persian Wars, and then in the Peloponnesian War, and prevail. 

One thing was necessary, Lycurgus knew: A divine endorsement. If he learned from Solomon and 
Moses, he knew that people did not willingly obey other people; but they would fear a deity. Near 
the end of his life he left to go to the closest thing to a universal divine authority Greece had at the 
time: The Delphic Oracle. He had the Spartans swear to keep the laws he introduced until he 
returned. The Oracle endorsed his laws. But Lycurgus never returned home. He disappeared from 
history, making sure Spartans never knew where his grave was. Just like that original example for all 
great lawgivers, Moses. In the final account, Lycurgus applied most of the principles he learned. 
And thus he helped his people be freed from their barbarism. As Eusebius said, “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.” 

Of course, the idea that a foreign nation would be influenced in one way or another by the Law of 
the Hebrews should not be too surprising to us. The Bible tells us of the Queen of Sheba (possibly 
Hatshepsut of Egypt, if Velikovsky’s chronology is correct) who came to hear Solomon’s wisdom. 
The king and the people of Nineveh repented when they heard Jonah’s sermon. The Book of Daniel 
records two kings of pagan empires – Nebuchadnezzar the Babylonian and Darius the Mede – who 
submitted to God. The story of Daniel in the lions’ den is told and retold as a story of miraculous 
deliverance by God but another aspect of the story is very seldom mentioned: that it is a story about 
judicial evangelism. The story starts with the “law of the Medes and Persians” as the basis for the 
King’s edict: a testimony that in its first years the Persian empire was just as much influenced by 

tribal laws as was ancient Greece. But it ends with a proclamation 
that “all people fear the God of Daniel”: a declaration of a principle 
of universal justice under a universal God which is equally applicable 
and binding on all men irrespective of their tribal or clan 
membership. 

Sparta wasn’t the only polis which experienced civil wars under its 
old clan and tribe system. Almost immediately after its founding in 
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753 BC, Rome saw rivalry between its founder, Romulus, and the Senate of the patriarchal clans. 
The reason was the same as in Sparta: every clan had its own religious worship and authority, and 
the city – based on the same principle as the clans – had its own city worship and authority. There 
were no laws and no acknowledged system of universal justice applicable to all. After Romulus died 
– possibly killed by the Senate – Numa Pompilius set out to establish a system of social order which 
would last. And he did it based on exactly the same principles as Lycurgus, which explain why in his 
Parallel Lives Plutarch chose to parallel Numa to Lycurgus. A universal law, inspired by a universal 
god (Jupiter), made public to all, combining social justice with personal piety and righteousness. As 
Plutarch points out, Numa understood that the law must also speak to the desires of the heart if a 
better and more just social system was to be built: 

When Numa had, by such measures, won the favour and affection of the people, he set himself 
without delay to the task of bringing the hard and iron Roman temper to somewhat more of 
gentleness and equity. Plato’s expression of a city in high fever was never more applicable than to 
Rome at that time; in its origin formed by daring and warlike spirits, whom bold and desperate 
adventure brought thither from every quarter, it had found in perpetual wars and incursions on its 
neighbours its after sustenance and means of growth, and in conflict with danger the source of 
new strength; like piles, which the blows of the hammer serve to fix into the ground. Wherefore 
Numa, judging it no slight undertaking to mollify and bend to peace the presumptuous and 
stubborn spirits of this people, began to operate upon them with the sanctions of religion. He 
sacrificed often and used processions and religious dances, in which most commonly he officiated 
in person; by such combinations of solemnity with refined and humanizing pleasures, seeking to 
win over and mitigate their fiery and warlike tempers. At times, also, he filled their imaginations 
with religious terrors, professing that strange apparitions had been seen, and dreadful voices 
heard; thus subduing and humbling their minds by a sense of supernatural fears.2 

Numa went even farther than Lycurgus. Not only he had instituted a public law known to all but he 
also wrote a number of “sacred books” claiming to be inspired by “the deity,” where that law was 
laid down. Again, this act in itself is not unusual for us today who live in the shadow of 
Christendom. But for the time of Numa, and given the religious convictions of his people, such act 
was strange. Any law was supposed to be secret, kept only for a privileged group of family heads – 
patricians – and never revealed to the commoners. For centuries the patricians refused any citizen’s 
rights to the plebeians because they had “no knowledge of law, and no access to law.” For Numa to 
take the initiative to write the laws down in sacred books meant that he broke with the previous 
custom completely and adopted the tradition of another people – the Hebrews, of which he must 
have had knowledge since he lived several generations after Solomon. 

The best testimony of the true inspiration for Numa’s legislative actions can be found in his religious 
views, as reported by Plutarch: 

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. 

Plutarch attributes this to Pythagorean influence. But such influence is impossible given the fact that 
Numa lived two centuries before Pythagoras. Since there was only one nation that had God who 
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forbade being represented by images, it is obvious that Numa – and Pythagoras later, as well – were 
influenced by the Hebrew religion more than our modern philosophers are willing to admit. 

Numa’s “sacred books” did not survive him. 
Reportedly, he wanted them to be buried with him; 
more realistically, the Senate made the decision in 
order to retain the old tribal and clan system which 
kept the majority of the population without 
citizen’s rights and without access to any law. That, 
of course, didn’t make the Roman society any 
better; to the contrary, civil wars and strifes were 
constant, and a little over 200 years after Numa’s 

death a board of ten legislators (decemviri) was appointed by the Senate to draw a public law which 
would apply to all who lived in Rome. The law was written on twelve ivory tables (the Twelve 
Tables) and the tables were posted in the Roman Forum where all could read them. Just a generation 
before the decemviri, Athens was suffering from its own civil wars, and an able legislator, Solon, 
drew the Solonian Constitution of Athens, based on the very same principles for law, justice, and 
righteousness on which the Law of God was based. The Stoics, whose influence on the legal thought 
of Greece and Rome was very strong in later antiquity, proposed that the slaves were not to be 
considered property but “permanently hired employees,” which is a Biblical notion; later Roman 
lawyers like Seneca and Cicero shared the same opinion. Cicero, contrary to the inherited pagan 
worldview in Rome, expressed the opinion that the state should be bound by the same moral 
principles as the individuals, a step closer to the Biblical idea of individual rights and liberty than 
many in his time would be willing to accept. And the examples can be multiplied. 

All these changes were nothing less than revolutionary; and they had no precedent whatsoever in the 
pagan societies where they happened. There were no pagan legal precedents they could be based on; 
and there were no religious principles that could “naturally” lead to such changes. Such precedents 
and principles at the time could be found only in the Law of God given to Moses, in the constitution 
of the society of Israel, and in the legal and government practices of David and Solomon. The social, 
legal, and political “evolution” of the ancient world was not natural evolution at all, it was the result 
of the spreading influence of the Mosaic legislation, through judicial evangelism (Deut. 4:5-8), and 
especially through the popularity and the example of King Solomon. True, not a single one of these 
legislative revolutions created a society of justice and righteousness as Israel was supposed to be, 
according to the Law of God. But neither did they leave the world as it was, in its primitive 
barbarism, savage brutality, and immaturity concerning religion and law. The legal and religious 
revolutions in the ancient world were incremental steps; the Word of God was acting even on the 
minds of the worst of the heathen, and did not return void. As Eusebius stated, 

. . . when their law [of the Hebrews] 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. 

Laying the Foundations of Christendom 
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Why is this important for us? And what does it have to do with the restoration of Christendom 
today? 

The main opposition to Christendom within the modern churches and seminaries (especially 
seminaries!) is based on the rejection of theonomy, that is, of the continuing validity of the Law of 
God as revealed to Moses. Many rhetorical devices are used to reject the Law of God. There is the 
claim that the Law of Moses was given only to Israel but not to the nations outside of Israel, and 
therefore we can’t apply the Law of God to our modern cultures today. Then there is the claim that 
the New Testament is concerned only with “salvation” and therefore whatever laws we have from 
the Old Testament are those that talk about our personal piety, not about cultural transformation. 
Another rhetorical objection is the made-up dichotomy between the Law and the Gospel, and the 
accompanying claim that the New Testament is only about the Gospel, not about the Law. The Two 
Kingdoms theology, revived in the last 15-20 years as a rhetorical device, insists on common grace 
and the natural law as the foundations for the culture and civilization, while salvific grace and the 
Law of God apply only to the church and the individual. There also the claim that in this age we can 
not build a Christian culture, that any legitimately culture built before the Second Coming will be 
only pagan. And so on. 

These arguments fail to explain why the Church in the early centuries set out to build exactly a 
culture, a Christian culture to replace the pagan culture of the antiquity. Our modern proponents of 
natural law and common grace as the foundation of a morally and religiously neutral culture seldom 
stop to think that they have the luxury to babble concerning these things only because two millennia 
of theonomic, culturally active Christianity have resulted in the abundance of common grace today 
(especially in the United States), and that our modern notion of “natural law” is not natural at all, but 
to the contrary, the very concept in our modern days has been shaped to mimic the Law of God, and 
only takes God out of it. These critics of Christendom in the churches are living on borrowed capital 
from the very Christendom they criticize. In a world not shaped by the Christendom, not living in the 
shadow of Christendom, these critics will be hard pressed to find any common grace, or any “natural 
law” that is not oppressive and barbaric. What they need is to be moved to live in a place where 
there has never been any Christendom. Sparta before Lycurgus, for example, or Rome before Numa. 

The Law of God can not be contained in a single nation; nor was it designed to be contained in a 
single nation in the first place. Just as predicted by Moses, it shone forth to the nations. Their 
religious outlook started changing, and their legal systems started changing. After the flood, the 
nations had slipped into barbarism and savagery because they had abandoned the faith of Noah. The 
polytheism of the ancients had destroyed any civilization they might have inherited from the earlier 
generations after the Flood. There was no common grace to talk about, and no natural law that could 
be considered a “law” in the first place. It took special grace (to the nation of Israel), special 
revelation (to the covenant line from Abraham to Solomon, and then the prophets), and revealed law 
(to Moses) for the ancient world to start shaking off the curse of barbarism and become a more 
civilized place. Far from being limited to the nation of Israel, the Law of God was actually designed 
and meant from the very beginning to bring good news to the world, and salvation from God. 

That’s why the author of the Book of Hebrews could say that the people of the time of Moses were 
“evangelized” just as we are today. They had the good news of God returning to the world with light, 
knowledge, and wisdom. After Solomon, the world knew very well where salvation would come 
from (hence the wise men of the East coming to worship the newborn king, and the Greek from the 
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West coming to Jerusalem to worship at the feast). The civilization was changing by the spreading of 
the Law of God and of its principles. It wasn’t perfect, it wasn’t a Christian civilization, and it 
certainly wasn’t the Christendom as it was supposed to be; but there was no going back to the 
savagery and cruelty of the old times. God was building the foundations of Christendom, hundreds 
of years before Christ came to die on the Cross. 

And if the Law of God could change cultures, civilizations, and law codes in those barbaric times, 
how much more can it do it today, if faithfully preached and proclaimed? Christendom can and must 
be restored, and this must be the task of our evangelism today. Nothing less. 

 

1. Plutarch, Parallel Lives, Lycurgus. [�] 

2. Plutarch, Parallel Lives, Numa Pompilius. [�] 
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 Special Grace, Common Grace, and the “Decay of 83.
Culture” 

Bojidar Marinov, May 31, 2012  

“The postmillennialist sees the decay of culture 
around him and is deeply disturbed, but feels it can 
and will ultimately turn around for the better.” 

I found these words in an Internet forum. I 
understand why they were said; I can see the 
motivation behind them. The author of these words 
is a postmillennialist, and he believes in the 
ultimate victory of the Kingdom of God in history 
and on earth. That is, he believes in Christendom, 
and that the cultures on the earth will eventually 
submit universally to Christianity and to its 
comprehensive demands for both individuals and 
societies. As far as our beliefs about the purpose of 

history are concerned, he and I are on the same side: he wants to restore Christendom as much as I 
do. 

But his statement about the “decay of culture” around us is unfortunately wrong. I say 
“unfortunately” not because I want to see “decay of culture” and am disappointed that there is none. 
To the contrary, I rejoice in the fact that in our day we are not experiencing a “decay of culture.” I 
say “unfortunately” because his correct eschatology is in conflict with his theology and his social 
theory and, specifically, with his view of culture and his definition of decay and growth. And this is 
because of his lack of understanding of a deeper theological issue that has seldom been discussed in 
Christian circles and remains largely an obscure issue to most Christian pastors and laymen. I say 
“theological” issue, but like every other theological issue, it has serious implications to culture, to 
social theory, and to our understanding of history. The problem is that theologians who have tackled 
this issue have largely refused to bring it to bear on problems outside of the realm of “pure 
theology.” (In fact, I have the suspicion that it has remained obscure simply because few people see 
why it is relevant to our practice and beliefs today.) 

The issue I am talking about is special grace v. common grace and the implications of this issue to 
our interpretation of history, of society, and of our modern culture. Quite a few of us are familiar 
with the idea of special grace; after all, that’s what all the sermons in our more conservative 
churches are all about: the special grace of God to His elect. However, not so many are aware of the 
concept of “common grace,” at least not of the term. The practical effects of common grace are 
familiar to many, especially when during a prayer the church thanks God for the “liberty of worship 
we have in this country,” and for the “prosperity God has given America.” Thus, while many do not 
know about “common grace” and seldom think about its implications, the consequences of it are so 
conspicuous in our society that American Christians are forced to at least acknowledge it in their 
prayers, if not in their theology. (A similar situation is the postmillennial hymns in all the hymn 
books in amillennial and pre-millennial churches.) 
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In general, though, there is misunderstanding about common grace and its function and nature. And 
there is misunderstanding about the relationship between special grace and common grace. And 
there is misunderstanding about the cultural implications of special grace and common grace. And 
consequently, there is misunderstanding about the growth of the Kingdom of God in history. And the 
above comment, I believe, about the “decay of culture,” is an example of this misunderstanding. 

This article will try to explain the problem and its solutions. I rely heavily on Gary North’s 
Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress.1 The other book that is helpful in 
understanding my position is R. J. Rushdoony, The Biblical Philosophy of History.2 For other 
reading on the subject, readers can follow the bibliographies in these two books. 

Special Grace 

The Bible, obviously, is a book about the special grace of God to His elect. After the Fall, the first 
thing God promises is that He will send a Redeemer for fallen mankind (Gen. 3:15). The rest of the 
Bible is the development of that promise in the covenant line that goes from Noah, Abraham, Isaac, 
Jacob, Judah, David, Solomon, to Christ, who is the Special Grace Himself, the Lamb sacrificed for 
our sins so that we are free from the original curse upon Adam and his posterity. Special grace is 
Christ’s death on the cross for the sins of mankind, and for the salvation of all who believe (John 
3:16). We call it “special grace” because it is limited to those who are the elect. It is not given to all. 
While it is open to all to accept, the very acceptance of it requires the special working of the Holy 
Spirit in the hearts of His elect; of course, a sinful human heart will never even want to look up to 
God, let alone accept His offer. So even in our repentance and turning to God we are still led by 
special grace, from beginning to end. The un-elect are not led by special grace, and therefore they 
refuse to participate in it.  

But this picture, while accurate in itself, is not complete. Unfortunately, many modern theologians – 
and even Reformed theologians – limit special grace to faith and individual salvation, excluding 
from it other issues like law, ethics, dominion, history, society, victory, even evangelism. “The 
Gospel is very simple,” one such theologian claims, “it is the good news of our salvation through the 
blood of Christ on the Cross.” Such a statement is very limited in its understanding of the 
comprehensive nature of the Gospel, and therefore of the special grace God has to His people. It 
misses the fact that even the “salvation” verses in John 3:16-17 have individual salvation only as a 
means to a higher goal: “For God so loved the world, . . . so that the world might be saved through 
Him.” Jesus Himself never called His Gospel the “gospel of salvation” but the Gospel of the 
Kingdom, indicating that the Gospel is much broader and more comprehensive in its meaning and 
application. Paul, when explaining to his readers what the Gospel is, starts with Christ’s death for 
our sins but continues all the way to “all things are subjected to Him,” and then, “so that God may be 
all in all” (1 Cor. 15:1-28). 

What is often omitted from the modern theology of special grace is that special grace includes 
special revelation, and that special revelation is not only about the death of Christ on the cross but 
also about all the consequences of that death in history and in eternity. The bare fact that Christ died 
for our sins cannot be the Gospel itself because this fact is meaningless when separated from our 
state in eternity: that we are going to be resurrected and have eternal life (1 Cor. 12:14). In the same 
way, the bare fact that Christ died for our sins cannot be the Gospel itself because that fact is 
meaningless when separated from our state in history. In history we are supposed to do certain things 
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as part of our salvation, that is, as part of the special grace given to us. God’s special revelation gives 
an ethical system that we need to adopt as part of our lives of faith in Christ (James 2:14). Thus, part 
of that special grace is the revealed Law of God which tells the saved how they shall live, as saved 
persons. And that revealed Law of God is not limited, it is comprehensive in its demands and in its 
scope: nothing falls out of it. For something to fall out of it will mean that the salvation given to us 
by God is limited to certain areas but other areas are closed to it. It will mean that God’s special 
grace is limited in its work – much more limited than sin which has permeated every area of life. 
“He comes to make His blessings flow far as the curse is found” becomes an empty delusion if 
God’s blessings cannot flow as far as sin does. 

To summarize in one sentence: special grace includes special revelation. This special revelation 
gives God’s instruction for living in every area of life. Special revelation cannot be separated from 
special grace, for then special grace will be “faith without works,” a bare faith which is not faith at 
all. 

But if God’s Law is the special revelation that comes with special grace, then building a Christian 
civilization based on that Law is part of God’s salvation and of God’s special grace. It is part of the 
Kingdom. Indeed, Jesus called His Gospel the “Gospel of the Kingdom,” and He proclaimed the 
Law of God an integral part of His message of salvation (Matt. 5:17-20). Paul also said that the 
enforcement of the Law for crimes was “according to the glorious Gospel” (1 Tim. 1:8-11). God’s 
Law was a means of evangelism in the Old Testament (Deut. 4:5-8), and the Great Commission 
continues the same principle by maintaining that the nations must be taught everything Christ has 
commanded (Matt. 28:18-20). David specifically connected God’s salvation with obedience to God 
and teaching others to obedience to God (Ps. 51:12-13; 119:166, 174). Special grace comes with 
special revelation; this special revelation is the Law of God; and the Law of God commands us to 
build a civilization that is entirely based on the principles of the Word of God. Therefore, 
Christendom, the Christian civilization, is just as part of God’s special grace as is individual 
salvation. Saved people act as saved in everything they do, and this means they build a Christian 
culture. There is no other way. 

Therefore the European Christendom was part of that special grace – not perfect, of course, and still 
needing centuries to grow in epistemological self-consciousness, maturity, and knowledge of the 
Lord. But it was part of the special grace nevertheless, just like Israel in the Old Testament, based on 
God’s special revelation – the same special revelation New Testament Christianity is based on (1 
Tim. 3:15-17). The Gospel of Christ’s Kingdom is much more than what is preached today from the 
pulpits; it is comprehensive, and its special grace includes every special blessing that God gives to 
His elect: from individual salvation to God’s Law for building a Christian civilization. 

Common Grace 

But what about common grace? Does God give grace to the sinners as well? 

The modern truncated version of the Gospel refuses to accept that the word “salvation” in the Bible 
applies to much more than just “getting to heaven.” Thus, common grace is seldom spoken about, 
and most theologians don’t even have such a concept in their vocabulary. But the Bible has a much 
broader view of God’s salvation: 
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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 (1 Tim. 4:10). 

It should be obvious why this verse requires that we expand our definition of salvation: There is no 
way that we call God a “Savior of all men,” which will include the unbelievers, if salvation is only 
“getting to heaven.” The verse agrees with other verses which call God the “Savior of the world” 
(John 3:16-17; 4:42; and others). Unless we want to fall into the heresy of universalism (all men are 
saved irrespective of their faith), our definition of “salvation” must be broadened – not to make 
unsaved people saved but to include in “salvation” something of God’s work in history and on earth. 
God gives undeserved gifts to people (Is. 42:5), and those gifts are not the same as the gift of eternal 
salvation, nor the same as the gift of special favor and special revelation. God gives grace to all 
people, and this grace is called common grace. It is a gift which the unregenerate people receive, 
even if by the Law, God should send them directly to hell before they even receive their breathing, 
given the fact that all men are condemned in Adam. Human beings live, eat, breathe, love, work, 
make profit, have emotions, have property, experience aesthetic pleasures, do good works, etc. only 
because of God’s common grace to them. Men are not entitled to anything they have; it is all a gift 
from God. 

Now, to make sure there is no misunderstanding, while the special grace of God is a sign of His 
favor to His elect, His common grace is not a grace given because of His favor. To the contrary, 
God’s common grace is given to unbelievers only for the purpose of condemning them even more in 
their rebellion. Similarly to the commandment in Prov. 25:21-22 to give food and water to your 
enemy, and this will be like “burning coals on his head,” God gives grace to the unbelievers for the 
same purpose. The Canaanites were given several extra generations of peaceful existence in the land 
not because God had any favor to them but only to allow them to fill their iniquity (Gen. 15:16). God 
gives the unregenerate enough rope to hang themselves. 

But there is more. We saw above that special grace is not limited to individual salvation, that part of 
special grace is also special revelation – the Law of God – by which the regenerate are expected to 
live and build societies and cultures. In the same way, common grace is not limited to a person’s 
breathing and living and enjoying life; it includes implications for the civilization, just as special 
grace does. Special grace can build a civilization which is specifically based on God’s special 
revelation; common grace can build and preserve a civilization – for a while – based on God’s 
restraining hand. God restrains unbelievers in their sin, not letting them go to the logical end of their 
rebellion against Him. When fallen man is left to follow the dictates of his fallen heart, he and his 
society gradually lose all self-control and completely give themselves over to immorality, 
debauchery, laziness, passiveness, ignorance. Indeed, there are societies and people like that today. 
Modern anthropologists and sociologists call them “primitive” but in reality there is nothing 
“primitive” about them; to the contrary, these societies have developed their religious commitment 
against God to its logical end. But we also know that there are non-Christian societies today, and 
have been in the past, who build civilizations with all their good characteristics: law, order, industry, 
agriculture, commerce, technologies, art, literature, construction, roads, protection of property, 
families, etc. For a society to be able to develop these characteristics of a civilization, men in that 
society must be able to suppress the murderous instincts of their sinful hearts and cooperate with 
other people. This means they need to suppress their selfishness and serve others. But the sinful heart 
of man cannot produce willingness to such self-restraint. It is only the restraining hand of God which 
is responsible for the rise of the great civilizations in history. God gives common grace to cultures by 
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making it impossible for the unregenerate to go to the logical end of their rebellion against Him, and 
thus they are able to do some good. Special grace builds a Christian civilization; common grace also 
builds civilizations that are better than the barbarism of the unrestrained human heart. 

Crumbs Under the Table 

Gary North has explained in his Dominion and Common Grace the way common grace works, and 
its relation to special grace. He explained Van Til’s view of common grace, and then Meredith 
Kline’s view of common grace. And he explained the view of common grace that is consistent with 
the Bible. I am not going to go over all his arguments. For my argument here it is sufficient to take 
one important point from his book: 

Because of the confusion associated with the term “common grace,” let me offer James Jordan’s 
description of it. Common grace is the equivalent of the crumbs that fall from the master’s table that 
the dogs eat. This is how the Canaanite woman described her request of healing by Jesus, and Jesus 
healed her daughter because of her understanding and faith (Matt. 15:27-28).2 The prime loaf, 
however, is reserved for those who respond in faith to the gospel, and who then persevere in this 
faith to the end of their earthly lives (Matt. 13:8, 23).3 

James Jordan said this in an article titled “The Meaning of the Noahic Covenant.” He also said that 
“the only grace that unbelievers receive after the Flood is the spillover from redemptive grace.” (I 
would argue that that was the case before the Flood as well, and I don’t think Jordan would object 
too hard to that.) Jordan’s insight about the nature of common grace and its relation to special grace 
was unique, and it should have been picked up by many theonomists as their foundation for their 
social theory. I am not aware of anyone else except Gary North who did. As I will show later, the 
statement about the “decay of culture” above comes from a lack of understanding about that 
connection between common grace and special grace. If the person who wrote the statement would 
agree with Jordan, as I do, and as Gary North does, he would have to come to the same conclusion as 
Jordan does in his article: 

“What this means for believers is rather frightening, but is also very important: It means that 
at all times it is believers who rule the world. If we don’t like how things are going, we have 
no one to blame but ourselves.” 

What’s important to understand is that there is an inseparable connection between common grace 
and special grace. Modern theologians – those who talk about common grace at all – believe 
common grace to be entirely separated and independent from special grace. Van Til believed that 
common grace is the “earlier grace,” that it existed before there was any special grace at all. 
Meredith Kline, in a famous statement quoted many times by different commentators, declared that 
the “[common grace order] must run its course . . . in a manner largely unpredictable. . . .” Common 
grace does not depend on special grace. The existence of special grace in a society – that is, of 
community of Christians who actively preach and teach the Word of God – does not affect the 
common grace order in that society; nor does it affect the overall law, order, civilization, etc. Special 
grace in the society is something of an addendum to the larger order of common grace but it has only 
a marginal influence on it, at best. We have saved people who simply participate in the common 
culture. That’s what our modern Christian life is. 
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This is the view of all modern ammilennialists and premillennialists, of the Two Kingdoms theology, 
of the non-theonomic teachers in the seminaries and of the majority of the pastors in Reformed and 
non-Reformed churches. It is a dualistic view which in effect destroys the meaning of history by 
placing it outside of the scope and the workings of special grace. Special grace itself is made 
irrelevant to history. It has a mantra that it repeats to justify its position: “Christians are not from this 
world, but we have to live in this world.” Living righteously in this world is something extraneous to 
our Christian experience and walk and life; it is forced on us by the circumstances, it is not the very 
essence of our walk with God and obedience to God. The whole creation does not expect the special 
grace revealed so that it can be freed from its bondage to corruption (Rom. 8:21). The world is not 
going to be saved through our salvation (John 3:16-17). The common grace order is forever separate 
from the special grace order, and any point of contact is something we need to endure for a while, 
and that’s it. 

But neither the Bible nor history knows anything about common grace which exists separately from 
special grace. Common grace, as James Jordan points out, is always a spillover from special grace, 
crumbs under the table. From the very beginning, God allowed sinful humans to live only because of 
the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross, promised in His verdict against the serpent in the Garden 
(Gen. 3:15). The order of common grace before the Flood was dependent entirely on the residual 
special knowledge of God the people before the Flood had. (Of course, God is not obligated to keep 
common grace forever, no matter how much special grace He gives to a culture; hence the end of all 
common grace in the destruction of the Flood.) After the Flood, all common grace came as the result 
of the Noahic Covenant. Sodom and Gomorrah were denied common grace because there was no 
special grace that would “spill over” (Gen. 18:16-33). The nations around Israel were supposed to 
learn justice and righteousness through the special revelation of the Law of God to Moses (Deut. 
4:5-8). As I pointed to in previous articles,4 Solomon’s popularity in the world led to increased 
enlightenment and civilizational influence in the barbaric societies in the world; prior to 900 BC all 
the heathen societies were steadily losing all common grace and were falling into anarchy, chaos, 
barbarism, and savagery. Nineveh needed the preaching of Jonah and repentance to God to be able to 
rise as a world empire. Babylon survived only insofar as it gave honor to the God of Daniel. 

In the history after the Resurrection, we see the gradual improvement of the conditions in the world 
– even in the non-Christian world – as the result of the worldwide preaching of the Gospel. Common 
grace is something taken for granted in many places today (especially in the US) and seldom do 
preachers, theologians, or ordinary church members stop to consider that the increased common 
grace is nothing else but the result of the increased special grace. The more people become 
Christians, the more the Bible and its Law are translated, read, taught, preached, the more even the 
pagans in our modern world are becoming more sober, more industrious, more law-abiding, more 
future-oriented. They want the economic fruits of a Christian civilization even if they resent its 
religious roots. (Ever wondered why so many want to immigrate to Europe or the US?) Such 
increase in common grace is not independent from the spreading of the Gospel; it is, as I mentioned 
above, crumbs from the table of special grace. 

Many non-Christian scholars make the mistake of attributing that increase of common grace – living 
conditions, economic conditions, safety, technologies – to some material or evolutionary factors. 
Historians like Deirdre McCloskey and Niall Ferguson reject the idea that capitalism is produced by 
the Protestant ethic, as Max Weber claimed in his book, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism. Capitalism is emerging even in nations that never had any Christianity to start with, like 
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China and India and Africa, is their position, therefore capitalism and the resulting economic growth 
is not necessarily produced by any Christian endeavor. Such position, again, misses the fact that 
India and Africa and China did not produce the foundation for that capitalism and economic growth 
within themselves but they learned it from the Christian West. Far from proving that capitalism is a 
religiously neutral product, these examples actually prove Jordan’s thesis that common grace is only 
a spillover from redemptive grace, crumbs under the table of God’s special grace to His people. 
Common grace is never alone, and never independent. It is only a side product of special grace, 
whether in the time of Adam, or Noah, or Moses, or Solomon, or Jonah, or Christ, or the modern 
church. If there is an increase of common grace in the world, that can be for only one reason: there is 
an increase of special grace which produced it. 

The “Decay” Is Not Decay at All 

And here we come to my criticism of the words I quoted above: 

“The postmillennialist sees the decay of culture around him and is deeply disturbed, but feels it can 
and will ultimately turn around for the better.” 

Based on the postmillennial, Christendom-oriented view of common grace and its dependence on 
special grace, I claim that this statement is inaccurate. There is no decay of culture today. To the 
contrary, there is growth. Indeed, it is growth different from what we want and what we expect. But 
it is growth nevertheless. We don’t need to wait long-term to see that “turn around for the better” in 
the culture; it is here, now, around us. 

How can I say this? 

First of all, let us define what “decay of culture” is. Decay of culture, if we want to stick to the 
Biblical categories, should be properly defined to mean “lack of or decreasing common grace in 
culture.” That means a culture that is completely abandoning all the characteristics of a civilization 
and is going back to barbarism and savagery in a hand basket. A decayed culture 
is the culture of the African tribe Ik, described by Colin Turnbull in his book, 
The Mountain People (1972). No civilization, no concept of morality or justice, 
no ethical principles, no idea of future or present or work or mutual service or 
family loyalty. Just a group of people who intensely hate each other and 
everything they have around them, who can’t build anything together because 
they just can’t stand the very thought of working with each other, for each 
other’s benefit. A culture completely devoid of any common grace. That’s a 
decayed culture. 

Our culture is not even close. While from the emotional standpoint of a modern 
Christian it may look as if it is disintegrating, or going down the drain economically, or being led to 
statism and socialism, the reality is that common grace is increasing in the United States and in the 
West in general. And it is increasing in the world in general. Economically, we live better and more 
prosperous lives than ever before, even if the economic growth is slowed down. In terms of safety, 
we are safer than ever before. Crime rates have gone down in both the US and Europe since the 
1970s. Communism is dead meat, ideologically, and anyone who wants to promote it these days 
must use all kinds of verbal acrobatics in order to not sound hopelessly old-fashioned and irrelevant. 
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The ideas of liberty are catching fire among the younger generation. The electronic media have 
slipped out of the control of the establishment gate-keepers. More and more, society is moving in 
favor of Biblical principles in every area of life, even if there is no significant religious revival in our 
modern world.5 

This has all the characteristics of an increase in common grace. The world is not going back to 
barbarism and savagery. Yes, certain aspects of it may be. Or certain populations. Or certain regions. 
But in general, innovation, industry, future-orientation, technologies, law-abiding, liberty are 
increasingly accepted as prevalent social norms in the culture. 

When there is increasing common grace, there can only be one reason: there is increasing special 
grace. We may not see it, but it is there. For the crumbs under the table to increase, there must be 
increasing loaves on the table. A spillover is possible only if there is increased quantity which spills 
over the brim. We have more converts. We have more knowledge about the Bible and what it says 
about righteousness and justice. We have more preaching, and it is more faithful to the Bible. We 
have more Christian knowledge in every area of life than before – explicitly Christian, not baptized 
paganism supported by Biblical verses. We have more evangelism, and more missions. While there 
is a legitimate area for complaining about the current state of Christendom, God is still increasing 
His special grace to mankind, and as a result, we see increased common grace. When common grace 
increases, that is because special grace has increased. When special grace increases, there is no 
legitimate way to say that we see a “decay of culture.” 

So stop whining. We haven’t got the foggiest idea what a “decay of culture” is. We, I mean, we in 
America. 

The question then is: Don’t we see increased opposition from the unregenerate to our Christian faith, 
to the institutional churches; don’t we see increased opposition to family values, or to any kind of 
Christian values in the society? And isn’t this opposition a sign of the decay of our culture? In the 
past, there was no such opposition. Today, there is. It is becoming harder and harder to be a 
Christian these days. 

In a previous article, A “Post-Christian World” and a “Post-Mom Home”, I explained why the 
challenges we are facing today cannot be taken to mean that the world is becoming post-Christian, or 
that there is some kind of decay in the culture. The world is actually getting better and better, 
because of God’s increased special grace, and therefore God’s increased common grace. The world 
is much safer, much more prosperous, and much more open to Christianity today than it was 40 
years ago. There are many more resources today – produced by the increased special grace and the 
increased common grace – that we can use to advance the Gospel and build the Christendom. Any of 
us who goes back 40 or 100 years, will feel miserable in a world where he has to spend much of his 
time struggling to survive, without much time to learn and grow spiritually and intellectually. And 
the world was much worse back then ethically as well. It was full of many more thieves, brigands, 
tyrants, etc., than there are today. 

But increased common grace in a culture will lead to increased resources and prosperity; and we 
should expect that increased resources and prosperity will eventually spill over into the hands of the 
enemies of God as well. The enemies of God are not able of themselves, based on their religious 
commitments, to produce such abundance of resources; abundance is the specific product of 
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spreading of the Gospel around the world. But once they have access to more resources through the 
common grace of God, we should expect them to use those resources against God, or since God is 
not reachable, against the people of God. The classic example in the Bible is the Assyrian Empire 
which became mighty only because of Jonah: Jonah’s message gave them special revelation and 
special grace; that special grace produced common grace in the following generations which helped 
them build a successful empire, even if most people were unregenerate; and at the end, the 
successful empire fought against the people of God who had apostatized. (And at the end, God put 
an end to the common grace, but that’s a topic for another article.) Ultimately, it was Jonah’s 
missionary success which spelled the end of the Northern Kingdom of Israel by putting in the hands 
of Nineveh the religious tools which would make them powerful enough to defeat Israel. The same 
thing can be said about Rome: it was the common grace crumbs, the influence of the Law of Moses, 
which set Rome on the way to becoming a great civilization, later to building all the roads which 
spread the Gospel throughout the inhabited world; but that empire also used these resources to strike 
against Christianity. In the recent history of the world, the old pagan India was content to remain 
under the British dominion. It was the influence of European education, with its Christian 
worldview, which inspired a generation of young educated Indians to rebel against the British. The 
old pagan India was never defeated so decisively as when the British gave India independence: for 
the very notions of liberty and independence could not have come from the pagan religions in India. 
And today, in America, the only reason the enemies of Christianity have the resources to kick 
against the pricks is because of the Christendom which produced these resources in the first place. 
Van Til said that an unbeliever who rebels against God is like a child who has to sit in his father’s 
lap in order to slap him on the face. In the same way, to be successful against God, unbelievers are 
forced to accept God’s common grace and more and more imitate Christian ethics and wisdom. God 
must be laughing really hard at the scene. And we should be too. 

The increased resistance of the enemies of Christianity is only proof that we are winning the cultural 
war. The success of the Gospel will inevitably make some unbelievers accept at least some of the 
truths of the Gospel only to become stronger and better prepared to oppose us. Such challenge is not 
a sign of the “decay of culture” but exactly the opposite: it is a sign that we are more successful in 
teaching and preaching God’s special revelation to the world. 

The “decay of culture” is not decay. There is no decay; there is increased common grace which 
makes unbelievers better able to rebel. And there is a church that is lagging behind in its 
understanding of Christ’s Kingdom, of His special grace, of His common grace, and of the 
connection between the two. More maturity brings more responsibility: and more challenges. And 
more challenges is not decay. 

It’s called growth. 
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 The Filioque Cause: Why the West Is West and the East Is 84.
East 

Bojidar Marinov, July 23, 2012  

(A lecture delivered to the 
conference organized by the Mid-
Atlantic Reformation Society in 
July 2012.) 

A Russian friend of mine who 
volunteered some time ago to 
translate Reformed articles into 
Russian wrote me and said, “I 
have a problem. I don’t know how 
to translate rule of law in 

Russian.” 

I replied, “Sure there should be a way. Both words have analogs in Russian.” 

“It’s not that,” he said. “The very phrase, in the Russian context, means something different than 
what it means in the Western context. In the West, it means law as a separate authority to which all 
must be subject, individuals and institutions. In Russia, ‘law’ means the government and its 
decisions; and therefore rule of law means rule of bureaucracy. I can translate it directly but the 
readers won’t grasp the true meaning. The same idea means different things.” 

Faith has consequences. 

I know, you all have heard a different phrase: Ideas have consequences. But that is wrong. Ideas are 
consequences themselves. They are not original causes. We give ideas a little too much credit for 
shaping our world. Ideas, as concepts, or products of our mental activity, are not creative; they are 
creatures themselves of something greater. True, many non-Christian thinkers have tried to attach 
great importance to ideas and ideologies. The socialist-occultist H.G. Wells, in his Outline of 
History, ch. 40, said that “Human history is in essence a history of ideas.” As we will see in the next 
lecture, history is not that; and in fact, since ideas are derivative of something else, to say that history 
is history of ideas makes as much sense as to say that history is history of technology, or history of 
forms of property. To focus on ideas, or to make history revolve around ideas, is to focus on the 
mind of man as the ultimate maker of history and of man himself. But the mind of man is shaped by 
something greater than itself; and that is the faith of man. Ideas, reason, science, do not appear of 
themselves, they are only a product of what a man believes about God or gods. 

Tertullian, when discussing what the Greek ideologies have done to the Christian faith in his On the 
Prescription of Heretics, exclaimed in Chapter 7, “What has Athens to do with Jerusalem!” He ends 
the chapter with the statement: “With our faith, we desire no other beliefs.” And then he continues 
building his thought on the faith he has learned “from the porch of Solomon.” Nothing else could be 
the foundation of his thinking, but faith. 
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That’s why I said, faith has consequences. 

Every culture, of course, is based on faith. And every culture is exactly the product of what we can 
call the “official” faith, the faith that is taken for granted by the culture, and then every other faith is 
compared to it and declared “mainstream” or “heretical.” Even when a culture is officially based on 
rituals, or on scientific laws, or on ideological construct, it is still based on faith in the ultimate 
nature of God, man, law, history, and the future. The faith of the pagan societies is rather vague, 
lurking in the background of the unconscious, behind the thick veil of myths, legends, liturgical 
rituals, superstitions, philosophical mesh of sophistry and positivism. Pagans do not always realize 
how much their ideas are shaped by what they have chosen to believe. But whether they realize it or 
not, whether they admit it or not, they are still based on faith. 

Christianity laid the foundation for a new kind of culture, a culture in which everything was self-
consciously based on faith: thought, speech, and action. The new culture that Christianity built was a 
creedal culture from the very beginning, because form the very beginning of the Christian life a 
statement of faith was required above everything else: credo, “I believe.” Thus the creeds were 
important part of the practice of the early church; not only later, in the era of the Councils, but from 
the very beginning a confession of faith defined the Church and separated it from the world, and 
from the false churches. A vague faith, lurking in the background of the mind, in the shadows of the 
unconscious, wouldn’t do anymore. A defined, communicated, and communicable faith had to be at 
the very beginning of everything, for whatever was not of faith, was sin. Anything, not just the 
religious activity, but anything that was not of faith, was sin. And therefore everything had to be 
based on faith, clear, understandable and understood faith. 

Hence the creeds and the councils of the early church. 

But for the last several centuries the church has been unable to recognize the true, total, practical 
value of the creeds and the councils. We have looked at them as just some kind of religious code 
separated from the rest of life. We have looked at them as applicable to pure theology only. We have 
separated the history of the church from the history of the world and of civilization; letting the two 
go in their separate courses. We have studied the Creeds and the Councils only in the context of the 
development of our modern theological doctrines; we haven’t seen them as the foundation for our 
modern ideas about everything, from science to education to psychology to economics to 
government, and to the totality of our social order today. Pagans, of course, write their histories of 
philosophic thought without mentioning the creeds and the councils. Christian historians, devoted to 
keeping the two worlds separate, write histories of the church but seldom show how what the church 
believed actually created a new civilization. Ironically, and to our shame, some of the best studies on 
how Christian theology created the modern world are written by non-Christians. We tend to separate 
theology from history, faith from ideas, the creeds and the councils from the formation of our social 
order. 

In short, we have been too busy looking for the ideas and their consequences; we have not been 
studying the faith and its comprehensive consequences in shaping our worldview. We have left the 
creeds and the councils for the church and our religious activities. But to the world outside of the 
church we have taken only our ideas. This is dualism: separating creeds from history, from ideology, 
and from practice. 
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In 1968 a unique book was published. The author was R.J. Rushdoony, and the title was The 
Foundations of Social Order: Studies in the Creeds and Councils of the Early Church. It was not 
only the most unique book of all his books; it was unique in the history of Christendom as well. No 
such book has been written before, and no such book has been written since. What was unique about 
it was the way Rushdoony looked at the creeds and the councils: not as pure 
theological exercise, as everyone had before, and continued to do after. The 
creeds and the councils were the foundation not just of modern theology but 
our modern social order as well. The ideas of liberty, limited government, 
dignity of the individual, rule of law, etc., were to be found in the decisions of 
the councils. For the first time ever a Christian author looked at this part of 
church history based on the concept of faith has consequences, and showed 
how all our modern ideas are simply an outworking – faithful or twisted – of 
what we learned from the councils. The heresies of the early church went far 
beyond mere religious disagreements; they were the foundation for statism, 
socialism, tyranny, worship of the state, government control, etc. And the 
orthodox creeds fought against this by standing for the orthodox faith, and 
therefore for the orthodox social order: liberty, habeas corpus, limited government, separation of 
powers and institutions, economic deregulation and low taxes, political and legal decentralization. 
Rushdoony showed in his book how the decisions of the Councils had direct influence into what 
people believed about the state, the family, the economic realm, science, etc. Very specifically, from 
the very beginning he laid out the thesis: 

Biblical creedalism is an assent to God’s creation, redemption, and government; it is passive because 
it affirms an act of redemption by the triune God of which man is simply the recipient by grace. But 
this passivity is the ground of true activity: man under God moves now in terms of true law, in terms 
of the canon of the Scripture, to exercise dominion over the earth in the name of the triune God. 
Christian creedalism is thus basic to Western activism, constitutionalism, and hope concerning 
history. 

“Christian creedalism is thus basic to Western activism, constitutionalism, and hope concerning 
history.” I would only add: Christian creedalism is what made the West the West, and continues to 
define it even today, even in its very twisted form, even long after whole populations in the West 
have openly rejected the faith behind the creedalism that defines their culture. 

Based on what I said so far, my thesis here today is that the uniqueness of the West was based on 
one little word added to the Nicene Creed by later Councils both in the West and in the East – I 
emphasize, and in the East – about which there was no fuss or complaints fuss in the first several 
centuries. The word is filioque, from Latin, “and from the Son.” It has to do with the Person of the 
Holy Spirit, and his procession, whether He proceeds from the father only, or from the Father and 
the Son. The idea that the Holy Spirit “proceeds” is taken from John 15:26, “the Spirit who proceeds 
from the Father.” The original Nicene Creed from the Council in AD 325 read, “Who proceeds from 
the Father.” Western theologians and priests added a word: filioque, that is, “and from the Son.” 

For over three centuries the church – in the East and in the West – used both formulas without 
argument. In the East, Cyril of Alexandria, Athanasius, John of Damascus, argued that the verses 
where Jesus breathed upon the disciples and said, “Receive the Holy Spirit,” plainly taught that the 
Spirit proceeded from the Son as well. A little known council of the Persian church, the Council of 
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Seleucia-Ctesiphon of AD 410, confirmed the Nicene Creed but added that the Holy Spirit 
proceeded from the Son as well. (Several years later, the Nestorian controversy started in the Persian 
church; a stronger emphasis on the Trinity was needed.) In the West, where the remaining Arian 
influence required a much stronger declaration of the nature of the Trinity, all theologians affirmed 
the filioque and preached and used it almost immediately after Nicaea. Augustine, of course, was a 
“theologian of the filioque”; but the strongest supporter of the addition was his teacher, Ambrose of 
Milan. Having spent much of his life in a ruler’s family and then a provincial governor himself, 
trained in the art of civil government, Ambrose the church minister understood very well the 
practical necessity of including the filioque in the creed. The third Council of Toledo in AD 589 
presided over by Leander, the older brother of Isidore of Seville, codified the filioque in the Western 
creeds, but no one in the East reacted with disapproval for almost 40 years. 

It wasn’t until AD 638 that a heretical (Monothelite) Byzantinian Emperor – Heraclius – used the 
filioque as a pretext against the Western orthodox theologians in his attempts to impose his heretical 
views of Christ. Two centuries later Photios, a political power player (later canonized by the Eastern 
church) appointed to the See of Constantinople by Emperor Michael III in the place of the 
unlawfully deposed Patriarch Ignatius, revived the controversy. Ignatius had excommunicated the 
Emperor for adultery, and the Western church supported Ignatius. Photios revived the controversy 
for political reasons. And then, of course, the mutual excommunication between the Eastern and the 
Western churches in the Great Schism of 1054 was entirely for political reasons, with the filioque 
thrown in the debate as a theological excuse. In the centuries after that the Eastern churches changed 
their opinion about the filioque several times, depending on the political situation. 

But my goal here is not to discuss the political reasons behind the controversy; nor even the 
theological virtues of any of the positions involved. Not to see what led to the controversy in the first 
place but what the consequences of it were, in terms of ideology, culture, and civilization. I want to 
see the social theory that the filioque produced, and therefore the social practice that followed from 
it. If Rushdoony is right that Christian creedalism is basic to Western culture in its totality, then an 
important difference in the faith statement, the credo, must cause an important difference in the 
culture itself between the West and the East. 

What difference has it caused? 

In order to understand it, we need first to understand the theological implications of this point of the 
creed. Theologians – even those in the West – usually limit the discussion to issues of the nature of 
that proceeding: what it means that the Spirit proceeds, and what kind of relationship this establishes 
between the persons of the Trinity. There are arguments as to whether the Spirit proceeds from the 
Son in the same manner He proceeds from the Father; the difference between the Greek words 
προϊέναι and ἐκπορεύεσθαι is invoked in the matter. We may never be able to understand the exact 
manner of that procession, and it is quite possible that we won’t be allowed to ever comprehend it. 
What is more important is for us to understand the issue involved: representation. 

John 15:26, the verse which speaks about the procession of the Spirit, connects it very clearly to His 
economic function in the Trinity, as far as God’s creation is concerned: it is to testify of Christ, just 
as the disciples were supposed to testify of Him. The Greek word µαρτυρέω used in the text speaking 
of what the person has seen with His own eyes. The Spirit thus speaks what He has heard of Jesus, 
the same words that the disciples have heard of Jesus’s mouth, as He makes clear in the previous 
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chapter, verse 26. The Spirit, being the Person of the Godhead Who is constantly with us today, and 
is constantly guiding us and illuminating our minds, acts as a representative of the Godhead, of the 
Father and of the Son. The relation of representation which has been so foundational and important 
for our human societies from the very beginning, did not originate with man; it was present in the 
Godhead in the very beginning, in the economic functions of the persons of the Godhead. We can 
talk about representation and delegating authority between persons in the human society today only 
because there is representation between the persons in the Godhead; and the Holy Spirit is the 
representative of the Father and the Son to us today. The Spirit’s procession is identical with His 
economic function. 

But who does He represent? The East said, only the Father. The West said, not only the Father but 
the Son also. Or, if they didn’t say it that clearly, it was implied in their respective views of the 
procession of the Holy Spirit. 

If the Spirit only proceeds from the Father, then He represents only the Father. And since the Father 
is a Spirit Himself (John 4:24), then we have a Spirit representing a Spirit. The representation 
remaining in the spiritual realm, we should expect that the revelation that comes from the testimony 
of the Spirit would remain strictly spiritual. A focus on the spiritual side of God would tend to 
separate the revelation of God from the material world; and, consequently, will leave us with little to 
say about our life in the material world. Even if the official doctrine doesn’t preach ontological 
subordinationism, the practical theology will tend to underestimate the work and the Person of Jesus 
Christ. We are creatures of flesh and blood, and Jesus had to “partake of the same” (Heb. 2:14) in 
order to free us; apparently the flesh and blood characteristic of humanity has an important part to 
play in our justification and sanctification. But if Jesus is not represented fully by the Spirit, then that 
participation was only temporary, as far as we are concerned; then in history, we are left with no 
intercessor of flesh and blood who communicates with us and with God. Consequently, whatever 
Jesus did while in flesh can not be revealed to us comprehensively, for the intercessory part of His 
ministry was to remain limited in time, and not related to us by the work of the Spirit. 

But if the Spirit proceeds from both the Father and the Son, the Spirit is not only representing a 
Spirit, but God in flesh. And if the Spirit is representing the God-man Jesus, the Intercessor between 
God and man, then by necessity the central place in our theology is not an incomprehensible deity 
whom it takes certain mystical escape to worship, but a concrete person with Whom we can identify, 
comprehend, and imitate in everything He did, including His works here on earth. “What Would 
Jesus Do?” is a very Western principle, even if twisted in our day by pietistic sects; it did have a 
specific meaning for the Western Christianity, a meaning that was never adopted in the East. In fact, 
“What Would Jesus Do?” has no identifiable meaning whatsoever for an Eastern Christian. Such a 
question would presuppose a really intimate connection between the worshiper and Christ which can 
not be there if the Holy Spirit is not directly representing the Second Person of the Trinity. Christ 
could be imitated in the East only in the kenosis, the “self-emptying” of the believer of all material 
concerns, desires, and ethical struggles; the direction from the body to the spirit, emptying the body 
to be full in spirit. Whereas in the West, since God in flesh is represented and worshiped and obeyed, 
imitating Christ meant from the very beginning a movement from the spirit to the body, not 
emptying oneself of the physical flesh but filling the body with the Spirit, just as Christ was full with 
the Spirit while in His body. 
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The Second Person of the Trinity thus became the central figure in the Western theology, based on 
the filioque. Not just another saint in the Pantheon of saints, not just the biggest image in the 
sanctuary, among the smaller images of other venerated men, but a concrete person to be followed 
and imitated. Western theology thus separated radically from the East in that its focus now wasn’t on 
the kenosis but on the incarnation. It was the incarnation, God in flesh, the Word become flesh that 
was to guide the development of the Western worldview, not the emptying of the flesh. Incarnation 
became not only the foundation of academic and philosophical thought, it became the very 
foundation of Western theology. A redeemed man was supposed to be the Word incarnated, and 
what Western theologians meant by it was a life of practical wisdom and obedience. And therefore, a 
redeemed society was supposed to be the Word incarnated, and that meant a culture of practical 
wisdom and obedience. The Reformation did not start by challenging the theology of the Roman 
Church; it started by challenging its practice compared to its teachings; the Reformers required faith 
incarnated before they sat down to find what went wrong creedaly and theologically. 

The Eastern Church was never able to understand why the hassle; the very notion of practical 
Christian living in what is essentially morally neutral realm, society and culture, is foreign to the 
East. The East wanted to empty itself of the flesh. The West wanted to fill the flesh with the Spirit, 
and make it live a holy life. 

This had huge implications. And the implications were that the East, not having a concrete principle 
to reconcile body and spirit, developed a dialectic worldview where the demands of the spiritual 
realm had to live in an uneasy truce with the demands of the temporal realm. In the West, such 
dialectic wasn’t necessary. 

Obviously, if the Spirit represents God in flesh, and if incarnation is made the foundation of all 
thought, then there is no dualism – and therefore no need for dialectical reconciliation – between the 
laws for the spiritual and for the physical world. The same spiritual laws govern both – unless, of 
course, we are willing to declare that the two natures in Christ were in a dialectical relationship, not 
perfect unity. (In fact, there are schools in the East who teach something like that. And remember, 
the Monothelite heresy I mentioned above was an attempt to resolve the supposed dialectical tension 
between Christ’s divine and His human will.) If the same spiritual laws govern all, spiritual and 
material world alike, then for our earthly life and experience we need no separate source of 
revelation or law. All we need is look back to the laws that govern our spiritual existence and 
experience, and apply them by case application to the material realm. There is one law for our heart 
and mind, and for our work and life. The faith of a man will be revealed in his works. 

We should expect then the phrase “the Law of God” to mean different things in the East and in the 
West. In the East, since the human and the divine will of Christ are in a dialectical tension, then the 
Law will be a dialectical tension itself, and therefore there shouldn’t be any clear revelation as to 
what exactly the law for the material world and man’s activity in that world would be. An Eastern 
theologian who has developed the Eastern doctrine of the procession of the Spirit, shouldn’t have 
any clarity as to what the Law of God says to the temporal world. Only the spiritual aspect of the 
Law – or, to be precise, its mystical aspect, in regards to mystical piety and sanctification, not 
practical piety and sanctification – should be properly called “Law of God.” The laws for practical 
living should only be derived indirectly, through metaphorical deliberation, not through direct 
commandments and case applications. And indeed, the churches in Eastern Europe all publish their 
textbooks on the Law of God (theonomia). But these textbooks contain only instructions for painting 
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images or building churches, information on the symbolic meaning of the clothes of the priests and 
the components of the liturgical rituals, and information on the lives of certain saints, focusing, of 
course, on hermits and their kenotic experience in the desert. What a Western reader would expect to 
see when he hears “Law of God,” is only contained in a small part where there are a few parables 
and stories, with deep mystical but shallow ethical content. As far as the judicial part of the Law is 
concerned, the Eastern Church seldom offers anything more than simplistic moralism. 

In the West, on the other hand, the Law of God was taken to mean a different thing. It was a code for 
practical living and government; it was the foundation of social order. The Law of God became a 
rule for all life, a measuring rod (canon) for everything man thinks, says, and does. The church 
offered an alternative to the old pagan and imperial laws in the canon law, which was self-
consciously – if imperfectly – based on the Biblical Law. The problem of dialectical tension between 
laws for practical living and laws for spiritual experience was absent as a rule, and re-appeared 
centuries later, with the lapse of the Western Church into ritualism and high-churchism. The same 
legal principles which governed our inheritance in Christ were used to form the laws for inheritance 
for earthly families; the same legal principles which were known to govern the marriage relationship 
between Christ and the Church were applied to the marriage code in the canon law. We as 
Protestants sometimes have a lot to say against Scholasticism, and for a good reason; but we often 
forget that the founder of Scholasticism, Anselm of Canterbury, opposed the mysticism of previous 
theologians, and worked to apply the Biblical worldview to many areas of life, including civil 
government and the institutional division of society. (He also rejected the mystical Platonic notion of 
his time that the original sin was transmitted through the lust of the intercourse, and declared lawful 
marital relationship to be holy, a small theological revolution which Luther took up and continued.) 
Western theology did not need outside sources to formulate law (Anselm repeated Tertullian’s and 
Augustine’s dictum, “I believe that I may understand”), and it did not need independent human 
agencies like the state or the extended family to produce social order. The laws for that social order 
were the same spiritual laws for the inner order in the soul of the redeemed man. 

This led to the emergence of the most unique religious culture the world has ever seen: a culture of 
judicial religion. Of course, Israel had it in the old times, but not united with faith (Heb. 4:1-2). The 
West – especially after the 11th century – gradually turned into a judicial culture defined by a 
common faith, based on a transcendental Law independent – or at least nominally independent – of 
human interference. New concepts appeared, and among them the most important for the emergence 
of a judicial culture: the rule of law as separate from the rule by diktat or by the ruler’s whim. The 
Law assumed an independent existence in the new culture, an invisible presence which forced even 
the powerful of the day to comply with its demands. It was not a tool in the hands of the kings to 
perpetuate their power; it was the character of Christ embodied, presented in “flesh,” so to speak, in 
the body of the society. A judicial culture was created on the basis of a judicial religion, and the 
judicial culture established the practical sovereignty of God in history by establishing the 
sovereignty of His Law. 

In the East, where Christ was not represented directly in the work of the Holy Spirit, the confusion of 
what the laws for the temporal realm were supposed to be grew deeper and deeper. If Christ, God in 
flesh, couldn’t speak directly to here and now, someone else had to speak. And someone else was the 
Emperor. 
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Thus, in the East, the dialectical tension between material and spiritual created by the limitation on 
the procession of the Holy Spirit eventually produced legislative dualism. God laid down the laws 
for the spirits; Caesar established the laws for the bodies of men. The church thus needed the state 
not as an institution under the Law of God; it needed it as a Legislator beside the Law of God, to fill 
in the void left when Word become flesh was given only a secondary place in theology. At the end, 
the state started legislating the Church itself; and there was no theological principle the Church could 
lean on to preserve its integrity. It was at the mercy of its political masters. 

Faith has consequences. What started as an innocent difference in wording, by one word only, 
actually led over a long period of time to a huge and not so innocent difference in faith, then 
ideology, then social practice, then culture. The changes were not immediate, but even as early as the 
9th and the 10th centuries it was visible. The Western Church was compiling the Canon Law; the 
Eastern Church was compiling the Lives of the Saints. The Western Church was fighting kings and 
emperors over the validity of the old royal/pagan laws; the Eastern Church was writing treatises on 
the emperors as divine legislators. The Western Church was developing the idea of practical 
imitation of Christ; the Eastern Church was developing the idea of the mystical imitation of Christ. 
Christ’s place in the representative work of the Spirit made the difference. The filioque made the 
difference. 

Even in our societies today the difference is obvious, even though some places in the West have 
completely lost any memory of the creeds and the councils and of their value in shaping the Western 
civilization. We still have historical memory as a culture, as Rushdoony pointed in one of his 
articles, and we still live in the historical shadow of Christendom. I venture to say that no matter how 
it looks to us today, we will never lose that historical memory again: there is simply nothing it can be 
replaced with. Philosophical paganism is dead for all practical purposes, and political paganism 
never built civilizations. The importance of the Second Person of the Trinity in the foundation of the 
Western worldview is what made the West be what it is: a judicial society based on a judicial 
religion, as over against the dualistic society based on a mystical religion, as in the East. 

It is important also to note that in some churches in the West who have surrendered their theological 
heritage to statism, there are moves to reject the filioque once again. This rejection is most 
determined in the Anglican Church, which for the last several centuries has been – much like the 
churches in the East – simply an arm of the state, an extension of the political power. In the 1980s 
the Church of England, and in the 1990s the Episcopal Church in the USA dropped the filioque from 
their creeds and from the Book of Common Prayer. The Ecumenical Movement – openly leftist and 
liberal and statist – also from the beginning rejected the filioque as divisive and unnecessary part of 
the faith. This shouldn’t surprise us; as an article of the faith it helped build the West into what it is. 
A return to the statism, tyranny, and heretical and pagan dominance of the pre-Christian ages must 
first deal with that specific part of doctrine which was most responsible for the legal and cultural 
revolution which gave us the foundations for liberty, rule of law, and worldview based on the 
incarnation of the Son of God. 

Faith has consequences. 
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 Isidore of Seville and the Birth of Europe as the Regnum 85.
Christi 

Bojidar Marinov, July 26, 2012   

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3452/isidore-of-seville-and-
the-birth-of-europe-as-the-regnum-christi/  

In 1997, Pope John Paul II declared that the Internet needed a 
patron saint. He chose St. Isidore of Seville. The reaction of 
the majority of Roman Catholics – and not only Roman 
Catholics – around the world was, “Huh? Who’s that?” Not 
much is known about Isidore of Seville. And yet, he is one of 
the most important minds in the birth of Europe, and of 
Christendom in general. We can safely say that Europe was 
born as a political, social, and legal entity based on the work 
of Isidore and on his understanding of the practical 
applications of the redemption in Jesus Christ. 

Isidore was born in AD 560 in Spain. He was raised by his 
older brother, Leander, bishop of Seville. The second half of 
the sixth century was time when Spain was effectively cut off 
from the main Christian centers of learning so Leander took 
upon himself the task to revive and develop Christian 

learning in Spain, and give his two younger brothers, Isidore and Fulgentius, and their sister 
Florentina, a superb intellectual training. Leander was also very active in defending the orthodox 
Christian faith; his influence was such as to make the Arian Visigothic rulers of Spain convert to the 
Trinitarian Christian faith. He used his own funds to send people out to procure rare ancient 
manuscripts and created for his brothers and for the church in Spain a library that could have easily 
been the third largest library in the world at the time. Leander also established dozens of scriptoria 
(centers for copying manuscripts). Copying manuscripts was considered a worthy vocation in Spain, 
and two generations after Leander Spain was still replete with libraries – private and in monasteries 
– with thousands of volumes. 

This is the background in which Isidore lived and learned. Predictably, after the death of Leander, 
Isidore was elected to the See of Seville to succeed his brother. But the glory of the Church in Spain 
didn’t end with the death of Leander. In fact, it was just beginning to shine. Leander only laid the 
foundation for Isidore’s work. It was Isidore’s part to lay the intellectual foundation for the future 
Christian civilization in Europe; to give the practical implications of the theology outlined by that 
other great apologist of the Christian faith, Augustine. 

It has become fashionable, in the last few decades, among theologians, historians, and even 
economists, to portray Augustine as some sort of dualist who radically separated Christian salvation 
from the practical questions of society – economics, politics, social issues, government, etc. 
Augustine, they claim, believed that Christians are supposed to be concerned with heaven only, and 
therefore the Word of God is concerned only with the Kingdom of Heaven. This world is an entirely 
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different kingdom that is regulated by a “natural law,” and the Kingdom of God will never be in this 
world. In his City of God Augustine showed the contrast between the political “salvation” of the 
pagan Roman state and the true salvation through the Gospel, in the Church. By this model our 
modern intellectuals from the position of their 20th-century prejudice, they contend that Augustine 
told Christians not to try to change the world according to their Christian faith. “Natural law,” which 
is common to both Christians and non-Christians, governs this world. 

But Augustine’s immediate intellectual and ideological heirs did not understand him so. And Isidore 
certainly didn’t see such dualism in Augustine. He based his life’s ministry on Augustine’s theology 
by accepting Augustine’s six-ages view of history. Isidore was sure that the “sixth age” was the time 
when he lived, and that was a special age, the age following the Redemption of Jesus Christ, under 
the power of Jesus Christ, regnum Christi. All previous ages existed only to provide the background 
for that most important age in history. All previous human achievements in knowledge, wisdom, 
technologies, social development, philosophy, existed only to be used in the right way in the regnum 
Christi. The whole world found its fulfillment only in the Incarnation of Christ, and now it was a 
Kingdom of Christ, under Christ’s royal rule, destined to become one Christian civilization, under 
Christ, where all authorities and powers will submit to the King of kings and the Lord of lords. 

This total authority of Christ in this age of regnum Christi will make all the nations become membra 
Christi, limbs of Christ. Nations, proposed Isidore, would be judged by a moral standard, just like 
individuals, and the greatest of them would be those that live – as societies – most clearly in 
accordance with the Christian faith. All aspects of the life of a nation must become harmonized with 
the teachings of Christ, from the personal life of the individuals to the government policies and 
international relations of the rulers. Those that fail to abide by the Law of Christ will be judged in 
history. Those that obey will prosper and grow. 

Therefore Isidore saw the role of the Church in teaching everyone – from the lowest peasant to the 
highest court officials – their duties in the new age of regnum Christi. Under Leander and then 
Isidore, Spanish monks developed a curriculum for instructing peasants and their families in the 
basics of the Christian faith. (See the life of the monk Valerio of Bierzo.) The very idea of 
monasticism in Spain, under the vision of Isidore, was completely different from the Eastern 
monasticism: monks were supposed to be teachers of the local communities in the matters of faith, 
practical morality and even social organization, not hermits living in remote places dealing with their 
pseudo-spiritual hallucinations. Judging from the works of Isidore himself, similar curricula were 
developed for the other social classes of Visigothic Spain, including merchants, architects, and local 
community leaders. In the Kingdom of Christ, every facet of life was to be brought under Christ and 
His moral law. But Isidore didn’t stop at that. 

In the Kingdom of Christ, even the earthly monarchies were to be redefined to serve the purposes of 
the Kingdom of God. Isidore rejected the Byzantine model of Eusebius of the monarchy as a semi-
divine state, having full power in the name of God over every aspect of life. Contrary to it, and 
following the resistance of Augustine’s mentor Ambrose against Emperor Theodosius, Isidore 
developed a view of the state as constitutionally limited under the law of God. The king was now 
part of the Church, not a head over it. He could intervene in the church to support church discipline, 
but he was also himself subject to that same discipline. A Christian king and his Christian subjects 
were equal before God’s eyes. They only had different functions and callings in life. Tyranny had no 
place in a Christian nation. Kings must be counselors and a source of good example to their people. 
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Their subjects’ personal life, belongings, and faith were sacred before God, and none of the business 
of the kings. So adamant was Isidore against tyranny, that he even condemned the attempts of the 
Visigothic rulers to convert the Jews of Spain – a courageous act at the time. 

The culmination of this influence of Isidore on the view of Christian government in the regnum 
Christi came at the Fourth Council of Toledo in 633, three years before Isidore’s death. The council 
was attended by sixty-two bishops summoned by King Sisenand. The King opened the first session 
by prostrating himself, requesting the bishops to intercede for him before God, to maintain the laws 
of the church and to destroy abuses. After this symbolic act of subjection under God, the Council 
proceeded to discuss and regulate both ecclesiastical and secular issues, in 75 canons. The Visigothic 
ruling class duly cooperated in enforcing the canons of the Council. 

But the greatest contribution of Isidore was not his activism in the transformation of the Visigothic 
Kingdom into a complete Christian civilization. However important it was, it would not be good 
unless he made sure he left a legacy for the future generations to follow. With the vast library of 
ancient knowledge accumulated by his brother, acting on his belief that all knowledge was given by 
God to serve the cause of the Kingdom of Christ, Isidore set out to create a comprehensive body of 
knowledge for the future builders of the Christian civilization to follow. The result was the first 
encyclopedia in history, Isidore’s Etymologies. Etymology means “study of the true meaning.” In its 
20 volumes he compiled in an abbreviated form all the knowledge passed down from the ancient 
world. Nothing was outside of the scope of the Christian civilization: methods of education, 
geography, botany, political units, war, games, international relations, architecture. The Etymologies 
were meant to help a Christian nation build a civilization from scratch. He wanted to leave this 
legacy for the Visigothic Kingdom, believing that it was the closest to a Christian civilization of the 
new age, regnum Christi. 

The Visigothic rulers did not live up to the expectations of Isidore. Two generations after his death, 
weakened by internal strife, Spain was conquered by the Muslim general Tariq. The kingdom of the 
Visigoths, for which Leander and Isidore spend their lives to transform into a Christian civilization, 
disappeared from history. 

But even before that, copies of the Etymologies were taken out of the boundaries of Spain. The 
oldest extant manuscript today was copied in Ireland. From Ireland, Isidore’s work went to England. 
By land, the Etymologies traveled to Germany. Translated copies in Old High German were to be 
found in every monastery in Germany. Scholars learned from Isidore and applied his learning and 
his ideas in practice in their local communities. About a hundred years after his death, among 
political and social chaos, internecine wars and threats from outside, the church grew to accept his 
vision of a Christian civilization, the Kingdom of God – the Christendom. 

Therefore, when the Carolingian dynasty produced Charlemagne – that brightest of all rulers, 
humble and wise before God, ambitious to expand the Kingdom of God for the glory of God – it was 
no coincidence that his advisers were all educated by the Etymologies. Suddenly faced with the task 
of governing a Christian civilization, the leaders of the new Christian society knew what to do as 
mayors and lawyers, as entrepreneurs and generals. Isidore’s ideas gave them the vision, and 
Isidore’s encyclopedia gave them the practical knowledge for action. Local peasant communities 
knew how to organize themselves, towns and cities knew how to protect and govern their 
populations of traders and artisans. With the imperial power stripped of its divine status, the empire 
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of Charlemagne was a decentralized, vibrant, self-governing society under the royal power of Jesus 
Christ. Everyone had a stake in the new civilization, and everyone knew what his place was, thanks 
to Isidore. Charlemagne himself was just a servant of God, and a servant of his people. 

And of Charlemagne, Europe was born. He is called today the Father of Europe, but seldom is this 
discussed beyond his political conquests. The common European identity that Charlemagne created 
was not based on genetics or nationality, neither was it based on a centralized state. It was based on 
Isidore’s vision of the reign of Christ, the Christendom, as a comprehensive expression of the 
Kingdom of God on earth. Contrary to the claims of modern thinkers, Europe was born not out of the 
dualism of “heaven vs. nature.” It was born out of Isidore’s comprehensive vision of regnum Christi 
as the consummation of history before the Second Coming of Christ. 

After the discovery of printing, between 1470 and 1530 only, at least ten printed editions appeared of 
the Etymologies, more than 800 years after Isidore’s death. So powerful was his thought, and so 
great was his influence during those 800 years that modern historians blame him for the 
disappearance of many great manuscripts of antiquity. Medieval scholars just believed that if an 
ancient source was not quoted or mentioned by Isidore in his Etymologies, it was not worth keeping 
in the libraries. With the exception of the Bible, there was no author that was so influential over the 
minds of so many people over such a long period of time. 

Unfortunately, the lesson is lost today. Europe is losing its identity, and it knows not where to look 
to find it again. The answer lies – as usual – in returning to one’s roots. Europe was created as an 
identity by the work of Isidore, the Bishop of Seville. He laid the foundation for the Christian 
civilization by his view of history, his view of the Kingdom of Christ, and his work to create a 
comprehensive worldview to build a Christian civilization. Without returning back to this root, 
Europe will be lost. And America too. 

(For this article I am thankful for the research of Dr. Judith Herrin of King’s College in London and 
her superb book, The Formation of Christendom.) 
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 Putting “Story” Back in “History” 86.
Bojidar Marinov, Unknown Date 

“The Forgotten Highway. No one travels on it. It’s not on the map. And no one knows where it goes.” 

“Have you been there?” 

“We have; but we couldn’t explore it.” 

“A highway from nowhere to nowhere,” uttered Pashka after recovering from his surprise. 

“Perfect,” said Anka, and her eyes gleamed like little dark embrasures. “Let’s go. Can we get there 
before dark?” 

“What are you talking about? We’ll be there by noon.” 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a God, Prologue 

If you are the average American parent, your children are woefully ignorant about history. 
Especially if you send your children to a government school; very probably if you send them to a 
Christian school. The situation might be better if you homeschool them. But even then history is not 
very high on the list of subjects. 

Yes, the teachers can be blamed for it. And the education system. And the book publishers. And the 
parents themselves. But they are only the symptoms of a greater problem. And the greater problem is 
that the worldview behind the history education is wrong. It is an atheist worldview – yes, even in 
the Christian schools, and in many Christian textbooks. 

It is a worldview that turns history into the Forgotten Highway. It makes history come from nowhere 
and lead to nowhere. It effectively erases it from the maps of our knowledge. No one travels on it 
anymore because there is no point of reference, and no meaning in it. The fault doesn’t lie with the 
teachers, and it doesn’t lie with the educational system. It runs deeper. It is a crisis of faith. 

They reached the Forgotten Highway earlier than expected... 

“Look,” Pashka said. 

A round metal sign was hanging in the middle of the road on a rusty wire that had been strung across. 
The paint was peeling off the sign. They could barely make out a yellow bar on a red background. 

“What is that,” Anka asked, without much interest in it. 

“A traffic sign,” said Pashka, “No entry.” 

“And what does that mean?” 

“You can’t go beyond the sign.” 
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“So what’s the purpose of the highway then?” 

Pashka shrugged. “It’s just an old road.” 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a God, Prologue 

My friend Juan went to a summer camp for advanced math students a few weeks ago. At one of the 
lectures, a math professor from a major state university taught for about an hour on number systems 
with bases different than 10. An interesting subject for a mathematician but at this stage of 
development of science and technology there aren’t too many practical applications; for example, 
none for a number system with base 3. When at the end of the lecture Juan asked him about the 
practical use of it, the professor just shrugged, “None at all. It’s all worthless.” 

The math professor was honest. 

If modern history professors were that honest, they would have to admit the same about their own 
field. Under the presuppositions of the modern atheist academia history has no meaning at all. It’s 
just “old stuff,” totally worthless. Anyone who somehow gets on that highway won’t have any 
standard to decide where the highway is going, and what the traffic signs mean. 

“It’s just an old road.” 

No wonder the teens don’t have a clue about history. Meaningless signs on a worthless road, from 
nowhere to nowhere, if we accept the modern view of history. Why have any interest in it and why 
spend the time learning it? 

“Anisotropic road,” Anton explained. “Traffic allowed one way only.” 

“The wisdom of our forefathers,” Pashka said pensively. “You travel a couple hundred miles, and all 
of a sudden, No Entry! You can’t go further; and there is no one around to ask for permission.” 

“Imagine what can be there beyond this sign,” said Anka and looked around. The deserted forest 
spread for many miles around and there was no one to ask what may lie beyond the sign... 

…. 

“Let’s follow the track,” argued Anton stubbornly. 

“Are you crazy,” Pashka sounded angry, “No conscientious person will run a No Entry sign!” 

“I don’t care about your conscientious persons. I am not conscientious and I will run the sign.” 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a God, Prologue 

But the desire to go back an learn about past events is deeply embedded in every one of us. Long 
before there were computer games, Internet, or TV, boys and girls gathered at night around the older 
men in the community and listened for hours to their stories of the past, recent and distant. The older 
men kept the memory, and memory was important. Memory kept the faith, and memory kept the 
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community together. There was magic in it, and no one could understand the magic, but they kept 
passing that memory to the future generations. 

It is in our very nature as God’s children to want to learn about history. We like hearing about it, we 
like identifying with the heroes or the villains of the past. Children learned history before they 
learned to read; some of them never learned to read anyway but they kept the records in their minds. 
And taught others. 

So, what has changed? Why is it that today, in an age of so much technology and available 
information we are so ignorant about history? We don’t need to gather around the older men of the 
tribe anymore; we have the stories of all the older men of all the tribes throughout history at a mouse 
click distance. Especially here in America, we can have any book in English within a couple of 
hours. We have Wikipedia, Google, Amazon, Cheapest Book Price, Barnes & Noble... A book costs 
us an hour of wages at the most; and sometimes it is completely free. And yet, we and our children 
are ignorant. Why? 

There is no one around to tell us the meaning of history. The forest is deserted, and the highway of 
history has been abandoned. And historians have lost their ability to explain history – because they 
have lost the worldview that makes history explainable. As long as history is a highway from 
nowhere to nowhere, the forests around it will be deserted, and no knowledge can come out of a 
deserted place. Thomas Altizer defines history thus: 

The meaning of “historical” is intimately related to the idea of “historicity”; for, in this perspective, 
“historicity” means a total immersion in historical time, an immersion that is totally isolated from any 
meaning of reality that might lie beyond it. 

In other words, the highway of history exists without anyone without to explain its meaning. Even if 
it has a start and an end, no one will be there to testify of them or to give them meaning. The road 
contains its own meaning . . . or may be not, may be it’s just an old road with no meaning and a No 
Entry sign. 

On the way back home, Pashka asked softly, “Anton, what did you see there, beyond the sign?” 

“A blown-up bridge,” replied Anton, “and a skeleton of a German soldier chained to a machine gun.” 
He thought a while, then he added, “The machine gun was halfway sunk into the ground already.” 

“Yeah...,” Pashka said, “it happens.” 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a God, Prologue 

Growing on the Balkans, we lived among ruins from the past. Thracian settlements and burial 
mounds and treasures, Roman roads and bridges and baths, Slavic and Bulgar stone altars, Byzantine 
churches and fortresses, houses 2,000 years old, Ottoman courthouses and sarais. It often happened 
that we would find an old arrowhead or an armor ring if we knew where to dig – usually in old battle 
sites which are abundant throughout the Balkans. We would find an old artifact, brag about it for a 
while, and then throw it away. It had no meaning to us because there was no indentifiable framework 
to place it within. Even small museums in small towns had rich collections of those artifacts for they 
were a commonplace everywhere. 
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Yes, we could remember many historical facts and figures and names because we were surrounded 
by history. But did we learn from them? Did the society learn from the numberless lessons we were 
surrounded by? 

We didn’t. Long before America, Eastern Europe had lost the worldview that made history a teacher 
and the people teachable. Even with all the facts we knew and still know about history, there wasn’t 
and still isn’t much wisdom in the society. Eastern Europe keeps repeating the same historical 
mistakes with every generation. When history is a highway from nowhere to nowhere, there are no 
lessons that people can learn from it. History has no flesh and no spirit when there is no worldview 
to create the framework and the meaning for it. No matter how many arrowheads and armor rings we 
find, history would tell us nothing. 

“Anka,” Pashka said, “do you remember the anisotropic highway?” 

Anka knit her brows. “What highway?” 

“The one-way road, with the No Entry sign. We were there, the three of us.” 

“I remember. Anton said it was anisotropic.” 

“Anton went beyond the sign and when he returned he said he found a blown-up bridge with a 
skeleton of a German soldier chained to a machine gun.” 

“I don’t remember,” Anka said. “So what?” 

“I often remember that road,” Pashka said. “I feel there is a connection there... The highway was like 
history; you can’t go back. But he went back. And he found the chained skeleton.” 

“I don’t understand. What does the chained skeleton have to do with anything?” 

“I don’t know,” Pashka admitted. 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a God, Epilogue 

If you are a Christian parent, you can not afford to leave your child without a strong understanding 
of history. Your children must grow up with the knowledge of what everything has got to do with 
everything else, back in history. History is not an idol to be worshipped but it is a meaningful tool to 
be used. Without it, your children will be an easy prey to the enemies of your faith. 

There is no understanding of history unless the God of history is acknowledged. History is not an 
impersonal chain of events; it is the story of the works of God in His world, in and through His 
covenant people. Every little story, every event, person, and place have their significance. Your 
children must learn that significance. Leave them ignorant, and you have lost them. 

So, your task is this: Teach your children Providential History. Not the history of the pagan 
textbooks, where God is absent and history is just a highway from nowhere to nowhere. And not the 
history of the majority of Christian schoolbooks where God is only present to legitimize certain 
agenda or interpretation for a specific historical event; with Bible verses on the side. No, the history 
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they need to learn is the history where God is the constant participant in everything that happens, as 
the God of the Covenant, rewarding covenant obedience and punishing disobedience, and working 
in everything for the good of those whom He has foreknown and predestined before the foundation 
of the world, for His own glory. 

But where do you start? Given the average ignorance of most parents about history, how do we give 
our children this very important part of their equipment to serve God in His Kingdom? 

Start here: The Providential History Festival. Register, and take your children there. Meet with other 
Christian parents who have realized the need to train their children to understand history from the 
perspective of a Biblical Covenant worldview. Learn from their experience. Enjoy their 
performances. Let your children participate. History is a Story, and your family can enjoy the Story 
and learn; because God has created that Story for our instruction and enjoyment. Have you watched 
the Lord of the Rings or Narnia? Real history can be even more exciting than that. 

More than just the fun and the performances, you will learn the worldview that gives the meaning 
and the framework for understanding history. It is laid out in a short and digestible form here: Seeing 
History With New Eyes: A Guide to Presenting Providential History. You will find out that the 
Highway is not forgotten, and there is meaning to it, from a Biblical perspective. If you were worried 
where to start with when teaching your kids Providential History, you will receive thorough training 
and lots of materials, as well as reading lists for your history curriculum. You don’t have to rely on 
the meaningless “expertise” of secular historians to build your history curriculum. The Christian 
community has enough expertise to help Christian parents meet the challenge of teaching history; 
and the superior worldview to make it meaningful and exciting. 

“Great are the works of the Lord; they are studied by all who delight in them” (Ps. 111:2). 

 

 

Disclaimer: This article was not commissioned by the organizers of The Providential History 
Festival, nor paid by them. 
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 History Is Nothing More Than the Perfection of the 87.
Creeds Over Time 

Bojidar Marinov, July 30, 2012  

 (A lecture delivered to the conference organized 
by the Mid-Atlantic Reformation Society in July 
2012.) 

“Human history is in essence a history of ideas.” 

Herbert George Wells wrote these word in 1919 
in his Outline of History, a massive 1,300-pages 
work designed to revolutionize the study of 
history along new lines. The master writer and 
story-teller he was, Wells was able to incorporate 
his belief about the essence of history into the 
book. While the beginning of mankind was 

purely material and evolutionist, he gradually develops the importance of ideas as the narrative 
proceeds, until mankind reaches what Wells calls “the liberation of human thought” in the 15th and 
16th centuries, when ideas were able to assume a historical existence of their own, and then turn 
around and shape the world. In Wells’s view of history, man evolves to a point where he can throw 
off the chains of his material being, produce his own ideas which will empower him to face the 
material world and re-shape it after his own image. The ultimate expression of man’s freedom, in 
fact, of man’s very essence, is to build his own ideology for action; and therefore history of mankind 
is in essence man employing his own ideas to face an impersonal, chaotic, indifferent or even hostile 
world of nature and society. 

Wells’s faith in man as a creature defined by the ideas his mind produces can be traced through his 
science fiction stories; he makes one of his characters declare that mankind will be immensely 
happier and more prosperous if he is free to think and innovate. It is also based on that idea that he 
envisioned a new world order where the old chaos inherited from man’s materialistic past would be 
defeated and mankind would live in harmony under one-world government. He ended his Outline of 
History with this hope and expectation for that new world order under one-world government. Wells 
was a Fabian socialist. It is not known whether he was invited to become one because of his ideas for 
a new world order, or he developed those ideas under the influence of the Fabian Society. 

What is know is that in 1940, when World War II was in its initial stages, he wrote a short book on 
what the New World Order should look like, as the final stage of history. The book was a 
disappointment, and despite its ambitious title, it wasn’t liked nor advertized by Wells’s own 
socialist buddies. The reason was that it was full of vague generalizations and clichés, with nothing 
specific in it. It was even more disappointing in the end where he took up the task to say how the 
new world order will come into being. The final chapter is full of phrases like “may be,” “probably,” 
“hopefully,” and so on. For any activist for a new world order, the book lays nothing of value on the 
table, and the prescriptions in it are even less valuable. Wells expects it to come as a multitude of 
people contribute a notion, a device, an amplification; he expects free people with free minds to 
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produce each some idea, until in the mix of all these individual ideas the new world order of Law 
and Justice he expects is born as a concrete reality. One is tempted to ask, “How would we know 
which of the millions of ideas born in the free minds of millions of free people are really what we 
need, and how do we know to discard the others? By what standard?” 

Wells didn’t answer this obvious question. He didn’t need to. His faith in ideas as the engine of 
history – no matter what ideas they are – didn’t allow him to question the validity of any idea. Or, to 
be precise, his faith in the ability of the mind of man to produce good ideas didn’t allow him to 
accept as valid any question that would express doubt in the products of the mind. Notice I said, his 
faith. We’ll come back to it later. 

What is not so well known is that Wells’s insistence on ideas as the engine of history was a reaction 
to philosophical materialism. Wells, as a good Fabian Socialist, was an occultist. We often look at 
occultism through the eyes of modern rationalism, as something only childish fools would do. But 
occultism is far from being a low-brow, irrational superstition; in fact, it was more often the religion 
of the educated intelligentsia. Occultism is the thought-out, rational secular response to philosophical 
materialism. In the non-Christian religions and philosophies, one is always confronted with the 
terrible dichotomy between freedom and order. (It is just another form of the greater dichotomy of 
the one and the many.) If a man wants to keep the element of freedom as a philosophical category 
without accepting Christianity, the only possible way to do it is to become an occultist; only in 
occultism is human reason theoretically allowed to have a significance of its own, and only then 
does it have meaningful existence. It is no wonder that almost all of the thinkers of the 
Enlightenment were occultists; the alternative was crass materialism which destroyed all human 
individuality and freedom, and subjected all to the impersonal predestination of material forces. It 
was that alternative that Wells was reacting against, both in his philosophy of history and in his 
science fiction stories. Wells insisted in his New World Order that in the new world, people will be 
“united but free.” Freedom was his constant theme although he never explained what he meant by it; 
and he opposed it to materalism, very self-consciously. 

Where did he see such crass materialism to react against? 

In Marxism. Wells, who was a socialist, and who exuberantly praised Joseph Stalin after meeting 
him, was still horrified by the Marxist view of history. Yes, he accepted the Marxist idea of class 
war, but he had a different explanation for the class war: It was caused by the wrong ideas accepted 
in the society. Change the ideas, and you will have a classless society. But Marx and Engels had a 
different idea about society, and about history. 

“The history of all hitherto existing societies is a history of class struggles.” 

This is the well-known opening line of the first chapter of The Communist Manifesto. But in the 
Manifesto, Marx and Engels didn’t explain why the society had classes in the first place. Marx 
couldn’t even explain what a class was, and he never finished his main work, Das Kapital. He 
stopped at the question, “What is an economic class?” Engels took it up and explained how classes 
appear: The main issue in every society – or, to use Marxist language, socio-economic formation – is 
the form of property, or, rather, ownership of the means of production. We have class struggles 
because we have classes, and we have classes because some people own the means of production 
and others don’t. The question then is, why do some people own and others don’t? The answer lies 
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in the purely materialistic explanation that humans need to produce in order to survive, and the 
means of production – impersonal and non-human means – require, by their very nature, a specific 
form of organization of production, which requires division of labor. Division of labor makes some 
people’s skills more valuable than others, and therefore they are able to accumulate more, and obtain 
ownership. But in the beginning – in that early primitive era – the means of production did not 
require such division of labor. What happened? The tools of work developed technologically to 
higher levels. 

And that’s where Marxism stopped. Yes, as ridiculous as it may sound, Marxist philosophy views 
history as a constant class struggle because the material tools of work developed technologically to 
require division of labor. The law of history is nothing more than a purely physical law of survival of 
a species, albeit in a more sophisticated form. Mankind needed to survive economically, developed 
new tools of work, which led to all the evils and woes of mankind. It sounds as preposterous as 
occultism, but there again, it is a self-conscious reaction. A philosophical materialist, unlike an 
occultist, is willing to sacrifice the notion of freedom and individuality in favor of order, a 
predictable system of truth which explains history and everything else in nice, ordered, predictable 
categories. Marxism’s historical materialism was the almost perfect system for that, if one wishes to 
avoid the Biblical philosophy of history at any cost. 

Thus, in H.G. Wells and Marx we have exemplified in a very crystallized form the two secular 
alternatives for understanding history. One is idealism, emphasizing individuality and meaning at the 
expense of order and system. The other is materialism, emphasizing order and unity of reality at the 
expense of freedom and personalism. One says that human mind moves history. The other says that 
history is nothing but evolving matter. One tries to subject history to the subjective reason of man 
until there is no difference between fact and imagination. The other tries to immerse man in history 
and matter to the total disappearance of man as a person and spirit. Both destroy meaning in history, 
and destroy man in the process. 

So what’s the Biblical solution? What is the Biblical view of history? 

R.J. Rushdoony gave us the Biblical view in his book, The Biblical Philosophy 
of History. The Biblical view of history, of course, is that history has its 
source, mainspring, and engine outside of history, in God Himself. It is not 
history of human ideas, and it is not history of development of material tools, 
although these do develop in history, no doubt about it, but only as a 
consequence of a greater development. God must enter history for history to 
have any motion or meaning. Unless God enters history, we can’t even talk 
about history as a study or as reality at all. History is not the history of ideas, 
and not the history of class war, or of technological development. History is in 
essence God’s work in His creation. “My Father is working until now, and I 
myself am working.” 

But if history is the story of God’s work in His creation, then a Biblical concept rises to the level of 
utmost importance of interpreting history: incarnation. God must enter history for history to happen; 
and history did happen and is happening because God indeed entered it by taking on a human nature. 
That Incarnation with a capital I becomes the center of history, the culmination of history, 
prophesied by those who lived before, and looked back to by those who live after. R.J. Rushdoony 



 

 
406 

was very insistent on the meaning of Incarnation for formulating Christian thought, whether it was in 
economics, politics, education, or anything else. He saw its great significance for our study of 
history and had a chapter in his book specifically devoted to it: “Incarnation and History.” 

But looking at that one-time historical event of the Incarnation of Jesus Christ 2,000 years ago solves 
only part of our problem. It does give us a pivot for history to revolve around, a center and a 
culmination that give history in general its meaning. But stopping there only we will be handicapped 
with a static, albeit meaningful history, a history that doesn’t move anywhere, and lives with a past 
event which has no meaning for the other events happening before it and after it. All right, one could 
say, the Incarnation was the central event in history. But how do you explain the other events in 
relation to it? How do you explain what is happening today, or how do you explain the development 
of the Western Civilization, or of technology, or of science, etc, etc.? How do you explain WWII, or 
man on the moon, or anything else? If you only take the Incarnation with a capital I, you will soon 
be forced to answer any question about history with, “Jesus is the answer!” Modern premillennialists 
and amillennialists are in that position today; when everything that happens in history around them is 
always returned in a mystical way to either the First Coming or the Second Coming. But the 
dynamics is never there; as if events happen fortuitously, chaotically, without a plan that man can 
understand, study, and learn from. 

We need to see the incarnation in its comprehensive meaning in order to draw from it a consistent, 
working, coherent philosophy if history which helps us understand history and answer all the 
questions about. Not just as one-time event in history but as a constant movement which defines 
history and moves it according to God’s plan. Not just one-time incarnation involvement by God but 
a constant involvement in a visible, discernible way. But we all know that the Incarnation was 
unique, and it must be one-time, otherwise we are experimenting with heresy. But isn’t there a 
different meaning of incarnation, isn’t there a different way that God enters history to shape it 
without necessarily creating many Messiahs? 

There is. 

And we see it in the promise of the New Covenant in Jeremiah 31, repeated in the New Testament: 

“Behold, days are coming,” declares the LORD, “when I will make a new covenant with the house 
of Israel and with the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers in the 
day I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt, My covenant which they broke, 
although I was a husband to them,” declares the LORD. “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.” 

We have here a form of incarnation, God writing His Law on the “flesh” of our heart. (Incarnation 
means “in flesh.”) In a parallel verse, Ezekiel 36:26, he says he will give us a heart of flesh, and then 
He says He will give us the Holy Spirit to live in our hearts (incarnation again). Ezekiel 11:20 says 
the same thing about the heart of flesh, and about a new spirit which will dwell in that heart. 
Hebrews 8:8-12 repeats the same promise, but more importantly, the New Testament gives us even 
more examples of incarnation with small i, incarnation which concerns the flesh of the believer. In 
John 14 Jesus speaks about the mystery of the Incarnation, “I am in the Father and the Father is in 
Me,” but then he connects with the other incarnation, “I am in the Father, and you in me, and I in 
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you.” He uses that very specific word, mone, “dwelling place,” at the beginning of the chapter when 
he says, “there are many dwelling places [monai] in My Father’s house,” and then He uses the same 
word later when he says that He and the Father will come and make a dwelling place (mone) in 
every believer. (The only two places in the New Testament where that specific word is used.) The 
Church, of course, is the body of Christ, the fullness of the one who fills all in all, as Paul tells us in 
Ephesians 1. But more than just the church, Paul tells us that the individual believers are temples of 
the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19; 1 Pet. 2:5). 

Obviously, God enters history not only in the central, one-time Incarnation, He continuously enters 
history and works in history through millions of incarnations that come like waves of the tectonic 
impact of that Great Incarnation. One of the reasons Jesus died on the Cross was to give us the Holy 
Spirit Who works out those small incarnations in practice. Now history has meaning not only in its 
center and culmination but it also has meaning as a process, as dynamics, as change and events and 
connections between events. Incarnation is the principle behind history, both culmination and 
change. God works through Jesus Christ in history; and He works through His people in history. 
There shouldn’t be any surprises here; the function of the Church and of the individual believers as 
God’s representatives in history, filled with His Spirit, is part of the Biblical doctrine. 

But how does this incarnation of God in His people work in practice? If it is to be manifested in 
history, that is, revealed in history, what is the visible sign of God entering His people in a form of 
incarnation and moving history through them? 

Here we come to the main thesis of this lecture. 

The promise of the New Covenant in Jeremiah 31 which I quoted above gives us the answer to it: 

“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,” 

Now, of course, it has always been part of the Christian doctrine that under the New Covenant the 
elect will have the Holy Spirit to teach them in the truths of God; and that therefore the old covenant 
of shadows – that is, rituals and sacrifices that presented God’s redemption in a symbolic manner – 
has passed away. But we need to emphasize that this new and better knowledge of God, this growth 
in knowing Him and His Law is based again on the principle of incarnation, as much as everything 
else is. God enters history in Christ, but God also enters history through His Holy Spirit in the minds 
and spirits of His elect, and manifests His grace first and foremost in increased knowledge of 
Himself. We know that the believers have received the promise of the New Covenant not by good 
works, nor by some ecstatic utterances or supernatural gifts, nor by institutional activity, but by the 
increased knowledge of who God is, and what He has done. Now, of course, this does not preclude 
good works and spiritual gifts and institutional activities. But these can be seen in other religions too. 
The uniqueness of the Christian faith is that good works, spiritual gifts, and institutional activity 
must all be in the context of knowledge of God, and therefore of glorifying God. That’s why we are 
always so skeptical of any ostentatious display of power or works; we always ask, “How does this 
glorify God?” There must be very specific, concrete, communicable, self-conscious knowledge of 
God as the basis for everything a Christian does; otherwise, no matter how great his works are, we 
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are right to doubt if he was ever part of the New Covenant and its promise of renewal of the mind 
and increased knowledge. 

This brings us to the most important issue of the creeds and the culture they create. I have argued in 
another place that Christianity is unique in the fact that the culture it created was a creedal culture, 
that is, a culture explicitly and self-consciously based on credo, “I believe,” as a unifying principle. 
The increased knowledge of God is expressed outwardly first and foremost in the form of a response 
back to God in the form of a creed. The sign that a person was admitted by God in God’s Covenant 
was that he now had faith – that is, “the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things not 
seen” – which made him self-consciously confess with his mouth what he believed (Rom. 10:10). A 
confession, “I believe,” credo, was the first necessary condition for a person to be admitted in the 
church through water baptism. The Great Commission required baptism to be “in the name of the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit,” that is, a person had to confess faith in the Godhead as the 
teachings of Jesus presented Him. When a person made that confession, it was a sign that he had 
been adopted, and God and His Son had come to make their dwelling place in that person. God’s 
incarnation in His people, both as a church and as individual believers, was expressed by a 
confession of faith. 

To answer H.G. Wells and Marx concerning the essence of history: It is not history of ideas because 
that would make history dependent on the mind of man; and it is not history of class war or 
development of material tools, because that would make history meaningless. History is the story of 
God’s continuous involvement in His creation by a way of incarnation, both one-time event with a 
capital I, and continuously in giving His people the knowledge of Himself which makes then confess 
faith in Him. History is in essence history of the growth of the knowledge of God. And this 
definition of history gives it both a unifying principle originating outside of history, and it also 
accounts for human freedom and meaning and participation in history. 

But we are not done yet. There is still the question: Creeds concern the church and the history of 
Christian theology. But there are events in history outside the history of the church, and outside the 
history of Christian theology, and even outside the world of Christendom formed in the first 5 
centuries of the Christian era. What about the political history of Europe? Or what about the history 
of technology? Or of the legal concepts we take for granted in the modern world? What about the 
history of societies that were too far from the influence of the Christian theology to be shaped by it 
or even touched by it? 

We need here to go back to that most unique book in the history of 
Christendom written by R.J. Rushdoony, The Foundations of Social Order, 
and the lessons it can teach us. Like I said before, it is unique because no one 
before and after Rushdoony ever set out to make the connection between the 
“pure” theology of the Creeds and the Councils and the “applied” ideology in 
the formation of the Western worldview. Most theologians and historians 
today look at Christianity and the church in basically the same way as they 
look at the pagan temples: Christianity and the church are there to meet a 
specific need of man, just like any other institution in society. When we need 
groceries, we go to the grocery store; when we need our cars repaired, we go 
to the car repair place; when we need entertainment, we go to the theater. In 

the same way, when we need some comfort or religious experience, we go to church. (And, indeed, 



 

 
409 

isn’t this exactly the way churches advertize themselves today!) So the creeds, being only a church 
“thing,” a code for church identification or denomination identification, or membership tag, are 
limited to the religious experience of the believer. But Rushdoony opposed this tradition of 
truncating Christianity and showed that to the contrary, the whole Western worldview has been 
shaped by the Creeds and the Councils of the early church. We have all these ideas that are the 
foundations of our social order today because the bishops of the early church sat down together to 
formulate our faith in God according to the Scriptures. And this formulation was laid as the 
foundation for changing the whole outlook of the West – including in the areas of law, government, 
economics, and others. 

I won’t go in too much detail here about the book but what is important to understand is that if that 
outlook is taken, there were no events outside the history of the church, and outside the history of 
Christian theology, or outside the history of Christendom. If the worldview of the West, if the whole 
way people thought and acted was influenced by the creeds and the councils, as Rushdoony points 
out, then there is no political history that was not in one way or another influenced by the creeds. 
There was no history of technology that was not part of the history of theology in the first place. 
There was no history of law outside of the history of the church. All these events seemingly outside 
of the history of theology and the church are in fact only a derivative, an outcome of the 
development of that history of the church and the creeds. 

And what about the world outside of Christendom? There again, no people has no knowledge of 
God. There is some knowledge, and there is some faith in everyone, even the most wretched pagan. 
And the history of the pagan nations is only an outworking of the development of their own 
“creeds,” or whatever they have in place of a true creed. Faith has consequences, and all 
consequences we see in history are the result of only one cause: the faith of the people, and the self-
conscious formulation of that faith in creeds. You want to know about the feudal period in the 
European history? Go back to the creedal statements of the time and find the causes and answers 
there. You want to know about the Industrial Revolution? Again, go to the creedal statements of that 
time, and you will see the engine of the Industrial Revolution there. Want to understand Magna 
Carta and what led to it? Study the faith and the creeds of the English Church in the 11th and the 
12th centuries. Want to understand modern America and everything that is happening around us? 
Identify the predominant creedal statements in today’s culture, and you will have all your answers. 

We are left with one last problem to resolve. If history is basically history of the creeds, of man’s 
confession of his faith back to God in response to the Holy Spirit’s work in his heart, and of the 
redeemed humanity as a whole in response to the Spirit’s work in the Church, how do we account 
for historical change? After all, once a culture changes its faith from pagan to Christian, and adopts 
an explicitly Christian credo, and changes its ideology and practice, and thus gets changed as a 
culture, what is left to do after that. And why do we have historical change in Christian cultures? 
Despite all the similarities between our time and times past, we cannot deny that the world is not the 
same as it was 2,000 years ago, or even 200 years ago; and we are obviously not going back to that 
time anymore. Just when everyone believes that there is no more room for historical changes, when 
everyone expects the world to freeze in a static condition in the present reality, history manages to 
surprise us with newer and newer realities. (Just look at the last 50 years.) 
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And this is where we learn of the great principle of historical dynamics, the principle that is the 
engine of historical progress and change, the principle that explains history for what it is, that gives 
history stable ground and impetus for movement at the same time. And that principle is this: 

God uses history to perfect our faith. 

That’s the purpose of history: God uses history to produce a bride to Himself, a perfect bride, 
without spot or wrinkle, a bride with a perfect faith, trained and tested in generations of trials, 
judgments, challenges, struggles, defeats, victories. He has no other purpose for history but that; and 
history is going to end with that Bride adorned for Her Husband, perfect in everything, a heavenly 
city of gold and precious stones. All the events in history are designed by God to be His tools in 
teaching the church what to believe about God, how to believe it, and how to formulate that faith; 
and then, of course, how to apply that faith in practice. History is the giant testing field for our faith. 
We formulate and confess our faith, and on the basis of that faith we build our ideological systems 
and our practice. And then God tests our ideas and our practice against His reality in history. Part of 
it burns, part remains intact and gets purified. Whatever burns, must be discarded and replaced; 
whatever remains and gets purified, must be preserved to stand as a foundation of the faith of future 
generations. In everything, we are like the father whose son was suffering from epilepsy, crying to 
Jesus, “I believe, help my unbelief.” And God uses history to help our unbelief, and confirm our 
faith. 

I said above that when we look at historical events, we can trace their origin and causes back to the 
prevalent creed of the time. We can take the faith of a generation and explain what happened in that 
generation and how it happened. In fact, as Rushdoony did in his book, we can explain the whole 
development of that very unique culture based on the development of the new faith, and of its 
formulations in the creeds. 

But there is more. The process is a two-way street. Not only should we be able to explain historical 
events and trends based on the creeds, we also should expect feedback from historical events which 
will help the redeemed mankind revise and perfect its creeds as it grows in the knowledge of God. 
God’s history is a two-way communication: God gives us His revelation; we respond in confessions 
and in the practical historical application of those confessions in a process of culture-building; then 
God uses a process of historical judgment to test our confessions through judging our ideas and 
practice; we respond in more faith, perfecting our confessions and therefore our ideas and practice; 
and so on, and so on. 

The early church was faced with the problem of dualistic heresies from the very beginning (the 
antichrists John is stalking about in his epistles). This forced the church to formulate the early ante-
Nicene creeds, as baptismal formulas, as a way to separate from the heretics, and as a foundation for 
their beliefs in a world hostile to their faith. After the Empire officially capitulated to Christ, the 
political attempts of some of the heresies to gain the upper hand forced the church to continue the 
process of perfecting the creeds in order to exclude those of the heretics who were craftily using 
loopholes in the earlier creeds to spread their error under the disguise of orthodoxy. When in the 
West the Empire collapsed, the Church was left in an unprecedented historical situation to have to 
provide the cohesive principle for a new society, against doctrinal attacks by heretics and military 
attacks by pagan barbarians. In Spain, right before the Council of Toledo codified the filioque in the 
Western creed, the situation was even more unusual: Arian political masters, pagan economic 
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oligarchy which was a remnant of the old imperial order, and a general population which was 
predominantly Christian and orthodox. The church did not try to meet these challenges 
pragmatically, by organizing and acting on some “practical” principle, she responded by Councils, 
ecumenical and local, and by an immense body of literature unparalleled in the Classical world, 
literature aimed at searching the answers for the problems in the Scriptures, based on the faith 
inherited from the Apostles. The result is the creeds we recite even today, and the writings of the 
church fathers. None of us today actually is trying to learn from the specific practical way they 
solved problems at the time; but we certainly continue reading their writings and reciting their 
creeds. 

Later, in the 11th and the 12th centuries, the church faced another great challenge: whose law was 
going to rule the land, the old pagan/royal law, or the canon law based on the Law of God. The 
church again responded by going back to its creeds and perfecting its faith, again producing a body 
of literature aimed at increased knowledge of God, and from there, at increased knowledge of what 
Christian should do in this world, in every area of life. The canon law won, and that’s because the 
church responded in the right way. 

In the time of the Reformation, the Reformers met the challenges which confronted the church again 
by producing numerous confessions and catechisms. The Roman church’s argument, that images and 
rituals were needed as learning tools for the unlearned, was met by the Reformed churches with a 
response which the Roman church did not anticipate at the beginning: instead of going down to the 
level of the unlearned, what about bringing them up to the level of the learned? This took work to 
formulate the faith and perfect the creeds. The Reformers were courageous enough to do something 
that no one had done until that time, and that is, criticize some of the points in the earlier creeds and 
council decisions which they believed to be wrong, according to the Scriptures. Obviously, the new 
historical circumstances God was giving were showing that some of the Councils were not exactly 
based on conscientious reading of Scripture, and some of the decisions and the creeds needed 
revision. The challenges were met, and just like the early church created a culture that was unique in 
the world at the time, the Reformers were able to lay the foundation for a new culture, unheard of 
before, which resulted in all the benefits and blessings we have today here in America and in the 
West. 

In short, God is in the business of perfecting our faith, and that is expressed visibly in perfecting our 
creeds in history. History is God’s tool to challenge our faith, and teach us the consequences of it. It 
is a feedback, positive or negative: our faith produces consequences, which then tell us where we 
need to perfect our faith, what we need to keep and what we need to discard or change or formulate 
in better detail. It is this view of history which gives us both a unifying principle outside of history, 
and at the same time preserves man’s freedom and meaning of history. 

We have had a change in our view of the creeds in the last 100 years. We have lost the connection 
between creeds and history. In some churches, creeds and catechisms have become simply another 
political tool for preserving organizational unity and reconciling opposing factions. (Just look at the 
800-page catechism of the Roman church.) Some authors – even Reformed authors, at that – have 
decided that confessions shouldn’t be given to the ordinary people in the church, for confessions 
cause divisions; only pre-made prayers and liturgy should be given to laymen. (I’d say, anyone who 
believes that prayer books and liturgy do not cause divisions is totally ignorant of the history of the 
church.) Others have so separated creeds from history that they elevate certain creeds to the level of 
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infallible Scripture which should never be changed or revised or even looked at critically. As if the 
history of the perfection of our faith has reached its end and purpose somewhere in the 17th century 
and would and should never progress from there. 

But history is dynamic, not static, and if history is the story of our growth in faith, we need to 
understand that history is the story of God perfecting our knowledge of Him and therefore of our 
creeds. No changes should be frivolous and light-headed; and any change should be grounded in 
careful examination of God’s Word, the history of the church so far, and the historical circumstances 
today against the Word and the Confessions. Every Christian man individually, and the Church 
collectively, should be like the scribe in Matthew 13:52, who has become a disciple of the Kingdom, 
and is “like a head of a household, who brings out of his treasure things new and old.” 

We face challenges today that no Christian in history has faced before. The covenant is the same, the 
law is the same, God and Jesus Christ are the same, but the historical situation is unique. And we 
must admit that the church has been unable to deal with the challenges. That is because in trying to 
face them, we have either resorted to changing our practice or to changing our ideology concerning 
specific areas. But we have not been careful to examine our very faith, and how we understand it and 
formulate it. In this, we have neglected following the example of our forefathers in the faith. We 
need to re-examine our faith first; unless we understand this, we won’t be able to rebuild the 
foundations of the social order of Christendom. 

In other words, faith has consequences. 
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 Creedal Culture 88.
Bojidar Marinov, June 18, 2012  

Constantinople wasn’t just another Rome in the 4th century AD. Not 
even close. Yes, from the vantage point of the imperial historians and 
bureaucrats, it may have been a “second Rome.” After all, all that 
bureaucrats want is a place for an office. If the office is in another city, 
then that city is “Rome.” 

But in terms of the “spirit” of the city, in terms of the overall interests 
and religious commitment of the population, Constantinople was very 
different. 

Rome was still predominantly pagan in the 4th century; her average 
citizen was concerned about his horoscope, the gladiatorial games, or 
whether he would get his loaf of bread from the government bakeries. 
Rome had long lost her power over the world, and worse: she had lost 

her will to live and rule over the world. Entertainment and government welfare, occultism and 
escapism were what characterized the former Mistress of the inhabited world. 

Constantinople, on the other hand, was buzzing with life, enthusiasm, optimism, and hope, right 
from its beginning in AD 324. Throughout the 4th and 5th centuries A.D., the city seemed to be 
obeying the original purpose of her founder, Constantine. It lived and breathed with the theological 
controversies of the time. Four ecumenical councils (five, if we count the non-ecumenical Second 
Council of Ephesus in AD 449) were held in the first two centuries after Constantine, either in 
Constantinople, or in nearby cities (Ephesus, Nicaea, Chalcedon). In between councils, the church 
and the civil government engaged in long political and ecclesiastical battles and stand-offs over 
theological issues. The atmosphere was thick with theological debate and its consequences in the 
society. Observers at the time comment that theological controversies were not limited to churches 
and correspondence between bishops and civil rulers. Simple people on the streets, in the forum, in 
the shops and the fields eagerly discussed the nature of Christ, His consubstantiality with the Father, 
the procession of the Holy Ghost, the Arian, the Nestorian, and other heresies. Families divided over 
these issues; business partners parted ways; rulers rose and fell over their commitment to one or 
another side of the debates; bishops were sent into exile, then recalled, then sent away again. 
Constantinople was in the middle of all this, with a population that was very literate and awakened 
concerning the creeds and the councils and concerning their importance in the life of the New 
Republic established by Constantine. 

Pagan observers of the time, of course, ridiculed this. Julian the Apostate, bitter and full of hatred 
against Christianity – which he never bothered to study and understand, despite his claims to 
objectivity – found this interest of the common people in the tenets of their faith a proof to the 
weakness of Christianity. Modern anti-Christian historians, too, join the ranks of mockers by 
describing the interest and the struggles of the church and the Empire in the 4th and 5th centuries as 
rather ludicrous. The normal course for an empire, as far as modern historians are concerned, should 
be the centrality of political, economic, or military issues, not the refinement of theological points. 
And, worst of all, modern Christian historians and theologians refuse to understand the importance 
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of those struggles for the emergence of Christendom and the formation of its worldview. For them, 
the history of the church, and especially of its councils and creeds, is separate from the history of the 
world; it has significance, indeed, for the development of our theology today, but it has only 
marginal significance for the development of our civilization, with its worldview, and its political, 
economic, social, etc. views. 

What was happening in Constantinople, of course, was revolutionary; it had no analog in the world 
before that, or maybe only in the small nation of Israel. Its uniqueness was what made it 
incomprehensible to the pagan observers, then and today. A new culture was being born, from the 
ashes of the dying pagan world; and that culture had nothing to do with the cultures of the old world. 
Tertullian had exclaimed more than a century earlier, “What has Athens to do with Jerusalem?” 
Athens was dying. Jerusalem was the foundation of the new world. And the pagans couldn’t 
understand it, just as modern pagans – and Christians too – are unable to understand it today. 

Paganism, without a stable principle of cohesion for reality, always seeks to build culture on one of 
two principles: nature (birth) or force. A man became part of a culture by simply being born in it. 
Blood and genes as a principle of cultural cohesion have always been the foundation for the identity 
of the savages. The Greek city-states were the best known examples of such cultures based on blood 
lines; one couldn’t become a citizen of a city where he had no ancestors. Exile from the city of your 
ancestors was as bad as death. Worship, culture, inheritance, laws, citizenship, servitude, and 
everything else was transferred by birthright. To oppose one’s family was to oppose one’s own 
being, for a man was what blood and genes made him.1 

Or, a man became part of a culture by being forced into it. A pagan empire had the right to impose 
its own laws and culture by the very virtue of its power and might. When a nation was conquered, 
that could only be because its gods were vanquished; and therefore the gods of the victors had the 
legitimate right to impose their culture on the defeated. Of course, the defeated were slaves, not 
citizens (think Helots in Sparta). No one asked them if they wanted to participate in the new society, 
since they were defeated. Might made right. 

Cultures, therefore, were defined and kept together by either blood or might. Culturally, man was the 
creature of either his genes or of the power of the state. His consent was not asked for. Paganism did 
not have any idea of the notion of individual consent. The individual did not exist, as far as paganism 
was concerned: so why expect any consent from the individual? 

The revolution created by the spreading of the Gospel laid the foundation of a new kind of culture: a 
culture based on faith. Whatever was not of faith was sin. The Scripture declared in the Old 
Testament that “the righteous shall live by faith” (Hab. 2:4). The New Testament repeated the same 
statement and added the dreadful threat, not found in the Old Testament, “and if he shrinks back, My 
soul has no pleasure in him” (Heb. 10:38). A man’s faith made him part of the new culture, of the 
new world order of Christendom; therefore what a man believed was what defined him. Blood and 
social status did not define a man or his culture anymore. “I believe” – credo – was what did. Paul 
found it necessary to explain that now that “faith has come . . . you are all sons through faith,” and 
therefore, “there is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free man, there is neither male 
nor female” (Gal. 3:25-28). Faith now defined everything. Blood, power, genetic composition didn’t. 
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Thus, from its early days, Christianity was involved in building a new culture, based on a self-
conscious profession of faith, a confession (Rom. 10:9). In this culture, the words “I believe” were to 
be the most important words for personal identity. In a pagan world, a man was identified by his 
family membership, or by his social status. Christianity created a creedal culture in which a man was 
identified by his religion. 

Of course, every culture is based on faith, even the pagan cultures. It may be a faith in the divinity of 
the ancestors, it may be a faith in the divinity of the state; or it may be a faith in the ultimacy of 
chaos (although a faith in chaos never builds a culture). Even when men identify themselves by their 
genetic origin or by their social status, they still do so based on faith in the importance of these. But 
the faith that Christianity laid as the foundation for its new culture was of a different kind: it had to 
be a self-conscious, intellectually communicable faith. A man who is a product of his own genes, or 
a product of blind social forces, has no self-conscious faith. Any self-consciousness is by default 
only a side product, and can be simply a delusion in a world defined materialistically. “I believe” 
meant nothing for a pagan; a pagan could say, “it doesn’t matter whether you believe it or not,” 
because personal faith was irrelevant in his view of the social order. But a Christian was known by 
his personal confession; therefore, a Christian culture was to be known by its collective, self-
conscious, openly expressed faith. A credo – “I believe” – was necessary. Thus, from the very 
beginning, the church was involved in formulating and perfecting its creeds. In fact, if anything, the 
history of the early church – and the history of the church until today – can be defined as “perfection 
of the creeds” more than it can be defined in any other way. When faith is all that matters and 
everything else follows from faith, self-conscious, defined, and communicated faith becomes the 
unifying principle of the civilization; and its perfection becomes the meaning of history itself. 

It will be a mistake, therefore, to adopt the modern theological view that the creeds were simply a 
church code, a definition of what the true church was and had to believe; that a creed had a limited 
application to the life of the believer or to the life of his church or his denomination. Yes, a creed 
was a means of separation, of discrimination between true believers and false believers (heretics); as 
such, it was meant to separate the church from the world and keep her in the holy faith. But the 
claims and the scope of the creeds was much more than that. A creed’s function was to go beyond 
the individual heart of the believer to establish an epistemological foundation for the understanding 
of the world, and therefore for righteous action in the world. The creeds became the basis for a new 
worldview, a comprehensive worldview which was to replace the old worldview of paganism. 
Classical paganism, as much as it had any concerted and self-conscious effort to acquire any 
knowledge, went about acquiring it by studying nature, or by digging into the depths of the human 
mind, hoping to find in either of them God and His providence, “groping for Him.” Christianity, in 
the words of Charles Norris Cochrane, “[suggested] a fresh attitude” to the problem of knowledge 
and truth, “the approach no longer being, as for Classicism, through nature to God, but rather 
through God to nature.”2 R.J. Rushdoony, in one of the most unique books ever written in the history 
of Christendom, said, “A creed is more than a church’s standard,’ and then continued to connect the 
creeds to the cultural development of the Christian world: 

Biblical creedalism is an assent to God’s creation, redemption, and government; it is passive because 
it affirms an act of redemption by the triune God of which man is simply the recipient by grace. But 
this passivity is the ground of true activity: man under God moves now in terms of true law, in terms 
of the canon of the Scripture, to exercise dominion over the earth in the name of the triune God. 



 

 
416 

Christian creedalism is thus basic to Western activism, constitutionalism, and hope concerning 
history.3 

I said that Rushdoony’s book, Foundations of Social Order, is one of the most 
unique books ever written. Nothing like it has been written before, and nothing 
like it has been written after. Christian and non-Christian historians have 
generally agreed on at least one thing about creeds and history: they are not 
connected in any meaningful way. A few non-Christian historians – Harold 
Berman and his Law and Revolution being a good example – have mentioned 
that the Christian creeds have been instrumental in shaping the legal views and 
therefore the legal structure of the West. But a general study of how the creeds 
formed the West and its unique outlook has always been lacking; the reason 
being that both Christian and non-Christian authors are eager to constrain the 
significance of the creeds to the church and the history of theology. Even 
Philip Schaff in his three-volume work, The Creeds of Christendom, confines 
their value and use to the church.4 The view of the creeds has been dualistic; creeds were separated 
from history, and history was left to follow its own course, independent from the development of 
Christian theology and the perfection of the faith of the saints. 

Rushdoony challenged that outlook, and he is the first author to ever create a systematic study of 
how the creeds of Christendom became the foundation for the worldview of the Western civilization. 
Based on his Reformed faith, he clearly saw that ideas have consequences, and that the 
transformation of the pagan empire into the civilization of Christendom had its foundation in the 
formulation of what Christians believed about God, Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit, about the two 
natures of Christ, the history and the nature of redemption, the church, etc. The creeds were not just 
for the church; they were the foundations of social order as we know it today, in every area of life. 
What we believe about politics – and therefore how we act in the political realm – will be 
determined by what we believe about the Trinity and the nature of redemption. What we believe 
about economics – and therefore how we act in the economic realm – will be determined by our 
beliefs about God, Jesus Christ, and His salvation. What we believe about any area of life, be it 
science, family, education, technologies, international relations, psychology, arts, etc. – and 
therefore how we act in all these areas of life – will be determined by our creeds. When Christianity 
set out to create a creedal culture, that creedal culture was not to be limited to the church and the 
personal faith of the individual. Anything not of faith was sin; and therefore everything had to be 
based on faith, and that faith had to be carefully formulated and communicated. Everything, 
including politics, and economics, and law. All life had to be based on faith, and therefore creeds 
mattered to all of life. 

Thus, it was this understanding of the importance of the Christian faith for all of life that supplied 
the energy for the social and political activity in the age of Constantine and his heirs. Granted, both 
the church and the state were still very imperfect in their understanding of the Word of God; they 
were imperfect in their maturity as to what constitutes legitimate ecclesiastical and government 
action. Notions and feelings were harbored, and actions were taken that were a remnant from the 
pagan past. State and church made many mistakes; sometimes one corrected the other, for the benefit 
of both, at other times both acted in a spirit that was not fitting the cause of the Gospel. Both were 
learning, of course, and both had to throw off a lot of old baggage in the process of building the 
Christendom. But in general, both state and church understood that a new civilization was in the 
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process of making, and one thing was important over all other things: the formulation of the new 
faith in such a way as to separate the faithful (with all their differences of opinion) from the heretics; 
and also to separate a Christian civilization from a pagan civilization. No wonder Constantinople 
with its whole population was so deeply involved in the theological controversies; the resolution of 
those controversies was a matter of life and death for the whole civilization they were out to build. 

Today’s Opposition to Creedal Culture 

Rushdoony’s book was ignored in Reformed circles, just as nine years before it was published, 
another book by a Reformed author was ignored: Henry Van Til, The Calvinistic Concept of 
Culture. By the 1960s the Reformed churches and seminaries in the United States had succumbed to 
the trend in the broadly evangelical churches to separate life from theology and limit the Gospel and 
the Christian teaching to “spiritual” matters, leaving the reality outside of the church without clear 
revealed standard from the Bible to define it, explain it, or provide a blueprint for righteous action 
for man. The knowledge of God was progressively separated from the knowledge of man, or from 
the knowledge of reality or human society. Henry Van Til’s book was deliberately ignored because it 
made the connection between the Christian faith and culture: a connection that most seminary 
professors and pastors at the time were determined to avoid and deny. Rushdoony’s book was 
ignored simply because it was far beyond the capabilities of modern theology to grasp. Creeds and 
councils were for theology proper, not for comprehensive worldview, and certainly not for building a 
civilization or a social order. A creedal culture simply could not exist; therefore Rushdoony’s thesis 
made no sense. In a sense, Rushdoony’s interest in the creeds and the councils was just as 
incomprehensible and ludicrous as the interest of those common people in Constantinople 1,600 
years ago: an obsession that provoked curiosity, but hardly deserved any serious study or discussion. 

That state of denial continues today, over 40 years after The Foundations of Social Order was 
published. The creedal culture which the early church built, and which the Gospel requires us to 
build in opposition to the pagan cultures of blood or power, is under attack by the very churches that 
are supposed to build and support it today. 

At least one Reformed author declared recently that we should not give laymen in the churches 
access to the confessions. Confessions of faith only produce divisions and arguments in the body of 
Christ, he said, and therefore we should only give laymen things that edify them, like liturgy and 
pre-made prayers by the elders. (It never occurred to him, apparently, that in history, liturgy and 
prayer books divided Christians just as much as confessions did, if not more.) Such suggestion, if 
carried on in practice, will make the church into a pagan culture based on ritualistic religion, 
contrary to self-conscious and informed faith of the Gospel. Another author of the same movement 
declares that because the pagan religions had their myths and stories, Christianity should be based on 
myths as well, not on creeds and confessions, because creeds and confessions tended to “rationalize” 
it. (Of course, both ancient and modern rationalism are based on myths too.) Why we should build 
our faith the way pagan religions are built is not clear, but at least we know that the creedalism of 
Scripture is attacked, and its importance denied. 

Another way creedal culture is attacked is by the opposite extreme, where certain historical creeds 
and confessions are made to be ultimate and elevated almost to the level of being a Scripture. The 
usual creed to be taken as such ultimate creed is the Westminster Confession and the Catechisms, 
even though the very Confession declares very strongly that, 
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The whole counsel of God concerning all things necessary for His own glory, man’s salvation, faith 
and life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence may be 
deduced from Scripture: unto which nothing at any time is to be added, whether by new revelations 
of the Spirit, or traditions of men. 

The Confession itself is a “tradition of men,” so very clearly, its authors were careful to declare that 
it can’t be absolutized and made into a standard at the level of Scripture. But what is more important, 
as far as creedal culture is involved, such absolutism actually decreases the importance and the scope 
of the Confession. God moves history, and by moving history, He places newer and newer 
challenges before the church in order to force her to perfect her understanding of Scripture and its 
application to the challenges. That’s the very meaning of sanctification in the life of the believer: 
obedience in small things leads to greater challenges and greater responsibility, which requires 
higher levels of maturity and therefore better informed faith. A believer improves his confession, his 
credo, throughout his life. The same applies to the church: facing the new historical challenges 
placed before it by God, it is obligated to take them as didactic material to help it learn and 
understand the Word and improve its creeds. But there is a condition here: An individual is only 
forced to improve his faith, and therefore his understanding and his confession, when he tries to 
actively apply it in practice to his life and to the culture around him. A person whose faith is limited 
only to his mind but is not applied to the culture has no need to improve on his faith, and neither will 
he have any reason to improve it; nothing challenges such limited, mystical faith, and therefore 
nothing leads him to perfect it. Same with the church: the church’s creed can remain unchanged only 
insofar as the church keeps that creed away from any practical application of that creed, and only 
applies it to the church itself. A church, as a limited institution, can easily remain unchanged despite 
all the historical changes around it, and thus preserve its confession unchanged; there are no new 
challenges to face and address. If a church believes that there is no process of perfection of the 
creeds in history, that can be only because that church believes that the creeds are irrelevant to 
history and the development of culture. 

The extreme examples of opposition to creedal culture in our modern churches, of course, are 
dispensationalism and the revived rhetoric of what is known as “two-kingdoms theology.” Both 
dispensationalism and the two-kingdoms theology limit the Christian faith to the issues of the 
individual heart and the church, and maybe the Christian family. While there is some 
acknowledgment of the necessity and importance of creeds in both systems, they are considered 
irrelevant to culture and life on earth in general. Dispensationalism looks at the history after the 
Resurrection as a “parenthesis” outside of God’s Covenant, and therefore not subject to the 
definitions of that covenant. This view of history gives it a course independent of the faith of God’s 
people, and therefore the very concept of creedal culture makes no sense. The two-kingdoms 
theology, on the other hand, while paying lip service to the redemptive character of the history after 
the Resurrection, still believes that the “common kingdom” is run by natural law, which is not the 
same as the revealed Law in the Bible. To obey and follow the revealed Law of God, faith is 
necessary, but then that Law has no application to culture. As far as natural law – which governs 
culture – is concerned, it’s not necessary to accept it by faith because it is, after all, “natural,” that is, 
common to all people. No one ever needs to declare “I believe in the natural law,” in the same way 
as Christians say, “I believe in God the Father Almighty, etc.” Thus, both systems divorce culture 
from faith, and therefore divorce it from the Christian creeds. 
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And then both systems declare that a Christian is still obligated to participate in the society, even if 
that has no direct connection to his faith. In other words, both systems ask the Christians to do “good 
works” which are not “of faith,” since faith does not legitimately apply to the realm of these good 
works. By rejecting the concept of creedal culture, modern dualistic ideologies in the church are in 
fact calling Christians to commit sin, if Rom. 14:23 is taken in account. A Christian is doing good 
works only when everything he does is informed by his faith, in every area of life. Which means that 
every area of life must be subject to his faith, and that his faith must speak to every area of life. 

To restore Christendom, the very concept of creedal culture must be restored. As I pointed above, it 
wasn’t that long ago when Henry Van Til was still able to say that “culture is religion externalized.” 
The creeds must be restored, not as simply a church code which defines who can take communion 
(that function must be preserved, of course), but as defining documents for the very culture and 
civilization Christians need to build if they are to fulfill the Great Commission. It is time that we 
make creeds the foundation of our comprehensive worldview. And build from there. 
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 A Clueless Pastor Wants More State Control of Education  89.
Bojidar Marinov, October 20, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3637/a-clueless-pastor-
wants-more-state-control-of-education/  

If you are a God-fearing member of 
the Presbyterian Church of America (also 
see here) and you are not alarmed, you must 
not be paying attention. If you believed the 
PCA was safely within the group of Christian 
denominations considered “theologically 
conservative,” you are mistaken. An event 
happened a couple of weeks ago that is 
challenging the status of the PCA as a 
“conservative denomination.” If it is left 
unresolved, it will open a way to the gradual 
transformation of PCA from conservative to 
liberal, just like it happened a century and a 
half ago with the PCUSA. For the first time in 
the history of PCA – as far as I am aware – a 

PCA pastor publicly promotes outright statist and socialist policies. For the first time a PCA pastor 
takes the side of the socialist bureaucrats against other Christians and calls for government intrusion 
in areas that are outside of the jurisdiction of the state according to the Bible. 

I am talking about the article by Tom Stein, the Pastor of Christ Presbyterian Church in Richmond 
Indiana, “What do we do with home-schoolers?” Pastor Stein believes something must be “done” 
with homeschoolers. Why? Because, as he explains in the article, school administrators in Indiana 
cheat about their schools’ drop-out rates by convincing parents to sign a homeschool form. It is 
government bureaucrats who cheat, note that. And logically, Pastor Stein looks to the source of the 
problem: homeschoolers. Government bureaucrats wouldn’t cheat, apparently, if homeschooling 
wasn’t around. Or, to put it in another way so that fewer people get offended, if homeschoolers were 
under some “reasonable oversight and regulation.” 

Oversight and regulation by whom? 

By government bureaucrats. 
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It Takes a Backbone to Raise Terrific Kids 

It is in “the interest of the state,” he says, to “keep an eye on all this.” Of course. Who would doubt 
the government bureaucrats’ genuine interest in the proper education of kids? Who would think 
government bureaucrats would worry more about their drop-out stats than about education? They did 
so marvelously well with the government schools, so why not have them regulate homeschoolers 
some of whom are “lukewarm, negligent and unqualified,” according to Stein. Obviously, that’s why 
a mom stays home to homeschool: because she is “lukewarm.” 

You don’t see the logic? That’s because there is no logic in Stein’s proposal. Maybe we shouldn’t 
expect it. As Pastor Stein admits about his teaching skills, “My kids surpassed my home-schooling 
skills somewhere around first grade.” His education at the seminary apparently didn’t qualify him to 
teach second grade. But he can preach and teach every Sunday at his church. His congregation is on 
its way to first grade, if we take Stein’s words for what they are. 

But his lack of logic is the least of his problems. 

His greater problem is theological and moral. Stein’s article doesn’t just describe a problem. As a 
matter of fact, if we investigate the statistical data, it may well be that there isn’t a problem at all, or 
that it is negligible. By its title and the bulk of its content, the article is promoting a policy. And 
since every policy is based on an agenda, Tom Stein is promoting an agenda. And that agenda has 
specific outcomes in mind – more control over Christian parents by the state. 

Stein’s social theory is based on a principle: Whatever the problem is, call the legislators to fix it. 
That’s why he ends it with, “Hello, legislators. Anybody … home?” Even when the very state has 
created the problem, Stein calls for more of the same – more state intervention. He doesn’t think 
government schools shouldn’t exist in the first place because Biblically the state has no business in 
education. He thinks the problem is that there isn’t enough government intervention in education. 
This social theory is called Statism. When developed to its logical conclusion, it is called socialism. 
When applied in practice, it produces communism. Stein is a smart fellow. He certainly knows the 
logical conclusions of his own social theory. 
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Intellectual Schizophrenia 

But a social theory doesn’t come out of nothing. It is based on a theology: on a view of God, man, 
law and time. Sometimes the social theory doesn’t openly admit what theology it is based upon – 
just like Stein doesn’t say where he got his ideas for more government control. But it is easy to 
reconstruct the underlying theology by looking at the source of law for the social theory, and the 
source of sanctions. The source of law in a society is that society’s god; and the source of ultimate 
sanctions is also its god. Stein tells us where to find the standard for what is good and evil: it is the 
“interests of the state.” He also tells us who must impose the sanctions: the state. He doesn’t tell us 
where in the Bible he finds the “interests of the state” as a legitimate source of law. And he doesn’t 
tell us where in the Bible the state is given the prerogative to impose sanctions in the area of 
education. The Bible is not a factor in his social theory. The state is. Being under the state is not 
even considered “dependency,” since Tom Stein believes paying money to the state in fact frees us 
from dependency. As he says: 

Yes, this addition to our bureaucracy will cost money, but how does that compare to what we pay for 
a lifetime of dependency? 

The theology of Tom Stein is obvious: The State is god walking on earth. Law comes from the state, 
and all is done in the name of the “interests of the state.” Therefore the state must do something with 
the homeschoolers. 

This is a blasphemous theology, it is heresy, and PCA must deal with it decisively. By “decisively” I 
mean the original etymological meaning of “decision”: cut it off from its midst. By his article Tom 
Stein poses direct challenge against the Law of God and the Biblical position for the proper place of 
the civil government. He calls for the replacement of the Law of God with the law of the state, and 
he calls for sanctions imposed by unrighteous bureaucrats upon righteous Christian parents. PCA 
must find the strength and the resolution to respond by affirming the Law of God and imposing the 
sanctions of the church upon Tom Stein. He cannot continue to pastor a PCA church, and he cannot 
continue to represent a conservative denomination with his radical statist views. His radicalism must 
meet radical rejection in the conservative denomination of the PCA. Anything else would be a 
betrayal of the very purpose and mission PCA was created for. The PCA cannot afford theologically 
liberal voices using its pulpits, unless it wants to become just like PCUSA. 

Tom Stein must be asked to repent and resign, and if he refuses, he must be excommunicated. If 
PCA doesn’t find the resolution to discipline Tom Stein, it is opening itself for liberal invasion. 
When the “interests of the state” become a standard for social policies, every possible kind of 
government action becomes morally justified. (Ask someone from Eastern Europe.) The “interests of 
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the state” may also include proper preaching in the churches. So why not have some “reasonable 
regulation and oversight” there? True, it is going to cost us a little more money, but how does that 
compare to having the wrong sermons preached from the pulpit? What about making sure we spend 
our money wisely? Isn’t that a legitimate part of the “interests of the state”? Then why not have 
some “reasonable regulation” there too – submitting forms as to what we are planning on buying for 
the next year, and get permissions from bureaucrats? There are so many things that the state can 
declare within its “interests.” If Tom Stein is not placed under discipline, what will stop other 
radicals in the future recommend even further invasion of our lives by the government? 

The PCA must act, and it must act quickly. 

 

Children of Caesar 

The problem is, it probably won’t. And this is not because there are no committed, God-fearing 
Christians in the denomination – to the contrary, there are plenty of them in it. The problem is, there 
is no standard by which PCA can discipline Tom Stein. The only available standard is the Law of 
God and what it says about the proper place and role of civil government. Outside of the Law of God 
there is no other standard that limits the civil government within its Biblically mandated sphere; 
there is no other standard that declares certain areas of life immune to government intervention. In 
short, in order to be able to declare a position, the PCA must become openly theonomic. Without 
Theonomy, the PCA cannot tell Tom Stein, “You are wrong, you must repent, or your place is not 
among us.” 

But where is that Theonomy in the beliefs of PCA? The Law of God – even though it had such a 
prominent place in the theology of John Calvin and the Puritans – cannot be found in any of the 
foundational documents of PCA. It isn’t present in its “Beliefs.” It isn’t in their “Vision.” It isn’t 
mentioned in the mission and vision statements of its missionaries or mission organizations. There is 
nothing about it in the PCA’s education and publication resources website. Yes, the Law of God 
takes a very prominent place in the Westminster Standards, but whatever that prominent place was 
400 years ago, it didn’t really register in the modern documents of PCA. So, what standard will PCA 
use to respond to radicals like Stein? 

But the situation is even worse than that. 

The PCA’s silence concerning the Law of God is not morally neutral. It doesn’t just mean, “We are 
neither for nor against it.” If the Bible places the Law of God at the center of God’s covenant with 
men, such silence is a moral decision against the Law of God. By never mentioning the Law of God 
as a standard for justice and righteousness, for individual and social action, PCA in practice declares 
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its allegiance to a rival view: The Radical Two Kingdom Theology (R2Kt). According to that 
theology the Law of God is not applicable to the world outside of the church. There are two 
kingdoms, and there are two laws. The Law of God applies to the church, and the “natural law” 
applies to the culture. And since the holy book of that “natural law” has never been found, all we are 
left with is the law of the state. 

And here is the problem concerning Stein: Under the principles of the R2Kt, he is safe. By calling 
for more government intervention in the lives of righteous Christian families, he is only applying the 
R2Kt to the civil world. Indeed, if the PCA is silent about the application of the Law of God in the 
society, it must be because society is a different kingdom with a different law. What other law 
should apply there? Stein has an answer: The law of the state. Nothing can be done against him. The 
Bible cannot be used against him, because, remember, it only applies to the “kingdom of the 
church.” He is only consistent with what most Presbyterians believe anyway. Not only is his article 
not against the basic PCA beliefs, it is in fact in full conformity with them, and is a logical 
consequence of them. Who can say Stein is not applying the Two-Kingdom Approach in a right and 
legitimate way? And what will stop future socialists from using the pulpits of PCA to apply it in 
even more radical ways? 

Therefore Stein’s article places the whole PCA in the valley of decision. There can be no “business 
as usual” anymore. If the PCA remains silent and doesn’t discipline Stein, it will start on the road to 
becoming theologically liberal, politically statist organization. Stein is only an early bird of what’s to 
come. We have seen that before. It happened to PCUSA. (Remember how the PCUSA financed 
Marxist rebels like Mugabe and the Sandinistas in the 1970s and the 1980s? You think the PCA is 
immune?) The old Presbyterianism couldn’t find the moral courage to cut off liberalism from its 
midst. By the time J. Gresham Machen started the fight of his life, it was too late. 

But if the PCA decides to act, it needs to radically change its commitment to the Law of God. The 
current position of silent neutrality towards the Law of God cannot fight radicalism that is 
committed to use that neutrality for its own purposes. You can’t beat something with nothing. 
Stein’s article draws a line: Theonomy or Death. 

And there is no middle ground anymore. 
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 Dualism, Legalism, and Impotence 90.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3664/dualism-legalism-and-
impotence/  

Of the surprisingly few flak shots I took for my 
article last week [“A Clueless Pastor Wants More 
State Control of Education”], one question stood out 
above the others, when discussing my treatment of 
Pastor Tom Stein: Can I really call him a heretic, and 
can I really recommend his excommunication for his 
position? A few readers expressed this concern, and 
one even added some sarcasm to it: 

That the pastor is wrong-headed & needs [to be] 
corrected, sure. That he's a heretic who should be 
defrocked until he repents, though? Was there an 
Ecumenical Council that I overlooked somewhere? Some 
clause at Nicea? 

I am not going to discuss Stein anymore. I discussed him enough, and Joel McDurmon explored the 
issue even further. But the question above is important beyond the immediate case at hand, and it 
deserves further consideration. In fact, I believe that question sums up everything that is wrong in 
the Reformed world – and especially in the Presbyterian churches – today; it needs to be addressed, 
urgently. 

Of course, the question has a simple logical counter-question: What standard do we use to declare 
the pastor “wrong-headed” and that he needs correction? If the standard is the Bible, then obviously 
Joel and I were right that the Stein issue is not simply political, but fundamentally theological. False 
theology is known as “heresy,” and therefore he must be tried as a heretic. But if Stein is not a 
heretic, then he must be “wrong-headed and in need to be corrected” by some other standards except 
the Bible. And what are those standards, if I may ask? 

The question above has broader implications, though. It in fact brings us to a bigger question: Can 
we expand the definition for “heresy” to cover beliefs and practices that do not fall under the 
heading of “pure theology”? We know that what the Ecumenical Councils declared “heresies” were 
in fact questions of pure theology: the person and nature of God, the person and nature of Jesus 
Christ, the person and nature of the Holy Spirit, the nature of the Trinity, the nature of salvation. We 
can tell a person is a “heretic” if they reject the divinity of Christ or if they preach some kind of 
subordinationism between the Persons of the Trinity. But what about cultural matters? What about 
policy recommendations? What about economic and social theories? Can those be “heretical” or 
“orthodox”? If the Councils never mentions such mundane matters and opinions, do we have the 
authority to judge those by the “heresy/orthodoxy” yardstick? 
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After all, aren’t practical opinions and actions only based on an ultimate commitment to a certain 
theology, a certain worldview? Why do people act the way they do? Why do they have the 
expectations they have? What produces their practical value scales; what gives them basis for their 
“rationality”? Isn’t it their ultimate beliefs about God and themselves? Isn’t practice only beliefs 
incarnated? Aren’t works the outworking of one’s faith? 

If we believe there is an inseparable connection between faith and works, then there is an inseparable 
connection between theology and practice. The right theology will produce the right practice, and the 
wrong theology will produce the wrong practice. 

And now, sit down and get ready for the greatest revelation for modern “Reformed” Christians: If 
there is such a thing like heretical theology, there by necessity is such a thing like heretical practice, 
heretical social theory, heretical economic and political doctrines, heretical science, etc. Practice, 
social theory, economic and political doctrines, science – these are all only incarnation of one’s 
theology. If they are wrong, they must be based on the wrong (i.e. heretical) theology. If their 
foundation is heretical, they are heretical as well. We know the roots by the fruits. If a pastor is 
“wrong-headed” and in need of correction in his policy recommendations, that’s because his 
theology is wrong-headed (i.e. heretical) in the first place. 

Henry Van Til told us as much when he said in his book, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture (1959), 
that “Culture is religion externalized.” There are pagan cultures under pagan religions; Christian 
cultures under the Christian religion, and heretical cultures under heretical religions. Henry Van Til 
didn’t say anything new; he was only following the glorious Reformed tradition he inherited from 
his Reformed spiritual fathers. “Reformed” never in history meant “pure theology only.” 
“Reformed” has always meant City on a Hill [“‘TULIP’ Doesn’t Mean ‘Reformed’ — ‘City on a 
Hill’ Does”], theology and its practical application in the culture, from the personal life of the 
believer to the economic and political doctrines and practices in the society. 

But his book never became popular in the Reformed circles. The reason is, by the time he wrote it, 
the “Reformed” had abandoned their Reformed heritage and had bought into a rival view: Dualism. 

And the question above is based on that exactly: A dualistic view of theology and practice, of faith 
and works. That dualistic view in the modern “Reformed” presupposes a wall of separation between 
our confession of faith and our practical policies. A man can propose and implement the most 
outrageous policies and agendas; but he is still a “brother” if he claims he subscribes to the tenets of 
the orthodox theology. Where his “wrong-headed” policies and practices come from is seldom 
discussed or investigated; the wall of separation between theology and practice, between faith and 
works is built solidly in the minds of the modern “Reformed.” The “Reformed” seminaries never 
teach any connection between theology and social theory, or between theology and any practice 
whatsoever. “Reformed” pastors and leaders openly declare that they do not care for the practical or 
social issues or political issues of the day; in a dualistic mindset these issues have nothing to do with 
“salvation” or “faith,” therefore they should be left alone. The Christian faith is truncated and shrunk 
to a sorry parody of it, to a bare intellectual awareness of a few doctrines, irrelevant to the world in 
which the Christian lives and works. 

This dualism in the “Reformed” world is a reaction against the Biblical doctrine of Theonomy, the 
validity of the Law of God today. Theonomy is the doctrine that refuses to break the connections 
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between the knowledge of God and the knowledge of ourselves, between knowledge and action, 
between theology and practice. Theonomy sees all practical knowledge – social theory included – as 
following logically from our knowledge of who God is. The Person of God is inseparable from the 
moral character of God, and His moral character is inseparable from His Law. Since we are 
commanded to be “perfect as God is perfect” (Matt. 5:48), the Law of God is the connection 
between the character of God and our practice. And since the individual being and actions of man 
can not be separated from his culture and his cultural practices, therefore the Law of God remains 
the only valid standard for righteous action for man, both individually and collectively. At every step 
and every level of theonomic reasoning there is the belief that everything is interconnected in one 
Covenant, and all the connections go back to God and His Person. 

The modern “Reformed” reject the idea of the validity of the Law of God today, so they are left 
without a connection between the Person of God and man’s righteousness, individual and corporate. 
The logical outcome of it is dualism – the belief in the radical separation of theology from practice, 
of the knowledge of God from social theory, economics, politics, science, etc. The Bible is good for 
theology, they proclaim; other “disciplines of knowledge” must find their source somewhere else. 
But where? 

The typical modern “Reformed” justification for this rejection of the Law of God is that “the Law 
served its purpose in another time, it is not valid today because it would lead to Jewish legalism.” In 
reality, though, those who reject the Law of God are left without any meaningful standard for social 
action, and therefore they have to accept another standard, different from the law of God. When the 
Law of God is not in the center of man’s life and the life of his culture, then the laws and traditions 
of men fill in the vacuum. The government of the Law of God is replaced with government of men, 
and consequently the tyranny of men. Accusing the Law of God of legalism, its opponents in fact 
march toward the era of the brave new legalism, the true legalism, the tyranny of men. It is no 
wonder Tom Stein can’t think of another solution to his “problem” except calling onto the 
legislators; he is a dualist, and like every dualist, he is a legalist. He believes in the sovereignty of 
the laws of men over the righteousness of God. 

Contrary to the claims of the modern “Reformed,” legalism is not the rule of the Law of God – that 
rule is called liberty, not legalism. Legalism is the replacement of the Law of God with the laws of 
men. When dualism takes hold in our churches and seminaries, and in the thinking of Christians, 
then logically legalism comes out of it. It starts with creating a host of human rules for the churches, 
then shrinking the faith to “fundamental truths,” then imposing artificial rules for tenure for the 
pastors (they have to have been accredited by a pagan educational institution). Eventually whole 
denominations become white sepulchers of mindless drift and bureaucratic deadweight. When this 
develops, someone like Stein appears, and deals the decisive blow by subscribing his church – and 
eventually the whole denomination – to the ultimate form of legalism, the bureaucratic power of the 
state. 

So when the author of the above question says that “Stein is wrong-headed and in need of correction, 
but he is not a heretic,” he means “wrongheadedness” and “correction” according to man-made 
rules. He has exalted man-made laws over the standard of the Bible. And therefore he hasn’t done 
anything to deal with Stein’s error; to the contrary, just like Stein, he looks for solutions outside the 
Bible. 
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Therefore he will be impotent to build a case against Stein. And that impotence is the other logical 
outcome of religious dualism. When practice is separated from theology, when economic and 
government policy proposals are not based on the theological truths of the Bible, then any position, 
however cruel and immoral it is, can be defended. Truth and freedom can not be protected against 
moral relativism – the enemies of liberty like Stein will always have some justification for their 
“wrong-headed” proposals. No wonder so many churches that succumbed to dualism eventually fell 
pray to liberal doctrines that destroyed even the last vestiges of righteousness in them. 

Nine years after the publication of Henry Van Til’s book, R.J. Rushdoony produced one of the most 
unique books ever written in the Christian world: Foundations of Social Order: Studies in the 
Creeds and the Councils of the Early Church (1968). There wasn’t any book like it before, and there 
still isn’t. In this book, Rushdoony applied the concept of comprehensive faith for all life to the 
Councils and the Creeds of the early church. He showed that far from just discussing matters of 
“pure theology,” the Ecumenical Councils in fact built a comprehensive worldview, with its own 
views on theology, social theory, economics, legal codes, science, civil government, education, 
business relations, etc. The old world of paganism had to go completely and vanish without trace. 
Heresy wasn’t just a label for church activists: It implied views contrary to the Bible in every area of 
life. 

In his Preface to the 1998 edition of the book, Rushdoony remarked about the modern church: 

The abstraction of doctrine and theology from life has been one of the greatest disasters in the life of 
the church . . . one of the great evils of the modern church. . . . Christianity can not be reduced to the 
level of a pagan mystery religion, basically concerned with life after death, and with things personal 
here. The foundations of social order are . . . in our faith and life, in what we believe concerning 
things ultimate. 

Indeed, those who believe Tom Stein may be wrong-headed but not heretical, have reduced 
Christianity to the level of a pagan mystery religion, to use the words of Rushdoony. Since mystery 
religions have no law for this world, they end up embracing the law of the state as their ultimate 
standard for righteousness – as we see it in Tom Stein’s case. This creates impotence and death, 
according to the words of Rushdoony: “This is the way of decline and death...” 

Therefore, in order to fight liberal and statist influences like that of Tom Stein, appeal must be made 
to the Law of God, and to the Law of God only. The alternative is dualism, and that dualism will 
create legalism, and eventually impotence and death. The PCA must reject dualism in order to 
survive. Stein must be tried as a heretic, because it is heretical theology that produces “wrong-
headed” social theory. If that connection between theology and practice is lost, the church is lost, 
and Christianity is lost. 



 

 
429 

 The Self-Defeating Ideology of Dualism 91.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

Those who have been through systematic education in philosophy know one thing about all dualistic 
philosophies and religions: They die the moment they touch the ground. A dualistic philosophy can 
exist in the minds of of ivory tower philosophers and theologians, and it can have a good and 
coherent system of apologetics and of ideology; but when a dualist tries to apply his faith to the real 
world he always gets entangled in contradictions and confusion that his ideology is unable to solve. 
The real world doesn’t tolerate metaphysical dichotomies; whether in cosmology, science, and math, 
or in history, political science, and sociology, it defies dualistic explanations. Marxism, being deeply 
dualistic, has always had problems explaining how is it that proletarians by the very nature of their 
economic position in life have “proletarian consciousness,” and yet need to be educated in it. 
Kantian dualism has never been able to explain the connection between “pure reason” and “practical 
reason” in practice. Pelagianism and semi-pelagianism – the “free will” heresy – have never been 
able to explain how we can pray to God for the conversion of a person, if it is the human free will 
that effectively produces the conversion in the first place. Examples can be produced of all dualistic 
philosophies. 

The two-kingdom theology is not an exception. As we have pointed out many times on the American 
Vision web-site, the two-kingdom theology is dualism. It believes in separating reality into two 
spheres – the church and the state – with two different laws and two different sources of authority. 
Like David VanDrunnen says in the Introduction to his book, Living in God’s Two Kingdoms 
(Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway, 2010), 

The church . . . does not trample on the authority of the common kingdom institutions. Unlike these 
other institutions, its authority derives from the Scriptures alone. [Emphasis in the original] 

The laws for the two kingdoms are different, and the source of authority is different, for the two 
kingdoms, according to VanDrunnen. No matter what the proponents of the two-kingdom theology 
say about it, this is dualism. And like every dualism, we should expect it to fail every time when it 
has to explain the events in the real world, or prescribe practical action. 

The confusion of dualism can be seen in a recent article by Albert Mohler about the persecuted 
church in China: “If This Is What God Intended, So Be It.” 

The story in short: Shouwang, a house church in China of about 1,000 members, raised about $4 
million to buy property and build its own building. By the laws of the state – i.e., by the law of the 
“common kingdom” – the church is unregistered and unregisterable; the Chinese state has specific 
rules for registering churches, and Shouwang doesn’t meet those rules. Because Shouwang is not 
registered, again according to the laws of the Chinese state, the authorities can not give it permission 
to build a church building, even if it’s on Shouwang’s own property. The refusal of the authorities 
led to something unheard of in the history of Communist China: the church leaders decided to 
protest and lead their congregation to open-air services which is another violation of the laws of the 
Chinese state. What is the goal of the protest? Mohler quotes Andrew Jacobs: 
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Its demands were straightforward but bold: allow the church to take possession of the space it had 
legally purchased. 

Note the word: demands. A church demands that the state ignore its own laws, or change its own 
laws, to allow the church to build a building, own a building, and worship in a building. And Albert 
Mohler praises the church, and even calls its actions “Christian courage.” 

But how can he do that? Albert Mohler is one of the most vocal proponents of the two-kingdom 
theology. He agrees with VanDrunnen that the church should not “trample on the authority” of the 
common kingdom institutions. He also agrees that the church’s authority comes from the Scriptures 
alone, unlike the other institutions. He also believes that the laws for the two kingdoms are different 
– the laws for the redemptive kingdom come from the Bible, while the laws for the common 
kingdom are based on natural law, which is common to all people and is not revealed in the Bible. 
Interviewing Peter Wehner, Mohler specifically states that according to the two-kingdom theology 
the church “ought to articulate general principles bearing social concern, but ought to leave it to 
individuals to apply those principles in particular cases.” The church, in short, can not talk to the 
culture as a church; the culture – and specifically, the state – is not bound by the Biblical Law, it has 
the natural law which the church can not address in its particular applications. There the church is 
silent and must remain silent. 

But in the Shouwang case we have a church that violates Mohler’s prescriptions. The church – as a 
church – demands specific action from the government, and that in an area that is specifically state’s, 
building permits, registrations, etc. The church – as a church – organizes its members in open-air 
church meetings to protest and demand from the government to violate its own laws – and to violate 
them in their particular application. Contrary to Mohler’s own theology, the Shouwang church has 
been largely silent on “general principles bearing social concern,” since Mohler himself mentions 
that Shouwang has “maintained a steadfastly nonpolitical stance.” 

In short, the Shouwang church is violating every single one of the main principles of the two-
kingdom theology as applied to the relations between church and state. And yet, Mohler endorses 
and praises the church’s actions. How can he explain his stance? How can he justify the Shouwang’s 
actions? If the church derives its authority from the Scriptures alone, then the Shouwang church 
must have found in the Scriptures a law that says that the church has the right to build on its own 
property, or tell the government what it should do as far as building permits are concerned – the 
church certainly can not act on the basis of a law that is not in the Scriptures. Therefore, the church 
leaders must have found in the Bible a law for owning property, building permits, registration, etc.; 
moreover, Mohler must have found such laws in the Bible to justify the church’s protest and 
demands. If he hasn’t, then he should renounce the church leaders of Shouwang as acting on extra-
Biblical authority. But if the Bible contains laws for registration, building permits, etc., then there is 
much more in the Bible than the “general principles” Mohler is talking about elsewhere; obviously 
there are particular applications too. And even more, obviously the Bible must have given the 
Shouwang church the authority to apply them in practice, and demand that the government enforce 
as laws what the church has found in the Bible concerning building permits. 

Mohler doesn’t explain his position in the light of his own theology. He knows: based on his own 
theology he should reprimand the Shouwang church. 
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Let’s say we ignore the issues with a church demanding that the state act contrary to its own laws; 
let’s say we ignore the “trampling” of state authority done by the Chinese church. The question still 
remains: Why should the government listen to the church? A Chinese government official, by the 
very tenets of the two-kingdom theology, should refuse to yield to the demands of the church. And 
that not because he hates God or Christianity but because the church has nothing to offer to the state. 
If a government official understands the two-kingdom theology, the following exchange can take 
place: 

Official: By what authority do you make your demands? 

Minister: By the authority the church derives from the Scriptures alone. 

Official: According to VanDrunnen, the state, unlike the church, doesn’t derive its authority 
from the Scriptures alone. So your source of authority can not be used to make demands from 
the state; and the state doesn’t have to listen. 

Minister: Well, our demands are based on the natural law outside of the Scriptures, which 
binds the state. 

Official: You have no authority as a church to base your demands on anything outside of the 
Scriptures, therefore you have no authority to make these demands. 

Plain and simple: By the dualistic worldview of the two-kingdom theology, the church has nothing 
to say to the state. If the church stays within the bounds of its proper authority – i.e. the Scriptures 
alone – the state doesn’t have to listen; if the church decides to venture into the area where the state 
should listen – i.e. the natural law – then the church is outside of its proper area and can’t speak nor 
teach. Either way the state has nothing to learn from the church. 

Again, Mohler is silent about this. He doesn’t explain how the church can instruct the state, if we 
accept his theology. The confusion is complete when we look at his article of October 2004, 
“Citizens of Two Kingdoms.” In it he says: 

Our Christian faith must shape our understanding of every important issue-including politics. 

And then: 

Christians cannot expect government to solve all problems, but we must hold our government 
accountable to protect life, respect marriage, and honor righteousness. 

Our Christian faith is shaped by the Word of God, i.e. the Scriptures. We don’t find Christian faith in 
the natural law outside of the Bible. But if our faith shapes our understanding, and our faith is based 
on the Bible, what is the standard we are going to use to “hold our government accountable”? We 
can’t use the natural law, because it is our Christian faith that shapes our understanding; but the 
government won’t – and shouldn’t – listen to anything else but the natural law, if we take Mohler’s 
two-kingdom theology. Mohler’s contradictions between theology and practical application are 
unresolvable. 
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But there is more. There is the expectations of our actions. 

Let’s say we ignore the problems above and we decide we have a good reason to demand from the 
government and hold it accountable. What will we expect of our actions? We will expect the 
government to act justly, according to a higher law. Otherwise, if we do not expect such a thing, we 
won’t be protesting, demanding, or holding the government accountable. In other words, we expect 
the government to reform its ways – just as we expect from a sinner to reform his ways. The 
Shouwang church protests and demands because it expects the Chinese government to change its 
unjust laws and act in justice and righteousness. They expect nothing short of transformation. But 
are such expectations legitimate, if one believes in the two-kingdom theology? 

They aren’t. In the Introduction to the VanDrunnen’s book mentioned above, he says of the vision of 
the culture – and its institutions – transformed and redeemed, that it is not true to the Scripture. We 
can’t expect the institutions to start acting in accordance with God’s redeeming purpose for them. In 
fact, VanDrunnen emphasizes strongly that “God is not redeeming cultural activities.” Albert Mohler 
calls such expectations “political utopianism.” Even if the two-kingdom theology could justify some 
political or cultural action, it is an action that doesn’t expect any positive result long-term, only 
disappointment and cultural decline. As a rule, political action must produce defeat, since we 
shouldn’t expect our redemptive efforts to produce redemptive results. God surely doesn’t bless the 
efforts of His people. 

In short, like every dualism, the dualism of the two-kingdom theology is self-defeating. It can exist 
in the minds of arm-chair theologians, and it can look very convincing and coherent on paper. But as 
Mohler’s article shows, when applied in practice to the real world, it necessarily leads to 
contradictions and confusion. The two-kingdom theology is like a beautiful multi-colored soap 
bubble: It stays together and floats while in the air. When it touches the ground of harsh reality, it 
pops and disappears. 
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 The Precious Gift of Biblical Maturity 92.
Bojidar Marinov, February 2, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/3994/the-precious-gift-of-
biblical-maturity/  

I understand very well the dangers of criticizing 
well-established names in the Christian 
community. It certainly doesn’t win you friends. 
It may make you lose some friends. Christians 
are quite intolerant when someone criticizes the 
icons of their modern Christianity. You are 
accused in being divisive, jealous, unmerciful, 
etc. No matter how right and honest you are, 
criticizing a great man of the faith can put on you 
a mark of leprosy for a long time ahead. 

But sometimes even great men of the faith say or 
do things that are foolish or dangerous. Not every 
one sees the foolishness or the danger; the bright 

light of the great men blinds even the best Christians at times. But those of us who see the 
foolishness or the danger in the words of the great men must speak up, even at the cost of being 
ostracized. Just as Paul rebuked Peter, and Augustine refuted Pelagius, and Luther criticized 
Erasmus, the errors of great men must be corrected, even by those of us who aren’t as great as they 
are. 

Therefore I must criticize John Piper’s article on the Ligonier Ministries web-site, “The Precious 
Gift of Baby Talk.” 

Piper takes 1 Corinthians 13:8-13, where Paul compares our eternal state, when we shall see things 
“face to face,” to our present state as the thoughts, words, and actions of a mature man compare to 
the thoughts, words, and actions of a child. He then proceeds to call our present language “baby talk” 
compared to out language in the eternal state. That’s a fair conclusion: It can be deduced from Paul’s 
words, that we are children today compared to what we will be in eternity. Then Piper declares that 
“baby talk” is a “precious gift,” and woe to those who despise it. Then he jumps to the declaration 
that the whole Bible is baby talk, and that God talks to us in baby talk. Everything is baby talk, and 
how precious it is. 

Babies, their actions, and their talk always produce emotions in us – especially in those of us who 
are parents and who remember the first years of their children’s lives. There’s nothing wrong with 
these emotions. But we can’t base our exegesis and our theology on emotions. Piper’s article is bad 
exegesis. It is bad theology. And taken in its direct meaning, with Piper’s authority as a scholar and 
theologian, it will produce dangerous results. 
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It is bad exegesis because Piper imposes conclusions on the text that are not there. While it is true 
that our present talk is much inferior – “baby talk” – to our talk in our glorified state, the text doesn’t 
say our present “baby talk” must be considered a “precious gift.” Such emotionalism concerning our 
present condition is lacking in 1 Corinthians 13, and in fact, it can’t be found in the Bible at all. 
There is no glorification of our childishness anywhere in the Bible; there are no thanksgivings to 
God for the fact that we are like children today. Neither is there any rebuke against those that 
“despise, belittle, exploit, or manipulate” baby talk. The Bible doesn’t anticipate such “problem” that 
Piper writes against. Neither baby talk, nor childishness, not our present imperfect condition in 
speech, thought, and action is anywhere to be considered “precious gift.” 

Ironically, Piper’s chosen passage is in the context of a larger passage of several chapters where Paul 
admonishes the believers to be mature. Baby talk and childishness are not praised, to the contrary, 
the next chapters contains Paul’s conclusion to the whole discussion on spiritual gifts: “Brethren, do 
not be children in your thinking” (1 Cor. 14:20). As we will see below, the Bible encourages 
maturity, not “baby talk.” 

Furthermore, there is no verse in the Bible that declares God’s word to be “baby talk” by any stretch 
of our finite imagination. Neither was Jesus walking in a “human nursery,” talking “baby talk.” 
While the picture of us being babies and Jesus being our great Brother, teaching us and admonishing 
us in our infirmities is not wrong per se, we don’t see a single verse where Jesus’ claims He is 
talking baby talk so that we understand better. He talked in parables, not in fairy tales. And the 
purpose of His parables was clear: So that the unsaved wouldn’t understand Him (Matt. 13:10-17). 
Far from coming to a nursery, Jesus acted as if He had come to a reputable university where the 
learned thought they knew something, and He confounded them all by speaking way above their 
heads. Even when He applied the Old Testament verse, “Out of the mouths of infants and babies 
Thou have perfected praise,” the immediate occasion was young children speaking theology, 
“Hosanna to the Son of David,” mature and meaningful enough to offend the high priests and the 
scribes (Matt. 21:15-16); it wasn’t baby talk at all. 

Piper calls Calvin to his help, and quotes from his Institutes, 1:13:1, “God, in so speaking, lisps with 
us as nurses are wont to do with little children.” But the immediate context of Calvin’s words have 
nothing to do with our childish condition today compared to our mature eternal state. Calvin’s words 
apply to our finiteness in knowing God as He is. This finiteness won’t change in our eternal state, 
therefore Piper can’t use Calvin’s words to support his thesis. Calvin doesn’t say that baby talk is a 
“precious gift,” nor does he inveigh against imaginary mockers of this baby talk. If anything, in his 
commentary on 1 Cor. 13 he considers the very need for the gifts of knowledge and prophecy due to 
our imperfection today; not only is our childishness not a “precious gift,” it is imperfection from 
which we need to be freed. 

Piper considers himself Reformed. But historical Reformed theology never praised childishness nor 
baby talk the way Piper does. As a matter of fact, one of the Reformers’ first controversies with the 
Roman church was over the images in the churches. The Roman argument was that images were a 
“guide to the unlearned,” much like pictures are to children. The Reformers vehemently preached 
and wrote against this argument, and against any argument that presupposed permanent childishness 
in the believers. If some men in the churches were “babies” in understanding, the church wasn’t 
supposed to cater to their childishness, nor praise it as a “precious gift”; childhood and infancy were 
only a temporary condition, the children were supposed to be matured, trained to think, talk, and act 
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as adults from an early age. Maturity was the product the Church was supposed to supply to society, 
not praise of baby talk. “Childish” is a pejorative word in Calvin’s language, and in the language of 
the Puritan authors. Britain and America, and the Huguenot communities in France were known for 
the early maturity of their youth; and we know enough stories of the lives of the Founding Fathers of 
the United States to tell us that they were productive, wise and mature at ages that today are 
considered “childhood” or “teen age.” 

Indeed, the Bible has only good things to say about maturity, and nothing good about baby talk or 
childishness. We have no ecstatic accounts in the Bible of babies, baby talk, or children’s play. The 
“Baby Jesus” is the invention of our modern emotionalism, not a Biblical principle. The focus was 
on the adults who worshiped the baby, not on adoration of “Baby Jesus’s sweetness.” At the age of 
11 Jesus was intellectually and socially mature enough to survive for three days alone in another 
city, and even talking to and silencing the teachers in the Temple! Mary’s adoration of her baby isn’t 
in the Bible either, it is a product of our modern Roman Mariolatry, not of sound Biblical theology. 
And Jesus is not an exception. David was commended for his ability to maturely manage his father’s 
business and even kill lions and bears at an early age (1 Sam. 17:34-36). When Jeremiah objected to 
God’s call and commission to be a “prophet to the nations” with the words, “I am just a child” 
(Jeremiah was probably 11 years old at the time), God simply dismissed the excuse without even 
giving explanation as to how a child could take on such a task (Jer. 1:5-7). One whole book in the 
Bible – Proverbs – is devoted to teaching children to become responsible adults from an early age. 

Neither is the New Testament supportive of Piper’s praise of baby talk either. In addition to Paul’s 
admonition in 1 Cor. 14:20 we have Hebrews 5:11-6:3, where the state of “baby-ness” in knowledge 
and understanding is considered undesirable, and the author rebukes his readers for remaining on a 
childish level. In 2 Pet. 3:14-16 Peter speaks about the “unlearned” who distort Paul’s words for 
their own destruction. Galatians 3:23-26 tells us that after faith came, we are no longer in need of a 
tutor in our childhood. In Ephesians 6:1-3, even children are not treated like children; they are 
instructed like adults, and are expected to understand the long-term connection between their 
obedience to their parents. John tells “little children” that they “know the Father” (1 John 2:12-13). 

To summarize, it is maturity, not baby talk, and not childishness, that is the precious gift of God. 
There is no verse in the Bible that supports Piper’s claim. Childhood is a temporary condition, and 
the faster one gets out of it, the more blessed he and his parents are. 

But Piper’s article is not simply bad theology. The fruits of his eulogy to baby talk may be 
dangerous for our generation, in a time when more than anything else we need real men who are 
willing and able to reach the level of Biblical maturity necessary to reform the church and redeem 
our culture. It is no mere coincidence that Paul places the talk about the difference between a child 
and a mature man in the chapter that is focused on the true Christian love. In the first half of 1 Cor. 
13 love is described, and we can easily see that the opposite of love is not hatred – in its modern use 
– but selfishness. And in a very real sense, the “perfect” Paul talks about may be indeed the perfect 
godly love, not necessarily the end of the world. If that interpretation is correct, then the difference 
between a child and a man would be the degree to which the person is selfish or loving, in the 
Biblical sense. 

Indeed, those of us who are parents know very well what the main characteristic of a baby is: babies 
are selfish. They do not care for others, nor do they care for other people’s needs. A baby expects to 
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be served always; he views the world through his own needs, whims, and desires. A baby doesn’t 
care if Mom is tired, or if Dad has to go to work early in the morning. It takes careful training and 
upbringing to teach a child to respect others and not first seek his own. If there is no good Christian 
upbringing, a selfish baby grows up to be a selfish – that is, childish – man. A childish 40-year-old 
man or woman is an ugly thing to watch. Very seldom would someone call baby talk in a grown up 
man a “precious gift.” Such a man is not a blessing, but a curse to himself, to his family, and to his 
community. 

And indeed, much of the modern Reformed churches are full with people who are childish, that is, 
selfish. I have argued in another place [“‘TULIP’ Doesn’t Mean ‘Reformed’ — ‘City on a Hill’ 
Does”] that the “modern Reformed” are no different than the “emergent church” movement – they 
are just a theologically correct version of it. They come to God not to seek His Kingdom, only their 
own salvation. Jesus, in their view, only serves the goal of the salvation of their souls. They have a 
theology that justifies their selfishness – a theology that diminishes the Kingdom of God to the 
Church only, and the Gospel to personal salvation and justification only. They know nothing of a 
comprehensive worldview, they don’t know anything about the Crown rights of Jesus Christ in every 
area of life, and hey don’t care. Neither do they care for leaving a Christian culture for their children 
and grandchildren, nor about discipling the nations, as the Great Commission tells us. It’s all about 
their own salvation, they believe, and them only. 

Piper’s article will only reinforce such childishness and selfishness. Indeed, if we are permanent 
babies in this life, in need of constant baby talk, if even the Bible itself is baby talk, and if Jesus 
condescends to our baby-like condition, and if this baby-ness of ours is a “precious gift,” then why 
would anyone want to grow in the faith, why would anyone invest years in careful study of the 
Bible’s commandments for all of life? Why work to address our nation, or any nation whatsoever, 
why care that Jesus was given all authority in heaven and earth, if all that matters is that I AM 
SAVED? We are babies, after all, there isn’t much we can do in this life, we must wait until the 
other life, when the perfect comes. Even with the Holy Spirit in us today, nothing of significance can 
be done. We don’t expect babies to build anything of significance, after all. Besides, why limit the 
“precious gift” to baby talk only? Paul says in the very same passage in 1 Cor. 13:11 that when he 
was a child, he also thought and reasoned like a child. Why not declare a complete life of 
childishness a “precious gift” and do away completely with Biblical maturity? 

The fruit of Piper’s eulogy of baby talk will be the further descent of the church to even more 
immaturity, selfishness, and eventually uselessness in the work of the Great Commission. 

Contrary to Piper’s view, we need mature men today. We need men who will grow above the need 
for baby talk and baby food and will turn the tide in our culture. We must not be afraid of men who 
despise and reject baby talk – we must welcome such men. Far from being a danger, if our culture 
and our churches were full with such Biblically mature men, it would be a Reformation in our 
churches, and a restoration of our culture. Baby talk is not a “precious gift”; it is an ugly sight when 
coming out of grown men, men who should have become adults and teachers by now, but who still 
need baby food. Our church today, and our culture today doesn’t need more reinforcement of its 
childishness; modern Christians don’t need the help, they are pretty skillful already in remaining on 
a baby level. Contrary to Piper, Jesus is not a babysitter in our human nursery; He is the Master, 
Lord, Teacher, and God among His brethren, of whom He expects to “understand the times and 
know what Israel should do” (1 Chr. 12:32). Emotions are a beautiful thing but we as Reformed 
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Christians cannot allow our theology to follow our emotions. John Piper should know this truth 
better than anyone of us. 
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 Not Gospel, Just Dualism 93.
Bojidar Marinov,  June 27, 2012  

I said in the first article of this blog that one of my 
intentions is to “identify Christendom’s enemies, 
both in the church and out of the church.” Indeed, it 
has become part of my mission work in the last 
several years in the US to point to those in the 
church who have proclaimed a different gospel, a 
gospel which is limited to a few areas of our 
personal life and our psychological experiences but 
rejects the crown rights of Jesus Christ over every 
area of life. A “gospel” that designates “gray areas” 
between righteousness and wickedness in the 
culture and declares that our work as Christians is 

not to address the whole world of man but only a tiny limited portion of it is un-Biblical and 
therefore dangerous, I claim; and there is no area where it is more dangerous than in our missionary 
outreach around the world. For in the US, being the heir of generations of Christians who self-
consciously built a Christian culture, such truncated “gospel” may cause some damage but the 
overall moral climate is still influenced by what our forefathers have built. When a missionary takes 
the same outlook to a foreign country where there is no such cultural legacy, the result is disastrous. 

It was with this same concern that some time ago I wrote the short parody, “I’m Not a Social 
Reformer, I’m Here to Preach the Gospel.” I wanted to demonstrate that cultural matters cannot be 
legitimately left out of the Gospel; that a missionary who is not a social or cultural reformer is not a 
missionary at all. I have met many missionaries, and I have seen the dangerous effect their truncated 
“gospel” can have on their work. Most of them never challenge the prevailing idols in the society in 
which they are, thus leaving their listeners unaware of the dangers to their faith. A kingdom-builder 
cannot sit idly while there are areas in the culture not submitted to Jesus Christ and His authority; 
Christendom is only built when the totality of man – his person, his institutions, and his society – is 
obedient to Jesus Christ and His Word. 

Unfortunately, many of the missionaries we support around the world believe in a truncated “gospel” 
of very limited power; they are exactly like the missionary I describe in the above article, ignorant of 
the ethical issues the culture confronts them with and of the Gospel’s application to those issues. 
Recently, I had the chance to read an article by another one of those missionaries on the web-site of 
The Gospel Coalition: “Not Bad, Just Different”, by Mike Pettengill, a missionary to Honduras. He 
starts with the job Honduran painters did on the house he lives in; job that can be described as “lazy, 
sub-standard, and unacceptable.” White paint over black paint, paint on the windows, and very few 
straight lines or right angles. Actually, he says, it’s Americans who would describe it as “lazy, sub-
standard, and unacceptable.” But it’s judgmental. The way the Hondurans painted the house is not 
wrong – it just is. Then he continues about Americans who come to Honduras who complain, “Why 
are Hondurans so lazy?”, “Why do they drive so badly?”, “Why are Hondurans always late?” This is 
wrong, he says. These things are cultural choices, not sins. They have nothing to do with the Gospel. 
We need to make the difference between what is cultural choices – and therefore is morally neutral 
and do not “contradict the Biblical truth” – and what is sinful choices, which he claims are “not 
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necessarily shaped by cultural influences.” No culture is superior to another; to believe that the 
American culture is the way of doing things – like being industrious, being always on time, driving 
courteously and respectfully to the other motorists on the road – is “cultural bias.” It is “unhealthy” 
in “cross-cultural circumstances.” 

In short, there are gray areas of life and culture, morally neutral areas, and a missionary should leave 
those alone. 

At the very beginning, the most amazing part of Pettengill’s article is that he, a missionary, never 
stopped to consider what he wrote in the light of the Bible. One doesn’t need to know deep theology 
to know that Pettengill is simply wrong. One just has to have read his Bible to know that the Bible 
speaks about all these issues: doing a good job, laziness, driving, being late. Work ethic is a major 
part of the Bible’s instructions for a holy life, both in the Old and in the New Testament. Just a 
simple short google search could give Pettengill the following page, 
http://www.openbible.info/topics/laziness, where he could see just a small sample of the hundreds of 
Biblical verses where God admonishes us to work hard, and to work conscientiously, “as unto Him.” 
Or is Pettengill saying that all these verses are simply “cultural choices” for the Jews but not for 
everyone who believes? And is he saying that the Gospel has no bearing whatsoever on work ethic, 
because work ethic is simply a “cultural choice,” and therefore morally neutral, and not under the 
provisions and the requirements of the Gospel message? 

And what about driving badly? The American visitors who asked that question were completely 
right to ask it, and to see a moral problem – not just a “cultural choice” – in the Hondurans’ driving 
ethic. Whether a man drives courteously or aggressively is a product of his moral views and respect 
to other people. A person who is self-obsessed and is not respectful to other people and their safety 
will drive aggressively, and won’t be considerate of the feelings and fears of the other motorists. The 
Old Testament specifically had provisions in the Law for ensuring the safety of innocent persons: 
pits had to be fenced around or covered (Ex. 21:33), roofs had to be fenced around with rails (Deut. 
22:8), and oxen that were known to be aggressive were to be kept confined by their owners (Ex. 
21:29). This was all part of the greater commandment, “Love your neighbor as yourself” (Lev. 
19:18), repeated by Jesus in the New Testament, and also laid as the foundation of the Golden Rule. 
Obviously, if a person is always concerned about his own safety and security, he should be as 
concerned about the safety and the security of his neighbors as well. Safe driving is the road 
equivalent of the covered pit, the railed roof, and the confined ox. It all falls under the provisions of 
the Sixth Commandment, Thou shall not murder. The Westminster Larger Catechism, Question 135, 
says this about our duties under the Sixth Commandment: 

The duties required in the sixth commandment are, all careful studies, and lawful endeavours, to 
preserve the life of ourselves and others by resisting all thoughts and purposes, subduing all 
passions, and avoiding all occasions, temptations, and practices, which tend to the unjust taking 
away the life of any; . . . 

Doesn’t Pettengill believe that preserving the life of others is a moral duty under God? Or does he 
believe that it is just a cultural choice that has nothing to do with sin or obedience? 

And what about being late? Is this just a cultural choice? Keeping your vows and promises is not a 
moral commandment in the Bible? (See http://www.openbible.info/topics/vows.) When you promise 
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someone to be there at a specific time, and you are not, this has nothing to do with lies and stealing 
their time? It is morally neutral? 

Yes, for Pettengill all these choices are morally neutral, and they are not addressed by the Bible. He 
even gives us the age-old liberal-atheist line that “no culture is superior to another,” they are all 
morally equal, just different. He doesn’t go further to tell us what that means for cultures where 
cannibalism or human sacrifices are the “cultural choice” of the population. 

And neither does he tell us what these “sinful choices” are which we must distinguish from the 
“cultural customs.” He says that “dress, food, music, language, sense of time” are cultural choices 
and we should leave those alone. But what are the “sinful choices” we shouldn’t leave alone? 
Pettengill doesn’t say. Maybe because if he mentioned them, they could be found to be “cultural 
customs” for quite a few cultures around the world, and therefore considered “not bad, just 
different.” As we will see later, Pettengill’s attempt at separating the two will logically lead him to 
not have anything to say whatsoever as a missionary, or as a Christian. 

And while calling to accept anything we see in other cultures as “not bad, just different,” The Gospel 
Coalition itself, on whose web-site Pettengill’s article is published, declares in its vision that the 
answer to the question, “How should we relate to the culture around us?” is “By being a counter-
culture.” When it’s the Honduran culture, accept it; when it’s the American culture, go “counter” to 
it. Why don’t they just say that the American culture is “not bad, just different,” and just accept it? If 
judging the cultural choices of Hondurans is “sinful bias,” as Pettengill says, isn’t judging the 
cultural choices of Americans “sinful bias” as well? Not that a Christian should endorse everything 
in the American culture, but this double standard stinks of theological and cultural liberalism from 
miles away. 

This is what can be seen immediately in his article, at the first glance. But there is more. 

When talking about the Gospel and the culture, he takes a position which is very puzzling, when we 
talk about a Christian missionary. The culture, as he sees it, is something fixed, foundational, 
unchangeable, determinative. It is the Gospel which is rather stuck as a bumper-sticker on the top of 
that deeper essence which is the “culture.” He starts with telling how the painters worked in a 
“typically Honduran way,” that is, “lazy, sub-standard, and unacceptable.” The emphasis is on the 
Honduran way, as if it has something to do with the nationality of these people, and therefore not 
much can be changed. Pettengill seems oblivious to the fact that the same way is typical for quite a 
few people around the globe: it is just as much “typical Honduran” as it is typical Bulgarian, or 
typical Nigerian, or typical Syrian, or typical Pakistani, or typical for any other nation where the 
Gospel has not been established as the foundation of culture. In fact, the same laziness and 
shoddiness of work were typical for the Germans, and for the Anglo-Saxons, and for the Celts, 
before they were evangelized. Europe was a barbarian culture before it became civilized, industrious 
and prosperous; and it only changed because of the Gospel. That way of working has nothing to do 
with Hondurans, it has to do with a pagan culture in which people make pagan moral choices. But 
for Pettengill, it is Honduran; because if he admits it is pagan, he will have to change his whole 
approach to the Gospel, and therefore to missions. 

He says then that “The gospel is neither American nor Western,” implying again that it is the culture 
that is the source of definitions, and the Gospel is compared against cultures. He doesn’t mention the 
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possibility that the causal relation is vice-versa: That the American and the Western culture are 
“Gospelish,” that is, heavily influenced by the Gospel in history. And no wonder he doesn’t mention 
it: Such possibility will destroy completely his case that all cultures are morally equal, “not bad, just 
different.” Again, to prove his case, he has to take culture as unmovable, fixed reality, and the 
Gospel is just applied on top of it, like the white paint his Honduran painters applied on top of the 
black paint. He doesn’t mention that cultures change, and there is a reason for the change of cultures, 
and that reason is religious: As Henry Van Til said, “culture is religion externalized,” and therefore 
the change of religion leads to a change of culture. What he claims to be just “cultural customs” is 
actually the direct outworking of another gospel, of the “gospel” of paganism which is the prevailing 
gospel in Honduras, and which, apparently, Pettengill has been unable or unwilling to confront. 
People do culturally what their idols tell them to do, and Pettengill has taken the idols’ sway over 
Honduras for granted, unchangeable, and nothing to be messed with. 

His view of culture as a given is even more emphasized when he says the following: 

Missionaries are not sent to change cultures but to deliver the life-changing gospel of Jesus 
Christ. 

Now, the Gospel changes lives but it doesn’t change cultures. Logically, this can mean only one 
thing: There is a fundamental separation between life and culture, and therefore a fundamental 
separation between the life of an individual and his cultural endeavors. If the Gospel changes your 
life but doesn’t change the way you act in the culture – and thus changing the culture itself – then 
whatever a man does culturally is not considered his “life.” I wonder how Pettengill would explain 
this one. 

But the greatest problem he will have when he tries to apply his views in practice will be the 
question: How do we know which actions are under the ethical demands of the Gospel and which 
under the heading of “cultural choices”? 

In the dualistic world Pettengill has created for himself, where man’s actions are either moral (under 
ethical rules for good or bad) or cultural (morally neutral, not bad nor good, just different), both he 
and his converts will always have to wonder about every decision they make: Is this under the 
demands of the Gospel, or is this just a cultural choice which has no moral significance? And how 
would he be able to tell a local listener which of his choices are “sinful” and which are “cultural”? 
The heavy drinking among the men in Russia: Is it a sinful choice? Russians will tell you it is 
cultural, and will have a good reason to say so. Also, if laziness is just a cultural choice, as Pettengill 
claims, then what about not providing for one’s family? It is, after all, just a consequence of laziness, 
and if one is a cultural choice, not bad, just different, then starving one’s own family through 
laziness must be a cultural choice too. (Paul disagrees, though, in 1 Tim. 5:8.) If bad driving is just a 
cultural choice, then any lack of interest in the safety and well-being of one’s neighbor must be 
simply a cultural choice. If being always late is just a cultural choice, then any violation of any oath, 
or of any given promise – including the marriage vow – must be simply a cultural choice. 
Pettengill’s own philosophy, if continued to its logical end, will completely disable him from 
teaching against any sin at all, and will destroy his whole ministry as a missionary. In the final 
account, he must arbitrarily pick and choose what he is willing to let be under the demands of the 
Gospel, without having any system as to how he decides. Dualism destroys the Gospel; and 
Pettengill is deep into dualism. 
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In short, a missionary who follows Pettengill’s philosophy, will be left with little to nothing to say to 
the culture he is sent to. The tragedy is, many missionaries are like Pettengill. And then we wonder 
why with all the money the American churches are pouring on missions, we have nothing to show 
for the money, compared to the missionaries of old who evangelized whole nations. 

Contrary to Pettengill, all cultural choices are moral choices. Yes, including dress, food, music, and 
the sense of time. (Especially the sense of time.) All cultural choices are based on an ultimate view 
of reality which tells a man and his culture what is good and what is bad, what is acceptable and 
what is not, what the future is, how to use his resources, how to treat his neighbors, and whether to 
keep his vows or not. That ultimate view of reality is always informed by the culture’s view of God 
and His Word. When a culture is opposed to God, it will make the wrong cultural choices – the 
people in that culture will do shoddy work, will be lazy, will drive badly, and will be always late. 
And part of our job as missionaries is to point to those choices and tell them they are wrong. 
Barbarism is never “just another culture.” It is the outworking of another faith, a faith in idols, and 
therefore a missionary who is worth his name and the money spent on him, will always confront it, 
everywhere. 

So, to those Americans who go to Honduras, I want to answer the question in a better, Biblically-
informed way. If you want to know why the Hondurans are lazy, drive badly, or are always late, here 
is your answer: Because they have never had a real missionary giving them the true Gospel. Because 
they have had missionaries like Pettengill who have done a lazy, sub-standard, and unacceptable job 
of painting white paint over the black paint, that is, painted a dualistic “gospel” over pagan culture; 
and had very few straight lines or right angles, Biblically speaking. Missionaries who have never 
believed that Christ was given all authority in heaven and on earth, including over cultures and 
cultural choices; but instead teach a world of morally gray areas that are not subject to Christ and His 
Gospel. 

You want to see Hondurans be more industrious, more respectful of other people’s safety and time, 
and keep their vows? Change the way you donate for missions. And visit the Bulgarian Reformation 
Ministries to see what a true mission can do, when it believes that the Gospel applies to every area of 
life. Yes, culture too. 
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 The Rhetoric at the Foundation of Capitalism and the 94.
Ethics at the Foundation of That Rhetoric  

Bojidar Marinov, October 24, 2012  

(This is a lecture I delivered on October 20, 2012, to the Fourth Annual Adam Smith Forum in 
Moscow Russia, organized by the Libertarian Party 
of Russia. The lecture was part of a panel 
discussion on the “Moral Sentiments of 
Capitalism,” with Deirdre McCloskey of Chicago 
University and Tom Palmer of Cato Institute.) 

It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the 
brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner, but 
from their regard to their own interest. We address 
ourselves, not to their humanity but to their self-
love, and never talk to them of our own necessities 
but of their advantages. ~Adam Smith 

We have gone long way from Adam Smith and his time. Just 250 years ago these words from his 
Wealth of the Nations would be called, in our modern slang, “the theory of Duh.” Our mythology 
about the imagined self-deceits of the Golden Age of Christendom notwithstanding, no one in Adam 
Smith’s time really expected the baker or the butcher to be motivated by altruism. The idea of the 
depravity of man, and therefore of the natural selfishness – or, if you want, natural self-interest – of 
man, was an established religious doctrine, and as a consequence, was an established social doctrine. 
It was not a conclusion that Smith arrived at after much meditation and philosophizing and 
reasoning. It was a prerequisite for his economic and social theory. He said it at the very beginning 
of his vast work, in chapter 1. The book is valuable for many insights, but this one is not considered 
an insight, only an obvious prerequisite to the much more important discoveries he makes later in the 
book. 

It is only in our days, bombarded with all kinds of unnatural doctrines and ideologies that tend to 
twist reality both about the human beings and about their society, that we take these words of Smith 
as profound wisdom powerful enough to change paradigms and worldviews. This quote is about the 
best known quote of everything Smith wrote, both among those who have read The Wealth of the 
Nations, and those who haven’t. In one form or another, it is quoted in many places, and is used to 
defend liberty, capitalism, laissez-faire, and free markets. We have been so poisoned by such 
misleading and unnatural concepts of socialism and collectivism like “fair share,” “solidarity,” 
“social justice,” “welfare,” that the concept of a universe so wonderfully made and designed to serve 
man, and make man serve his neighbor even when driven and motivated by selfishness and greed is 
so foreign to us. And the concept of individual self-interest serving the society is not, as it was for 
Adam Smith, a given, but is almost a revelation from above. 

We have gone long way from Adam Smith and his time. What he and his contemporaries took for 
granted, we can’t. The historical context has changed, and with it, our ability to interpret reality has 
changed. 
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Adam Smith, of course, remains our hero, as he should be. We, as libertarians, don’t worship 
political saviors. We value minds who can tell us the truth about ourselves and our society, so that 
we can be free. “The truth shall make you free.” Freedom is what we are about. And Adam Smith 
was one of the greatest champions of liberty. He didn’t use the designation “capitalism” for his 
system. He called it a “system of perfect liberty” or of “natural liberty.” 

The problem is: Can we understand Adam Smith and interpret Adam Smith as his contemporaries, in 
his own context, would have interpreted him? Or as he himself would? The example of the above 
little quote shows that we can’t. We are long way from it. The historical context escapes us. 
Sometimes we just don’t know much about it because we haven’t been taught. At other times, we 
just prefer to ignore it, for we have our own cherished presuppositions, and the historical context of 
times past doesn’t want to agree with our bias. 

This handicap of ours is an important context to our understanding of capitalism and the ideas of 
freedom, and especially when we read, and read about, and follow the “early fathers” of capitalism 
and liberty. 

For example, we seldom stop to think that while Adam Smith was right, that our bread and meat and 
cars and iPads and computer programs all come to us because of the selfishness – OK, call it the 
self-interest – of the bakers, the butchers, the car makers, Steve Jobs, and Bill Gates, reasoning the 
other way is not always wise. Good things always come from self-interest; but self-interest can’t 
always be trusted to produce good things. Yes, in Scotland of the time of Adam Smith, self-interest 
could be trusted to work in most people to produce goods and services and serve others, and thus 
gain wealth for themselves. But what about in our time, in, let’s say, Russia? Or Bulgaria? Or the 
Central African Republic? Can we trust that a man’s self-interest will necessarily lead him to 
produce, and not, for example, to steal, or to establish a dictatorial regime? After all, we can’t claim 
that Hitler or Stalin were true altruists, right? They were lead by their own self-interest, weren’t 
they? 

Smith could say in his time: 

Whoever offers to another a bargain of any kind, proposes to do this. Give me that which I want, and 
you shall have this which you want, is the meaning of every such offer; and it is in this manner that 
we obtain from one another the far greater part of those good offices which we stand in need of. 

But the same can’t be said today, at least not with such confidence. Because most of the time, in 
nations like Bulgaria or Russia, the bargain is this: “Give me that which I want, and I won’t inflict 
pain on you. Give me that which I want, and you won’t be hurt, you won’t be killed, you won’t be 
sent to jail, dragged to courts, sent to a concentration camp, or tortured, etc., etc.” And that offer is 
driven just as much by self-interest in the one making it as the offers Adam Smith was talking about. 

And our socialist and statist friends who criticize us for trusting self-interest a little too much, are 
right, at least partially. They are wrong in trusting the state to right that wrong, of course – moving 
the solution to the state doesn’t destroy self-interest, it only corrupts it and gives it more power to 
destroy and steal. But we still have a lot of work to do before we as libertarians can say that we have 
the answer. 
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The same self-interest produced one result in Adam Smith’s Scotland, and another in the 21st 
century Russia. Why is this? Was Adam Smith wrong to rely on self-interest as a socially beneficial 
force? 

Or . . . is the problem in the fact that we don’t understand – or tend to ignore – the specific historical 
context in which Smith was writing? Is it possible that Scotland in the 18th century had something – 
like a very specific cultural or religious heritage, for example – which made it very different from 
Russia, or Bulgaria, or even the United States today? But I am getting ahead of myself here. 

In July this year, I had the delightful opportunity to read one of the most intelligently written books 
the last two decades in the West have seen. I also consider it the most important work on economic 
history and sociology since Max Weber wrote his Protestant Ethic. The book presented in a very 
clear and entertaining, and yet academic, format a thorough refutation of all the materialistic 

arguments for the emergence and development of capitalism. The question at 
the beginning was very forceful: “What created the modern world, with its over 
a hundred times growth compared to the world just 200 years ago? And can 
economics explain it?” The answer was, “No, economics is helpless. The reason 
is not economic. It is not material either.” One after another arguments like 
“accumulation of capital,” “trade,” “thrift,” “expropriation,” etc, were defeated 
in the book’s chapters, with graciousness, wit, and cold logic. It is a book your 
average Marxist professor, or European or Russian bureaucrat, or Federal 
Reserve Chairman, wouldn’t want to know about. The book declared that there 
was only one reason why the modern world emerged. And that reason was not 
any economic or government policy, or any combination of natural or economic 

conditions or resources. 

It was human ingenuity, and innovation. Ah, but didn’t human ingenuity and innovation exist even 
before the 16th century when we date the emergence of capitalism? It did. But in the 16th century, a 
new kind of social rhetoric appeared in a small nation in Northwestern Europe. A rhetoric which 
dealt a severe blow to the old prejudices against management, money, innovation, business, etc. A 
rhetoric which reached to the soul of the nation and the souls of its citizens, and unleashed a wave of 
creativity and innovation, and a desire to find new and better ways to serve others and become rich 
from serving others, as the new model for heroic and meaningful life. It is that rhetoric that gave 
birth to capitalism, and to the ideas that came with it – liberty, limited government, innovation, etc. 
Human ingenuity couldn’t be freed to do what it did unless we had that rhetoric working as a fire in 
the minds of men, producing as it is a new social mythology, with a new type of hero: the innovating 
entrepreneur who finds new ways to increase everyone’s well-being, and thus makes a fortune for 
himself. 

I was genuinely excited by the book. It was at that time, when I was reading the book and meditating 
on what I was finding in it, as well as what I was not finding but should have been there, that Daniil 
Gorbatenko sent me the invitation to come here and meet with you all and speak to you all. I replied 
that I would come but I want to talk on a specific topic: “The Rhetoric at the Foundation of 
Capitalism, and the Ethics at the Foundation of that Rhetoric.” I wanted to use the opportunity to talk 
about the things that I wasn’t finding in the book but should have been there, in my humble opinion. 

Daniil is a very, very smart guy. He could almost read my mind. He replied: 
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Your topic is fine, but please bear in mind that Section 1 of the Forum (‘Moral Sentiments’) will be 
held as a panel discussion featuring yourself, Deirdre McCloskey and other experts. 

“…but please bear in mind…” Translation: “I know who you are picking on.” I did not know who 
else was invited. I find it interesting, and providential, and I am also humbled and privileged to be 
here next to the author of this book. 

The book, of course, is Bourgeois Dignity: Why Economics Can’t Explain the Modern World. The 
author is Deirdre McCloskey. I am not at the intellectual level of Professor McCloskey to 

authoritatively pass judgment on it, whether positive or negative. If I was, my 
verdict would be: Splendid. 

I can still tell you, though, what I expected to see in the book and I didn’t. I 
expected to see an answer to the question, “Why the Netherlands?” Why did 
the new rhetoric that gave the impetus to capitalism, that unleashed the human 
potential for productive innovation and accumulation of wealth, have its birth 
in a small poor nation on the edge of the planet, of no economic resources and 
no previous history of productivity or innovation? That question is very 
important to me; and I hope, to you all too. 

On page 7 of my copy, the author says this about the emergence of capitalism: 

In particular, three centuries ago in places like Holland and England the talk and thought about the 
middle class began to alter. Ordinary conversation about innovation and markets became more 
approving. The high theorists were emboldened to rethink their prejudice against the bourgeoisie, a 
prejudice by then millennia old. 

Yes, the rhetoric changed. But why did it change in the Netherlands and later in England? That’s the 
question I asked at the very beginning. After all, rhetoric doesn’t just change randomly, without 
something else to precipitate the change. A person doesn’t wake up one morning and say, “Let me 
today change my rhetoric, from prejudice against the bourgeoisie to prejudice for them.” Neither 
does a culture just change its rhetoric over a generation, without a good reason. And the reason can’t 
be material, mind that, because all the material reasons existing in the Netherlands at the time were 
present in many other nations, without engendering such change in rhetoric. 

To add to my curiosity, and to make my question even more relevant, Prof. McCloskey continued 
immediately after these words, in parentheses: 

(Sadly, the talk and prejudice and theory along such lines didn’t alter right away in China or India or 
Africa or the Ottoman lands. By now it has, despite resistance from European progressives and non-
European traditionalists.) 

Well, I thought, there you have a very specific difference between the cultures of the Netherlands 
and England, on one hand, and those other cultures on the other. The rhetoric we are talking about 
first appeared in the Netherlands and later England. That is, those two nations, or cultures, didn’t 
have anyone else to copy it from. It emerged naturally, from something they had that no one else 
had. The rest of them, as the book explains later, imitated it. Modern India, China, Russia, or 
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Bulgaria, have copied that same rhetoric from the West; they haven’t produced it as part of their 
natural historical development. A very significant difference, I think. Significant, because, if we find 
the ideological seed for that change of rhetoric, we will know what to do to re-produce in our age of 
rising statism and socialism the same rhetoric, or at least strengthen it so that the future generations 
may be freer than our own generation. Our concern for the future of humanity should spur us to find 
out the reasons for the good things that happened in the past, and work to replicate them, and make 
them mainstream and permanent. Otherwise, of what good is history to us, if we don’t learn from it, 
and strive to either repeat it, or not repeat it? What if one day we or our heirs lose that beneficial 
rhetoric? Wouldn’t we want to help make a new birth for it, somewhere, somehow? And how can we 
preserve it, or give it a new birth, if we don’t know why and how it happened in the first place? 

We want to know what gave birth to that rhetoric which produced those wonderful results. So we are 
looking for that unique, non-material, cultural or intellectual factor which was dominant in north 
Netherlands in the late 1500s and early 1600s, and later in England and Scotland and the North 
American colonies. Note carefully: Dominant, so that it can count as a factor powerful enough to 
change the rhetoric of a nation; and unique to a specific culture, so as to explain why some nations 
naturally accepted it, and others only imitated it later amidst much resistance from within. 

I know of only one such factor: Calvinism. Or, given the fact that some may be tempted to limit the 
meaning of this word to a few theological propositions – a common mistake in this theologically 
illiterate age – I would like to expand: Calvinism and the consistent and comprehensive worldview it 
offered, which differed sharply from the worldviews of the surrounding nations shaped by Roman 
Catholicism or Lutheranism, or by the Anabaptist theology of some communities inside and outside 
of the Netherlands. My thesis is that Calvinism and its comprehensive system of ethics – I say 
“comprehensive” because it includes much more than simply rules for behavior, as we will see later 
– laid the foundation for the rhetoric which Prof. McCloskey deemed responsible for the 
development of capitalism and liberty, and unleashed human creativity and innovation to levels 
unknown before in history. If you are looking for the foundation of liberty, you have it there: in the 
teachings and the theology of John Calvin, called by some historians “the true Founding Father of 
the United States”; and if you disagree with that assessment, at least you can say that he was the true 
Founding Father of the Dutch Republic. 

You see, the north Netherlands underwent a revolutionary change between 1540 and 1560, a change 
that was much more profound than the simple political change brought about by the Great Revolt in 
1572. That revolutionary change was in the religious commitment of the majority of the population 
north of the rivers (and also in the coastal towns of the south Netherlands, modern Belgium, where it 
was later suppressed). From our modern perspective, living in a secular age, and especially those of 
us who were born and grew up under an officially atheistic regime, such change in the religious faith 
seems rather irrelevant, compared to the political or economic changes. But this was Europe in the 
16th century, and for 1,000 years it had defined itself as the Christendom, a civilization where the 
foundational principle of all society, culture, law, ethics, art, etc., was the faith in Jesus Christ and 
the supreme authority of the Christian church. Any modifications and changes in the foundational 
principle of a society are always relevant, no matter what our modern prejudice tells us. 

Between 1540 and 1560, the Dutch society was flooded with what at the time was called “hedge 
preachers.” German, Swiss, and Dutch Calvinist preachers would make their pulpits on hedges along 
the roads in the Netherlands, and preach and evangelize the people. They had serious competition, of 
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course: Roman Catholicism wasn’t going to give up without a fight, and Lutherans and Anabaptists 
were also there. But Calvinism won, and became the strongest force in Netherlands Protestantism, 
and therefore in the Dutch culture, mainly because, as Prof. Jonathan Israel said in his huge and 
detailed study on the history of the Dutch Republic, “With its clear doctrines and formidable 
structure it made it possible for Protestantism in the Low Countries to grow into a more powerful 
movement than had been seen previously.” 

And Calvinism was to remain the strongest force in the Dutch Republic for a long time, at least until 
the Enlightenment in the early 1800s; and it would remain a strong force well into the 20th century. 
Between 1572 and the end of the 18th century all political, intellectual, social, economic, artistic, 
legal, and colonial endeavors of the Dutch social life would be dominated by the teachings of Calvin 
and his intellectual and spiritual heirs in the Netherlands; and the struggles would be defined as pro- 
or against Calvinism, and little else. As late as 1688, the Glorious Revolution in England – which 
was entirely organized and conducted by the Dutch, the modern English history textbooks 
notwithstanding – was considered a “Protestant” enterprise, and the wind that brought the armada of 
William and Mary to England was called the “Protestant Wind” by the Dutch. 

The ascendancy of Calvinism in the Netherlands is the dominant cultural factor that can give us the 
only plausible explanation for the rise of the new rhetoric: it happened just a generation before the 
rhetoric emerged, it marked a significant intellectual break with the past, and it was comprehensive 
and consistent, as well as dominant enough to explain the change in rhetoric for a whole nation. 
Excluding Calvinism from the equation blinds us to the true historical context, and without it, we 
can’t explain anything of what happened and why it happened, and why in the Netherlands. 

But it also explains why only certain nations at the very beginning were willing to adopt the same 
rhetoric and even outdo the Dutch; for the same religious and cultural force was present and active in 
England, Scotland, Switzerland, and the North American colonies at the same time the Dutch 
Republic was becoming a thoroughly Calvinist society. The same rhetoric became natural to these 
nations because they had the same cultural background: Calvinism. They didn’t imitate it, they 
didn’t learn it from other cultures as China, Latin America, Africa today are learning it from Europe. 
They developed it, and the connection between them is obvious, if we care to pay attention to the 
historical context: Calvinism. 

And if we want to return to our hero, Adam Smith, we will do well to remember that Scotland in the 
18th century was a very unique nation and culture, much like The Netherlands in the 16th and the 
17th century. It was permeated with Calvinism from top to bottom. The spiritual, intellectual, and 
moral climate of the nation were shaped by the religious and theological struggles of the previous 
two centuries, both against Roman Catholicism within, and against the political attempts of the 
English kings to impose Anglicanism on Scotland. Scotland was as much shaped by the preaching of 
Calvinist preachers in the tradition of John Knox as The Netherlands were shaped by the preaching 
of the hedge preachers in the 1500s. Adam Smith, of course, wasn’t free of this influence. Many 
have noticed that while he seldom makes references to God or any divine influence, the spirit of his 
writings is far removed from our modern thinking. His writing sounds rather like secularized 
Calvinism, taking for granted the validity the philosophical and social doctrines of Calvinism while 
purging them of any mention of God. 
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Like it or not, admit it or not, philosophize it away or not, argue against it or not, our modern ideas 
of growth, innovation, limited government, capitalism, they all have one mother: The theological 
doctrines of Calvin and the comprehensive worldview that followed from them, governing every 
thought and action from personal morality and psychology to economic ethics and government 
policies. 

What I am saying here is: Max Weber was right, at least in the main thrust of his thesis. As we will 
see later, I would improve on his methodology. 

Of course, you and I have heard modern sociologists, historians, and economists talking 
disparagingly of Weber’s thesis, offering different arguments as to why his thesis can’t be 
considered valid. Claims have been made that Weber has been refuted many times. I generally read 
those claims laughingly, seeing in them good examples to try to beat something with nothing. 
Anyone trying to refute Weber will have to present a compelling case for another reason for the 
emergence of capitalism, which means another dominant cultural influence in the same period, in the 
same cultures, and with the same historical schedule of appearance and preeminence. So far Weber’s 
critics haven’t been able to come up with anything besides material factors. But materialistic 
explanations, as we know from Prof. McCloskey’s book, are inadequate. 

To be honest, I do agree that Weber’s thesis is rather inadequate in itself: not in its conclusions but in 
its reasoning. Weber chose a very limited argument to defend his thesis. There is a broader and more 
comprehensive argument that defends his thesis, an argument that has been developed in the last 40 
years but largely ignored by the modern secularized academia who prefer to take on Weber’s 
original limited argument for it seems easier to refute. Ignoring valid arguments, of course, has its 
price, and the price is increasing irrelevance on the intellectual arena. But let me present to you the 
argument so that you all do not remain with the impression that the historical coincidence of the 
emergence of Calvinism and the emergence of capitalism is the only argument I have. 

What I claim here is this: Capitalism – or liberty, or innovation, or the culture of entrepreneurship – 
as a cultural phenomenon was based on much more than a rhetoric. It was – and is – based on a 
comprehensive worldview which generally, and in all its specific parts encourages every good thing 
you and I value in capitalism and liberty. It wasn’t motivated by one single impulse, or one single 
trigger, whether rhetoric, or doctrine, or psychological motivation. There was a system of beliefs that 
gave its impetus, a system so consistent, and orderly, and logical, and interconnected, that it could 
account for both the metaphysical issues of the existence of universe, knowledge, ethics, society, 
time, and eternity, but also for the personal motivation and self-interest of the individual man. 
Without that system, capitalism would never appear on the scene; and without the historical 
preservation of that system, capitalism will disappear, unless we find a way to restore it – and that 
through the restoration of the only historical factor that gave its birth. 

I can agree that capitalism was born of a new rhetoric. But I also propose that new rhetoric is not 
born except when there is a new ethics. And I say “ethics” not in the sense of simply “rules for 
behavior,” but ethics in its broader sense: A comprehensive cosmology. I know, I know, some of you 
all are followers of Mises, and you don’t like talking about metaphysical issues. But stay with me for 
the moment, please. 
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For capitalism – or innovation – to emerge, it needs five specific beliefs. I 
will go over these five specific beliefs, and I will explain why it can’t exist 
without them. 

First, it requires a belief in a unified reality, and with it, a consistent 
epistemology, that is, a theory of knowledge that would assure an individual 
or a culture that knowledge is possible and relevant. Without a belief in a 
unified reality, there is no scientific method, there is no technological 
development, there is no innovation, and there is no assurance that a 
decentralized price system gives valid information for entrepreneurs. Neither 
is there any assurance that what an innovator tries to produce necessarily 

serves other people in different cultural or geographical circumstances. It is very important, 
especially when you read Adam Smith, to notice that he makes numerous references to the 
“universe,” “universal laws” or “principles,” and others. A jungle tribe which believes in a 
fragmented reality controlled by local demons can’t and won’t ever produce anything close to 
capitalism or innovation. Also, atheism with its epistemology of agnosticism (ironically, atheism’s 
theory of knowledge is “I can’t know”), can not produce the epistemology necessary to give birth to 
innovation or capitalism. 

Second, it requires a belief in purpose for one’s life on earth. And I mean, individual life. In their 
very essence, capitalism and innovation require the unleashing of the “powers” of the individual 
man. A man doesn’t apply himself to a life of investment and discovery – both of which require 
sacrifice of money, time, and effort – unless he considers himself individually as an entity which has 
a purpose. A man without a purpose for his life becomes a bureaucrat, or, if he is more moral and 
conscientious, a beggar. It is not a mere coincidence that all books written by billionaires advise their 
readers to have a purpose for their life. Communism, by destroying the legitimacy of the individual 
as a social participant, also destroyed the purpose for the life of the individual. And therefore it 
destroyed sacrifice, entrepreneurship, and innovation. 

Third, capitalism requires a belief in a transcendental ethical system, valid, viable, tested, testable. It 
must be transcendental so that it was not born out of the self-interest of one man or one group of 
people, but is rather above human interest and therefore sanctioned by a higher authority than some 
human. A capitalist or an innovator who wants to profit from his investments, innovations, and 
sacrifices in work and time, must be secure that other people will have the same ethical values as he 
does so that he doesn’t get robbed of the fruits of his labor, or isn’t stopped by the envy of his peers. 
A society where every man is a law to himself, or where the laws are made to benefit the powerful of 
the day, doesn’t develop capitalism. The inner cities in the US and many Third-World nations are a 
good example of that. 

Fourth, capitalism requires a belief in a predictable universe, that is, a belief in historical sanctions in 
response to specific moral behavior. Of course, predictability can never be perfect and complete in a 
world like ours, but probability of success for specific actions can be measured and relied on. But 
more important, it must be believed before it is measured. The first entrepreneurs in the Netherlands 
invested and risked against all odds. In India or the Muslim world, on the other hand, where there is 
no belief in a predictable universe which rewards the industrious and punishes the lazy, there are no 
efforts for entrepreneurship except among those who have adopted a European worldview. 
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And fifth, capitalism requires hope for the future. Predictability is not enough if what it tells a person 
is pessimistic about the future. The positive expectations of inevitable growth in the future, no matter 
what individual and temporary mistakes a person or a group make here and now, are vital for the 
willingness to invest and innovate. A soldier doesn’t go willingly into battle if he is convinced that 
the battle is lost. A family won’t be eager to have children if they expect the future to be bleak. And 
an entrepreneur is not likely to invest his money, time, and effort if he expects the future to be worse 
than the present. 

All these five – unified reality and epistemology, individual purpose, ethical system, predictability, 
and hope – must be present in a worldview in order for that worldview to produce capitalism and 
innovation. If only one of them is lacking, we won’t have capitalism, and we won’t have innovation. 
Our modern world was born on the basis of a worldview that had all five. And my thesis is that 
Calvinism was unique among all the religions and ideologies and doctrinal systems in the world, that 
it supplied all these five. No other system did, and in fact, no other system could – whether it was 
Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy within the Christendom, or atheism or the 
Enlightenment which appeared much later on the scene, and took time to become a dominant 
cultural force, or socialism or secular humanism. 

First, of course, through its doctrine of the sovereignty of God, Calvinism supplied both the belief in 
a unified reality and the consistent, systematic epistemology. I find it ironic that modern critics of 
Calvinism focus on its doctrine of predestination and spend exorbitant amounts of time and paper 
refuting it, or studying it. Modern critics of Max Weber follow suit, and pay disproportional 
attention to the role of predestination in the forming of the Protestant ethic. But the truth is, 
predestination is only a corollary doctrine in Calvinism; it only follows from a greater, and more 
central, doctrine: the sovereignty of God. A Calvinist does not apply himself to work because he is 
worried whether he is predestined or not – although, such worry does have its role. He applies 
himself to work because he believes the world – and therefore he himself, with his skills, gifts, and 
talents – belongs to God, and God is the rightful Master who requires that men work. We are 
working to imitate God in His ethics, and God is working even until now, as the New Testament 
says. Work and productivity follow from a much more fundamental incentive than simply the 
predestination; they follow from the belief in God as the Creator, and therefore the Master of the 
world. 

The doctrine of God as a Creator also supplies us with the systematic and consistent theory of 
knowledge we need. It solves the problem many other philosophies are struggling under, whether 
they are aware of it or not, or whether they admit it or not: How do we account for the ability of the 
human mind to interpret reality outside of the mind itself? And can we trust the mind’s interpretation 
of reality? Calvin started his Institutes of Christian Religion with epistemology, and he devoted 
much of the first book on the knowledge of God and man. This orderly and consistent system of 
knowledge still has no equal in any philosophy; and our modern secular academia has given up the 
hope of producing anything equal to it. 

Second, Calvinism emphasized the doctrine of the dominion mandate given by God to man in the 
very first chapter of the Bible: “And let him take dominion over . . . the earth.” Man has a God-given 
purpose to accumulate knowledge, do science, increase the resources under his stewardship, make 
himself and his family better off, and make other people better off. Every individual has individual, 
specific gifts, given to him to employ them in service of God, of others, and of himself and his 
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family. This is the purpose for the individual man, and this impulse was especially strong among the 
early colonists in the North American colonies, as well as among the English Puritans and the 
Scottish Presbyterians. The failure to apply oneself to the God-given purpose for his life was a sign 
of being unregenerate, and therefore not saved. It was a powerful motivator for men to sacrifice, 
explore, innovate, work, and conquer the world. 

It followed directly from the teachings of Calvin. No other religion or philosophy supplies such a 
powerful purpose, and therefore such a powerful motive to work. 

Third, Calvinism emphasized the continuing validity of the Law of God given in the Bible, and its 
superiority over all the law systems devised by men. A revealed law, which meant a transcendent 
law, which was not made to serve the purposes of a sovereign or of a political group, was at the 
foundation of all culture-building and all legal framework of the societies which we now consider 
the birthplaces of capitalism – and especially the Netherlands. Starting from Calvin in Geneva, 
Reformed preachers and churchmen seldom confined themselves to the church pulpit; in every place 
they were active participants in the law-making process, and the Bible had the ultimate say in it. It is 
fashionable today – especially among academic intellectuals – to point only at the restrictive laws 
they passed against other religions and persuasions. But the truth is, restrictions were a minuscule 
part of their legislation. The main body of laws produced in the Netherlands, England, Scotland, and 
the North American colonies had to do with economic disputes, protection against fraud and violent 
crimes, protection of the orphans and the widows and the strangers from oppression, regulation of 
dealings between debtors and creditors, between employers and employees, limitation of 
government power, and the protection of the family from government interference. Cromwell was 
the first ruler to ever establish a government council for protection of small business; and one of the 
best known sermons of the Puritan preacher Cotton Mather in the American colonies was titled Fair 
Dealings Between Debtor and Creditor. And John Witherspoon, the man who taught almost all the 
Founding Fathers of the American Republic, made a very clear connection between religious liberty 
and economic liberty when he encouraged them to fight for their independence. 

Fourth, Calvinism provided the faith in a predictable universe by its view of God’s covenantal 
sanctions in history. In short, this view states that in general, a nation that obeys the Law of God and 
applies itself to fulfill the dominion mandate, will be blessed by increasing prosperity. The same 
applies to individuals even if some individuals may be chosen for a different kind of testimony. Man 
could trust that his effort won’t be in vain, that his sacrifice would pay off not only in the future, 
after his death (as in Roman Catholicism or Eastern Orthodoxy) but also in this world, in increasing 
prosperity and power and influence for himself, his children after him, and for his nation. I am often 
baffled at the excitement of modern atheists when they read Adam Smith; his books are a prime 
example of that belief in a predictable universe where moral actions are rewarded and immoral 
actions are punished – even if he desperately tries to avoid mentioning God. But atheism in its 
essence denies such connection between moral actions and material consequences. What are they 
excited about? Voltaire, the arch-enemy of Christianity, was still sane enough at the end of his life to 
defend the belief in God if for nothing else, at least because without it, no ethics and no 
predictability are possible in the universe. (And he lived most of his life in Calvinist Geneva.) The 
expectation of rewards, on earth, in this life, is a powerful motivator, as we know from the Austrian 
economists’ analysis of the social function of profits. But profits have been around for centuries; it 
took a very unique view of them to make them a powerful motivator for the emergence of 
capitalism. 
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And fifth, Calvinism provided the optimism for the future by its restoration of the doctrine of the 
Kingdom of God on earth. The theological term for the doctrine is postmillennialism, and I am not 
going to expand on it here. All Dutch theologians between 1540 and 1750 were postmillennial, and 
therefore preached a positive, optimistic view of the future. All Puritan and Presbyterian theologians 
were postmillennial too, and the theological optimism remained dominant in the American churches 
well unto the WWI. History was seen as the positive development and progressive application of the 
truths of the Bible into the life of the society; and therefore no matter what setbacks a man or a 
culture may suffer, those were to be considered temporary. This unrelenting optimism changed the 
attitude toward sacrifice and discovery; it can be said, it was the major factor in the emergence of the 
new rhetoric and the unleashing of the creative powers of man. Marx was so impressed by the power 
of that historical optimism that he even advised his listeners at the Hague Congress in 1872 to not be 
like the Christians of old who believed in the Kingdom of God on earth but lost that belief; in fact, in 
another place I have argued that Marx’s greatest contribution to the theory of Communism was not 
his economics but his preaching of optimism. Without that optimism, the Dutch Republic wouldn’t 
be able to survive and even thrive through all the problems and foreign threats in the 16th and the 
17th centuries. And same applies to England, Scotland, the American colonies, and Switzerland. 

To return to Adam Smith, all these five elements can be found, even if in a secularized form, in his 
writings: The sovereignty of God, the dominion mandate to man, the Law of God, the covenant 
sanctions, and the optimistic hope for the future. And they can be found at the foundation of every 
culture that has developed capitalism and innovation on its own, without simply imitating other 
cultures. And even in their imitation, individuals have to abandon the worldview of their religions 
and philosophies and borrow the worldview of Calvinism in order to innovate and grow. It’s a 
powerful motivator. In fact, it is the only motivator out there, whether those under its influence 
admit it or not, or whether they are aware of it or not. 

The conclusion of my thesis here today is this: The modern world as we know it, the world of 
capitalism and technological and social innovation, and of the ideas of individualism and liberty, was 
born out of a rhetoric which worked in the minds of men to unleash the hidden potential of their 
creative powers. But that rhetoric did not appear out of nothing. It was itself the product of a much 
more comprehensive and revolutionary change in the worldview of the people in the Netherlands, 
England, Scotland, and Switzerland. That worldview change was caused by the Reformation, and 
specifically by the teachings of Calvin and their theological and philosophical ramifications. All that 
we see today as good and desirable and commendable in capitalism, the morality of capitalism and 
liberty and innovation, was based on that worldview. The emergence of capitalism can be traced to 
the emergence of Calvinism – and both the historical context, and an unbiased analysis of the nature 
of capitalism compared to the worldview of Calvinism, are powerful proof for it. The connection is 
so blatantly obvious that – to paraphrase Walter Williams – only an American academic intellectual 
would be fully capable to miss it. 

That rhetoric that created capitalism is in danger today. And it is in danger because the ethic at its 
foundation has been lost. We as libertarians are earnestly trying to restore the rhetoric of capitalism 
and liberty but we often do it the wrong way; we are trying to have the fruit without having the roots. 
We read Adam Smith and we admire those early champions of capitalism and liberty but we are a 
little too happy to ignore their historical context simply because it doesn’t fit with our religious 
presuppositions. But the rhetoric can’t be restored unless we open our eyes to the obvious and 
understand its foundation. And once we understand it, we should work for the restoration of the 
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worldview that created it, so that we leave a better world to our children, a world of liberty. And that 
worldview is the worldview of the Reformation, and specifically the worldview of Calvinism. 
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 Hating Your Mirror Image 95.
Bojidar Marinov, October 26, 2012  

“When we are looking at each other, we are not only 
looking at a hateful face, we are looking at a mirror. 
This is the tragedy of our era. isn’t it true that in us, 
you recognize yourselves, your own unshakable 
will? . . . I would like for you to understand very 
well: You think you hate us, but this is only a 
deception: in reality, in us, you hate yourselves. . . .” 

The year is 1941. Mikhail Sidorovich Mostovskoy 
is an old bolshevik, one of Lenin’s personal 
associates in founding the Communist Party of 
Russia, a direct participant in the Bolshevik 
Revolution of 1917, and a faithful believer in the 
Communist doctrine. By a peculiar turn of the 

circumstances, he is now in a Nazi concentration camp, planning a rebellion against the Germans. 
But one night he is dragged from his bed by an SS guard and led to the interrogation room. He 
knows he will be interrogated by no less a name than Sturmbannführer Liss, a personal aide and 
representative of Himmler himself. Liss is an ethnic German from Riga, Latvia, who fled to 
Germany before the Red Army invaded the tiny Baltic republic. He hates the Russians with a 
vengeance; and he hates Communists with even greater vengeance. Mostovskoy harbors no illusions 
about what he is going to get behind that door while he is being led to it. Brutal, senseless, ruthless 
beating is the best he can hope for. But in reality, knowing the interrogation methods of the Nazis, he 
expects much worse. 

But he is not prepared for the unbearable torture he is going to get. Not even in his worst nightmare 
could he imagine what pain Liss has in store for him; a pain that will shatter Mostovskoy’s optimism 
and resolve, hardened in decades of struggles and activism. 

When the heavy door of the room shuts behind him, Mostovskoy looks around the room to see the 
SS “workers” who will start pounding his face, and later his ribs and stomach, with their fists and 
boots. Or maybe the elaborate tools for torture he knows the SS guards adopted from the medieval 
Inquisition to inflict the maximum pain for the minimum risk of death for the victim. He sees 
nothing of the sort. The room is almost empty, and the only person in it is Liss himself, in his SS 
uniform. And all Liss will do is talk. Words don’t break bones; but Liss’s words break the soul of the 
faithful bolshevik. 

“When we are looking at each other, we are not only looking at a hateful face, we are looking at a 
mirror. This is the tragedy of our era. isn’t it true that in us, you recognize yourselves, your own 
unshakable will? . . . I would like for you to understand very well: You think you hate us, but this is 
only a deception: in reality, in us, you hate yourselves. . . .” 
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Liss continues by reminding Mostovskoy that everything he sees and hates in Nazism, is in fact an 
imitation of what the Nazis have seen in Lenin’s and Stalin’s Communism, and have applied to 
Germany. 

“You personally knew Lenin. He created a new model party. He was the first to realize that the Party 
and its Leader express the will of the nation, and therefore he was the first to end the Constitutional 
Assembly. . . . Then Stalin taught us a lot.” 

The more Liss entangles Mostovskoy in this cruel, impossible, unacceptable conversation, the more 
tormenting and unbearable it becomes for the old faithful Leninist. A thought crosses his mind, “I’d 
rather have them start the beating. . . .” And indeed, he’d be able to stand the beating much easier, 
for with every sentence, with every new example of the similarities between Nazism and 
Communism Liss is causing enormous suffering to his very soul, reminding him about the things he 
also himself thought at times, about the things he couldn’t not think about, even if he didn’t want to. 

“We are your mortal enemies, yes, yes. But our victory is your victory, can’t you see this? And if 
you win, we will perish, and yet, we will live in your victory. A paradox, isn’t it: by losing the war, 
we win the war, we will develop in another form but the same essence. Today you are appalled at 
our hatred toward the Jews. But perhaps, tomorrow you will adopt our practice. And the day after 
tomorrow we will become tolerable in your eyes. . . . Your terror killed millions of your own people, 
and only we, Germans, of all nations, understand you: that’s how it is supposed to be.” 

Mostovskoy is in agony. He is now forced to admit to himself that he has had those doubts for a long 
time, that he hated his own party, the camps, the trials, Lubyanka, Ezhov, Beriya. He is even tempted 
to think that these doubts which he rejected and hated were in fact a seed of the purest and most 
moral expression of truth, righteousness, and liberty. He tries to exercise his self-control of a 
hardened revolutionary veteran and force his mind to obey the Party and its ideology, but to no avail. 
A thought begins to emerge, that honesty requires that he condemns Stalin’s dictatorship, and, God 
forbid, even Lenin and his work! 

But Sturmbannführer Liss continues his list of examples how Nazism and Communism are in fact 
the same principle and the same force. Worse than that, he points to the fact that each needs the other 
because without each other, they will have to face alone a world that hates them for their immorality, 
cruelty, and blood-thirst. Without Communism, Nazism can’t justify its existence, and without 
Nazism, Communism will have to invent it in order to keep its face. The two ideologies hate each 
other and yet are so hopelessly related and connected to each other, that the fall of one means the fall 
of the other, and the victory of one means that the other will continue to live. 

By the end of the conversation the old revolutionary is broken. The psychological torture of being 
shown how his beloved party and ideology are in every respect the same as the party and the 
ideology of the hated mortal enemy, that in the enemy, as in a mirror, he hates himself and 
everything he believes in and has fought for, is too much for him. He gets out 
of the interrogation room physically alive and unharmed. But in reality, the 
soul that comes out of there is dead. 

Mostovskoy and Liss are characters from Vasily Grossman’s novel of 1959, 
Life and Fate. “The greatest Russian novel of the twentieth century,” 
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according to Le Monde, was identified by the Politburo’s ideology chief in 1962 as a greater threat to 
the Communist regime than even Doctor Zhivago, and therefore banned in the Soviet Union. The 
book wasn’t published until 1980, 16 years after Grossman’s death, after a microfilm copy was 
smuggled out to the West. Nothing is more destructive to a man or an ideology than the realization 
that he is in every respect the same as his enemy and what he hates in his enemy. 

In the last of his appearances in the book, Mostovskoy is forced to accept a decision of the Party 
which goes against his moral convictions: the betrayal of the party organization against Major 
Ershov, a man of proven leadership ability, and organizer of the plot against the camp guards. He is 
not a party member, and therefore does not feel obligated to follow the Party directives. The Party 
members in the camp arrange for his sending to another camp, and therefore sure death, thus 
destroying their own chances to achieve their own goals, and save their own lives and the lives of 
many others. They would rather die, and make others die, than do anything that is not in absolute 
obedience to the Party. With a resigned voice, his head low between his shoulders, Mostovskoy 
utters the words, “I submit to this decision, and I accept it as a member of the Party. . . .” 

But the story is not over. 

* * * * * 

“This is absolute nonsense! You must be an Obama supporter!” 

This is usually the reply I get when I talk to Romney supporters and ask them what exactly the 
difference is between Romney and Obama. 

Oh, yes, they can talk for hours about how bad Obama is. He is a Communist. He believes in high 
taxes and redistribution of wealth. He is paid by Wall Street. He will keep the Federal Reserve and 
will cause more inflation. He has a plan to destroy the United States by piling debt over debt until 
the US government is insolvent. He is pro-abortion, and he serves the interests of the sodomite 
community. He is for unconstitutional wars. He made his money from the government, not from 
business on the free market. He is a liar, a flip-flopper, he says one thing and does another, he says 
stupid things when he is not reading from a teleprompter, etc., etc. That’s why they are voting for 
Romney. They never mention any outstanding qualities in Romney. It is Obama who is to blame for 
their vote for Romney. 

Then I ask the question: “What’s the difference?” 

They get mad at me. Because they know, there is no difference. Romney is exactly the same on all 
accounts. The question is just as much a torture for them as were the words of Sturmbannführer Liss 
to Mostovskoy. 

Looking at Obama, the GOP voters are looking at a mirror of their own party leadership. The same 
views, the same policy record, the same socialism, the same strings, the same immorality, the same 
greed for taxpayers’ money. When they hate Obama, they actually hate their own party. And, they 
hate themselves, as voters who keep supporting that party leadership which is the same as Obama. 
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That’s why any suggestion that Romney is the same as Obama is so repugnant to them. Because it 
tells them what they already know but refuse to admit. They are statists and socialists, no matter 
what delusions they have about themselves. They want the same big government as the Democrats 
want, just a different party to rule it. In the other’s face, they see their own face. And they hate it. 

It’s even worse than that. The Republican voters hate Obama but they desperately need him. Without 
him, there will be no excuse for blindly following the party directives to vote for a man who is anti-
Christian, anti-liberty, and anti-life. Obama provides the perfect excuse why principled voting 
should be avoided at any cost, and the party line should be toed. Just like the Nazis needed the 
Communists, and the Communists needed the Nazis to justify their immorality, today’s Republican 
voters need Obama as the reason why they don’t have to think clearly, and why they don’t have to be 
faithful to their professed conservative principles. If Obama didn’t exist, they would have invented 
him. While they all say how dangerous Obama is for America, none of them can explain why they 
vote for Romney without throwing the blame on Obama. Romney has no independent existence 
without Obama. And the GOP has no purpose unless it can use the Democrats as an excuse. 

We can say, Obama serves an important political function for the neocon leadership of the GOP, and 
an important psychological function for the neocon voters. 

That’s why it is so unbearable for them when they are asked the question about the difference 
between Romney and Obama. It brings them back to the reality of the mirror, and the face they hate 
in that mirror. Just like Mostovskoy is brought to that reality, and he couldn’t bear to face it. The two 
parties are the same party. The victory for one will be a victory for the other, and the defeated party 
continues to live in the rule of the victorious one. As Liss said to Mostovskoy, “A terrible nightmare, 
a kind of suicide in an unreal dream.” 

But escaping the dream of the Republican-Democrat statism takes courage; courage as strong as the 
courage to quit a strong addiction. Most people don’t have that courage. That’s why, at the end of 
the day, knowing that the GOP establishment has imposed on them a candidate who is a bleeding 
heart liberal, and no different than Obama, they still can’t make the step to defy the leaders. And like 
Mostovskoy, they simply say, “I submit to this decision, and I accept it as a member of the Party. . . 
.” 

And the nightmare of the hated face in the mirror continues. 

Not for long. 
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 The Celebrity Cult and the Abuse of Matthew 18:15-17 96.
Bojidar Marinov, November 3, 2012  

I have always said, “We don’t have a problem with socialism 
in America; we have a problem with our Christian celebrities.” 

I have been asked by readers who have been surprised by this 
statement, “Really? You really believe we don’t have a 
problem with the socialists here in the US?” 

My answer is, “Yes, really. The socialists here in the US are a 
weak bunch, even when they are in power. Socialism in 
America is still only political, not cultural, as it is in Europe. 
Like every political structure without cultural support, it will 
collapse the moment the people in this culture figure out they 
can do something about it. I have seen Communism fall, and it 
had all the guns, and all the food, and all the tools of 
production. This here socialism has even less. It is an easy 
game.” 

But the people do not do anything about it. They are passive. 
The problem is not in the power of socialism; it is in the passivity of the Christians in this country. 

And why are they passive? 

Because their pastors, preachers, and seminary professors keep them passive, and obedient to the 
political establishment. 

That’s why I say, “We don’t have a problem with socialism in America; we have a problem with our 
Christian celebrities.” Dennis Peacocke seems to agree with me: “Put away your blazing guns 
against the Left. The major problems we face today were caused by Christians in the Church.” 
Dennis is a wise Christian teacher. I learned a lot from him in my early ministry. 

And that’s why my writing is directed not against the socialists in this country but against the 
Christian celebrities who continue using their positions of power, authority and influence to mislead 
Christians. Especially those of the Two-Kingdoms crowd. But others as well: neo-Reformed, 
dispensationalist, liberal, etc. 

And of course, by doing that, I have brought upon myself the ire of their followers. There is an 
unofficial, but very real cult in the churches in the United States: The celebrity cult. It has one main 
commandment: You never criticize a celebrity, even if you are right and they are wrong. A corollary 
of that commandment is this: When a celebrity takes a position that so far has been declared 
unacceptable, or heretical, the position immediately becomes acceptable and orthodox. All it takes 
for a heresy to become orthodoxy is to be espoused by a celebrity. Sodomy has always been a moral 
choice and therefore a sin; but once a celebrity says it is not just a choice, and therefore it deserves a 
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different treatment, then a whole denomination changes its view on sodomy. Christians have never 
voted for a Satanist; but now, since a few celebrities declare that it is good to vote for a Satanist, the 
unthinkable becomes OK, and then even a “moral obligation.” We all believe in the Gospel and its 
redemption here and now; but this can easily change when a celebrity declares that – for political 
reasons – we never make a choice between good and evil but only between two evils, and 
redemption ceases to play any major role in our considerations. Because you never criticize a 
celebrity. 

But I do. Because I have lived through one such cult: The personality cult under Communism. And I 
can see it clearly in the churches in the US. And I am determined to never allow to be under it again. 
So I have to speak up. It won’t make me Mr. Popular. But it will help me remain Mr. Pure 
Conscience. 

I am getting all kinds of criticism for my stand against the personality cult in the US churches. 
That’s OK; I expect it. This cult has a powerful magnetic force; people do not easily break free of it. 
In fact, it usually takes a generation change to deal with it. But I will continue speaking up anyway. 

Of all the criticisms I get, one is most prevalent of all. Prevalent, because it is more of an instinctive, 
mindless reflex, rather than well thought-out argument. The defenders of the celebrities never think 
before they publish it; they immediately resort to it automatically, whether it is applicable to the 
situation or not. 

It is the argument from Matthew 18:15-17: “Before you wrote this article about Mr. Celebrity, did 
you first contact him personally and inform him of his sin?” 

Think what these people would say to Martin Luther, if they lived in his time: “Before you nailed 
those theses to the door, did you go to the Pope to talk to him personally?” Yes, that’s how much 
sense is there in that argument. Also, keep in mind that of the more than two hundred times I have 
received that criticism, not more than three (1.5 %) were sent by a personal email. The rest were in a 
public discussion, for all to see. Apparently, Matthew 18 has only a limited application: in defense of 
celebrities. 

Of course, the critics don’t believe their own argument. The use of Matthew 18 in such situations is 
simply a manipulation device, to silence criticism of celebrities by imposing higher cost on it – first 
write him personally, then, talk to two or three other people, then to his church, and then, may be, 
you can get to public criticism. The celebrity can publish his error right away; the defense of truth 
must jump through multiple hoops. Sounds like a double standard? Not for the celebrity cult. 

This time I got it for my short criticism in a FB forum of Joel Beeke’s article on why his conscience 
would not let him not vote for Romney. Beeke’s article is nothing spectacular; he just repeats the 
same old arguments we have heard from the other “Reformed” taskmasters in service of the political 
establishment. If anything is remarkable in it, it is his ability to avoid even the simplest rules of logic 
while constructing his case; the others who defended voting for Romney at least did use some logical 
connections. Beeke uses none. Anyway, I don’t need to write a refutation, for Nathan Eshelman has 
done a wonderful job, replying to Beeke’s lack of logical thinking with clear Biblical arguments and 
coherent and principled Biblical reasoning. I have that nagging suspicion that Eshelman, like me, 
didn’t go through the whole ritual of Matthew 18. There is more and more of us. 
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With Beeke having his reply, it’s more important for us here to decide this: Is the argument from 
Matthew 18 valid in situations like this, when celebrities are being criticized for their betrayal, or for 
their deviation from the faith or from the Gospel or from the principles of the Biblical Law and 
worldview? Or is it just cheap manipulation, used to silence those of us who have not bowed their 
knee to the celebrity cult? 

To find the answer, we need to remember that Matthew 18 is not the only method of rebuke 
mentioned in the New Testament. There are at least two more: 

(1) The public rebuke of Peter by Paul told in Galatians 2:11-21. In v. 14 Paul says that he 
specifically rebuked Peter “in the presence of all.” If Matthew 18 had the universal application the 
critics claim it does, why didn’t Paul abide by it? If he acted in a different manner, then a different 
principle was in action there. What is that different principle, and how does it affect our present 
situation with Christian celebrities whose words and actions hurt the church and mislead the faithful? 

(2) The public rebuke of Ananias and Saphira in Acts 5, where they were confronted before the 
whole church, and then were immediately punished by the Holy Spirit. Apparently, the Holy Spirit 
did not consider the immediate public rebuke as a violation of any Biblical principle from Matthew 
18:15-17. To the contrary, He immediately confirmed the apostles’ verdict by executing it Himself. 

These are two very well known examples, not some obscure details in the Bible unknown to most 
people like, for example, who the Queen of Israel was. There are numerous sermons and teachings 
on these two cases. No regular church-goer can be legitimately excused that they didn’t know about 
these two examples. And yet, they never consider them as legitimate Biblical procedures when they 
criticize me. 

Let’s see now, someone needs rebuke, and instead of following the Matthew 18 procedure, the 
apostles do exactly what I do in my articles: harsh public rebuke. Why? What’s the difference? 

The difference is in who the victim of the sinful act is. One case is about private sinning of an 
individual. The other case is sinning against the church and the sound doctrine. This makes all the 
difference between the two cases. Matthew 18 is very clear: “If your brother sins, go and show him 
his fault in private.” Obviously, if his sin is a public sin, against the church (e.g., an article for all to 
read), showing him his fault in private makes no sense. In the other case, Paul specifically says about 
Peter and the others in Galatians 2:14, “when I saw that they were not straightforward about the truth 
of the gospel,” indicating that Peter had committed not just a private sin but a sin against the very 
Gospel message. And in Acts 5:3 Peter accused Ananias of “lying to the Holy Spirit,” again 
indicating that more than just a private sin was the case. A very significant difference, apparently, if 
two different procedures are involved. 

So, which category does Beeke’s sin fall into? Are we talking about committing a private sin in 
private? Or are we talking about committing a sin against the Holy Spirit and the church? A man of 
renown in the Reformed Christian circles is cashing in his reputation to convince Christians to hand 
their political vote over to an avowed enemy of Christ who has a thoroughly anti-Christian policy 
record and a self-conscious anti-Christian ideology, publicly using anti-Biblical arguments and 
replacing fear of God with fear of man. There is no way that can be classified as “private sin, in 
private.” This is a public sin, sin against the church and the Holy Spirit, just as Peter’s sin was. If the 
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chief among the apostles could suffer harsh public rebuke, Joel Beeke – or Albert Mohler, or Gary 
DeMar, or any other celebrity who cashes in their reputation to mislead Christians – will have to 
suffer the same fate as Peter. They may ignore such rebuke and prefer not to pay attention, and 
continue in their betrayal and deception; but harsh public rebuke against leaders has a necessary 
function in the church, and we better not stifle it, no matter what our celebrity cult tells us. 

Therefore, there is absolutely no ground for accusations that I didn’t obey the procedure for rebuking 
a brother for his sin, given in Matthew 18. That procedure just doesn’t apply to this case, or to any 
case where a public person is criticized for not being straightforward about the truth of the Gospel. 
And, to answer my questions above, the use of that argument in such a case is not Biblical, it is 
Pharisaical to the core, and its purpose is not to defend the truth but to silence the truth, in favor of 
celebrities who for one reason or another have been elevated to a pedestal, far above criticism and 
correction. While Matthew 18 has its important place in the church, the truth of the matter is that in 
the majority of cases where it is invoked, it is rather to send an innocent person on a guilt trip, rather 
than deal with sin in the church. 

So, from henceforth let no man trouble me when I continue being faithful to my conviction that it is 
the celebrities in the church who have become the main enemy of the faith, and criticize them 
publicly. There is a Biblical procedure to deal with celebrities who have betrayed the faith, and that 
is Galatians 2: harsh, courageous, face to face, uncompromising public rebuke. Anything less than 
that is disobedience to God. And I am not planning on being disobedient, and so help me God. 
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 We Told You So 97.
Bojidar Marinov, November 7, 2012  

Where there is no prophetic vision, the people cast off 
restraint, but blessed is he who keeps the Law (Proverbs 
29:18). 

Do not quench the Spirit; do not despise prophetic 
utterances. But examine everything; hold fast to that 
which is good; abstain from every form of evil (1 Tim. 
5:19-22). 

It is a common misconception among both charismatics 
and non-charismatics that prophetic utterances and 
vision have something to do with trance, ecstasy, and 
supernatural obsession of a person the Spirit or by 

spirits, or may be an occult obsession, if you are on the non-charismatic side of the debate. 

It’s all wrong. Prophetic word, or prophetic vision, is very simple to explain. It always falls within 
one of two categories: 

1) “You’ll get what you deserve”; and then, 

2) “I told you so.” 

When these two are lacking from a church or a culture, the church or the culture cast off restraint, 
and everyone does what is right in their own eyes. The pastors of the church mislead the flock and 
abuse their authority and lead the sheep to the wolves. And those who say “You’ll get what you 
deserve” and “I told you so” are rejected and ridiculed and ostracized as “unmerciful” and “proud” 
and “arrogant” and whatnot. 

The early Puritans knew this. They prophesied, and they did not despise prophetic utterances. Kings 
and barons and bishops trembled at the sound of their prophesies, and the church didn’t compromise, 
and no one cast off restraint. That’s why we have America and the West today: because of those 
prophecies. 

But that was before the Enlightenment explained to the church that the supernatural is out of 
vogue and that an enlightened person doesn’t care for prophecies. What it meant was, “We don’t 
want to hear about God’s sanctions on our moral actions, and we don’t want to be reminded that we 
are under judgment.” And the church obliged. 

A few of us tried to tell the church that God is against Christians voting for a socialist, or a serial 
adulterer, or a Satanist. We tried to convince the Christians that the only person who deserved their 
vote was the one who openly professed his faith in Christ, and had a Biblical view of government, 
and an unbroken record of righteous, honest behavior in his political career. We argued, admonished, 
pleaded. Against us were the shepherds of the church: pastors, seminary professors, theologians, 
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book authors. They did not want the Christian, they wanted the Satanist. They said that we better 
vote for the Satanist, for he has a better chance of defeating the Socialist. We replied, and proved, 
and explained, that a vote for a Satanist won’t be blessed by God, and that they will get the Socialist 
again, in addition to an unclean conscience. 

We said, “You’ll get what you deserve: Defeat.” 

We weren’t heeded. 

Now it’s time for the second part of the prophetic vision: “We told you so.” 

What the neocon pundits expected and hoped for – that Obama would lose a big part of his 
constituency – came true. Obama lost 10 million votes of his constituency compared to 2008 – a 
whooping 17% of his 2008 vote. Jimmy Carter lost less, proportionally: 5 million out of 40 million, 
or 12.5%. Indeed, Obama wasn’t the most vulnerable incumbent in history. George H. W. Bush did 
worse than Obama between 1988 and 1992: an 18 % loss. Nothing can compare, of course, to the 
abject failure Rick Santorum was when he lost over one-third of his voters in Pennsylvania between 
the 2000 and the 2006 elections for the US Senate. 

Still, 17% is a very significant loss. All things being equal, it should have easily secured the victory 
for the Republican candidate. Which makes it so humiliating for Romney and the GOP 
establishment that they couldn’t win against such a vulnerable incumbent. 

It gets even more humiliating when we realize that Obama actually may have less votes this election 
that McCain had in 2008! The last results are coming in as I am writing this article, and he is still 
half million below McCain’s popular vote back then. It may change, of course, and he may have 
more than McCain, but it won’t be by much – 100,000 at the most. So much has been written about 
the reasons for McCain’s loss, his lack of vision, lack of charisma, his fake conservatism, etc. Well, 
as low quality a candidate McCain was, he could have beaten Obama this election. What kind of a 
sore loser Romney must be – and the establishment which nominated him by cheating and twisting 
arms and breaking all moral and procedural rules that could be broken – to not be able to succeed 
where even McCain could have succeeded! To McCain, the uninspiring moderate, Romney lost by 
over 2 million votes. 

Who are these 2 million votes? They are part of the Ron Paul Revolution. There are more, and the 
GOP could have easily won with them. They warned the GOP, “We are not voting for Romney, and 
you will lose without us, no matter how unpopular Obama gets.” You’ll get what you deserve. 

Time for a prophetic word: WE TOLD YOU SO. 

The bad news for the church is that its leaders – or should I say, its celebrities – all joined the losing 
side, and for the wrong reason. One after another, they endorsed the Satanist for president of the 
United States, just because he has R behind his name. Franklin Graham, who in the past swore he 
won’t move his finger to build a Christian culture, did everything he could – and his father helped 
him too – to help the Satanist. Michael Farris wouldn’t endorse Ron Paul because he “wasn’t 
Christian enough” for him, but the first thing he did after Romney’s nomination was to pay a 
sycophantic visit to Romney in his campaign bus, and gleefully post a picture of himself with the 
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future Republican abject failure of a candidate. Gary Bauer and Tony Perkins, never hesitant to whip 
their followers into service of the Republican establishment, worked industriously for the man who 
gave the world the first official sodomite marriage certificates and America the first socialized 
medicare which pays for abortions on demand. Gary DeMar who in the past told us in his books that 
we need to elect candidates based on their righteous behavior, nevertheless endorsed the habitual liar 
and cronyist Romney and called those who disagreed with him “idiots” (which would include some 
of his closest friends and associates). Not to mention many others. In short, this election revealed 
that the highest levels of leadership of the American church are able and quick to switch to idolatry 
at the first call of their political masters. 

They all justified their position by resorting to dualism: “When I vote, I don’t vote to get to heaven.” 
Or, “I am not electing a Pastor-in-Chief.” This reasoning came directly from the Enlightenment, 
from the pen of Montesquieu: 

We ought not to decide by divine laws what should be decided by human laws; nor determine by 
human what should be determined by divine laws. 

In other words, we don’t have church leaders anymore. We have Enlightenment thinkers disguised 
as church leaders. 

They lost the political fight. And they lost their integrity and purity of conscience. We told them so. 

But that loss is the good news about the church. The sheep this time did not unconditionally obey the 
call of the evil shepherds. The enormous evangelical voting bloc was split, and it did not go 
mindlessly to the booth to give Romney the victory. The GOP political elite is powerless to 
manipulate the conservative voters to help its agenda. And the church elite is powerless to whip the 
Christian voting bloc into submission. A large number of ordinary Christians – and some pastors too 
– heard the prophetic warning, and obeyed God. There is hope. 

But this is also the time for a new prophetic word: Get rid of those leaders who in this last election 
proved to be idolaters and wolves in sheep’s clothing. Don’t play nice and polite, for God is not 
playing nice and polite. The judgment starts with the House of God. 

Otherwise, you’ll get what you deserve: more of them. 

And you will hear one day: We told you so. 
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 The Inner Contradictions of Peter Leithart 98.
Bojidar Marinov, November 14, 2012  

That the Federal Vision movement had 
gotten itself into a theological dead end 
became obvious to me as early as 2005 
when a friend of my handed me a few recent 
issues of Credenda/Agenda. While I was 
still in Eastern Europe in the late 1990s, I 
was getting some of the early issues, and 
they were a great source of serious 
theological articles for the isolated position 
on the edge of the planet I was in. (This was 
the time before the Internet became the main 
source of published theological material.) 
The 2005 issues had nothing to do with the 

early issues. Gone were the serious, heavy, deep theology and apologetics; the new issues were 
dominated by shallow literary attempts at originality, reviews of third-rate movies, and detailed 
discussions on irrelevant topics. I knew something had gone wrong with the movement. 

In the years after 2005 that assessment was confirmed multiple times. I had the chance to listen to a 
good number of FV adepts. The covenantal theonomic focus was gone. The important spiritual 
issues were now whether we read the Bible or we chant it; or whether we sing fast or slow; or that a 
free man studied liberal arts but a slave studied mathematics and engineering; or that continuity 
meant illiterate Italian peasants singing hymns in Latin for 1,000 years without understanding what 
they sang. Christian men didn’t know how to pray, they needed professionals – that is, theologians – 
to write prayers for them to recite them at home. In fact, laymen shouldn’t have been given the 
confessions of faith in the first place, for they won’t be of any good to them. Christianity wasn’t 
creeds anymore but myths. Symbolism replaced ethics. Liturgy replaced obedience. Etc., etc. 

I am not among those who say that the FV is a heresy; as far as I am concerned, their beliefs about 
God are orthodox. But even a person or a movement with orthodox beliefs can fall prey to a childish 

obsession with secondary and irrelevant issues, and thus get themselves in a 
theological dead end. That’s where I saw the Federal Vision movement going. 
I knew it would grow culturally irrelevant and would produce in its adherents 
and churches lack of interest toward transforming the culture, and general 
ignorance concerning the application of the Gospel in the culture. I called it 
“liturgical pietism.” And the last several years confirmed my assessment: 
Pietism it is. 

But nothing could prepare me for the radical shift I have witnessed in 
the last year or two. Not only the covenantal theonomic focus is gone 
but a strong anti-covenantal and anti-creedal sentiment has become 

clearly discernible in the writings of the FV’s most prominent authors. I commented earlier 
this year on James Jordan’s use of dualistic, Two-Kingdoms arguments in defense of voting 
for a Satanist. Jordan, who used to believe in the importance of creeds, and in their 
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significance for the foundations of social order, was now explaining that faith is of secondary 
importance when it comes to politics, and that different ethical principles were operating in the state 
and in the church. If there has been any leftover in Jordan’s thought from his covenantal, theonomic 
past, it is now completely gone. It was a move in a completely opposite direction of Henry Van Til’s 
The Calvinistic Concept of Culture, and of R.J. Rushdoony’s The Foundations of Social Order. 
Jordan has abandoned completely his earlier convictions. 

Not just Jordan. Last night, I was sent a link to an article by Peter Leithart, “Capitalism and Its 
Contradictions.” He replies to readers’ concerns about what he said in a previous article, where he 
talks about the “abuses of capitalism.” In his reply, Leithart agrees with Daniel Bell that capitalism is 
dangerous for the “settled public moral standards.” He claims that the inner contradictions of 
capitalism have to do with the “structural tensions between the aims of the economic life and the 
aims of politics and culture.” Then he declares that what capitalism produces destroys families and 
traditional societies, and that promoting capitalism “might inhibit other goals of the religious right.” 
In conclusion, Leithart advises that the sign of a just society is that the material needs of the poor are 
taken care of. 

If that sounds to you like an excerpt from a Marxist handbook, there is a reason for it: Yes, it is such 
an excerpt. It has nothing to do with Biblical covenantalism. Leithart’s reasoning is superficial, and 
he hasn’t consulted his professed theology when he wrote that; or, if he has consulted his professed 
theology, he went straight against it, in favor of a fundamentally humanist view of society, law, and 
historical sanctions. 

Let’s see why I can claim this about Leithart’s writing. 

To be able to understand the nature of Leithart’s thesis in its context, we need to know who that 
Daniel Bell is that Leithart is agreeing with. Daniel Bell was a sociologist best known for 
popularizing the term “post-industrial society” and for his study of it. The term relates to a society in 
which the economic focus shifts from industry to services and information, and the production of 
non-material goods will replace the production of material goods as the dominant economic factor. 
The distinction between material and non-material is completely irrelevant and Bell hasn’t been able 
to explain where exactly the demarcation line between the two is; after all, when people buy electric 
bulbs and electricity, do they buy them for the material in them or for the immaterial service of being 
able to read or communicate after sunset? But there is a greater reason why he made up such 
distinction, and then prophesied the coming of the “new” society: Because he wanted to prove his 
thesis that in the new society there will be new “social stratification” and that the new society will be 
ideology-free and technocratic. Besides the fact that the idea of “social stratification” is essentially 
Marxist (remember Marx’s “classes”?), the “end of ideology” has been a cherished lullaby among 
Marxists and other socialists after the failure of the Marxist ideology, and the “technocratic, 
ideology-free” society is the new mantra of leftist politicians who want to avoid moral scrutiny of 
their policies under the pretext of “technocratic pragmatism.” 

Such Marxist and socialist ideas can be expected to come from Bell, who described himself as a 
“socialist in economics, a liberal in politics, and a conservative in culture.” Translated, this means he 
is against private property rights in economics, in politics he wants the efficient power mechanism of 
the state to prevent individuals from exercising or defending property rights, and to make them work 
for the goals of the state, but in culture he wants the individuals to keep their work ethic and 
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commitment and enthusiasm to work for the state as they would have worked for themselves. In 
short, the dream of every dictator: hard-working, efficient slaves who need no taskmasters. This is 
the motivation behind the other thesis Bell is known for: that of the “inner contradictions of 
capitalism,” that by producing wealth, capitalism destroys the very values that helped is succeed in 
the first place. The conclusion is obvious: In order to preserve the ethic that produced capitalism we 
have to surrender capitalism to the state. In short: We need socialism to save what capitalism has 
produced. 

This is the man Leithart is agreeing with. As a friend of mine said today, when we were discussing 
this article, “High churchism always eventually turns into an ally of statism.” It was true with the 
Eastern Orthodox Church in Eastern Europe; and it is true with the Anglican Church in England. 
And it is certainly true with the Roman Catholic churches in the US. And Leithart, as a high-
churchist, is not an exception. But let’s continue our analysis. 

As is usual for those who don’t know what they are talking about, or are reluctant to make clear what 
they are talking about, Leithart’s definition of his main term in his thesis – capitalism – is rather 
fuzzy. He tells us what he does not believe capitalism is: It is not a system of free markets. What is 
left unsaid is that if it is not a system of free markets, therefore it is not a system based on private 
property and property rights, for property rights require free markets. The best he can come up with 
is this: 

As a starting point, let me clarify that the term “capitalism” here refers to the actual economic form 
that has evolved over the past several centuries. 

In the next paragraph he calls this a “definition.” I can only say that Leithart needs to work on his 
definition of “definition.” And on clarifying the meaning of the verb “to clarify.” 

Whatever that “actual economic form that evolved over the past several centuries” is, Leithart is 
convinced that as far as its development in the United States goes, it was “promoted if not created by 
the state.” Of course, such a statement can’t be proven or dis-proven because we still don’t know 
what exactly we are talking about. If we just take what is, and pin on it the name “capitalism,” and 
pass this for a “definition,” then we can claim anything about its nature and origin, and no one could 
be able to object. The only possible alternative to such reasoning would be to go to the dictionaries 
of the English language, discover that “capitalism” is defined there on the basis of private property 
and free markets, and return to Leithart with this information. 

But it won’t fly. Leithart has already insured his position against such attempts. He calls such 
definitions someone’s “semantic prerogative.” He doesn’t buy such subjective whims of the 
dictionaries’ publishers. He has his own definition, much better than the theoretical pure model: the 

real historical form, whatever that means. 

(One can also read John Chamberlain’s The Enterprising Americans: A 
Business History of the United States to see whether the state had anything to 
do with the development of industrial capitalism in the US.) 

There is nothing wrong with rejecting the definitions given by the popular 
dictionaries . . . provided one tries to really clarify and give a better definition. 
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But Leithart doesn’t do such a thing. He could have taken the very name of “capitalism” and come to 
the obvious conclusion that if comes from “capitalization,” and therefore has something to do with 
increasing the capital base of the society, as Rushdoony does in Chapter 8 of his Institutes, and Gary 
North does in all his economic commentaries of the Bible. Had Leithart done such a simple and 
obvious thing, he would have noticed that we do not need the vague “historical form” of the last 
several centuries: We have capitalism described in the Bible! The faithful stewardship under God to 
increase the value of the earth’s resources is a commandment from the Lord, and it is summed up 
under the Eighth Commandment, as is explained by the Westminster Larger Catechism: 

. . . and an endeavor, by all just and lawful means, to procure, preserve, and further the wealth and 
outward estate of others, as well as our own. 

In the New Testament, the parable of the talents in Matt. 25:14-30 
is a testimony that we are judged by what we do with the 
resources that were given to us in this life. The increase in the 
value of our capital leads to the words, “Well done, good and 
faithful servant.” Capitalism, that is, a system based on increasing 
capitalization, or, as Rushdoony said, “the accumulation of 
wealth, the conversion of work, savings, and forethought into 
tangible working assets,” is the Biblical economic system. Now, 
we may argue about the name “capitalism,” and whether there 
may be a better name for it. The reality is, though, that it captures 
the essence of the system: The capitalization of raw resources into 

useful, valuable goods and services. And it is Biblical, and in fact, it is the very purpose of our 
existence on this planet to be “capitalists.” (The parable of the talents may not fly either; it doesn’t 
say that people are judged based on their participation in a liturgy.) 

This clear definition is so obvious, and the reasoning that leads to it is so natural, that one wonders 
how Leithart managed to miss it. Especially given the fact that he is aware of the works of 
Rushdoony and North, and he is aware of the Westminster Standards, and he is aware of the parable 
of the talents. But this mystery will be resolved later when we get to the conclusion of his article. 

Philosophical and theological definitions are not Leithart’s greatest problem. There is a greater 
problem, and it is his view of the covenant, and of the ethical operation of the covenant in the life of 
man and of his society. The problem is best discernible in the following sentences: 

But [Daniel Bell] identified some real tensions in capitalist democracies – structural tensions 
between the aims of economic life and the aims of politics and culture, and tensions between the 

virtues needed for capitalism to succeed and the desires that its success tends 
to arouse. He worried that capitalism is so good at responding to and meeting 
consumer desires that its slick efficiency inhibits the development of settled 
public moral standards. 

Notice the moral problem of capitalism: Its success “tends to arouse desires” 
which are contradictory to the virtues needed for its success. The desires 
wouldn’t have been there if the success wasn’t there, is the hidden meaning. 
It’s so good at meeting consumer desires that its “slick efficiency” inhibits 
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the development of settled public moral standards. Again, the hidden meaning is, without that slick 
efficiency the development of settled public moral standards would be uninhibited. 

Economic prosperity in itself, is the message of Leithart’s article, produces sin. The more prosperity, 
the more sin. This is the “inner contradiction of capitalism.” That’s why he can say that, 

. . . my goal was to point out that promoting capitalism might inhibit other goals of the religious 
right. 

Such message is in essence anti-covenantal and dualist. It presupposes that the material environment 
of man determines his ethical choices. Every single pagan and heretical ideology has been 
“environmentalist”; they all blame the environment for man’s ethical fall. Starting from Adam who 
blamed his fall on Eve, all the way to modern Marxism and racism who make economic or genetic 
setting determining ethical factors, God’s enemies have blamed the environment. In this respect, 
Leithart is very close to the Marxist brand of environmentalism: Economic prosperity is sin, or at 
least produces sin. 

Not to mention the obvious conclusion from Leithart’s thesis: That a poor society has less of a 
“structural tension” and less of an “inner contradiction” to deal with, and therefore a poor society is 
by default better able to build “settled public moral standards.” Leithart has never seen a poor 
society, obviously. 

Leithart doesn’t provide any Biblical confirmation for his claims. It may be because capitalism, in 
his definition, was uniquely developed over the last several centuries, and the Bible may not have 
much to say about it. The closest thing one can find in the Bible is Deuteronomy 8:11-20. But there, 
the problem is stated as moral, and certainly not as a “structural tension between the aims of 
economic life and the aims of politics and culture.” Far from postulating some “inner contradiction” 
of a prosperous society, God is warning the Israelites to obey His Law and not to let their heart 
become proud. In the New Testament, the author of Hebrews explains it in ethical rather in 
“structural” terms: in Hebrews 4:1-2 the reason for Israel’s failure was that the word was “not united 
by faith.” 

Indeed, the Biblical idea of the covenant rejects Leithart’s thesis completely. All evil comes from the 
heart of man. Man’s environment, or wealth, or genetic structure, or any other non-ethical factor in 
his life have nothing to do with his ethical commitment to God. Rich people and poor people can be 
equally obedient to God, and rich people and poor people can be equally disobedient to God. When a 
man or a society indulge in an orgy of ethical self-destruction, they can do it with much wealth, and 
with little wealth. A poor society can be just as much evil in its heart as a rich society. There is no 
“inner contradiction” in capitalism, and there are no “structural tensions” between the aims of 
economic life and the aims of politics and culture. Such “contradictions” and “tensions” are 
fictitious, and they are postulated only by socialist thinkers who are trying to construct a moral 
defense of socialism in the supposed moral deficiencies of capitalism. Capitalism is moral, it is the 
Biblical economic system, and men are judged on the basis of their faithful stewardship – that is, 
increase – over their God-given capital resources. 

It is strange that Leithart doesn’t know this simple truth, after being exposed to the teachings of the 
Covenant Theology for such a long time. Either he never understood the Biblical covenant, or – yes, 
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we need to take that in consideration, churchian political correctness notwithstanding – he has self-
consciously decided to reject that idea and adopt another, non-Biblical idea of the covenant. How do 
we find out which is true? 

Every idea caries with itself a call to action. Leithart’s call to action in the remaining part of article 
shows very clearly that he has adopted a self-conscious anti-Biblical, anti-Covenantal social theory. 

In his original essay, Leithart talks about the “abuses of capitalism.” Since this article is a 
“clarification” of his original statement, we should expect him here to clarify what he means, and 
what call to action he issues. In reality, far from clarification, Leithart leaves a trail of confused, 
illogical babble that is self-contradictory at best. But at the end, the call to action is firmly Marxist. 

Immediately after affirming the leftist perception of the “inner contradictions of capitalism,” Leithart 
continues with telling us what the “abuses of capitalism” are. It turns out that these abuses are in the 
fact that the legal system often seems to be biased against the poor in favor of the rich. The rich, he 
says, always find ways to get a fair (and better than fair) treatment. Leithart doesn’t explain why this 
is a peculiar problem of capitalism. In fact, here the confusion in his thought rages so violently that 
hardly any logical connections can be made. One wonders, if capitalism is so good at supplying our 
material needs and pandering to our desires – to everyone’s needs and desires – how do we end up 
having poor under capitalism in the first place? He tacitly admits that the problem of justice is not a 
problem of capitalism since the prophets in ancient Israel inveighed against such injustice; and 
remember, in Leithart’s definition “capitalism” is whatever system has developed in the last several 
centuries. Yes, a Bible-believing Christian would agree that the Law of God and the prophets 
warned the judges not to take bribes and not to twist justice in favor of the rich. But why is this a 
problem specifically of capitalism, and especially with its “slick efficiency” in reducing poverty? 
After all, more capitalism, more “slick efficiency,” less poverty, fewer poor, less danger of legal 
injustice against the poor. What is Leithart’s problem? 

Leithart’s problem, it appears, has very little to do with legal injustice; it has to do with taking care 
of the material needs of the poor. In Leithart’s words: 

The point is broader than the legal system, though. The test of whether our economy is healthy is not 
primarily a growing GDP or growing profits for the Forbes 100. The prophets devote far more 
attention to whether the least have their material needs taken care of. 

So now we have the call to action: redistribution of wealth. This has been the call to action of all 
Marxists and socialists and statists. This was the call to action of Daniel Bell. Apparently, this is 
Leithart’s call to action too. 

The truth is, the prophets do not devote any attention whatsoever to whether the least have their 
material needs taken care of; and neither does the Law of God. Both the Law and the Prophets are 
concerned with justice, not with redistribution. The Law of God contains provisions for helping the 
poor but they are limited in scope, and none of those provisions are actually based on any concern of 
“taking care of the material needs” of the poor. The tithe for the poor was a community event, 
something like a potluck, not a welfare system. Gleaning, contrary to Leithart’s interpretation, was a 
job opportunity, not a welfare system; and it was not focused on the material needs of the poor but 
on what was left after the harvesters, irrespective of whether it was enough for taking care of the 
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poor. (A poor who did not come to glean could have been left to starve.) When Naomi returned to 
Israel, there was no obligation on the society to take care of her; and Boaz’s favor to Ruth was 
purely voluntary and subjective, not the result of some fixed obligation to take care of her needs. A 
just society, contrary to Leithart, was not characterized by taking care of any material needs – for 
who can define what “materials needs” are – but by the equal treatment of all under the Law. (And 
no, Mr. Leithart, no “preferential option” for the poor.) Deuteronomy 15:11, which seems to 
advocate unconditional welfare to the poor, is actually given in the context of slavery for poverty, 
when a poor man has sold himself into slavery for debts, and is about to be released and sent away 
with enough resources to start his life of freedom anew. A man who just sits idly and is not looking 
for ways to be economically productive – of which selling himself in servitude is the worst one but 
still a viable one – is not part of this arrangement. The New Testament doesn’t change that picture: 
In Mark 14:7 Jesus says that poor will always be among us and we can do good to them whenever 
we wish, emphasizing the voluntary nature of all poor relief. (He did not say that if we did not wish 
that meant the society was unjust.) And Paul indicated that it was fine if a man starved because he 
didn’t work (2 Thess. 3:10); there is no injustice in leaving a man to starve if he refuses to work. 
There is no injustice in not helping all poor; and there is no automatic justice in helping them. 
Welfare and wealth distribution from rich to poor has no intrinsic ethical value in itself. 

Ironically, the only person we see in the New Testament worried about the material needs of the 
poor was Judas (John 12:4). But if it sounds a little too harsh to compare Leithart to Judas, we can at 
least say that he has joined Ronald Sider in his “Christian” socialism: a theological justification of 
re-distribution of wealth; and an attack on the Biblical Dominion Mandate with its requirement for 
efficient stewardship of God’s resources. 

Of course, the very idea of caring for the material needs of the poor in the context of Leithart’s thesis 
of the “inner contradictions” of capitalism contributes to the general chaos in his article. Capitalism, 
by catering to our material needs with its “slick efficiency,” creates in us sinful desires. And its 
abuses are in that the material needs of the poor are not taken care of – which, by implication, means 
that it saves the poor of having sinful desires. Leithart wants to correct the abuses, he wants the poor 
to be taken care of – which will mean he wants to do to the poor what capitalism did to the rest of 
the society. No mention of “inner contradictions” here. When the wealth produced by capitalism 
stays in the hands of the producers, it is “inner contradiction”; when it is re-distributed, it isn’t. If 
Leithart is serious about his own thesis, the conclusion is that he is concerned that the poor can’t 
participate in the total dissolution of the settled public moral standards. 

Conclusion 

Far from proving some “inner contradictions” characteristic to capitalism, Peter Leithart has only 
demonstrated the true inner contradictions of his own thinking. He says that capitalism is so good at 
responding to consumers and creating wealth, and yet talks about the poor under capitalism who 
were “abused” by it. (Anyone wants to compare the “poor” in the US with the middle class in 
Eastern Europe?) He says that the wealth produced by capitalism has enabled people to pursue 
morally questionable fantasies, and then wants a part of that wealth to go to the poor – so that they 
are not left behind, I imagine. His definition of “capitalism” is something vague that was developed 
in the last several centuries, and then he uses the Biblical prophets to speak against it. Nothing in his 
article can be used to support the claim that it was written by a man who understands logic and 
knows how to apply it. 



 

 
473 

Not content with demonstrating his own logical contradictions, Leithart is also demonstrating his and 
the Federal Vision’s abandonment of the Covenant Theology of the Reformation. Sinful desires do 
not come from the heart, they come from the economic environment of man; and capitalism must be 
blamed for the dissolution of the “settled public moral standards.” It’s the wealth it created that is the 
moral problem. Without that wealth, and without the “slick efficiency” of capitalism, our society 
would have been much more ethical and just. (One can add that the slick efficiency of capitalism 
brings an additional moral curse: It allows theological error like Leithart’s article to be published at 
no cost to the author, and to the detriment of his readers. Never before has error been so cheap to 
consume.) 

Leithart’s call at the end is entirely without justification in the Bible but is in harmony with the 
common socialist and statist leanings of the modern church. The new model for “justice” is re-
distribution of wealth, not obedience to the Law of God. Subsidizing poverty is what defines a “just 
society” for Leithart; encouraging obedience and therefore economic productivity and freedom are 
only a second thought. Theonomy has been replaced by a new Social Gospel preaching. 

The truth, contrary to Leithart, is this: 

Capitalism is a system focused on capitalization, that is, the increase of value of the resources given 
to man. It is the essence of the Dominion Mandate given to man by God, to be fruitful and multiply, 
and to take dominion over the earth. The first and foremost economic task of man is not to take care 
of the poor but to multiply his resources, and find better ways to put them to the use of mankind in 
obedience to God. There is nothing dangerous in promoting capitalism for it is impossible to 
promote capitalism without eventually coming to the root of capitalism: God’s mandate to man. 
Capitalism was the Biblical system from the very beginning but it has become dominant in the last 
several centuries not because – as Leithart ignorantly claims – it was created by the state but because 
of the rise of the Protestant Reformation which took the idea of the Dominion Mandate very 
seriously, and applied it to society. Modern capitalism, and our modern wealth is simply the 
blessings of God to the posterity of our Protestant forefathers who obeyed His Law in everything, 
including their economic endeavors. God’s blessings – contrary to Leithart – do not in themselves 
create sinful desires, and do not in themselves make men pursue sinful fantasies. All evil comes from 
the heart of man, not from his economic environment, and certainly not from the blessings of God. 
The poor are best served when the society obeys the Law of God to be fruitful and multiply, not 
when it is focused on re-distributing wealth. The Federal Vision movement – if Leithart’s position is 
characteristic of it – has abandoned the doctrine of the Covenant of God and has adopted a pagan, 
socialist ideology for action. 

I hope and pray they don’t go any farther in that direction, and that they come back to their senses. 
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 Christian Culture vs. Clan Culture 99.
Bojidar Marinov, November 28, 2012  

If the church fails in its duty, the temporal lords may rightly and lawfully deprive it of its temporal 
possessions; the judgment of such failure 
lying not with the theologian but with the 
civil politician. 

Imagine a nation where such is the 
fundamental presupposition for all church-
state relations: The civil government 
officials keep the churches under scrutiny 
and judge if a church is doing its job or not, 
and based on that judgment confiscate 
church property in favor of the state. What 
would you call such a nation? Communist, 
probably, or socialist, or Nazi. What would 
a Reformed Christian, who knows his 

Covenant Theology, say about such a practice? He’ll say that this statement gives more power to the 
state than what God has ordained, and that the state has no business judging the church. A society 
where the state judges the spiritual health of the church is a dangerous society to live in. 

The above words were written by the “morning star of the Reformation,” John Wyclif, in his treatise 
On Civil Dominion, written in 1376. Yes, the same Wyclif who believed in the ultimate authority of 
the Bible and wanted to make the Bible available to all, in the language of the common people. That 
same Wyclif not only believed that the civil government could evaluate the spirituality of the church 
and confiscate church’s property on that basis, but that it could evaluate the righteousness of 
individuals and confiscate the property of those individuals who were deemed unrighteous by the 
King’s officials. To add insult to injury, he also believed that the property of righteous individuals 
could be confiscated too, for the purposes of the state, whenever the King decides; thus presaging the 
modern concept of eminent domain, so dear to all governments today. 

Not that he didn’t know better. The concept of the sanctity of private property was known to the 
Western Christianity since the time of Bishop Ambrose and his harsh rebuke of Emperor Theodosius 
when the latter threatened that he would come and seize his church: 

It is not lawful for me to surrender it nor good for you, Emperor, to receive it. By no right can you 
violate the house of a private person. Do you think that a house of God can be taken away from 
Him? . . . If you hope for a long reign, submit yourself to God. 

Wyclif knew very well that confiscation of property by the state amounts to theft and falls under the 
Eighth Commandment. He knew the story of Ahab and Naboth in 1 Kings 21. And he knew the 
principles transferred down by the Magna Carta, a Christian document which laid the foundation for 
the English liberties; and especially Article 1 of that charter. 
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So, then, what made this righteous man, learned theologian, courageous Reformer, entertain such 
totalitarian views so contrary to his better knowledge of Scripture and of Christian theology? 

He overreacted because of overzealousness. 

His reaction was against the Church as an institution, as fallen and as rotten as it could be at the end 
of the 14th century. So mad was he, he would call for another institution – the state – to overstep its 
boundaries and impose a tyrannical rule over the church. Which, of course, is the old pagan concept 
of the state as a priestly organization, and of the ruler as a pontifex. If the Reformation had started 
with Wyclif, we may have ended up with totalitarianism in the name of Christ much earlier than 
totalitarianism in the name of Marx. There was a reason why God postponed the Reformation for 
another 150 years. It is possible that by the time of Wyclif the historical memory of the evils of 
statism had faded enough for him to not worry about going to an extreme position in favor of it. In 
any case, Wyclif was advocating one un-Biblical social and cultural practice as an antidote to 
another un-Biblical social and cultural practice. 

In our day in America, the danger of statism is obvious to all Christians, and the historical memory 
of a church that overstepped its boundaries is quite fresh. What is lost is the historical memory of the 
pagan character of the family/folk culture, which the early church had to battle and vanquish, in 
order to build a Christian culture. If Wyclif lived today, with his temperament, he would have 
probably swung the pendulum far to the side of the family, advocating family/folk culture as the 
solution to the social evils of our day. 

And he would have been disastrously wrong, just as he was disastrously wrong more than 600 years 
ago. 

But we don’t need Wyclif today to give us an example of overreacting due to overzealousness. We 
have Christians in our own time who look to the family as the institution which, if emphasized as the 
foundation and the center of our culture, will help us restore the cultural values we have lost in the 
last two centuries. The extended family, that is, as it is imagined to have existed before the Industrial 
Revolution took its toll on it. 

One of these Christians is Israel Wayne. His views on the importance of the family/folk culture as 
the supposed “Biblical” alternative to the modern popular culture can be found in his article, “Family 
Culture vs. Pop Culture.” I hate to have to criticize Israel, for I know he is a crystal pure character 
compared to me, a much better Christian in all respects, and a man I would be glad to give my life 
for. Unlike some other Christian authors I criticize, I can safely vouch for Israel that he is honest and 
sincere. But Israel is wrong in this article, his theology is going in the wrong direction, and I have 
the obligation to correct him as a brother, for his theology, if developed, will create monsters, just as 
Wyclif’s theology would have created monsters if God allowed it to develop. And unfortunately, 
Israel is not alone. Many more Christians have bought into the cult of the patriarchal family culture, 
mistaking it for a Christian culture. A Christian culture it surely isn’t; to the contrary, its origins are 
decidedly pagan. And in order to build a Christian culture, we need to understand the true nature of 
the family/folk culture, and understand how it differs from the Christian culture. 

Israel deplores the moral state of our time, he observes that we have lost that old extended family 
environment where all uncles, aunts, granpaws and granmaws, cuzns and nephews and nieces and 
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little Johnnies lived together in an idyllic serenity and peace, in the same geographic place, and 
everything was just dandy until the Industrial Revolution came around and men left for the cities to 
“join the workforce,” and thus the old social model which was so family-friendly was lost. Now we 
have the machines, the factories, and the father doesn’t stay home all the time with his family 
because he has to go to work. In the old days, if the family wanted to play music, they made their 
own instruments, and played together, and there were no long-distance instant communications to 
break to pieces this dream way of living. But we now have our pop culture which has nothing to do 
with “accountability, community, resourcefulness and creativity,” as the old family culture. This new 
pop culture is all about “liberation, autonomy, spending aimlessly, and consumerism.” 

Before I get to the theological analysis of that view, a few logical and factological problems with 
Israel’s article must be pointed out. 

First, of course, he typed his article on a keyboard, and published it on an Internet site. He didn’t 
scratch it on birch bark to read it to his uncles and aunts and gramps and nieces. This should be 
enough to show how much he values that old lifestyle. 

Second, he admits that this new “pop culture” has given us a lot of good economic “time-saving” 
resources which the old family culture couldn’t produce. One wonders how is it that “accountability, 
resourcefulness, and creativity” failed to produce such good things, while “spending aimlessly and 
consumerism” could produce them. I mean, he may be right about the imagined values of the old 
culture but what exactly did those values produce, so that we know that they indeed existed in the 
old family culture? 

Third, Israel needs to learn some history. The breakdown of that old clannish culture happened much 
earlier than the Industrial Revolution or the War Between the States. It happened as early as the 
1500s in Calvinist Netherlands, and then in Calvinist Scotland, and in Protestant England, and in 
Puritan New England, when those men, armed with the new doctrines of Calvin, went out to the 
ships to traverse the oceans and trade extensively in order to increase their own wealth and the 
wealth of others, as all Reformed confessions and catechisms required. The same impulse of leaving 
your extended family to follow the call of God was present in 1620 among those settlers who landed 
in Massachusetts from Mayflower. The breakdown was under way when the sons of these first 
settlers refused to abide by the rules of the old towns, took their brides and moved west to settle new 
lands. It was happening between 1680 and 1870 when millions of young men – Christian men, not 
pop culture deadheads – led their Conestoga wagons through the Cumberland Gap, across the Plains, 
and all the way to Columbia River. That breakdown was in action when the original 300 families of 
Texas left the security of the valleys in the East and challenged the scorching Texas sun, the 
Comanches, and the Mexican government. It was the wilderness in the West, not the factories in the 
East, that destroyed Israel’s idyllic world. The Western Frontier broke extended families much faster 
and more effectively than anything the Eastern industry could offer. 

Fourth, Israel should keep in mind that the claim that the Industrial Revolution broke families is 
monstrously fallacious. Rural England remained demographically stagnant for 
centuries; it was the Industrial Revolution that created an unprecedented 
population boom, and that boom was in the cities, not in the countryside! 
Contrary to the modern perceptions, it was the British industrial workers who 
valued family more than anything else and married young and had many 
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children. It was the British industrial workers who were the largest audience of preachers like 
Charles Spurgeon, leading Friedrich Engels to admit that of all men it was Spurgeon he hated the 
most. The countryside was lagging behind the cities, both in weddings and in procreation. Israel 
needs to learn his history before he makes his claims. Not only didn’t the Industrial Revolution 
destroy the Christian family, to the contrary, it gave it a boost stronger than any other social factor 
since the 1st century AD. 

And fifth, Israel’s description of the “women’s liberation” movement is rather shallow, and it 
doesn’t even touch the true nature and reasons of feminism. The truth is, feminism wasn’t a reaction 
against the Christian order for the family, and its goal wasn’t to get the woman to the job market. 
Feminism was a reaction against the quasi-patriarchal order established on the ideas of the 
Enlightenment. Yes, you read that correct: The Enlightenment created a patriarchal order which kept 
the woman in the home and deprived her of the ability to apply her gifts and skills in the society. The 
women’s liberation movement was a reaction against this patriarchal order; and the reason it went in 
the wrong direction was that the Christians weren’t there to lead the charge against that patriarchal 
order. R.J. Rushdoony explains the problem in his Institutes, Chapter 7, pp. 349-353. 

But let’s get to the theological problems in Israel’s thinking. 

To start with, Israel seems to have problems understanding the Biblical view of culture. His view of 
culture is tribal; he says that culture is “the accumulative sum of the beliefs and values of a people-
group.” The central point here is the “people-group,” and that’s why Israel can speak of a “folk 
culture,” a culture that has something to do with the genetic proximity of people. The beliefs and 
values are secondary, since he talks about the “accumulative sum,” without really stopping to think 
that one can not “accumulate” just any kinds of beliefs and values. Such definition of culture is 
essentially materialistic for it defines culture by material factors (people-group, folk) while the 
spiritual factors (beliefs and values) are simply lumped together into an amorphous mass called 
“culture.” 

This view is absolutely contrary to the Reformed view of culture. The Reformed view was 
summarized beautifully by Henry Van Til in his book, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture: “Culture 
is religion externalized.” From beginning to end, culture is the product of a faith statement. We all 
act according to ultimate beliefs, no matter what our family connections are, and no matter what our 
genetics is. The culture we build comes not from our “folk” or our “people-group” but from our 
fundamental beliefs about God. Different religions means different cultures, even if the people come 
from the same “folk.” That’s why in Israel a family-member was divorced or disinherited and turned 
over to the authorities in case of idolatry; he was of a different culture now. The same religion means 
the same culture, even if the family origin is different. That’s why Salmon could marry a Canaanite, 
and Boaz could marry a Moabite: By placing their faith in God, Rahab and Ruth were now of the 
Hebrew culture. 

To make it simpler, according to Israel, the boundaries of a culture coincide with the boundaries of a 
“folk,” and whatever beliefs and values are in that “folk,” are mixed in one “culture.” According to 
the Bible, the boundaries of a culture coincide with the boundaries of a religion, and whatever 
peoples, families, tribes are within that religion, are mixed in one people. This means, contrary to 
Israel’s idyllic view of the folk and of the family, that there can be many cultures within the same 
family, simply because there can be believers of different faiths within the same family. There is no 
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way the extended family can preserve cultural identity or pass on cultural identity, simply because, 
first, the extended family is not a carrier nor an agent of such cultural identity, and second, within 
the same family there can be multiple cultural identities, depending on the faith of the individual 
members of that extended family. 

I don’t know the personal circumstances of Israel’s life, but I would suppose that his idyllic view of 
the extended family is based on his personal experience as an American, in a nation where there is 
historical memory of a Christian culture, and therefore his extended family is at least nominally 
Christian, if not necessarily self-consciously, creedally Christian. From such cloistered perspective, 
of course, it is easy to idolize the extended family as a carrier of culture. The picture, I’d venture to 
propose, wasn’t that rosy for some other Wayne many generations ago who decided to break with 
the pagan faith – and therefore with the pagan culture – of his “folk” and to accept Christianity 
which was becoming the popular culture at the time. I’d like to see Israel explaining to that earlier 
Wayne how important it is to reject the popular culture and stick to the extended family and its 
family/folk culture. Or I want to see Israel go to those early Christians in the Roman Empire who 
were persecuted because “they didn’t adhere to the traditions of their own ancestors,” that is, they 
weren’t happy with their family/folk culture and had accepted that popular fad, Christianity, with its 
modern cultural ideas. Actually, there is no need for Israel to go back in time. He can go to the 
Balkans, or to Africa, or to Latin America, where the family/folk cultures are laden with paganism, 
occultism, and barbarity, and the popular culture is influenced by the West and by its nominally 
Christian worldview. And of course, even the modern family/folk culture in the US, while nominally 
Christian, is not necessarily truly Christian, and I would say, there isn’t necessarily much there that 
deserves to be preserved or cherished. 

In any case, the family is not a culture in itself, and can not be trusted at all times to provide a 
healthy culture; Jesus emphasized it many times (Matt. 8:21-22; 10:36; Luke 8:21; 14:26). Our 
Christian culture is not a family culture, it is a creedal culture, and the family has only a limited 
jurisdiction in it, just as the church and the state have limited jurisdictions. The family – extended or 
nuclear – must itself be judged by the creedal standards of the Christian faith, and if it falls short of 
them, its “culture” is just as destructive as are the cultures of statism or of churchism, and that 
culture must be rejected. The family/folk culture has no intrinsic value in itself, and more often than 
not in history the family/folk culture was pagan culture, vehemently opposed to Christ. (Read Fustel 
de Coulanges’s The Ancient City to learn about the pagan origins of the familistic-patriarchal social 
order.) 

The Biblical social order is not based on the extended family. Romanticized descriptions like the 
following are not to be found in the Bible: 

Imagine with me, if you can, a culture where you are surrounded with people who know and love 
you. There are parents, uncles and aunts, cousins, grandparents and even on occasion great-
grandparents. Living, working, playing and worshiping with these loved-ones creates a wonderful 
sense of security and stability. You know who you are, to a great extent, because of your 
relationships with those of your surrounding family. Family can serve as a fixed reference point, 
linking you to geography and to the past in a way that no other friendship or community can. 

Absolutely not. The only fixed reference point is the faith in God. The extended family isn’t, and is 
never mentioned as such. The Biblical family is always the nuclear family. The only family 
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romantics in the Bible is the relationship between a man and a woman. Read the Song of Solomon. 
There are no uncles, cousins, and gramps there. The Bible is full of heroes who – much like those 
American settlers of old – left their extended families to settle in another land, and looked for their 
purpose and place under God in self-sufficiency and independence from their extended family 
connections. Noah’s grandfather, Methuselah, and father, Lamech, were both alive when he started 
building the Ark, and nothing is mentioned about an idyllic picture of four generations (from 
Methuselah to Noah’s sons) working in harmony on the Ark. Abraham was commanded to leave his 
family. Jacob fled from his father and brother. Joseph fulfilled his life’s purpose by being sold away 
from his family. Moses learned to obey God and be a leader away from his folk. David, at an early 
age, spent long months away from his family, and thus learned to fight bears and lions. Rahab was 
blessed for betraying her folk, and Ruth was blessed for abandoning her family culture. Jesus, of 
course, is the prime example, both when, at 11 years of age, He stayed back in the Temple, and when 
later took up a ministry that had nothing to do with his extended family. None of these, of course, is 
to declare the family unnecessary or worthy of disdain. But all these examples must warn us against 
elevating family relationships above their proper place in the creedal culture of the Bible. The family 
is not a fixed reference point, contrary to what Israel claims in his article. Faith is. And in that 
Biblical faith, only the nuclear family has any covenantal significance. The extended family, even if 
it’s beneficial economically or relationally, has no covenantal significance, and therefore has no 
cultural significance. We love our grandparents and uncles and cousins; but as far as the Biblical 
culture is involved, their significance is only marginal. Faith is what matters ultimately; and as far as 
the institutional arrangement of that faith culture is involved, our spouses and our underage children 
are all we need. And the church. Clannish collectivism separates us from the Biblical culture just as 
much as churchist or statist collectivism does. 

It may come as a surprise to some modern Christians, but not only the Bible is full of examples of 
people of faith leaving their extended families, the Law of God actually contains economic 
provisions for the break-up of the extended family. First, there is God’s promise to Israel to multiply 
them in the land (Deut. 30:5). Second, there is the system of inheritance which required that the land 
was divided between the covenant-keeping sons in a family (Deut. 21:15-17, see also R.J. 
Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law, p. 180; and Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion, Vol. 
2, p. 592ff.). Third, there was the Jubilee regulation which prohibited the Israelites from selling 
permanently the family inheritance in the land; at the end of the 50-year period, the land had to 
return to the original owner (Lev. 25:13-17, 27:24). The combined economic effect of these three 
would mean that over time, the heirs of the original families would have grown in numbers to the 
point where the allotted land to each son would be insufficient to feed him and his wife and children. 
He couldn’t sell the land permanently but he could lease it out for up to 50 years to another person in 
the family, if that relative wanted to consolidate a few properties for efficient agricultural 
production. The owner, then, would have the funds to move with his family either to a city, where he 
could start a new career in a non-agricultural business (like Joseph, who was a carpenter), or buy 
land outside the borders of Israel where the Jubilee regulations didn’t reach, and the land could be 
permanently sold or bought. The economic pressure would force the nuclear families to leave the 
extended family (Joseph’s extended family was in Bethlehem but his business was far north, in 

Capernaum of Galilee) and to expand their area of dominion, either 
technologically or geographically. The Jewish Diaspora in the antiquity was the 
largest movement of nuclear families away from their extended families, and it 
was copied much later by the Phoenicians and the Greeks, who originally were 
patriarchal societies. (Not to mention being copied by the American settlers 
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between 1620 and 1890.) Important to mention that the social and cultural result of the Diaspora was 
not new clans nor new extended families, but the synagogue. 

Indeed, historically, family-and clan-centered societies have never exercised dominion. They have 
remained stagnant and have disappeared from history even if for a short time they have achieved 
military or technological successes. There isn’t much left of the old clan societies of Germans and 
Celts. The clannish-tribal structure of the Native American tribes not only made them powerless to 
oppose the Christendom’s nuclear families’s assault on the American West, it was also a source of 
constant internecine wars and acts of savageness and brutality of natives against natives that kept 
their population numbers and economic endeavors at very low levels. China, a stable civilization for 
several thousand years which made many of the technological discoveries that built the West, was 
exactly the same in 1911, socially and economically, as it had been 2,000 years before. Some 
clannish societies managed to survive for a longer period of time only because they gradually 
evolved into statist societies; for the natural evolution of a culture based on the extended family, see 
Fustel de Coulanges’s book, The Ancient City. Islam, after the initial conquests, also stagnated 
because it had nothing comparable to the Biblical Law but instead incorporated old tribal and 
patriarchal laws. The Ottoman Turks were able to continue their conquests only because their old 
tribal system evolved into a statist/collectivist system very early. 

The only cultures that were able to exercise long-term dominion – geographical, scientific, 
technological, literary, educational – were the Old Testament Judaism and modern Christianity (and 
especially Protestant Christianity). They followed the Biblical model: nuclear families, united not by 
the extended family but by the institutional church (or the synagogue), in a creedal culture where the 
only fixed reference point is faith. Our modern industrial capitalism and economic globalization, 
with its unprecedented technological and economic growth, is not a force that developed 
independently of Christianity, neither is it a force hostile to Christendom and the Christian culture. 
To the contrary, it came as a direct result of Christianity and of the Biblical worldview. Industrial 
capitalism and global trade and communications are the Christian economic and social model, and 
they stand or fall with Christianity, not war against Christianity, contrary to Israel’s assumptions. 

There is a good reason for the historical success of the nuclear families and the stagnation and decay 
of clannish societies. The nuclear family is oriented toward the future; the extended family is 
oriented toward the past. When the family is defined as only a man and a woman and their underage 
children, the purpose of the family and the whole life of the family is naturally focused on bringing 
up these children and making them independent of their parents so that some day they fulfill Genesis 
2:23-24: 

The man said, “This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman, 
because she was taken out of Man.” For this reason a man shall leave his father and his mother, and 
be joined to his wife; and they shall become one flesh. 

Since the Biblical culture requires nuclear families as over against extended families, we should 
expect it to be focused on parents teaching their young children for the future, not on grown up 
adults trying to conserve the past by hanging around with their relatives. Indeed, the Book of 
Proverbs is all about a father teaching his young son how to prosper righteously as an independent 
man. From the very beginning the book assumes that time is coming when the son will be 
independent and will be in an environment of sinners where he will have to make his own decisions 
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(Prov. 1:10); the father, obviously, doesn’t share Israel Wayne’s affection for the extended family, 
and therefore doesn’t advise his son to remain back home on the porch where no enticement from 
sinners would come. The son’s independence and his leaving the family and going into a foreign, 
spiritually dangerous environment are taken for granted. In fact, without such assumption, the whole 
Book of Proverbs becomes meaningless for a young man. A young man today who follows the 
advice in Israel’s article would only read Proverbs as an intellectual exercise; it won’t have any 
practical significance to him – unless, of course, we assume that the extended family is full of 
sinners who are enticing their own relatives, in which case Israel’s thesis becomes absurd. This 
anticipation of that future time when the son will have to leave the home and face the spiritual 
challenges of life as an independent, self-sufficient man, places a heavy emphasis on preparing for 
the future. The past is only for learning, not for returning to it. 

The extended family, on the other hand, by trying to stay together, is bound to only conserve the 
past. In fact, that was the motive of all clannish societies: extended families stayed together only 
because change was demonic, dangerous, and the future held all kinds of unspeakable horrors for 
man. The motive of preserving the past was dominant in all pagan societies; the future had to be 
fended off by any means. The idea of progress originated with Christianity; pagans had no such idea. 
And preserving the past was possible only by making everyone stay back home with their family; 
and, naturally, when the clan failed to preserve the past and to stop history, the state was charged 
with this role, and the Emperor/King proclaimed to be the Father of a greater clan, the state. The 
official reason of the Empire to persecute the early Christians was that they “had abandoned the 
beliefs of their own ancestors.” When a young man’s main concern is how to please his ancestors 
and find a fixed reference point in his extended family, the result is inevitably idolatry of the past, 
and neglect of the future. The patriarchal society is by nature and essence a stagnant society. Israel 
Wayne’s family/folk culture has been defeated in our modern times exactly because by its very 
nature, it is powerless to foresee or prepare for the future. It will die out naturally because it is not a 
Biblical culture. 

The Biblical culture, instead, is one based on faith, instructed by the church, and driven by nuclear 
families who break out from the clan. This is the only culture that can exercise dominion 
successfully, and conquer the future. The past can teach us principles but we can’t return to it. As 
Joel McDurmon said in his article, “Freedom in Education: How to Get It Back,” 

When we talk about restoring freedom, we have to be careful not to be too romantic about the past. It 
is one thing to survey how things used to be free, and lessons we learn there we can certainly apply 
to modern times; it is another thing, however, to think that the goal is to return everything to the state 
it was in back in 1776. We can’t return to that world, socially, technologically, culturally, 
geographically, demographically, economically. But there are certainly, as I said, many ideals we 
can take from then and restore for today. After all, ideals such as liberty and neighborliness do not 
change; the highest morals and ethics of Christianity do not change; the ideals of life, liberty, and 
property do not to change. The ideals don’t change: rather, it is how committed we are to the ideals 
that makes changes in society. 

Don’t be romantic about the past. Paul said in 1 Cor. 3:21 that the present and the future belong to 
us. He missed one thing: the past. Let the dead bury their own dead (Matt. 8:22; Luke 9:60). You 
take your wife and your children, get out, and go find your own 160 acres to till, or your own 
carpentry shop to build. This is the Biblical standard. And as you go, train your children to be 
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independent and self-sufficient to survive alone among wolves, for they will have to, if they are to 
obey Genesis 2:23-24. Staying with the extended family may seem fun and idyllic and safe, but it 
doesn’t conquer the world. It will only make you stagnant, and eventually you will be either wiped 
out from the map, or made a slave to the state as the biggest extended family. 

In conclusion, I am sure that Israel Wayne is sincere in his desire to find solutions to the spiritual 
evils of our day. But his article is a good example of over-reaction to the evils of our pagan times by 
trying to swing the pendulum back to other, long-forgotten pagan times, when other pagan social 
structures dominated. The extended family was the norm in the old pagan societies – as it is the 
norm in many pagan societies today – and Christianity fought against this social structure because it 
was hostile to the faith. The nuclear family is the Biblical standard, and our modern industrial 
capitalism is not only not hostile to the Biblical culture, it is itself a product of that Biblical culture, 
and in itself encourages righteous dominion by faithful Christian nuclear families. There is no 
spiritual value in returning to the imaginary idyll of playing family music on the porch with family-
made instruments. That idyll never really existed in the first place (otherwise young men wouldn’t 
leave their homes to settle new lands), and as an ideal, it is stagnant, unproductive, past-oriented, and 
ultimately self-defeating. The obsession with the past is essentially a product of a pagan worldview, 
not of a Biblical worldview. The Biblical Christian forgets what lies behind and reaches forward, 
taking from the past only the faith of his spiritual family, that is, the Church, and not the beliefs of 
his extended family, the clan. 

This was the legacy of the Early Church, and this is our legacy from the Reformation. 
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 Missions in the Big Cities (Part 1) 100.
Bojidar Marinov, December 11, 2012  

A friend of mine from Brazil, who is working to 
start a Reformed church in a large city, asked me a 
few weeks ago, “How do you do urban missions 
from a theonomic perspective?” 

It’s a very important question. In fact, I can safely 
predict that this will be the most important 
question for the next generation of missionaries. 
And it is a huge question too; and it will require 
much more than one or two articles to be 
answered. But I will try to lay the foundation for 
the answer, at least. 

There are several reasons I believe it is a very 
important question, if not the most important practical question about missions in our generation. 

First, because Biblically, we should expect a movement from rural to urban, from the country side to 
the cities, and we should expect the Christendom to be centered in the cities, and be built from the 
cities to the country side. The Bible starts with a Garden and ends with a City. While I know that the 
meaning of the City is largely symbolic, the change is of the deepest significance. Those who expect 
to return to the idyllic Garden-style life in the coming age, may be disappointed. Its significance 
extends throughout history as well. The command to mankind to multiply and take dominion over 
the earth will necessarily lead to less land available to the individual families and therefore to the 
increasing importance of other, non-agricultural resources, skills, innovations, and production 
processes. Those innovation processes should, in their turn, increase the output from the land which 
will make it possible to feed the larger populations the cities. 

Indeed, Cain’s first act after he got banished from God’s presence – to settle and build a city (Gen. 
4:16-17) – was not strange, or unusual. Yes, it was an act of rebellion against God, but only in the 
fact that Cain wanted to build his own city, not God’s city. In the Old Testament, the saints were 
expecting the city built by God (Heb. 11:16). 

Second, historically, God has increasingly worked for the advancement of His Kingdom through 
cities. True enough, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, the Patriarchs, and all of Israel until the time of entering 
the Promised Land under Joshua, were predominantly agricultural. But that was because they were 
still pilgrims. They hadn’t found the Promised Land yet. When the Israelites moved to the Promised 
Land, their life was organized around cities. The cities were the centers of their military defense. 
Living in cities that they didn’t build was part of the promise (Deut. 6:10). And even before they 
entered the land, the cities were declared to be the center of their judicial authority (the city elders, 
see Deuteronomy chapters 21-25). The Ark of the Covenant was the last inhabitant of the land to not 
settle behind the protective walls of a city, but God had planned and promised that there would 
eventually be a city of His name, where His name would dwell (1 Kings 8:16, Deut. 12:5, 11). As 
Pastor Joe Morecraft pointed out in a recent sermon, the wisdom described in Proverbs 8 speaks to a 
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city man, in an urban setting. So while the land was the basis of their economy and was divided 
between the tribes, God made the cities be the foundation of the society of Israel. This was later 
acknowledged by Jesus when he based his evangelism strategy on the cities (Luke 10:10). And He 
declared curses on cities as communities (Luke 10:13, Matt. 23, Luke 13), pointing to their 
covenantal significance. 

We can say, both the Law and the Gospel were centered around cities, and the cities were and are 
important in the administration of both. 

Third, from an economic standpoint, it is the cities that make it possible to pool together economic 
resources and human creativity at the lowest cost (due to low transportation costs and the economies 
of scale) and thus produce more goods. The economic aspect of society is often ignored by pietistic 
Christians, and especially by missionaries, but it shouldn’t be. The Bible states many times the 
promise that the covenant-keepers will increase in numbers; the Dominion Mandate in Genesis 1:26-
27 has never been cancelled, and it continues to be the foundation for historical blessings and 
cursings even after the Fall (see Deut. 28; also, Gen. 12:2-3). But if covenantal obedience leads to 
the blessing of demographic increase, then by default it must lead to economic blessings as well. 
Otherwise, increased population without increased economic output will only produce more misery 
and curse (as is happening with covenant-breakers around the world today). 

Indeed, because cities tend to attract talent, we should expect to see a culture that values talent and 
innovation undergo an increased rate of urbanization compared to other cultures. For example, after 
the Reformation in Europe, the Reformed communities saw a significantly greater movement of 
population to the cities. While before the Reformation northern Italy and north-central France had 
the highest rate of urbanization in Europe, after the 1500s these regions were surpassed quickly by 
the Netherlands, England, Switzerland, and the Calvinist principalities in central Germany. By the 
early 1800’s the total urban population of the Netherlands was about 1.5 million, and the most part 
of that increase came from immigration to the cities from inside and outside of the Netherlands. And 
by 1815 London was the largest city in the world with 1.5 million souls, from 500,000 just one 
hundred years earlier. 

If the cities are a natural nexus for resources and human labor and ingenuity, then they will tend to 
attract more people. The trend can not be stopped, for more people would want to participate in the 
growth – sometimes real, sometimes perceived – of the city, instead of settling for life in the 
countryside which was often perceived as stagnant and unrewarding. Indeed, for all the proclaimed 
evils of the Industrial Revolution in England, the average wage earned by a factory worker was 
between 6 and 10 times higher than the wage of a farm hand. Children employed in the factories 
made better money than experienced agricultural workers. That naturally tended to attract many 
people to the cities. And the trend continues today. 

From any perspective, theological, cultural, economic, we should expect to see the cities become the 
dominant culture in every society. And therefore expect to see an increased need for Christian 
missions in the big cities, not only in traditionally non-Christian lands, but in Europe and the United 
States too. In fact, if anything, it can be argued that some of the big cities in the West are as much in 
need of solid Christian missions as are the rainforest of the Amazon or the interior of Africa or 
China. A missionary, therefore, must know how to build a mission in the urban context, and a 
successful mission at that. 
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The main problem that a city forces on its inhabitants – and therefore on the missionary who is 
working in that context – is the complexity of social relationships, compared to the rural countryside. 
Of course, in the countryside, where relatively fewer people live within the same geographic area, 
within a day’s walk, the social contacts remain limited. Given the fact that in the rural context, 
extended families tend to remain living in the same place, most of that social contact is within the 
extended family. At the most, social contacts remain within a restricted range of those who live in 
the geographical vicinity. This doesn’t mean, of course, that different ethical rules apply to the city 
and to the country. The moral law remains the same. But the complex social interaction within the 
culture of the city makes the task before the missionary different than it would be in a more rural 
setting. 

To deal successfully with that challenge of complex social relationships, a missionary must initially 
focus on three important issues, and resolve them in a Biblical way. These issues are church, family, 
and work. 

The Synagogue Model 

The prevailing model today used by missionaries to deal with the challenges in the big cities is the 
“church-planting” model. I say “church-planting” because that’s how the model is known among 
missionaries and mission organizations. The “church” in this case means specifically the formal 
church-gathering on Sunday morning for worship and preaching. Thus, this model is generally 
Sunday-centered, liturgy (“worship”)-centered, institutional church-centered. The objective is having 
a “church” – that is, a church building – where there are services every Sunday, and “converts” come 
to listen to sermons and participate in the “worship.” In fact, for most preachers and missionaries this 
is the sign of a “disciple”: one who regularly attends church services on Sunday morning. 

Thus, by default, a “church” is centered on Sunday morning, on the institutional-sacramental aspect 
of the faith, and on the “ministry,” which often means the specific church activities like preaching, 
church administration, and worship. “Worship,” of course, means anything from having a music 
band on the stage for the more contemporary churches, to writing hymns and putting together the 
bulletin for the “worship order” for the liturgy-oriented ones. The meaning of the word “elder” is 
defined as a church administrator, or rather, as a member of the church “board,” one who makes 
decisions or participates in making decisions in the limited area of church business. In general, a 
successful mission is one which has a church building, regular services, and a group of regular 
attendees as an institutional core which is defined by little more than a simple profession of faith and 
regular presence on Sunday morning. 

This is the vision of a mission most missionaries have, and therefore their whole work is geared 
toward that. Even when they start with some rather “unconventional” tactics, like Bible-study groups 
or street evangelism, or even organizing English courses for locals, the final goal is to get the 
converts to attend the service on Sunday morning, and hopefully make a profession of faith and 
“join” the church. “Joining the church” means regular attendance of services and participation in the 
different programs which the missionary would organize as part of the new religious undertaking, 
that is, the “church.” Such programs are in general strictly religious in character and are specifically 
limited to “church business,” like evangelism, prayer groups, children groups, or Christmas 
pageants. 
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I call this model the “Greek temple” model. It is a model that views the Christian faith as a strictly 
personal faith, limited in scope to personal religious convictions; and it views the church, 
respectively, as a religious institution limited in its scope and function. At the foundation of that 
model is the belief that the church is an outlet for satisfying a specific personal need: the need for 
salvation or, rather, the need for religious experience. The church is thus one of the outlets in the 
society offering its specific product. When a person needs groceries, he goes to the grocery store. 
When he needs his car repaired, he goes to the car-repair place. When he needs entertainment, he 
goes to the theater. In a similar manner, missions are set up to offer a solution to the religious need 
of personal salvation; just like a Greek temple in the antiquity would be built for the purpose to offer 
to the population the opportunity to implore a god or a goddess for specific personal needs, or for 
specific collective needs of the polis. The mission that is taking that approach is generally focused 
on taking its own “niche” in the market of services, without interfering with the other niches – 
groceries, car-repair, entertainment, etc. And it certainly doesn’t try to tell other niches how they 
should live and operate. 

Having a church building and regular church-services and worship, of course, is a good and 
commendable goal. But even in the best scenario, this model works only when a Christian culture is 
already in place, and Christianity is accepted as the norm everywhere, and the church service Sunday 
morning is just one of the aspects of that Christian culture. In other words, for the “church-planting” 
model to work, we need a Christendom, a culture which is marked in every aspect by the centrality 
of the Christian faith, from personal lives to social conventions and economic and political rules. 
Even in the centuries of Christendom, though, when the whole population of the European cities was 
confessionally Christian, church buildings never could accommodate everyone. At best, church 
buildings in any particular European city could house only between a quarter and a third of the city 
population. Such was the case before the Reformation, and such was the case during the 
Reformation and after it, including in places like Scotland and Switzerland where the religious zeal 
of the population was quite high. Even in the small settlements in the North American colonies 
where in the first decades settlers moved specifically for religious reasons, the regular church 
attendees were estimated to be not more than 10% of the whole population. A church centered 
around the Sunday morning liturgy and collective worship is not a culture-changing church; to the 
contrary, it is itself the product of a thoroughly Christianized culture. Therefore, “church-planting,” 
as it is understood today by many missionaries and mission organizations, may bring in converts but 
won’t evangelize a culture. 

So, then, what is the solution for a city whose culture is anything but Christian? And what should a 
missionary do in the large jungle of social relations which threatens to engulf and destroy his 
fledgling mission? 

The solution is to challenge the culture of the city itself. Whether a missionary realizes it or not, or 
whether he is willing to acknowledge it or not, a Christian mission is always a challenge to the 
prevailing culture, for culture is religion externalized, as Henry Van Til taught. A challenge to the 
religion of the city is a challenge to its culture, and unless a mission offers a comprehensive 
challenge to that culture, there can be no successful mission. This is much more obvious in a rural 
context, or in the context of backward tribes; missionaries in the big cities or in a predominantly 
urban civilization seldom think of their work as a cultural enterprise. But it is one nevertheless, and 
therefore a mission must be organized so as to challenge the very culture of the city. And culture is 
not challenged by capturing Sunday morning. It is challenged by capturing Monday morning, and 



 

 
487 

every other week day. In order to challenge the culture of the big city, a missionary must envision 
pockets of “cultural resistance,” mini-cultures within the larger conglomerate of pagan cultures. 
These mini-cultures must be comprehensive in their claims on the life of the believer. And they must 
provide answers to a wide array of cultural issues, even if some of those issues are not directly a 
concern at the specific moment. 

Do we have a Biblical example of such mini-cultures in the larger context of a city? 

Yes, we do. The synagogues. 

It will be helpful to remember that in the Roman Empire, the Jews of the Diaspora seldom settled in 
rural settings. Synagogues were to be found in the large cities of the Empire, and indeed, Paul was 
always looking for the synagogue when he entered a city. The Jews were everywhere. Of course, the 
largest single Jewish community was in Judea and Galilee, but estimates show that that community 
was only between one-third and one fourth of the total Jewish population of the Empire. Every city 
had a synagogue, and sometimes several synagogues. And a synagogue was started by families, not 
by a priest or a minister. (Jews didn’t have priests outside of Israel anyway.) Ten families were the 
minimum number to start a synagogue, and they could invite a rabbi to reside in their community 
and be paid to teach them. The synagogue was not just a place for worship, it was a community 
center, and it’s purpose was not to dispense religious experience but to “assume the function of a 
total society for its members.”1 

Were they effective? Enormously. 

Between the end of the civil war won by Octavian Augustus in 30 BC and Nero’s suicide in AD 68 
which ended the Julio-Claudian dynasty, the population of the Empire grew from 45 million to about 
55 million, at the very low rate of about one-fifth of a per cent annually. But the Jewish population 
grew at the astounding rate of almost one per cent a year, five times faster than the general 
population, from 4 million to about 10 million. By AD 65, the Jews were so numerous that they were 
about 20 per cent of the population of the Empire. Never before, and never after has the Jewish 
population comprised such a high portion of the world’s population. This growth, within a century 
before the destruction of Jerusalem, was due not only to natural birthrates; conversion played a large 
role, too. Proselytes are mentioned many times in the New Testament, and many Greeks and 
Romans came to worship in Jerusalem, acknowledging it to be the source of the one true religion 
(see, for example, John 12:20). Given the fact that the Jews were not specifically oriented toward 
world evangelism like the New Testament church is, such success is striking. It is paralleled only by 
the success of the early church as testified in the Book of Acts, and also in the missionary activities 
of some of the early missionaries among the pagan tribes on the borders of the Empire. The Jewish 
synagogue was a successful model for evangelism, even if the Jews themselves were not committed 
to evangelism at all. And its success was especially remarkable in the big cities of the Empire. 

So what was the synagogue? 

It wasn’t a religious institution devoted to “worship” on Saturday morning, like the modern church 
is. It wasn’t an outlet for catering to the need for religious experience among the masses. That was 
exactly the reason why the Jews – and later the early Christians – were often accused of atheism.2 
The synagogue had no formal religious observances, no idols, images, or special clothes for the 
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priests, no spectacular rituals and sacrifices and prayers. The only “formal” ritual was reading of the 
Law of God, and expounding on it, like Jesus did in Luke 4:16-30. In other words, it wasn’t a 
temple. 

It was community government. 

J. H. Bavinck, in his great study on the science of missions, points to the fact 
that by becoming a convert to Judaism in the Roman Empire, a person became 
part of a comprehensive, self-governing, judicially and economically-oriented 
civic community. 

A Jew enjoyed many civic advantages. The Jews who lived in the cities had a 
sort of government of their own and were states within the state. To a certain 
extent they even had their own administration of justice, so that to belong to 
such a community was desirable for many. Since the common people, the 
unthinking masses, could not think of a religion without idols they might 
indeed say that the Jews were atheists. But those who came into a deeper 

understanding of Jewish worship were in one way or another influenced by it.3 

Indeed, they were influenced. The nearly explosive growth of the Jewish population in the century 
right before the fall of Jerusalem is an adequate proof. 

The “government of their own” and the “states within the state” J.H. Bavinck was talking about were 
the synagogues. There was no other Jewish institution that could be the locus of that government. It 
was in the synagogue where the Jews would go for their community decisions, for their justice, for 
their economic discussions and help, and for organizing their welfare services. The synagogue was 
meant to be an institution for dominion, a cultural beachhead in the pagan world, based on a 
different faith, and therefore on a different worldview, and therefore on a different cultural 
foundation, and therefore on different law structure and administration of justice. Under the principle 
in Deuteronomy 4:5-8, it couldn’t remain unnoticed by the pagans; is was destined to become a 
“force of attraction.” And it did. Pagans flocked to it, and either became Jews by circumcision, or 
adopted the Jews’ ethical system for their own personal lives, their households, and their social 
activities (Acts 10:1-2). 

This also meant a different standard for the position of an elder in the church than what we have 
today in our churches. Obviously, if the church is simply an outlet for religious experience on 
Sunday morning, then an elder would be expected to be rather similar to a temple priest who is 
responsible mainly for the religious and ritualistic aspect of the life of the church; which, of course, 
is the case in our modern churches. Since the synagogue was designed to be a culture separate from 
the surrounding world, which was to “assume the function of a total society for its members,” the 
elders were supposed to be much more than priests in a temple, or simply religious leaders. Just like 
the elders in the Israel of Moses and David, they were to be the enforcers of civil law, and the 
mainstay of the covenant society. They were judges, economic leaders, teachers in the Law and in 
productive trades, tutors, family and business counselors, as well as community organizers. A typical 
member of the synagogue did not have his Sabbath day controlled by the elders and his weekdays 
controlled by another authority or another system of principles or laws. Whether he was a merchant, 
or a hired hand who worked for either Jews or pagans, or a government employee, his life was 
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completely, seven days a week, subject to the civil authority of the synagogue, and the Law of God 
as administered by the elders. There he found justice, economic and family counselling, protection 
against injustice, economic help in hard times, and insurance against the unknowns of life. 

Of course, it is important to note that his life and property belonged to him, and the elders had no 
ultimate authority to deprive him of either. But as long as the elders of the synagogue kept the Law 
of God and taught and counseled from the Law of God, their counsel was wise and relevant. Leaving 
the protection of the synagogue brought no formal sanctions on any person; the lack of such 
protection was a penalty harsh enough. So those who were in, stayed; and others who weren’t, 
converted in order to gain access to the culture which provided such protection. The “power of 
attraction” was in the culture created by the Law, not in the visible splendor of the Jewish religion, 
and not in any ceremonies or liturgies. Jews left those to the pagan religions. 

The Jews were set to conquer the ancient world through cultural conquest, through the mini-cultures 
of the synagogues in the big cities. 

And the early church was modeled after the synagogue. It was a cultural beachhead, not just another 
temple of another religion. It had its own system of community organization, its own system of laws 
and administration of justice, and its own rules for helping the poor and educating its members, and 
especially the children. 

No wonder that the early church had such a tremendous success in the few decades after Pentecost. It 
simply copied the same cultural principle; in fact, the early church had no other examples to follow 
but the synagogue. The pressure of persecution added to the consolidation of the church as a 
community and an alternative culture. From the earliest years it set up its own courts. (In 1 Cor. 6:1-
6, Paul is speaking as if the Corinthians should have known about the practice of setting their own 
courts by persons who can judge; he is not giving them a new and unknown-before idea.) It had its 
own system of poor relief and economic protection for its members. (Contrary to the modern claims 
about the “communism” of the early Christians, the economic experiment in Jerusalem actually had 
all the characteristics of a modern capitalistic enterprise, a hybrid of a cooperative, a corporation, 
and a mutual insurance fund.) It had its own system of economic relationships between masters and 
slaves. It had its own system of family counseling (Titus 2). It developed its own schools and a 
system of education, both academic and vocational. It trained its own “rabbis.” Very important, it 
also taught from the Law of God on issues which won’t be current in the first several centuries, 
namely, civil government and administration of criminal justice (Romans 13; 1 Tim. 1:8-11). 

Just like the synagogue, the church was assuming the character of a comprehensive society for its 
members, just like the Jewish synagogue. It was the beachhead for a new civilization, a new culture, 
the Kingdom of God. It wasn’t another temple preaching another limited doctrine on personal 
salvation or religious experience. 

This view of the church as a comprehensive culture was continued later in the practice and the 
experience of the Reformation. In places like Switzerland, The Netherlands, Scotland, Hungary, the 
Reformed churches were more than simply institutions for administering religious observances. In 
Geneva, Calvin was invited not as a church minister – his preaching in the church was a “side job” – 
but as an expert, a technical adviser to the City Council in governing the community and building a 
social order according to Biblical principles. In New England the elders of the church were the same 
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as the elders of the city (as it was in Old Testament Israel), and therefore the church was the 
community where the problems of the community were solved. In his Systematic Theology, R.J. 
Rushdoony quotes Charles Tilly on the function of the elders and the legal powers of the assembly: 

They determined the sales, purchases, exchanges, and rentals of the commons; the repair of the 
church, the presbytery, the public buildings, the roads, the bridges; in addition to their syndics, they 
named their schoolmaster, their herdsman, their sergeant, their hayward, the tithe collectors, the 
assessors and the collectors of the taille. Sometimes they fixed the conditions of the wine-harvest; in 
certain circumstances they even set the rate of pay for day laborers and the prices of certain 
products.4 

While it can be argued how much of this should be decided by the elders and how much should be 
left to the individuals and to the operation of the free market, it is clear that the early Reformed 
Christians did not look at their churches as religious institutions only, but as comprehensive 
communities with their own culture and law structures. In another place I have argued that the work 
of a missionary is nothing less than building covenant communities. It is especially relevant in the 
cities where the church must establish an example of a new culture, hostile to every other culture in 
the city. And this can be done only by establishing institutions and practices that parallel those of the 
pagan world, and give a Biblical example of how a culture should operate. A church as a temple 
focused on itself and on its liturgy is a worthless enterprise in challenging the culture; only a 
synagogue can do the job. 

 

1. R. J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, Vol. 1, p. 741, http://bit.ly/RJRInst1. [�] 
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The Nuclear Family 

The Biblical model for the family is the nuclear 
family: a man, his wife, and their dependent 
children. No matter what situation the family is in, 
the Bible does not prescribe any additional 
covenantal authority over the husband; there is no 
concept of extended family, or a clan, as a 
covenantal unit or institution. From the very 
beginning, the boundaries around the nuclear family 
are clearly established in Gen. 2:24. A man – which 

should mean in the context a grown up adult – should leave the covenantal authority of his parents, 
and start a new covenantal family with his wife. While Isaac lived in the same geographical place 
with his father Abraham, and Jacob and Esau lived with Isaac, the evidence is that they had separate 
households and made their decisions separately from their fathers. The New Testament also 
establishes the covenantal boundaries around the nuclear families in Paul’s words in 1 Cor. 11:3: 
“Christ is the head of every man, and the man is the head of the woman.” Thus, with the married 
man answering only to Christ as far as the conduct of his family is concerned (barring a violation or 
a transgression that falls within the jurisdiction or the church or the state), any other family 
allegiance is declared to be outside of the boundaries of the family covenant. The nuclear family is 
the only type of family, as far as the covenantal nature of that institution is concerned.1 Any relations 
with the extended family may be beneficial, and commendable, and economically desirable, but they 
are not covenantally sanctioned, and are therefore purely voluntary. (For example, Naomi had no 
inherent rights to support from her extended family; all support was the voluntary decision of a 
relative, not an obligation upon him.) 

In the society of the fallen man, especially in rural settings, the temptation has always been toward 
replacing the nuclear family with the clan, where one family head controls all the families within his 
jurisdiction and acts as both civil government and religious priest over them.2 That model is rejected 
by the Bible, and it is oriented toward stagnation, not toward dominion. The nuclear family, as Gary 
North points out, provides maximum harmony.3 

But in the context of the big city, a different temptation is present, one which acts in the opposite 
direction: the atomization of the society and the individual, and the flight from all human 
institutions, including those that are Biblical, good, and effective. Including the family. By a 
combination of factors – cultural, economic, psychological – the big city seems to discourage its 
young people from forming families, or, when they form them, from having children. A number of 
Roman authors of the imperial period point to the fact of the dissolution of the family bonds even 
among the Patrician families where they used to be the strongest in the antiquity. But the dissolution 
of the family and the lack of interest in the family is not limited to pagan civilizations. To a great 
extent such problem existed in Christendom between AD 1000 and the present, including cities like 
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Paris, London, and the cities in Italy. The problem has been discussed by many Christian authors, 
both in previous centuries and in modern days, but one main aspect of that problem is especially 
troubling: that the more individuals rely on a centralized government to supply all their needs, the 
less willing they are to rely on the Biblical family as a covenant institution. 

And, what is important for a missionary, the less they rely on the family, the farther away they are 
from the Kingdom of God. Therefore, the building of the Kingdom of God must necessarily include 
the restoration of the Biblical family, which means the nuclear family. 

Every missionary who went to work in an urban environment, has encountered the problem of too 
many single young men and women (mostly single women), and very few families. The problem is 
especially persistent in Europe where the memory of two world wars and the several decades of 
Communism in the East and socialist policies in the West have dealt a serious blow on the family as 
a covenantal institution. (I avoid the label “traditional family” for it has no identifiable meaning from 
a Christian perspective.) In many places, and especially in the urban regions of the world, the family 
is not the basic institution of the culture. 

This is mainly because in the context of a pagan culture, subjection and service are seen in negative 
terms, as a drain on one’s life, and as a liability which interferes with the “self-development” of the 
man or the woman. Rushdoony explained how the Christian family is based on the principle of 
mutual subjection and service.4 Without Christianity, there is no understanding of the moral value of 
mutual subjection and service, and therefore there is no psychological or emotional fuel for young 
men and women to spend efforts to start and build a family. 

Man doesn’t become free by rejecting the Biblical principle of mutual subjection in the family; he 
only replaces it with totalitarianism and tyranny.5 The flight from the Biblical family in the cities has 
been the main factor which produced socialism. It is no wonder that in the 20th century the big cities 
have become a fertile ground for socialist ideas, as well as an endless supply of voters for statist 
political agendas. It has nothing to do with the supposed “modernity” of the city dwellers, nor with 
any social “progress”; the prevalence of socialist ideas in the cities is the direct product of the 
abandonment of the family as an institution. An atomistic society of lonely men and women will 
naturally try to embrace another principle of cohesion. If it’s not the family, then it must be the state. 
Mutual love and subjection and service in the family then is replaced with subjection and servitude 
to the state, without any love whatsoever. 

And then, of course, the state in its turn implements policies that additionally atomize the society and 
separate the individuals from each other, until the only social cohesion that would be tolerated by the 
brainwashed majority is the cohesion of the crowd under the dominance of the political elite. The 
individuals end up dealing only with the government in all their endeavors – whether in business, or 
in welfare, or in intellectual development – while all other institutions except the government are left 
without any purpose for existence. The family has no reason for existence in such a society; and 
therefore, the church and the faith in Jesus Christ have no foundation in it. A culture of single men 
and women dependent on the state is a Satanic culture, even when there is no direct worship of 
demons involved. 

A missionary who wants to build the church in such setting, then, must make sure he builds families. 
As I mentioned above, the synagogue model requires at least ten families for a synagogue to be 
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established. Without families there is no church, and there is no Christian culture. And in the context 
of the big city, the problem of lack of families is a major problem. And that might turn out to be the 
greatest challenge of a culture-changing missionary. 

It all starts with preaching on the topic of the family. While the family shouldn’t occupy 100 percent 
of the sermon topics, it must take a much more prominent place than it has now in most 
missionaries’ sermon plans. And the most important thing is this: These young men must get 
married. The sooner, the better. A church can not be built by single individuals; and the culture can 
not be challenged nor changed by single individuals. It is the nuclear families that build churches 
and change the culture. Therefore, much of the work a missionary does would be pastoral: help his 
listeners – and especially the young men – develop the courage to overcome the fear of marriage and 
get married. Of course, not every marriage is healthy and Biblical; one must make sure his future 
spouse is a God-fearing person. But in general, more marriages is better than less marriages. Against 
the challenges of the city culture and life, marriage may seem like a serious undertaking. A 
missionary must work hard to help his young men and women face it, and conquer it. 

There is one caveat, though. It is fashionable today in many churches and groups who call for a 
return to the Biblical family to mainly look at the family as a “relationship,” and to emphasize the 
“relationship” aspect of it. The family is mainly preached and described in terms of the love between 
a man and a woman, or of the mutual respect, and the joys of having children around, or of how a 
father should spend time and show affection and attention, etc., etc. It’s all beautiful, and cozy, and 
emotionally satisfying and fulfilling. In the context of the broader teaching that “Christianity is all 
about relationship with Jesus,”, the family as a relationship is the logical thing to teach. 

There is a problem with this approach. And the problem is that it is female-oriented, just as the 
concept of “relationship with Jesus” is female-oriented. I have talked more about this problem in the 
church, and how the church destroys the Christian family, in my article, “Relationship vs. Purpose: 
How the Church Destroys the Christian Family.” It will suffice to add here: Trying to keep the men 
in the church, or to encourage them to have families, by preaching relationship is analogous to 
teaching them literature by forcing them to read all of Jane Austen’s novels and discuss them. They 
will get bored. By their very nature, and by creation ordinance, men are created to work and 
conquer. Relationship is important, but it inevitably will have a secondary role in their thinking. 
Emphasize the family as mainly relationship, and you have lost the majority of them. 

A wise missionary, then, will preach the family as it is described in the Bible: as the basic institution 
for the fulfillment of the Dominion Mandate to man. Man was created to work and conquer (Gen. 
2:15); and the family must be preached as the institution to give him the tools to work and conquer. 
Without a family, a man is unable to be a successful worker or conqueror (Gen. 2:18). He needs the 
family in order to achieve God’s purpose for his life, and for the lives of those around him. 

That purpose is not limited to one thing only. The family has limits on its authority, of course, but its 
prerogatives and functions are many. The main ones are the reproductive and the economic functions 
(“multiply and take dominion,” Gen. 1:26-27). The reproductive function is not simply having 
children but also teaching and training these children to know God, know His Law, and obey His 
Law in their life. Therefore, together with preaching Christian families, a missionary will also teach 
the parents to take the responsibility for teaching their children, especially in cultures where 
government education has become the accepted cultural norm. There is no true Christian family 
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where the parents have abdicated the responsibility of training their children to those outside of the 
family, and especially to unbelievers. The economic function consists of the family’s place as a 
trustee of God’s resources. It includes wise management but it also includes care for the poor and 
needy, and especially care for the elderly. Just as the family must reclaim the education of its 
children back from the state (and sometimes from the church), so the family also must reclaim the 
economic initiative and the welfare functions back from the state (and sometimes from the church). 
In the cities, where the covenantal family has been under severe attack, a missionary must start 
preaching the purpose and the function of the family from the very beginning of his mission. A 
Christian culture can not be built without Christian families who are restored in their purpose and 
function under God. 

Businessmen as Teachers 

I said above that the modern church has insulated itself into something similar to a pagan temple, an 
institution limited to providing liturgy and religious experience on Sunday morning. I also said that a 
culture is captured not when Sunday morning is captured but when Monday morning, and every 
other week day, are captured. 

Many churches, then, after having defined themselves in such limited way, realize that not capturing 
the week days makes them lose the hearts of their members, and that much of the significant and 
relevant life of their members happens outside of the “church,” during the week. The solution then is 
not to expand the definition of the church beyond the limited institutional setting and the strictly 
religious gathering on Sunday morning but to expand the number of religious activities within this 
limited definition of the church. Instead of capturing the weekdays, many churches are working hard 
to destroy the weekdays and replace them all with Sundays. 

This is the underlying religious motive behind the numerous activities which characterize many 
American churches today. Women’s meetings, prayer meetings, youth meetings, church singing 
nights, three or four or more services a week, Fourth of July celebrations, and many more, there is 
always some “event” that the local church organizes that is designed to make the life of its members 
more connected to the “church.” None of these events in themselves, of course, are intrinsically bad 
or unnecessary. The problem here is rather that they are based on the assumption that the life of a 
church member outside of these church “events” is a life “in the world” and has nothing to do with 
the church. So, the more a church member participates in the “church events,” the less he is “in the 
world.” Eventually, of course, attending “church events” becomes almost mandatory, and non-
attending is considered as almost “apostasy.” And events or activities organized by individual church 
members but not by the church session are not even considered “Christian.” 

Many American missionaries abroad have adopted the same approach to “church-planting”: Once a 
“church” is formed, the main concern becomes what activities need to be devised and organized so 
that the “church” justifies its own existence. The goal is to capture the time the new converts spend 
“outside” of the church service. Since most American missionaries have no comprehensive Biblical 
worldview and are unprepared to speak and teach to all areas of life, such activities are designed to 
be a substitute for solid Biblical instruction about the practical life of the new believer during the 
week, in his family, his job, his business, his political activities, his recreation, his intellectual 
endeavors, etc. 
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Such approach, while it is taken for granted by the modern church, is in essence dualistic, and 
therefore not Biblical. It assumes the duality of life – church vs. secular – and therefore assumes that 
there are two areas of life regulated by different laws. It denigrates the practical life and work of a 
believer to be “lower-class” compared to his “spiritual” or “church” life; and then it attempts to 
replace that practical life and work with a set of irrelevant activities believed to be “spiritual” or 
“evangelistic.” 

But Biblically, the time from Monday morning to Saturday night is time for work (Exo. 20:9). And it 
is exactly work that most church activities are competing against, not the world as a system. Work, 
of course, includes both the actual process of working, but it also includes rest and recreation which 
make work bearable. The time during the week is supposed to be time of work, not time of activities 
with the only purpose of making people busy “for the church.” When a church is trying to take the 
time of its members during the week, that time is at the expense of work, and not at the expense of 
the “world.” (Church activities can be more worldly than any “worldly” job out there.) 

Many modern pastors, and many modern missionaries do not realize that work is not only not a 
“worldly” thing, but it is the most spiritual and ethical activity of all activities mentioned in the 
Bible. Based on the number of verses work is declared to be an ethical and spiritual virtue, it is more 
spiritual than prayer, church attendance, praise and worship, singing psalms and hymns, helping the 
poor, offering sacrifices, healing the sick, performing miracles, raising children, having the right 
relationship with other people, be nice to people, street evangelisms, etc., etc. From beginning to 
end, man’s very nature as the image of God is defined much more by the word “work” than it is 
defined by liturgy, relationship, or prayer. Man was created and put in the Garden, and the first task 
he was given was to work. The Law of God as given to the Hebrews, from beginning to end, 
presupposes a working culture, not a culture of religious observances. (Any religious observances 
were peripheral and temporary in nature.) The Promised Land was described as a place where work 
will be blessed, not cursed; the commandment for offering the first fruit presupposes they would 
work the land (Deut. 26:1-2). The exiles who went to Babylon had no formal liturgy anymore – God 
must not have considered it as important as it is for some modern liturgical zealots – but they were 
commanded to work and serve (the same word in Hebrew) there, building houses, planting gardens, 
and advancing the welfare of Babylon (Jer. 29:1-7; 40:9). And the warnings against laziness in the 
Book of Proverbs are far too many to list in one short article. In any case, the virtuous woman in 
Proverbs 31 is almost entirely described as a working or businesswoman; and we know that she is 
portrayed there not only as a moral instruction to the believers today but also as a symbolic 
description of the Church.6 

Our modern interpretation of the Fourth Commandment often focuses on the Sabbath rest and we 
seldom stop to think that that commandment actually has two parts: work and rest (not work and 
worship). But Jesus challenged our modern interpretation and explained that the more important part 
of that Commandment is work; in John 5:16-17, he replied to the Jews concerning their 
interpretation of the Sabbath and their accusations, that “My Father is working until now, and I 
Myself am working.” In Matthew 7:15-20 Jesus talks about the trees being good or bad according to 
what they produce. Immediately after that, He says that religious observances do not secure one’s 
place in the kingdom of heaven (vv. 21-23). And of course, that great parable of the talents in 
Matthew 25:14-30 declares that refusal to work and produce and increase wealth may cost a man his 
place in the Kingdom. Jesus there specifically calls the servant, “wicked and lazy,” indicating that 
laziness is a vice. Paul told the Thessalonians to “do their own things and work with their own 
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hands” (1 Thess. 4:11), and in case they hadn’t gotten the message, in his next letter to them he 
warned them that “if anyone is not willing to work, then he is not to eat either” (2 Thess. 3:10). 
(Seriously, Paul? You’ll let a man starve just because he doesn’t work?) The threat of starvation 
must be a convincing testimony to the ethical importance of work in Paul’s thinking. 

In general, work is considered in the Bible as more important and of a greater spiritual value than 
religious observances. Therefore, teaching the Biblical laws and principles about work, occupation, 
and business must be considered a priority for a pastor or a missionary, higher than teaching about 
church services, liturgy, or church organization. A missionary who doesn’t address work and 
business in his preaching, is delivering to his listeners a dualistic, almost Gnostic “gospel,” not the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ. And therefore, a missionary who is making every effort to engage his 
converts in “church” activities during the week, thus taking from their time of effective work or 
recreation (which will make work bearable), is a missionary who is wasting his time and the money 
of his sponsors. 

Much more can be said about the theology of work and the ethical importance of work in the Bible; 
or about the focus on work that the Reformation created, and thus created the modern world as we 
know it.7 R.J. Rushdoony says that, “It is a serious but common error that work is an aspect of the 
curse,” and then, “Work was central to man’s creation and nature.”8 Modern missionaries, 
influenced by the error Rushdoony is talking about, are usually silent about work and business. I 
have witnessed firsthand how a Gypsy community converted to Christianity by Charismatic 
missionaries, had no idea that being a Christian involved becoming industrious and economically 
productive. Modern Reformed missionaries are not much better; a theology of work is missing 
completely from the modern Reformed teaching on the mission field. A century ago, the Student 
Volunteer Movement for Foreign Missions still included changing the work and business habits of a 
nation in the legitimate tasks of a missionary;9 the testimonies of many of the missionaries at the 
conference in 1910 included the changing economic and business environment in places like Latin 
America, Turkey, India, and Eastern Europe as a result of spreading the Gospel. Such testimonies 
today are seldom heard of, and I have been criticized quite a few times by American Reformed 
missionaries for “diluting the Gospel” with focus on work and business. 

But work is a spiritual virtue, and a pagan society will naturally tend to despise, hate, denigrate, and 
reject work. No wonder; for the fallen man, work is curse, and the less time is spent in work, the 
happier the fallen man feels. Conversely, a Christian society will put a heavy emphasis on work and 
business, and on “redeeming the time” to use it in serving one’s fellow beings. 

Work has two main purposes in the Bible. First, it is increasing the value of one’s capital. The 
parables of the talents and the minas are very clear about that. The examples of Abraham and Jacob 
are also very clear. The Old Testament expected of the faithful Israelites to build, and plant, and 
expand in the land. This first function of work includes production, management, investment, 
organization of production and labor, education and training, marketing, trade, and many others. 
Second, it is solving problems. In a regular day, where there are no accidents or unfortunate 
circumstances, a man works to increase his capital. But in a world that is not entirely under man’s 
control, there are contingencies which man must anticipate and deal with to prevent his capital from 
shrinking.10 This second function of work may include insurance, contingency planning, protection 
of assets, maintenance and safety, damage control, rescue of human and non-human capital from 
dangerous situations, etc. This second function of work is so important that Jesus said it trumps the 
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Sabbath regulations: Matt. 12:11 and Luke 14:5 show that safety, rescue, damage control, and 
protection of assets were permitted on a Sabbath day; Luke 13:15 shows that maintenance was 
permitted on a Sabbath day. 

But, the response to everything here would be, a missionary is not necessarily supposed to organize 
workers, do business, invest money, give example of productive work or prudent management of 
risk and opportunities. True, some missionaries – the Apostle Paul being the prime example – had 
their own business and not only supported their own ministries but also gave an example for others 
to follow. Others, on the other hand, were supported by private individuals – like Jesus Himself, for 
example (Luke 8:2-3) – or by the churches, like Peter (1 Cor. 9:3-7). If work as increasing capital, 
and work as protecting assets is such important spiritual virtue according to the Gospel, how is a 
missionary to teach his listeners about it, if he himself has the “right to refrain from working” (1 Cor. 
9:6), and therefore may not have the sufficient experience about work, capital, investment, etc.? 

The problem is even more acute in the big cities given the fact that from very early in history the 
cities have attracted not only the most innovating and industrious members of the society, but also 
the most corrupt and the lazy. Sodom and Gomorrah were extreme examples but they were certainly 
not exceptions. Athens, Rome, and Alexandria had their share of the population which was 
committed to living without working. “Panem et circenses” was a successful policy of control 
exactly because the population of Rome expected bread and circuses; it was corrupt and lazy and it 
viewed physical labor as something only the slaves do. The same policy, represented today by the 
modern policies of government welfare, works mainly in the cities where there is a separate class of 
dependents on the government who have lost their ability and desire to ever be independent and 
productive. Even among those who have work and are better off, the welfare mentality runs strong. 
(In fact, welfare recipients can be found in all strata of society, from the poor to bank owners and 
CEOs.) So, what’s a missionary to do in the big city? 

The solution is in returning to what I said above about the synagogue model for the church. A 
missionary must realize and accept the fact that the Church is not limited to the institutional 
organization and its gatherings, but it is also an organism, and its members are lawful representatives 
of the Church in their vocations. The missionary must also recognize that teaching work ethic, 
stewardship, and problem-solving is an important part of the Gospel, and therefore the church 
members must be encouraged to learn and practice those important Gospel virtues. Of course, every 
member of the church must be a hard-working member in his area of vocation and expertise. But the 
businessman, the entrepreneur, the innovator, is in a special position to learn, practice, and teach 
those skills. The Christian missionary has a special obligation to that specific type of person, and can 
reap results that can help his church and his work grow beyond the results of many modern 
missionaries. 

It is often assumed that business and entrepreneurship is about money and profit and getting rich. It 
is true that this is part of motivation of a businessman; just as part of the motivation of an employee 
is getting that paycheck at the end of the week. (In fact, very often the paycheck is a much greater 
motivation for an employee than is profit for a businessman.) But to declare the financial result the 
essence of business is the same as to accuse parents who have decided to have many children that 
their only motivation is to have someone take care of them when they retire. Of course, parents 
expect their children to take care of them. But there is much more to parenting than that. In the same 
way, there is much more to business than simply profit and getting rich. 
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The essence of entrepreneurship is stewardship of resources. And these resources include raw 
materials, time, and – notice carefully – labor. In the context of the modern city, in a constantly 
growing population and an economy getting more and more complex, organization of labor becomes 
one of the main tasks of business. What is seldom realized by modern critics of capitalism – both 
Christian and socialist – is that industrial capitalism wins not because it is profit-oriented but 
because it is superior to other social systems in its organization of work. And since work is the 
highest spiritual virtue in the task of dominion, modern industrial capitalism will always take 
dominion, criticisms and predictions to the contrary notwithstanding. Making work more effective is 
a Biblical virtue; and businessmen and entrepreneurs, risking their own capital, and employing their 
own resources and skills, are the people who are taking up the task of making work more effective. 
As the Gospel grows, capitalism will grow, for it is the system that most effectively puts to practice 
the Dominion Mandate: increase and multiply, and take dominion over the earth. A businessman in 
the church, therefore, is just as important for spreading the Gospel as is the pastor, or the evangelist, 
or any other church occupation one can think of. He is a steward of resources, and especially of 
work. And work is a spiritual virtue. 

A missionary, therefore, must start his preaching with a heavy emphasis on work ethic and the 
spiritual value of entrepreneurship. Of all points in his preaching, this one is the most probable to 
meet opposition, whether vocal or silent. In many nations, the myth of “our people is a hard-working 
people” has been nurtured by populist and socialist politicians, and by the self-righteous attitude of 
pagan populations. The truth is, a nation that needs the Gospel is also a nation that lacks work ethic, 
for it is only the Gospel that produces work ethic. Especially in the cities, the prevailing attitude is 
socialist, anti-work ethic and anti-business. Stewardship is a foreign word for the majority of the 
city-dwellers around the world. Therefore, a missionary must start with preaching the work ethic of 
the Bible, and by defending business and entrepreneurship from a Biblical perspective. 

This would mean, in the first place, preaching and teaching the work ethic of the Bible, starting from 
the Dominion Mandate and explaining the meaning of that Mandate, and its place in the Gospel. The 
regular temptation for a missionary, even when that missionary is truly Reformed in his theology, is 
to focus on the pietistic part of the Gospel, emphasizing personal salvation and faith without 
obedience. But the Gospel is about restoring man in his original place in the Covenant, and enabling 
him to fulfill the Dominion Mandate. Brought to bear on the individual life of man, this means 
productive work and problem solving. A missionary in his sermons and messages must attack 
laziness, dependence on handouts and welfare, and entitlement mentality, as much as he attacks 
sexual immorality or any other kind of immorality. Encouraging work, education and training in 
productive skills, seeking productive employment, and the spiritual value of expanding one’s 
dominion over the earth is among the first things a missionary must preach to his listeners. 
Conversion to Christ, Who is working as His Father is working, means conversion to a new 
understanding of the importance of work, and therefore new practical attitude to work. 

Then a missionary must preach about business and the importance and the necessity for the covenant 
community to value and support those in it who have devoted their life to the risks and the 
responsibilities of entrepreneurship. Modern churches look at entrepreneurs as simply milking cows 
supplying the “needs” of the church. Pastors and missionaries often care only about the financial 
result of a successful business – in the form of tithes and offerings to the church, of course. But if 
work is an important spiritual virtue, then businessmen in the church must be encouraged to use their 
skills to teach others the virtue of work and industry. According to an old Jewish saying, “A father 
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who doesn’t teach his son Torah and a trade, makes him a thief.” Modern churches, of course, teach 
their members neither Torah, nor a trade. But a missionary who understands that the church is larger 
than the institutional gathering on Sunday morning, and also understands that the Dominion Mandate 
has never been repealed by God, will make sure that his listeners are encouraged to enter the field of 
business, and those who do and are successful, will teach others to be responsible stewards as well. 

Spiritual virtues can be twisted to become vices. Yes, even prayer can become an idle and ungodly 
exercise (Matt. 6:5, 7). Work, then, can be twisted to serve the purposes of Satan. That’s why a 
missionary also needs to teach the Law of God concerning work and business. This is an area largely 
left gray for most pastors and Christians; Biblical economics is not a common topic in the churches, 
and neither is business. Of course, it all follows from the larger rejection of the Law of God as our 
standard for righteous living today. Indeed, a pastor has no place to go but to the Law of God, if he 
wants to draw the Biblical principles for work and business. But in the general atmosphere of 
antinomianism in the churches, such move is seldom even contemplated. 

In the United States, the consequences of such omission are not so obvious. The reason is, there is a 
strong legacy of an earlier Theonomic influence which is still very strong in America. Christian 
America in the past did look at work and business as areas under the jurisdiction of the Gospel, and 
the Puritan preachers of the past did preach on economic and business topics. Entrepreneurship was 
a godly thing to do, and the laws for righteous business were found in the Bible. This strong legacy 
remains, and therefore entrepreneurship is still strong in America, despite the theological and 
spiritual blindness of our modern pastors and theologians and seminary professors. The dualism is 
very strong in the American churches, but the Puritan legacy is even stronger. American pastors and 
teachers are living off the very legacy they are opposing; and yet, so rich it is, it continues to defy 
their theological efforts to destroy it, and continues to work. 

But a missionary in a foreign land doesn’t have the luxury of that same Puritan legacy. If he opposes 
preaching work as a spiritual virtue, or if he even omits it, there is no moderating influence in the 
culture to supply the spirit and the practice of work and business. Outside of the US, most nations 
are in the grip of a demonic, socialist ideology and psychology that continues to consider work a 
curse, and leisure a blessing. Not addressing this ideology and psychology will mean that a 
missionary has accepted it as normative, and thus has rejected the most important spiritual virtue of 
the Gospel. Therefore, he must preach it, teach it, and encourage it; and encourage the businessmen 
and the entrepreneurs in his congregations to join him and help him in transforming the work ethic 
of his listeners. 

In short, where the missionary doesn’t have a Puritan legacy to help him, he must create it. 

Conclusion 

The cities are the future of mankind. Knowing how to do missions in the cities will be vital to the 
mission endeavor in the next generations. History moves from rural to urban, from the countryside to 
the cities, from small communities to big conglomerates. From the Garden to the City, is the Biblical 
pattern. We better learn to do missions in the cities and build a Christian culture in the context of the 
big cities. 
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In the modern context, a missionary to the big cities has three immediate problems to worry about: 
church, families, work. 

The church must be built by restoring the old model of the synagogue. It was built and tested in the 
cities of the Roman Empire by the Jewish Diaspora, and then taken and perfected by the Christian 
diaspora. It helped the Church become the most influential and successful cultural factor, and 
transform the ancient world. Not the limited institutional model of the temple, but the “cultural 
beachhead” model of the synagogue is what will build and sustain the new Christian civilization in 
the context of our modern civilization. 

No culture can be built without families. The modern city has destroyed the old model of the 
extended family – which was not Biblical anyway – but it has also discouraged the nuclear family, 
which is the Biblical model. A missionary can’t continue his work in a city unless he encourages his 
young men to overcome their fear of having family and taking responsibility for a wife and children. 
This must happen by preaching and teaching on the purpose of the family in the plan of God – and 
especially the purpose of the family in the Dominion Mandate. The modern city church in many big 
cities around the world is a church of single men and women. Until this pattern changes, churches 
will come and go, and the cities will remain unevangelized. 

And third, a Puritan legacy of work must be built. This means, restoring the Biblical theology of 
work, and the Biblical work ethic. This will mean expanding the definition of the church to include 
the effort of all its members, and especially of those who are gifted and experienced in organizing 
work: businessmen and entrepreneurs. Without restoring work as a virtue and as practical way of 
life, under the Law of God, modern churches will remain irrelevant and short-lived. The goal must 
be to build the same culture of work as the Puritans built in America, which today survives even the 
attempts of pastors and theologians to destroy it. 

A modern Christian synagogue, built of nuclear families, where the men work and engage in 
righteous, profitable business. This is the beginning of a successful Reformed mission in any big city 
in the world today. The Scottish Presbyterians, the English Puritans, the Dutch Reformed, the Swiss 
Protestants, they all put it in practice, and within a generation their nations became Reformed. It will 
work today too. The complexity of social relationships in the big city can be conquered only when a 
new culture is built, and that new culture is established upon these simple foundation pillars. 

It is that simple. 
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 The Superiority of Christian Reconstruction in the 102.
Mission Field 

Bojidar Marinov, May 2, 2013  

“So, how does the message of Christian 
Reconstruction affect your practice in the 
mission field?” 

I have been asked this question many times. 
Most of those who asked me that question were 
missionaries hostile in their views to the message 
of Christian Reconstruction. Some of them were 
convinced that Christian Reconstruction doesn’t 
care about the “heart of man,” that it is all about 
“externals,” but the prevailing pietistic model of 
missions cares about the heart and therefore will 
produce more converts. Many of them couldn’t 
see how unbelievers would pay attention to 

preaching that speaks to things like law, economics, education, etc.; that is, to what constitutes the 
total nature of man, not just his inner subjective feelings. Many missionaries, led by their pietistic 
theologies, are convinced that “the gospel” only concerns the inner man and his personal salvation, 
but that it doesn’t touch issues like his family, his work, or his society. So when they see a 
missionary who doesn’t shy from preaching the Biblical message to every area of life, not just man’s 
personal subjective feelings, they are wondering: How is this guy going to win any converts? 

Not that modern pietistic missions are producing many converts. The majority of converts in the 
modern growth of Christianity are in areas of the world where cultures are so far from the Christian 
principles, and therefore the societies are so desperate for any cultural guidance, that missionaries 
willy-nilly bring some new cultural influences, even if they never mean to. Even there, I can safely 
predict, the growth of the church may begin to subside if the growth in the number of converts is not 
paralleled by a growth in teaching about the comprehensive cultural demands and application of the 
Christian faith, and if the cultural idols are not challenged.1 But in places of more advanced cultures 
where the prevailing pagan ideologies are much more subtle, mission efforts have produced very 
negligible effect, and active Biblical Christianity has remained a peripheral influence, at best. 
Witness that “graveyard of missionaries,” Europe. And the reality is, when a missionary’s message 
is so truncated as to affect only the periphery of a culture, his listeners relegate him and his religion 
to the periphery of the culture. It is that simple. 

The question still remains: How does the message of Christian Reconstruction affect the work of 
missions? I have been asked that question by well-meaning missionaries as well. Most of them 
simply can’t see how a mission can work outside the context of converting souls and planting 
churches. How does one do distinctly theonomic missions today? 

The major part of the confusion comes, of course, from the established belief that the mission field is 
an existential “sharing of the gospel” and “witnessing” to individuals. Within such a box, there isn’t 
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much that a missionary can do. But in a theonomic framework, the work of the missionary changes: 
Its purpose now is to disciple the nations (Matt. 28:18-20), which means, to work to change the 
whole moral, legal, intellectual, economic, etc., outlook of the culture he is sent to. The conversion 
of individuals is still important, and contrary to the misunderstanding of some about Christian 
Reconstruction, there is no compromise about the fact that any change in society starts with change 
in the heart. But a theonomic missionary recognizes the fact that no heart is really changed unless it 
is taught to apply its faith to all of life. And therefore, a missionary preaches to all of life, to the 
individual and to the society that individual lives in, to man’s institutions and his business activities, 
to his schools and to his scientific rooms and laboratories, to his government structures and to his 
music halls and art galleries. The message of Christian Reconstruction requires that the same moral 
and spiritual principles that the Gospel has for the personal life of man be applied to his society and 
culture also. 

A missionary, in short, must be the modern equivalent to an Old Testament prophet: Declare 
judgment to a nation, and offer the grace of God in repentance, as salvation to that nation. And 
preach change of heart only in the context of God’s covenantal, comprehensive dealings with the 
whole culture of man, not just with his individual heart, or just with his local church. 

The theonomic missionary, then, will have to take on a new burden on his shoulders. It won’t be 
enough for him to only study what I call “pure” theology: the “ivory tower” discipline taught in our 
modern seminaries, entirely divorced from any practical or ideological applications or implications, 
except may be a few obscure disciplines like “pastoral care” and “counseling.” (Not that pastoral 
care or counseling are necessarily obscure, but they are certainly so as taught in the modern 
seminary.) He will have to master a discipline which I call, tongue-in-cheek, “dirty” theology, or 
theology applied to the real world. R. J. Rushdoony is reported to have given to the question, “What 
do you think the most important discipline aspiring ministers should study?” the surprising answer, 
“Economics.” Surprising, that is, only to those who never saw economics as the study of the moral 
actions of men in the marketplace. And if they are moral actions, then they are regulated by the same 
spiritual principles that regulate man’s personal life under the Gospel. But economics is not the only 
such discipline. Civil government is a study of moral actions. Education is a study of moral actions. 
Every social and ideological discipline is a study of moral actions; and therefore a missionary must 
be prepared to give an answer to every question in every field of study and action. There is such a 
things as Biblical economics, for economics is not morally neutral; and a missionary must 
understand it and preach it to his listeners. Same applies to every other field. Nothing is morally 
neutral; everything must be under the power and authority of Lord Jesus Christ. 

A missionary, then, must also make available to his listeners a body of literature which applies the 
Gospel to every area of life. I have written in other places about the necessity of building the 
intellectual foundation of a Christian civilization, as a reference point for future generations of 
Christians.2 He must become first and foremost a librarian to his listeners and converts, leading them 
to the richness of available knowledge of how a culture must be rebuilt on the foundation of the 
Biblical message. The books he makes available must be self-consciously teaching that “dirty” 
theology I mentioned above; abstract, irrelevant, over-intellectualized or over-spiritualized literature 
can’t build a civilization. The temptation, of course, even for the most motivated missionary, could 
be that translating books in the local language is a long-term, tedious enterprise, and could be put off 
until there are enough willing readers for the books. But such delivery of literature in the language of 
a nation is an investment in the future. Common sense tells us that we don’t wait until the future is 
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here to start investing in it. If by the time the missionary has the willing readers he doesn’t also have 
the literature available to them, it will be too late to start working on it, for building an intellectual 
foundation is not an ad hoc activity that can be done overnight. Investing in the future through 
building an intellectual foundation should be the priority for any missionary; without that intellectual 
foundation, a missionary will see his mission remain stagnant or even die out when he leaves the 
field to go back home. Books are missionaries; and leaving a legacy of literature is the best service a 
missionary can do to the culture he is sent to. 

Admittedly, side to side with the long-term investment in literature, there has to be short-term work 
in teaching people and their culture the Gospel. After all, the change in the hearts of men is the 
necessary condition for the change in the culture. (Although, sometimes a culture can change by way 
of imitation, without a corresponding change of heart. Such cultural changes, though, are shallow, 
and seldom survive one generation. The Westernization of the Muslim world in the 1950s through 
the 1990s was a good example of such short-lived attempt at imitation.) And here, in the immediate 
work on the mission field, Christian Reconstruction is much superior to all other theological 
movements and doctrines. It not only successfully converts unbelievers (of course, as inferior cause; 
the superior cause for conversion is always God),3 it also converts the individual entirely, in his inner 
man, in his understanding of reality, in his understanding of righteousness and justice in the 
surrounding culture. Man is thus converted as a whole being integrated in a new culture, challenging 
the old culture; not as an atomistic particle insulated from the world and the culture, helplessly 
waiting for the world to end. 

How to Start Theonomic Mission Work 

It starts with the realization, that as far as the work of the missionary is concerned—his preaching, 
teaching, counseling, declarations of judgment, advice, etc.—there is no area outside a missionary’s 
“perimeter of action.” Every area is, so to speak, “fair game.” We saw above that the new missionary 
is supposed to take on a new burden on his shoulders: to master the wide array of applications of his 
theology to every area of life. This new burden, of course, and this new knowledge is not to remain 
locked up in him. He must use it extensively in his missionary work. In short, he must speak, to 
everything and everyone, about everything that happens in the society, from their personal 
psychological fears and hopes to the economic policies and political practices of the civil 
government. A missionary is an ambassador of the King, and the King is King over all. Therefore, 
the ambassador must speak to all. 

The superiority of Christian Reconstruction, under such view of missions, is easy to see, and easy to 
take advantage of. It has both the One and the Many, so to speak. It has a comprehensive, coherent 
theology of all of life. It has a theological foundation which is not dualistic nor fragmented, that is, it 
doesn’t allow for different moral principles in the different fields of man’s thought and action. The 
theology of Christian Reconstruction doesn’t allow for the fragmentation of knowledge insisted upon 
by the other theologies. (See, for example, the dualistic separation between the “common kingdom” 
and the “redemptive kingdom” of the Two-Kingdom Theology, or the truncated, limited definition 
for “gospel” of dispensationalism.) It takes all terms and all meaning back from the prevailing pagan 
ideologies and redefines them according to the Bible’s view of reality and God. The roots and 
foundations of all knowledge, including the theory of knowledge itself, are in the Bible, and the 
theology of Christian Reconstruction is explicitly motivated by the desire to return all knowledge – 
not just theological knowledge – to its Biblical foundations. And it has the immediate, practical 
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application of that logically consistent theological system to life. Remember, if all of life is 
religiously motivated, as Van Til taught, then every single action of every man or every institution 
can be analyzed and evaluated on the basis of the Biblical message. The content of the newspapers, 
from the section on politics to the section on sports or art, is all open to a missionary to take and 
dissect, bringing every individual event, thought, idea, or practice under the light of Scripture and 
exposing the idols of the culture in those practices and ideas. 

The rival theologies within Christianity have nothing to compare, and therefore a missionary of a 
different theology can’t compete against a theonomic missionary. If he wants to be faithful to his 
truncated, limited theology, he must remain silent on most central issues for a culture. His main 

concerns will be only peripheral to the majority of his listeners; and therefore 
he will be relegated to the periphery of their attention. But if he wants to rival 
the theonomic missionary and actually say something about any practical 
issue, he will have to do it in contradiction to his theology. Thus his 
commentaries will be self-contradicting, incoherent, and will leave his readers 
more confused than before. (That is happening with the attempts of many 
Two-Kingdom theologians in the US to give relevant opinions on events in the 
so-called “common grace kingdom.”) As of today, Christian Reconstruction is 
the only intellectual movement in Christian circles that has a comprehensive 
body of literature giving solutions to every area of life, explicitly based on 
Biblical revelation. If you are a theonomic missionary, you have the Biblical 

answers to everything your listeners may ask you, or at least the principles that can help them find an 
answer. 

In the age of Internet, therefore, our missionary must become a blogger. (Our modern equivalent of 
newsletter writer in the not-so-distant past.) He must know well the culture he is sent to, know its 
idols,4 and know how they work in that culture. Every event, every news is an opportunity for him to 
expose those idols, for he has a comprehensive worldview, and he can detect their influence in 
everything. Our modern “high places” are everywhere, on the job, in the Parliament, in the 
kindergarten, on the TV and radio. All these areas are ravaged by idolatrous ideologies and are 
subject to the Curse. And therefore, all these areas are crying out to God to send His sons to speak 
His Word to them, tear down the idols, and re-capture them for the Kingdom of God. 

A missionary must preach salvation. But too often, in the preaching of modern pietistic missionaries, 
salvation is a mystical, surrealistic, existentialist notion with very little connection to the life of the 
person and his culture here and now. In fact, in many cases, trying to make any connection between 
salvation and the world outside the person’s soul is actively discouraged. The popular phrases of our 
modern pietism reveal such disconnect between salvation and the practical life of the believer: “The 
church is constantly mourning by the rivers of Babylon,” “we are royal exiles in this world,” “this 
world is not my home, I’m just a-passing through,” “we need to live a pure life in an increasingly 
unclean world.” Under such view, the dominance of the curse in the practices of a culture is 
considered normative. A Christian should not expose it, and should not fight the curse in those areas, 
for it is considered almost an imperative, if we are to have a strong church with strong believers. An 
increasingly Christian culture is considered by the pietists to be dangerous for the spiritual health of 
the soul of man. Therefore, even when they comment on current events in the culture, it is only to 
declare that the Curse is normative, and that Christians should learn to live with it. 
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But salvation can not be separated from its practical application in the personal and the cultural life 
of a person. Just as faith without works is a dead faith, salvation without practical applications is a 
fake salvation. The dichotomy between the cosmos and the soul of a man is not Biblical. Therefore, 
a Theonomic missionary can and must connect the salvation he preaches to every event, every 
practice, every policy, every custom, every business transaction in the society. Righteousness can 
not be separated from justice; the two are the foundation of God’s Throne in a culture (Ps. 89:14). 

The local culture, then, with everything that is happening in it, gives the missionary a practically 
unlimited supply of things to write about, preach about, and teach about. And I am not talking about 
taking moralistic, teary stories out of it to season his otherwise dry and boring sermons. I mean 
applying a covenantal, ethical/judicial analysis to everything happening in the culture, and exposing 
the idolatrous doctrines and beliefs at the foundation of it. This is the advanced equivalent of street 
preaching where the Word of the King is declared in open, to the crowds of people, and people are 
made to listen in their everyday context. With modern technology and Internet, street preaching can 
expand its horizons and truly meet every man in every place and in every aspect of culture that 
affects him directly. Thus the curse – and therefore salvation as well – is not abstract and surrealistic; 
it is concrete reality, and it is as close to man and threatening to man as close and comforting is the 
word of faith that we profess. Like a fish in an aquarium who can’t see the water, the pagan man in 
his pagan culture can’t see the curse unless it is shown to him in the light of the Law of God, in 
every little detail of the life of his culture. Once it is shown to him in concrete and real terms, he will 
be looking for salvation. 

And salvation, again, can be preached to him in concrete and real terms, as well as in spiritual terms, 
because in the message of Christian Reconstruction, there is no dichotomy between spiritual and 
concrete. A missionary who writes or speaks about the tax policies of the government, compares 
them to the Law of God in the Bible, and gives his readers or listeners the Biblical solution to the 
problem, leads them much more solidly and securely up the path of salvation than a missionary who 
speaks only about their eternal salvation, divorced from justice and righteousness here on earth. A 
missionary who exposes the evil of the modern prison system in the light of the Bible, and offers the 
Biblical justice of restitution and redemptive private slavery, is a true witness for Christ and His 
Kingdom compared to a missionary who completely ignores issues of justice and law as irrelevant to 
his “gospel.” 

And this is where a theonomic mission must begin: (1) Take the pagan man’s concrete, everyday 
reality, show him the curse in it in concrete, material, visible terms, show him (2) how that curse is 
caused by the rebellion against the Law of God in his own life and in his society, and that (3) that 
rebellion is a moral issue, not a technical, or political, or economic, or physical issue. Then show 
him that (4) the solution to the heart problem is in Christ’s redemption and justification, and then (5) 
show in concrete terms how that salvation works in concrete terms, in a society dominated by the 
Law of God, and therefore offers true justice and liberty for all. 

Thus, in every little thing the missionary is speaking or writing about, sinners will have the chance to 
see in concrete terms their bondage, understand the spiritual reason for their bondage, learn about the 
spiritual solution to their bondage, and see how that solution works out in practice to produce liberty 
in real, concrete terms. Thus, a comprehensive reality based on the Biblical message will be 
presented to the sinner, and a comprehensive redemption will be also presented. The sinner will have 
no excuse. 
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An article about everything that happens, every day, in every area, in every place. When a day 
passes without the missionary, in an article, pointing to the bondage to idols expressed in the events 
of the day, that day is wasted. When a day passes without his readers or listeners learning about the 
specific solutions God has given in His Law, that day is wasted.5 

But that won’t be the end of it. As the missionary progresses in his work, he must work to replicate 
himself in his listeners. As they grow in knowledge and understanding, they will first, of course, 
apply what they have learned to their own personal life, families, workplaces, businesses, political 
and social actions. But more important, they will grow in their ability to convey the same message 

and apply it to their specific geographic area, or their specific area of 
professional expertise, or to their specific political and social context. A 
missionary may live to see a nation fully converted and Reformed through his 
efforts, or he may not. But at the very least, his vision must be to have 
hundreds of writers and preachers who read the same books he reads, and are 
faithful to constantly bombard the pagan intellectual and moral climate of their 
culture with commentaries on specific events from a theonomic perspective, 
along the lines I defined above. A Christian blogger or speaker or teacher in 
every town, every office, every school, every professional guild, who openly 
challenges the dominant pagan ideas and presents the Biblical solutions: this is 
the dream of the theonomic missionary. And it can be achieved, because only 

Christian Reconstruction has a consistent, coherent, and comprehensive message for all of life. Any 
change in the culture is preceded by change in the intellectual atmosphere of that culture, in the way 
people think about their everyday reality. When the meaning of words is captured, capturing the 
culture is only a matter of time. People can respond to irrational fear for a time; the only true lasting 
change in the heart comes only by destroying the intellectual strongholds of the enemy, and by the 
renewal of the mind of the listeners (2 Cor. 10:4-5). 

The local churches will come as a logical and inevitable result. When the local church is the goal of 
a missionary, it remains insulated, pietistic, and inefficient. When the local church grows naturally as 
a covenant community of believers6 who are committed to apply the Word of God to every area of 
life, challenging the surrounding pagan culture and offering an alternative to it,7 it becomes a 
powerful social force that blows the gates of hell in the culture out of existence, and truly brings 
Christ’s blessings, far as the curse is found. And the people around the church, when they see the 
superior knowledge, and understanding, and Law she is bringing to their culture, will acknowledge 
the Lordship of Christ and will submit to Him (Deut. 4:5-8). 

So, if you are a missionary, how will the message of Christian Reconstruction affect your mission 
work? 

Immensely. It will turn you from a salesman into a prophet; from a peddler of spiritual experiences 
into an ambassador for a King; from an insignificant visitor concerned with peripheral issues to a 
central, relevant voice in the culture; from a stranger babbling about abstract things into a man of 
Issachar who understands the times and knows what Israel should do. You will be the only one in a 
culture who has real answers to real questions. 

Just be courageous to ignore the modern pietistic views of missions. Take on the idols of the culture, 
in their everyday works, in the immediate context of the men in that culture. Write articles, speeches, 
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blogs, about the application of the Law of God to every area of life, from the least to the greatest, 
and show the bondage to sin in concrete terms in everything around you. And, of course, offer the 
solutions of the Law of God, the perfect law of liberty. 

And God won’t tarry for too long to reward your faithfulness and courage. 

 

1. See my article, “Missionaries of the Ax.” [�] 
2. See, for example, “The New Missionary.” [�] 
3. See Calvin, Institutes, Book 1, ch. 17. [�] 
4. See Herbert Schlossberg, Idols for Destruction. [�] 
5. And, admittedly, I have wasted many such days in my work as a missionary. [�] 
6. “Don’t Plant Churches, Build Covenant Communities.” [�] 
7. J. H. Bavinck, An Introduction to the Science of Missions (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: The Presbyterian and 

Reformed Publishing Company, 1960), p. 28-29. [�] 
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  Leithart’s Baptized Tower of Babel 103.
Bojidar Marinov, May 12, 2013  

In my opinion, church trials against the Federal Vision won’t have any success. The reason is, they 
never address the real problem in the theology of the Federal 
Vision movement. The focus of the prosecution is always on 
the wording of the confessions, and how Federal Vision 
authors use or misuse that wording. The reality is, Federal 
Vision theology is not as explicitly creedal as their prosecutors; 
the creeds are of a lesser importance, and therefore the 
meaning of the words can be played with to fit a certain 
worldview. Its focus is rather on the nature of the Covenant, 
and on the nature of man’s participation in the Covenant. 
Covenant, which Biblically is ethical/judicial submission to 
God (Gen. 17:1; 18:19; Eccl. 12:13-14; John 15:10, 14), is 
changed in the Federal Vision to mean a ritualistic/magical 
incorporation of the individual into a deity. And since the deity 
has decreed that his body will be the church – understood by 
the FV authors to be the institutional church – then salvation 
must be understood as incorporation into the institutional 
church through the means of ceremonies and liturgies. Thus, 

the church’s sacraments are looked upon not as judicial declarations of judgment and grace on 
individuals and church directly from God (Matt. 26:28; 1 Cor. 11:27-32), but as ceremonial 
admission of individuals into a mystical body, through which they receive their meaning of life, their 
purpose, and their self-identification as saved persons. The opponents of the Federal Vision are 
missing the mark when they fail to recognize this foundational feature of its theology. But, of course, 
most of them being anti-theonomic, they will always miss the mark, for only through a thorough 
commitment to the Law of God as the foundation of all of life today can one grasp the true nature of 
the Federal Vision. The critique against it will only be successful when it is launched from an 
ethical/judicial view of the Covenant. And that means Theonomy, and nothing less. Modern 
Presbyterianism, without Theonomy, is helpless against Federal Vision theology. 

As long as this misunderstanding continues, the trials against the Federal Vision will remain an 
exercise in futility. But what is more important to me in this article is that inevitably, such 
ritualistic/magical religion will be deeply collectivist in its social applications. Every religion or 
worldview that removes the issues of good and evil (ethical/judicial) from their central place in the 
life of man and his culture, is inevitably collectivist, for the only alternative to a transcendent law is 
an all-powerful human institution, whether it is the temple, or the family, or the state. Man either 
obeys a higher law before which all individuals and institutions are equally accountable, or he will 
elevate one of these institutions and make it a law in itself, a fixed reference point for all social 
existence. Federal Vision theology, by rejecting the Law of God as the highest standard for all of 
life, inevitably must preach collectivism. And it does. It replaces the Covenant of God with the 
collectivism of a human institution, and calls that collectivism a “covenant.” The problem is, 
collectivism is a fake covenant. True covenant is ethical obedience to God, all men and institutions 
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equal before God, accountable to the same Law. Collectivism is institutional subjection to an 
institution which claims to mystically represent a deity, and therefore is above any transcendent law. 

I am not the first critic to point to the collectivist nature of Federal Vision theology. Others have 
done it before me, although without going into a more thorough study of the issue. R.J. Rushdoony, 
in his Chalcedon Position Paper No. 67, points to the fact that symbolic theology (that is, not a 
theology of creeds, but a theology of esoteric typologies, such as the Federal Vision in the writings 
of James Jordan) is theological elitism. And elitism requires collectivism, for how would the elite 
rule the unwashed masses if the masses are not made subservient to a collective body ruled by the 
elite? It should be no surprise, then, that James Jordan, one of the leading voices of Federal Vision, 
publicly declared his support for the Mormon Mitt Romney; naturally, the creedal position of the 
person is not important, what is important is that he is a collectivist, which Romney certainly is, with 
his neo-conservative statism. Neither is it strange that Peter Leithart, another leading voice of 
Federal Vision, should join First Things, originally founded by the “priest of neo-conservatism,” 
Richard John Neuhaus. For those who would wonder why a confessionally Reformed minister, like 
Leithart, who used to be a theonomist, would join a statist Roman Catholic, apostate from 
Lutheranism, the answer is simple: They have the same view of the covenant, and that view can be 
summarized under one word: collectivism. The neo-conservative connection here is not a simple 
coincidence; neo-conservatism is trotskyism in conservative garb, and it has become the preferred 
social ideology of those professing Christians who want to be socially active but reject the Law of 
God. And when the Law of God is rejected, the alternative is embraced: collectivism. 

That collectivism is an enemy of the Covenant of God, and therefore makes the Federal Vision 
movement an enemy of Christendom. And it must be exposed as such. 

Is the Nuclear Family a Problem? 

I have criticized Peter Leithart’s views before. The specific occasion for this critique is his recent 
article, “What’s Wrong With ‘Family Values.’” In it, he criticizes that arch-enemy of all 
collectivists, the nuclear family, trying to elicit some kind of ideological support for his own 
ideology of high-church collectivism. The article, from a writer’s and a theologian’s point of view, is 
a disaster. Leithart’s logic is disastrous. His theology is disastrous. His choice of authorities on 
whom he relies to make his point, is disastrous. He doesn’t succeed in proving anything. But he only 
gives more evidence to those of us who have consistently warned that Federal Vision theology is 
nothing more than a theology of a baptized Tower of Babel, a theology of man-made collective 
which adopts the name “church” but acts against the Law of God in its social practices. 

Leithart’s opening salvo against the nuclear family – defined as a father, a mother, and their 
underage children – reads thus: 

But the nuclear family is as much problem as solution. An exclusive focus on defending the nuclear 
family reinforces the social dislocations that created the crisis. 

But if the reader would like to know what kind of a problem exactly the nuclear family is, and what 
these “social dislocations” are, he wouldn’t find it in the article. Leithart never explains. He makes a 
vague reference to “fragmented communities,” implying that the nuclear family produces those 
“fragmented communities.” But why would a “fragmented community” be the product of nuclear 
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families and not, for example, of a strong institutional church, Leithart doesn’t explain. Having 
attended a Federal Vision church for a while, I have the opposite experience: Leithart’s view of the 
church, applied in practice, produces a truly fragmented community, where people go to the same 
church on Sunday but have no ground for fellowship during the week, and almost everyone is 
actively involved in gossip and intrigues, including – and especially – the elders’ wives, and the 
elders themselves. Contrary to Leithart’s claims later in the article, the “scrutiny” that the 
institutional church provides is very seldom truly beneficial in any Biblical way. To the contrary, it 
is a never ending source of mutual strife, slanders, enmities, etc. “Good fences make good 
neighbors,” and the nuclear family provides those good fences. Collectivist “scrutiny” is very 
seldom anything more than institutionalized envy in moralistic garb. The true social dislocation is an 
institutional church which encourages its members to be more interested in the faults and 
shortcomings of their neighbors; a nuclear family that minds its own business is not a social 
dislocation, except for those who want to exercise ungodly control over others. 

Of course, the assumption that a community of nuclear families is “fragmented” but a community 
dominated by an institutional church is not, is exactly in line with the ritualistic/magical view of 
Federal Vision theology: that community is created by ceremonial incorporation into a mystical 
body, not by ethical/judicial obedience in honoring the Law of God in its standards for good and 
evil. Obeying the Law-Word of God doesn’t make one a good member of a community; 
participation in rituals does. 

When Will Leithart Turn to the Bible for His Social Theory? 

The most striking feature of all of Leithart’s attempts of writing social theory is the complete lack of 
any reference to the Bible and its standards. I have shown in a previous article [“The Inner 
Contradictions of Peter Leithart”] how Leithart prefers to avoid consulting the Bible when he 
discusses the imaginary “contradictions of capitalism.” This article is not an exception. As if the 
Bible never discusses the nuclear family, Leithart – a self-proclaimed “Reformed” minister – never 
bothers to consult the most important book he should be consulting! Not that he doesn’t know better. 
He has been a theonomist, and therefore he knows very well that the Bible has a great deal to say 
about the nuclear family. The failure to go back to the Word of God on this specific social issue is 
not caused by his ignorance of what the Word says. It must be attributed to his willing, self-
conscious refusal to hear what the Word says about it, and to proclaim it. 

And no wonder. Had he gone to the Bible, he would have found that contrary to his claims that the 
nuclear family is a “problem” and a “reinforcer of social dislocations,” it is actually offered as the 
original, basic institution of society. True, it is not the dominant institution – for no institution can be 
considered dominant under the Covenant of God, but all have their limited spheres of jurisdiction – 
but neither is it considered a “problem” in any conceivable way. The Bible starts with a nuclear 
family, not with a church. And guess what: the Covenant of God with all mankind is declared from 
the very beginning in terms of the original nuclear family (Gen. 3:20). To make it even stronger, 
God at the very beginning declared that “man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his 
wife” (Gen. 2:24). How much stronger a statement do we need for the covenantal independence of 
the nuclear family from any other institution or “community”? Was God creating “problems” and 
“social dislocations” in the Garden, before the Fall? The nuclear family’s independence is declared 
in the New Testament in Paul’s words that “the head of every man is Christ” (1 Cor. 11:3), not the 
pastor, not the elders, not the community, and not the state. The covenantal meaning of this 
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statement can be traced in the context of 1 Cor. 11 when Paul talks about the mutual dependence 
between the man (singular) and the woman (singular), not between many men and many women in a 
collectivist community. 

The Church as the True Clan 

Leithart quotes Wendell Berry that “married couples said their vows to the community as much as to 
one another.” Ironically, in this he echoes Israel Wayne and his clan culture, which I criticized in an 
earlier article [“Christian Culture vs. Clan Culture”]. Both clan culture and liturgical pietism have 
the same desire to see the nuclear family stripped of its covenantal independence and subjected to 
the community. Both see danger in the statement that “the head of every man is Christ.” Both see the 
family romantics and the functioning of the family as including a wider group of people. But there is 
a whole book in the Bible about marriage, the Song of Solomon, and Peter Leithart, busy playing his 
textual and typology games with the Biblical text (his commentary on 1 Samuel is just that, and no 
covenantal analysis at all), fails to notice the covenantal significance of what that book is saying: 
There is no one else covenantally significant in the life of the family except the husband and the 
wife. There are no uncles, gramps, and little Johnnies, there are no elders and elders’ wives, there are 
no vows to the community. True enough, the community is supposed to act as a judicial witness to 
the vows, but it is not a covenantal participant in the vows. A man can leave his community and 
settle in other lands – even if Leithart speaks against “mobility” as if it is some kind of evil – but he 
can’t leave his wife. Leithart speaks of his own experience, 

During each of the dozens of wedding services I have performed, I have asked the congregation, “Do 
you as a church and family promise to do all in your power to uphold these two persons in their 
marriage covenant?” I have been blessed to serve a church where the “Amen” to that question is 
never perfunctory. 

All good and well and touching and romantic. But what he describes is a man-made ritual not to be 
found in the Bible. Not that there is anything wrong with it, not at all. There are many man-made 
rituals that have a good foundation and start with good intentions. But Leithart bases his views on 
the nuclear family on the significance of that ritual. He is making theology based on human tradition, 
not on the Biblical Law. And the Biblical Law doesn’t allow for the community to meddle in the 
family, except when there is a legal complaint from one of the spouses about a violation of the Law. 
Mind your own business, the Law of God warns, except when God tells you to intervene, according 
to His Law. 

As it is to be expected, Leithart uses the arguments of another collectivist system – clan 
patriarchalism – to defend his ideas of covenantal subjection of the nuclear family to other 
institutions. No wonder; both are collectivist. All he needs to do is replace the clan with the church. 
That’s exactly how the Federal Vision authors view the institutional church: a clan where the heads 
of the clan – the elders – have absolute authority. Leaving the clan is impossible, except through 
excommunication. Why, even individual prayer is a dangerous thing; the elders should write the 
prayers for the heads of the families. The clan can’t allow for any independent thought to take root. 
“Every believer is a priest” is a dangerous statement. So much for the Reformation and its doctrines. 

If Leithart doesn’t go to the Bible to glean wisdom about the true value of the nuclear family, we 
can’t expect him to go back to history either. Two thousand years of history have certainly given us 
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enough examples of the true value and place of the nuclear family, and its social strength and 
vitality. It was the first Reformation in the 11th and the 12th centuries that destroyed the influence of 
the old clannish social order and its legal systems, and instituted the canon law as the legal 
foundation of all modern societies. (See Harold Berman, Law and Revolution.) It was the 
Reformation in the 16th century which gave the individuals and the nuclear family a new impetus by 
declaring the economic endeavors of the family as spiritual and godly as – if not more than – the 
“spiritual” activities of church ministers. Thus, freed from the shackles of Gnosticism, the nuclear 
families produced that strange new bird, the independent-minded man, the entrepreneur; and not 
only created him but also created the rhetoric that protected him from the prejudices of the past. And 
independent-minded men created capitalism, the system that is so successful, and so reviled by those 
same intellectuals who take advantage of it without shame, while babbling about its imaginary 
“cultural contradictions.” Like Peter Leithart. America today is the greatest example of how nuclear 
families can deal with all social and economic challenges without anyone else’s help, and can build a 
successful and prosperous society in a very short period, defeating collectivist societies without 
much effort. Provided, of course, the nuclear family sticks to the Law-Word of God as its ethical 
foundation – that same Law-Word that Leithart fails to refer to, when discussing social issues. He 
thinks the institutional church will be more successful in building a successful society without the 
Law of God. 

The New Age Language of Collectivism 

I said above that Leithart uses the argument for clannish patriarchalism to defend his own system of 
collectivism, except that the institutional “church” is now the clan. What is curious is that he doesn’t 
even use as authority a professing Christian – there are those, who, admittedly, ignorantly claim the 
clan structure as the Biblical family. But Leithart prefers for his authority Wendell Berry, a non-
Christian, and an avowed opponent of the Biblical social values. When discussing the imaginary 
“inner contradictions of capitalism,” again, Leithart relied on the statist-socialist Daniel Bell. As I 
mentioned above, he joined a group founded by an apostate Lutheran turned Papist, who is known 
for his statist views. Leithart’s reluctance to go to the Bible for his social theory is strange, but even 
stranger is his eagerness to find common language with the enemies of God and of God’s Law. 
“Common language” is the emphasis here. As in the Tower of Babel, that archetype of all 
collectivism. He can’t find a common language with the Law of God, though. The Law of God is not 
to be trusted, for it persists in speaking things contrary to Leithart’s theology. 

Notice Leithart’s use of language, worthy of a New Age writer: 

Marriage stretches beyond the local community to embrace the cosmic: “The marriage of two lovers 
joins them to one another, to forebears, to descendants, to the community, to Heaven and earth.” 
Embedded in a network of relations, marriage and the nuclear family were public facts. 

The “cosmic.” “Joins them to forebears and to descendants.” To “Heaven and earth.” Marriage is a 
mystical fact, a mystical union to the whole reality. There is this esoteric, occult connection to 
forebears and descendants. Much of it, of course, is indeed taken from New Age, for Berry – whose 
words are quoted – was indeed influenced by New Age, despite his formal attendance of a Baptist 
church. Leithart sees no problem in such language; after all, it fits perfectly with the magical view of 
his theology. What must be avoided at any cost is the ethical/judicial language of God’s Covenant. 
And sure enough, nothing blurs the lines between good and evil as talking about the “cosmic” and 
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the mystical union with it. After all, that Tower at Babel was built with exactly the same motive: to 
join the “cosmic.” 

Mobility and the Tower of Babel 

The connection to the Tower of Babel becomes even more apparent when we see that together with 
the “inner contradictions of capitalism” Leithart finds evil in mobility as well. He says the following: 

The most penetrating conservative analysts of family life, such as Allan Carlson, have always 
recognized the cultural contradictions of capitalism and of technological society. They have always 
recognized the costs (as well as the gains) of separating work and home; of geographic, vocational, 
and social mobility; of the indisputable wealth-generating power of capitalism. 

Now, it is disputable whether Carlson is indeed a “penetrating analyst.” He lacks the comprehensive 
worldview that can make him an “analyst” to start with. His ideas, as far as I am concerned, are quite 
fragmented, just like the ideas of another “analyst,” Noam Chomsky, and of what I have read, I can 
see much emotion dressed in analytically-sounding language. If Leithart wanted a truly penetrating 
analyst of family life, he should have consulted R.J. Rushdoony. But Rushdoony is a theonomist, 
therefore he can’t be mentioned, for then Leithart will have to go back to the Law of God. 

Another question about this quote would be, “What are the costs of the indisputable wealth-
generating power of capitalism?” The answer, apparently, is that, 

our economic system or our technological progress might inhibit the formation of what Berry 
describes as an economy that “exists for the protection of gifts, beginning with the ‘giving in 
marriage.’” 

If this sounds like a mumbo-jumbo to you, it is because it is indeed mumbo-jumbo. The costs of the 
wealth-generating power of capitalism and technology are that they might inhibit some utopian 
dream of an individual dreamer, who can’t even define in plain words what he is looking for. (That 
would be a benefit, not a cost.) Capitalism actually is the only system that protects gifts, simply 
because it produces enough for giving to be possible, including in marriage. Anything else is 
nonsense, an attempt of armchair philosophers to imagine some kind of perfect society; the modern 
secular inteligentsia’s version of an “electronic Tibet.” 

But the most interesting thing here is Leithart’s inclusion of mobility, geographic, vocational, and 
social. It has a cost, and apparently, it must be a great cost, otherwise he wouldn’t mention it 
together with that nemesis of all collectivists, capitalism. Geographic mobility is the freedom of 
individuals and nuclear families to move to a different geographical location. Like, for example, 
those nuclear families who came on the Mayflower. Or like the nuclear families who crossed the 
wilderness to settle the states of Washington and Oregon and Idaho, where Leithart lives. Or like 
Joseph’s family which first moved to Egypt, and then, upon returning back to Israel, moved far north 
to Capernaum, away from their community and extended family. Vocational mobility would be the 
freedom of individuals to move to better jobs, that is, become more productive and more useful to 
their neighbors and their communities. Social mobility is a rather general term, but it would mean a 
society with no strict social lines between “nobles” and “commoners,” or between rich and poor, or 
between “ruling class” and “population”; a society where an individual can, through his efforts and 
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industriousness, or his inactivity and laziness, rise or fall in the society in terms of his control of 
social resources. 

Another way of explaining those terms would be to look at which societies lack such mobility. A 
society without geographical mobility would be the Soviet Union where individuals were not only 
banned from leaving the country without government permission, but were also limited as to where 
they travel and where they live within the country itself. Ancient Egypt was also a society of limited 
geographical mobility for its citizens; and so was European feudalism at the height of its dominance. 
A society without vocational mobility would be what is known as “guild socialism,” where men are 
fixed at their jobs and trades by social custom; or, as in the later Roman Empire, by government 
decree. Many European countries today have government educational systems that divide the 
students from an age of 12 or 13 into two classes of schools, academic and vocational, training 
white-collar and blue-collar workers, respectively. Education in both types of schools is so different 
that the chances for a graduate from a vocational school to enter university are much smaller than 
those for one from an academic school, thus preserving the vocational immobility in the society. 
Imperial China was a society of vocational immobility, and Communists in China continue enforcing 
some fixity as to the occupation of certain classes of workers. A society without social mobility 
would be feudalism, or a caste society as in India, or in the empires of the Incas and the Aztecs. 

Looking at those examples, one is wondering, “What exactly is Leithart’s problem with mobility?” 
The answer to the question is found in Genesis 11, where the collectivists who built the Tower of 
Babel, were afraid of being scattered (mobility). They wanted to build a name (singular) for 
themselves (plural), one name for a group of people, which has always been the dream of every 
collectivist. In order to do that, they had to destroy all mobility of individuals; for people scattered 
abroad will mean the end of all collectivist dreams. For the Federal Vision’s dream of a collectivist 
society under a dominant institutional church to come true, the capitalist society with its 
independent-minded individuals and nuclear families must be destroyed. A stagnant society must be 
built, where individuals and nuclear families must be fixed in one place geographically, vocationally, 
and socially. Only when their mobility is destroyed, their independent mind is destroyed, and their 
entrepreneurial spirit is destroyed, they will be easy prey for a larger collective to establish its 
dominance over them, whether that larger collective is the institutional church, or the clan, or the 
state. 

“Trade Your Liberty for Security” 

In order to convince his listeners of the necessity of the subjection of the nuclear family to Leithart’s 
collective body, Leithart uses the same tactics our modern rulers in Washington DC are using: fear. 
He starts his article with some obscure story about industrial accidents. From the beginning to the 
end of the article, this is the underlying threat: If you, nuclear families, don’t submit to the church, 
bad things will happen. You need security. And for that security, you need to sacrifice some liberty. 
What’s the sacrifice of some liberty for the promise of security? Leithart’s collectivism is no 
different from the collectivism offered to us by the socialists in power; it uses the same threats, 
offers the same fake promise, and makes the same demands of surrendering liberty in the name of 
security. 

This promise of security for liberty appeals especially to modern pietism and its “ghetto” mentality 
of escapism and fear. Under the eschatology of dispensationalism and its historical pessimism, 
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modern Christians have focused exclusively on defending their little perimeters against “accidents,” 
against the influences of the world. The message of a victorious Church that advances and shatters 
the gates of hell in history and on earth has been lost. The church and the individual Christians are 
now viewed as historically impotent; and the world is viewed as a rising threat to the security of 
Christian homes and churches. Leithart, whom many of his blinded followers believe to be a 
postmillennialist, plays on these pessimistic emotions and promises security against the superior 
dark forces of the world. No matter what Leithart claims about his eschatology, he expects his 
readers to be pessimistic about their ability to overcome the world. 

But salvation is not about security, it is about dominion. Individuals and nuclear families are 
supposed to go out and conquer the world. The Church is not a temple, a stagnant institution 
promising security to its members; it is the modern synagogue, a cultural beachhead in a sea of 
helpless, bewildered, and retreating paganism, where individuals and their families are trained to 
advance, not to shrink under the threat of harm and “accidents.” Security is for cowards who don’t 
want to fight. Dominion-oriented men care nil about security; they want liberty to unleash their God-
given potential and bring the rule of God to every area of life. Limiting that rule only to the 
collective that Leithart calls “church” is not the Biblical ideal, it is the ideal of our enemies who 
would want Christians to be mainly obsessed with preserving their little precious hides and therefore 
never challenge the world. But to challenge the world, the community must be broken into little 
pieces, just like Jesus’s body was broken, and those little pieces are the nuclear families. The job of 
the nuclear families is exactly the same as it was when the American wilderness was challenged: Get 
your wife and your kids, put them on that Conestoga wagon, say good-bye to your town, and go 
west. When you settle with other families, organize your own synagogue, but don’t make it your 
stagnant point of reference, and don’t make it a ruler over you. It must be there to teach you and your 
children to conquer, not to submit to an earthly institution just for the sake of security, because some 
collectivist tells you that “accidents” happen. Once you trade your liberty to conquer for some 
imaginary security under a collective, this is the end of your Christian civilization. Even if that 
collective calls itself “church” and has men in funny robes performing esoteric rituals and doing 
unintelligible chanting on a stage. 

Conclusion 

To go back to the beginning of Leithart’s article, let’s quote him again: 

Alarmed by the collapse of sexual morals, rising rates of divorce and illegitimacy, and legalized 
abortion, we’ve devoted energy and resources to shoring up the “traditional family,” conceived of as 
father-breadwinner, mother-homemaker, and their common children. But the nuclear family is as 
much problem as solution. 

Unless he hasn’t been thinking clearly while writing these sentences, Leithart declares that the 
nuclear family has been the problem that brought us “the collapse of sexual morals, rising rates of 
divorce and illegitimacy, and legalized abortion.” We have had too many healthy, independent, 
nuclear families, not subjected to meddling from the institutional church, and that’s what created 
these problems. Leithart’s solution is the solution of a collectivist, of one who wants to build a 
religious clan, a baptized Tower of Babel: no covenantal independence of families under God, but 
constant scrutiny and meddling by the church. That will solve the problems. 
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I have the Biblical answer and the Biblical solution to Leithart: The problem is not institutional, it is 
first and foremost ethical. What we have today is both churches and institutional families who are 
antinomian, that is, who have abandoned the Law of God. A meddlesome church that doesn’t preach 
the Law of God will be just as destructive – if not more – than a nuclear family which doesn’t honor 
the Law of God. Therefore, our first step should not be to make the nuclear family an addendum to 
the “cosmic,” that is, a collective led by chanting clowns in funny robes, but to identify those among 
our church ministers who refuse to go to the Biblical Law for their social ethics. 

When we do that, we will find out that Leithart is one of them. Anything but the Law of God: this is 
a fitting motto for Leithart’s thought in the last several years. He wants to go to imagination for 
solutions, to chanting the Bible, to perfection of liturgy, he freely borrows ideas from socialists and 
new-agers, to anything out there. Except to the Bible. The only ideology he seems to criticize is 
Theonomy, the teaching that the Law of God is valid and applicable to our modern society. You 
know, Theonomy that is too judicial, too “wooden” for the exalted elitist minds of our modern 
liturgical zealots. Anything but the Law of God. 

So the nuclear family is not a problem, and has never been a part of the problem. Leithart is, and he 
has been a part of the problem since he abandoned Theonomy in favor of the Federal Vision. A 
minister who is not actively preaching the Law of God, is a minister who is actively preaching the 
laws of men. Those same laws of men that make possible “the collapse of sexual morals, rising rates 
of divorce and illegitimacy, and legalized abortion.” There are only two alternatives: Theonomy or 
autonomy. By abandoning Theonomy, Leithart has embraced autonomy. 

And now he is blaming it on the nuclear family. 

But the nuclear family is not, and has never been part of the problem; it has always been part of the 
solution, from the beginning of time. If only we had ministers who – unlike Leithart – honor the Law 
of God and preach it and teach it to the nuclear families in their churches. And then, leave them at 
liberty to apply it in taking dominion. 

This is how Christendom is built. 
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 The Germans and Obama: Some Peoples Never Learn 104.
by Bojidar Marinov July 1, 2013   

Malte Spitz, a member of the German Green 
Party’s executive committee and a candidate for the 
Bundestag in the September elections laments the 
fact that “the Barack Obama who spoke in front of 
the Brandenburg Gate to a few thousand people on 
June 19 [this year] looked a lot different from the 
one who spoke in front of the Siegessäule in July 
2008.” The Germans loved that Obama in 2008. 
They “Don’t Trust Him” in 2013. What happened? 
“Ist Obama nicht ein famoser Kerl” anymore? 

In the 1930s, Erich Grätz, manager and owner of Ehrich & Grätz AG, exclaimed, “Ist Hitler nicht 
ein famoser Kerl?” (“Isn’t Hitler a fabulous guy?”) Truly enough, Grätz’s company profited 
immensely under Hitler’s regime. For a while, of course. Because, at the end, with the demise of 
Nazi Germany, Grätz himself had to suffer much, and lose all his business, and start anew in West 
Germany, after his factory in East Germany was taken by the Russians. A decade after he said those 
fateful words, Grätz didn’t believe anymore that Hitler was “ein famoser Kerl.” From Grätz’s 
perspective, Hitler who spoke at Nüremberg in September 1933 was “different” from the one who 
pigheadedly was sending German young men to die and letting German cities to be destroyed for his 
pure ambition. 

The truth is, Hitler was the same. He never changed his ambitions which he laid out in his Mein 
Kampf. It was Grätz who was stupid to never pay attention to Hitler’s book and ambitions. It was 
Grätz who was hopelessly nearsighted – not to say blind – to be excited by the short-term prospect of 
huge company profits and not see that in Hitler’s long-term vision, Grätz and millions like him were 
to be like pigs to be fattened for the bloody feast of Nazism. It was Grätz who in his greed would 
absorb the propaganda he was fed without applying any moral standard to it to see where it led. 
Hitler was open about his intentions at the beginning. The majority of the German people were 
simply – let’s say it, without any political correctness and without any ethnic hostility – stupid. 

You would think that after such painful lesson, Germans would learn. 

They didn’t. It took a propagandist like Obama – much less intelligent and much less skillful than 
Hitler – to make their heads swim of brainless admiration. A few clichés on a teleprompter, a few 
empty promises, and a well-chosen time and place for a low-quality presentation – and the German 
public was all over Obama, the savior of the world. Ist Obama nicht ein famoser Kerl? 

And it now turns out that that famoser Kerl authorized surveillance of his own people at a scale 
unmatched even by Hitler. And Spitz is suddenly disenchanted. Like Grätz in 1944. Even though, if 
Spitz had been just a little smarter in 2008 than Grätz was in 1933, he would have noticed that 
everything Obama said and did prior to his propaganda speeches in 2008, would naturally lead him 
to conclude that Obama would be Bush on steroids. 
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So, no, Obama never changed. It was Spitz who, like Grätz before him, was stupid and nearsighted. 
(And may be greedy, although I have no direct evidence for it.) Both men’s disappointment was due 
to their lack of common sense and lack of solid moral foundation, not to some alleged moral change 
in their respective famose Kerle. 

Some peoples never learn, I guess. 
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 The Zimmerman Lessons 105.
Bojidar Marinov, July 15, 2013  

I preferred to remain silent during the 
whole Zimmerman trial. After all, not 
having grown up in the US, the whole 
preoccupation with skin color is foreign 
to me. I say “skin color” because “race” 
is a rather stupid designation for it. How 
much of a nuance of brown is needed for 
two persons to be of different “races”? 
And what race is Zimmerman? Is he of 
the German race, or of the Hispanic race, 
of is he black, given his maternal genetic 
ancestry? And even on his father’s 

German side, who knows what Hunnic or Slavic or Celtic or Latin genes there are. As far as 
Zimmerman’s looks are concerned, he looks every bit Hispanic like many of those here in Texas 
whom I meet in the church, at work, and in the grocery store. And that’s what he claimed about 
himself – that he was a Hispanic. So, if this was about race, is it about Hispanics vs. blacks? And 
since Obama is defending the young thug who died – shot perfectly legitimately, as far as I am 
concerned – which side of Obama is defending Martin? His white side or his black side? Is this now 
White and Black against Hispanic, or is it Black against German? Or may be, given Zimmerman’s 
black genetic ancestry, may be it is Black against Half-breed? Oh, wait, Obama is Half-breed too, by 
genetic “racial” standards. 

The utter stupidity of anyone who uses the standard of skin color is obvious to me. Or, rather, the 
stupidity of those who bite that bait. Of course, it is clear to me that the liberal media and their 
political puppet-masters are not so stupid; they perfectly fit the description of Booker T. 
Washington: 

There is a certain class of race-problem solvers who don’t want the patient to get well, because as 
long as the disease holds out, they have not only an easy means of making a living but also an easy 
medium through which to make themselves prominent before the public. 

Clear and concise, and fits the modern Democrat Party perfectly. 

But that wasn’t news to me, and hardly was news to anyone with common sense and sober mind 
who was watching the trial. In fact, nothing in the trial surprised me, given the situation in America 
today. 

But there were a few rather new developments that came out of it. And there are a few lessons that 
everyone who is attentive can learn from the Zimmerman’s case. 

1. If you are a registered Democrat and a bleeding-heart liberal, get accustomed to the thought 
that when the Party line demands it, you may be thrown under the bus by the Party. 
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Yes, George Zimmerman was a registered Democrat. He was an activist in his community. He was 
known for welcoming families in the neighborhood, helping weak people, etc., etc. He even publicly 
criticized the Stanford Police Department for covering the beating of a homeless black man by the 
son of the police chief in the county. 

Ironically, it was conservative America that stood with Zimmerman. So there is still hope for you, if 
you are a Democrat. 

2. Being Hispanic Democrat doesn’t give you much advantage anymore. 

Not at all, as Zimmerman discovered. He looks every bit like a Hispanic, and there is nothing 
WASP-y about him, his last name notwithstanding. His guilt, of course, in the eyes of the liberals, 
was that his skin color was a little lighter than that of that thug, Trayvon Martin. 

So, if the Party line demands it, you will be labeled “white” Hispanic, and you are toast. Even if you 
are a registered Democrat. 

Which leads us to the next lesson: 

3. Don’t defend against a thug if his skin is at least a notch darker than yours. Especially if you 
are a Democrat. 

Zimmerman’s Hispanic and black ancestry didn’t save him from being thrown under the bus by the 
very Party he supported and voted for. Imagine what will happen if you are of Jewish, or Italian, or 
Greek, or Slavic, or Arabic descent, and you are a Democrat voter. Or, God forbid, of Anglo-Saxon 
descent. You get in a fight with a person with a darker skin, you are toast. And rest assured, the 
hatred you are going to get from your own Party will be directly proportional to the difference in 
color. If “white Hispanic” could earn Zimmerman so much hatred, wait till you get the “white white” 
label stuck on you. 

4. If you are Hispanic, and you get thrown under the bus by the Democrats, don’t expect La 
Raza to come to your defense. 

Did you see how La Raza came to the help of the Hispanic Zimmerman? I didn’t either. They 
remained silent. Except in one case, where they criticized the Stanford Police Department for doing 
their job and not bringing charges against Zimmerman: 

http://www.nclr.org/index.php/about_us/news/blog/a_complete_investigation_is_vital_for_justice_i
n_trayvon_martin_case/ 

Not a word about Zimmerman being Hispanic. La Raza’s slogan can be easily be: “Helping 
Hispanics, except when the Democrats throw them under the bus.” La Raza gets most of their 
subsidies through government programs, not from individual Hispanics like you. They know where 
their bread is buttered. 

5. If you are a Mexican, you are in the same boat as the Gringos now, even though 
Zimmerman had nothing to do with Mexico. 
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I am not kidding. See here: 

http://www.ijreview.com/2013/07/65551-nsfw-23-twitter-users-who-say-they-will-shoot-mexicans-
because-of-zimmerman-verdict/ 

Scared yet? 

But don’t hurry to join the Republican Party. They are the same bunch of hypocrites as the 
Democrats. See here: 

http://libertycrier.com/gop-destroys-integrity-of-national-convention-flagrantly-cheats-ron-paul-out-
of-nomination/ 

Ponder on the following words by Ron Paul, which should be your greatest lesson: 

http://www.lewrockwell.com/2007/04/ron-paul/the-answer-to-racism/ 

And join the fight for liberty from the Federal government, and its policy of racism. 
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 Egypt Shows that Panic Makes a Bad Adviser 106.
Bojidar Marinov, July 3, 2013  

Last year, when it became obvious that the 
Muslim Brotherhood was winning the 
elections in Egypt, a Christian friend of 
mine wrote me a panic-ridden email telling 
me how much Ron Paul and we Paulbots 
were wrong not to take seriously the threat 
of radical Islam in the Middle East. See, he 
said, radical islamists are winning, and very 
soon the Muslim Brotherhood will control 
the whole region, and unless we vote for 
someone who has a “firm” foreign policy, 

we are all gonna die. 

I replied that if the Muslim Brotherhood had any common sense, they would avoid becoming the 
ruling party in Egypt at all costs. No sane politician wants to be in power right after a political crisis. 
European politicians know this truth very well; that’s why when there are elections after a political 
crisis, political parties in Europe try to do as much as possible to secure seats in the Parliament, but 
as little as possible to win the majority. My own native Bulgaria gave a good example earlier this 
year: a political crisis that led to dissolving the Parliament, followed by a lifeless and unenthusiastic 
election campaign, and then elections which resulted in no clear majority or plurality for any party in 
the Legislature. Right after a political crisis, when the people are still in the mood of taking it to the 
streets, the best tactics for a political party is to let someone else rule and therefore face the 
disappointment of the crowds. And if by any chance a party wins the elections, then the best course 
is to keep low profile, ideologically, and to appoint a non-party cabinet. 

And, I said, if the Brotherhood are so devoid of common sense as to take the power, they deserve 
everything that would come upon them. 

So there was no reason to fret about what was happening in Egypt, panic about it, see the end of the 
world in it, or expect the world to be flooded with radical Muslims. 

But for the last one year I saw nothing but panic coming not only from my friend but from all kinds 
of Christian or conservative commentators when it came to what was happening in Egypt. The 
Muslim Brotherhood this, the Muslim Brotherhood that, Obama is giving them military jets, they are 
consolidating their power, they are organizing worldwide terrorist camps, they will get a nuclear 
bomb, etc., etc. I kept cool and didn’t comment. 

Panic is a bad adviser. 

I knew Morsi was doomed the moment he issued his decree of November 22 last year, giving 
himself absolute power free from any judicial or legislative control, in a quite Hitlerian fashion. The 
problem is, Morsi is not Hitler, and neither is he close to being a charismatic figure. He was, at best, 
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a faceless professor in a state university, and then a faceless politician, who never had any significant 
achievement even in his scientist career, let alone his political career. Radical Islam, being a religion 
that destroys human individuality and personal maturity, never produces outstanding charismatic 
personalities. Whatever charismatic personalities have appeared in the Muslim world have all been 
educated and inspired by the Christian or post-Christian West. (Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, for one.) 

And Egypt is not Germany in the 1930s, and neither is it Mauritania or Sudan. Large portions of the 
Egyptian population are educated, and there is a strong Christian element in it. And there’s the 
military, trained and educated by Western models, constantly watching the Egyptian politicians with 
distrust and disdain. 

And in addition, this army has all the means to political power, that is, all the guns. I wasn’t 
concerned when I learned Obama would send military jets to Egypt. First, radical Muslims won’t 
know what to do with them. Second, they wouldn’t even get in the hands of radical Muslims. Third, 
it is the military that will have them. Fourth, the military is not in favor of radical Islam. Fifth, 
radical Islam doesn’t produce in its adherents the intellect, self-discipline, and strength of spirit 
necessary for a large number of Muslim brothers to become officers and take over the military. 
When the Ottoman Empire decided to organize its military on Western models, it had to constantly 
hire Western officers. Individual Muslims may make good kaboom of themselves; they can’t 
efficiently organize a modern army. 

My analysis was confirmed when on December 7th last year the military’s elite Republican Guard, 
charged with protecting the Presidential Palace from the protesters, refused to fire upon them and 
withdrew its tanks behind the walls of the Palace. The next day the Army declared that it will protect 
both public institutions and innocent people; that second clause was meant to tell Morsi that the 
Army won’t co-operate if the government decided to impose martial law. The Army’s declaration 
was heard in the Palace: that same day Morsi annulled his own decree. 

But the cat was out of the bag already. From then on, the question of when Morsi would go was a 
question of how long the Army’s leaders’ patience would last. 

Today, that patience ended. Muslim Brotherhood is done, as I expected a year ago. Radical Islam 
can’t manage to rule a country like Egypt even for a year, let alone rule the whole world or present a 
viable threat to the Western civilization. Ron Paul was right, after all, and his neocon warmongering 
critics weren’t. And neither were their readers and followers right to panic about the Muslim 
Brotherhood, a weak and insignificant organization of a few thousand nobodies whose religion 
makes them unable to develop common sense, let alone threaten a civilization. 

Panic makes a bad adviser. 

Now, time to look back at our own tyrants at home. And I mean, both parties. They are the real 
threat to America. Just as Ron Paul has said so many times. 
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 American Christians Against Shariah: Beating Something 107.
with Nothing 

Bojidar Marinov, July 3, 2013  

If Azizah al-Hibri really said that Shariah is 
superior to American Law, this is a very clear 
indication that Obama’s circle of high-echelon 
bureaucrats is running short on brainpower. No 
matter what her long-term political agenda is, or 
whether she has one or not, from the perspective of 
her political survival as a bureaucrat, this is the 
stupidest thing to say for a Muslim female lawyer 
in America who has political aspirations. If she had 
the agenda of pushing Shariah on the American 
public – a hopeless exercise in any case – she put 

herself in the crosshairs of all Christian and conservative observers. She will have to make no faux 
pas from now on for she will be followed and scrutinized and used as a stick against any future 
employer of hers. If she hadn’t had such agenda, she just made herself an embarrassment and a 
liability to any future Democrat candidate for President who would have to answer questions about 
his predecessor’s appointments. Professor or not, the woman was simply stupid to say such a thing; 
may be not as stupid as John McCain, but close. When anti-Islam mood is on the rise in America, 
and when the social media is full of photos of women and children raped, beaten to death, or 
mutilated under Shariah, her open attack against American law in favor of Shariah is nothing short 
of lack of brains. Any future Democrat politician who hires her risks seeing a campaign ad 
sponsored by his rival, with al-Hibri, her statement, and dead bodies of defenseless victims of 
Shariah. 

But Democrat stupidity is not a surprise to me – or Republican stupidity either, given McCain’s trip 
to Syria. What is strange is the response of many American Christians to it. Reading Christian 
responses to al-Hibri’s statement, one would think American Christians are so darn concerned about 
the law of the land. And that they have some positive alternative, some solution to the question of 
what law is the best law. And that, on the basis of that positive alternative, they can confidently 
declare that Shariah, after all, is not superior to American law. 

But such firm judicial foundation is lacking in the theology of the modern American church. In fact, 
as far as modern theology is concerned, Christians shouldn’t care about anything that is even close to 
legal system that governs the society. The majority of theological systems and movements reject 
such judicial emphasis. Dispensationalism sees history after the Resurrection of Christ as a 
“parenthesis” which is not under the Biblical revelation, and certainly not under the Biblical Law. 
The Two-Kingdoms theology rejects any appeal to the Bible when it comes to building a legal 
system for the “common-grace kingdom” of the state. Both the Two-Kingdoms theology and Roman 
Catholicism rely on the “natural law” which is supposedly found in nature – and that “natural law” is 
certainly different from the revealed Biblical Law as a guide for rulers and legislators when they 
make their laws. For all practical purposes, the modern church in America has no guidance for 
politicians, legislators, or civil servants that is explicitly Christian or Biblical. 
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All these who object to Shariah, have nothing to replace it with, except some secular law, which – 
just like Shariah – comes from the corrupt mind and perverted heart of the autonomous man, or of 
his politicians. Shariah and secular law have the same origins; no one can say why one should be 
better than the other. 

Meanwhile, the only theological tradition that points to the Bible as the source of all law – 
Theonomy – is reviled by the majority of theologians and pastors and Christian celebrities as 
“tyrannical.” God must have been a really bad tyrant when giving that Law to Israel, and saying it 
was for their freedom (Exo. 20:2). 

It was stupid for al-Hibri to say such a thing in our modern circumstances. But it is twice as stupid 
for modern Christians to beat something with nothing, to oppose Shariah with another man-made 
law while rejecting the Law of God and its righteousness and justice. As long as this revolt against 
the Law of God continues in our own churches, Shariah can’t be opposed effectively, no matter how 
much we cry against al-Hibri or others like her. 

Once again, our problem is not the Left. Our problem are our own Christian celebrities, pastors, and 
theologians, who are leading us down the wrong path, a path of opposition to God’s Word and God’s 
Law. Al-Hibri and many like her are only taking advantage of our gullibility as Christians to have 
placed such evil shepherd over us. We can’t beat something with nothing, and as long as we follow 
those who reject the Law of God, we will have no effective weapon against either secularism or 
Shariah. 
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 Individual Purpose and the Kingdom of God 108.
Bojidar Marinov, September 18, 2013  

The issue of the individual purpose of man first became 
important to my thinking and my theological interests 
many years ago when I read R.J. Rushdoony’s Revolt 
Against Maturity, especially his chapter on “What Is 
Man?” At the end of that chapter, Rushdoony says the 
following about the definition of man: 

God’s definition of man in Jesus Christ means that man 
is recreated in God’s image by the atoning work of 
Jesus Christ and is given a specific task in history. 
Progress is ensured and historical development opened 
up by means of God’s defining and redemptive act. 
The unregenerate seek to end history; Marx’s ideal 
order is a static, unchanging realm, and the same is true 

of the dream-orders of anarchists and pragmatists. God’s creation and recreation unaugurate history: 
man is given an objective and a purpose. The world is to be subjected to man; for this goal to be 
realized, man must first subject himself to God.1 

Rushdoony, of course, uses the word “man” in a general sense, applying it to mankind. But I was at 
the same time studying the concept of the Trinity, and, being immersed in the understanding of the 
equal ultimacy of the one and the many, it was impossible for me to not take this admonishment to 
have clear meaning for the individual man as well. Obviously, from a Trinitarian perspective, for the 
covenant man to have a specific task in history, the individual man had to have been given such a 
task. And for the covenant man to have an objective and purpose, to have the world subjected to 
him, the individual man had to have his own individual objective and purpose. It was not enough to 
speak generally about the task and purpose of mankind in general; a missionary and a preacher had 
to speak specifically about the task and purpose of every individual man in the plan of God and in 
the fulfillment of the Great Commission. 

Making the first steps of homeschooling our children in an environment hostile 
both to our faith and to homeschooling, my wife and I were from the very 
beginning convinced that our homeschooling would make no sense unless we 
teach our children to seek and find their specific task and purpose as individuals, 
in the plan of God. Not just as members of our family, and not just as members 
of a church, or of a community. We had a very clear postmillenial/theonomic 
vision not only for the communities they would be a part of, but also for their 
life: “You know, son, the Bible starts with a Garden where precious stones and 
gold are scattered around; and it ends with a City where those stones and that 
gold are built into walls and streets. Your life must be devoted to finding that 

specific corner of the Garden that belongs to you, and leave it built up and operating for the glory of 
God when you leave this earth. Your job is to capitalize—that is, make useful and productive—a 
portion of God’s creation. You’ll have to find out which part of it is yours.” It was a no-brainer for 
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us that children need to be given their own direction and purpose. We wouldn’t even think anyone 
who understood the Dominion Mandate and the Great Commission would have any other idea about 
the purpose of the individual and the goals of their Christian education. 

The issue came powerfully back to me a few weeks ago when a story about the testimony of the 
daughter of a Christian apologist hit the Internet. The girl had been trained in apologetics and 
theology by her father in a very systematic and thorough way; she knew all her verses, she knew all 
her logical responses to objections. And yet, she testifies, she revolted against her parents’ faith. The 
supposed reason was that she suddenly discovered a question about the Bible that no Christian—
including her father—had an answer to. The question was rather stupid, and the claim that there was 
no answer to it doubly so. There was an answer. But the main issue was, as far as I was concerned, 
why would an intelligent girl use such ridiculous pretext as an excuse to reject her parents’ faith? I 
knew why. In the description she gave of her upbringing, one thing was missing from that rigorous 
training program in apologetics her father gave her: He didn’t teach her to find her personal place in 
Kingdom, her own area of the Garden that she was supposed to build into a city. She was trained to 
defend her faith, or rather, the faith of her parents. She was not trained to advance the Kingdom as an 
individual with her own purpose and place and area to conquer. 

Then a friend of mine called me to ask advice about some issues with raising his children. The 
specific issue was their desire to play sports on Sunday afternoon. His view of the Sabbath, I 
gathered, was a bit stricter than mine. I am not as strict Sabattarian as many of my Reformed friends 
are, but one thing caught my attention in his description: The children’s expectation that they would 
become professional players, and that would be their way of glorifying God. Even if I ignored my 
personal suspicions concerning such a way of glorifying God, the conclusion was still obvious: the 
children had a very clear vision for their future, which vision, though, couldn’t have come from their 
father’s specific training and influence. My own children have played sports, played different 
musical instruments, played in the local orchestra, all ostensibly glorious things that tempt a person 
to feel important and satisfied with his own performance and victories, but not for a single moment 
have I seen my children succumb to the temptation to believe that these visibly attractive moments 
of glory point to a future of professional sports, or professional music. My suspicion was that my 
friend didn’t teach them individual purpose, and the children had discovered one outside the scope of 
his teaching. My suspicion was correct. He didn’t. He taught them the ethical boundaries of the 
Gospel; but his teaching lacked the ethical direction and purpose of the Gospel as applied to their 
own life. 

The problem is not limited to these two cases. Even among conscientious, professing, covenantal, 
theonomic, homeschooling Christians I see the same pattern: children are taught ethical boundaries 
as the highest expression of their faith. They are not taught purpose, direction, meaning of life, goals 
for the future, as applied to their individual life. Even where purpose is taught and preached, it is 
mainly collective, as applied to the family and the church. But individual purpose of man under God 
is lacking. 

“The Stone Became a Mountain” 

The Biblical analysis of the problem must start from an analysis of the very nature of the Kingdom 
of God, as revealed to us in both Old Testament prophecies and in New Testament parables. 
Contrary to the beliefs of many modern church-goers, individual salvation is not the ultimate reality 
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in the New Testament, and it is not the main message of the Gospel. Individual salvation is only a 
tool for the Gospel, not its purpose, goal, or objective. The Gospel is much larger than the salvation 
of individual souls, and its greatness encompasses the whole world. In 1 Cor. 15 Paul gives us a 
description of the Gospel, and he continues it until he says that “all things will be subjected” to 
Jesus, so that at the end, “God may be all in all.” “All things being subjected to Jesus” here is that 
reality which the Bible calls the “Kingdom of God” or the “Kingdom of heaven.” It is this Kingdom 
that is the purpose and goal of the Gospel. The Gospel is called the Gospel of the Kingdom, and, 
judging from the Great Commission and from 1 Cor. 15:24-28, the Gospel therefore encompasses all 
reality, and addresses all reality with this great vision, the rule of Christ over all things. Salvation of 
the world is the ultimate goal, with individual salvation being only a means to that end (John 3:16-
17); and that salvation of the world can come only through establishing the royal power of Jesus 
Christ over all the earth. Thus an analysis of the nature of that Kingdom is necessary before we can 
fully understand the problem and its solution. 

Such analysis will show us the most striking characteristic of the Kingdom of God: its aggressive 
growth. Both the Old Testament prophecies and the New Testament parables of the Kingdom reveal 
a reality that is expanding, increasing, growing, taking all the space available, and consuming its 
rivals until it rules the whole world. There is nothing like the modern pacifist and passive view of the 
Kingdom where the Kingdom is a closed, besieged entity defended against the surrounding forces of 
evil. There is nothing like the modern reductionist idea where certain areas of life and culture are out 
of reach for the Gospel because they are by their nature part of the enemy’s realm. The Kingdom is 
shown to be advancing and increasing, and that after the First Coming of Christ, in history, not after 
the end of history. 

Nebuchadnezzar’s dream, revealed and interpreted by Daniel (Daniel 2), shows the Kingdom of 
Christ coming “in the days” of the kings of the old kingdoms, right after the Roman Empire. The 
Kingdom is described in the dream as a “stone cut out without hands.” That stone “struck the statue” 
of the human kingdoms and crushed it, and then “became a mountain and filled the whole earth.” 
Before Daniel, Isaiah prophesied about the coming Messiah-King, that after His birth as a child and 
a Son, “Of the increase of His government and peace there shall be no end.” In fact, the whole 
passage (Is. 9:1-7) sounds like a battle song, promising God’s active and aggressive involvement in 
the war against His enemies. Given the fact that from v. 6 we know exactly the time prophesied in 
the passage, this is all a prophesy about the coming Messianic kingdom, established with the earthly 
ministry of Christ. There are many other prophesies in the Old Testament that speak about God’s 
aggressive involvement in history to defeat His enemies, especially the most quoted Old Testament 
passage in the New Testament, Ps. 110. The promise of ruling the nations with a rod of iron, and the 
warning to the kings of the earth in Ps. 2 is another example. They all, of course, follow the 
prophesy-promise in Gen. 3:15 about the coming Redeemer. God is not in the business of simply 
saving a few souls from what is supposedly a largely unpredictable and uncontrollable historical 
process; He promised before the Incarnation that it would unleash an era of conquest, or rather, a re-
conquest, and the coming of the restoration of God’s kingdom among mankind. 

The New Testament is not timid about the expanding Kingdom either. Jesus’s parables unmistakably 
give us a picture of a growing entity in history before the Second Coming, whether in the parable of 
the mustard tree or the leaven in the flour. To the Jewish leaders He said that they would see the Son 
of Man coming on the clouds of heaven (a picture of invasion and aggression, see Is. 19:1), and the 
timing of it was “from now on,” that is, from the very moment Jesus spoke to them. The Great 



 

 
529 

Commission starts with the declaration of Christ’s total authority over the earth. Paul says the civil 
government must be God’s servant (Rom. 13), contrary to the statist ideology of Rome; he also says 
that all things belong to the Christians, including the world and the future (1 Cor. 3:21). It is the 
declaration that Jesus is King that earned the Christians their persecutions (Acts 17:7), not the 
declaration of Jesus as a personal Savior, which was actually received rather favorably by the 
authorities at the time (Acts 26). Jesus gave evidence of the presence of the Kingdom, and that was 
the work of driving out demons (Matt. 12:28; Luke 11:20), an aggressive assault on what was 
previously considered territory preserved for the realm of Satan. He also described the Church as 
pushing aggressively against the gates of hell (Matt. 16:18). Paul’s military language in 2 Cor. 10:3-
6 shows an aggressive agenda of “tearing down fortresses,” “taking captive,” “destroying 
speculations,” and “punishing disobedience.” His sermon in Athens ended not with an altar call of 
passive expectation for someone’s conscience to be moved but with the verb παραγγέλλω, a military 
term meaning “charge, give orders, command.” 

The picture is very clear: in this world, in history, the Kingdom of God starts from a small seed, 
Jesus Christ Himself. It grows aggressively throughout history—His Kingdom and peace increase 
without end—until it fills the whole world, just like the stone in Daniel 2, and the leaven and the 
mustard tree in Matt. 13. It takes over the spiritual realm of Satan, but it also conquers the minds of 
men, and through them, their civilization, politically, economically, socially, etc. No church 
“ghettos” are envisioned in the Bible, no passive expectations of the coming of Christ, no desperate 
spiritual defense to preserve one’s faith or church against the superior forces of the enemy besieging 
the church. An aggressive army of an advancing Kingdom, winning cultural victories for her King, is 
what history after the Incarnation is all about. 

“Violent Men Take It by Force” 

So far so good. This vision of the Kingdom and the Church is being accepted by a growing number 
of Christians today, especially young families. The understanding that the defeatism and the 
eschatological pessimism of the previous generations have brought us cultural defeat and decline is 
growing, and there is a change in the very theological climate in the church. 

What hasn’t been growing, though, is the understanding that this new—in fact, well-forgotten old—
vision of the Kingdom must produce a new type of man, just as every ideology and every doctrine 
produces its own type of man. The pessimistic eschatologies dominant in the last century have 
produced a type of man that is basically passive to the assault of the prevailing culture. This has 
either driven Christians to generally acquiesce with the non-Christian culture or to withdraw from 
influencing it, into Christian ghettos. The churches have been reduced to distributing altar calls and 
passively registering the growing evil in the world—wherever, of course, they haven’t been actively 
collaborating with it in the first place. While such mentality is natural to premillennialism and 
amillennialism with their view of the power of evil vs. the power of the Kingdom of God, the 
majority of those who have adopted an optimistic, victorious eschatology, are still under the spell of 
this old mentality. 

The mentality produced by the Gospel of the Kingdom of God can be best described with the words 
of Jesus in Matt. 11:12: 
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From the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven suffers violence, and violent 
men take it by force. 

John Calvin comments on this verse: 

The meaning therefore is, A vast assembly of men is now collected, as if men were rushing violently 
forward to seize the kingdom of God; for, aroused by the voice of one man, they come together in 
crowds, and receive, not only with eagerness, but with vehement impetuosity, the grace which is 
offered to them. Although very many are asleep, and are no more affected than if John in the 
wilderness were acting a play which had no reference to them, yet many flock to him with ardent 
zeal. 

Matthew Henry calls it, “like the violence of an army taking a city by storm, or of a crowd bursting 
into a house, so the violent take it by force.” 

The verse is very interesting in that it uses the word “violent” twice: to describe the manner of 
“taking the kingdom,” and to describe the nature of men who are taking it. Not just the manner of 
taking the Kingdom is aggressive; the men who are taking the Kingdom also have that quality of 
aggressive, uncompromising “vehement impetuosity,” of men who, compared to the others around 
them, look like “violent” men. Men who have a goal and purpose in life, and who don’t wait 
passively for things to happen. Men who bring about change in their own life and in the world 
around them, and are not satisfied with seeing things remain the same, day after day, year after year. 

As described by the pietism and misplaced pacifism of modern churches, the image of a good 
Christian is one who has things happening to him—especially persecutions. While persecutions are 
characteristic to the life of a Christian, they do not come to people who passively wait for things to 
happen, or who let the world around them run its course unchallenged and unchanged. The heroes of 
the faith in Hebrews 11 are indeed described as men and women who went through persecutions (vv. 
35-38). But these persecutions were not for idly and passively waiting for things to happen. They 
were the consequence of the same aggressive, warrior spirit which Jesus described as “violent.” 
These same heroes of the faith also “conquered kingdoms, dispensed justice, became mighty in war, 
put armies to flight,” etc., etc. (vv. 33-34). Persecutions do not come to those who are content to 
leave things as they are; the enemy reacts violently only to those who violently threaten his realm. 

This aggressiveness of spirit is such an important property of the character of a believer that when 
Moses appealed to his own inability and lack of aggressiveness in speech, “the anger of the Lord 
burnt against” him (Ex. 4:10-14). Joshua and Caleb were commended by God for their 
aggressiveness in wanting to enter the land and take possession of it, while the rest of Israel wanted 
to go back to the old state of things, Egypt. Gideon was addressed by the angel of the Lord as 
“valiant warrior,” and when Gideon told him how discontent and angry he was at the way things 
were in Israel, the angel replied, “Go in this your strength and deliver Israel” (Judges 6:14). The 
examples are too many for all to be mentioned in one article. 

“The Creation Is Eagerly Waiting” 

Given all that, it is rather inexplicable why even families who should know better, confine the 
education and spiritual training of their children to building ethical fences around them. Ethical 
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boundaries are important; there is no doubt about it. Without ethical boundaries established by the 
Law of God man is left to his own devices, which most certainly produce death; spiritual, cultural, 
economic, etc. Without ethical boundaries dominion degenerates into tyranny, courage into 
recklessness, entrepreneurship into greed, leadership into exploitation. There are certain actions that 
sit outside the sphere of legitimate activities of man and the ethical boundaries which determine that 
sphere. Aggressiveness, that “violent” spirit Jesus speaks of, must be channeled according to God’s 
limitations and stipulations; it cannot be determined by the autonomous will of man. 

And yet, in themselves, ethical boundaries are not enough to get one into the Kingdom of God, nor 
enough to “seize” the Kingdom of God. The Great Commission doesn’t read, “teaching them to not 
do anything of what I have forbidden you to do.” Instead, it presents a positive statement of active 
obedience, not of passive refraining from action. Jesus Himself, when speaking of “violent men” 
who are taking the Kingdom “by force,” contrasts that new era of the aggressively expanding 
Kingdom to the old era where the Law and the Prophets were the defining factor (Matt. 11:13; Luke 
16:16). He is not contrasting the Law to the Gospel as some theologians today ignorantly claim; not 
at all, or His Sermon on the Mount wouldn’t make any sense (Mat. 5:17-19), and nor would Paul’s 
declaration that the legal foundation of the civil applications of the Law is the Gospel (1 Tim. 1:8-
11). Jesus here is contrasting ruling principles of motivation: the passive obedience of ethical 
boundaries vs. the active obedience of violently taking the Kingdom. It is not enough anymore to 
just preserve oneself from committing a major sin; this won’t get one in the Kingdom. When a scribe 
acknowledged to Jesus that ethical obedience to the Law is much more important than liturgical 
participation, Jesus still did not say the scribe was in the Kingdom, He just said he was “not far from 
the Kingdom” (Mark 12:28-34). (The often-missed context of these verses is that “God is God of the 
living, not of the dead,” v. 27.) Teaching believers, or teaching children just to avoid sin, or just to 
defend their faith against attacks, can bring them close to the Kingdom, but not into it. 

There must be something more. Something that agrees with that “violent” spirit of those who take 
the Kingdom “by force.” 

Then again, there are those who, led by pietistic considerations, believe that that “violence” has to do 
with striving for the simple acts of repentance and profession of faith and the individual salvation the 
believer receives from God. And then, of course, with the “aggressive” evangelism of preaching that 
same individual salvation to others, so that they perform the same acts of repentance and profession 
of faith and get saved. 

But this, again, is rather defensive; it is an escape from death and perdition, from the realm of Satan 
and the curse. It is a legitimate and necessary step for those who have been redeemed by God. But in 
itself, this step is still self-centered and passive; it doesn’t not have a Kingdom in mind beyond the 
scope of the individual needs of the believer. It may produce some changes in the individual life of 
the person, and in his eternal state, but it doesn’t necessarily produce changes in the world around 
him, in history, in his own generation. The author of Hebrews explicitly says that such repentance 
and profession of faith and conversion are just “elementary things,” “baby food,” and that the mature 
believer should “press on to maturity” (Heb. 5:11-6:2). 

Therefore, there must be something more. Simple ethical boundaries, or simple conversion and 
evangelism, are not what defines the “violent” spirit of the men who take the Kingdom by force. 
What is it that “takes the Kingdom by force”? 
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The answer must come from the larger reality of the Covenant of God. And I mean, the Covenant of 
God that He made with mankind at the Creation. It is often called by theologians today the Covenant 
of Works (although I personally prefer if the name was changed to Covenant of Work). But a better 
name, that characterizes it best, is Dominion Covenant, or Dominion Mandate. Man was created in 
the Image of God, and the mistake many theologians today make is that that Image of God denotes 
something man is, ontologically, in his passive being. Thus attempts have been made to find that 
image of God in something man has or is, like his intellect, his ability, or anything else that pertains 
to man’s being. But the first chapter of Genesis defines the image of God as represented in man’s 
purpose of dominion over the created world. It is not found so much in man’s “being” as in his 
“doing,” in what he was created to do and to achieve. 

With man created to take dominion over creation, the original Covenant of God, the large framework 
of all successive covenants, was that Dominion Mandate. It was the original aggressive mandate, to 
take the order and abundance of the Garden and expand it throughout the world. It was the purpose 
and direction, the “violence” that was from the beginning supposed to characterize man as a creature 
in God’s image. Violence, of course, not against his fellow man, but “violence” against the disorder 
and the formlessness and the fruitlessness of a world that didn’t have a steward, a legitimate master 
under God. Man was supposed to actively increase his dominion over the world and change nature 
into something better; he was supposed to capitalize it, to bring order to it, to transform it, and to 
construct it into a civilization. 

This image of God, this task, was not destroyed nor annulled in the Fall. It certainly became harder, 
for man now has to do everything without God’s starting point, the Garden. “You want to be gods, 
create your own starting point,” was God’s reply to their sin. But man was still defined by God’s 
image, and therefore he was still under the obligation to take dominion and civilize the world. Sin 
could not destroy that purpose in man, for the image of God can be twisted but never destroyed. 
From the very first generations after Adam and Eve mankind began building a civilization—a 
civilization marred by sin and wickedness, of course, but a civilization nevertheless. 

Jesus’s death and resurrection restored man to that original purpose. “All authority has been given to 
me” couldn’t mean anything else but that the earth was now legally restored to the descendants of 
the Second Adam, to fulfill their Dominion Mandate. In case that wasn’t clear, Paul told the 
Corinthians, “All thing belong to you,” including the world (1 Cor. 3:21-22). Abraham’s promise 
was interpreted in the New Testament not as inheritance of a small strip of land in the Middle East 
but as “the heir of the world” (Rom. 4:13). 

And the redeemed humanity now had work to do, for Paul told them that “the whole creation 
groans,” waiting for us to be revealed as the sons of God, as being in God’s image, so that the 
creation itself can be freed from the bondage of corruption (Rom. 8:19-22). 

Thus the active element in man’s purpose under God, the essence of that “violence” Jesus is 
speaking about, is . . . work. Work, that is, applying man’s labor to creation to change it from subject 
to corruption to proclaiming the glory of God. Rushdoony says that “work is the connecting link in 
the activities of man in the states of innocence, the fall, grace, and glory.” The goal of man’s work, 
he continues, “was the fulfillment of the Kingdom of God on earth, putting God’s rule and word into 
effective government through man in every realm of life.” And then, speaking of the state of grace of 
man, he says: 
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In the state of grace, the redemptive work of Christ restores man to his calling, to his work. To the 
extent that the individual is sanctified, and to the extent that his area and place of work are redeemed 
ground and in process of being sanctified, to that extent the curse is removed from his work, and to 
that extent in work, en ergos, he can manifest, as the image of God, the energy of God’s image-
bearer at work. The more clearly redeemed and sanctified the man and the ground he stands upon, 
the more energetic his work, and the more successful his capitalization under God. 

And the conclusion he draws for the state of grace: 

True work is the religious energy of a society in action, remaking all things in terms of God’s 
Kingdom, and developing the potentiality of all things in terms of His calling. The redeemed man is 
a working man.2 

Thus the redeemed man is not characterized by his ability to successfully avoid sin; a dead body can 
achieve the same thing, and still have no life nor aggressiveness in it. A redeemed man is 
characterized by his productivity, by his ability to transform the created world according to God’s 
purposes. It is not a mere coincidence that Proverbs, the Book of Wisdom, ends with the description 
of a woman who is economically productive, and not only economically productive, but also 
aggressive in her economic actions. Wisdom that constitutes only ethical boundaries but does not 
lead to economic productivity is the “wisdom” of a dead body. 

“Her Gain Is Good” 

Indeed, it is important to realize that the virtuous woman in Proverbs 31 is not just a description of a 
good wife, she is a prescription for the church as a whole, and for every one of us as individual 
members of the church. In the context of the “violence” Jesus was speaking about, we can’t help but 
notice v. 25 of that chapter: 

Strength and dignity [majesty] are her clothing, and she smiles at the future. 

The woman described here has a purpose for her life, an individual purpose that is only hers and no 
one else’s. She is not described as a passive participant in a collective; not even her family is 
described as a collective where she participates in some collective actions. Under some well-
meaning but misplaced views of the family and the relationships within the family, some modern 
commentators are trying to present her as acting under the constant direction and supervision of her 
husband, as his errand boy or servant. But the text describes an independently-minded, self-
motivated woman on a mission, an individual, personal, actively and aggressively pursued mission 
within a covenantal framework, not just simple obedience to someone else’s commands. 

And what is that mission? Economic productivity. 

This very principle must set the goal for our children’s education: Our children must be self-
consciously, aggressively, uncompromisingly taught to find their specific, personal, individual 
corner of the marketplace, where they will be economically productive, and where “their gain will be 
good.” 
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This must be the constantly present topic of our family devotions: That our children need to look to 
the future in terms of their professional development. Teaching them the ethical boundaries of the 
Law of God and the intellectual defense of the faith is important, no doubt about that, for not 
knowing the ethical framework of the Kingdom a person can be easily misled to start building his 
own kingdom. But the active, aggressive element of their spiritual training and instruction cannot be 
those ethical boundaries and intellectual defenses. This element must be their understanding that 
there is a place for them in the world where they can transform previously void and formless earth 
into an ordered structure which renders glory to God and service to men. They need an individual 
purpose for their lives, not just their place in the family of their parents. When a man leaves his 
father and mother (Gen. 2:24), he must be spiritually, ethically, emotionally, but also professionally 
prepared to be on his own and take dominion as an independent man. 

The family—before the church—is supposed to be the training ground, the equipping center for the 
saints to go out and conquer the world for Christ. It must instill in the children a sense of personal, 
individual purpose, and the aggressiveness of pursuing that purpose. It must give the children the 
emotional fuel to continue studying and preparing themselves for a life of independence and 
economic productivity, even when there are no immediate results. Too often today we encourage our 
children to go into vocations that are glossy and glorious on the surface but require little investment 
in academic studies—small business, technical jobs, movie-making, arts, etc. But the real culture-
changers are those fields of employment and business that require long-term effort of academic and 
professional training: engineering, the medical profession, science and technologies, organization of 
labor and production, industrial design, law, banking, etc. They don’t look glossy and glorious and 
attractive and fun, but it is these areas of productivity that leave the deepest influence on the culture. 
Whoever serves, leads, says Jesus (Matt. 23:11-12), and the best way to serve your fellow human 
beings is to invest in years of accumulating knowledge about how the world operates and use it for 
building a civilization from the scattered resources God placed in your corner. 

This professional and academic training is what will give our children the aggressiveness to expand 
the Kingdom of Christ. It is dominion through service. And our children must be taught to devote 
their individual lives to the study and work that God has for them. First learn to identify the specific 
purpose for them individually, and then spend the effort and the energy to pursue it. This part of their 
training and education is just as important as teaching them to belong to a family or to a church. In 
fact, if we train them collectivistically, to surrender their individual calling to an institution—even a 
God-ordained institution as the family or the church—we may succeed in destroying their spirit, and 
may eventually lose them. Granted, their gifts must be exercised in a covenantal framework, but 
‘covenantal framework’ is not the same as ‘institutional subjection’. The Dominion Mandate and the 
Great Commission are fulfilled not by collectives but by individuals trained by their families and 
their churches. 

This also means that while we as parents need to find the Biblically ethical way of training our 
children for their future professional successes, we can’t afford to build walls around them that 
would stop them from exploring and pursuing their gifts to the maximum. While as Christian 
homeschoolers we need to keep our children at home during the time they are in the stage of 
maturing spiritually and intellectually, we can’t afford to keep them on the same level when they 
reach the age of maturity and must grow in their academic and professional pursuits. While a 
Christian college (for academic, or engineering, or medical, or legal education), or a Christian 
company (for business, or technical apprenticeship), is preferable to non-Christian colleges and 
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companies, it is still important to understand that in the age of maturity some training is better than 
no training at all. We can’t trust the non-Christian teachers in the public schools to train and instruct 
our children in the Lord. But we can trust our already trained and instructed young men and women 
to survive in a hostile environment, if the prize is the ability to pursue their economic calling before 
God, under His Dominion Mandate. 

Conclusion 

The battle for the hearts of our children will not be fought in the area of ethical boundaries, nor in 
the area of evangelism and apologetic defense of the faith. The battle will be fought in the area of 
personal, individual purpose for each one of our children. It is this individual purpose that will give 
them the aggressiveness, the “violent” characteristic of their faith that Jesus was talking about. It is 
work, the actions that transform a void and formless mess into an ordered, capitalized, useful and 
usable civilization, that characterize a redeemed man. 

Our children need to know that there is a place, a corner of the Garden, for each one of them 
individually, no matter what their family connections are, and no matter what their church 
connections are. Church and family must stand only as a covenantal framework, not as an 
institutional master over them; these two institutions must be there to provide training and 
equipping, ethically and professionally; and provide that training to men and women as individuals, 
not as cogs in a collectivist machine. Our family devotions must focus on each one of them as an 
individual under God, and on finding their individual purpose under God. 

Without that individual purpose, and without that understanding that the Dominion Mandate—and 
the Great Commission as the restoration of that Dominion Mandate—was given not only to mankind 
as a whole but also to every individual person under God, we will lose the hearts of our children. 
They will naturally tend to find such individual purpose somewhere else, if they don’t find it through 
the family or through the church. True enough, in many cases the family will provide that purpose—
and many sons have continued the business or the ministry of their fathers; but it must still be in the 
context of individual purpose, not of de-personalizing the individual for the goals of an institution. 

To end with the words of R.J. Rushdoony: 

God’s creation and recreation unaugurate history: man is given an objective and a purpose. The 
world is to be subjected to man; for this goal to be realized, man must first subject himself to God. 

And as parents, we need to always remember the flip side of this: If our children do not have their 
individual objective and purpose, to have part of the world subjected to them individually, there will 
be little motivation for them to subject themselves to God, individually. 

 

1. R. J. Rushdoony, Revolt Against Maturity: A Biblical Psychology of Man (Vallecito, CA: Ross House Books, [1977] 
1987), p. 146. [�] 

2. R. J. Rushdoony, Revolt Against Maturity, pp. 298-302. [�] 
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 The Truly Covenantal and Reformed View of Prophecy 109.
(and of the Other Gifts) (Part 1)  

Bojida Marinov, January 3, 2014   

I have been asked many times to write this thesis, 
and I have always replied that it is very difficult for 
me to do it. Not because my position is not 
supported by the Bible; to the contrary, the Bible is 
full with support of what is called by some 
“continuationism,” that is, the view of the 
continuing validity of the spiritual gifts of 1 Cor. 
12-14 in our present times. Not because my 
position is not supported by historical theology; to 
the contrary, cessationism as a systematic doctrine 
didn’t appear until long after the Enlightenment hit 
the church, in the second half of the 19th century. 
Before that, there were only isolated statements 
gleaned out of context from isolated names here 

and there, while the practice and the teaching and the beliefs of the church were in favor of God 
continuing to lead and guide His people throughout history by all means He has given in the Bible, 
including miraculous and revelatory gifts. Contrary to the cessationist claims, the question is not 
“Where were the Charismatics for the last 19 centuries?” but “Where were the cessationists before 
the second half of the 19th century?” Not because my professed theological tradition—the theology 
of the Reformation—doesn’t support the view of the continuing validity and operation of the gifts 
today. To the contrary, Calvin very clearly rejects the nonsense and ingnorance of cessationism in 
his commentary on 1 Cor. 13, and a careful reading of 1 Cor. 12-14 shows that he expected 
specifically the gift of prophecy to be operational in the church today. The practice of the Reformers 
and their heirs is also on my side, given the multitude of prophecies and miracles performed by 
Reformed ministers from John Knox to Charles Spurgeon, and reported by many Reformed 
missionaries. 

The reason for this task to be so difficult I expressed in a letter to a friend of mine as follows: 

I will never be able to understand, Don, how grown up men can read what the plain text of Scripture 
and the Reformers say on this issue, beat themselves in the chest that they are “Reformed” and “sola 
scriptura,” and then turn around and argue vehemently for exactly the opposite to what Scripture and 
the Reformers say. This complete inability in so many churchian celebrities—like Wilson and 
MacArthur—to think clearly on such a simple Biblical issue is beyond my powers to explain or even 
comprehend. I can’t comprehend how an otherwise very meticulous theologian like Warfield can 
admit that “there isn’t a single word in Scripture” in support of his theory of the purpose of the gifts, 
and then in the next sentence claim that he is Biblical in his theory. I can’t comprehend how one can 
be so completely illogical as to claim to reject experientialism as a valid argument, and then use only 
experiential arguments to prove his point. I can’t comprehend how one can reject the possibility for 
any true prophets today (the very essence of cessationism) and then turn around and use an argument 
that presupposes the existence of true prophets today (Deut. 18). I can’t comprehend how one can 
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criticize dispensationalism for dividing history into separate unrelated economies, and then turn 
around and use, in other areas, one of dispensationalism’s most established arguments. It seems to 
me that cessationism must be based on a complete black out of the brain. It is the most irrational and 
illogical doctrines in our Reformed churches today, and I can’t comprehend why people can’t see it. 
I mean, if it was some complex theological truth, like the Trinity, I can understand. But how is this 
possible when very simple, clear, direct Biblical texts are involved, and very simple, clear, direct 
teachings and practice of the Reformers are involved? 

This is what makes it difficult for me to write an article on it. I just can’t comprehend why 
something so blatantly obviously Biblical like the spiritual gifts needs to be defended against 
something so blatantly irrational and illogical and un-Biblical like cessationism. I can’t shake off the 
thought that it needs not arguments but diagnosis. 

But write this thesis I must, I know. Apparently, even the worst possible intellectual schizophrenia, 
when unopposed, can parade as “sanity.” Even the worst possible deistic rationalism and 
Enlightenment ideology, when unopposed, can parade as “Biblical theology.” And therefore 
opposition must be raised, sanity restored, and Biblical arguments pressed so that the enemies of the 
clear, pure truth of Scripture have no ground to spread their theories. 

Nevertheless, this is not simply a treatise against cessationism. Cessationism is dying as a theory 
anyway, together with the two ideologies that gave it birth, the Enlightenment and 
Dispensationalism. The gradual decline of Presbyterianism—expressed both in the loss of covenant 
theology and cultural and missionary impetus—is obvious to all. The rise of Charismatic churches 
and groups, and the “conversion” of so many formerly cessationist believers and whole churches to a 
Biblical view of the gifts is obvious. Even if we leave cessationism alone, it will die on its own 
accord, without outside help. Or, rather, it has been dead from the very beginning, not having any 
knowledge of the power of God (Mark 12:24). An attack against cessationism would be good, for it 
is a false ideology; but way more important is a positive restoration of the truly Biblical, covenantal, 
Reformed view of the gifts of the Spirit; one that is neither mystical nor rationalistic, butcovenantal, 
related to the restoration of all things in the Gospel, and to the work of God in the Church and in the 
world. In the dying Presbyterian circles, both rationalism and mysticism (especially liturgical 
mysticism) are opposed to the work of the Spirit today; the view of that work is humanistic, focused 
on man and his ability to please God (liturgy) or to know God’s will through his own mental efforts 
(rationalism). 

And this article is not a defense of the practices in many modern Charismatic churches. Yes, of 
course, much of what is happening there is fake, a blind imitation of what the Charismatic celebrities 
are doing. Having said that, we need to acknowledge one fact: The Reformed theologians and 
pastors are just as guilty as their Charismatic counterparts, and they are fools to hurl accusations, 
when the only thing they can offer is a rejection of the gifts of the Spirit which is just as unbiblical, 
and just as offensive to God as are the false prophets in many Charismatic churches today. This is a 
classical example of beating something with nothing; and the nothing of modern Presbyterianism has 
been expectedly retreating before the something—even if false and unbiblical—of the Charismatic 
movement. 

A covenantal view of the gifts is necessary exactly because there have been many abuses of the 
concept of spiritual gifts in so many churches in the world today. Contrary to the cessationist 
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argument, such abuses do not constitute a proof that the gifts have ceased—not more than the abuses 
of pulpit and church discipline in the Presbyterian churches constitute a proof that preaching and 
church discipline have ceased. The argument from abuses shows the weakness of cessationism to 
produce anything more than a sensationalist argument—while at the same time criticizing 
sensationalism. But such abuses do tell us that a systematic Biblical doctrine of the gifts is necessary. 
I am also familiar with the several treatments by theologians and pastors, like Wayne Grudem 
(Reformed Baptist) or Ulf Ekman (“radical” Charismatic, turned more traditional Protestant and 
even a little Roman Catholic). While many of them contain good Biblical evidence for the 
continuing work of the Holy Spirit in guiding the church and the individual believers, as well as in 
establishing the saints in the faith, through signs, wonders, and miraculous and revelatory gifts, I am 
afraid, a systematic, comprehensive, covenantal treatment of the purpose of the spiritual gifts is still 
lacking. 

The cessationist argument for the purpose of the gifts—only as “sign gifts” to “prove” that the 
apostles’ message was from God, not necessary today because “we have the canon”—is not 
supported by the Bible not even a little bit. All the attempts to defends such ridiculous idea from the 
Bible are vain, given the fact that the theologian who first made it popular, B.B. Warfield, himself 
admitted the following: 

But whence can we learn this to have been the end the miracles of the Apostolic age were intended 
to serve? Certainly not from the New Testament. In it not one word is ever dropped to this effect. 
Certain of the gifts (as, for example, the gift of tongues) are no doubt spoken of as “signs to those 
that are without.” It is required of all of them that they be exercised for the edification of the church; 
and a distinction is drawn between them in value, in proportion as they were for edification.1 

So much for Warfield’s “sola scriptura.” Of course, eager to defend his own theory, Warfield forgets 
what he had just written, and continues to babble that “the immediate end for which they were given 
[as Warfield sees it] is not left doubtful.” (An example that even the brightest Reformed minds have 
their moments of lunacy.) But still, his admission that the New Testament doesn’t support his theory 
of the purpose of the gifts is important. To it we must add the fact that the New Testament declares 
not just the gifts but all the miracles as signs (e.g. 2 Cor. 12:12); thus, if the cessationist argument is 
extended, God must have ceased from working miracles today, not just through personal gifts, but 
altogether. No cessationist argues for such a thing, thus exposing cessationism as an inconsistent 
theory at best. Inconsistent it is, of course, for the Bible doesn’t say that only purpose of the gifts is 
to testify of the Apostles’ ministry and that’s all. To the contrary, the New Testament has a 
comprehensive, covenantal purpose for the spiritual gifts, and not a single iota of that covenantal 
purpose has passed away or ceased in the church today. And this article is an attempt to offer a short 
but systematic treatment of that covenantal purpose; both to shut the mouths of the 
rationalist/mysticist alliance in the Reformed circles against the work of the Spirit, and to correct the 
abuses of those who imagine work of the Spirit where it isn’t. 

This comprehensive covenantal purpose of the gifts has the following elements: (1) knowledge and 
worship; (2) authority and legitimacy of authority; (3) ethics, sanctification, and establishment in the 
faith; (4) pronouncing judgment; and (5) vision, purpose, and strategy for the future. Unlike the 
unbiblical fantasies of Warfield (and of all other cessationists), all these purposes of the gifts and 
especially of the gift of prophecy are revealed in the Bible. We don’t need to make conjectures about 
them as Warfield does about his theory; the New Testament is very clear about those purposes, and it 
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presents examples of their applications in practice. In addition to it, we have very clear examples in 
the history of the Reformed churches of men of God applying these gifts in practice, to those same 
purposes we listed above. 

We will now take a look at each one of these points separately. Our focus, of course, will be on the 
revelatory gifts (prophecy, tongues/interpretation, knowledge) as they are the “greater” gifts; but the 
Biblical argumentation offered here applies in different degrees to all spiritual gifts. 

1. Gifts as an Instrument for Knowledge and Worship 

Before we look at that first and most important purpose of the spiritual gifts, we need to deal with 
the most illogical, schizophrenic, and Biblically illiterate argument against the prophetic gift in the 
New Testament raised by cessationists: the knee-jerk reaction of “I will accept the validity of gifts 
when Deuteronomy 18:20-22 begins to be applied.” It is even raised, ironically, by those churchian 
celebrities (like John MacArthur) who in everything else are strictly anti-Theonomic, and attack and 
criticize the idea of the continuing validity of the Law of God today. (No civil application of the Law 
of God, except when MacArthur needs it for his specific agenda, you see.) But those cessationists 
who profess to be Theonomists and still use that argument are no more consistent and logical than 
MacArthur; they are still picking and choosing bits and pieces of the Law to apply, avoiding 
mentioning other provisions in the Law, and avoiding mentioning the practical applications of the 
Law in the rest of the Old Testament, and also avoiding the specific case of “judging prophecies” in 
the New Testament. 

The first thing that is obvious is that in a cessationist framework, Deuteronomy 18:20-22 can’t be 
applied at all. It is part of larger context, vv. 15-22, and that larger context presupposes that there are 
two kinds of prophets: true and false prophets. Verses 20-22 tell us how we tell a false prophet from . 
. . a true prophet. But cessationists don’t believe in true prophets to start with! If the gift of prophecy 
has ceased, then a cessationist doesn’t have to wait until the prophesied event comes to pass or not; 
if he is consistent with his theory, he must declare every prophet a false prophet! A cessationist who 
waits for a prophecy to come true or not to apply Deut. 18:20-22 has already violated the tenets of 
cessationism, for he has assumed the possibility that the prophecy may be true, and therefore the 
prophet may be a true prophet. If he has assumed such a thing, he has assumed that cessationism is a 
false doctrine, and that there is a possibility for the gift of prophecy to be valid today. Yes, such is 
the schizophrenia of cessationism, that its most cherished argument is the one that destroys the 
theory from the very beginning. 

Even if we ignore that obvious logical problem, we still have to deal with the New Testament 
commandment concerning judging the prophets. Paul specifically says in the chapter that deals with 
prophecy in the greatest detail (and therefore the chapter avoided by cessationist “theologians” like 
the plague), 1 Cor. 14, that when prophets speak, the others must judge (v. 29). All this is happening in 
the church service. There is no mention of the church waiting for a future event to happen in order to 
judge. The others are judging right there, on the spot. Obviously, there is something very wrong with 
the cessationist’s view of prophecy, and with his use of Deut. 18 as an argument. 

Not to mention that applied directly, the argument is not valid even in the Old Testament. For 
example, applied to Jonah, it would condemn Jonah to death. Jonah delivered a prophecy that had no 
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conditions attached to it, and the prophecy didn’t come true. Cessationists try to avoid this problem 
by claiming that the prophecy actually came true in a different way, but the text is very clear: 

When God saw their deeds, that they turned from their wicked way, then God relented concerning the 
calamity which He had declared He would bring upon them. And He did not do it (Jonah 3:10). 

The problem for cessationists, of course, is that if Jonah got a free pass, they should give such free 
pass to every Charismatic prophet, and cease babbling about Deut. 18. Obviously, there is a problem 
with their interpretation of Deut. 18. 

In addition, another passage in the Law, Deut. 13:1-5, actually condemns to death a prophet whose 
prediction did come to pass! This places an additional burden on the cessationist argument: What if the 
prophecy did come to pass, but the prophet is still a false prophet? And how can we tell? Jonah is 
free of guilt, but a prophet who predicts correctly may be guilty. How is this possible? Cessationism 
has no answer. 

It has no answer because from the very beginning the cessationist argument is anti-covenantal. It 
looks at the prophetic gift as if the only purpose of prophecy is to be clairvoyance, a crystal ball to 
peek into the future (hence the undue focus on Deut. 18); such view of prophecy is based on a 
basically pagan, metaphysical view of reality. A covenantal view of reality will look at every gift 
from God in a covenantal, that is, judicial way; it will therefore look at the gift of prophecy first and 
foremost as a tool for establishing the covenantal relationship of men to God, of drawing them near 
to God and making the conformed to the image of His Son. 

Thus, New Testament prophecy has nothing to do with the cessationist’s essentially pagan 
expectations of claivoyance; it has to do, first and foremost, with the knowledge of God and His will. 
And the specific purpose of prophecy is beautifully expressed by no other but John Calvin in his 
commentary on that very chapter which cessationists are avoiding like the plague, 1 Cor. 14: 

Revelation and prophesying I put in one class, and I am of opinion that the latter is the administration 
of the former. I am of the same opinion as to knowledge and doctrine. What, therefore, any one has 
obtained by revelation, he dispenses by prophesying. Doctrine is the way of communicating 
knowledge. Thus a Prophet will be — one who interprets and administers revelation. This is rather in 
favor of the definition that I have given above, than at variance with it. 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. 

This, of course, needs to be put in the context of Calvin’s view of cessationism from his commentary 
on the only chapter in the Bible that talks about the “cessation” of gifts and therefore gives the very 
name of that theory, 1 Cor. 13: 

But when will that perfection come? It begins, indeed, at death, for then we put off, along with the 
body, many infirmities; but it will not be completely manifested until the day of judgment, as we 
shall hear presently. Hence we infer, that the whole of this discussion is ignorantly applied to the time that is 
intermediate. (Emphasis mine—B.M.) 
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Here are the conclusions from Calvin’s view: 

1. Cessationism is “ignorant.” The “perfect” will come at death, and will be completely 
manifested only in the Day of Judgment. 

2. Prophesy doesn’t compete with Scripture, as cessationists claim. It applies Scripture to 
present use. 

3. Prophesy itself is not simply bare interpretation, as some cessationists claim (calling 
simple preaching “prophecy”). It is a supernatural gift. 

4. Prophecy is revelation itself. And the fact that it is revelation doesn’t mean that it 
competes with the revelation of Scripture, as cessationists claim. 

Obviously, there are two kinds of revelation, Scriptural and prophetic, and even Paul mentions the 
possibility of additional, non-Scriptural revelation which confirms and applies Scriptural revelation, 
when he tells the Philippians that God will reveal (apokalypton) to them if they have a “different 
attitude.” (Paul didn’t think the Philippians would write Scripture, did he?) 

But the most important part of Calvin’s exposition is the point that prophecy applies Scripture to 
present use. Scripture, canonic revelation, needs to be applied in practice. The knowledge for that 
application, according to cessationism, must come from the human mind, which is a humanistic 
proposition. According to Calvin, it is revelation from God, which is the covenantal view. God gives 
both His canonical revelation as the general rule for life and salvation, and His specific guidance of 
how to apply this rule to our specific circumstances. How does John MacArthur know he is 
supposed to be a pastor and not a janitor? His own theory tells him that he figured it out by his own 
mind because there is no way that the Holy Spirit can reveal it to Him directly. (Any revelation 
today would “undermine the authority of Scripture,” remember?) In this particular point, therefore, 
MacArthur is not covenantal, he is a secular humanist, for he can’t have taken the knowledge of 
what his own specific vocation is from the Bible. But according to Calvin, God is who gives all 
knowledge through revelation, both Scriptural and direct, and thus guides His people. 

In other words, prophecy relates to Scripture in the same way engineering relates to science: It 
applies it to practical, everyday, present use. Given this covenantal view of the purpose of prophecy, 
then, the cessationist argument that “if there is prophecy today it would undermine the authority of 
Scripture” is ridiculous at best. It is just as logical and meaningful as to say that “engineering 
undermines the authority of science.” 

This view answers the questions cessationism can’t: Why was Jonah not guilty according to Deut. 
18:20-22? Why could a prophet be condemned to death if the prophesied event happened? Why the 
New Testament judgment of prophets and prophecies is happening in the church, at the very moment 
the prophet is prophesying, and not after some future time waiting for the prophesied event to 
happen or not? 

The answer is obvious: The nature of prophecy is not clairvoyance but applying Scripture to present 
use. The judgment of a prophet is not based on the physical happening of a future event but 
on whether the prophecy is a faithful application of Scripture to life. This is what defines whether the 
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prophet speaks in the name of God, or whether he speaks in his own name or in the name of other 
gods. The covenantal issue here is, In whose name is the prophet speaking? (Deut. 13:2, 5; 18:18, 20), 
not whether he has a better crystal ball than other prophets. 

But Paul reveals to us still another use of the gifts related to knowledge and revelation: worship. 

Of course, it is indicative of the unbiblical nature of cessationism that while cessationists babble 
about “regulative principle of worship” and about “sola scriptura,” they self-consciously avoid the 
only chapter in the Bible that actually reveals in detail what the worship services of the early church 
looked like: that same chapter 14 of 1 Corinthians. The argument is that the New Testament 
instructions about worship service apply only to a very limited period of time, AD 1st century. The 
worship service has changed after that, and the new principles for worship service are not given 
directly in the Bible, for the Bible doesn’t speak directly to the period after the Last Apostle passed 
away. There goes “sola scriptura,” again, and there goes the “regulative principle of worship based 
on the Bible.” One reason they avoid it is that 1 Cor. 14 shows clearly that the gifts—and 
specifically the gift of tongues—have a very specific function in the worship of God. 

In order to understand it, we need to go back to the first manifestation of the gift of tongues, Acts 2. 
The tongues, as well as the miraculous gifts of healing, of course, were prophesied in that other, less 
well-known version of the Great Commission given by Jesus in Mark 16:15-18. (And they were not 
limited to the Apostles but were promised to “those who have believed.”) But Mark 16:15-18 only 
says that the signs will “accompany” the believers, without giving the specific purpose for the signs. 
We till need to look in other places for the specific purpose of the sign mentioned in Mark 16, and 
specifically for the sign of tongues. 

The very first manifestation of these promised signs, Acts 2, is severely misinterpreted by 
cessationists. The cessationist argument is that the purpose of the tongues in that specific 
circumstance was to “testify” for the truthfulness of the word of the Apostles. While it is true that the 
tongues did serve to this end, it is also true that many did not believe even while listening to the 
tongues. We can say that such purpose was, at best, secondary. There was a higher purpose present. 

That purpose is pointed to by Jesus in His promise ten days before Pentecost: “You shall receive 
power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you” (Acts 1:8). Now, what does that mean? Or, 
rather, what did that mean to a Jew? 

The meaning of “power,” as a Jew would understand it, was not physical strength, neither was it 
magical powers for performing miracles. “Power” had a covenantal meaning, and that covenantal 
meaning was “the ability to praise and worship God.” The whole Old Testament is filled with 
instructions to worship God as the means to being powerful over Israel’s enemies. Samson is one 
good picture of that covenantal truth. Jehoshaphat’s battle against Moab and Ammon in 2 Chr. 20 is 
another example. The best expression of this truth in the New Testament is Jesus’s decision to quote 
Ps. 8:2 not from the Aramean text (and He spoke Aramean) but from the Greek Septuagint, replacing 
“strength against your enemies” with “praise” (Matt. 21:16). Power meant praise and glory to God, 
not magic nor intellectual abilities. The examples can be multiplied, but what is important here is the 
very message the Apostles were speaking in tongues on that Day of Pentecost: 

. . . we hear them in our own tongues speaking of the mighty deeds of God (Acts 2:11). 
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Pentecost was not meant to be a magic séance where the Apostles were supposed to impress their 
listeners with magically acquired supernatural powers and thus convince them to believe. It was 
meant to be a praise and worship service, open to all nations and all languages. The tongues were 
given not to impress but to praise; they added a special, new “power” to the worship service, power 
that had been denied before to the people of God. 

While this may be accepted by some cessationists (contra the mainstream cessationist argument that 
the only purpose of the gifts was to “prove” the Apostles right and that’s it), they then claim that this 
one single instance shows that if there are tongues, they must be understandable to some among the 
listeners, in order to be valid. Like all other cessationist arguments, this one relies on logical 
induction (making general conclusions from one particular instance) and rejects the total message of 
the Bible. 

In 1 Cor. 13 Paul specifically says that the tongues don’t have to be human, they can be “angelic,” 
that is, not intelligible to his earthly listeners. He repeats the same in 1 Cor. 14:2. The continuing 
discussion in 1 Cor. 14 clearly shows that tongues have an additional function that is not public, but 
is limited to the person who is speaking in a tongue: “One who speaks in a tongue edifies himself.” 
Neither is the use of tongues limited to the cases where there is interpretation; Paul says that “Let the 
one who speaks in a tongue pray that he may interpret.” The statement clearly shows that 
interpretation is a desirable but not necessary condition for exercising the gift of tongues. Nothing in 
the text presupposes any limitation on speaking in tongues, except as far as the general order of the 
meeting is concerned. To the contrary, Paul ends the discussion in v. 39 with “do not forbid to speak 
in tongues,” a commandment modern cessationists clearly violate, and therefore are hypocritical in 
their claim to “sola scriptura.” 

But what is then the purpose of tongues, when exercised without interpretation? Paul tells us: 
worship: 

What is the outcome then? I will pray with the spirit and I will pray with the mind also; I will sing 
with the spirit and I will sing with the mind also (vv. 15-16). 

He doesn’t say we should stop praying in the spirit, which in the context means praying in tongues 
(see v. 14). He doesn’t say we should stop singing in the spirit. Paul says that there has to be a 
healthy balance between praying in tongues and praying with the mind, and singing in tongues and 
singing in the mind. Modern cessationists have it all wrong when they claim that a modern 
Charismatic service is necessarily wrong because people are praying in tongues or singing in 
tongues. To the contrary, the only chapter in the New Testament which gives the details of a church 
gathering of the early church, gives us clear instructions concerning the balanced use of tongues and 
mind, in worship. Contrary to liturgists, New Testament worship doesn’t consist in collectivist 
activities organized by an oligarchy of priests. Contrary to rationalists, it doesn’t consist in formal 
repetition of hymns and creeds and dry sermons. New Testament worship is a healthy balance of 
individual and congregational, and a healthy balance of man’s participation and the Spirit’s 
guidance, for the individual and for the congregation alike. Praying and singing in tongues plays a 
major role in that worship. Tongues are for praising God, first and foremost, and only secondarily 
for signs or for prophesying (with interpretation). Anyone who excludes tongues from worship 
excludes the Holy Spirit from worship. Paul is very clear: “Do not forbid speaking in tongues.” 
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The only question that needs to be answered, then, is this: Why use tongues? Why not always only 
pray with the mind? Isn’t it more productive for everyone always to only pray with the mind? Paul, of 
course, gives part of the answer in 1 Cor. 14:4, “One who speaks in a tongue edifies himself.” But 
there is more. Letting the Holy Spirit pray through you is a training in humility, an admission that no 
matter how “proficient” we are in prayer, we are always inadequate to the task of praying aright. 
Romans 8:26 tells us that we don’t know how to pray as we should, and the Spirit intercedes for us 
with “unutterable groanings.” Commenting on Rom. 8:26, Calvin says that this verse indicates that 
the Spirit may choose for us a manner of praying that is beyond out intellectual capabilities 
(something that is anathema to cessationists): 

Hence the manner of praying aright must be suggested by the Spirit: and he calls those 
groaningsunutterable, into which we break forth by the impulse of the Spirit, for this reason — 
because they far exceed the capability of our own minds. 

Where in the New Testament do we see a second witness to this verse, and a detailed explanation 
how these “unutterable groanings” may look like? Well, 1 Cor. 14, for one. 

Modern cessationism, therefore, being a dualistic mixture of Enlightenment rationalism and 
mysticism, has developed services that either deeply mysticist, based on pageants designed by men 
(liturgy), or deeply rationalist, based on what Calvin calls “bare interpretation of Scripture,” devoid 
of prophetic word applying Scripture to present use. Both types of church services are just as far 
from the true service described in 1 Cor. 14 as is the Charismatic craze that cessationists just love to 
criticize. 

So far such criticism is nothing more than the pot calling the kettle black. 

_________________________________-- 

 

1. B.B. Warfield, Counterfeit Miracles (http://bit.ly/WarfieldCM). [�] 
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 The Truly Covenantal and Reformed View of Prophecy 110.
(and of the Other Gifts) (Part 2) 

Bojidar Marinov, January 3, 2014 

 

2. Authority and Legitimacy of Authority 

In order to understand this function of the gifts, let’s take 
an imaginary example: An ordinary member of an 
officially cessationist Presbyterian church stands up during 
church service and prophesies to the church. The content of 
his prophecy doesn’t matter for the moment; whether it is 
an admonishment, or an encouragement, or some 
condemnation against practices of individual elders or of 
the whole session; we will exclude the case of prediction of 
future events here, because, as we saw before, contrary to 
the fantasies of cessationists, New Testament prophecy has 
very little to do with clairvoyance. What matters is that the 
man stands up during church service and starts with, “Thus 
says the Lord. . . .” and continues with a prophecy that is 
strictly Biblical according to the standards of 1 Cor. 12-14, 
and applies Scripture to specific circumstances, as Calvin 

points out. 

What would the session do, if they are consistent and faithful to their theory of cessationism? There 
is no prediction of a future event, so Deuteronomy 18:20-22 can’t be applied. On the other hand, as I 
pointed out before, even if there was a prediction of a future event, a consistent cessationist 
shouldn’t have to wait to see if the event happens or not; the very meaning of cessationism is that no 
one can say “Thus says the Lord” after the death of the last apostle. So no matter what the prophet says 
in the church, whether it is true or not, whether it is Biblical or not, he is a false prophet, or else 
cessationism is proven to be a false doctrine. And therefore, a church that claims to be cessationist 
and is consistent, would excommunicate anyone who starts a public speech in the church with “Thus 
says the Lord.” After all, according to the theory (and contrary to Calvin and Reformed theology and 
practice), every “Thus says the Lord” is a challenge against the authority of Scripture, and no such 
challenge can be tolerated in any true church. 

So the session should move and excommunicate the prophet. 

But let’s stop for a moment and think what exactly is happening in the process of excommunication. 

The man may be a false prophet, or he may be a true prophet. He may speak his own words, but he 
may speak the words of God. Either way, none of what he says has any judicial consequences for 
anyone in the church. New Testament prophecy, according to 1 Cor. 14:29, can and must be 
“judged” by the rest of the church. What if the theory is wrong? What if God actually can and does 
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speak today through prophets in the way Calvin explains it? There is still a very real probability that 
the words uttered by that man are the words of God, in that special revelation of applying Scripture to 
present use. What if the excommunication is actually a rebellion against a man who does speak with 
authority from God, even if that authority is not mediated through an institutional church? Don’t we 
know quite a few examples in history when the institutional church was wrong and individuals who 
rebelled against it were right? 

Well, the reply to these questions should be that the church elders are acting with authority from 
God. Or, are they? Are they really speaking in the name of God? 1 Peter 4:11 commands everyone 
who speaks to do so as one who is speaking the words of God. But are the elders of an officially 
cessationist church speaking as if they are speaking the words of God? Can they say, “Thus says the 
Lord,” and base their excommunication on that? 

They can’t. Their own theory forbids that they make such a claim. While there is some probability 
that the prophet’s claim is true and he is speaking the words of God, we know for sure, from the 
testimony of the elders’ own theory, that their actions and words are, at best, a hopeful guess of what 
God says or wants in the particular circumstances. Since direct revelation in applying Scripture to 
life (as per Calvin) is forbidden, the session openly claims, through their theology, that everything 
they do as elders—including the excommunication of a prophet—is their human decisions, with little 
to no proof that they have the authority or the approval of God to act in His name. God’s Word 
doesn’t speak directly and specifically to the particular circumstances of the day, and God is banned 
from speaking directly to people today, therefore it is man’s word and man’s agenda that control the 
church. 

And therefore, it is man’s word and man’s agenda that control the judicial decisions of the church. 
Man, or a group of men, who openly say they have no direct connection nor knowledge of God’s 
will for the particular circumstances, make decisions as to who gets to participate in a family which, 
by definition, is not theirs, but God’s. And if God wants to bring a positive correction to their 
decision, He can’t do it directly, for by their own theory He can’t speak directly. They won’t listen to 
another prophet who says, “Thus says the Lord.” They will only listen, if at all, to another man who 
also claims to be guessing the will of God at best. 

The only option that God has to correct the decision of that church, then, is to bring destruction to it. 
Indeed, even if these elders claim to not hear directly from God nor speak God’s words (because 
prophecy has ceased), they still act as if they hear directly from God and speak God’s words (in 
excommunicating a person from God’s church). Rejecting direct authority from God in theory, they 
still assume it in practice. What is left for us to wonder about is, if these people are so serious about 
judgment against a false prophet, are they equally serious about judgment against false pastors? If a 
prophecy is Biblically correct but condemned because of a theory, how much greater condemnation 
will be there against pastors who openly say they were acting on their accord, because there is no 
way that they could hear directly from God? 

The only objection to the above argument can be this: “The elders act with a delegated authority 
from God, as elders of the church, and therefore whatever they do, must be the will of God.” 

There are many problems with this objection, especially the assumption that once a group of persons 
is declared to be a “session,” they are in no need of direct instruction from God for applying His 
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Word to present use. But the biggest problem is this: How do they know they are legitimate elders, 
with legitimate authority to make decisions for God and His Church? What is the mechanism that 
establishes that legitimate authority? 

Since they are cessationists, one factor is excluded from the answer: God’s direct revelation. Since 
the Bible doesn’t mention their names specifically, another factor is excluded: Scriptural revelation. 
Yes, their assumption of elder’s authority may not formally violate the Biblical requirements. But 
how do we know that these specific people, and not someone else, are supposed to be elders? How 
do we know that these specific people, and not the prophet they are excommunicating, are 
empowered to speak for God? We can’t know it. All we know is that a group of people assembled 
together decided they are going to start a church and be its elders: by human decision. Maybe they 
felt they were called by God to be elders: a human feeling. Maybe they saw the need for having a 
church with elders in their community: human reasoning. Maybe they were recognized by another 
group of elders who are also cessationist and therefore do not speak for God not have any direct 
word from God: again, a human decision. No matter what process of establishing themselves as 
“church elders” these men have chosen, if they are consistent cessationists, they can only 
claim human authority, and nothing more than that. So, at the very best, in their encounter with a 
man who claims to be a prophet, we have man’s word vs. man’s word, or man’s agenda vs. man’s 
agenda. The only difference is that, by the nature of his testimony, the prophet may be really a 
prophet and may speak for God. No cessationist elder or session can truly say they derived their 
personal authority from God; if they say such a thing, they are declaring their cessationism a dead 
doctrine. 

Thus, on the basis of cessationism, there can be no true church, no true authority, no true church 
discipline, and therefore no testimony to the world. It isn’t surprising that the emergence of 
cessationism as a systematic doctrine coincided with the decline of the influence of Reformed 
churches in the world today. If all we can offer is one man-made authority vs. another man-made 
authority, we are no better than the unregenerate out there. 

This leads us to another covenantal purpose for the gifts, and specifically for the prophetic gift: 
legitimization of authority. Truly, in a sense the gifts are signs, as cessationists claim. But it is a false 
claim that prophecy in the New Testament was a sign for the authority of the word the Apostles were 
speaking. The Apostles were not expecting signs and wonders to prove them right; it was 
their authority in the church, not the truthfulness of their doctrine that needed legitimization. Such 
legitimization of authority was needed not only for the Apostles, it was needed for others as well, so 
the principle remains. 

The best example of such legitimization of authority are Paul’s words to Timothy in 1 Tim. 1:18: 

This command I entrust to you, Timothy, my son, in accordance with the prophecies previously made 
concerning you, that by them you fight the good fight. . . . 

The Greek text has two possible meanings here: (1) The prophecies “went forth before” Timothy, 
which means his ministry was predicted by them; or (2) the prophecies were “made before” towards 
Timothy so that he instructed by them in his ministry. Either way, given that Paul himself is an 
Apostle, and the office of an Apostle is higher than that of a prophet, it sounds quite strange that 
Paul would rely on the authority of prophecies to give a command and admonishment to Timothy. 
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There was no doubt in Timothy’s mind that Paul was an Apostle; there was no doubt that Paul was 
writing from God. And there was no doubt concerning the position of authority Paul had in the 
church. So why is Paul referring to prophecies if all he needs to do is to refer to his own already 
established authority of an Apostle, and give admonishment to Timothy based on that authority? 

The answer is found in another place of Paul’s writings, Galatians 1:13—2:10. A careful reading of 
the passage shows that Paul contrasts revelation and authority that he received directly from God as 
superior to knowledge and acknowledgment he received from even the most distinguished among 
the Apostles. When he defends his authority of Apostle before the Galatians, he cares nothing for 
human endorsement; in fact he specifically says that when God revealed His Son directly to Paul, 
Paul did not “consult flesh and blood,” and in case it is still unclear what this means, he added, “nor 
did I go up to Jerusalem to those who were apostles before me” (Gal. 1:16-17). It was apparently 
very important to Paul to emphasize the truth that authority directly confirmed by God in prophetic 
word supersedes authority confirmed or delegated by men, even if those men are the best of the 
Apostles. Neither was there any scriptural necessity for Paul to seek their endorsement; he says in the 
next chapter that he went to Jerusalem “by revelation,” and the Greek text specifically emphasizes 
this fact. Paul had worked before as an Apostle without having to ask for ordination and 
endorsement from men; he was appointed by God. It wasn’t until he had a revelation from God to go 
and present his case that he did go. 

The principle, therefore, is this: prophecy legitimizes authority better than ordination by men 
does. That’s why Paul found it necessary to speak to Timothy about the prophecies that “went 
before” him. Not that Paul’s authority was insufficient; but that once God has spoken directly, 
Timothy had a higher legitimacy for his calling. 

(Paul’s words also destroy another one of the cessationists arguments: the false appeal to the 
Wesminster Confession’s statement in 1:6, that since “the whole counsel of God concerning all 
things necessary” is given in Scripture, therefore we don’t need prophecies anymore. Paul says the 
same thing to Timothy in 2 Tim. 3:16-17; that Scripture is good to make man “complete,” and yet, 
he still finds it necessary to remind Timothy of the prophecies that “went before” him. Apparently, 
as far as Timothy is concerned, the completeness offered by Scripture was not threatened by the 
prophecies concerning him.) 

The same principle is seen in action in Acts 1:23-26, in drawing lots for who would fill the “vacated 
position” of Judas. There was no principle in the Law that would forbid the eleven from choosing 
another apostle; but God’s direct decision would have a higher authority than all the councils of 
men. The principle of miraculous gifts confirming authority is also seen in the ministry of Jesus 
Himself. When John the Baptist lost his faith and started doubting the validity of Jesus’s ministry, 
Jesus reminded him of the signs accompanying His ministry and how those signs confirmed His 
authority (Matt. 11:2-6). 

Of course, authority in the church doesn’t require supernatural confirmation all the time, and indeed, 
this is not the meaning of my argument. There is a legitimate place for human decisions (see, for 
example, Acts 6:1-6; Titus 1:5). But for human authority and decisions to be legitimate, they need to 
be open to prophetic correction, guidance, and encouragement when necessary. This is obvious from 
the function of the prophets in the Old Testament where even David, who could hear from God 
directly, had prophets who would correct him in his human decisions. In the New Testament Paul, 
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with all his apostolic authority and revelatory gifts, still listened to prophetic guidance from another 
prophet, Agabus (Acts 21:10-11). If even Paul listened to prophetic guidance from others, how much 
more our modern church sessions should be open to hear prophetic words of correction and 
guidance? 

A last issue needs to be covered under this function of the gifts: The issue of the prophetic office. 
The argument of cessationism is that the prophetic gift was rigidly connected to the prophetic 
“office” in the early church; and therefore, since the office has ceased, the gift has ceased too. This, 
of course, goes against the teachings and the practice of the Reformers. For example, a synthesis of 
Calvin’s commentaries on 1 Cor. 12-14 and Eph. 4 will show that Calvin believed the office to have 
ceased but the gift to be still valid and operational; therefore, there is no such rigid connection 
between gift and office. Such a connection would have made most Old Testament prophets false 
prophets since very few of them were ordained to office in the institutional church at the time. It 
would also create a problem with the mention in Acts 21 of the four daughters of Philip who 
prophesied. If prophetic gift always meant church office, then cessationists must argue for ordination 
of women. From there, if women can take one of the “offices” of the 5-fold ministry in Eph. 4:11; 
then women can be ordained to any of the other “offices” as well. The best solution to this problem 
is that there was no such office of “prophet” in the early church; it has always been a recognized 
giftwithout church administrative or judicial authority (hence the commandment for the others to 
“judge” the prophet in 1 Cor. 14). We don’t have examples of ordination of a prophet in the New 
Testament, and neither do we have examples of ordination of an apostle. 

In fact, we can say that the prophetic gift is God’s way to “straighten” the church from above rather 
than from within; it is a way for God to establish or confirm or reject human authority through a 
word given outside the institutional framework of the church. A rejection of that function of 
prophecy is a humanistic endeavor of making the church a man-made institution, not a body of Jesus 
Christ. Let’s not forget that one of the accusations against the Pharisees was that they killed the 
prophets, thus rejecting God’s attempts at correcting Israel in her apostasy (Matt. 23:29-39). 

 3. Ethics, Sanctification, Establishment 

The folly of cessationism’s obsession with predictive prophecy and Deut. 18:20-22 is obvious also in 
Elijah’s complaint to God in 1 Ki. 19:10, 14: 

I have been very zealous for the LORD, the God of hosts; for the sons of Israel have forsaken Your 
covenant, torn down Your altars and killed Your prophets with the sword. And I alone am left; and 
they seek my life, to take it away. 

Here’s the greatest prophet in the Old Testament; the prophet whose name is the symbol for the 
prophetic ministry itself; the prophet who only had the privilege of all the prophets to be taken up in 
clouds, and later meet and talk to Jesus on the Mountain, together with Moses. If there’s a prophet 
who knows what the prophetic gift should be about, that would be Elijah; if there’s a prophet who 
knows what the focus and the function of prophetic ministry should be about, that is Elijah. And 
when he stands before God, Elijah is not concerned with the predictive aspect of his prophecies, but 
with the ethical sanctification of Israel. He has lost hope, his ministry seems to have been a failure. 
Why? Is it because of failed predictions? No, Elijah doesn’t have the childish view of prophecy and 
the foolish obsession with predictive prophecy modern cessationists have. He is a covenant 
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theologian, he knows that the function of prophecy is the restoration of a people to the covenant, 
their obedience to the Law of God, and their establishment in the faith. 

And indeed, of all the Old Testament prophets, there are very few that actually gave predictive 
prophecies, and even with those who did, a very small portion of their writings are predictive 
prophecies. What is the bulk of their prophecies concerned with? 

Ethics and sanctification. Calling Israel back to the Law of God, and in fact, in support of the 
Theonomic interpretation of the Bible, calling all the nations back to the Law of God. From Moses’s 
ministry (called prophetic in Deut. 18:15), through David’s Psalms and Solomon’s Proverbs, through 
the ministries of Elijah and Elisha, through all the prophets from Isaiah to Malachi, the concern is 
always this: “How do we restore Israel in the Covenant? How do we make the people return to the 
Law and the Testimony (Is. 8:19-20)?” 

This function of prophecy is not limited to the Old Testament. The last promise in the Old Testament 
concerning the New Covenant states the restoration of the prophetic ministry in the following terms 
(notice, Elijah is mentioned again): 

Behold, I am going to send you Elijah the prophet before the coming of the great and terrible day of 
the Lord. 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 (Mal. 4:5-6). 

The promise is not that the prophetic ministry would be restored as clairvoyance so that cessationists 
can babble about Deuteronomy 18 all day long, the promise is that it would be restored so that 
hearts would be restored! The Old Testament truth that “where there is no prophetic vision, the 
people perish” (Prov. 29:18) is taken seriously in the New Covenant. God promises He won’t let His 
people perish in sin, and therefore He promises an abundance of prophetic visions (Joel 2-3, Acts 2). 
The New Covenant starts from sanctification in the heart (Jer. 31:33), and that sanctification in the 
heart is still a necessity today as it was before the Last Apostle died; therefore, to claim that 
prophecy has ceased is to miss a very important function of prophecy described in the Bible. 

But do we see this function of prophecy really played out in the New Testament? 

First, of course, we have the example of Jesus, Who “did not need anyone to testify concerning man, 
for He Himself knew what was in man.” Knowing “what is in man,” of course, is the first step to 
helping man with his sanctification. If sanctification begins in the heart, then the process of 
sanctification must start with a clear, thorough picture of the nature of man, and specifically of the 
man who is being counseled and helped with his sanctification. It is the promise of the New 
Covenant that the Law will be written in the hearts of men; there is some kind of inner change, inner 
transformation that needs to happen in man, in his view of God, himself, Law, judgment, and the 
future, for man to be sanctified. Calvin starts his Institutes with the claim that the knowledge of God 
and the knowledge of ourselves is mutually connected; and that knowledge is not 
rationalistic/metaphysical, nor magical/liturgical, but ethical/judicial: The right knowledge of 
ourselves sets us against the standard of God’s Law, and finds us lacking, so that “Every person, 
therefore, on coming to the knowledge of himself, is not only urged to seek God, but is also led by 
the hand to find Him.” 
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This tells us what the function was of Jesus’s supernatural knowledge of “what is in man”: To help 
man be conformed to the ethical demands of the Law of God, in his very heart and nature. In 
confirmation, the very next encounter of Jesus is with Nicodemus, where the same issue is brought 
up: How does man attain a new, sanctified nature? 

The argument that such supernatural knowledge was reserved only for Jesus doesn’t stand the test of 
Scripture. First, the Old Testament prophets had the gift of discerning the hearts of their listeners 
(see, for example, 2 Kings 5:25-26). Second, John the Baptist had the gift of discerning hearts (Luke 
3:7-8). Third, the gift of supernatural knowledge and the gift of discerning spirits are mentioned 
among the spiritual gifts in 1 Cor. 12:8-10. We also know of testimonies of gifts of discerning spirits 
and hearts in the lives of many of the heirs of the Reformation (Knox and Spurgeon, for example). It 
is clear that such discernment was given not to impress nor to entertain, but to help the listeners with 
their sanctification. 

In agreement with this, Paul tells the Roman church the purpose of the spiritual gifts: 

For I long to see you so that I may impart some spiritual gift to you, that you may be established. . . . 
(Rom. 1:11). 

That “establishment” is clearly, from the context, an establishment in the faith and in sanctification, 
in “bearing fruit.” To the Corinthians Paul gives one of the functions of speaking in tongues: 

One who speaks in a tongue edifies himself. . . . (1 Cor. 14:4). 

And what about prophecy? The function of prophecy, apparently, is to be the greatest gift, for it 
“edifies the whole church” (v. 4). And in order for the church to be edified, prophecy must be a 
supernatural gift, revealing the mysteries of the hearts, for Paul adds: 

But if all prophesy, and an unbeliever or an ungifted man enters, he is convicted by all, he is called to 
account by all; the secrets of his heart are disclosed; and so he will fall on his face and worship God, 
declaring that God is certainly among you (vv. 24-25). 

All these—special knowledge, discerning of spirits, edification, disclosing the secrets of the heart—
point to this very important ethical function of the spiritual gifts: sanctification, conviction of sin, and 
changing the nature of man to be conformed to the requirements of the Law of God. 

It shouldn’t be surprising, then, that the modern church has failed in its attempts to produce disciples 
at the same scale as the early church, or as the churches of the Reformation. If individual and 
corporate counseling, discipleship, and training are divorced from the direct participation of the Holy 
Spirit, they will be inevitably built on humanistic foundation. We should expect either that man’s 
theories and psychologies enter the church, or that counseling and discipleship be based on what 
Calvin called “bare interpretation of Scripture,” that is, a de-personalized, general, academic 
presentation of the Law without specific applications to the sanctification of a person or institution. 
A Christian counselor without the gift of knowledge or discerning spirits would be limited in his 
abilities to help start his listeners on the road to sanctification. And the issue of producing disciples 
has been returning with every generation of Christian ministries who have been unable to train their 
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own intellectual and spiritual heirs. Human abilities can get you only so far. The rejection of the 
direct involvement of the Holy Spirit has its consequences. 

And we didn’t even mention here the thoroughly Biblical issue of casting out demons. Cessationists 
seldom mention this aspect of the practices described in the New Testament; cessationism as a 
doctrine is not able to explain it nor to recognize it as an issue. If the gifts have ceased—and with 
them the discerning of spirits—does that mean that demons have ceased too? If they haven’t, what is 
the process of casting them out without the direct involvement of the Spirit? This alone may take 
another article to cover. But sanctification sometimes does require casting out demons; and the Bible 
is very clear that sin and perversion may be the result not just of a person’s sin, but of a person’s 
direct subjection to personal spiritual forces. (See the example of Mary Magdalene and other women 
in Luke 8:2.) How does modern counseling deal with such cases, where no sanctification is possible 
before spiritual deliverance is first administered? 
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4. Pronouncing Judgment 

“I have appointed you a prophet to the nations,” God told 
Jeremiah (Jer. 1:5), and then continued explaining to him 
what exactly the task of a prophet to the nations is: 

See, I have appointed you this day over the nations and over the 
kingdoms, 

To pluck up and to break down, 

To destroy and to overthrow, 

To build and to plant (v. 10). 

Of course, Jeremiah wasn’t given the political or military or 
economic power to bring those judgments upon the nations 

and the kingdoms. He didn’t need to. A prophet is a God’s mouthpiece for pronouncing judgment. 
And that’s what Jeremiah was called to do, as a prophet: pronouncing judgment on Israel and on the 
nations outside Israel. 

This function of prophecy wasn’t limited to Jeremiah. Moses as a prophet declared judgment on 
Egypt, and later on the nations who opposed Israel in their journey to the Promised Land. In fact, 
Moses pronounced judgment against his own people Israel when they rebelled against God. David 
and Solomon, both having prophetic gift from God, pronounced judgments against nations and 
individuals. Solomon’s greatest desire was not the economic blessings of the Law but the wisdom to 
judge (1 Kings 3:9). Elijah’s whole career as a prophet was devoted to pronouncing judgment, and 
sometimes even executing it himself (as on the prophets of Baal). The prophecy for the return of 
Elijah in Mal. 4 speaks of restoration of hearts, as we already saw, but it also ends with a 
pronunciation of judgment (v. 6). John the Baptist, the very fulfillment of that promise for the return 
of Elijah, was thrown in jail and then lost his head for pronouncing judgment against a ruler for his 
sin. Jonah’s prophecy was pronouncing judgment. And Revelation, that ultimate prophecy in the 
Bible, was not simply a predictive prophecy, it was a court verdict against Israel and against the 
Roman Empire. 

The New Testament also gives us examples of prophetic judgment against individuals. The spiritual 
man judgesall things, Paul declared (1 Cor. 2:15), in a chapter that starts with a judgment against the 
foolishness of the powerful of the day (v. 8). The verdict against Ananias and Sapphira was based on 
supernatural knowledge (Acts 5:4). Paul’s judgment against the evil spirit in the fortune-telling slave 
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girl in Acts 16:18 was based on a supernatural gift of discerning the spirits, and maybe also the gifts 
of faith and healing (see 1 Cor. 12:9). Peter’s knowledge of the inner motives of Simon the magician 
in Acts 8:23 couldn’t come from natural observations but from supernatural knowledge. And again, 
in the very Book of Prophecy, Revelation, seven churches are judged for blessing or for curse. 

Obviously, another purpose of the spiritual gifts, a very important function in the Covenant of God, 
is pronouncing judgment. Authority and Law mean nothing unless there is judgment, blessings or 
curses, coming from that authority, based on that Law, in the name of the One Who gives the gifts. 
That judgment is not abstract and impersonal, based on just “bare interpretation of Scripture,” to 
borrow Calvin’s phrase. Prophetic judgment is concrete, personal, and based on authoritative word 
from God Himself. It addresses the specific situation of today, not just in abstract terms, but in 
specific blessings or curses. The moral situation of a person or a nation is never simple and flat; 
some things are more important for the specific historical moment than others, and a bare reading of 
Scripture doesn’t always reveal which issue is more important in God’s eyes. No matter how much 
cessationists complain about “new revelation,” there is a need for some revelation to know what the 
specific issues are that need to be addressed, if a nation is to escape judgment, or to acquire the 
blessings of the Covenant. 

As obvious as this function of the spiritual gifts is, one is left to wonder what exactly cessationists 
have in store to replace it with. Prophetic sanctions in history are an integral part of the Covenant of 
God, and without sanctions in history, that Covenant is not operational in history. Thus, if prophetic 
judgment has ceased (since prophecy has ceased, according to cessationism), cessationists are left 
without any basis for applying the Covenant to history after first century AD, except in a very 
impersonal, abstract, watered down way. How would a cessationist pronounce judgment on anyone 
or any nation, if God doesn’t speak directly to our time and circumstances? 

This lack of covenantal judgment leads, first, to the loss of cultural influence. John Knox was feared 
by the powerful of his day, and the reason for their fear was very specifically his sermons where he 
pronounced prophetic judgments on kings, queens, and bishops, and even whole nations. The 
cultural influence of the Reformation in Switzerland, the Netherlands, and Britain was based on that 
ability to apply covenantal judgments to specific circumstances, an ability that requires specific 
supernatural revelation (see Calvin above). Is it surprising, then, that the decline of the Reformed 
and Presbyterian influence in the West coincided with the rise of cessationism and its hostility to 
supernatural word of applying Scripture to present use (an originally Reformed doctrine)? 

Neither is it surprising that the very trade mark of the Reformation, Covenant Theology, is now 
being abandoned by one “Reformed” seminary after another, one “Reformed” church after another. 
The process has become so widespread that some theologians and pastors are sounding the alarm 
already, though with little effect. Covenant Theology makes no sense without covenant sanctions. 
And there are no covenant sanctions unless the Spirit teaches the Church to declare them in history. 

And the very essence of the Reformation—the “Christianization of all of life”—is then lost. 
“Reformed” today has lost its meaning; it is nothing more than theologically correct humanistic 
selfishness that makes God subservient to man’s need for salvation. Professors at Reformed 
seminaries are attacking the very concept of Christendom as the application of the Gospel truths to 
all of life. Limiting the Gospel to only personal salvation and may be a little moralism in the public 
life of a person is all that passes for “Reformed” today. This decline of Reformed theology shouldn’t 
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be surprising either: Once the Holy Spirit is excluded from direct participation in the life of the 
church, in pronouncing judgment and sanctions, what follows is creeping humanism. And the last 
100 years of Presbyterianism in the US have been an abundant testimony to that effect. 

Cessationism can offer nothing to replace this function of the spiritual gifts: pronouncing judgment. 
And therefore cessationism has lost the very concept that is supported by judgment and sanctions in 
history: the Covenant. It won’t be long before we see the Shekinah-Glory cloud of the Covenant 
leaving the cessationist churches and moving to those who have a Biblical view of the gifts of the 
Spirit. The process has already started. 

5. Vision, Purpose, and Strategy for the Future 

I received some criticism for my article of a few weeks back, “Individual Purpose and the Kingdom 
of God.” The focus of the objections was this passage: 

The battle for the hearts of our children will not be fought in the area of ethical 
boundaries, nor in the area of evangelism and apologetic defense of the faith. The battle 
will be fought in the area of personal, individual purpose for each one of our children. 

It seemed to some that in this passage I have betrayed the traditional Reformed theology in favor of a 
more Charismatic theology where the practical concerns of man’s life are more important than the 
confessional and theological standards of the faith. One critic even told me that I was simply pushing 
some version of Rick Warren’s A Purpose-Driven Life. 

But the reality is, the Bible is an eschatological book from the very beginning. The concern with the 
future is much greater than the concern with the past or the present. The very institution of the 
family is given at the very beginning as something which breaks with the past even before there was 
any past (Gen. 2:24) and has a promise and vision for the future (Gen. 1:28). The promise was in the 
center of all things God commanded. The Land was the Promised Land, and the covenants were 
Covenants of Promise (Eph. 2:12). The faith that moved and saved the saints in the Old Testament 
was a faith in the future Messiah. All the great works they did were lesser than that 
great vision and expectation of the future (Heb. 11:13-16). 

Biblical faith is future-oriented. Its life comes not from stagnant theories or judicial rules or 
apologetic principles. All these are important, for they are the support, the bones of the faith. But 
without a vision, a purpose, an expectation of the future, those bones are dry bones, with no life in 
them. It is not unusual for congregations, or families, or individuals without purpose to look like 
they have no life in them; or that those with optimism for the future, with a purpose and vision for 
their lives to be described as “lively, vivacious, vigorous.” It is very often that churches focused on 
repeating the same procedures over and over again ad nauseam look like “dead” churches; for the 
life of expectations for the future, or purpose for the future, is not present. 

God told Ezekiel to prophesy over dry bones (Ezekiel 37). And the prophecy was to give them a 
promise, a vision for the future (vv. 11-28). 

We already know from Calvin’s words above that prophetic revelation is necessary to apply 
Scripture to present use. But the purpose of spiritual revelation is not just applying the Word to 



 

 
556 

our present circumstances, but also to our future goals. How do you know what the purpose for your 
personal life should be? Can the Holy Spirit give each one of us specific, direct guidance? How do 
we know where to invest our time, effort, talents, to achieve God’s purposes for our lives? The Word 
of God gives us everything necessary for salvation, but does it contain the specific, individual 
purpose of each and every one of us? Or of our families, churches, businesses, communities? Or are 
we to create our own purpose, out of our own minds, instead of seeking God’s guidance? Or are we 
to neglect the future as vision and purpose, and just limp along through life, taking care only about 
our theology and our ethical conformity with the Law? How do we become leaders who change the 
course of history if we don’t have a vision for the future: our future, and the future of our 
communities? And how can we make sure that that vision and purpose are those of the Holy Spirit, 
and not of our autonomous minds? 

Both the New and the Old Testaments are full with examples of prophecies that lay a vision or a 
strategy before a person to follow. In fact, in some places in the Old Testament direct word from the 
Lord was given not only for strategy, but for tactics too! (See, for example, Joshua 6:1-5; 2 Sam. 
5:17-25.) Kings—and even kings of Gentile nations outside Israel—were anointed by prophets (1 
Kings 19:15-16). All the prophets spoke judgment against Israel but also gave the vision of the 
restoration of Israel. Isaiah is called today “the prophet of the New Covenant,” and he is truly so, for 
the vision he gave to Israel was used by Jesus to announce the start of His ministry (Luke 4:17-21). 
That vision was kept alive not in the Temple nor with the religious leaders of Israel, but with the 
prophets of Israel (Luke 2:21-38; notice, the Holy Spirit “was upon” Simeon, and Anna was a 
“prophetess”). Jesus used supernatural knowledge and power to appoint His disciples (Matt. 9:9; 
John 1:48), thus giving them a purpose for their lives. As we saw before, Paul advised Timothy to 
continue fighting the good fight “in accordance with the prophecies” that “went before him,” 
indicating that the prophecies not only legitimized Timothy’s ministry but also described the vision 
and strategy for that ministry. (How else would Timothy fight “in accordance” with them?) 
Agabus’s prophecy to Paul was also laying out a vision, a strategy, and may be even encouragement 
for Paul in his long journey to Rome. It certainly gave him the faith and the confidence that his ship 
would survive in the storm when everyone else had lost faith (Acts 27:24). And that arch-prophecy, 
the Book of Revelation, was not only a book of judgment, but also a book of encouragement and 
vision for the future of the church, in the middle of the greater “shipwreck” of the Great Tribulation 
of AD 63-70, and the persecutions against the Church. 

A study of the mission field from the very early centuries of the Church until today will show us that 
all successful missionaries have had some experience with direct guidance or revelation, often 
against all rational odds, or against common sense, or against common opinion and established 
wisdom. We seldom hear about missionaries who left their comfortable life back home because they 
naturally, from their own minds, came to the logical conclusion that they should go to the mission 
field. Let me change this a little: Not only missionaries. We seldom hear of any Christian leader who 
has changed the course of history in one way or another that has based his vision and purpose and 
expectations of the future on his own rational, logical thought. In all situations, it was some 
revelation, some supernatural motive that pushed people to sacrifice what they had and look for the 
greater glory of the Kingdom of God. Purpose and vision are not something man gets from his 
rational thought; they are supernatural revelation, for changing history requires the ability to see 
things that are not there yet. And how would a human mind see what doesn’t exist yet except by 
revelation? 
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It is one of the functions of the revelatory gifts to reveal it. 

The inability of modern cessationism to influence history is partly due to this hostility to 
supernatural revelation that could start this fire in the hearts of men to change the course of history. 
The rejection of the gifts of the Spirit comes at a price, and that price is stagnation, and eventually, 
death. I have witnessed Presbyterian missions that spin their wheels for decades without producing 
anything of value. And why go to the mission field when we have such good examples here in the 
U.S.? With all the seminaries, all the right theology, all the studies of the classics of the 
Reformation, how great is the influence of Presbyterianism in the culture in the United States? Can 
we say that we have changed the course of history? The much smaller and younger Charismatic 
Movement has proven much more resilient and vigorous, and much more capable to influence the 
culture, because it has had much better view of initiative and entrepreneurship. And the reason is that 
they have been much more open to that guidance by the Spirit of which the Bible and Church history 
give us multiple examples. 

Such rejection of the guidance of the Spirit has also produced a significant dose of dualism in the 
Reformed churches. On one hand, since the Bible does speak about the future state of the 
saints after the Final Judgment, that part of future expectations is governed by revelation. On the 
other hand, the Bible doesn’t give direct guidance to everyone individually, or to specific families or 
groups or churches concerning their immediate future before the Final Judgment, this is left to the 
human mind and imagination without any direct aid from the Holy Spirit. The question is, then, how 
does man know if his efforts here on earth are really helping expand the Kingdom of God, or are in 
accordance with God’s purpose for his generation (Acts 13:36). The cessationist’s answer should 
be—if the cessationist is consistent with his own theory—that man can’t know God’s will for his life 
and his generation, simply because God doesn’t speak to man directly today. Such revelation 
supposedly would compete against the revelation of Scripture (even though Scripture doesn’t contain 
the purpose and vision for every individual person, which makes the argument quite ridiculous). 
Man, at best, can guess, but even in his guesses he has no way to verify if they are correct, for even 
such verification would require some kind of direct revelation to be validated. God can’t give direct 
vision and purpose, and God can’t directly correct man’s vision and purpose for himself. Man is on 
his own as far as his future on earth is concerned. From this, the step is very small to declaring all 
human endeavor on earth independent of God’s revelation. If man is on his own in his everyday life 
this side of the Final Judgment, then man should develop his own theories for personal and social 
life this side of the Final Judgment. God can’t intervene in a constructive or corrective way: He just 
can’t speak directly to man. The result is the dualism of the Two Kingdom Theology: a logical 
conclusion of cessationism. 

Cessationism, in other words, with its Enlightenment humanism and hostility to the supernatural, 
eventually leads to dualism and death. Man has no purpose nor vision revealed to him by God 
(except in an abstract, impersonal way), and he must be on a quest to produce his own purpose and 
vision. In the end, God’s revelation becomes irrelevant not only to man’s past but to his future on 
earth as well. 

 Conclusion 

I have been asked by cessationists: “If the spiritual gifts are valid today, how come we have never 
seen a true prophet or true prophecy in our church?” 



 

 
558 

My answer has always been (besides the obvious question, “How do you know your church is 
a true church?”): “Based on your cessationist theory, how would you recognize if there were a true 
prophet or a true prophecy in your church? Could it be that there were, and you didn’t recognize 
them, blinded by your un-Biblical theology? Could it be that the Holy Spirit just didn’t bother to 
speak directly to your church, seeing that you have adopted a theology that conveniently leaves Him 
out?” 

Cessationism has no answer to these questions. It is humanistic to the core. It based on a false and 
“ignorant” application of one verse only, 1 Cor. 13:8, to a time that is intermediate. No verse in the 
Bible supports cessationism in any form. All other arguments for cessationism are either rationalistic 
reasoning based on an imaginary limited purpose of the gifts (as in Warfield), or sensationalist 
complaints about certain practices in certain modern churches (“See what Benny Hinn is doing! 
Therefore, the gifts have ceased!”). The claim that a modern prophecy would be a challenge to the 
authority of Scripture is a false claim, as Calvin points out. The issue with the modern validity of the 
gifts is not “scriptural revelation vs. direct revelation,” as cessationists claim; it is God’s 
interpretation and application vs. man’s interpretation and application of God’s Word to present 
use. And on this issue, cessationism is very obviously on the humanistic side of the fence. 

But contrary to the cessationists imaginations, the spiritual gifts have a covenantal purpose, and this 
covenantal purpose is clearly revealed in Scripture: 

1. The gifts are given for knowledge and worship. Knowledge to apply the Word to present 
use; and worship to let the Spirit help us in our prayers and supplications to God. 

2. The gifts are given to legitimize authority wherever God decides that it is necessary. This 
function is also expressed in confirming authority and sometimes even judging and rejecting 
human authority, when human authority has been established against God’s will, or when it 
has become contrary to God’s purposes. 

3. The gifts are given for sanctification and establishment, to train and lead and edify the 
people of God to better conform to the ethical demands of the Law of God. They are 
specifically meant to reveal the secret desires of the hearts of men so that men can be 
effectively led to repentance and obedience. 

4. The gifts are given to pronounce judgment, to declare God’s positive or negative sanctions 
in history, to specific individuals, institutions, or groups of people. 

5. The gifts are given to give vision, purpose, and lay out strategy for action so that men have 
their eyes set on their future in history, and on the purpose of God for their individual lives 
and for their specific generation. 

These functions of the gifts don’t have to be guessed or derived by rationalistic reasoning. They are 
clearly expressed in Scripture, and abundantly supported with examples in Scripture. The attempt to 
deny this covenantal purpose of the gifts and transfer it to a bare reading and human interpretation of 
Scripture will only lead to abstract, dry, lifeless theorizing about the Covenant, but never to the 
direct, specific, dynamic application of the Covenant of God to the specific circumstances of our day 
and our generation. 
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So therefore, before any cessationist starts babbling again about the cessation of gifts, he needs to 
prove that the need for the above functions of the gifts have ceased. Only then will he have a 
foundation for his theory. The problem is, once we assume that this covenantal purpose and the 
functions of the gifts have ceased, we won’t have Covenant Theology anymore, only humanistic 
reasoning that parades as Christianity. 

The conclusion, then, is obvious: The excesses in modern Charismatism can’t be fought against by a 
similarly un-Biblical excess in rejecting the gifts of the Spirit. These excesses only come to prove 
that we are in need of a systematic Biblical covenantal doctrine of the gifts of the Spirit which will 
restore their legitimate place in the churches today. Instead of whining about some Charismatic 
celebrity “pushing people in the spirit,” we need to do our homework which we have abandoned for 
over a century. The Reformed churches need to dump that humanistic doctrine of cessationism back 
where it belongs: in the dustbin of history, together with its parents, Dispensationalism and the 
Enlightenment. 

And we need to start over again, going to the Bible to build a covenantal view of the spiritual gifts, 
one which would allow to restore an element of our faith, practice, and obedience to God, which we 
have ignored and abandoned for over a century: The gifts of the Holy Spirit. 
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 The Two-Kingdoms Doctrine’s Schizophrenic Philosophy 112.
of History 

Boijdar Marinov, July 8, 2015 

In the wake of the Supreme Court’s decision on 
sodomite “marriage” my Facebook news feed 
was filled with quite a few statements by known 
and unknown, important and unimportant 
persons and institutions who wanted to inform 
the world what they thought of it. One institution, 
though, was missing from that list, and of what I 
know, there is still no official statement neither 
from the institution as a whole, nor from any 
individual working for it, on the SCOTUS’s 
ruling: The Westminster Seminary in Escondido, 
California, the seedbed of the modern Two 

Kingdoms theology, or, rather, the Two-Kingdoms rhetoric. 

I, for one, would be really interested in such formal statement. Why? Well, because, there is an 
element of the two-kingdoms rhetoric that has been of special interest to me, and I have always 
wanted to understand it and see it developed by its adherents to its logical end. That element is the 
view of history and historical change, and is best described in the Introduction to VanDrunen’s 
book, Living	in	God’s	Two	Kingdoms: 

According to [the two-kingdoms] doctrine, God is not redeeming 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 8:20-9:17.1 

So, there are two principles at work when it comes to the dynamics of history, according to this 
statement. One is limited only to the church and the individual Christians (as far as only their non-
cultural activities are concerned): redemption, that is, a change, gradual or instant, from a state of 
wickedness and curse to a state of righteousness and blessing. The other is broader and includes all 
unbelievers and all cultural endeavors of all men, believers and unbelievers: preservation, that is, 
keeping things in a state that is neither redeemed nor wicked. 

The most important thing, of course, which a Reformed Christian would notice in this statement is 
that, from a Reformed perspective, this is a declaration of the moral	 neutrality of the cultural 
endeavors of man. If man is a moral creature in all the aspects of his being (as made in God’s 
image), and if sin has permeated all the aspects of man’s nature (total depravity), then man’s cultural 
activities and institutions are just as corrupt and depraved as man himself. If we accept as valid 
Henry Van Til’s dictum that “culture is religion externalized,” then man’s cultural activities and 
institutions – just as much as his individual character and personal piety – are shaped by his religion. 
Clearly, then, if man’s individual character and personal piety can be redeemed – that 
is, harmonized	with	 the	demands	of	 the	Gospel – obviously, a culture that was lost must be also 
capable of being redeemed, that is, harmonized	 with	 the	 demands	 of	 Gospel. If God is not 
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redeeming it, then culture must not be under the curse of sin, and therefore it is morally neutral: that 
is, free of the standards for good and evil. 

VanDrunen understands this clear logical conclusion of his position, so he is trying to use 
obfuscation to avoid the charge of moral neutrality: 

This kingdom is in no sense a realm of moral neutrality or autonomy. God makes its institutions and 
activities honorable, though only for temporary and provisional purposes. 

But moral neutrality is not about “honorable” and “dishonorable,” it’s about good	and	evil. “Honor” 
means nothing when it comes to moral standards; unless, of course, it is taken to mean “good,” in 
which case he would have used the word “good” as a more logical choice. The obfuscation is quite 
obvious: He denies he makes culture morally neutral, but then he	uses	a	morally	neutral	word to 
describe it, instead of the obvious, logical alternative, the morally-charged words of “good” and 
“evil.” Why? Obviously, because if he says that culture can be either good or evil, he will have no 
explanation why culture shouldn’t be redeemed. 

And	even	worse	 than	 that:	 Since	 the	 culture	of	unredeemed	and	depraved	men	 is	by	nature	
unredeemed	and	depraved,	VanDrunen	will	have	a	hard	time	explaining	what	exactly	is	it	that	
God	is	“preserving,”	and	why.	

So	the	only	way	for	VanDrunen	to	hope	to	sell	his	doctrine	to	Reformed	Christians	is	to	keep	
speaking	 of	 culture	 in	 morally	 neutral	 terms	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 denying	 the	 obvious	
conclusion	of	its	moral	neutrality.	It’s	all	rhetoric.	

A Theology of Historical Stagnation 

The	conclusion	about	the	moral	neutrality	of	culture	inherent	in	the	two-kingdoms	rhetoric	is	
the	most	 important	 one,	 but	 there’s	 another	 ramification:	 The	 notion	 of	 God	 redeeming	His	
people	while	preserving	the	world	around	them	in	the	same	state	makes	history	meaningless.	
When	 it	 comes	 to	 the	 individual	 life	 and	 character	 of	 man,	 we	 as	 Christians	 consider	 it	
meaningless	to	believe	that	it	is	possible	for	a	man	to	be	redeemed	and	justified	and	sanctified,	
and	 not	 be	 changed	 in	 his	 outward	 actions	 and	 his	 conduct.	We	 expect	 a	man’s	 conduct	 to	
become	 “religion	 externalized,”	 and	 since	 his	 religious	 views	were	 redeemed,	we	 expect	 his	
conduct	 to	 be	 redeemed	 as	well.	 In	 the	 same	way,	 how	 is	 it	 possible	 for	God’s	 people	 to	 be	
redeemed,	and	yet	never	be	able	to	apply	that	redemption	to	the	world	around	them,	so	that	
the	changed	state	of	the	world	becomes	a	testimony	to	the	power	of	the	Gospel	in	their	lives?	
As	the	Gospel	spreads	throughout	the	earth,	and	God	brings	more	and	more	people	to	Himself,	
what	 is	 that	 logic	 that	will	 declare	 that	 the	 cultural	 actions	 and	 institutions	of	mankind	will	
remain	the	same,	being	simply	“preserved,”	meaning	that	they	will	never	manifest	the	inward	
change	in	God’s	redeemed	people?	

If	the	power	and	the	victory	of	the	Gospel	remained	locked	within	men’s	hearts	and	are	never	
expressed	 in	 the	 historical	 dynamics	 of	 their	 culture	 and	 institutions,	 then	 history	 doesn’t	
reveal	 the	power	and	 the	victory	of	 the	Gospel.	There	would	be	nothing	 in	history	 to	which	
unbelievers	 can	 look	 up	 to	 and	 see	 how	 God	 has	 been	 working	 in	 redeeming	 a	 people	 to	
Himself.	If	history	doesn’t	reveal	the	power	and	victory	of	the	Gospel,	then	history	either	has	
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no	meaning	at	 all,	 or	has	another	meaning,	different	 and	 rival	 to	 that	of	 the	Gospel.	At	best,	
history	is	stagnant;	it	doesn’t	indicate	any	movement	in	any	direction,	either	to	confirm	or	to	
negate	the	Gospel.	In	most	cases,	the	supporters	of	the	two-kingdoms	doctrine	actually	believe	
history	goes	from	better	to	worse,	that	is,	history	is	able	to	overcome	and	defeat	the	growth	of	
the	Gospel,	when	it	comes	to	the	practical	applications	of	it.	

History	is	the	development	of	man’s	civilization	over	time,	and	it	is	not	morally	neutral.	It’s	the	
change	–	over	time	–	in	man’s	cultural	actions	and	institutions,	conditioned	by	man’s	spiritual	
growth	or	apostasy.	When	we	compare	two	historical	periods,	this	 is	what	we	are	looking	at:	
How	do	 the	cultures	of	 the	 two	historical	periods	compare?	Then,	 from	this	 comparison,	we	
are	making	our	conclusions	about	the	flow	and	direction	–	and	the	meaning	and	testimony	–	of	
history.	 The	Bible	 is	 full	 of	 such	 examples.	 God	 spoke	 to	 the	 Israelites	multiple	 times	 in	 the	
Bible,	showing	them	the	difference	between	their	age	and	ages	past,	demonstrating	how	their	
obedience	or	disobedience	led	to	cultural	improvement	or	decay.	Prophecies	about	the	future	
promise	the	same	things:	The	advance	of	the	Gospel	leads	to	the	growth	of	the	Kingdom	of	God	
on	 earth,	 and	 the	 growth	 of	 the	 Kingdom	 of	 God	 is	manifested	 visibly	 in	 the	 restoration	 of	
man’s	 culture	 and	 institutions	 on	 earth,	 before	 the	 Second	 Coming	 of	 Christ.	 Until,	 as	 the	
Scripture	 promises,	 “all	His	 enemies	 are	made	His	 footstool”	 (Heb.	 1:13)	 and	 “all	 things	 are	
subjected	to	Him”	(1	Cor.	15:28).	

Amillennialists	and	premillennialists	often	object	to	the	charge	that	their	systems	destroy	the	
meaning	of	history.	But	objections	to	the	contrary,	the	inevitable	conclusion	is	that,	indeed,	any	
system	 that	 denies	 cultural	 growth	 in	 history	 as	 the	 result	 of	 the	 growth	 of	 the	 Gospel	 by	
necessity	 destroys	 the	 meaning	 of	 history.	 The	 meaninglessness	 of	 history	 is	 very	 well	
described	in	that	 famous	quote	by	Meredith	Kline	from	an	article	where	he	attacks	Christian	
Reconstruction	 for	 many	 things,	 among	 them	 the	 postmillennial	 belief	 that	 history	 is	 the	
manifestation	of	the	victory	of	God’s	special	grace	on	earth:	

And	meanwhile	[the	common	grace	order]	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.2	

Kline	 continues	 by	 stating	 categorically:	No	 judgment	 in	 history	 based	 on	 obedience	 or	
disobedience.	Why?	Because	that	would	destroy	the	principle	of	“commonness,”	as	opposed	to	
the	principle	of	special	grace,	that	is,	redemption:	

For	 if	 the	 principle	 of	 synchronizing	 a	 people’s	 enjoyment	 of	 temporal	 prosperity	 with	 the	
measure	of	godliness	they	exhibit	were	to	be	administered	universally,	no	place	would	be	 left	
for	 the	 operation	 of	 a	 principle	 of	 commonness	 in	 the	 bestowing	 of	 temporal	 benefits	 on	
believers	and	unbelievers.	

Translated	 to	 common	 language	 it	means,	 “History	 can’t	 be	 a	 testimony	 to	 the	power	 –	 and	
therefore	to	the	blessings	–	of	the	Gospel;	redemption	is	only	a	side	issue	to	it.	History	is	not	a	
revelation	of	Jesus	Christ	and	His	ministry.”	

Commonness? No, War! 
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This,	 of	 course,	 runs	 contrary	 to	 the	Biblical	 view	 of	 history	which	 describes	 history’s	most	
important	characteristic	to	be	not	the	“commonness”	between	men	and	their	cultures	but	the	
War	between	the	Two	Seeds.	The	world	is	a	wheat	field	in	which	some	tares	were	sown	(Matt.	
13:24-30,	36-43),	 and	with	 time,	 the	 seeds	grow	 to	maturity,	 and	 it	 becomes	obvious	which	
plant	belongs	to	which	seed.	Covenant-keepers	will	grow	in	redemption	and	sanctification	and	
will	be	blessed,	covenant-breakers	will	grow	in	evil	and	depravity	and	will	be	cursed,	and	this	
blessing	 and	 curse	 will	 become	 more	 and	 more	 visible	 in	 the	 culture	 in	 the	 growing	
redemption	of	all	cultural	activities	and	institutions.	Granted,	the	curve	won’t	be	smooth,	and	
some	generations	of	Christians	–	like	ours	–	may	despise	the	Law	of	God	and	reject	the	idea	of	
the	victory	of	the	Gospel	of	Christ;	such	temporary	apostasy	will	lead	to	temporary	stagnation	
and	may	be	even	downward	slope	for	culture.	But	in	the	long	term,	history	will	demonstrate	
more	and	more	the	superiority	of	the	Gospel,	in	the	redemption	of	mankind’s	cultural	actions	
and	institutions.	

The	court	of	history,	therefore,	has	been	busy	handing	down	verdicts:	verdicts	which	bless	and	
encourage	and	empower	covenant-keepers,	and	curse	and	discourage	and	weaken	covenant-
breakers.	Contrary	to	Kline	and	VanDrunen,	redemption	is	active	and	operational	not	only	for	
men’s	 individual	souls	and	their	churches,	but	for	their	cultures	as	well:	 families,	businesses,	
scientific	and	technological	endeavors,	education	and	professional	activities,	their	law	systems	
and	political	establishments,	etc.,	etc.	Culture	is	religion	externalized,	and	the	curse	that	pagan	
religions	brought	into	the	world	is	being	now	replaced	by	the	blessing	of	the	Gospel,	in	every	
area	of	life,	including	culture.	

And	 if	 you	 want	 to	 understand	 the	 very	 foundation	 of	 the	 two-kingdoms	 rhetoric,	 it	 is	
this:	There	 is	 no	 such	 court	 of	 history.	Not	 for	 the	 culture	 and	 for	 the	 human	 institutions,	 at	
least.	

But	then,	how	did	that	“preservation”	work	in	the	SCOTUS’s	decision?	VanDrunen	and	the	two-
kingdoms	 group	 have	 no	 answer.	 Any	 answer	 will	 have	 to	 either	 declare	 that	 the	 Court’s	
decision	was	morally	neutral,	or	 that	culture	 is	subject	 to	sin	–	and	therefore	to	redemption.	
The	first	would	expose	the	real	religion	of	Westminster	West.	The	second	would	destroy	their	
doctrine	of	the	“commonness”	of	culture.	Silence	seems	to	be	the	most	acceptable	option.	

Albert Mohler’s Strange Response 

But	 there	was	another	public	 statement.	A	 statement	which	proves	again	 that	whenever	 the	
proponents	of	the	two-kingdoms	theory	are	not	mindful	of	their	words	(or	whenever	it	suits	
them	 politically),	 they	 naturally	 speak	 contrary	 to	 it.	 Rushdoony	 described	 the	 same	
phenomenon	 in	 his	 article,	 “Covert	 Theonomists.”3	The	 same	 phenomenon	 can	 be	 detected	
every	 Christmas	 –	 if	 not	 every	 Sunday	 service	 –	when	 officially	 premillennial	 or	 amillennial	
churches	 sing	 hymns	 with	 openly	 postmillennial	 content.	 For	 all	 the	 blabber	 that	
premillennialism	 or	 amillennialism	 are	 the	 “most	 natural	 reading	 of	 Scripture,”	 in	 the	 final	
account,	 premillennialists	 and	 amillennialists	 quite	 naturally	 resort	 to	 postmillennial	
sentiments,	and	anti-theonomists	resort	to	theonomic	rhetoric.	
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This	 time	 the	 inconsistency	 comes	 from	 Albert	 Mohler,	 professedly	 premillennial	 and	 two-
kingdoms	in	his	views.	I	have	written	several	articles	exposing	the	intellectual	schizophrenia	in	
Mohler’s	 views,	 so	 I	 am	 not	 surprised	 to	 see	 him	 going	 again,	naturally,	 against	 his	 own	
professed	 theology.	 Here	 are	 his	 words,	 in	 response	 to	 the	 decision	 of	 the	 Supreme	 Court	
concerning	sodomite	“marriages”:	

But	 the	 Supreme	Court,	 like	 every	 human	 institution	 and	 individual,	will	 eventually	 face	 two	
higher	courts.	The	first	is	the	court	of	history,	which	will	render	a	judgment	that	I	believe	will	
embarrass	 this	 court	 and	 reveal	 its	 dangerous	 trajectory.	 The	 precedents	 and	 arguments	 set	
forth	in	this	decision	cannot	be	limited	to	the	right	of	same-sex	couples	to	marry.	If	individual	
autonomy	 and	 equal	 protection	 mean	 that	 same-sex	 couples	 cannot	 be	 denied	 what	 is	 now	
defined	as	a	fundamental	right	of	marriage,	then	others	will	arrive	to	make	the	same	argument.	
This	Court	will	find	itself	in	a	trap	of	its	own	making,	and	one	that	will	bring	great	harm	to	this	
nation	and	its	families.4	

So,	the	“court	of	history,”	is	it.	And	it’s	not	just	for	individuals,	but	for	institutions	also.	Mohler	
believes	 that	 there	will	 be	 some	 force,	 some	operational	principle	 in	 the	world	 that	 renders	
judgment	in	history,	on	institutions.	He	doesn’t	explain	how	that	works	with	his	eschatology	of	
premillennialism	 which	 by	 default	 postpones	 judgment	 to	 the	 end	 of	 history.	 He	 doesn’t	
explain	 how	 it	 works	 with	 his	 two-kingdoms	 doctrine	 which	 argues	 for	 the	 principle	 of	
“commonness”	in	the	culture,	which	by	default	rejects	the	concept	of	redemption	being	applied	
to	 man’s	 cultural	 activities	 and	 institutions,	 and	 argues	 for	 “preservation”	 rather	 than	
redemption.	

I,	of	course,	heartily	agree	with	Mohler	about	the	“court	of	history.”	That	has	always	been	at	
the	heart	of	Covenant	Theology,	that	God	uses	covenant	sanctions	–	blessings	and	cursings	–	in	
history	to	judge	nations	and	their	cultures	and	institutions	for	their	obedience	or	disobedience	
to	 God’s	 Law.	 The	 “court	 of	 history”	 is	 actually	 God’s	 Court,	 God’s	 sovereign	 judgments	 in	
history.	The	nation,	culture,	or	institution	who	obey	God’s	Law	will	be	blessed	with	temporal	
blessings	 and	 more	 cultural	 power	 in	 history,	 and	 they	 will	 succeed	 in	 anything	 they	
undertake.	The	nation,	culture,	or	institution	who	disobey	God’s	Law	will	experience	temporal	
curses	 and	will	 become	 increasingly	 impotent	 in	 their	 cultural	 endeavors,	 thwarted	 in	 their	
plans	and	undertakings.	

It	is	in	this	mechanism	of	covenantal	sanctions	in	history	that	history	finds	its	meaning,	and	it	
through	 this	 “court	of	history”	 that	 the	Gospel	 is	being	 testified	 for	and	redemption	 is	being	
brought	 to	 the	nations.	 It	 is	 through	 this	process	of	more	 cultural	power	 to	 covenant-keepers	
and	more	cultural	impotence	to	covenant-breakers	that	redemption	is	brought	to	an	earth	that	
is	ravaged	by	mankind’s	depravity.	It	is	through	this	process	of	“making	His	blessings	flow	far	
as	the	curse	is	found”	that	God	answers	the	prayer	of	His	saints,	“Thy	Kingdom	come,	Thy	will	
be	 done,	 on	 earth	 as	 it	 is	 in	 heaven.”	 At	 the	 end	 of	 history,	 all	 cultures	 will	 be	 redeemed	
through	 this	 process	 of	 covenant	 sanctions	 in	 history,	 because	 in	 their	 growth	 to	maturity,	
believers	will	become	more	and	more	successful,	and	unbelievers	more	and	more	impotent.	At	
the	end,	even	if	there	are	unbelievers	remaining	in	the	world,	they	will	be	powerless	to	have	
any	 influence	 on	 the	 cultures	 of	 the	 world	 whatsoever.	 What	 has	 previously	 been	 the	
“kingdoms	of	this	world”	will	become	the	Kingdom	of	Christ.	Thus,	all	will	be	made	subject	to	
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Him,	 because	 the	whole	 earth	 in	 its	 laws	 and	 cultural	 practices	will	 be	 a	 reflection	 of	 God’s	
character,	which	is	nothing	less	than	God’s	moral	character	encoded	into	ethical	standards.	

My	agreement	with	Mohler’s	faith	in	the	inevitable	verdict	of	the	“court	of	history”	is	based	on,	
and	 is	 in	 full	 agreement	 with	 my	 theonomic	 postmillennialism.	 The	 very	 notion	 of	 a	
transcendent	“court	of	history”	which	judges	–	in	history	–	the	actions	of	cultural	entities	and	
civil	 institutions	 according	 to	 a	 transcendent	moral	 standard	 is	 consistently	 theonomic	 and	
postmillennial.	 It	can’t	be	premillennial	or	amillennial,	 for	 it	presupposes	positive,	optimistic	
expectations	 of	 history	 –	 how	 can	 the	 wicked	 be	 judged	 and	 thwarted	 in	 history,	 and	 the	
righteous	 blessed	 and	 empowered,	 and	 yet	 history	 remain	 stagnant	 or	 increasingly	 evil?	 It	
can’t	be	anti-theonomic,	 for	 that	would	presuppose	that	God	 judges	cultures	and	 institutions	
based	on	 a	 standard	different	 than	God’s	 Law.	 It	 can’t	 be	 consistent	with	 the	 two-kingdoms	
doctrine	for	it	presupposes	that	cultures	and	government	institutions	–	like	the	Supreme	Court	
–	are	under	the	requirements	of	the	Law	of	God,	and	thus	the	very	notion	of	“common	grace”	
or	“natural	law”	as	their	operational	ethics	is	destroyed.	For	a	person	to	be	consistent,	he	can’t	
believe	 in	 a	 “court	 of	 history”	 unless	 he	 assumes	 a	 theology	 of	 covenantal,	 theonomic	
postmillennialism.	

But	how	 is	Mohler,	a	premillennial,	 anti-theonomic,	 two-kingdoms	professor,	able	 to	use	 the	
phrase	 “the	 court	 of	 history”?	What	 is	 the	 possible	meaning	 of	 that	 phrase	 in	 his	 professed	
theological	position?	

Does	he	mean	historical	judgment	in	the	Biblical	sense,	as	expressed	in	many	Biblical	passages	
like	 Deuteronomy	 28	 or	 Psalm	 37?	 The	 sort	 of	 historical	 judgment	 that	 makes	 the	 wicked	
destroy	 themselves,	 thwarts	 their	 plans,	 topples	 down	 their	 kingdoms,	 and	 establishes	 the	
reign	of	their	enemies,	that	is,	the	covenant	people	of	God?	

If	he	means	that,	he	has	betrayed	his	professed	theology,	for	his	theology	doesn’t	allow	for	such	
judgment	 in	 history.	 Remember,	 there	 is	 no	 redemption	 of	 culture	 in	 history,	 and	 therefore	
there	is	no	judgment	of	culture	in	history.	Culture	is	controlled	by	common	grace	and	“natural	
law,”	 and	 the	 two-kingdoms	doctrine	 allows	 for	 neither	 common	 grace	 nor	 “natural	 law”	 to	
force	 any	 covenantal	 separation	 within	 history.	 If,	 in	 history,	 the	 wicked	 are	 effectively	
destroyed	or	thwarted	in	their	cultural	agenda,	and	the	righteous	are	made	victorious	by	the	
victory	of	their	cultural	agenda	in	accordance	with	the	Gospel,	then	that	will	be	a	redemption	
of	culture	from	the	darkness	of	wickedness	to	the	light	of	the	Gospel.	But	just	a	few	days	ago	
Mohler	himself	doubled	down	on	his	two-kingdoms	doctrine	by	declaring	that	there	is	no	such	
thing	as	redemption	of	culture	in	the	Bible.5	

So,	obviously,	 the	Biblical	meaning	of	 “court	of	history”	 is	excluded	–	unless	we	assume	that	
Mohler’s	 is	 a	 very	 heavy	 case	 of	 intellectual	 schizophrenia,	 so	 heavy	 that	 he	 himself	 can	
severely	contradict	himself	within	the	course	of	two	days	and	not	notice	it.	So	what	else	could	
that	“court	of	history”	be,	then?	

Blessings for the Wicked, Curses for the Righteous 
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Pay	attention	to	Mohler’s	language	when	he	describes	the	working	of	that	“court	of	history”	he	
envisions:	

.	 .	 .	 the	court	of	history,	which	will	 render	a	 judgment	 that	 I	believe	will	embarrass	 this	court	
and	reveal	its	dangerous	trajectory.	.	.	.	This	Court	will	find	itself	in	a	trap	of	its	own	making,	and	
one	that	will	bring	great	harm	to	this	nation	and	its	families.	

So,	 there	will	 be	 consequences	 in	 history,	 but	 they	will	 be	 only	 in	 “revealing	 the	 dangerous	
trajectory”	 of	 the	 Supreme	 Court.	 When	 that	 revelation	 happens,	 the	 court	 will	 be	
“embarrassed,”	and	it	will	find	itself	in	a	trap	of	its	own	making.	In	the	final	account,	however,	
those	 who	 will	 suffer	 because	 of	 the	 Supreme	 Court’s	 decision	 will	 be	 this	 nation	 and	 its	
families,	not	the	court	itself.	

The	 assumption	 here	 is	 that	 the	 Supreme	 Court	 is	 oblivious	 to	 the	 real	 long-term	 effects	 of	
their	 own	 decision;	 that	when	 those	 long-term	 effects	 come,	 they	won’t	 be	 expected	 by	 the	
Supreme	 Justices,	 and	will	 “embarrass”	 them.	 So	 oblivious	 is	 the	 Supreme	 Court,	 that	 their	
decision	 is	 in	 fact	 setting	 a	 “trap”	 for	 themselves:	 normally,	 a	 trap	 is	 not	 set	 for	 those	who	
expect	a	trap.	Mohler	can	see	what’s	coming,	but	the	judges	don’t.	But	they	will	see	it	when	it	
comes	and	understand	the	harm	of	what	they	have	done.	At	the	very	bottom,	this	assumption	
boils	down	to	faith	in	the	good	will	and	ethical	character	of	the	judges.	If	Mohler	believes	that	
the	judges	will	be	“embarrassed”	by	the	results	of	what	they	have	created,	he	must	believe	that	
the	judges	have	the	same	moral	standard	as	he	does,	in	order	for	them	to	give	the	consequences	
the	same	moral	assessment	as	he	does.	Here	is	the	same	faith	in	the	“commonness”	between	
believers	and	unbelievers	 that	Meredith	Kline	and	VanDrunen	 insist	on,	 the	 “natural	 law”	of	
the	two-kingdoms	doctrine,	which	both	believers	and	unbelievers	acknowledge	and	agree	on,	
the	 shared	 ethical	 ground	 on	which	 no	 one	 disagrees,	 and	 therefore	 can	 be	 the	 ethical	 and	
judicial	foundation	for	the	“common	kingdom.”	The	cosmic	battle	between	Christ	and	Satan	–	
and	between	their	followers	–	is	only	in	the	realm	of	the	personal	salvation	of	Christians,	and	
may	 be	 also	 their	 personal	 ethics	 (as	 long	 as	 we	 keep	 it	 separate	 from	 their	 cultural	
endeavors).	When	it	comes	to	the	culture,	or	to	the	political	realm,	we	all	get	along	 just	 fine,	
having	the	same	principles	of	ethical	and	judicial	assessment	of	reality:	“natural	law.”	A	court	
of	anti-Christian	perverts	would	agree	in	its	assessment	of	reality	and	practical	results	with	a	
Christian	preacher.	

So,	 from	Mohler’s	words,	he	expects	Elena	Kagan,	 for	 example,	 to	be	 “embarrassed”	when	 it	
becomes	obvious	that	the	court’s	decision	has	opened	the	door	to	the	legalization	of	polygamy,	
pedophilia,	or	bestiality,	or	 to	 the	destruction	of	 the	 families.	Because,	you	know,	 she	would	
agree	with	Mohler	about	the	ethical	monstrosity	of	these	things.	Right?	

How	reasonable	is	it	to	believe	such	a	thing?	How	reasonable	is	it	to	believe	that	the	Supreme	
Court	 justices	 who	 voted	 for	 the	 legalization	 of	 sodomite	 “marriage”	 don’t	 actually	 realize	
where	 it	 is	 heading	 and	 what	 the	 consequences	 will	 be?	 And	 even	 more	 important,	how	
reasonable	is	 it	to	believe	that	unregenerate,	anti-Christian	perverts	would	have	moral	scruples	
and	 will	 be	 “embarrassed”	 or	 feel	 like	 being	 “caught	 in	 a	 trap”	 by	 the	 consequences	 of	 their	
decision?	How	reasonable	is	it	to	expect	that	they	will	have	the	same	moral	assessment	of	these	
consequences	as	Mohler	does?	
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It	isn’t	reasonable	at	all.	It	contradicts	the	principle	of	“total	depravity”	that	is	at	the	foundation	
of	Reformed	soteriology.	In	order	for	Mohler	to	believe	that	a	group	of	moral	perverts	will	be	
able	 to	 give	 the	 same	moral	 assessment	 of	 reality	 as	 that	 of	 Christians,	 he	 has	 to	 abandon	
Reformed	theology.	This	is	what	the	two-kingdoms	rhetoric	is:	covert	Arminianism,	dressed	in	
Calvinist	verbiage.	

In	Mohler’s	view	of	history,	based	on	his	 two-kingdoms	doctrine,	 there	 is	 really	no	“court	of	
history”	for	the	wicked.	The	“embarrassment”	and	the	“trap”	he	imagines	for	the	justices	who	
voted	 for	 sodomite	 “marriage”	will	 actually	be	 their	 victory	 and	vindication	 in	history.	They	
won’t	 look	at	 the	destruction	 they	have	 created	and	 say,	 “Oops,	we	were	wrong	and	we	did	
wrong,	and	the	results	are	embarrassing	for	us.”	They	will	say:	“Great!	This	is	exactly	what	we	
wanted	to	create:	a	pagan	culture	ruled	by	pagan	laws.	We	wanted	to	destroy	this	nation	and	
its	families,	and	we	were	able	to	achieve	it.	History	has	judged	us	right.”	

In	Mohler’s	 theology,	 therefore,	blessings	 in	history	are	reserved	for	the	wicked.	What	about	
the	cursings?	Well,	he	says	it:	They	are	reserved	for	the	nation	(a	majority	against	the	court’s	
ruling)	and	 for	 its	 families.	Blessings	 for	 the	wicked,	curse	 for	 the	righteous:	 this	 is	Mohler’s	
view	of	history.	And	he	has	no	hope	in	history	to	offer;	the	culture	can	never	be	redeemed	or	
Christianized.	But	it	can	become	more	pagan,	obviously.	

A Bugle with an Indistinct Sound 

But	why	so	much	ado	about	the	philosophy	of	history?	Isn’t	it	more	important	to	“preach	the	
Gospel”	instead	of	worrying	about	the	direction	of	historical	events?	

The	 reason	 has	 been	 pointed	 out	 many	 times	 by	 postmillennial	 authors:	 the	 philosophy	 of	
history	of	a	man	or	a	group	of	people	determines	his	actions.	His	expectations	of	the	future	–	
whether	optimistic	or	pessimistic	–	will	determine	how	and	whether	he	will	invest	his	time	in	
important,	long-term,	culture-changing	projects,	or	will	limit	his	investment	of	time	and	effort	
to	 short-term	activities	 of	 immediate	 results.	These	 expectations	of	 the	 future	will	 affect	 his	
endeavors	in	his	family,	his	business,	his	political	participation,	etc.	The	connection	between	a	
man’s	philosophy	of	history	and	his	actions	is	so	obvious,	it	hardly	needs	to	be	stressed	over	
and	over	again.	

And	 yet,	 as	 obvious	 it	 is,	 it	 is	 not	 so	 obvious	 to	 premillennial	 and	 amillennial	 seminary	
professors.	Some	are	so	determined	to	not	see	it	that	they	will	twist	even	the	simplest	rules	of	
logic	 or	 ignore	 the	 obvious	historical	 lessons	 to	deny	 such	 connection	 –	 like	Mohler	himself	
who	recently	declared	that	postmillennialism	was	what	led	to	the	rise	of	the	German	military	
state	 and	 then	 Nazism.	 (The	 truth	 is,	 the	 churches	 in	 Germany	 at	 the	 time	 were	 all	
premillennial	 or	 amillennial.	 Postmillennialism	 in	 the	 church	 produced	 the	 Scottish	 Kirk	
Covenant,	the	Puritan	and	the	Glorious	Revolutions	in	England,	the	American	colonies	and	the	
American	Revolution.	Mohler	is	either	completely	ignorant	about	history	or	willing	to	lie	about	
it	to	support	his	thesis.)	

Our	expectations	about	history	are	supposed	to	be	the	sound	of	the	bugle,	giving	us	a	clear	idea	
where	we	are	going,	so	that	we	prepare	for	battle.	
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But	the	two-kingdoms	doctrine	gives	no	such	clear	sound.	It	either	views	history	as	stagnant	
(God	 is	 only	 “preserving”	 culture,	 not	 redeeming	 it),	 or	 it	 assumes	 a	 downward	 slope	 in	
history.	 It	 denies	 any	 connection	 between	 the	 spreading	 of	 the	 Gospel	 and	 the	 course	 of	
history,	 thus	making	 history	meaningless,	 as	 far	 as	 the	 Gospel	 is	 concerned.	 Even	when	 its	
adherents	declare	that	Christians	must	“participate	in	the	culture”	and	that	“the	culture	will	be	
different	 when	 Christians	 participate”	 in	 it,	 it	 still	 denies	 that	 any	 such	 participation	 can	
produce	any	real	value	in	the	culture,	except	for	isolated	good	works	here	and	there.	And	when	
they	speak	about	the	“court	of	history,”	that	“court”	only	brings	blessings	and	more	power	to	
the	wicked	in	history,	and	more	disappointment	and	curse	on	the	righteous.	If	there’s	a	sound	
coming	 from	 the	 two-kingdoms	 bugle,	 it	 is	 very	 clearly	 a	 sound	 of	 defeat	 and	 hopelessness	
when	it	comes	to	history.	

Conclusion 

The	SCOTUS’s	ruling	didn’t	come	in	a	vacuum.	The	Supreme	Court	justices	know	very	well	the	
cultural	 landscape,	and	they	know	what	 they	can	get	away	with.	They	know	that	despite	 the	
overwhelming	numbers	of	Christians	in	the	US,	the	Christian	community	is	culturally	crippled	
and	impotent.	They	know	that	the	Christian	response	will	be	passive	and	weak,	and	therefore	
the	 court	will	 get	 away	with	 anything	 they	 rule	 against	 the	 Christian	 religion.	 On	 the	 other	
hand,	the	justices	know	that	the	sodomites,	a	tiny	minority,	have	and	will	have	strong	cultural	
influence.	

The	Christian	impotence	is	self-inflicted.	It	is	the	product	of	several	generations	of	systematic	
cultural	 vasectomy	 of	 the	 church,	 administered	 by	 its	 pastors	 and	 seminary	 professors;	 a	
cultural	 vasectomy	 based	 on	 theologies	 which	 divorce	 history	 from	 the	 Gospel,	 and	 make	
history	meaningless.	It	is	a	vasectomy	which	bars	Christians	from	bringing	the	redemption	of	
Jesus	Christ	 to	 the	 cultural	 arena,	 all	 in	 the	name	of	 the	mirage	of	 “natural	 law”	as	different	
from	 the	 Law	 of	 God	which	 separates	 between	 covenant-keepers	 and	 covenant-breakers.	 A	
vasectomy	which	 denies	 that	 the	 driving	 force	 behind	 history	 is	 the	War	 between	 the	 Two	
Seeds,	 and	 declares	 that	 culture	 is	 a	morally	 neutral	 shared	 ground	 between	 believers	 and	
unbelievers.	 In	 the	 final	 account,	 the	 state	 takes	 over,	 reinterprets	 “natural	 law,”	 and	 starts	
forcing	its	godless	dictates	on	Christians.	And	Christians	have	nothing	to	oppose,	except	empty	
declarations.	

That	the	Westminster	seminary	in	Escondido	wouldn’t	respond	to	the	court’s	ruling	was	to	be	
expected;	their	philosophy	of	history	(“God	only	preserves	institutions”)	can’t	explain	change	
in	 history.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 when	 Albert	Mohler	 decided	 to	 respond,	 his	 response	was	 a	
confused	 garble,	 which	 either	 contradicts	 his	 own	 theology,	 or	 declares	 the	 victory	 of	 the	
wicked	in	history,	and	the	defeat	of	 the	righteous.	“Blessings	 for	the	wicked,	cursings	 for	the	
righteous.”	

It	 is	 these	 bugles	 with	 indistinct	 sounds	 that	 have	 turned	 the	 church	 in	 America	 into	 a	
befuddled,	culturally	impotent	mass.	Some	time	ago	Albert	Mohler	warned	that	one	danger	of	
Christians	 trying	 to	 redeem	 the	 culture	 or	 the	 civil	 institutions	 is	 that	 Christians	 tend	 to	 be	
incompetent	when	 it	comes	to	civil	government	and	social	problems.	He	 is	right.	But	Mohler	
himself	 and	 others	 with	 the	 same	 theology	 are	 at	 the	 root	 of	 the	 problem:	 Christians	 are	
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incompetent	because	their	teachers	have	made	them	so,	by	preaching	doctrines	of	defeat	and	
cultural	 retreat.	 Intellectual	 schizophrenia	 in	 preaching	 inevitably	 produces	 intellectual	
schizophrenics.	And	intellectual	schizophrenics	will	always	lose	the	cultural	war.	

Therefore,	the	solution	to	the	court’s	ruling	must	start	from	the	very	reason	for	the	mess	we	
are	 in:	purge	 the	 pulpits	of	 all	 preachers	 and	 teachers	who	have	 taught	 that	 there	 can	be	no	
redemption	in	the	culture.	As	long	as	we	allow	them	to	control	our	pulpits,	we	will	get	more	of	
the	 same:	 that	 is,	 we	 will	 have	 the	 enemies	 of	 God	 control	 our	 culture.	 Until	 all	 Christian	
influence	is	destroyed,	and	we	leave	a	world	of	despair	to	our	children.	
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 Postmillennialism: The Kingdom of God on Earth, As It Is 113.
in Heaven (Part 1) 

Bojidar Marinov, February 20, 2015 

http://www.truedeclination.com/semper-reformanda-journal/postmillennialism-the-kingdom-of-god-on-earth-as-it-is-in-heaven   

In order to understand the postmillennial 
position on when the millennial 
Kingdom of Christ is, it is first 
necessary to grasp the postmillennial 
position on what the millennial Kingdom 
of Christ is. And in order to understand 
that position, one must understand the 
meaning and nature several biblical 
criteria: 

• God’s covenants 
• The nature of (and relationship between) works and grace 
• The meaning of history 

 The significance of Christ’s ministry in light of the Old Testament prophecies 

The meaning and function of the Gospel in the world 

Since the Gospel is the Gospel of the Kingdom, understanding these views will give us a 
comprehensive view of what “Gospel” Jesus preached, and therefore what Kingdom he envisioned 
in his ministry. Postmillennialism is not simply an “eschatology,” concerned only with how events 
will develop before the end of history. Postmillennialism is a comprehensive worldview, and it 
views history and the future in a larger context, one that starts with creation and seeks to develop the 
meaning and purpose of all things from there. It doesn’t limit the Covenant of God to individual 
salvation, and it doesn’t limit the work of the Gospel to a few intellectual propositions about the soul 
of man, leaving everything else outside the Gospel. In the postmillennial view, the whole creation — 
and all of history and all of mankind — are, and remain, under God’s Covenant, and therefore are 
subject to the redemption of Christ in the Gospel. 

Creation: The Dominion Covenant 

That the Bible begins with the Creation of the world and with God’s words and actions is not simply 
a literary device, or a simplistic chronological technique of the narrative. It is of grave theological 
significance. The covenant God made with His Creation in the very act of Creation must be the 
foundation of our thinking. Often, when we discuss man-made documents and traditions, we like to 
refer to the “original intent” of the authors of these documents, and compare later developments to 
the standard of that “original intent.” This is not without good reason; it is a foundational principle of 
logic and hermeneutics that the meaning of a document (and historical developments that emerge 
from that document) are to be understood by the standard of “original intent.” In line with this 
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principle, postmillennialism starts with the Creation and God’s covenant in the Creation, and lays 
that covenant as the framework for everything. If we want to properly understand the work of God in 
history, we need to properly understand His work in the Creation. 

So what was God’s “original intent” for Creation? 

Theologians call God’s original covenant the Covenant of Works (see WCF 7:2). It is called so 
because the condition for blessing that God laid on Adam was “perfect and personal obedience.” But 
what was this obedience to look like? What was man supposed to do to obey this original covenant? 
Some say it was simply to not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. But was this all 
? Simply not to eat of a tree? Was there not a positive command for obedience? 

There was — and in this positive command for obedience, we see the very nature of man as a 
creature in God’s image, the meaning of his existence, and the very purpose of history: 

 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.” Then God said, “Behold, I have given you every plant yielding seed that 
is on the surface of all the earth, and every tree which has fruit yielding seed; it 
shall be food for you; and to every beast of the earth and to every bird of the sky 
and to every thing that moves on the earth which has life, I have given every 
green plant for food”; and it was so. (Gen. 1:26-30). 

 

The Covenant of Works,[1] the “original intent” of God in creating the world, was not limited to man 
eating or not eating a specific food (Rom. 14:17). At its core, the command was to take dominion, to 
rule over God’s creation as His vicegerents, and to bring God’s order to the earth. The Kingdom of 
God was “encoded” in that first commandment to man, to take dominion.  This is why some 
theologians also call it the “Dominion Covenant,” or the “Dominion Mandate.” God’s intent for 
Creation was to demonstrate his sovereign order through all of its material and social aspects.  And 
the means of establishing that sovereign order were to be the works of man, in obedience to God. 

Fall: The Covenant of Grace 

Then, the Fall came. It is often assumed by modern amillennialist and premillennialist theologians 
that the Fall destroyed God’s original intent and forced Him to create a new intent for man and 
Creation, completely different and separate from the original Covenant of Dominion. But that can’t 
be true, for then the Fall would be a failure on God’s part (as the Author of the Covenant) as much as 
it was on man’s part (as God’s appointed agent of the Covenant). Man’s Fall cannot destroy God’s 
Covenant; otherwise, God would be dependent upon man. God’s Covenant must remain if God is to 
be God, and if we can expect changes in it, those changes can only concern man and his ability to 
fulfill his task. 
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Therefore, the Covenant of Gracee, which God would institute after the Fall, did not in any way 
destroy nor negate the old Creation Covenant.[2] God’s creation still stands, and therefore God’s 
purpose for His creation still stands. God’s image in man still remains (Gen 9:6), and therefore 
God’s purpose for man still remains. Man continues, legally, to be God’s vicegerent over creation, 
and therefore man’s obligation under the original covenant continues to be binding on man. 

A common mistake modern pietists make — whether Reformed or not — is to declare the original 
Covenant of God in his creation null and void, and only to focus on the Covenant of Grace, as if that 
Covenant of Grace was established in a vacuum. But the Dutch theologian Klaas Schilder gives us 
the following warning: 

 “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 Work” 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 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.[3] 

 

The Covenant of Grace, then, in both of its administrations (under Moses and under Christ; WCF 
7:5) is a Covenant of restoring man to his original ability to fulfill the Dominion Mandate. The 
postmillennialist sees God’s original intent for His creation to be perpetual and valid all throughout 
history, and he sees the meaning of history embedded in God’s original act of creating the world for 
His own glory. Thus, when God made His covenant with Abraham (the first part of the Covenant of 
Grace), the promise to him was to be the heir of the world (Rom. 4:13). When God made His 
covenant with Israel through Moses, the promise was that they would take dominion, first over the 
land of Canaan, and then over the whole world through the conversion of the nations (Deut. 4:5-8). 
And this was the same Gospel that has been given to us in the New Testament (Heb. 4:2), the only 
difference being that the Hebrews with Moses did not have faith and did not believe. 
 
Let’s consider this, for a moment. They were given the same Gospel, but they did not believe. What 
did they not believe? The verse in Heb. 4:2 is a direct reference to Moses’s reproach against the 
Hebrews for their lack of belief in Deuteronomy 1:32: “But for all this, you did not trust the Lord 
your God.” What did they not trust Him for? The context of the chapter is a list of things that God 
had commanded them, and that they did not do because of their unbelief. The list includes: (1) 
establishing a system of civil justice, (2) establishing a social order (3) launching a military 
campaign to take the Promised Land and establishing the judicial order of God’s Law, and (4) taking 
cities by storm and punishing their inhabitants for their wickedness.All these things are related to 
righteous dominion, to a cultural and social order, which visibly — not just inwardly — manifest the 
righteousness and justice of God.  The unbelief of the Hebrews was, at a basic level, personal and 
individual unbelief, but corporately, it manifested in their collective refusal to carry out God’s 
cultural orders in the Covenant of Grace in the land He had promised to Abraham. Their unbelief 
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was visibly manifested in their fear, in their conviction that such conquest and dominion could not 
be achieved, and in their rejection of the Dominion Mandate as God’s people. 

This shows us the real nature of the Gospel and its mandate. The Gospel, contrary to the view of 
many modern pietists, is not simply about personal salvation. The Gospel of personal salvation is the 
same Gospel that God originally gave to Moses, and it is this same grace that God gave to His 
Covenant people to enter into the Promised Land, to possess it and build a superior civilization based 
on God’s Covenant. The world is the real arena of the Gospel. In the book of Romans, Paul ends his 
discussion of what the Gospel is by giving its ultimate historical objective: the subjection of all 
things to Christ.  This subjection takes place before He stands up from the throne to come a second 
time — this time not to save from sin, but to punish sin (Heb. 9:28; see also Ps. 110:1; Matt. 22:44; 
Mark 12:36; Luke 20:42; Acts 2:34; Heb. 1:13). 

The Gospel, then, is truly a Covenant of Grace; it is the restoration of man to his original state of 
ability to fulfill  the demands of the original Covenant of Dominion. And the Gospel of the 
Kingdom, therefore, is a Gospel of man taking dominion, restoring God’s creation to its true purpose 
and meaning (Rom. 8:20-22). It is also a Gospel of destroying evil in our culture, whereby the 
redeemed man faithfully discharges his duties under the Law of God (1 Tim. 1:8-11). It is a Gospel 
of a Kingdom that consists in righteousness, of peace, and of joy (Rom. 14:17), which means that 
mankind is to be fully restored in social ethics (“righteousness” in the Greek is the word for 
“justice”), in social order, and in personal fulfillment. This concept of the Gospel as a restoration of 
the Dominion Mandate — a true Gospel of the Kingdom — is also clearly seen in the Great 
Commission: “All authority was given to Me, in heaven and on earth,” Jesus said. And since the 
Church is his fullness (Eph. 1:23) and his authorized representative in “binding and unbinding” — a 
metaphor for exercising judgment — the Church therefore shares his dominion and acts to expand 
it.  The Old Testament promised through the prophets that the ministry of Jesus Christ would 
establish His rule, or Kingdom, over all the earth (Is. 9:6-7; Dan. 2:44). The New Testament 
declared to the covenant people of God — His Church — that all things belong to them, including 
life, death, the present, and the future (1 Cor. 3:21-22).  Nothing is left outside the scope of the 
Gospel, nothing is left outside the authority of the Kingdom preached in that Gospel, and therefore 
nothing is left outside the authority of the Church as royal priesthood, and as Christ’s fully 
empowered representative on earth. 

The Kingdom, therefore, is one and the same with God’s original intent in Genesis 1 and 2: 
righteous dominion over all the earth by God’s covenant people.  The only difference is, this time 
His covenant people are restored through the Covenant of Grace in their judicial position of 
kings.  Their job is to progressively reclaim and restore the earth under God. 
 
It is this covenantal meaning that the postmillennialist attaches to the phrase “Kingdom of God” or 
“Kingdom of heaven.”  It is in this sense that he sees the saints as “reigning” with Christ.  This 
Kingdom is spiritual in its origin — it comes from heaven.  It is also a Kingdom that is subjected to 
God and His Law.  It also works by changing the hearts and minds of God’s elect, allowing them to 
see and desires to put into practice God’s laws and commandments.  As the Gospel spreads, more 
and more, its leavening influence affects the hearts and minds of many people, and they begin to see 
the world through new eyes.  The Gospel also inspires them tochange the world from its present state 
of injustice and wickedness to a state where righteousness and justice — the foundation of God’s 
throne (Ps. 89:14; 97:2) — reign.  In the power of the Spirit, they don’t only want to change the 
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world; they also do something about it.  Thus, their new faith, their new worldview, and their new 
understanding of how Israel is to conduct itself impel them to go out and change the world by 
working out the Gospel’s implications in every area of life — in all of man’s institutions, and in all 
the creation. 

The Millennial Kingdom 

The postmillennialist does not see the millennial Kingdom of Rev. 20 as different from the Kingdom 
of Christ promised in the Old Testament and fulfilled in the New Testament. There are not multiple 
Kingdoms of Christ in chronological order.  Only one Kingdom was promised in the Old Testament, 
and therefore only one Kingdom was to be established in the coming of Christ — and only one 
Kingdom will abide forever after that coming of Christ (Dan. 2:44).  There will be no end to 
the increase of Christ’s government and peace (Is. 9:7). All these verses and promises show the 
postmillennialist that the first coming of Christ contained everything necessary for the establishment 
of that Kingdom in history, before the Second Coming.  The description of the millennial Kingdom 
in Rev. 20, therefore, does not point to a different Kingdom than what was promised and established; 
it points to a different aspect of that Kingdom, and a different area of activity of that Kingdom. 

As everything else in Revelation, the description of the Kingdom in chapter 20 is symbolic. The 
1,000 years are not an exact, literal number of years, but simply a long period of time. The binding 
of Satan is the destruction of his ability to deceive the nations.  We can see this playing out in church 
history.  The early church authors testify that shortly after the resurrection of Christ, and especially 
after the fall of Jerusalem, all oracle and magical activities of the pagan religions lost their power. 
(Part of why Christianity spread so quickly through the Empire is that its rivals couldn’t offer a 
powerful comparison.) The first resurrection is the resurrection we experience with our conversion to 
Christ.  The reign of those who have been martyred for the Gospel is the “cloud of witnesses” 
mentioned in Hebrews 12:1 (see the context in Heb. 11), the Church triumphant. This means that the 
Kingdom has two aspects: those who reign triumphantly in heaven, and those who reign militantly 
on earth. Both groups are safe from the “second death,” the death that sends the unbelievers to hell. 

History after the resurrection must be considered in light of the finished work of Christ on the 
cross.  His Kingdom was established, and Satan was bound. The only victorious power in the world 
today is the power of the Gospel, and step by step, darkness is retreating before the light of the 
Gospel.  The cruel beast of the Roman Empire, which raged war against the saints, no longer 
exists.  The bloodthirsty “Whore of Babylon,” which is the earthly Jerusalem with her Jewish 
system, no longer exists. More and more, worldly empires prove weak and incapable of surviving 
more than a few generations of men.[5] After the first three centuries of church history, the Gospel 
broke through the borders of the already dying Roman Empire and won many pagan followers, 
introducing civilization  and social order.[6]  The pagan gods are no longer honored or worshipped; 
their altars have been destroyed, and their religion will never be restored. 

The spiritual spread of the Gospel of the Kingdom has brought with it great cultural, economic, and 
social achievements.  Gradually, over the last 2,000 years, the world has experienced a judicial 
revolution that would have been impossible without Christianity. Chattel slavery has been abolished, 
and many ethical values of the Bible have been established as mainstream civil values: the liberty of 
the individual, the protection of private property, and many more.  To be sure, in many respects, our 
world is still very far away from perfect social and cultural obedience to the Word of God.  But, 
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undoubtedly, we are equally as far away from the ethical and judicial darkness of Classical Rome, or 
even of the pagan cultures of many nations only a couple centuries ago.  Many amillennialists and 
premillennialists declare this progress to be random or isolated from the Gospel.[7]  But the 
postmillennialist knows that history is a direct function of man’s obedience (or disobedience) to the 
Gospel.  Nations rise and fall according to their submission to God, and the progress of mankind 
towards better justice and equity is undoubtedly the result of the preaching and growth of the Word 
of God — even when the connection is not always directly visible to our human eyes.[8] 
 
The economic and technological progress of mankind is also part of the growth of that millennial 
Kingdom.  Remember, God’s original intent was for man to “take dominion” over the earth, a 
purpose that was mainly economic.  Given that man was intended to expand the order of the Garden 
to the rest of the world, we can conclude that man’s dominion was to be expressed visibly in his 
growing ability to convert the resources of God’s creation into useful products for man. The Fall 
brought futility (or purposelessness) to the creation, yet redemption brings purpose back to the 
creation (Rom. 8:20).  The scientific and technological advances of the last several centuries were 
not a random, naturally occurring social phenomenon; they had to be rooted in a certain religious 
foundation.  That religious foundation was the Gospel of the Kingdom, which provided European 
civilization the worldview necessary for developing science — and with it, the development of 
modern technologies.  No progress is possible without the religious energy  and foundation for it, 
and the technological and scientific progress we see today is the product of a Christian 
worldview.  So powerful is that Christian worldview that even when the West has largely lost its 
Christian faith, the worldview of the Gospel still remains to produce progress. 

The Remaining Work 

The question may be asked, “but do we not see large people groups and areas of the world hostile to 
the Gospel today?  If we live in the millennial Kingdom of Christ, how is it possible that so much of 
the world is still not under Christ’s rule?” 

The answer is simply this: they are not under God’s rule yet.  In Matthew 13, the promises Jesus 
gave about His Kingdom were that it would grow from a small seed until it fills the whole world, 
like the stone in Daniel 2.  He established the legal foundation for His Kingdom, and He also gave us 
the most powerful force imaginable, the Holy Spirit. The job of the Church is, through preaching, 
practical obedience, and righteous government, to continue subjecting all of creation to the rule of 
Christ.  The postmillennialist does not believe that we are close to the end of history; to the contrary, 
he believes “we haven’t seen anything yet.”  The church is still in her infancy.  It took God 4,000 
literal years just to prepare the world for Christ’s first coming.  There is no reason to believe that 
2,000 literal years of his rule is a long period of time.[4] After all, the promise to Abraham was 
given for a thousand generations ahead. 

In this, the postmillennialist differs sharply from the premillennialist and the amillennialist. They see 
history as not representative of the Kingdom of Christ, and therefore either irrelevant to God’s 
Covenant or representative of the realm of Satan.  Thus, if and when they see any historical change, 
it is always a change for the worse.  The postmillennialist, to the contrary, sees history as 
covenantally significant in that it demonstrates the victory of the Gospel over all rival religions and 
ideologies.  In the final account, the postmillennialist expects the whole earth to be filled with God’s 
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glory — and not just in a passive way, but actively manifesting the superiority of Christ over his 
enemies. 

Thus, the postmillennialist does expect in the future a “Golden Age” of the dominance of the Gospel 
over the entire world.  If our meager efforts so far have produced a world that is so much better than 
the world of 2,000 years ago, then it is reasonable to expect that the more mature and knowledgeable 
and self-consistent the church becomes, the better prepared she would be to deal with the challenges 
God is placing before her, and bring His rule to everything.  What was promised and commanded in 
the Garden will be achieved in history, because the Gospel restored man to his original standing 
before God.  And it will all occur in history, before the Second Coming, because the Second Coming 
won’t happen before all His enemies are defeated. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We cannot discuss the millennial Kingdom of Christ as isolated or separate from God’s original 
intent in His creation of the world.  God’s original intent was the Creation Covenant (or the 
Covenant of Works), which entailed man — as innocent — ruling over the creation as God’s 
viceregent.  The Kingdom of God remains the same today: it involves man, under God, bringing the 
whole creation under God’s order and Law.  The Fall did not destroy the original covenant; it only 
destroyed man’s ability to fulfill that original Covenant. 
 
Therefore, in the Covenant of Grace, God acts to redeem man and restore him to his original ability 
to fulfill the Creation Covenant.  Therefore, in both administrations of the Covenant of Grace — 
under Moses and under Christ — the ideal of the Kingdom of God remains the same, and man is 
restored.  The New Covenant is the final and complete covenant that redeems man and restores him 
back to his original state.  The ideal of the Kingdom of God, of man taking dominion under God, 
remains. 

The Kingdom of Christ, therefore, has a spiritual origin: it starts with the indwelling of the Holy 
Spirit in God’s elect, which justifies  them and sanctifies them for the work of the Kingdom.  This 
inner justification and sanctification has for its purpose the salvation of the world (John 3:16-17). 
This means, in the context of the Creation Covenant, bringing the creation back under God and 
subjecting everything to Christ. 

The millennial Kingdom in Revelation 20 is not different from the Kingdom that the Gospels 
preach.  Revelation 20 simply highlights certain aspects of the Kingdom, just as Christ’s parables 
highlight other aspects of the Kingdom.  That Kingdom was once and for all established in Christ’s 
ministry, and it has been with us for 2,000 years and will continue through history until all His 
enemies are made His footstool. The 1,000 years — just as everything else in Revelation — are 
symbolic of a long period of time.  The Kingdom is here, now. 

Of course, as the Gospel spreads and as the Church grows into maturity, we expect an eventual 
“Golden Age” of the Gospel where God’s blessings will flow to mankind, having been enlightened 
and civilized by the Gospel.  This will take place before the end of history, and it will finally display 
both the power of Christ and the weakness of Satan, who is bound and unable to deceive the nations. 
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Then, at that point, the end will come.  There will be a rebellion among the covenant-breakers that 
remain; they will have no testimony against the Gospel, being driven by their hatred of Christ and 
His Kingdom.  Then, Christ will come for a second time, not having to bear sin, but to bring final 
salvation to His people. 

Notes 
 
[1] The Covenant of Works,” as described in the Westminster Confession, Q. 20: 

 The providence of God toward man in the estate in which he was created, was the placing him in 
paradise, appointing him to dress it, giving him liberty to eat of the fruit of the earth; putting the 
creatures under his dominion, and ordaining marriage for his help; affording him communion with 
himself; instituting the sabbath; entering into a covenant of life with him, upon condition of personal, 
perfect, and perpetual obedience, of which the tree of life was a pledge; and forbidding to eat of the tree 
of knowledge of good and evil, upon the pain of death. 

 

[2]  Or “Dominion Covenant,” or “Covenant of Works.” 
[3]  Klaas Schilder, Heaven – What Is It? (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans: 1950), p. 91, 107. 
[4] See, for example, Ps. 50:10; Ex. 20:6; Deut. 5:10. 
[5] The Roman Empire survived for 30 generations, but the Soviet Union survived for less than two. 
[6] Roman Empire was not truly “civilization,” but a pagan imitation of the Solomonic judicial system. See my articles on the subject:  
http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2012/05/the-shadow-of-christ-in-the-legal-revolutions-in-greece-and-rome-part-i/ 
http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2012/05/the-shadow-of-christ-in-the-legal-revolutions-in-greece-and-rome-part-2/ 
[7] Meredith Kline, a prominent Amillennial voice, exemplifies this view: 
 “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.” 

 

[8] Though, there is also a role for common grace, however. See my article: http://www.christendomrestored.com/blog/2012/05/special-grace-
common-grace-and-the-decay-of-culture/ 
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 Postmillennialism: A Critique of Premillennialism (Part 2) 114.
Bojidar Marinov, April 14, 2015 

http://www.truedeclination.com/semper-reformanda-journal/postmillennialism-part-2-a-critique-of-premillennialism    

Just as in Moses Flores’s article on the 
amillennialist position, Geoffrey 
Kirkland’s defense of premillennialism 
starts the story of the Kingdom of God 
somewhere in the middle. Again, God’s 
covenant with creation is missing from 
the picture. God’s original intention is 
brushed over completely. Why did God 
create the world? Why did God create 
humanity? What is the nature of 
humanity as made in God’s image? 

What was the Fall? How did the Fall affect creation and humankind? Do the answers to these 
questions have any significance for our view of the Kingdom of God and the millennial reign? 

Such concerns are missing from Kirkland’s article. There is no large interpretive framework. It’s as 
though Kirkland believes that God’s intention at the beginning of time — whatever it was — was 
simply discarded and that He started something completely new later on. In fact, this is exactly what 
Kirkland is saying, that the plan of God started somewhere in the middle of history: 

 Beginning with the OT and working forward to the NT, we can see the plan of God 
beginning with Abraham and his descendants (the people of Israel). 

 

We are then left to wonder, Didn’t God have a plan before Abraham? Or if we agree that He did, 
was the history prior to Abraham irrelevant to this plan? What about Noah and his sons? Was 
Noah’s ark part of God’s redemptive plan? Or was it outside of it, given that it had nothing 
whatsoever to do with the particular nation of Israel because it was an image of the salvation of the 
whole world? Was God’s promise in Genesis 3:15 part of God’s plan for redemption? If so, we must 
keep in mind that it is Eve — the mother of all humanity, not just ethic Israel — who is the main 
character in that cosmic struggle. Does this speak to us of God’s comprehensive plan to 
include all the nations, as Jesus said in the Great Commission? 
 
Even if we begin the story with Abraham, why should we interpret God’s promise to him as a 
promise only to ethnic Israel? Abraham is defined in the New Testament as “the father of all who 
believe but have not been circumcised” (Rom. 4:111). The promise to Abraham was made before the 
nation of Israel was formed; why, then, has it been reinterpreted to refer to Israel? The New 
Testament rendering of this Old Testament promise clearly indicates a covenant that transcends 
national and ethnic boundaries. 
 
It is obvious that Kirkland has not done his homework. He should have started from the very 
beginning of the Bible: God’s covenant with creation. Because he has not, he lacks an overall 
interpretive framework. Without such a framework, he is free to choose any principle of 
interpretation whatsoever, whether it corresponds to the consistent message of the Bible or not. He 
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can even find isolated proofs for it in the Word (while, of course, ignoring other biblical texts that 
clearly speak against it). The principle he chooses is that God’s covenant with ethnic Israel is the 
true covenant of promise. Everything else becomes a side issue. With this presupposition in mind, 
having excluded from his analysis God’s intent for all Creation, he can defend premillennialism. 
 
The Church as Christ’s Concubine 
 
The most glaring characteristic of Kirkland’s position is the total absence of any purpose for the 
Church. Granted, unlike Moses Flores’s defense of amillennialism, Kirkland’s article does make 
mention of God’s covenant — but only in relation to Israel, never the Church. The Church is only 
spoken of in a negative way: She cannot supersede Israel. The promises are given to Israel. The 
covenant is made with Israel. The future Kingdom belongs to Israel. Even if a promise seems to be 
fulfilled in some spiritual way for the Church, this is not real fulfillment — the prophecy has to be 
fulfilled physically for Israel. Whatever may seem like fulfillment to us in this age cannot be real 
fulfillment, for only ethnic Israel receives the fulfillment of God’s promises. Kirkland envisions the 
future Kingdom with Christ ruling over the nations in person from Zion. Does this mean that it is the 
Israelites who will be the ones who reign? No, Kirkland says — it is those who have suffered for 
their testimony. But since the reign will supposedly be from Zion, and since the prophecies are 
considered real only when given to ethnic Israel, will the reigning saints only be Jewish? Or will 
some promises apply to non-Jewish martyrs as well? It is not clear. 
 
What is clear from Kirkland’s article, though, is that he sees no recognizable place for the Church in 
the covenantal arrangement. 
 
The traditional covenantal interpretation of the events surrounding Jesus’ ministry is that while 
Israel2 was originally God’s wife, she rebelled against her Husband and committed adultery with 
other gods. By rejecting Christ, she rejected her true Husband and Lord; she was therefore divorced 
from Him and given over to destruction in AD 70. The Church as a body — not ethnic Israel — is 
the true Israel, the true bride of Christ. 
But premillennialism turns this covenantal arrangement on its head: Israel continues to be the 
legitimate wife and retains her claim to the marital promises of her Husband. True, she has 
apostatized for a short while, but her adultery doesn’t destroy her position in the marriage. She, 
according to the premillennialist, will eventually be brought back, and will enjoy the blessings and 
the promises of the marriage. This is the premillennialist position when viewed from a covenantal 
perspective. 
But where is the Church in this arrangement? Isn’t she the true wife? Well, it seems that she is a wife 
— at least, a wife of sorts. But she’s not the true wife. Yes, Jesus took the Church to be His wife, but 
(according to the premillennialist) she doesn’t get the promises of a wife — these belong to ethnic 
Israel. The Church is instead a concubine: a second-rate wife, spoken of in the Old Testament’s 
sundry judicial laws, who had the right to sustenance but not to an inheritance for her children. Jesus 
takes the Church as temporary consort, it seems, to drive His real wife to jealousy while she whores 
after other men. But except for a few side blessings that come with being His consort, the Church 
remains a second-rate relation in this covenantal arrangement. Ethnic Israel holds the true rights to 
God’s promises, and she can never lose them.  

While no adherent will admit it, this is the inevitable conclusion of premillennialism when we 
consider the covenantal aspect of the great cosmic drama. Kirkland may brag all day long that a 
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“literal” reading of the Old Testament’s prophecies necessarily leads to premillennialism. But a 
literal reading is not always acovenantal reading. (“I am the door”? “I am the way”?) The covenantal 
reading, based on the original intent of God in creating the world, is what matters. And under the 
covenantal reading, premillennialism is inevitably exposed as advocating the Church as Christ’s 
second-rate wife — His concubine. 
 
Judaizing the Church? 
 
Insisting that ethnic Israel is the true heir of the covenantal promises is a serious weakness of the 
premillennial paradigm. It leads to one of the most difficult questions for those who espouse 
premillennial eschatology, one that has no answer within the limits of their worldview. 
We must understand that Israel was never essentially “ethnic” to begin with. At its core, true Israel 
has always been a covenantal community, one to be entered into by faith and by covenantal 
sign (namely, circumcision). The Law of Moses contained various judicial laws for the incorporation 
of people born in other cultures (e.g. Deut. 23:3, 7-8). A number of heroes of the faith in the Old 
Testament are of non-Abrahamic origin, including Rahab the Canaanite, Ruth the Moabite, Uriah the 
Hittite, Caleb the Kenizzite, and Obed-Edom the Philistine. When the people of Israel came out of 
Egypt, a “mixed multitude” came out with them (Ex. 12:38, ESV); this mixed multitude must have 
gradually become incorporated, because we don’t hear anything else about it later. In the Roman 
Empire, the Jewish community grew by conversion just as much as it grew by natural birth, and by 
the time of Jesus there were worshipers from many nations — both proselytes and those who had 
been circumcised to become Jews. In the 2,000 years after Christ, the Jewish community around the 
world grew by conversion again, claiming people of many ethnic backgrounds. “Israel” is not 
fundamentally an ethnic community; anyone can enter into it by faith.  Meanwhile, not everyone 
born of ethnic Israel is necessarily included in true Israel (Rom. 9:6). 
This leads us to the question that exposes the real problem in premillennialism: If national Israel still 
holds the central place in God’s covenant, and if anyone can become a member of Israel, what stops 
any Christian from claiming the blessings of Israel by joining it? It is obviously possible to be both 
Jewish and Christian — look at the apostles. It is also possible to first become a Christian and then 
become a Jew, as Timothy’s example shows (Acts 16:3). If there are two different sets of promises, 
one for Israel and another for the Church, what is there to stop someone from desiring all of the 
promises and therefore joining both covenants? 

Premillennialism becomes even more bizarre when we realize that it is Israel rather than the 
Church that holds the central place. This implies that it is more desirable to become an Israelite than 
a Christian. The path to becoming a Jew is still open (as it has always been) if national Israel really 
still has a covenantal standing before God. Why should a true believer refrain from gaining all the 
possible promises of God? What keeps us from Judaizing the Church so as to combine all the 
promises into one community? Is there any prohibition on this? 
 
Premillennialists, of course, would deny that this is their objective. Indeed, they do not consciously 
aim at Judaizing the Church; they just haven’t thought through the logical implications of their 
position. In any case, the position is logically self-contradictory and leads to a bizarre end if 
followed to its ultimate conclusions. This is because it imposes its own ideas on Scripture and does 
not start from the beginning, with the larger framework of God’s covenant with all of creation. 
 
The Kingdom Must Come So That It Can Be Observed 
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At the beginning of his article, Kirkland asks, “Does Jesus function as the ruling and reigning King 
over the Kingdom as both Testaments teach?” Any postmillennialist would answer, “Yes. Of 
course.” He has not asked this question correctly, for it presupposes that those who hold other 
eschatological positions would deny that Jesus functions as the ruling and reigning King over the 
Kingdom. This is not the real difference between the positions; there is another question lurking 
behind the facade of this one: Does the Kingdom have to have a visible expression of Jesus reigning 
from a physical place on the earth in order to be real and functional? This is the true question that 
differentiates premillennialism from the other two positions. 
 
Kirkland’s answer would be yes — it is not really the Kingdom unless it is ruled directly by Christ, 
an earthly King in an earthly capital. For him, the Kingdom must be concretely observable in order 
to be real. He believes that amillennialists and postmillennialists must be wrong because they 
describe a Kingdom that is ruled by Christ in heaven through representatives empowered by His 
Holy Spirit. A Kingdom is not a true Kingdom unless it comes, so as to be tangibly observed. 
 
But this contradicts multiple passages in the Bible that speak of Christ’s presence with us today and 
the way He rules and reigns through the Holy Spirit. The Great Commission ends with these words: 
“And surely I am with you always, to the very end of the age” (Matt. 28:20). John greets his readers 
in Revelation as his fellow partakers in the “suffering and kingdom and patient endurance that are 
ours in Jesus” (Rev. 1:9, emphasis added).  The parables in Matthew 13 speak of a Kingdom that is 
growing imperceptibly from small to large, visible in its effects but invisible in its beginnings. The 
parable of the wheat and the tares specifically speaks of the Kingdom as the period before the final 
removal of the tares, not as a period without tares. Such examples are abundant, and the clearest of 
all is Luke 17:20. 
 
Jesus says that the Kingdom “is not something that can be observed.” It is clear from this that the 
premillennial paradigm of a Kingdom that comes through some major catastrophic discontinuity 
simply contradicts the words of Jesus. The Kingdom will eventually bring physical changes to the 
earth, but the beginning of this process cannot be observed. Which is precisely what 
postmillennialism teaches. 
 
Conclusion 
 
When a biblical commentator starts from the middle of the Bible and ignores God’s original intent 
for humankind, he or she is certainly bound to produce an incoherent theory that contradicts both 
itself and the comprehensive message of Scripture. This is what Kirkland has done. When he 
postulates that the plan of God begins with Abraham (ignoring the original covenant with creation 
and God’s stated purpose for the redemption of the world), he sets himself up to reach conclusions 
that are sometimes outright bizarre and that lead to practical conclusions that even he would not be 
willing to implement. If Kirkland claims that the Kingdom is postponed until a future date and does 
not exist in our age because Christ is not physically present, he is ignoring the multitude of biblical 
texts that define the Kingdom in spiritual rather than physical terms. And when he replaces the 
Church with ethnic Israel in God’s plan for redemption, he (unintentionally, perhaps) creates a 
logical case for Judaizing the Church. 
 
Kirkland’s system is irreparably self-contradictory. While he is right that the Kingdom of God 
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changes the physical world, he would be wise to affirm the biblical truth that we are not waiting for 
another coming of Christ to inaugurate the Kingdom. The Kingdom is here and now, and we are 
commanded to pray that it continues to come on earth as it is in heaven. This is a prayer that we 
should pray every day. It is certainly one that God answers every day, not merely once at the end of 
history. 
 
 

Notes 
 
[1] All Scripture quotations are taken from the New International Version (NIV) unless otherwise stated. 
 
[2] I am speaking of ceremonial Israel, not ethnic Israel. Israel was never limited to ethnicity. This is a major blunder in 
the premillennial paradigm, as we will see shortly. 
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 Postmillennialism: A Critique of Amillennialism (Part 3) 115.
Bojidar Marinov April 15, 2015 

http://www.truedeclination.com/semper-reformanda-journal/postmillennialism-part-3-a-critique-of-amillennialism   

 Logical consistency is a vital part of 
any system, particularly if it wants to 
survive criticism from its rivals. This 
consistency must be self-conscious and 
comprehensive — not only in regards to 
the big picture of the worldview, but 
also for the way specific doctrines fit 
into it. If we cannot demonstrate how a 
certain doctrine fits within the context 
of our overall thinking, we expose 
ourselves to easy criticism. This is, after 

all, one of the established tests for a worldview: Is it logically consistent with itself and its 
foundational propositions? 
 
It is of little use for apologists to attempt to prove particular positions with minute factual details if 
they cannot ultimately show how these positions fit into their overall belief system. Worldviews and 
religions rise and fall not by their individual proven details, but by their level of internal consistency. 
A worldview may be able to survive a few cracks in its minutiay, but it cannot survive a logical rift 
between its basic presuppositions and its doctrinal applications. It is for this reason that I have 
decided to avoid getting bogged down in the interpretation of specific verses and words, and instead 
to give you the big picture of Scripture and demonstrate how postmillennial eschatology fits 
perfectly within it. Once we have an eschatology that fits into the overall message  of the Bible, we 
can determine the correct way to interpret the symbolic verses in the Bible. 
 
Modern amillennialism has been criticized by postmillennial authors for its lack of logical 
consistency;[1] specifically, this is due to its inability to make a logical connection between its 
eschatology and its view of God’s covenant. Unfortunately, Moses Flores’s essay indeed suffers 
from this problem: Flores presents a piece that may look nice on its own, but he doesn’t show how it 
fits into the Bible’s comprehensive view of God’s covenant. 
 
What About the Covenant? 
 
The most conspicuous characteristic of Flores’s essay is the total lack of the word covenant in it. Not 
only is the word missing, but the concept is not even hinted at. There is no big picture, no large-scale 
interpretive framework of history into which Flores can fit his view of the Kingdom of God and the 
millennial reign. The “purposes of God” are mentioned — but what are they? If we are going to 
define the Kingdom of God based on those purposes, should we not go to the very beginning and 
find out what exactly God has laid as their foundation? Is history not the outworking of a grand plan, 
a plan that focuses on God and His being instead of on man and his needs? 
 
For a Reformed Christian, and for any biblical Christian for that matter, this overall framework must 
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be God’s covenant: the covenant of creation as the large-scale framework, and the covenant of grace 
as the restorational  framework within it. No matter what type of issue we are studying --
 theological, philosophical, economic, political, scientific -- we always must start with an awareness 
of God’s covenant: How does this particular topic or area of study relate to the covenant God made 
with man at creation? We dare not stray from this original intent; doing so can easily lead us down a 
path of dualistic heresies, whether we are aware of it or not. The major creeds all start with the idea 
that God is “the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and the earth.” We dare not define anything in 
the Bible -- the Kingdom of God, or justification, or redemption, or anything else — apart from a 
consideration of God’s covenant with creation. 
 
But Flores doesn’t start there. He starts by listing different “definitions” of the Kingdom of God and 
then quoting as authoritative the one that comes from a theological hero of his, Anthony Hoekema. 
Hoekema defines the Kingdom as “the reign of God dynamically active in human history through 
Jesus Christ, the purpose of which is the redemption of God’s people from sin and from demonic 
powers, and the final establishment of the new heavens and the new earth.”[2] But Flores still has 
not proven that such a definition is authoritative based on the Bible (rather than simply on 
Hoekema’s word); we still don’t have a large-scale framework.  
 
Parts of this definition are too general to contribute to this discussion at all. Other parts are too 
restrictive and include only what an amillennialist would wish to see in the Kingdom of God 
(excluding other aspects of it that are clearly present in the Bible). For example, consider the 
following: “. . . the purpose of which is the redemption of God’s people from sin and from demonic 
powers . . .” Why limit this redemption to God’s people only? John 3:16-17 clearly speaks of the 
salvation of the world. The rest of the New Testament also supports the fact that God’s redemption 
in the New Testament goes far beyond just the redemption of His people. The whole creation eagerly 
awaits our revealing as children of God (Rom. 8:19). Paul speaks to issues related to legal sanctions 
(1 Tim. 1:8-11) and civil government (Rom. 13:1-7). The gospel is said to include the subjection of 
everything to Christ before he comes down from heaven (1 Cor. 15:1-28).   How does the 
amillennialist know that the Kingdom is only for the redemption of God’s people and not for the 
whole world? 
 
This question can be solved if we start the discussion of the millennium from the very beginning, 
God’s covenant with creation. When we do this, there is no way to avoid the obvious: the created 
world (kosmos) has been from the very beginning an integral part of God’s plan for man. The 
kosmos fell under the curse with the sin of Adam, and is therefore subject to redemption along with 
the redemption of mankind. There is no such thing as the redemption of humanity without the 
redemption of the world. This is why John 3:16 connects the two inseparably, the salvation of the 
individual and the salvation of the world. 
 
Of course, the lack of a covenantal framework in Flores’s article is not his fault alone; in general, 
amillennialists avoid looking at history as one covenantal narrative, making sure to omit any 
mention of the creation covenant and its bearing on the history of humankind. For example, Kim 
Riddlebarger omits the creation covenant entirely in his chapter entitled “The Covenantal Context of 
Old Testament Eschatology” in A Case for Amillennialism. The typical amillennialist always starts 
the story of redemption from the middle, somewhere between Noah and Abraham. Nothing is said 
about God’s original intention or what has happened to it since. 
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The reason amillennialists want to avoid mentioning the covenant of God with creation is obvious: 
The amillennial paradigm has no use for that original covenant. Why doesn’t it have any use for it? 
Because amillennialism is dualistic by design — it separates earth from heaven and the material 
world from the spiritual world, rendering history meaningless except for the salvation of individuals. 
 
The Rhetoric of “Already, Not Yet” 
 
Lacking the overall interpretive framework of the covenant of God, amillennialists still need an 
interpretive principle to justify their views. Since the amillennial worldview is dualistic, it needs a 
dialectical principle to reconcile its isolated parts.[3] This principle is the rhetoric of “already” and 
“not yet.” The problem — as with everything else in this worldview, since the framework of the 
covenant is missing — is that this rhetoric doesn’t explain anything whatsoever. It assumes things 
that have yet to be proven. 
 
It is obvious from the very beginning that such a principle of interpretation is not found explicitly in 
the Bible. The principle that is in fact explicitly stated is that everything has already been done, and 
there is nothing left to wait for. (See, for example, the Great Commission in Matthew 28:18-20.) The 
Kingdom is here, redemption is here, Christ’s authority is here, our obligation to subdue the earth is 
here, and the defeat of the enemy is here. There is nothing in the New Testament that says the 
Kingdom of God needs to be limited in history (either because its fullness is in heaven or because it 
should be postponed until after the Day of Judgment). While the New Testament may speak of final 
consummation, it says nothing about any kind of dialectical relationship between “the two ages.” 
There is certainly nothing to suggest that the Kingdom in this age is limited only to the redemption 
of God’s people and not for the whole world. 
 
Flores’s proof texts do not convincingly show such a principle; a reader would have to impose this 
principle on the texts. The “peace” in Matthew 10:34 is not necessarily the “peace of the Kingdom,” 
and the word peace is used with different meanings and in different contexts throughout the New 
Testament. (For example, John 14:27 speaks of the peace Jesus left with the disciples.) It is perfectly 
possible that the “peace” He speaks of in Matthew 10:34 is not the peace of the Kingdom. The 
following, taken from Flores, is also a rather moot argument: 
 In Luke 4:18-19, Jesus quotes from Isaiah 61:1-2 and curiously leaves out the 

reference to “the day of vengeance.” This is because certain aspects of the Kingdom 
have now been inaugurated in Christ’s coming, while others still remain to be fulfilled. 

 

Jesus also omitted “to comfort all who mourn” from the Isaiah passage, but that doesn’t mean there 
is no comfort for those in this age who mourn. The omission of “the day of vengeance” likewise 
can’t possibly mean that the Kingdom of God is limited in this age. In addition, there are other 
legitimate interpretations of “the day of vengeance”; some scholars, for example, take it to mean the 
day of vengeance on the old Israel (AD 70). Isaiah 61 is certainly a passage about the church age, 
and the “day of vengeance” is the day that inaugurates it, not the day that ends it. If there are two 
ages in the passage, they must be before church age and church age. It is obvious that Flores’s 
arguments for the “already, not yet” principle simply leave us begging the question. 
 
Lacking an overall framework, it is not clear why the “already, not yet” idea should be the 
controlling principle in interpreting the Kingdom of Christ. Given the definitive language of the 
Lord’s Prayer and the Great Commission, it is easy to see that whatever consummation there will be 
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at the end of history has no covenantal bearing upon our work today: We are to pray that God’s 
Kingdom come on earth as it is in heaven, and we are to teach the nations everything whatsoever He 
has commanded us, including the laws for building a Christian society and culture — because all 
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to Him. Why should the Kingdom be limited in this 
age to redeeming only God’s people and not His world? 
 
The Reign of the Saints and the Nature of the Millennium 
 
The dualism of amillennialism is especially apparent when we consider its view of the reign of the 
saints and the relation of this to the Kingdom of Christ on earth. Amillennialists insist that because 
the saints are said to reign in heaven, the millennial kingdom cannot be on earth. 
 
I cannot fathom why Flores takes great pains to explain how Satan is bound from deceiving the 
nations on earth and then proceeds to say that the earthly millennium -- the earthly millennial reign 
of the saints -- is “excluded.” Why then is Satan bound from his work on earth? Just for the sake of 
preaching the Gospel, but not for reigning? Why should the reign of the saints be considered a 
separate activity from preaching the Gospel? Why are the people of God on earth called a royal 
priesthood (1 Pet. 2:9)? Is the “royal” part excluded from this life on earth? Preaching the Gospel is 
inseparable from discipling the nations (Matt. 28:18-20) and subjecting everything to Christ (1 Cor. 
15:1-28). What is Flores’s theological defense for separating them? 
 
It appears that amillennialists see not only two ages, but two completely different realms. One is the 
earth, where there can be no reign of the saints, and therefore no real dynamic change in history to 
redeem the world. In this first realm, there is only the “preaching of the Gospel” (whatever that 
might mean when it excludes the subjecting of everything to Christ). The other realm is heaven, 
where the souls of the saints rule over . . . something. It is not exactly clear what. It seems that they 
simply “agree” with Christ’s judgments. Even if they are given the opportunity to make their own 
judgments, however, these will have no bearing on the things that are “judged” (since the earth is not 
the place of their reign). Why should we believe these two realms are so drastically separate? 
 
To the amillennialist, it is because there is no overall interpretive framework of the covenant of God 
with creation. Once this is excluded, the inevitable result is dualism. 
 
The solution to that dualism can be found in Hebrews 11 and 12. The saints in heaven, the members 
of the “cloud of witnesses” that surrounds us, reign with us on earth (12:1). We are not separated 
from them but we have already joined them in heavenly places (Eph. 2:6; Heb. 12:22-24). We are 
one church that reigns and expands God’s Kingdom on earth as it is in heaven. This reign is 
characterized by the binding of Satan, the reign of the saints, and the work of the church on earth. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Amillennialism lacks consistency. It does not connect to the original intent of God in establishing a 
covenant with creation. It cannot explain redemption or the Kingdom of God in terms that take the 
covenantal purpose of earth and history into account. It only exists in a state of radical 
discontinuity — so radical, in fact, that God’s original intention is either ignored or considered to 
have been completely destroyed by the Fall. 
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This is because amillennialism starts from a fundamental presupposition of dualism. Amillennialists 
assume that there are radical dichotomies between heaven and earth, between this age and the future 
age, between the Kingdom of God and the preaching of the Gospel, and between the church in 
heaven and the church on earth. They attempt to mend this dualism by employing the interpretive 
principle of “already” and “not yet.” There is no clear reason, however, that this principle should be 
considered more important than the covenant of God with creation (barring, of course, the fact that 
using the covenant of God as the interpretive principle will inevitably lead to postmillennialism). 
 
Postmillennialism thus remains as the only biblical, consistent, and comprehensive position. 
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 How Far Back are America’s Pastors Willing to Roll the 116.
Ball? 

Bojidar Marinov, June 27, 2015  

http://bojidarmarinov.com/blog/how-far-back-are-americas-pastors-willing-to-roll-the-ball/   

For anyone who has followed and understands the 
relationship between church leadership and civil 
government in the US in the last 50 years, 
declarations of American pastors pledging civil 
disobedience in case the Supreme Court decides to 
favor sodomite “marriage” (like this one, for 
example, or this one), seem ridiculous at best, and 
quite pathetic. “We stand today to put America on 
notice that we will not obey an unjust law.” Yeah, 
right. You ain’t fooling no one, Rev. You will 
eventually obey that unjust law. That’s what you 
have been doing your whole career: obeying unjust 

laws, or, at the very least, refusing to challenge the civil governments in the land for their unjust 
laws. You’ve done it, and those before you in the same pulpit have done it. It has become a hallowed 
tradition for American pastors to serve the secular statist religion of Americanism. More than 50 
years ago Leonard E. Read said that, “People reject socialism in name, but once any socialistic 
activity has been Americanized, nearly everybody believes it’s all right.” The same thing can be said 
about American pastors in general: They reject injustice in name, but once injustice is 
institutionalized in government law, nearly every single pastor thinks it’s all right, or at least it’s not 
worth being rebuked from the pulpit. 

For the last 100 years not only have the pastors refused to challenge unjust laws, they have refused 
to even bring the Bible to whatever laws the different levels of civil government have passed and 
enforced, to check whether they were unjust or not. In fact, worse than that, for the last 100 years the 
pastors in this country have openly declared that the Bible doesn’t have anything to do with the 
political realm, that the Gospel is limited to the individual soul and the institutional church, and 
therefore has nothing to say about the powers of the land. “It’s not the pastors’ job to talk politics,” 
has been the refrain. And since politics is where the issues of justice and injustice have been 
discussed and resolved, this has effectively barred the church from any authoritative voice in 
discussing justice or injustice. 

Note well: it was not the civil government that barred the church from speaking justice. It was the 
pastors themselves. 

So when the Revs babble about “unjust laws,” keep that in mind: They have been silent on the issue 
of unjust laws for a century, at least. 
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They have been silent on the creation of the IRS and the introduction of Federal income tax: an act 
of the Federal government that is only unconstitutional but also strongly anti-Biblical, for it violates 
the Eighth Commandment. 

They have been silent on the creation of the Social Security Administration, another clear violation 
of the Eighth Commandment. 

They have been silent on the 501(c)3 clause and the control of pulpits by the IRS. 

They have been silent on the creation of the Federal Reserve System and the destruction of monetary 
value. 

They have been silent on Roe v. Wade and the holocaust of tens of millions of American children 
supported by government fiat and tax money. 

On the immigration restriction laws – not only un-Constitutional but also openly anti-Biblical. 

On the creation of the standing army of police, designed specifically to rob the population in favor of 
the political class and to keep political dissenters suppressed. 

On the introduction of no-fault divorce laws. 

On the creation and the expansion of the government school system – a clear violation of the very 
First of the Ten Commandments. 

On the expansion of government redistribution programs, from welfare to individuals to welfare for 
corporations. 

On foreign wars. 

On government regulations which ban or restrict individuals from fulfilling their calling under God 
to take dominion over the earth. 

On government monopolies, a clear violation of the Biblical principle of equality before the law. 

On the war on drugs, a clear example of government tyranny, designed to enrich the government by 
giving it powers which God never has. 

On eminent domain. 

On gun-control laws. 

On civil forfeiture. 

On property taxes. 

On government-controlled healthcare. 
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On the bank bailout. And on the automakers bailout. And on the agricultural subsidies. Etc., etc., etc. 

Yesterday’s decision of the Supreme Court didn’t come out of the blue; it was a logical and expected 
element in a century-long invasion of society by the different levels of civil government, in violation 
of the principles of limited government and individual liberty established by the Law of God. For a 
while the pastors were left immune to that invasion; they had their 501(c)3 status which protected 
their donations. It was the hard-working, productive, middle-class, tithe-paying ordinary members of 
their churches that got hit the worst by the predatory expansion of government agencies and laws. 
The pastors didn’t care. They remained silent while the government was destroying the liberty and 
the property – and sometimes the lives, too – of their church members, while at the same time asking 
for tithes and donations for supporting the very churches that remained silent at this injustice. (The 
decline in giving and tithing in the last 50 years was only natural and expected – in fact, I’d say, it is 
morally mandatory to stop supporting churches who have passively or actively become accomplices 
in the legislative plunder of their ordinary members.) 

If the pastors in this nation were faithful to the historical example of the Black-Robed Regiment of 
the Revolutionary Era, the pulpits in this country would have been thundering with denunciations of 
all these government violations of the Ten Commandments, from the public school system, taxation, 
and regulations, to police, immigration restrictions, and foreign wars. Civil disobedience and 
rebellion against unjust laws would have started much earlier, a century ago, or, at the very least, 40 
years ago. 

Unjust laws must be disobeyed, as a testimony to the Gospel (Acts 5:29). Not only that, but unjust 
laws must be publicly denounced from the pulpits, and God’s judgment must be constantly invoked 
and called for on those civil government officials who pass those unjust laws or support them. Such 
officials must be excommunicated from the churches in the land, together with church members who 
work for their campaigns and publicly support them. 

But American pastors remained silent, for many years, on many unjust laws, and many unjust 
politicians. The decision of the Supreme Court didn’t happen in a vacuum; it came in the context and 
through the momentum of a century of government injustice and church silence. 

The vows, therefore, that they will disobey this particular unjust decision of the Supreme Court, are 
nonsensical. In order for such disobedience to be effective, they will have to roll the ball back and 
start disobeying on every single unjust law passed by the different levels of civil government in the 
US. The power of the government to enforce that decision of the Supreme Court was built over 
decades through these other unjust laws. The powerful apparatus of enforcing the SCOTUS’s 
decision was built on the millions of cases of destruction of life, liberty, and property of these 
previous unjust laws. You can’t change one thing only. In this specific case, you can’t roll back one 
court decision only. To be able to do it, you need to roll the ball all the way back to the starting line. 
That is, declare opposition and civil disobedience to every single law, regulation, court decision, 
executive order, etc., which can’t be shown to be based on specific Biblical verse or commandment 
in the Law of God. Anything short of that would be inconsistent, and would be rightly viewed as 
hypocrisy. It’s about time for pastors to understand: piecemeal action leads to inevitable defeat, or, at 
the very best, to short postponement of inevitable defeat. 
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Will the pastors be willing to roll the ball that far back to the time when the civil government stayed 
within its Biblically-prescribed limits? I won’t hold my breath on this one. We can safely predict that 
most pastors will make some noise, and then will eventually strike some deal with the government – 
a deal that will simply postpone the surrender a little longer. They have been preaching cultural 
passivity and historical pessimism for a century; there is no way that they suddenly switch to cultural 
activism and optimism. Just a few more years until a new batch of seminary graduates fills the 
pulpits, and a new batch of public school graduates fills the pews. By that time, the SCOTUS’s 
decision will be taken for granted, as Roe v. Wade or Obamacare are today. Some pastors, of course, 
will submit; after all, Romans 13 doesn’t have any justification whatsoever for any kind of 
disobedience and opposition. And pastors have been interpreting Romans 13 out of its Biblical 
context for decades now. The ball won’t be rolled back, and the pathetic threats of civil disobedience 
will fail and be forgotten. 

Unless. . . . 

Unless the members of the thousands of American churches wake up and see the truth, that the 
majority of their pastors and seminary professors and preachers have been accomplices in the 
massive government theft of their life, liberty and property. That every single abortion, confiscatory 
tax, tyrannical regulation, instance of police brutality and extortion, unjust court decision, etc., has 
been committed or enforced with the approval – open or tacit – of their shepherds. That these same 
shepherds have made allies with the wolves in government and have acted as their agents . . . and 
then start purging the pulpits of every single pastor and preacher who has remained silent concerning 
injustice in the society, or has openly supported it. Until the pulpits are manned with men who would 
stand against tyranny and injustice and openly call for God’s judgment on and man’s disobedience to 
those rulers who defy God and His Law. 

Without such purge, we will leave a world of judgment to our children. 

It’s time to act. And start from the pulpits. 
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 Ideology, Presuppositions, and Evangelism 117.
Bojidar Marinov, September 05, 2014 (Faith for All of Life) 

 “You can’t identify with these people in any way. They 
may have some good ideas, but their presuppositions are 

contrary to Scripture.” 

Throughout my career as a missionary I have often been 
criticized by other missionaries and well-meaning 
Christians, in general, for cooperating and identifying with 
groups and movements that are not openly Christian, or 
not openly Protestant. Such criticism was mainly directed 
at my association with the Libertarian movement in 
Eastern Europe; but I have gotten flak for my support for 

political protest movements, for my work with Roman Catholics and Eastern Orthodox believers, 
and for my defense of civil rights organizations in Eastern Europe. 

In each case, my critics have agreed that the specific ideas and the goals of these organizations were 
good, but since their religious presuppositions were non-Biblical, I shouldn’t associate with them in 
any way. Some said that they couldn’t see how that was “helping the gospel,” and some believed I 
was diluting the “simple gospel message” by mixing it with rival ideas—libertarian, civil rights, 
political protests, and others. If the other side wasn’t explicitly and self-consciously Christian, I had 
no business associating, identifying, or working with them. 

Why Not Work with Unbelievers? 

Others, more evangelism-minded, were open to see the evangelistic value in mixing with 
unbelievers, but only in its individualistic aspect: “Getting involved gives you the opportunity to 
witness to these people, right?” The political or ideological involvement was without any value, in 
their view, except as a hook and bait to get people to listen to my “evangelism.” (I encountered a 
similar “evangelistic” view when I was told by a student in a prestigious university that he enrolled 
only to have access to other students, and that he didn’t really care for the studies.) 

Neither group saw my support for those causes or groups as an integral part of my evangelism, nor 
as following logically from my theological beliefs, even if both groups acknowledged that the causes 
were good, and that these unbelievers I worked with had “some good ideas.” 

The problem with these attitudes, of course, is that they are ultimately dualistic. They create a 
dualistic tension between the “religious” message we carry in our evangelism—what is commonly 
but incorrectly called “the gospel”—and our political, social, economic, and other engagements. The 
dichotomy created between “the gospel” and what is “not the gospel” has created more problems for 
the church than any other false doctrine. It has made the church live in a state of constant 
schizophrenia where Christians are always told that the Bible has an answer to all questions, and 
then are told that most questions don’t matter anyway, or that the gospel is not ultimately concerned 
with them. This schizophrenia has been the reason for the decline of the influence of Christianity in 
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the West, for it is always suicidal, and it can never build a civilization, nor exercise long-term 
influence on civilization. 

But there’s another problem with the position of such critics, and it has to do with the 
epistemological issues of the gospel, i.e., the question, “How does man know what he knows?” Or, 
to rephrase the question to apply to our discussion, “What is the ultimate source of all good ideas?” 
Why do these unbelievers have these good ideas? Is it possible for good ideas to come from bad 
presuppositions or beliefs? If every good gift comes from the Father of Lights (James 1:17), does the 
same apply to the good ideas our pagan neighbors have about the world? And if these pagan 
neighbors have some good gift given to them, why was it given to them, providentially, and how 
should we use that good gift for the glory of God instead of letting it go to waste? 

Where Do Ideas Come From? 

Answering such questions is critical for spreading the gospel; for in our preaching, we need to be 
aware of the nature of the contact between the gospel and the state of mind of our listeners. While 
the gospel can be presented in many different forms, and the Bible contains many different ways to 
present the gospel, certain wisdom is needed for us to decide what the specific situation requires. 
Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 9:22 that he “became all things to all men” does not mean that he 
became lawless, but that he adapted his preaching to respond to the specific demands of the mind of 
a lawless person. 

The independent existence and genesis of ideas and ideologies has long been part of the preferred 
epistemology of many anti-Christian intellectuals. H. G. Wells started his The Outline of History, a 
massive 1,300-page work designed to revolutionize the study of history along new lines, with the 
claim that “Human history is in essence a history of ideas.” While the beginning of mankind was 
purely material and evolutionist, he gradually developed the importance of ideas as the narrative 
proceeded, until mankind reached what Wells calls “the liberation of human thought” in the fifteenth 
and sixteenth centuries, when ideas were able to assume a historical existence of their own, and then 
ideas shaped the world. In Wells’ view of history, man will evolve to a point where he can throw off 
the chains of his material being, produce his own ideas which will empower him to face the material 
world, and reshape it after his own image. The ultimate expression of man’s freedom, in fact, of 
man’s very essence, is to build his own ideology for action; and, therefore, the history of mankind is 
in essence that of man employing his own ideas to face an impersonal, chaotic, indifferent, or even 
hostile world of nature and society. 

Wells didn’t say how ideas originate and what makes man or his culture change their ideas. Ideas 
somehow “assumed” that historical existence of their own, but we don’t know why and how that 
happened. One may suppose that it was the evolutionary development of man that made this happen. 
In that case, man can’t really change his ideas, he has to wait for the right evolutionary conditions to 
come around. But Wells was not a believer in waiting; he did advocate self-conscious change of 
ideas in his other book, The New World Order. However, he didn’t say why man would change his 
ideas, what should motivate him to do it, and how he would know which ideas are better than others. 

Wells’ view was only a reaction to the crass materialism he saw in Marxism and its view that the 
ultimate causes for historical change were strictly material: genetics and the development of the tools 
of production. The thought that man was determined strictly by material factors was terrifying to the 
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mind of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century British intellectuals. This led many of them—
including Wells himself—to occultism. Occultism was not simply a pastime, it was a self-conscious 
choice of philosophy to oppose the materialism of continental thought. But the result was no better 
than what that materialism created. Neither Wells nor his fellow British intellectuals were able to 
create any coherent understanding of history, or human action, or social change. 

Marx, of course, was wrong. Materialism—whether “metaphysical” or “dialectical”—can’t explain 
human action and historical change. But neither can philosophical idealism. Neither of them looks at 
man as a self-conscious, acting agent; both view him as a product of impersonal forces. Therefore, 
neither can be the foundation for evangelism, for evangelism would have to be a process of 
conditioning, not an appeal to man’s conscience. 

Faith Is What Counts 

What Wells missed—and what many Christian theologians and missionaries also miss today—is that 
ideas themselves are a product of something deeper and more fundamental, something that goes to 
the heart of man’s very being as created in the image of God, something that defines man entirely 
before God and before his fellow men: faith. Contrary to the accepted wisdom today,ideas do not 
have consequences. They are consequences themselves, of a creed, of afaith statement that 
determines the very foundational tenets of man’s interpretation of the world. Faith is what man 
accepts deeply in his being by ethical choice, without questioning it, without proving it, without 
doubting its veracity—and that includes any faith, not only that of the Christian, but that of the 
hardcore atheist as well. Man may have rational and logical explanations for his faith; he may also 
be able to provide physical proofs for its truthfulness; but in the final account, it is not the rationality 
or the physical proofs that make him accept his faith, but his self-conscious ethical choice. 

In short,ideas do not have consequences, faith does. And ideas themselves are the consequences of 
our faith. 

It is, then, obvious that the ideologies of men are simply the tip of the iceberg, supported by deeply-
held faith, by an ethical system which interprets the world around man and lays the foundation for all 
his definitions and logic. 

From a Christian perspective, therefore, we should expect that the redeemed man, having self-
consciously chosen to believe in the God of the Bible, will naturally tend to develop a practical 
ideology which is “good,” i.e., directed to favor the right practical causes in every area of life. But 
then the question remains: Why do some pagans have “good ideas”? If they have self-consciously 
adopted the wrong faith, wouldn’t that mean that they would tend to develop wrong practical 
ideologies, and therefore won’t have any “good ideas”? To what can we ascribe such inconsistency? 

We can ascribe it to a problem the unredeemed man faces every day, in every place, in all of his 
endeavors, intellectual or practical: his intellectual schizophrenia. 

On one hand, the unredeemed man earnestly desires a world without moral responsibility, and 
therefore without God. To do that, he needs to postulate such a world; to negate the possibility for it 
in his mind. He chooses to believe in a world with no God. It is an ethical choice, not determined by 
rational reasoning or physical proofs, but by the self-conscious adoption of ethical terms, of a system 
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that discerns good from evil. And the evil is God and His very existence, as well as His moral 
demands of mankind. (Ever wondered why “agnostics” are always so sure that Christianity is evil?) 
Once he has adopted these ethical presuppositions for his thinking, he tries to develop his practical 
ideology as a consequence of those presuppositions. At the end, we have all the different kinds of 
ideologies and “religions” that come from the logical working out of the pagan presuppositions of 
the unredeemed man. 

Believers in Spite of Themselves 

On the other hand, the unredeemed man can’t avoid the testimony of God that the creation around 
him is giving him. This testimony can be in the rational conclusions from a simple passive 
observance of the universe. But even stronger and more compelling, it is in the practical working out 
of his own ideologies, based on his own presuppositions: They don’t work. No ideology that is 
consistently based on anti-Christian presuppositions can ultimately work towards the professed goals 
of man. Whether it is scientific theory, or political science, or systems of organization of production, 
or monetary policy, or educational programs, or anything else, it will always produce results that can 
be rationally and experimentally proven to be inferior to the situation prior to the implementation of 
the ideology. At the end, man and his culture end up dumber, poorer, disorganized, etc. To produce 
the right practical results, the unredeemed man has to dig out the right presuppositions about God 
and the world that he knows deep in his heart to be true (Rom. 1:18ff.), and think and act on their 
foundation, in order to achieve his goals. 

As R. J. Rushdoony said when commenting on “The Epistemological Man,” 

Autonomous man is aware of the deadly impasse that his epistemology leads him into. From ancient 
times he has been aware of the fact that the world of experience can not be accounted for or trusted in 
terms of his premise of autonomy. The moral fact that governs the situation is that man prefers to be 
an idiot god to being a learned man under God. As a result, he clings to his epistemology for 
theoretical reasons while for practical purposes assuming that the world is undergirded by God and 
His sovereign decree.1 

This statement explains all the inconsistencies in the thinking and the practice of the unredeemed 
man. He is eager to have success in his endeavors, but he can’t achieve that success as long as he 
operates—intellectually and practically—in terms of his underlying pagan faith. So he tacitly 
abandons his faith and for certain purposes readopts the Biblical faith—or at least steals its 
presuppositions—and acts and thinks on it, in order to succeed. 

But then, in this very “betrayal” of his faith, for practical purposes, he is caught in a trap, for the 
“betrayal” itself testifies against him, for God. 

And it is in this very situation of producing a self-convicting where the Christian evangelist must 
catch him. Just as Paul in Acts caught the Greeks in their attempts to find God (contrary to their 
philosophies where God was either non-existent or unknowable), and in their poetry (where God was 
postulated as the Father of all men in order to produce unity of mankind), our best tactic for 
evangelism is to catch the unbelievers right in their “good ideas,” and in their good practices, for it is 
right there where the best testimony is given against their own pagan faith. 
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When we see an unbeliever devoted to certain good causes—be it free markets, or trustee family, or 
entrepreneurship, or anti-communism, or low taxes, or scientific and technological progress, or 
charity work—we know that that unbeliever has tacitly returned to the right presuppositions about 
God and the world, in order to achieve his goals, or to find personal fulfillment. He is testifying 
against himself in that very moment! And we won’t find a better opportunity for evangelism than 
cooperating with the unbeliever in the very moment he is testifying against his own faith through his 
ideas or practice. Those good ideas and that good practice can’t have any other faith foundation but 
the presuppositions God has placed in his heart through the testimony of the creation itself (Rom. 
1:19–20). Our job is to express those presuppositions in words. 

1. R. .J. Rushdoony, The Word of Flux (Vallecito, CA: Ross House Books, [1965] 2002), 49. 
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 Biblical Spirituality vs. Gnostic Spirituality 118.
Bojidar Marinov, November 16, 2013 (Faith for All of Life) 

A few weeks ago my wife listened to a preacher on the radio who was criticizing his listeners for 
their motives for coming to church. "I know why most of you are here," he said. "Some are here to 
find a spouse. Others are here to find business partners or investors. Or reliable employees. Or a job. 
Some are hoping to get some financial help. Few are here for the right reason." 

This statement is important, for it is characteristic of the attitude of many pastors in this nation. And 
since attitudes are always created by deeply held beliefs, it gives some very important insight into 
the theology of the modern church. 

We need to start with the observation that, indeed, the motives of many modern church-goers are far 
from deep devotion to Christ and His gospel. Selfishness reigns in the modern churches, and most 
church members do expect the church to cater to their personal needs, problems, and desires, without 
any sacrifice on their part, any service to others, any greater vision or value scale than their own 
well-being and self-fulfillment. It is not something new, and not something unknown or unusual. 
That pastor's church is not an exception to the rule. And yes, if his target is really the obvious 
selfishness of his listeners, he does have a point. 

Small Theology Equals Small Faith 

But not a complete point. For the rule that the roots determine the fruits is valid here, and therefore a 
preacher needs to understand that he always gets what he preaches. If selfishness reigns in his 
church, it is because selfishness reigns in his preaching, and in the theology that preaching conveys 
to his listeners. Those who are selfish must be quite comfortable with his preaching if they are still in 
his church. And their selfishness is most probably encouraged by the fact that most of our modern 
preaching is based on the theology of individual salvation as the ultimate good. The gospel is 
stripped of its Kingdom message and reduced to a gospel of individual salvation. Thus, God is 
reduced to a small deity concerned only with the salvation-and the well-being-of its followers. God 
doesn't have a greater objective on earth than the salvation of individual souls, which makes Him 
entirely subservient to man and man's needs and objectives. 

How would such theology purge selfishness from the hearts of that pastor's listeners, if it's actually 
making God subservient to their needs? If God is ultimately concerned with man and man's needs, 
then why shouldn't men be concerned with man and man's needs? The difference between a focus on 
man's eternal well-being and man's temporal well-being is a difference in emphasis, not in principle, 
therefore the excuse that it's about salvation, not about prosperity, is irrelevant here. Man is still the 
center. Only a focus on the sovereignty of God and on Christ's Kingdom can give a difference in 
principle; but such focus is lacking in the preaching of modern churches. If the pastor presents a God 
who is focused on man, it's only natural that he'll get men who are focused on themselves. 

All this being said, we need to acknowledge that despite the truncated gospel he is delivering to his 
listeners, a gospel focused on man and not on God and His Kingdom, this pastor's church is still 
achieving a certain success. That success is obvious in the fact that the church still has some "power 
of attraction," to use J. H. Bavinck's phrase from his An Introduction to the Science of 
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Missions.1 Even in its most truncated form, when all references to the Kingdom and the 
comprehensive authority of Jesus Christ over all life (1 Cor. 15:25-28) are removed from the 
preaching, the name of Jesus Christ still produces some cultural change in the life of the church, 
even if it's not complete. Those who are baptized and members of the church have a better practical 
and work ethic than those in the world; they are more reliable as partners and employees; they are 
more faithful as spouses and friends. They are also more likely, compared to the rest of the 
population, to spend less of their income and therefore have more savings to invest. And as 
investors, they are less likely to be driven by greed and more likely to respect the needs of their 
debtors. 

Faith has consequences, and even the least informed faith in Christ produces a culture superior to the 
surrounding pagan culture. This has been the reason why in predominantly Muslim nations like 
Syria, Egypt, or Lebanon, Christian minorities are disproportionally represented in the business and 
intellectual leadership of their countries. 

It is this superior culture that drives those outside the church to join the church. Jesus said in John 
13:35 that the world would know that we are His disciples by the fact that we love each other. 
However, such love is not hidden, immaterial, invisible. It does produce visible fruit, for from John 
15:8 we prove to be His disciples by bearing fruit, that is, by the visible manifestation of God's love 
in us. 

What is the visible manifestation of that love? It is the fulfillment of the law (Rom. 13:10). That is, 
our fulfillment of the law in every area of our lives, from our personal conduct to our economic and 
political endeavors, will show the world that we are Christ's disciples, and thus will draw the 
unbelievers to Him. Deuteronomy 4:5-8 confirms this conclusion: it is the law of God with its justice 
and righteousness that brings the nations to God. A culture built on the precepts of the law, a culture 
exhibiting God's love and justice, will always attract people, even when they dislike its religious 
foundations. 

A Theology of Covenant 

It is, of course, normal and understandable if people come to Christ and His church because they 
have certain needs that they believe Christ and the church can meet. The Sovereign God shows His 
grace to His elect by choosing His relationship with them to be formed not as a slaveholder's power 
over them-the way the Gentiles form their relationships with socially or physically inferior people-
but as a covenant, that is, a set of obligations and promises. He doesn't have to give any promises, 
for He is God; but He still promises blessings for obedience, and the blessings He promises are that 
man's legitimate needs will be met abundantly. 

This is why the Biblical covenants are defined as "the covenants of promise" (Eph. 2:12). 
Deuteronomy 28:1-15 exhorts Israel to obey God, and a number of cultural, economic, material, 
health, and other blessings are promised. This is why Jesus could call the weary and the burdened to 
come to Him and receive His rest (Matt. 11:28). And He also promises those who have left their 
earthly possessions to follow Him, that they will receive back a hundredfold in this world (cultural 
blessings), plus eternal life in the world to come. God takes us back as sons, not as slaves, even 
when we deserve nothing more than being slaves without any promise for any blessings. 
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The legitimacy of seeking cultural blessings when coming to Christ is then established by Biblical 
teaching. It is part of the covenantal and comprehensive nature of God's salvation. These blessings 
are not unconditional, of course. But they are real: material, relational, economic, political, judicial. 
God's covenant is not a spiritualized gnostic reality where the rubber never meets the road, and 
where spiritual truths never produce visible fruit. A church with even a little knowledge or 
understanding, faithful only to a certain extent to the requirements of the gospel according to the 
measure of its knowledge, will still exhibit a small measure of those blessings. And thus it will 
become a center of attraction for the local community. This is true evangelism, as opposed to the 
gnostic evangelism of only words and no visible transformation of lives and culture. 

The above-mentioned pastor's church, then, is on the right track, at least marginally, if it has become 
such a center of attraction. If a person comes to the church to find a spouse, business partners, or 
employees or employers, such person is acknowledging that the spiritual principles of the gospel 
taught at that church have produced some cultural fruit. That should be an encouragement to a pastor 
who understands the covenant of God and its operation through ethical rules and judicial sanctions in 
history. "The Word become flesh" is the operational paradigm of Christ's redemption; "obedience 
produces cultural fruit" is the application of that paradigm in the life of the individual, of the church, 
and of a Christian society in general. Our faith is spiritual, but it only proves itself to be true faith by 
the fruit it produces (James 2:14-26). 

Faith Without Body 

The pastor's criticism to his listeners, therefore, is not Biblical, as far as their motives to join the 
church are concerned. He is driven in his criticism by a Gnostic view of the gospel. He wants his 
listeners to come to church driven by some Gnostic, naked, body-less faith that is either unable to 
recognize the fruit of the gospel in the flesh or unwilling to recognize it and give glory to God for it. 
He wants the members of his flock to strip themselves of all material and cultural concerns and 
goals-even those that are Biblically legitimate-and become some kind of fleshless beings. 

Even if he doesn't say it openly, he has adopted the heretical dualistic view of reality where the 
spiritual aspect of man is good by default and the material aspect of man is bad by default, and 
therefore material concerns necessarily follow from an evil heart. (The Biblical doctrine is that man 
is depraved in both his body and spirit, and therefore redeemed in both his body and spirit.) 
Criticizing his people for coming to church because they were attracted by the superior culture in the 
church is denigrating the effect and the fruit of the gospel, because it is "too materialistic." But the 
gospel does have material effects, it leads to "all things being subject to Christ" (1 Cor. 15:1-28). 
And therefore, this pastor is driven by a theology that bars him from seeing that comprehensive 
nature of the gospel in the life of his church; he wants mystical spirituality to replace the legitimate 
needs and wants of man as creature. 

Now, granted, if the people who come to Christ in his church stay in their selfishness and always 
keep their material concerns above their commitment to Jesus Christ and His Kingdom, this 
admittedly is a problem. But then again, that problem is at least partially, if not completely, created 
by the same Gnostic worldview of that same pastor. When the comprehensive nature of Christ's 
gospel is not preached, the focus remains entirely on man and his needs. If his listeners have nothing 
more than their personal salvation in view, if they are not recruited to build the civilization of the 
Kingdom of God, they will never have a cause more worthy than themselves. 
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Toward a Kingdom Theology 

The solution to his problem, then, and to the problems of the church in general, must be found in 
abandoning the Gnostic worldview that plagues our pulpits today, and in adopting the 
comprehensive, Kingdom-oriented, culture-changing worldview of the gospel. The problem of our 
churches is not that people come to Christ driven by material concerns: this is not a problem, this is a 
blessing, and a sign of our success, however small it is. 

The problem of our churches today is a theology, and preaching that follows from it, that is not 
strong enough on building the culture of the Kingdom of God to draw even more people to Christ. 
Those who are drawn, and remain, are made idle by the simple expectation to be taken to heaven, for 
there is nothing more that they can do on earth besides attending church every Sunday. We want to 
make our churches to be even better centers of attraction, exhibiting an even more superior 
civilization than the world, offering Biblical solutions to all the problems the modern world faces, 
and outperforming the non-Christian cultures in everything, as a testimony of the superiority of our 
faith. When our theology and our preaching is changed to Christian Reconstruction, we'll see more 
people coming to the church, and we'll see more of those remaining change from self-fulfillment to 
service to God, for now they will have a cause bigger than themselves. This is where that pastor's 
problems can find their solutions. 

In other words, faith has consequences. And changing our faith from Gnosticism to Biblical 
covenantalism and Christian Reconstruction will inevitably have consequences. 

A Reformed missionary to his native Bulgaria for over 10 years, Bojidar preaches and teaches the 
doctrines of the Reformation and a comprehensive Biblical worldview. He and his team have 
translated over 30,000 pages of Christian literature about the application of the Law of God in every 
area of man's life and society, and published those translations online for free. He currently lives in 
Houston with his wife Maggie and his three children. 

1. J.H. Bavinck, An Introduction to the Science of Missions (Philadelphia, PA: The Presbyterian and Reformed 
Publishing Co., 1960), 28. 
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 The Missionary and the Sieve of Time 119.
Bojidar Marinov, July 06, 2014 (Faith for All of Life) 

“People look at all the trashy books, movies, and music of today and compare them to books from 
the past and bemoan the fact that the standards for the arts have collapsed in recent decades. The 
truth of the matter, however, is that the past has plenty of trash in its own right. The trash of the past 
simply did not survive to the present. The ‘historical classics’ of today were not well known in their 
time, but their worth carried them down through the years to our own time. Because we’re inundated 
with today’s popular trash, we cannot yet see the best of today’s authors and filmmakers and 
musicians. In ten or fifteen years history will weed out what’s useless, permitting the cultural gems 
from our current decade to be clearly seen.” 

My eighteen-year-old daughter made this statement a few days ago. A very astute observation, it 
highlights two important facts of life and of mankind’s psychology. 

First, men are so eager to idolize the past that they unthinkingly accept the absurd proposition that 
our own modern time is unique in its concentration of depravity, mediocrity, and base passions. Yes, 
that’s correct: it is not the lack of knowledge about the past that makes them believe such absurdities 
concerning the present. It is the self-conscious idolatry of the past that motivates their view. 

Fallen man lives in the past, denies the present, and is afraid of change and of the future. It is quite 
ironic that both the Renaissance and the Enlightenment (touted by our modern pagans as 
“progressive” social forces) were actually considered by philosophers of the time as a return to the 
glories of the old classical world. These were the “conservative” movements of their times, with 
Christianity being criticized as the agent of social change which brought the evils of modern 
civilization upon mankind. The “noble savage” was the ideal of the philosophes, and against this 
yardstick civilized man, motivated by Christian moral convictions, was the embodiment of evil. 

But such idolatry of the past is not limited to the non-Christian crowd. Dispensationalism, with its 
newspaper exegesis and obsession with the growth of contemporary evils, is just a form of such 
idolatry of the past and denial of the present. Even among non-dispensationalist Christian 
commentators, the obsession with recording modern evils to the exclusion of the victories of the 
Kingdom of Christ in our midst continues to prevail. The rise in sodomite political activism is 
advertised as a sign of the demise of the West, while few are willing to listen to the lessons of 
history. History teaches us that throughout its history, Christendom has seen a similar rise in 
sodomite activism, and each time the sodomites were unable to perpetuate their activism for more 
than one generation. Our present time is simply not unique in terms of this specific sin and 
perversion. 

In general, political conservatives in the U.S. and Europe are also pessimistic about the future, 
leading them to ever-increasing political compromises with their opponents. 

Fallen men, as well as redeemed men who lack a Biblical worldview, always find their Golden Age 
in the past, and always tend to view their present as the ultimate level of degradation in history. 

History as a Filter for Cultural Trash 
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Second, time acts as a sort of sieve for the collective cultural memory of mankind, preventing the 
cultural “trash” of one generation from seeping into future generations. 

Among my collection of old books there is a textbook on commercial geography for the state schools 
in Britain from 1905. The cover and the title page are ornamented with a sizable swastika which, at 
the time, was a very popular symbol in Britain. And yet, there’s hardly anyone in Britain today who 
would believe the swastika to have ever been a once-popular symbol in their own native land. 

This sieve of time is so effective that one generation may end up having completely twisted ideas 
about the generations of their parents and grandparents. In fact, even their parents and grandparents 
only retain memories of past events that the cultural sieve of time permits them to retain. After forty-
five years of Communist indoctrination, many elderly people in Bulgaria liked to tell me how 
Bulgaria was “economically destitute” before 1944, whereas the objective economic data show that 
the country produced a large surplus of food products and exported foods even in the worst 
economic times facing Europe, 1942–1944. (And yet, after forty-five years of Communism, the most 
common sight on the streets of Bulgaria was lines of people waiting to buy food.) 

My daughter’s observation needs to be modified in one thing only: the sieve of time indeed sifts out 
the cultural trash of the generations, but that trash is not defined by some objective qualities of the 
cultural product. Culture is religion externalized; therefore, a culture will tend to evaluate everything 
through the lens of its religious beliefs. Cultural transfer from one generation to another, therefore, 
will depend entirely on the religious legacy of one generation that’s passed to the other. A book will 
be declared worthy to be remembered based on the religious convictions of the new generation, as 
conditioned and trained by the previous generation. 

Modern atheist scholars and historians love to point to the fact that many works of the classical 
pagan philosophy (mainly Plato and Aristotle) had been lost in Christendom and only recovered 
later, from Muslim or Jewish sources, being translated to Latin from Arabic. This fact is used to 
make the case that Christian Europe was somehow an intellectual backwater that cared nil for the 
preservation of intellectual knowledge. 

From the perspective of logic, such a conclusion puts the cart before the horse. The obvious 
challenge to refute it iswho says Plato and Aristotle are the standard for intellectual knowledge and 
cultural advance? A simple overview of the intellectual life of Christian Europe between A.D. 500 
and A.D. 1200 will show that a staggering amount of books were preserved, far above what the 
Muslim world can brag with. St. Augustine’s The City of God and Isidore’s Etymologies were still 
selling well enough to warrant several printed editions in the sixteenth-century only, a good nine to 
ten centuries after their authors had died. Even works by Christian authors who lived in the Muslim 
parts of the Middle East—John of Damascus, for example—were preserved in the West, not in the 
East where they lived. 

Obviously, the non-preservation of Plato and Aristotle was not motivated by some imagined lack of 
interest in, or hostility toward, intellectual knowledge. They didn’t make the cut because, from the 
perspective of a developing Christian civilization, they weretrash. Muslim and Jewish scholars 
preserved them because, while Islam and modern Judaism claim to be monotheistic religions, they 
are so only superficially. Being anti-Trinitarian, they are deeply humanistic and therefore essentially 
pagan and polytheistic. They share many more presuppositions and philosophical ideas with 
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classical paganism than with Christianity. Plato and Aristotle presented a worldview that Muslims 
and Jews could identify with. Even today, Muslim scholars consider Aristotle’s most distinguished 
pupil, Alexander of Macedon, to have been a devout Muslim, and the “Two-Horned One” in the 
Quran is believed to be Alexander himself. (Whatever happened to Alexander’s claims to be a son of 
Zeus himself, a polytheistic notion supposedly contrary to Islam?) 

The Religious Engine That Drives the Sieve 

The sieve of time, therefore, is religiously motivated, whether such motivation is self-conscious and 
intended or is the product of unintentional selection and imputation of “worth” by those who invest 
the effort in reading and educating themselves. In some cases, the sieve of time has been the result of 
an explicit governmental policy, as in the reign of Manasseh (2 Kings 21). We today find it baffling 
that the Temple could still function without the book of the law, and that the priests couldn’t even 
recognize the value of that book when they saw it (2 Kings 22). These facts bear testimony to the 
power of the sieve of time in the cultural life of a nation. 

In other cases, the sieve was a command by God to individuals to remove the temptation to return to 
a past of idolatry and superstition (Exod. 34:13; Acts 19:19). Most of the time, though, the sieve of 
time has been the product of the gradual selection of the “right” books by those who invest their time 
in reading. This adds one more factor to our statement above: the sieve of time is religiously 
motivated, but only by the religion of those who read for understanding and then apply what they 
read. R.J. Rushdoony’s statement that “[h]istory has been dominated … by the committed few who 
stand unconditionally on their faith” has direct application to what books will be considered “trash” 
and destined to be forgotten, and what books will stand the test of time. 

Once a book is sifted out of history, then, it loses its ability to build culture. Thus, the religion that 
captures the minds of the active readers in one generation will have the privilege to control the book 
market of the next generation, and will take hold of the culture of future generations. 

Many missionaries in the early centuries of Christianity knew this truth and built libraries, sifting out 
the trash and leaving only what was valuable. Isidore of Seville continued the work of his older 
brother, Leander, in building a library in Spain to preserve the valuable knowledge of the classical 
world. The Frisian murderers of St. Boniface found nothing but books in the big trunk that he carried 
with him on his missionary trips. Obviously, his example of having books and reading them was 
meant to create a thirst for reading and knowledge in his listeners and converts that he would satisfy 
by offering them healthy Christian literature. Cyril and Methodius, before they started their first 
mission trip, not only created an alphabet fit for the Slavic language but also spent twenty years 
translating all the Christian literature available at the time into that writing system, essentially 
creating an entire literary tradition from scratch. For the next ten centuries, all literature in the 
Slavic languages was exclusively Christian. Monasteries and churches in the early years of 
Christianity acted as local libraries, preserving manuscripts and training the future authors of 
Christian literature. 

Cultural Tools of the Missionary 

All these factors are relevant to the work of the missionary. A modern missionary who doesn’t work 
hard to turn his converts into active readers, who in turn sift out cultural trash, is not really doing 
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anything of historical significance. American missionaries today are a bit too focused on organizing 
regular “services” on Sunday morning for converts who lack the discipline to be active, voracious 
readers. In the final account, such converts will be culturally powerless to challenge the prevailing 
religion of their societies. 

 History marches forward, and this march is primarily manifested in the two religious groups—
covenant-keepers and covenant-breakers—becoming each more epistemologically consistent with 
their faith. In the parable of the wheat and tares in Matthew 13, the growth of the wheat and the tares 
gradually made it obvious that the same field contained two different species of crop. In the same 
way, as history progresses, it will be increasingly impossible to speak of one culture within the same 
society. Every society will contain two cultures in itself, and these two cultures will militate against 
one other. Which culture will prevail depends on which culture is more willing to assert its religious 
standards for what constitutes cultural trash and therefore deserves to be forgotten and thrown out. 
At the same time, God imposes His own providential sieve upon all things: “every plant, which my 
heavenly Father hath not planted, shall be rooted up” (Matt. 15:13). 

The cultural battle, thus, can be said to boil down to one question: who will create the greater 
number of active readers among his followers, the missionary or his opponents? The missionary 
must guide his readers to select books with discernment, so that they are equipped to judiciously 
separate the wheat from the chaff and consign the latter to cultural oblivion. In so doing, the 
missionary and his followers will be accused of “narrow-mindedness” and “anti-intellectualism.” 
After all, aren’t Plato and Aristotle the culturally-accepted standard for intellectual excellence? 

But the truth that the missionary must always keep in mind is that it was vitally necessary for 
Christian Europe to set aside the stagnant worldviews of Plato and Aristotle in order to develop the 
dynamic, future-oriented, optimistic, practical worldview which created Christendom. If that trash 
hadn’t been sifted out for a time, history would have stagnated, and the Gospel of Jesus Christ would 
then see no progress. 

The same holds true today. Unless the trash of paganism old and new gets sifted out of the books 
purporting to shape future generations of readers, history will continue to remain stagnant. This is 
why the job of the missionary is to make sure the sieve of time works toward the goal of reordering 
cultural values in terms of what God has planted on earth for His Kingdom’s sake. 
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 Fragmented Reality and Missions 120.
Bojidar Marinov January 05, 2014 (Faith for All of Life) 

Most American missionaries suffer from a very serious handicap when they go to another culture: 
lack of understanding of foreign cultures. I don't mean a lack of understanding of the details of the 
cultural habits and customs and folklore, but lack of covenantal understanding, of the religious 
foundations of a culture which would oppose-intellectually and psychologically-the preaching of the 
gospel. 

Before a missionary moves to preach to individuals, he needs to understand what it is in the thinking 
of every individual that paganism of every kind-whether it is Marxism, or Islam, or Buddhism, or the 
polytheistic cults of India-destroys. American missionaries often find themselves in a situation 
where they can't correctly evaluate the thinking, the values, the incentives, and the expectations of 
their local listeners. Most of the time American missionaries go to a foreign nation with the 
conviction that local people are just like Americans in everything they think and value and expect, 
except that they "don't know about Jesus." So the solution is just to tell them about Jesus, and make 
them make a profession of faith, and condition them to attend church regularly, every Sunday 
morning, and preferably Wednesday night. In all other respects, they are expected to act like 
Americans, from their understanding of reality to their commitment to moral rules, to their 
commitment to work and grow and develop spiritually and economically in every area of their lives. 

But it never works. And it never works mainly because there is a very marked difference between 
the mentality of an American and the mentality of a Frenchman or a German, for example. Or 
between an American and an Eastern European. And especially between an American and a Chinese 
or a Kenyan. The difference is mainly in the fact that different nations have different cultural 
histories. And since "culture is religion externalized,"1 different cultural history means different 
religious history. 

Why Americans Can't See 

It may be arguable that America is indeed a Christian nation today. I would say it still is: not 
necessarily in its laws and its governmental structure and practices, but certainly in the overall 
worldview background, inherited from the Reformation. In this, the United States as a nation has 
something that other nations don't: a very distinct religious-and therefore cultural-legacy which is 
based on the Reformed interpretation of the Bible. It is in everything Americans do and think and 
speak. Of course, it is mixed with pagan ideas-and that has been the case for most of the church 
throughout the centuries. 

But America is unique with its very special legacy, and that uniqueness is very often the obstacle 
preventing American missionaries from understanding what has been destroyed in the thought of 
their local listeners by the pagan religious background of their local culture. Their local listeners are 
not Americans, and much more needs to be repaired in their worldview before they fully understand 
what the missionary is talking about, and before they are able to apply it in practice in their lives and 
culture. 
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American missionaries seldom think in terms of world-and-life view, they seldom think in terms 
of ideas have consequences, and, sadly enough, they seldom think in terms of faith has 
consequences. Cultural practices are taken for granted, as divorced from cultural worldviews, and 
therefore an American missionary seldom stops to consider that a thorough reconstruction of 
worldview is needed in his listeners, one that will lay the ax at the root of their belief system and 
help heal the wounds caused by that belief system. A pagan belief system is never culturally neutral 
or harmless; it always brings with itself destruction in the very thinking and the very perceptions of 
its victims. 

Why Pagans Can't See 

The most important destruction a pagan religion brings to a culture's worldview is the destruction of 
the concept of a unified reality, and with it, the destruction of the concept of the possibility of 
knowledge. 

It is seldom realized by both modern Christians and  non-Christians that the one unique view 
Christianity brought to the world was the idea of a unified reality that was also comprehensible and 
knowable to man. By nature, most pagan religions and ideologies believe in a fragmented reality, 
that is, reality which is not interconnected, and there is no set of unique principles that control reality 
from one end of the universe to the other, from the big galaxies to the smallest atoms, from the 
individual heart to the government of a nation, from the personal will of a man to the scientific and 
economic efforts and enterprise of collective human groups. In  non-Christian thinking, the world is 
broken into separate spheres, and different principles control the different spheres. The connections 
between those spheres or areas are largely mystical and unsearchable; in fact, they are specifically 
declared non-existent in many cases, and therefore making such connections is almost a heresy for 
the pagan mind. 

The first and obvious example of such belief in fragmented reality, of course, was the polytheism of 
the ancients against which the Shema Israel and the First Commandment warned: 

Hear, O Israel! The LORD is our God, the LORD is one! (Deut. 6:4) 

I am the LORD your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery. You 
shall have no other gods before Me. (Exod. 20:2-3 ESV) 

The main issue, of course, in the First Commandment and the Shema was worship: only one God, 
the Maker of heaven and earth, was to be worshipped. But faith and worship are not separated from 
one's view of reality; to the contrary, it is faith and worship that define one's view of reality. So when 
a person or a culture adopt a faith in multiple deities or in multiple spirits and nature forces which 
compete against each other, that person or culture by necessity develops a fragmented view of reality 
which rejects the idea of a unified set of principles governing all reality. How polytheism affects 
one's view of reality can be seen in 1 Kings 20:26-30 where the Arameans believed that Jehovah was 
only God of the mountains but not of the valleys; therefore, a battle against the people of Jehovah 
would be easily won in the valley rather than in the mountain. The apostates among the people of 
Israel built altars in high places, believing, apparently, that certain places or aspects of reality are 
more saturated with the presence of divinity than others. Fustel de Coulanges demonstrates that for 
the ancient Greeks, Romans, and Hindus, polytheism meant not simply worship of many gods, but 
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also that all these gods had their own designated, well-defined realms where only they accepted 
worship, and where they could exercise their divinity. In fact, the different gods had such limited 
jurisdictions that they couldn't even accept worship from humans who did not belong to those 
jurisdictions.2 Faith in one God by necessity led to belief in a unified reality; the abandonment of 
that faith led to the destruction of that belief. 

A more advanced form of the philosophical notion of fragmented reality was the dualism found in 
the ancient world mainly in the teachings of Zoroastrianism, but later developed in different 
religious and philosophical forms by the Gnostic heresies, and later by Kant, Nietzsche, Marx, 
Engels, etc. The "dialectics" of our modern philosophy is an attempt to build a unified philosophy on 
the basis of what is in fact a fragmented worldview where two worlds-of mind and of matter-operate 
on entirely different and sometimes even opposed principles. The result is the same when it comes to 
understanding reality: reality is broken into different spheres, and each sphere has its own principles 
of operation. There isn't one God ruling over all, and therefore there isn't one ruling principle over 
all. 

Such a view of fragmented reality is natural to paganism but it has also crept into the church and its 
theology in many ways, ever since the early church. In our modern world it has found expression in 
the different humanistic doctrines that are thriving in many churches today. The best examples are 
dispensationalism which fragments history into different economies of God's work on earth; and the 
two-kingdoms theology which fragments the civilization into two spheres-of grace and of nature-
which operate under different principles and therefore different laws. Neo-orthodoxy and 
existentialism have also worked to destroy the concept of unified reality in theology, and thus reduce 
Christianity to a basically pagan religion dressed in a theologically correct robe. 

One God, One Reality 

The philosophical consequences of this view are that the world is unknowable and incomprehensible 
to man. If there isn't one operational principle that rules over all, then there can be no knowledge of 
the world that can be reliable enough for man to be able to know anything with certainty. If the 
world is broken into insulated areas with their own sets of operational principles, then man is left 
without a way to know anything that can help him make decisions for his life and for the life of his 
society. 

The ethical and cultural consequences of such a view are that there is no reason to postulate one 
unified law, one unified ethical system that governs man and his society, and all men 
and all societies. Under such a view, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to make any connections 
whatsoever, and especially connections between faith and law, or between worship and practical 
ethics. 

Very often what new converts do in the church is not connected in any meaningful way to what they 
did outside the church. Their new faith in God and Christ does not fundamentally change their 
understanding of the world: it is still focused on themselves rather than on Christ. Especially in 
cultures that are economically destitute, God exists for the sole reason to provide them with a living, 
and that according to their old habits and patterns and ways to make a living. He is not the Lord; He 
is just a better insurance agent to assure the success of their own ways. Such is often their 
"testimony": God is always there for me. And the center and the focus of that testimony is for me. In 
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more advanced cultures, God exists for the sole reason to support whatever government programs 
there are for redistribution of wealth. In a universe that is fragmented and has no unifying principle 
to govern it, the only factor that matters is the closest one to man: himself and his needs and desires. 

As R. J. Rushdoony pointed out when discussing the subjectivism (fragmented reality) of the modern 
mind, "Life, order, meaning, and objective [unified-B.M.] reality were being withdrawn from the 
world outside of man. The only truly knowable world was in the confines of man's 
mind."3 Rushdoony aptly titled his study of that particular aspect of modern humanism, The Death of 
Meaning, revealing the main truth of all fragmented reality: it destroys every meaning, of life, of 
language, of existence, or ethics. The conclusion of his study is that such a mentality produces a 
"world of nothingness." 

And that "nothingness" is what a modern missionary has to understand, theologically and 
covenantally, and to deal with in his preaching, before he can successfully instruct his listeners in the 
gospel. 

Contrary to accepted opinion, Reformed missionaries abroad are just as guilty of ignorance 
concerning this problem; and they are just as guilty of actively perpetuating the problem by 
presenting to their listeners a truncated, incomplete gospel. The Reformed doctrines are today 
presented not in their fullness of what Bucer called "the Christianization of all of life," they are 
presented as merely the "doctrines of grace." 

God's grace is, without any doubt, an integral part of the doctrines of the Reformation, but it is 
hardly the central aspect which defines them. To focus on grace as the defining characteristic of the 
Reformation is like defining a tasty dinner by the function and the movements of the utensils at the 
table: "A dinner is a function of forks." Forks are only an instrument, just as grace is only an 
instrument. The meal is the substance of the dinner; and the substance of the gospel is not that man 
receives grace but that the Kingdom of God has been established, and that everything is being made 
subject to Christ (1 Cor. 15:1-28). Preaching only God's grace without His Kingdom only adds to the 
confusion and the destruction caused by the humanist philosophies and religions. It is still focused 
on man and his needs-specifically his need of salvation- not on the sovereignty of God. Reality is 
still fragmented, except that God is simply invited to add His humble effort to produce just a little bit 
of coherence in saving His people from the chaos and confusion of history. 

The result of such preaching is that their listeners look at the Christian God in just the same way they 
look at any other god they have, be it personal deities, or the state, or the lottery. The world operates 
under different cosmological and ethical principles for its different aspects, and it is considered naïve 
among many Christians to expect that the same ethical principle governing, for example, the 
upbringing of children will continue to operate in governing a nation, or in starting a business and 
engaging in commerce. Different laws, and different gods, for the different realms of reality. When 
you hear about missions which have died shortly after their American founders went back home 
(many more than the success stories we hear about every now and then), you can safely bet the 
missionary did nothing to change their view of reality. 

The solution to this problem is to start a mission not based on attracting people to Christ, but on 
uncompromisingly proclaiming the sovereignty of God, and the Kingdom of Christ as the new 
reality in which the whole world, including the unbelievers and their cultures, operates. This will 
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take a comprehensive covenantal understanding of what the Bible says about the world, and a 
covenantal understanding of the fragmented reality that a pagan culture teaches its subjects. A focus 
on "love," "grace," "provision," "salvation," will not only be misguided but also dangerous to the 
mission. Only a focus on making all things subject to Christ, in everything, from the soul of man to 
his culture and society, will make a missionary a true missionary. As long as our missionaries 
continue reinforcing the fragmented reality of pagan thinking, our foreign missions will be spinning 
their wheels, producing very little of value, wasting God's money. 

So the next time you have to decide whether to support a missionary or not, ask yourself: Is that 
missionary opposing the fragmented reality of the pagan worldview on that culture, or is he 
enhancing it by his preaching? Is his focus on the Kingdom of God and the sovereignty of God or on 
the benefits His listeners will get from the gospel, whether salvation, grace, healing, peace of mind, 
or temporal successes? Is he preaching God as the sovereign Lord of their culture, in whom all 
reality is focused, or is he leaving his listeners to trust other gods as well, whether the state, or luck, 
or science, or their cultural habits? 

The answers to those questions will determine whether your money was allocated wisely, for the 
glory of God, or not. 

  

1. Henry Van Til, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture, http://bit.ly/HVanTilCCC or http://veritasdomain.wordpress... 

 2. Fustel des Coulanges, The Ancient City, Book I, Chapter 4. See 
http://socserv.mcmaster.ca/econ/ugcm/3ll3/fustel/AncientCity.pdf. 

3. R. J. Rushdoony, The Death of Meaning (Vallecito, CA: Ross House Books, 2002), 18. 



 

 
610 

 The Seminary and the Death of Missions 121.
Bojidar Marinov, September 25, 2013 (Faith for All of Life) 

In my work with Christian missions around the globe, I have encountered a phenomenon that I 
consider threatening to the future of missions. 

Young men who have been converted to the message of Christian Reconstruction and who have 
heeded the call to evangelize their nation with the comprehensive, culture-changing gospel of the 
Kingdom of Christ, believe they need seminary education to be able to succeed on the mission field. 
In fact, to be honest, I struggled with the same belief in the early years of my mission work in 
Bulgaria. A Christian seminary-especially one attached to a supposedly "Reformed" denomination in 
the U.S.-a young missionary believes, is a necessary step for him in learning theology and its 
practical applications, so that he can effectively evangelize the people to whom he is sent. 

Such belief is based on an erroneous view of the nature and purpose of foreign missions, as well as 
on a misunderstanding concerning the real nature and purpose of modern seminaries. 

What Does a Foreign Mission Really Do? 

In two earlier articles1 published in Faith for All of Life, I defended the thesis that foreign missions 
were never intended in the Bible to be an escapist undertaking of snatching individual souls and 
lining them up at the bus stop to heaven. Neither were they a "New Testament thing." Foreign 
missions originated in the Old Testament and were intended as a means to expand the culture, or 
rather, the civilization created by the law of God in Israel, to all the nations on the earth. That was 
Israel's very raison d'être: to serve as a teacher to the nations, as a city on a hill and light to the 
world. And the nations would see the laws of Israel and would praise their God and would desire 
their wisdom (Deut. 4:5-8). 

Foreign missions, then, were a cultural conquest, as was the later development of Israel's Diaspora, 
the synagogue. But since culture is defined by its laws more than anything else, the essential nature 
and the main focus of foreign mission was to be ethical/judicial, that is, concerned with issues 
of practical righteousness and justice, both for the individual and for his institutions. God's own 
"foreign mission" to Israel in Egypt culminated in Mount Sinai where He made the covenant with 
them and gave them the law. From there on, Israel as a community was to be defined by the law, and 
Israel's purpose and meaning was to be defined by teaching the nations that same law. 

But if this is so, then the main focus of foreign missions should be not abstract theology but what is 
often called "applied theology." And "applied" means really applied, that is, theology that is not just 
a discipline existing for itself, an ivory tower structure of pure intellectual interest in Biblical 
typology, or in obscure textual structures in the Bible, or in patterns of liturgy or ritual, or in peeking 
into the intricate details of the ontology of the Godhead. "Applied" means a theology that is 
concerned first and foremost with translating the knowledge of God into specific ethical and judicial 
instructions for the life of man, as well as for the life of his society. 

This is the very meaning of the gospel, as preached by Jesus Christ: the knowledge of God translated 
into concrete ethical and judicial terms as the foundation for the life of man and of his society. God 
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is holy, man is fallen. Translated into a concrete judicial reality, this means that man is heading to a 
place of eternal judgment. God is also merciful, and He is Sovereign; He has sent His Son to atone 
for the sins of man, and thus save the elect. Translated into concrete judicial reality this means that 
the elect are going to spend eternity with God. Those who are saved are called to obey God in Christ, 
and this means they are under obligation to return back to the ethical/judicial principles of the law of 
God, which is the very purpose of the New Testament teachings of both Christ and the apostles. 
Also, the creation fell with Adam, but was restored in Christ, which means that Christ's redeemed 
are to work to restore the creation around them back to God's purpose for it. The sanctification of the 
heart of man and the sanctification of his environment and culture are the same process, and it is a 
process of ethical/judicial restoration, that is, of returning man, the culture, and the creation back to 
ethical obedience to God. 

This is exactly how the gospel is described in 1 Corinthians 15:1-28. We can't understand the true 
nature of the gospel unless we accept the truth of this passage, that the gospel starts with the fact of 
our sin and Christ's substitutionary sacrifice, but inevitably leads to all things being subjected to 
Him, that is, a world that is operating under the law of God. History is that judicial victory of Christ, 
of making all His enemies His footstool. Preaching or missions that are not led to this final goal of 
evangelism will always be incomplete and irrelevant. Evangelism can't be limited to the fact of 
Christ's death, or to the individual salvation of a few souls. Evangelism is about restoration of all 
things under God. 

What Does a Seminary Really Do? 

A Christian mission, therefore, is first and foremost an ethical/judicial undertaking, to change the 
hearts, behavior, practices, habits, customs, norms, laws of a nation so that the nation submits to 
God. Such a task doesn't need abstract theology; it needs a theology that informs the hearts, 
behavior, practices, habits, customs, norms, laws as to what practical godliness is-a theology that 
makes the connection between the character of God and the character of man, and teaches the 
redeemed man to build his culture in obedience to God. 

So does a missionary really need our modern seminary education to be able to do his work? 

The modern seminary is not only unfavorable to this task of evangelism, it is in reality practically 
opposed to it. It is in the very nature of the modern seminary to separate theology from life, and, 
consequently, faith from life. R. J. Rushdoony called the seminary a "neoplatonic institution," and 
pointed to the fact that teaching in the modern seminaries is modeled after Greek pagan thinking.2 It 
is based not on a covenantal view of reality where faith has direct applications to the real world of 
human action, but on the dualistic separation of theology and practice. There is a very clear 
separation between theological disciplines and practical disciplines, Rushdoony continues his 
analysis, and that separation between theoretical theology and applied disciplines is a testimony of 
the dualism of the modern seminary. 

If a modern student would try to find any seminary courses that try to apply theology to life outside 
the limited religious experience a man has in the church Sunday morning, or outside the obscure 
intellectual pursuits of seminary professors and students, he would have a hard time finding such a 
thing. There are no seminary courses on Biblical economics, or Biblical civil government, or 
Biblical money theory, or Biblical principles for business, or science, or family, or anything else that 
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men in the real world have to deal with. No seminary offers anything that would apply theology to 
life. No seminary offers courses in comprehensive worldview, starting from understanding the 
creeds, through their influence on our modern ideas, to practice. There are no economic nor legal 
commentaries on the Bible in the libraries of the modern seminaries, and consequently such 
commentaries or books are not part of the curriculum and are not an assigned reading. 

Instead, during the whole course of education, seminaries drown their students in a sea of 
irrelevance. Depending on the seminary, the courses emphasize textual and etymological criticism, 
or liturgical details, or philosophical hair-splitting. The students learn about the Bible only as much 
as to be able to produce endless talks or papers on obscure topics in a highly academic language. At 
the end, a student knows how to satisfy his professors' obsession with elitist academic 
philosophizing; but he hasn't learned a thing about how to change the culture of a pagan nation, or 
how to voice a prophetic warning about a coming judgment for ungodly practices in that nation. 

In fact, some modern seminaries even go as far as to limit the gospel to a few intellectual 
propositions, and devise a theology that separates the gospel from practical living and practical 
obedience. At the end, obeying God is not part of the gospel, and the seminary graduates are only 
trained to preach and teach that limited, truncated gospel, divorced from the Great Commission. 

Can the Seminary Generate Church Leaders? 

As elitist as the culture in the seminaries is, it is far from being even close to producing true 
Christian leadership. Elite is not the same as leadership, and leaders are not produced through 
training in neoplatonic irrelevance. A leader only arises when there is a covenantal worldview, that 
is, a worldview that allows for no dualism between the intellectual foundation and the practical 
applications of an ideology. Seminary training by professors who make a living by living in a 
secluded habitat of abstract theological meditation is just as incapable of producing true leaders who 
change cultures and teach nations as is government school education by union-protected bureaucrat-
teachers incapable of producing a generation of risk-taking entrepreneurs. 

It is not a surprise then that the rise of the seminary, and especially the rise of seminary education as 
the foundational test and qualification for ministry, whether pastoral or missional, has coincided with 
the decline in the effectiveness of missions. A missionary who views the world in dualistic terms, 
who views theology separated from practical ideology, faith separated from real life, and church 
activities separated from "worldly" activities, would inevitably limit his mission endeavors to 
building a small ecclesiastical replica of his seminary, or of the world that his seminary is promoting 
in its curriculum. 

He won't be willing to change the culture or challenge the world. In fact, he won't have the 
theological tools or knowledge to do either. To do so, he would have to be a social reformer, and 
being a social reformer is the ultimate anathema for the modern seminary mentality. Issues of 
practical personal ethics may be included in the scope of his preaching and teaching to his listeners, 
but never issues of justice and equity. Even that personal ethics that is present in his preaching and 
teaching would be rather reduced to a mystical and individualistic level, and issues of political, 
economic, legal, or other ethics would be excluded, as being "not the gospel." When many years ago 
I asked a Presbyterian missionary in Eastern Europe whether he teaches his listeners on issues like 
taxes, the proper role of civil government, or investments and retirement, he replied that these issues 
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were "general equity," not "the gospel." His mission is still struggling to produce any interest in its 
message, many years and many millions of dollars later. 

And indeed, such a mission would find itself only concerned with things peripheral to the culture; 
and as a result, will logically be relegated to the periphery of the culture, to continue its irrelevant 
existence there, or die out. 

A young missionary, then, has nothing to gain of seminary education. The money spent, plus the 
time spent in studying irrelevant disciplines and writing irrelevant papers on obscure topics, is not 
worth it. Nothing that a seminary can offer can help a missionary in his task to conquer the world for 
Christ. If anything, it will teach him and train him to find fulfillment in doing nothing and 
accomplishing nothing of value, except for the intellectual pleasure of a small elitist cabal. Far from 
helping him in his task, a modern seminary will only waste his time, and possibly lead to the death 
of his mission. 

How to Train a Missionary 

The question then remains: Where would a missionary get his theological education? 

Here I would offer my definition of a leader, that has served me well in my work: A leader is one 
who is a book ahead of everyone else. A young missionary must first and foremost, in order to 
prepare for the ministry, build his own library with high-quality books that help him understand the 
application of the gospel to every area of life. This will mean, of course, all the books of all Christian 
Reconstruction authors, for Christian Reconstruction has been the only movement specifically 
devoted to building a comprehensive Biblical worldview, applied to practice in both man's life and 
in the life of his culture. 

Then he must read them. When a crisis hits, men always look for answers. Cultural conflicts are 
always won by the men who have better answers to society's problems. A missionary must be 
prepared to give an answer to everything he is asked about. A well-read missionary who has the 
Biblical answers will inevitably focus the attention of the culture on himself, and will have an open 
door for evangelism. Deuteronomy 4:5-8 was a promise. It still is. 

Then he must teach his listeners those Biblical principles and their application to their everyday life. 
Nothing speaks "come and join us" so powerfully as a covenant community that has the best laws 
and abides by them. A seminary will teach him neither the laws nor their practical case application to 
his culture. Such a job is the job of a pioneer; and one graduates from a seminary by learning to tread 
the old traditional paths, not by breaking new ones. 

And then, he must never forget the goal of the gospel: make the culture submit to Christ. The gospel 
doesn't end with a person's conversion, it ends with all being subjected to Christ. Preach it to your 
listeners every time you have the chance. 

And at the end, he must present the optimism of the gospel: that future belongs to us Christians (1 
Cor. 3:22). 
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If a missionary does these things, his mission will be successful beyond his wildest expectations-or 
at least, way more successful than anything produced by seminary graduates around the world today. 
God doesn't bless neoplatonic dualistic irrelevance. But He certainly does bless faithful covenantal 
preaching and practical justice and righteousness. 

 

1. "The True Origins of Foreign Missions," FFAOL, May/June 2010; "Don't Plant Churches, Build Covenant 
Communities," FFAOL, July/August 2011. 

2. R. J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, Vol. I, (Valledito, CA: Ross House Books, 1994),  97-101, 113-115. 
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 How the Last Become First 122.
Bojidar Marinov, July 23, 2013 (Faith for All of Life) 

"I am reading Unconditional Surrender now." 

"Liberating Planet Earth." 

"Luther's Commentary on Galatians." 

I interrupt the testimonies with a question, "What about The Institutes of Biblical Law?" 

A short few seconds of silence. The pastor then says, "It's a big one. We are still learning to read big 
books. Some of us here learned to read not full three years ago. Not a single one of our parents 
learned to read and write. They had to sign documents with prints of their fingers covered with ink." 

He pauses for a few more seconds. "Little by little. One step after another. We are still learning." 

I am sitting in a small improvised cafe in the open, in the central square of the Gypsy quarter of 
Sliven, a city in southeast Bulgaria. Right next to me is Boris Andonov, the pastor of a growing 
Gypsy church. About a dozen young men-ages 25 to 35-are with us. We are discussing Christian 
Reconstruction and the change it can produce for the Gypsy community in Sliven and Bulgaria as a 
whole. 

Two of the young men around the table came to our annual Worldview Conference in Bulgaria this 
year. This is when I learned that there is a whole Gypsy church of about 300 members that has been 
influenced by the books I have been translating into Bulgarian. When asked about whom the 
influence was that led them to my translations, they pointed to Nikolai (Niki) Valchev, an old friend 
of mine, and a professor at a local Presbyterian seminary started and supported by Korean 
Presbyterian churches. The seminary is specifically focused on training Gypsy pastors. Niki, himself 
a follower of Christian Reconstruction, used his position to teach his students that faith applies to all 
of life, not only to their personal life and their going to heaven. His patience and faithfulness was the 
key in converting them from fundamentalism and dispensationalism to postmillennialism and 
theonomy. 

And they are now working to change their community. Or, at least, starting to work. 

At the conference, while listening to their testimonies, I suggested that they should focus on training 
their children. "Start your own kindergarten of sorts," I said, "or something to help parents break the 
curse of generations of illiteracy, ignorance, and lack of intellectual discipline." 

"Mr. Marinov," they said, "we are already doing it. And we will show you our school when you 
come visit us." 

Where to Begin 
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Indeed, the school was the first stop of my visit to their community. An old grocery store, right in the 
central square of the Gypsy quarter, the place where the open market is, where everyone goes to 
meet friends, have a cup of coffee, or just hang around and play backgammon or cards-the last 
activity very common these days, with unemployment on the rise and Gypsy unemployment 
approaching seventy percent. The door was open so that we could hear the children reciting after the 
teacher whatever he was teaching them. When I entered, I had to exercise a great deal of self-control 
to stop myself from crying: one-hundred-plus children, ages six through thirteen, sitting calmly and 
repeating after the teacher the names of the continents, the letters of the Cyrillic alphabet, events 
from the history of Bulgaria, and others. Instruction was done the old way: oral repetition and 
memorizing. Not that the children couldn't read; all of them could, but the community didn't have the 
resources to buy textbooks for all of them. The teachers told me they had to scavenge the local 
government schools to get old visual aids like maps, alphabet and math tables, etc. 

Then, at the end, they had catechism instruction. The class was split into two teams of fifty-plus 
children each. The two oldest boys were appointed captains of their teams. One captain read a 
question; his team repeated the question. Then the other captain read an answer; his team repeated 
the answer. They did about twenty-five questions and answers that way, before the class ended. 

As amazing as this is, in a community where the generation of these kids' grandparents still has 
about a seventy percent illiteracy rate, what was even more amazing was that all these children 
remained in their seats for more than half hour without moving, and that without any visible sign of 
forced discipline or class management-and that at the end of the day, having had three hours of 
school prior to my arrival. And they all participated eagerly, raising their hands at every question by 
the teachers, competing to be picked to answer. An American public school psychologist would be 
hard pressed to find a single child in that room who could be diagnosed with ADHD. 

Boris Andonov, himself a Gypsy, told me after school, "These children have a better education than 
any of our parents had. But even better, the local government school principals compete to have our 
kids enrolled in their schools." 

"But my goal," he added, "is not to rely on the government. We have relied on the government for 
too long, and our minority has remained the lowest and most despised minority in Bulgaria. This 
school is only the beginning. My dream is to see a generation of educated, self-motivated parents, 
who will homeschool their children and will produce a generation of even better educated and self-
motivated children. And these children you saw today will be that generation." 

He admitted that as a temporary measure he would have to use the government schools: the average 
income in the Gypsy community is $1,000 per year, and very few of the parents can read. But at 
least the children can be given good momentum, in motivation and discipline. "Only we, as their 
parents, can provide such motivation. The government's agenda is to keep us uneducated, for then 
we as a community can be manipulated to vote for corrupt politicians." 

Freedom on the Horizon 

Boris then told me, "I know it very well: We won't be free until we have fathers and mothers who 
can and would take responsibility for their own children. And I have a plan how to get there. And 
my plan has to do with less government and more self-discipline and taking responsibility. Within a 



 

 
617 

generation, this ghetto," he pointed around us, "will be completely different. And that without any 
government help." 

For those readers who are wondering why this is touching and why it would make me cry, let me 
give some background: 

Gypsies are the lowest, most despised and outcast group in any nation of the Balkans, and, as a 
matter of fact, in Europe. It has nothing to do with their genes; it has to do with their culture. It is 
arguably the oldest surviving pagan culture in Europe; and when I say "pagan," I mean pagan in all 
the possible meanings of this term. There is no vice nor sin that is not present in the very fabric of 
their culture. They self-consciously live off the backs of the surrounding population; the popular 
saying among the Gypsies in the Balkans is you know if the economic situation is tough, if there's 
nothing to steal. 

Girls are taught from an early age to pickpocket. Their communities are drowned in all kinds of 
sexual immorality and Gypsy girls are often sold by their fathers to pimps; they make up a large 
portion of the prostitutes in Europe. Babies are deliberately disabled after being born to grow with 
twisted limbs and be sent to beg on the streets. The average lifespan for a Gypsy in the Balkans is 
45-50 years, due to the wide abuse of alcohol and narcotics among them, to say nothing of the 
frequent murders in the feuds and the vendettas between the Gypsy clans. When they settle, they 
usually simply occupy private lands as squatters and force the victim to put up with them on his 
land; when they live a nomadic life, a village or a town that has the bad luck to have a Gypsy 
caravan passing through town will often see private and public property vandalized, and tons of 
garbage left to rot everywhere. In some European nations, like the Czech Republic, local authorities 
still designate areas for Gypsy ghettos, and even build walls around them and institute curfew for the 
Gypsy population. 

Individual Gypsies, of course, break out of that life of sin, dependency, and poverty, and become 
civilized; some of them even prosper in highly qualified occupations like doctors and engineers. But 
for the majority of them, breaking out of their community is not easy. The Gypsies, being of Indo-
European descent, still keep the old system of clan organization traditional for the Celts, the 
Persians, and the other Indo-European peoples: one can say Gypsies may well be the oldest 
surviving pagan culture in Europe. Not the family, not the individual, but the clan in the person of its 
"prince" is the center of the communal activity among Gypsies. They have their own tribal law, as 
old as the world, unwritten but known by everyone, and the central part played in the justice system 
of the clan is the "prince." 

Economically, the "prince" of the clan has the right to all economic proceeds-from pickpocketing, 
beggary, stealing people's crops, witchcraft, etc.-and then he distributes them as he sees fit. As a 
result, it is not uncommon to see the "prince" living in a huge brick house and having Mercedes-
Benzes for him, his wife, and his immediate family, while the rest of the clan live in houses of mud 
and use old horse or donkey carts for transportation. The hold of the clan on the minds of its 
members is very strong; and only in the very rarest of the circumstances can a missionary achieve a 
breakthrough and snatch a few individuals out of the clan and convert them to Christ. The good news 
is that in the modern society, clans are not able to compete successfully against the larger world out 
there, or against the disintegration caused by their own wickedness and sin. When a clan 
disintegrates, the individual members are left helpless in a world where their Gypsy culture is 



 

 
618 

viewed with disgust and hate. A determined pastor or a missionary can achieve significant success 
among these individual members. 

Normally, though, it is quite dangerous to work among Gypsies, for a clan head may decide that the 
church presents a competing authority. And when a pastor is determined to change the very culture, 
this is now a clear danger to the traditional Gypsy way of life. 

Boris's way of dealing with clan culture is the way of individual and family productivity. He wants 
to teach all his young people to become entrepreneurial, independent both spiritually and 
economically, and future-oriented. He says he learned that from the books and articles of Christian 
Reconstruction translated into Bulgarian. 

When I told him that his job is much tougher than mine, having to work in a culture that is as remote 
from any Christian cultural influence as possible, he protested, "If it wasn't for your ministry and the 
books you've translated and the articles you've written, our job would have been impossible." 

Changing Our Habits 

He is blessed to not be alone in this job. His brother is helping him as a second pastor. More than a 
dozen young men, all reading and learning from Rushdoony, North, and Bahnsen, not to mention 
Calvin and the Puritans, are determined to change the culture of their community. More than any 
other concept, "changing our habits" was the often-repeated combination of words. "We have to 
change our habits, our relations, our view of law and justice, and our view of work and the future," 
Boris says. 

At the conference I delivered a lecture on the Biblical value of work. The two young men from 
Boris's church who attended the conference said during my visit to their town, "Our community is 
especially guilty of that pagan hostility to work. Our church needs to hear that message more than 
any other message." One of the young men who were having a coffee with us told me he was 
planning to enroll in the university to study medicine; his whole attitude to time and life has 
changed, he said, and helping men have healthier lives now suddenly had value in his eyes. 

"Boris," I said at the end of my visit, "if you continue down that road, you know what is going to 
happen. You will put many other pastors to shame, and especially the Bulgarian ethnic majority." 

"I have no intention to put anyone to shame," Boris retorted. "I only want to take my people closer to 
Christ and His Kingdom. We have been given the wrong message all these years. We now see hope, 
for our community and for our children. I want Reformation and Reconstruction for this community 
here, for the glory of God. I'll leave it to God to exalt or to put to shame, as He pleases." 

* * * * * 

"Why is the Protestant religion gaining so much ground among the Gypsies?" asked my friend Kalin 
later that week. 

Kalin is a well-known journalist who made a name working for Radio Free Europe in the 1990s. We 
became good friends ten years ago when we worked on starting the first libertarian organization in 
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Bulgaria. I shared with him the story of my new Gypsy friends, right before my interview for 
Bulgaria On Air, a national TV station where Kalin presently leads a political commentary show. 

"Because," I said with a smile, "the Bible says that the last shall become first." 

"Well, I see," he said, "but what is the immediate motivation for them?" 

"For the first time in their lives, and in their history," I answered, "they have hope." 
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 Eschatology and the Covenantal Status of the Church 123.
Bojidar Marinov, May 19, 2013, (Faith for All of Life) 

Not all theological discourse that is done with good 
intentions is necessarily good or Biblical. And not all 
apologetics that uses some form of antithesis is 
necessarily good or Biblical. Apologetics and theology 
can’t be simply concerned with proving a point; they 
must be solidly grounded in a comprehensive Biblical 
worldview, not only in respect to their goals but also in 
respect to their terms and presuppositions, to their 
methodology, and to their overall frame of reference. 
From beginning to end, apologetics and all theological 
discourse must take the Word of God as authoritative 
in all its parts; and therefore every single term and 

argument must be informed by the Word of God and what the Word of God considers central and 
important to our faith. Thus apologetics and theology must also exclude or diminish the influence of 
those factors and arguments considered as insignificant or even contrary to the very nature and 
intent of the message of the Word of God. 

Examples of attempts to swerve Christians from the straight road of Bible-based worldview abound 
throughout history. From the very beginning, Christ was tempted in the wilderness with things that 
in themselves are perfectly good and legitimate but in the context of Christ’s ministry contradicted 
the very spirit and message of the gospel. God indeed turns stones into bread, Jesus was meant to 
have all the kingdoms of the world as His possession, and God does use miracles to save His people 
from harm. But neither of these was central to Jesus’ ministry and the gospel. There was a greater 
focus, and a more fundamental concern. Had Jesus succumbed to the temptation, His ministry would 
have been ruined. 

The Church’s Temptations 

Needless to say, Christians and the church throughout history haven’t been as firm in resisting those 
temptations as Jesus was. From the very first decades of the church, Christian authors and teachers 
succumbed to the lure of Greek philosophy and logic and adopted them in their apologetics and their 
theological discourse. Contrary to Tertullian’s admonition, Jerusalem kept her membership card at 
the library of Athens and its schools, and borrowed books and  ideas and arguments as if Christ 
weren’t the source of all knowledge and reasoning. The same people who borrowed rationalism from 
the Greeks also defended the idolatry of images in the churches, using arguments that could have 
come out of any handbook on occultism; dreams and mystical experiences were of a greater 
importance than the pure, simple, plain text of the Second Commandment. 

Later, the feeble shadows of the past were adopted and fused with modern imaginations to create a 
ritualistic/magical religion which blurred all ethical lines in one liturgical fog; against that false 
religion the Reformers revolted. Then the question of “What has God revealed to His elect?” was 
replaced with “What has nature revealed to all people, elect or non-elect?” “Natural theology” was 
thus born, and with it, the never-clarified doctrine of “natural law.” Again and again, what the Bible 
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declared the fundamental principle of all interpretation – the Covenant of God – stepped aside to 
make place for warmed-over pagan doctrines and presuppositions, baptized and dressed in a priest’s 
garb. 

Much of this incomplete, eclectic apologetics and discourse continues today. A “Reformed” activist 
recently entered a debate with a sodomite activist on the issue of “Is gay marriage good for society?” 
The debate was a disaster for the “Reformed” activist, and expectedly so. What he believed was an 
“antithesis” wasn’t; the debate was entirely done on humanist grounds, using humanist 
presuppositions and humanist terminology. The true antithesis would be in asking the question, “By 
what standard?” And not just asking that question but also subjecting every single part of the issue to 
it. What is society? What is good? What is marriage? How do we know the definitions for all these 
things? Rejecting the supposed neutrality of all these terms would be the starting point of any 
discourse, as Van Til taught us. But our “Reformed” activist had bought into the neutrality 
assumption, and as a result, his argument was about insignificant things, avoiding the covenantal 
argument, and focusing on proofs that proved nothing. 

But my point here is the theological discourse over eschatology. You know, postmillennialism, 
amillennialism, and premillennialism in its two versions, dispensational and historic. The focus of 
the eschatological discourse has been centered mainly on the time of the millennium, and 
the length of the millennium. Is it literal, or is it symbolic? Is it now, or is it in the future? Is Christ 
coming before or after it? Who is the Antichrist? How would we know him? What’s the meaning of 
the mark of the beast? Is it a chip, or a bar-code? Etc., etc. 

Most of these questions and concerns are, in fact, irrelevant. At best, their importance to the 
Christian faith is marginal. They may be discussed within the framework of larger issues, but in 
themselves, they don’t carry sufficient theological weight to be definitional of any eschatology. Even 
worse, these questions are all conceived not in the context of a Biblical way of thinking, but in an 
essentially pagan, Greek way of thinking. It is the Greeks who had a multitude of intellectual 
problems to solve, generated by their dualisms. Material vs. spiritual, symbolic vs. literal, meaning 
of numbers vs. meaning of allegories, mathematical knowledge vs. mythological knowledge, signs in 
heaven vs. signs on earth, rational vs. empirical … All these were in one form or another opposed to 
each other, and the Greek thought was deeply concerned with deciphering the meaning and resolving 
the contradictions between these seemingly incompatible-with-each-other elements. Modern 
Christians seldom realize how much their thinking has been influenced by these dichotomies, and 
how much these irrelevant concerns have been made the pivot of our modern theology. 

Getting Back on Track 

The Biblical concern is different. It is not found in any dualism or dialectics; it is found in that 
foundational concept of the Biblical message: the Covenant, the ultimate ethical/judicial relationship 
which God established with mankind in the very first week of the Creation (Jer. 33:20, 25). All 
theology is by necessity covenant theology; the issue is always, “What covenant is at the foundation 
of a theology?” Even the so-called “natural theology” is not natural at all; it is based on certain 
covenantal presuppositions, mainly the ability of man to reach up to God by his own intellect, before 
and apart from supernatural faith. Any reasoning is first and foremost religiously motivated and 
based. The mind never discovers the truth; it only rationalizes what the heart has already chosen. 
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Eschatology, as part of theology, is no exception to that rule. No matter what men say about their 
eschatological reasoning, they never build their eschatologies on considerations of the literal or 
symbolic nature of the millennium, or on its present or future reality, or on the interpretations of the 
prophecies in the books of Revelation or Daniel. These are only the fruit of men’s ultimate beliefs 
about the work of God in history, about the nature of Redemption in history, about the function of 
the Holy Spirit in history, and about the covenantal status of the church in history. An emphasis 
would be helpful here: in history. And another emphasis will be even more helpful: the covenantal 
status of the church. 

Because at the very foundation of it, eschatology is all about the Bride of Christ and her place in 
history. No matter what events are described in Revelation, at the end the angel takes John to show 
him what the story is all about; and it is not about tribulations and hell and heaven and horsemen and 
plagues and literal or symbolic number of years. It is about “the Bride, the Wife of the Lamb” (Rev. 
21:9), coming down of heaven (v. 10), in history (v. 24). R. J. Rushdoony recognized that 
connection between eschatology and the marriage covenant in his Systematic Theology: 

[W]e see a fact generally neglected, namely, that God’s first eschatological word for man includes 
marriage, sex, and procreation: “Be fruitful, and multiply.” While there is neither marrying nor giving 
in marriage in eternity, there is obviously much in eschatology which concerns itself with them. Add 
to this God’s statement, “It is not good that the man should be alone” (Gen. 2:18), and we must 
recognize man’s unity in marriage in God’s calling is an essential part of eschatology.1 

Rushdoony’s conclusion is right to the point: 

Not only is marriage basic to God’s temporal eschatology, but it provides, in the typology of the 
Bride of Christ, a type of the historical and eternal eschatology.2 

Exactly. Eschatology is about the covenantal status of the church in history. Different eschatological 
positions are not really about the nature of the millennium; they are about the place of the church 
before Christ here and now. Everything else in eschatology follows from this. And all theological 
systems must be evaluated not on the basis of what they believe about the millennium, but what they 
believe about the covenantal position of the church in this age. 

Marriage and the Church 

A brief theological analysis of the covenantal position of the wife in the family is necessary, before 
we compare the positions. A wife is not a simple addendum to the family, as she was in the pagan, 
patriarchal times.3 She is one with her husband, in everything, and especially in the management of 
his property. In fact, she is so united to him that she is a co-owner of his property, and by default - 
not by delegation, as some incorrectly claim – she holds sovereign rights over his property, mitigated 
only by his right to veto her decisions (Num. 30).* The veto, however, has certain limitations on the 
husband (not on the wife), and failure to confirm or to annul her actions leads to automatic 
confirmation, that is, a decision of favor of the wife’s actions. Outside of that veto, the wife’s 
decisions are as good as the husband’s decisions, when management of the home is concerned. 

The virtuous wife in Proverbs 31 is described as one who freely administers the property of the 
family while her husband is away. The lack of direct involvement by the husband there doesn’t 
necessarily mean that he shouldn’t get involved; but it does reveal the covenantal principle that the 
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wife is fully empowered to make decisions without asking her husband for permission. Paul 
admonishes the young women to get married and “rule a house,” (1 Tim. 5:14; the word in Greek is 
literally a “house despot”). Rushdoony comments on Proverbs 31, “The Biblical doctrine shows us 
the wife as the competent manager who is able to take over all business affairs if needed, so that her 
husband can assume public office as a civil magistrate  …”4 A few pages earlier he (Rushdoony) 
demonstrated that it was not Christianity but the Enlightenment and its doctrine of man that 
separated the wife from her lawful position of a co-ruler of the house and business partner of her 
husband. As far as the family is concerned, the Enlightenment brought nothing more than a return to 
the old pagan concept of the wife as a mere addendum to the family. But according to the Christian 
doctrine, the wife is one with her husband, which means she is a co-ruler with him, and she is 
expected to take charge of the affairs of the household, and manage his property. 

So the issue now is this: How do we evaluate the existing eschatological view today vis-a-vis the 
Biblical doctrine of the covenantal status of the wife in the family, and the church as the Bride of 
Christ? 

Dispensationalism: The Church as a Concubine 

Central to Dispensationalism is its doctrine of the two separate covenants of God: Israel and the 
church. The covenantal status and the promises to racial Israel remain forever, and the Old 
Testament prophecies apply to Israel and Israel only. The church is only a “plan B,” launched when 
Israel rejected Christ and His offer for a messianic kingdom based in Jerusalem. The current era, the 
“church dispensation,” is “out of order” as far as God’s original intent for history is concerned. It is 
not foreseen nor prophesied in the Old Testament prophecies. Why, in fact, it is not even foreseen 
nor prophesied in Jesus’s own prophecies. The Old Testament’s concern, and Jesus’s concern, is 
entirely focused on Israel as His true, primary, and final covenant. The place of the church is only 
temporary, and her function is only remedial: she is adopted into the covenant only to bring the 
racial Israel back to God, by provoking racial Israel’s jealousy. At the end of time the church will be 
rewarded, but not according to the Old Testament covenantal promises, for her participation. Israel 
will turn to Christ, and the messianic kingdom of Israel as the ruling race will be established on the 
earth. But even in our own age, when racial Israel is still rebellious against Christ, the church is 
supposed to honor and serve her, and spend resources in defending her and enriching her and 
elevating her above all other racial groups. 

Racial Israel appears then to be the true bride of Christ, not the church. It was racial Israel that God 
made covenant with in Genesis 12:2-3, not with “all who believe” (Rom. 4:11). Racial Israel, as the 
Bride, abandoned her Husband and committed adultery with the Beast. Jesus’ “plan B” is to leave 
her for a time to her adultery and instead take a temporary consort, the church. The goal is to 
provoke the true wife to jealousy. Meanwhile, the church is the second-rate wife, a concubine. 

A concubine in the Old Testament was a wife who was given in marriage without a dowry, that is, 
without her own economic or financial stake in the new family. She had no inheritance, and her 
children had no inheritance in the family. For all covenantal purposes, a concubine was a servant. 
And indeed, while as a legal wife she was entitled to food, clothes, and “duty of marriage” (Ex. 21:7-
11), she didn’t have the same authority in her husband’s household as the wife. The story of Sarah 
and Hagar very plainly shows this truth. She couldn’t rule the house as a wife, unless her husband 
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delegated that task to her.5 This, of course, would put her in a position of being a servant to the true 
wife who could rule the house. The concubine was a servant to the wife, as Hagar was to Sarah.6 

In Dispensationalism, that is exactly the covenantal position of the church today. The true wife has 
left the home, whoring after other husbands. The church is taken in as a temporary consort, having 
the right to sustenance but no right to rule the house. Jesus owns the whole world, it is His property; 
but the church cannot share in ruling the world with Him. The church doesn’t participate in the 
promises given to the true wife; she has other, minor promises, as becomes a second-rate wife. The 
true wife, the one who has the inheritance and the promises, will return one day, which is the whole 
purpose and reason for the temporary concubinage of the church. 

The Church as Fiancee’ or Girlfriend 

R. J. Rushdoony says about amillennialism that it is “premillennialism without earthly hope.” The 
two positions differ in their views of what happens after the Second Coming of Christ and the nature 
of the millennium. But they are notably concurrent as to the covenantal status of the church in this 
age. Unlike Dispensationalism, they do not see the church as a second-rate wife. But they certainly 
don’t see her as a wife, yet. 

Amillennialism especially, struggling under the weight of its utter pessimism about history and 
earth, has resorted in the last several decades to coining beautiful metaphors and similes designed to 
justify why the church is not supposed to be active in managing God’s world in this age. “The 
Church is constantly mourning by the rivers of Babylon”; “We are royal exiles, eagerly awaiting our 
return home”; “The kingdom is here but not yet”; these are just a few of the examples. Biblically, 
they are empty phrases, for they are not supported by the Biblical message, and there is no rule of 
hermeneutics that can apply such sentiments to the church. But the message of all this rhetoric is the 
same throughout: The church is not in a position to do anything of lasting value and significance in 
this world, here and on earth, except to line up people at the bus stop to heaven, and wait for the final 
day. As the Great Commission states, Jesus has all authority. But the church–as the community of 
believers–doesn’t share in that authority. There are areas that are forbidden for her to enter and 
manage. They must be left to the powers of this age. The world belongs to Christ; but it doesn’t 
belong fully to the church. 

Covenantally, such a view places the church in the position, not of a wife, but of a fiancee or a 
girlfriend. A fiancee is betrothed to her future husband, and there are certain obligations on her as a 
betrothed woman. (In the Old Testament, taking a betrothed woman counted as adultery and earned 
the criminal the death penalty.) She may even live in the house of her future family before the 
wedding, as an adopted daughter (Ex. 21:7-11). She would share in the blessings of the family, and 
have a position of a servant in the family, just as a daughter would, before she is of full age, or taken 
in marriage as a wife (Gal. 4:1). But even that is too much for amillennialists and premillennialists: 
the “longing to return home” is a sort of emotional anchor for their eschatology. The church, in fact, 
doesn’t even live in Jesus’s home yet, so she is not even a betrothed woman along the Old Testament 
lines. She is rather a fiancee or a girlfriend along the standards of our modern culture: she does meet 
with Him, but she is not fully His wife yet. And, of course, the main concern of the church, as these 
two eschatologies see it, is the purity of the church, a major concern for a fiancee, not for a wife. 
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True, a wife is supposed to keep herself pure. But her main concern after the marriage is not purity 
itself. Her main concern is rulership and management. The Proverbs 31 woman is not described in 
terms of her successful resistance to temptations, or her mystical spirituality, or her participation in 
prayer events or Bible groups. She is described as a manager of a household. That aspect, 
amillennialism and premillenialism are not willing to discuss. It is not part of their view of the 
church. The church is simply waiting for that glorious day when she will be able to finally exercise 
her rights as a wife. If there is anything to exercise her rights over, that is. 

Postmillenialism: The Church as the Bride, the Wife of the Lamb 

There is no future event that postmillennialists expect that would in some way bring the church 
closer to her position as a wife. The Last Judgment will change the world and will purge it from sin. 
But it won’t change the legal status of the church to a higher one. The church is Christ’s bride here 
and now, in history and on earth. She is fully responsible to administer Christ’s world, and through 
His Word and His Spirit to clean it from curse and imperfection as much as possible, before Christ 
comes. 

That full ownership and full responsibility is expressed in Paul’s words to the Corinthians, is taken 
very seriously by all postmillennialists: 

For all things belong to you, whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death 
or things present or things to come; all things belong to you, and you belong to Christ; and 
Christ belongs to God (1 Cor. 3:21-23). 

A legal wife, here and now, the church owns all things together with her Husband; and she has full 
authority over them by default, by the very nature of her covenantal and redeemed position. She is 
expected to take charge as the virtuous wife of Proverbs 31. Her Husband is in the gates, sitting as a 
Judge of the world. She is over His property, bringing all things to obey the household rules, that is, 
the Law of God. 

What do we do with sin and curse? Don’t they still exist in this world? They do. There are pockets of 
disorder in every household, and even the perfect woman has to work hard to bring order to it. So the 
church brings her Husband’s rule to every corner of his property, that is, to every area of life, and in 
the process of history, through the Spirit and the Word, destroys the pockets of disorder, sin, and 
curse. The church, as the Body of Christ, exercises the power of Christ over His world. She is a wife. 
And the postmillennial optimism comes not from deciphering of obscure events in Revelation, but of 
the faith that as a good wife, the church will eventually be able to finish her job. She may not be very 
beautiful when she finishes it, but she will get the fruit of her hands, and her works will praise her in 
the gates (Prov. 31:31). 

Therefore, our theological discourse in the realm of eschatology must be redirected from the present 
minor, insignificant issues, to the important, large, covenantal issue: What do we believe about the 
covenantal status of the church in this age? Christians must stop busying themselves with questions 
of years and times and events and mythologies. The question of eschatology should be: “What is the 
relation of the church to Christ: a concubine, a girlfriend, or a wife?” This is the true, Biblical, valid 
foundation for our eschatology, and for all eschatological discourse. 
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352. 

5. That’s why those today who insist that the wife has authority by delegation instead of by default, are in fact looking at 
modern wives as concubines. A wife rules the house by the very nature of her covenantal position, not by delegation 
from her husband. 

6. Gary North explains why the law of God had provisions for concubinage: Gary North, Tools of Dominion, ch. 6, 
“Wives and Concubines.” 

See http://www.garynorth.com/freebooks/docs/pdf/tools_of_dominion.pdf 

*Editor’s note: R. J. Rushdoony held the invalidation law of Numbers 30 (which explicitly applies to oaths concerning 
voluntary gifts to God driven by godly zeal that might harm household finances) to be the sole exception to the standing 
validity of a woman’s decisions. This law does not bestow upon men a general grant of veto power over all the woman 
does. (In other words, the law as written does not provide the basis for an argumentum a minore ad maius, from the 
lesser to the greater, but only an exception to a general rule.) In this light, Marinov’s argument gains additional weight. 
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 Covenantal Prosperity, not Pietism, is the Bible’s 124.
Answer to the Prosperity Gospel (Part 1) 

Frank Brito,  January 12, 2013  

“A little that a righteous man hath is better than the 
riches of many wicked. For the arms of the wicked 
shall be broken: but the LORD upholdeth the 
righteous”. (Psalm 37.16-17) 

The prosperity gospel, as proclaimed by false 
prophets such as Kenneth Hagin, Benny Hinn and 
Mike Murdock, is one of the many heresies of the 
modern Church. Over the last few decades, it may 
have been one of the most devastating heresies to 
churches in my own country, Brazil. R.. J. 
Rushdoony gave an accurate description of it in 
the first volume of his Systematic Theology: “Last 
Saturday, while traveling to Los Angeles, I 

listened on my car radio to an evangelist broadcasting from the other end of the country. While 
claiming to preach the word of God as a Bible-believing Christian, he preached a faith I could not 
recognize as Scriptural, nor the God I hear speak in the Bible. The man assured his converted and 
unconverted listeners that ‘God is always on your side’. He also spoke of God as our ‘Daddy’ in 
heaven, rich in resources and eager and anxious to help us if we would only allow Him to do so. I 
could not recognize in what he preached the sovereign God of Scripture nor anything that resembled 
His commanding word, the Bible. The evangelist was a humanist who was using, or trying to use, 
God as the greatest possible resource available to man; central to his thinking was man and man’s 
needs. He lacked any systematic theology of God; instead, there were traces in his brief message of a 
theology of man as true center and god of things”(R.J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, Volume I, 
“The Necessity of Systematic Theology”). The essence of the so-called prosperity gospel is simply 
the ethical standards that many have already grown accustomed to see in politics being applied in the 
Church – the psychological manipulation of the masses with empty promises. The consequences 
have been clear for all who want to see. In my own country, Christians have lost a great deal of 
credibility, millions have felt disappointed and left the Church, the preaching of the cross has been 
overshadowed by Mamom-worship. Giving an accurate response to the teachings of the prosperity 
gospel is a very important aspect of building up a Christian culture in places in which the Church’s 
mission and reputation has been devastated by it. 

One contemporary preacher who has been highly engaged in fighting the prosperity gospel is Pr. 
John Piper. I sincerely believe that he has been used by God to teach Brazilians some important 
truths of the Gospel and to lead them away from many from some of these heresies. This, in itself, is 
praiseworthy. However, it must also be pointed out that, in his attempt to respond to the these 
heresies, John Piper makes big mistakes that that are quite dangerous to the mission of the Church 
and, therefore, need to be adequately responded to. In his attempt to respond to the prosperity 
Gospel, John Piper has launched a full-scale attack against Christendom – the ideal of Christian 
Civilization. 
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In one of his books, Let the Nations Be Glad, he dedicated a chapter against the prosperity gospel 
preachers called “Twelve Appeals to Prosperity Preachers”. In one section of this chapter he 
describes what he believes to be the differences between the Old and the New Testament. At this 
point we should ask ourselves: “What has that to do with the prosperity gospel? Why is it important 
to know these differences in order to respond to prosperity preachers? For them to be wrong is it 
necessary for these changes between the Old and New Testament to have occurred?” 

In the beginning of this section, John Piper argues that the fundamental difference between the Old 
and New Testament is that “Until that time, God had focused his redemptive work on Israel with 
occasional works among the nations… Now the focus has shifted from Israel to the nations”. This is 
certainly true. Initially, the world was not dived in nations. The book of Genesis tells us that “the 
whole earth was of one language, and of one speech” (Genesis 11:1) and that they were sufficiently 
organized to go on a journey together to “a plain in the land of Shinar” (Genesis 11:2). The division 
came as a curse from God: “And the LORD said, Behold, the people is one, and they have all one 
language; and this they begin to do: and now nothing will be restrained from them, which they have 
imagined to do. Go to, let us go down, and there confound their language, that they may not 
understand one another’s speech”. (Genesis 11:6-7) All nations that now exist originally came from 
the seed of Shem, Ham or Japheth (Genesis 10). The judgment of God against the tower of Babel 
was the beginning of an important change in the history of mankind. After Babel, God began 
working out his plan to make a nation out of Abraham and, up to the coming of Christ, His focus 
was mostly on Israel, as John Piper correctly stated. “He sheweth his word unto Jacob, his statutes 
and his judgments unto Israel. He hath not dealt so with any nation: and as for his judgments, they 
have not known them. Praise ye the LORD” (Psalm 147:19-20). Abraham came from the seed of 
Shem (Genesis 11:10-32), to whom he had already promised primacy over his brothers: “And he 
said, Blessed be the LORD God of Shem; and Canaan shall be his servant. God shall enlarge 
Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents of Shem; and Canaan shall be his servant” (Genesis 9.26-
27).  The words of Our Lord and Savior in the Great Commission – “teach all nations” –should be 
understood as an annulment of His previous long-term blinding of the nations. God, who had 
rejected the whole world (with some important exceptions), decided to bring them back once again 
through Jesus Christ: “Wherefore remember, that ye being in time past Gentiles in the flesh, who are 
called uncircumcision by that which is called the Circumcision in the flesh made by hands; That at 
that time ye were without Christ, being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers from 
the covenants of promise, having no hope, and without God in the world: But now in Christ Jesus ye 
who sometimes were far off are made nigh by the blood of Christ”(Ephesians 2.11-13). 

The problem, however, is that John Piper believes that this change in focus meant that there was also 
a change in the way God grants material blessings to his people: 

One of the main differences between these two eras is that in the Old Testament, God glorified 
himself largely by blessing Israel so that the nations could see and know that the Lord is God… the 
pattern in the Old Testament is a come-see religion… The New Testament does not present a come-
see religion, but a go-tell religion… So if a prosperity preacher asks me about all the promises of 
wealth for faithful people in the Old Testament, my response is: Read your New Testament carefully 
and see if you see the same emphasis. You won’t find it. And the reason is that things have 
dramatically changed. 

Here John Piper makes it clear that the reason he needs to describe what the differences between the 
Old and New Testaments in a chapter on the prosperity gospel is that he actually believes it can be 
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defended on the basis of the Old Testament. If he didn’t think it could, he would not have dedicated 
an entire section of his book to tell us why prosperity preachers can’t quote the Old Testament. John 
Piper makes it perfectly clear that he believes that if this change had not occurred, then the 
prosperity preachers would be right. This is an absolutely incredible concession. In one paragraph, 
he simply handed over 75% of the Bible to his theological opponents. As we shall see, this is 
actually part of John Piper’s attack against Christendom. 

Doubtlessly, there are several important differences between the Old and the New Testament. But 
none of these changes have anything to do with the promises of prosperity that we find in the Old 
Testament. Far from annulling these promises, the New Testament simply confirms them even more. 
This does not give any kind of support to the prosperity preachers. The problem with the prosperity 
gospel is not that it was true in the Old Testament but then it was abolished with the coming of 
Christ. The problem is that, from Genesis to Revelation, it never has been true. So if one of these 
preachers asks us about “all the promises of wealth” in the Old Testament, our response should not 
be “things have dramatically changed.” Our response should be an explanation of what the Old 
Testament really says. The Bible does not teach the prosperity gospel, but it does teach a specific 
theology of prosperity. This makes theologians like John Piper uncomfortable since it exposes his 
open hostility to Old Testament Law. But, whether the major opponents of the prosperity gospel like 
it or not, the Bible, in both testaments, teaches the concept of covenantal prosperity.  Deuteronomy 
28 is an important text to understand what this means: 

“And it shall come to pass, if thou shalt hearken diligently unto the voice of the LORD thy God, to 
observe and to do all his commandments which I command thee this day, that the LORD thy God will 
set thee on high above all nations of the earth” (Deuteronomy 28.1). 

These blessings were: 

1. They would have peace, security, and prosperity wherever they went (v. 3). 
2. Their families would be big and prosperous (v. 4,11). 
3. Their animals would be fertile and vigorous (v. 4,11). 
4. Their crops would be blessed (v. 4,11). 
5. They would have a strong military (v. 7). 
6. They would be successful in everything they attempted to do (v. 8). 
7. They would be respected internationally (v. 10). 
8. They would have a stable climate with no droughts (v. 12). 
9. They would have great economic power (v. 12). 

Deuteronomy 28 teaches us that Israel would have to persevere in obedience to God’s Law in order 
to keep being blessed. Israel’s blessings were conditioned to how much they were obedient to God. 
God promised peace, prosperity and cultural development providing that they remained faithful to 
Him. On the other hand, God threatened them with the exact opposite in case they became 
unfaithful: “But it shall come to pass, if thou wilt not hearken unto the voice of the LORD thy God, 
to observe to do all his commandments and his statutes which I command thee this day; that all these 
curses shall come upon thee, and overtake thee” (Deuteronomy 28:15). Deuteronomy 8:6-19 and 
Leviticus 26 are about the same – obedience to God brings in cultural advancement over time and 
disobedience to God brings in cultural destruction over time. Dr. Gary North commented on this: 
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This passage in Deuteronomy presents the biblical basis of progress in history… It establishes the 
concept of God’s sanctions in history, both positive and negative. The passage teaches that in history, 
there will be both ‘positive feedback’ and ‘negative feedback’ Any attempt to renounce this passage 
as no longer judicially binding in the New Covenant era is inescapably a denial of any biblical basis 
for God-honoring cultural progress in history.” (Gary North, Millennialism and Social Theory, 
“Covenantal Progress”) 

Modern theologians like John Piper frequently attempt to dismiss Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 
by arguing that it only applied to the nation of Israel, but not to the Gentiles. Cultural development, 
they believe, is ethically random and, therefore, Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 can have nothing 
to do with it. But did this really apply only to the nation of Israel? The Law was clear that, although 
at that point in time God’s special revelation was being given to Israel alone, the same principle 
applied to other nations as well: 

“Ye shall therefore keep all my statutes, and all my judgments, and do them: that the land, 
whither I bring you to dwell therein, spue you not out. And ye shall not walk in the manners of the 
nations, which I cast out before you: for they committed all these things, and therefore I abhorred 
them.” (Leviticus 20.22-23) 

Here God talks about judging Gentiles. These Gentiles were “the Hittites, and the Girgashites, and 
the Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the Perizzites, and the Hivites, and the Jebusites” 
(Deuteronomy 7.1) It is important to remember that He had already promised to destroy the 
Amorites since the time of Abraham: 

“And when the sun was going down, a deep sleep fell upon Abram; and, lo, an horror of great 
darkness fell upon him. And he said unto Abram, Know of a surety that thy seed shall be a 
stranger in a land that is not theirs, and shall serve them; and they shall afflict them four hundred 
years; And also that nation, whom they shall serve, will I judge: and afterward shall they come 
out with great substance. And thou shalt go to thy fathers in peace; thou shalt be buried in a good 
old age. But in the fourth generation they shall come hither again: for the iniquity of the Amorites 
is not yet full.”(Genesis 15.12-16) 

God prophesied that the nation of Israel would be enslaved by the Egyptians. After that, the 
Egyptians would be judged and Israel would be free from slavery. After setting them free, God 
would take them to the Promised Land, which is where Abraham lived when this prophecy 
happened. Part of the land already belonged to other nations. One of these nations was the Amorites. 
Therefore, Israel would have to defeat the Amorites in order to take over the land. So the Amorites 
would be judged in the same way Egypt would. 

God explained why He would judge them: “For the wickedness of these nations the LORD doth 
drive them out from before thee” (Deuteronomy 9.4). And then He told the same thing could happen 
to Israel in case they behaved the same way: “Ye shall therefore keep all my statutes, and all my 
judgments, and do them: that the land, whither I bring you to dwell therein, spue you not out”. 
(Leviticus 20.22) The concept of “spueing” brings us back to what God had told Cain: “And now art 
thou cursed from the earth, which hath opened her mouth to receive thy brother’s blood from thy 
hand” (Genesis 4.11). Man’s sin defiles the earth because mankind is covenantally responsible for 
dominion over the earth (Genesis 1.26-28). Figuratively, the earth “swallows” sin and after it has 
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“swallowed” too much, it must “spue”. The spueing means God’s judgment. It is God’s judgment in 
time and on earth against nations that rebel against Him. 

So, this makes it very clear that the the Hittites, Girgashites, Amorites, Canaanites, 
Perizzites,  Hivites, and Jebusites” (Deuteronomy 7.1) would be judged by the same standards that 
Israel could also be judged. That means that the God’s Law, Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 were 
binding on the Gentiles too and not only Israel. If it weren’t binding on the Gentiles, how could God 
threathen Israel to judge them by the same standards he was judging the Gentiles? The Apostle Paul 
made it clear that the Law is God’s perfect standard of righteousness for all mankind and, therefore, 
it brings judgment against all men: “that every mouth may be stopped, and all the world [not just 
Israel] may become guilty before God”(Romans 3.19). 

What this is means is that the rise and fall of nations is not ethically random. The rise and fall of 
nations depend on how much these nations conform themselves to God’s Law. History is not random 
because God’s Providence exalts or punishes nations based on their obedience or transgression of 
His Law.  If we want to know how close or how far a nation is from destruction, all we have to do is 
to find out how close or how far the people there have given themselves into rebellion. Rebellion 
against God produces destruction, not only eternal destruction in hell, but also historical destruction 
on earth and in time. Sodom and Gomorrah, who were not Israelites, were among the first examples 
of the Bible. “Even as Sodom and Gomorrha, and the cities about them in like manner, giving 
themselves over to fornication, and going after strange flesh, are set forth for an example“. (Jude 
1:7) This is the meaning of Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28. Psalm 94 gets to the point of calling 
fools those who do not believe the principle of Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 are binding on the 
nations: 

“Consider, ye brutish among the people; And ye fools, when will ye be wise? He that planted the ear, 
shall he not hear? He that formed the eye, shall he not see? He that chastiseth the nations, shall not 
he correct, Even he that teacheth man knowledge? Jehovah knoweth the thoughts of man, That they 
are vanity. Blessed is the man whom thou chastenest, O Jehovah, And teachest out of thy Law”(Psalm 
94.8-12). 

This is not a difficult principle to grasp since it is clearly expressed in the Bible from Genesis to 
Revelation. The problem is that the modern world tends to be extremely individualistic and, 
therefore, too many Christians read their Bibles with all these modern individualistic ideas in their 
mind. Both the prosperity preachers and most of their theological opponents like John Piper read 
their Bibles in this fashion and that is why when they get to Deuteronomy 28, they are not able to see 
anything but individual promises. Prosperity preachers see them as promises to individual Christians 
and, therefore, they teach their followers that every single Christian can have every single promise 
there. On the other hand, most of their opponents read Deuteronomy 28 in the same individualistic 
way, but they are unable to understand how these promises can be binding in the New Testament if 
the apostles, for instance, lived the way they did. That is why they need to come up with an 
explanation as to why Deuteronomy 28 has been annulled and why the Old Testament is practically 
useless. 

The fact is that Deuteronomy 28 does not contain promises to mere individuals, but to nations, 
cultures and civilizations. Let’s take a few examples that will demonstrate how that works. The sixth 
commandment is: “Thou shalt not kill”(Exodus 20.13). The ninth commandment is: “Thou shalt not 
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bear false witness against thy neighbor”(Exodus 20.16). At every moment of our daily lives, we 
depend on people obeying these two commandments, at least externally. If I go to the bakery to get 
some bread, I have no real means of finding out if the bread doesn’t contain some deadly substance. 
But although I cannot be absolutely sure the baker has not poisoned the bread in order to kill me, I 
still buy his bread. To do that, I must trust the baker. I must believe him as he presents himself as 
someone who sells good food. But, in principle, he could be lying, couldn’t he? He could have 
deadly substances on his bread. Imagine that every bakery and supermarket in a country was 
completely based on lies and cared not the least for their costumers’ lives. Could we trust anything 
we buy? Could we be sure that the food is not rotten or poisoned? What would happen to society? 
So, in order to eat we depend on mutual trust. We depend on the sixth and the ninth commandment. 
The more a society loses respect for the sixth and the ninth commandment, the more there will be 
suffering and tyranny. Last week, I hurt my leg badly, was under a lot of pain and had to see a 
doctor. As is not uncommon in many Brazilian public hospitals, I had to wait for about four hours in 
line to see a doctor. It was supposed to be an emergency line and most people waiting with me were 
under some kind of pain. When I got to the doctor’s room, there were three doctors. One of them 
would get on Facebook between one patient and another to have a few laughs and seemed to be too 
lazy to work. Patients were waiting. “Go to the ant, thou sluggard; consider her ways, and be wise” 
(Proverbs 6.6). What happens to a nation when this commandment is not honored? But what if the 
Law-breaking was even more severe? I had to take a shot. I had to take medicine. I had to trust the 
doctors. What if the Law-breaking was even more severe? What would happen to a country if the 
sixth commandment were completely disregarded by doctors?  Deuteronomy 8.6-19 and Leviticus 
26 are and always have been true. Obedience to God’s Law brings in cultural advancement over time 
and disobedience to God brings in destruction over time. God’s Providence is not ethically random. 
According to Psalm 94, it is foolish to think otherwise. 

The promises and threats of Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 have not been annulled in any way 
and neither have all other Old Testament prosperity promises that are simply the same principle 
being restated. The New Testament does not abolish such promises, but confirms them even more 
through Jesus Christ (II Corinthians 1.20). Christ threatened Israel with God’s historical covenantal 
sanctions in Matthew 23.29-39 and Paul did the same in I Corinthians 10:1-11. Contrary to modern 
Pietism, the apostle Paul argued that the principle behind Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 is still 
fully in force: “Now all these things happened unto them for examples: and they are written for our 
admonition, upon whom the ends of the world are come”(I Corinthians 10.11). What modern 
theologians like John Piper don’t understand is that these promises and threats must be understood in 
the context of cultures and civilizations, not merely individuals. That is why it is possible for the real 
law-abiding saints to live in a way that they do not experience the material blessings stated in 
Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26. The reason is that they might live in Law-hating cultures: 
“Blessed are ye, when men shall revile you, and persecute you, and shall say all manner of evil 
against you falsely, for my sake. Rejoice, and be exceeding glad: for great is your reward in heaven: 
for so persecuted they the prophets which were before you”(Matthew 5:11-12). This texts makes it 
perfectly clear that the existence of Christians who do not experience the material blessings stated in 
Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 does not mean these promises have been annulled. Nobody will 
argue that they were not binding during the prophets’ time. But the prophets were also persecuted 
just like many Christians today are (which is contrary to the promises of Deuteronomy 28 and 
Leviticus 26). Why so? Because they lived in Law-hating cultures. The promises and threats must be 
understood in the context of cultures and civilizations, not merely individuals. When a godly 
individual lives in an extremely Law-hating culture, he will not experience most of the covenantal 



 

 
633 

prosperity because they have been forsaken by the culture he is in. That’s how it worked in the Old 
Testament and that’s how it works today. 

Contrary to modern theologians like John Piper, the great Protestant Reformer John Knox 
understood this quite well. In 1553, he sent out a letter to Christians in London, Newcastle and 
Berwick. It was a serious letter of warning. In view of the spreading apostasy in England, John Knox 
warned the British about the cultural consequences of Law-breaking and the impact their actions 
would have on their posterity: 

When I remember the fearful threatenings of God, pronounced against realms and nations to whom 
the light of God’s word has been offered, and contemptuously refused by them (Leviticus 26:14-39; 
Matthew 10:14-15); as my heart unfeignedly mourns for your present estate, dearly beloved in our 
Saviour Jesus Christ, so do the whole powers of body and soul tremble and shake for the plagues 
that are to come. But that God’s true word has been offered to the realm of England none can deny, 
except such as by the devil are held in bondage (God justly so punishing their proud disobedience, 1 
Timothy 1:9), and have neither eyes to see, nor understanding to discern good from bad, nor 
darkness from light… The end of which my admonition is, that even as you purpose and intend to 
avoid God’s vengeance, both in this life and in the life to come; that so you avoid and flee, as well in 
body as in spirit, all fellowship and society with idolaters in their idolatry… And albeit that 
abominable idolaters triumph for a moment, yet the hour approaches when God’s vengeance shall 
strike not only their souls, but even their vile carcasses shall be plagued, as he has threatened before. 
Their cities shall be burned, their land shall be laid waste, their enemies shall dwell in their 
strongholds, their wives and their daughters shall be defiled, their children shall fall by the edge of 
the sword. Mercy shall they find none, because they have refused the God of all mercy, when 
lovingly and long he called upon them (Leviticus 26:14-19; Jeremiah 6:11-12; Leviticus 26:1-13). 
You would know the time, and what certainty I have thereof. To God will I appoint no time, but 
these and more plagues shall fall upon the realm of England (and that ere it be long, except 
repentance prevent), I am so sure as that I am that my God lives… But you would know the grounds 
of my certitude; God grant that hearing them you may understand and steadfastly believe the same. 
My assurances are not the marvels of Merlin, nor yet the dark sentences of profane prophecies, but 
(1.) the plain truth of God’s word, (2.) the invincible justice of the everlasting God, and (3.) the 
ordinary course of his punishments and plagues from the beginning, are my assurance and grounds. 
God’s word threatens destruction to all the disobedient; his immutable justice must require the same. 
The ordinary punishments and plagues show examples (Deuteronomy 28:15-68; Jeremiah 5.15-17; 
Amos 3:2, 11-15; Deuteronomy 29:10-29). What man, then, can cease to prophesy? The word of 
God plainly speaks, that if a man shall hear the curses of God’s law, and yet, in his heart, shall 
promise to himself felicity and good luck, thinking that he shall have peace, although he walks after 
the imaginations of his own will and heart; to such a man the Lord will not be merciful, but his wrath 
shall be kindled against him, and he shall destroy his name from under heaven. How the Lord 
threatens plague after plague, and ever the last to be sorest, while, finally, he will consume realms 
and nations if they repent not, read the twenty-sixth chapter of Leviticus (vvs. 14-39); which chapter 
oft have I willed you to mark, and I yet do unfeignedly. And think not that it appertains to the Jews 
only. No, brethren, the prophets are the interpreters of the law, and they make the plagues of God 
common to all offenders. The punishment ever begins at the household of God (1 Peter 4:17). 

Contrary to prosperity gospel preachers, John Knox didn’t believe God’s covenantal sanctions were 
about how lazy and greedy people could work magic get their own BMW and beautiful houses by 
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the beach.  And contrary to modern pietists, John Knox wasn’t comfortably sitting in air-conditioned 
rooms writing about how the Law had been annulled and therefore God had ceased to destroy 
wicked nations in order to build up a godly civilization. God’s Law, Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 
26 were, in the mind of the truly Reformed, a blueprint for Christendom, Christ’s Kingdom, 
Christian Civilization. True worship and obedience to God’s Law was not only about escaping 
eternal torment in hell-fire. It was also about escaping God’s judgment in history. God’s Kingdom 
was not only what we would see in heaven or after Christ’s Second Coming. Christ’s Kingdom is 
what we must build now, on earth and in time. God’s Law is God’s blueprint for the Kingdom and 
through His historical sanctions he destroys the Kingdom’s enemies and blesses the labor of those 
who have laid down their lives to uphold it. 
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 Covenantal Prosperity, not Pietism, is the Bible’s 125.
Answer to the Prosperity Gospel (Part 2) 

Frank Brito, January 12, 2013  

If God says that He will bring judgment against 
a nation that refuses to submit to Him, it follows 
that we should be asking ourselves about what 
standard He uses to judge so that we may avoid 
it. Since John Piper doesn’t believe God’s 
historical covenantal sanctions applies to 
nations anymore, it follows that 
he doesn’t believe we should worry about these 
issues. He wrote: 

“With the coming of Christ… There is no 
Christian political regime because Christ’s 
kingdom is not of this world (John 18:36); and 
we do not fight earthly battles with chariots and 
horses or bombs and bullets, but spiritual ones 

with the word and the Spirit.” 

John Piper’s argument is based on a false interpretation of Christ’s words to Pilate: “My kingdom is 
not of this world” (John 18:36). One crucial issue must be responded to here: Do Christ’s words 
mean that civil governments have no obligation to obey Him? Do politicians owe no obedience to 
God in their political decisions? Are anti-christian laws acceptable to God since they do not have to 
obey Him? Did first century Jews not sin when they persecuted Christians, since it was a political 
decision and politics does not have to be in obedience to Christ? Wasn’t it a sin for the Roman 
Empire to persecute Christians for about three hundred years? Wasn’t it a political sin? Does the US 
government have the moral right to allow for the  murder of over one million babies a year since it is 
a political issue and Christ’s Kingdom is not of this world? Will God’s wrath not fall upon us for all 
these dead babies in the same way if fell upon the Jews and the Roman Empire? If we confess that 
God does hate all these political sins and that He will bring wrath upon nations who do not repent 
from them, it follows that John’s Piper interpretation of Christ’s words is false. If there is no ideal of 
Christian political regime in which Christ’s Law is enforced, then it is alright to have a pagan 
political regime in which Antichristian laws are enforced. Either civil governments must obey Christ 
and, therefore, there is an ideal of Christian political regime, or civil governments can do whatever 
they want like killing random people on the streets. There is no other biblical alternative. “He that is 
not with me is against me; and he that gathereth not with me scattereth abroad”(Matthew 12.30). Dr. 
Gary North provided the correct interpretation to Christ’s words: 

Here is a frequently misinterpreted passage. Pilate had asked Jesus: “Am I a Jew? Thine own nation 
and the chief priests have delivered thee unto me: what hast thou done?” (18:35). Christ was 
responding to Pilate’s implication that he was sovereign over Christ because he was the representative 
of Rome, which in turn was sovereign over Israel. By implication, Christ was simply another political 
or religious troublemaker who had come before the seat of Roman power. Not so, answered Christ. 
He did not deny that He had a kingdom; on the contrary, He affirmed it. His response did not affirm 
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Pilate’s assertion of implicit authority over Christ. Christ’s kingdom was not of this world. What did 
this mean? It meant that His kingdom did not originate in this world. The “of” denotes place of origin 
and/or location of authority. Christ did not say that His kingdom is not in this world; He said that it 
was not of this world. ‘In short, Christ asserted, Pilate had no ultimate jurisdiction over Him just 
because Rome had temporary visible power over Israel.(Gary North, 75 Questions Your Instructors 
Pray You Won’t Ask) 

So, Christ’s Kingdom is not of this world because His authority comes from Heaven, i.e., God and 
not from earth, not from Israel or Rome. That does not mean He only has authority over what 
happens in Heaven and no authority over what happens on earth. It is absolutely incredible that any 
serious theologian would interpret Christ’s words in a way to limit His rule to Heaven and strip him 
from having any authority on earth whatsoever. The simple fact that this line of interpretation has 
become so popular in our time is representative of how shallow, irrational and stupid much of what 
passes for biblical exegesis has become. What passes for biblical exegesis is an open denial of 
Christ’ sovereignty over the affairs of the earth. “And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All 
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth”(Matthew 28.18). That means that civil governments 
on earth have to obey His Law and, therefore, should be Christian political regime. About five 
centuries ago, when Protestant theologians were more biblical and logical, John Calvin refuted John 
Piper’s conclusion in his four-volume work, Harmony of the Law: 

But it is questioned whether the law pertains to the kingdom of Christ, which is spiritual and 
distinct from all earthly dominion; and there are some men, not otherwise ill-disposed, to whom it 
appears that our condition under the Gospel is different from that of the ancient people under the 
law; not only because the kingdom of Christ is not of this world, but because Christ was 
unwilling that the beginnings of His kingdom should be aided by the sword. But, when human 
judges consecrate their work to the promotion of Christ’s kingdom, I deny that on that account its 
nature is changed. For, although it was Christ’s will that His Gospel should be proclaimed by His 
disciples in opposition to the power of the whole world, and He exposed them armed with the 
Word alone like sheep amongst wolves, He did not impose on Himself an eternal law that He 
should never bring kings under His subjection, nor tame their violence, nor change them from 
being cruel persecutors into the patrons and guardians of His Church. Magistrates at first 
exercised tyranny against the Church, because the time had not yet come when they should “kiss 
the Son” of God, and, laying aside their violence, should become the nursing fathers of the 
Church, which they had assailed according to Isaiah’s prophecy, that undoubtedly refers to the 
coming of Christ. (Isaiah 49:6-23). (John Calvin, Harmony of the Law, Commentary on 
Deuteronomy 13.5) 

He stated substantially the same in a small booklet he wrote called A Refutation of the Schleitheim 
Confession of the Anabaptists: 

But to take away all scruple in this matter: We have a very evident and express probation; for where 
the prophets speak of the reign of Jesus Christ, it is said that kings shall come and worship him, and 
do homage unto him. (Isaiah 49) It is not said that they shall depose themselves from their estate to 
become Christian men, but rather, being constitute in royal dignity they shall be subject to Jesus 
Christ, as unto their Sovereign Lord. David, following this, in exhorting them to do their duty, doth 
not command them to cast away their diadems or scepters, but only to kiss the Son (Psalm 2): that is 
to say, to do him homage, and to be subjects unto him, having governance of others. He speaketh 
there of the kingdom of our Saviour Jesus Christ: and he doth admonish all kings and superiours to 
be wise, and to take good heed unto themselves. What is this wisdom? What lesson doth he give 
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them? To give over all? No: but to fear God and to give honour unto his Son. Moreover, Isaiah 
prophesieth that the kings shall be as fathers, nurses unto the Christian Church, and that the queens 
shall nurse them with their breasts. (Isaiah 49) I pray you, how agreeth this, that the kings shall be 
protectors of the Christian Church, and yet there estate cannot stand with Christianity? If the Lord 
give unto them so much place among his people: as he giveth unto the prophets: we have sufficient 
to prove our intention. Seeing that he doth appoint unto them, so honorable a place in the fellowship 
of his people, that he giveth them this honour, I say, as to ordain them protectors of his Church. 

As John Calvin explained, the books of Psalms and Isaiah clearly prophesied that a time would come 
that political regimes would eventually submit to Jesus Christ (Ps 2:7-12, 57:9, 67:1-5,  72:17, 86:9, 
102:15; Is 42:1,6, 49:6-7, 49:23, 52:13-15). Therefore, for John Piper to deny Christian political 
regimes he must deny the books of Psalms and Isaiah. 

John Piper stated that “we do not fight earthly battles with chariots and horses or bombs and bullets.” 
But the Gospel of Matthew states that a centurion had more faith in God than anyone else in Israel 
(Mt 8.8-10). In the Gospel of Luke we learn that when soldiers converted to God, John the Baptist 
did not require them to cease being soldiers but just to be honest soldiers (Luke 3:14). Therefore, 
there is nothing in itself immoral about fighting “earthly battles with chariots and horses or bombs 
and bullets.” It may be immoral if someone is fighting for immoral reasons, something which should 
not be the case in a Christian political regime. The Apostle Paul wrote that the civil magistrate is the 
“minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the 
sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil” 
(Rm 13.4). Civil magistrates are God’s ministers (which is prescriptive of Christian political 
regimes) to execute God’s wrath through the sword. That includes not only drawing the sword 
against local offenders – murders, kidnappers, rapers, adulterers,  public blasphemers, etc. It also 
means drawing the sword against foreign invaders who attack the nation. That’s the way it was in the 
Old Testament and that is the way it still is now. So, if John Piper is not against policemen or armies, 
he cannot legitimately say that “we do not fight earthly battles with chariots and horses or bombs 
and bullets.” 

The reason John Piper denies the possibility of a Christian culture and civilization is that he believes 
that there was a specific evangelistic reason for this kind of thing in the Old Testament and that has 
now ceased: “the pattern in the Old Testament is a come-see religion… The New Testament does not 
present a come-see religion, but a go-tell religion.” He gives an example to clarify what that meant: 

One of the main differences between these two eras is that in the Old Testament, God glorified 
himself largely by blessing Israel so that the nations could see and know that the Lord is God. ‘May 
[the Lord] maintain the cause of . . . his people Israel, as each day requires, that all the peoples of the 
earth may know that the Lord is God; there is no other’ (1 Kings 8:59-60). Israel was not yet sent on 
a ‘Great Commission’ to gather the nations; rather, she was glorified so that the nations would see 
her greatness and come to her. So when Solomon built the temple of the Lord it was spectacularly 
lavish with overlaid gold. The inner sanctuary was twenty cubits long, twenty cubits wide, and 
twenty cubits high, and he overlaid it with pure gold. He also overlaid an altar of cedar. And 
Solomon overlaid the inside of the house with pure gold, and he drew chains of gold across, in front 
of the inner sanctuary, and overlaid it with gold. And he overlaid the whole house with gold, until all 
the house was finished. Also the whole altar that belonged to the inner sanctuary he overlaid with 
gold (1 Kings 6:20-22). And when he furnished it, the gold was again just as abundant. So Solomon 
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made all the vessels that were in the house of the Lord: the golden altar, the golden table for the 
bread of the Presence, the lampstands of pure gold, five on the south side and five on the north, 
before the inner sanctuary; the flowers, the lamps, and the tongs, of gold; the cups, snuffers, basins, 
dishes for incense, and fire pans, of pure gold; and the sockets of gold, for the doors of the innermost 
part of the house. (1 Kings 7:48-50) It took Solomon seven years to build the house of the Lord. 
Then he took thirteen years to build his own house (1 Kings 6:38-7:1). It too was lavish with gold 
and costly stones (1 Kings 7, 10). Then, when all was built, the point of this opulence is seen in 1 
Kings 10 as the queen of Sheba, representing the Gentile nations, comes to see the glory of the house 
of God and of Solomon. When she saw it, ‘there was no more breath in her’ (1 Kings 10:5). She 
said, ‘Blessed be the Lord your God, who has delighted in you and set you on the throne of Israel! 
Because the Lord loved Israel forever, he has made you king’ (1 Kings 10:9)… With the coming of 
Christ all of this changed… All of this supports the great change in mission. The New Testament 
does not present a come-see religion, but a go-tell religion. ‘And Jesus came and said to them, ‘All 
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go therefore and make disciples of all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching 
them to observe all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the end of the 
age’(Matthew 28:18–20). 

Two crucial questions must be asked here: “Would it possible for God to say come-see if He did not 
first say go-tell?” And: “Isn’t come-see just a logical consequence of a successful go-tell?” 

Initially, Israel was a population of slaves in Egypt. All the wealth belonged to Pharaoh. After that, 
they spent years walking around the desert. Nothing fantastic to see in the desert. During all the time 
they were in the desert, God didn’t tell anyone to “come-see”. There was no fantastic civilization to 
see there. What he did do is tell Moses to “go-tell”. There would be no “come-see” in Solomon’s 
time if there hadn’t been a “go-tell” through Moses in the desert. Moses never ceased to preach the 
Gospel in the desert although there was no wealth or civilization to see. He simply told the people to 
believe and obey. It was only on the basis of national obedience that it became possible to “come-
see” the cultural fruits of obedience. Those who just focused on “come-see”, without any regard to 
obedience, wanted to go back to Egypt and kept complaining about how it wouldn’t be possible to 
build up a civilization, just like modern Christians like to say. 

We find the same pattern when we get to the prophets. If anyone went to the land of Israel during the 
prophet Jeremiah’s lifetime, what he may have found is this: “How doth the city sit solitary, that was 
full of people! how is she become as a widow! she that was great among the nations, and princess 
among the provinces, how is she become tributary!” (Lm 1.1) Before it got to this point, what God 
was saying was not “come-see”. What he was saying was “Go, and tell this people”. (Is 6.9) 
Therefore, John Piper is wrong in his assessment that “go-tell” is an innovation of the New 
Testament. “Go-tell” is and always has been the basis for “come-see”. When nations are obedient to 
God’s Word they receive the blessings of Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26, and that becomes a 
witness to other nations of the sovereignty of God’s Law: 

“Keep therefore and do them; for this is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the 
nations, which shall hear all these statutes, and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and 
understanding people. For what nation is there so great, who hath God so nigh unto them, as the 
LORD our God is in all things that we call upon him for? And what nation is there so great, that hath 
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statutes and judgments so righteous as all this law, which I set before you this day?” (Deuteronomy 
4.6-8) 

This was reaffirmed by Christ in the Sermon of the Mount: 

“Ye are the salt of the earth: but if the salt have lost his savour, wherewith shall it be salted? it is 
thenceforth good for nothing, but to be cast out, and to be trodden under foot of men. Ye are the light 
of the world. A city that is set on an hill cannot be hid. Neither do men light a candle, and put it under 
a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light unto all that are in the house. Let your light so shine 
before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven. Think not 
that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I 
say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till 
all be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach 
men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, 
the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven”(Mat 5:13-19). 

But since John Piper is hostile to God’s Law and therefore denies Christian culture and civilization, 
he must also blind himself to the obvious fact that the “come-see” was explicitly taught by Christ in 
the Sermon of the Mount, as much as it had been taught in the Old Testament. If “come-see” was a 
concept restricted to the Old Testament age, then John Piper needs to explain why historically the 
pattern applies perfectly to the rise of Western Civilization and, more specifically, to John Calvin’s 
Geneva: “I neither fear nor am ashamed to say is the most perfect school of Christ that ever was in 
the earth since the days of the Apostles. In other places, I confess Christ to be truly preached; but 
manners and religion so sincerely reformed, I have not yet seen in any other place”(John Knox). 
“Geneva seems to me to be the wonderful miracle of the whole world. For so many from all 
countries come here, as it were, to a sanctuary. Is it not wonderful that Spaniards, Italians, Scots, 
Englishmen, Frenchmen, Germans, disagreeing in manners, speech, and apparel, should live so 
lovingly and friendly, and dwell together” (John Bale). Following after the model of Geneva, the 
Reformed have historically given to the whole world everything good Western civilization has 
today, just like Deuteronomy 4.6-8 and the Sermon of the Mount said would happen. Jean Henri 
Merle d’Aubigne, the well-known Swiss historian, described it well: “The reformation of Calvin was 
addressed particularly to the people, among whom it raised up martyrs until the time came when it 
was to send forth the spiritual conquerors of the world. For three centuries it has been producing, in 
the social condition of the nations that have received it, transformations unknown to former times. 
And still at this very day, and now perhaps more than ever, it imparts to the men who accept it a 
spirit of power which makes them chosen instruments, fitted to propagate truth, morality, and 
civilization to the ends of the earth” (Jean-Henri Merle d’Aubigné, The History of the Reformation 
in the Time of Calvin, Volume I). 

The prosperity gospel, as proclaimed by false prophets such as Kenneth Hagin, Benny Hinn and 
Mike Murdock, has caused much ill to the modern Church, especially for third world countries. But 
Pietism is not the biblical response. Prosperity gospel preachers play pick and choose with the Old 
Testament in order to justify their greed and manipulate people with false promises. But Pietists hate 
Old Testament Law (except when it fits their false definition of “love”) and, therefore, can give no 
consistent response as to how to adequately understand and apply the Old Testament. Heresies 
cannot be responded to with only a small portion of the Bible while one pretends the 
rest doesn’t exist. The Bible says God sends out false prophets to test how much a nation is willing 
to abide by His Law (Deuteronomy 13:3) and also as punishment for having disregarded His Law (II 
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Kings 22:21-23, II Thessalonians 2:10-11). The prosperity gospel is just part of God’s historical 
covenantal wrath poured upon cultures for having forsaken His Law. Those who do not understand 
this have no response to give. The only possible response is biblical, Reformed teaching on God’s 
Law and how it relates to Christian Civilization. Not false theology that rejects 75% of the Bible as 
useless for ruling our lives and, therefore, contributes to God’s historical covenantal wrath for 
having disregarded His Law. 
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 Charity: The Covenantal Way 126.
Bojidar Marinov, March/April 2013 (Faith for All of Life)  

 A supposedly "Reformed" author recently declared that 
the sign of a "just" society is that the "material needs of 
the poor are taken care of." He said this in the context of 
the supposed "inner contradictions of capitalism." The 
message was, "Capitalism is unjust because it doesn't 
take care of the material needs of the poor." And he 
claimed this in the name of the Bible, from his position 
as a "Reformed" author. 

The meaning of the word "capitalism" is a matter for a 
different article. Still another article could be devoted to 

the issue of whether true capitalism leaves anyone truly poor in the society. It takes no deep research 
to figure out that societies that made the expansion of capital - which is the true meaning of 
"capitalism" - the foundation of their economies raised the material standard of living 
of everyone to levels which can't be compared to anything that the Bible calls "poor." The Biblical 
standard for "poor" - one who has only his cloak left as his only asset (Ex. 22:26-27), or who has no 
food or clothing whatsoever (James 2:15) - is completely forgotten in our society where the poorest 
have ten times more in monetary terms than the upper middle class in Europe just 300 years ago. 
(Their real purchasing power would be immeasurably higher.1) If "capitalism" should be blamed for 
any "inner contradictions," abandoning the poor certainly isn't one of them. It's been long since any 
truly capitalist society had any really poor people. 

But, as I said, these are topics for different articles: not about charity but about economic systems 
and their success or failure. Our interest with the above statement is theological, and therefore 
ethical and judicial: Is it true that a genuinely just society will be known by whether the material 
needs of the poor are taken care of? 

A Wrong Definition of Charity 

The answer is no, as far as the covenant theology of the Bible is concerned. Such a definition, 
focused on man, his material needs, and his physical actions apart from covenantal considerations, is 
an essentially humanistic definition, with a humanistic focus, and based on a humanistic worldview. 
It ignores the ethical/judicial nature of the covenant of God, and it ignores the fact that before the 
question of the material needs of the poor, another question must be asked: "What is the revealed 
will of God?" It defines "justice" on the basis of material factors-economic affluence and poverty-
rather than on the basis of ethical factors. It divides society along economic lines-poor and not poor-
instead of covenantal lines. It ignores the fact that the issues of good and evil, justice and injustice, 
are resolved on the basis of God's moral character rather than on the basis of perceived human needs. 
And it almost always ends up subsidizing evil under the disguise of doing good. 

I call this kind of charity "ritual" charity. It is characteristic to ritual or liturgical religions where 
man's connection to God or to the gods is determined by the correct performance of certain rituals or 
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ceremonies, to the exclusion or neglect of real ethical issues. In many of these religions, charity is 
one of the rituals. In the pagan temples of the ancient world, many of the sacrifices included 
distribution of lepta to beggars outside the temples. Almsgiving is a religious rite in many pagan 
religions, including Hinduism and Buddhism. Hinduism, especially, has a very elaborate system of 
rituals of "taking care of the poor." In Islam, a highly ritualistic and liturgical religion, charity is the 
third of the five pillars of the faith (zakat). In Roman Catholicism, the "holiness" of a person is 
defined by his "care for the poor," whether that care for the poor is based on Biblical principles or 
not. (Mother Theresa's popularity among Roman Catholics and Hindus is a good example. The 
woman never publicly expressed the desire to preach Christ and His gospel.) 

Of course, statism as a religion, being highly ritualistic and liturgical from as early as ancient Egypt 
to modern Communist and socialist states, makes "care for the poor" the mainstay of its policies and 
propaganda. In fact, some of the most spectacular liturgical acts in the history of humanity are the 
discussions and the signing of laws that "care for the poor." (Think Obamacare.) Rich liberal 
celebrities, when they want to look "caring," always take the route of caring for some poor people 
around the globe. Whatever the god or the gods are, caring for the poor is the ritual that wins access 
to the god's heart and the title of "most just" person or society. 

There is one problem with this kind of charity: It is not mentioned in the Bible, and it is not 
commanded in the Bible. As I said above, it is humanistic to the core. The Bible never commands 
anything close to "taking care of the material needs of the poor"; where it says something similar to 
it, it is in a completely different context, and with a completely different focus than the poor or their 
material needs. In fact, in the only place where the "poor" are mentioned in a general way, Jesus 
seems to advocate voluntarism: "For you always have the poor with you, and whenever you 
wish you can do good to them" (Mark 14:7). "Caring for the material needs of the poor" is not 
mentioned as a virtue, nor as good works. The law of God contains no provisions nor 
commandments to either state, church, or individuals to engage in a promiscuous "caring for the 
poor" in general. As we will see, those provisions that mention the poor have a different focus, and a 
different context and meaning than the material needs of the poor per se. "Justice" is never defined in 
the Bible as "caring for the material needs of the poor," etc. 

Instead, the Bible speaks about covenantal charity. 

Covenantal Charity 

Some theological background will be necessary here. 

When we talk about the covenant of God, or about anything "covenantal," we know that it always 
revolves around two things: work and community. This principle is clearly expounded in the very 
beginning of man's existence, when God placed man in the garden. Man was just created, he had just 
received the task of the covenant, and there was no sin to pollute his mind, his will, and his actions. 
God took him and put him in the garden to do two things: work and protect the garden. 

The first, work (or, more properly, in Hebrew, serve), had for its purpose the increase in value of 
the resources man had in the garden. Eden, for sure, had resources in abundance. Man's job was to 
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put them together and make them productive and useful for mankind called to exercise dominion. In 
another article, I discussed the ethical value of work: 

[W]ork is not only not a "worldly" thing, but it is the most spiritual and ethical activity 
of all activities mentioned in the Bible. Based on the number of verses, work is 
declared to be an ethical and spiritual virtue, it is more spiritual than prayer, church 
attendance, praise and worship, singing psalms and hymns, helping the poor, offering 
sacrifices, healing the sick, performing miracles, raising children, having the right 
relationship with other people, being nice to people, street evangelisms, etc. From 
beginning to end, man's very nature as the image of God is defined much more by the 
word "work" than it is defined by liturgy, relationship, or prayer. Man was created and 
put in the Garden, and the first task he was given was to work. The Law of God as 
given to the Hebrews, from beginning to end, presupposes a working culture, not a 
culture of religious observances. (Any religious observances were peripheral and 
temporary in nature.) The Promised Land was described as a place where work will be 
blessed, not cursed; the commandment for offering the first fruit presupposes they 
wouldwork the land (Deut. 26:1-2) ... 

Our modern interpretation of the Fourth Commandment often focuses on the Sabbath 
rest and we seldom stop to think that that commandment actually has two 
parts: work and rest (not work and worship). But Jesus challenged our modern 
interpretation and explained that the more important part of that Commandment 
is work; in John 5:16-17, he replied to the Jews concerning their interpretation of the 
Sabbath and their accusations, that "My Father is working until now, and I Myself am 
working." In Matthew 7:15-20 Jesus talks about the trees being good or bad according 
to what they produce. Immediately after that, He says that religious observances do 
not secure one's place in the Kingdom of heaven (vv. 21-23). And of course, that great 
parable of the talents in Matthew 25:14-30 declares that refusal to work and produce 
and increase wealth may cost a man his place in the Kingdom. Jesus there specifically 
calls the servant "wicked and lazy," indicating that laziness is a vice. Paul told the 
Thessalonians to "do their own things and work with their own hands" (1 Thess. 4:11), 
and in case they hadn't gotten the message, in his next letter to them he warned them 
that "if anyone is not willing to work, then he is not to eat either" (2 Thess. 3:10). 
(Seriously, Paul? You'll let a man starve just because he doesn't work?) The threat of 
starvation must be a convincing testimony to the ethical importance of work in Paul's 
thinking. 

In general, work is considered in the Bible as more important and of a greater spiritual 
value than religious observances ...2 
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We may add Jesus' parable of the laborers in the vineyard, which presents the Kingdom of heaven as 
a landowner who puts people to work when he sees them idle (Matt. 20:1-16). 

God's Community 

The second, protect, was meant in two ways: to keep the outsiders from the covenant out, and the 
insiders in. Jesus explains in John 10:1-18 the function of the good shepherd: he is supposed to know 
his own sheep and be able to separate them from the others, and there is separation-a fence and a 
gate-meant to divide the sheep. The fence and the gate are that protection, or the separation line, that 
keeps the outsiders out and the insiders in. The community of God, the Holy Assembly of Israel, was 
protected as a community by sacraments and laws for cleanness; they established boundaries 
around Israel and the Temple, and they also defined the rules for the cohesion of God's community. 
Circumcision and the Passover were the most visible of these "separation rituals" in the Old 
Testament; baptism and the Lord's Supper in the New. While the principles and laws for 
righteousness and justice were to be the same for the Israelite and for the stranger, and while the 
strangers enjoyed the same judicial protection in Israel as everyone else (Ex. 12:49), strangers were 
excluded from participation in the community until they earned the right to be part of Israel. The 
descendants of certain nations were excluded from full participation in the community until a 
specific number of generations after their circumcision (Deut. 23:1-8). The church in the New 
Testament also had its own laws and principles for organizing and holding the community together, 
while keeping the strangers out. 

Our participation in the covenant always falls under one of these two 
categories: work or community. Both are commanded and regulated by the law of God. 

Covenantal charity is not an exception. In the Bible, we see the commandments of God concerning 
the poor being related either to work or to community, but never to a general concept of "caring for 
the poor." 

In the Old Testament, there were several ways of helping the poor. 

First, there was gleaning (Deut. 24:19-21; Lev. 19:9-10). Gleaning had to do with work. It didn't 
separate between Israelites and non-Israelites; strangers were also allowed to participate. But they 
had to work. While it was meant to help the "needy," gleaning did not involve an active distribution 
of goods to the poor. The poor were expected to make the effort of going to the field and working to 
gather what was left after the workers. Gleaning-together with the other laws for the poor-was not 
meant to create a system of "taking care for the material needs of the poor." Rather, it presented the 
poor with the opportunity to work and to earn their living. 

Then there were the laws for debt and servitude. There is a multitude of such laws in the Bible 
(see, for example, Lev. 25 and Deut. 15), and they all have to do with helping the poor members of 
Israel. If Israel was obedient to God, they would have experienced economic prosperity as a nation, 
but individual Israelites could still find themselves in dire straits, economically. The law created no 
government organ to deal with this problem; neither did it create a church ministry to care for the 
poor. Outside the family, the solution to poverty was a well-regulated system of debt and servitude 
which was sufficient to address the needs of society. 
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While debt and servitude were means to address the needs of the poor members of the society, they 
were not meant to do it outside the two principles of covenant action, work and community. Debt 
was a form of temporary relief, but it did not involve a handout. The debtor had to work to return the 
money-and he had control over what work he was going to do, for how much time, and where. If he 
didn't work to repay the debt, the next step for him was to sell himself into servitude, where he 
would be put to work directly by his creditor, on terms defined by the creditor. Work was central to 
debt and servitude; there was no free lunch, even if the price the poor man had to pay for his lunch 
was not in money but in foregone freedom. 

In the New Testament, Paul insists on the value of work by declaring that a person shouldn't eat 
unless he works (2 Thess. 3:10). This declaration may seem harsh but it is supported by Paul's words 
in 1 Tim. 5, where he instructs Timothy not to allow church support to a widow who hasn't met 
certain criteria, all of which can be summed up under "work." Paul contrasts a true widow 
who works to a false widow who learns to be idle. Even a starving widow, according to Paul, can't 
hope to get support unless she works. 

All these were Biblical ways to help the poor by putting them to work. The focus was on work, not 
on their needs, and not on the fact that they were poor. Work was a virtue, and work was the ethical 
principle behind the laws for the poor. The fact that there were poor in the society whose material 
needs were not taken care of did not make that society "unjust." What made a society "unjust" was 
that there was no opportunity for work. According to the Bible, idleness was the true injustice, not 
hunger. 

But there were other laws concerning the poor that had had the purpose to create not just work but 
cohesion in the community, as a covenant community. 

Most of the laws for work, of course, were meant to provide relief for members of Israel. While 
some provisions-like gleaning-did allow access to strangers, others, like the seven-year debt and 
servitude limit, were limited to members of the covenant community. (There was no limit on the 
servitude of a member of a different religion.) Paul's instructions about the widows, of course, apply 
only to those widows who are church members; he would have hardly expected that a pagan widow 
would serve the saints. 

The "celebration tithe" was a community event which had to include everyone living in the town 
(Deut. 14; 26). Aliens were invited if they lived in the town. But the feast itself was a feast of 
cleansing (Deut. 26:13-15), that is, of excludinguncleanness from the community. God was called 
upon to remember His covenant with Israel, and to bless Israel as a covenant community under Him. 
The focus was not on the poor and their needs but on the community of Israel. (The feast was held 
every three years; it wasn't a continuing system of support for the poor.) The celebration was meant 
to establish ritual borders around Israel as a nation blessed by God; if a person wanted the blessings 
of God, he had to participate in it. 

We see this same principle at work in the New Testament, in the Lord's Supper. It is a celebration of 
the community (not a solemn, funeral-type, sober, individualistic self-examination), and all the 
participants are called to discern in the Supper not an ordinary supper but a feast of belonging to the 
community of God (1 Cor. 11:29). It is limited, indeed, to those who belong to the church, but within 
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the church, it invites to the table both rich and poor, and people have to wait for each other so that 
everyone can participate. The very meaning of that waiting for each other is that all participants, rich 
and poor, are the same body, and therefore everyone eats an equal share, irrespective of the share 
they contribute to the community. And yet, the Supper's purpose is not to feed the hungry but to 
celebrate the covenant community, the body of Christ. 

Who Is My Brother? 

We see this principle again in James 2:15-16. While it is taken by many to mean that we need to 
supply the needs of the poor, the verse specifically talks about a "brother or sister." It is in the same 
sense that we should take the verses in Matt. 25:34-46, used by the Roman Church as the basis for 
indiscriminate almsgiving. Jesus specifically talks about "these brothers of mine." Not having a 
theology of the covenant, the Roman Church interprets these verses by postulating the "brothers of 
Jesus" to be the beggars and the poor. But the meaning of "brothers" here is those belonging to the 
community of faith; and the offering of a cup of water mentioned in Matt. 25 must be connected to 
the same in Mark 9:41: "For whoever gives you a cup of water to drink because you belong to 
Christ, truly I say to you, he will not lose his reward." It is the belonging to Christ that matters, 
not the economic condition of the beneficiary. 

The two non-Jews who benefited from Jesus' healing power-the centurion and the Phoenician 
woman-understood very well that Biblical charity was covenant-based and covenant-oriented. 
Therefore, the centurion insisted that Jesus wouldn't come to his house so that the sanctity of the 
covenant community remained inviolate (Luke 7:6-7). Even though as a stranger living in a Jewish 
city (and therefore eligible to participate in the community feasts), and having the Jewish elders 
testify well of him, he was still aware of the fact that Jesus' charity toward his servant would be a 
unique case. The Syro-Phoenician woman accepted Jesus' refusal on the basis that works of charity 
must remain limited to the covenant community; but she offered a solution that would satisfy the 
covenant requirements and yet make it possible for her daughter to be healed: "the dogs under the 
table feed on the children's crumbs" (Mark 7:28). The two were commended by Jesus for their faith, 
and there is much speculation among theologians and preachers today what exactly was it that Jesus 
commended. The unifying element that Jesus saw between the centurion and the Phoenician woman 
was this: They understood the nature of the covenant and the covenant community, and that charity 
should remain limited to it. They just hoped to benefit from it as dogs at least, if not as children. 

Indeed, any charity extended outside the covenant community must be a special case and must fall 
under the category "crumbs for the dogs," rather than a special ritual designed to please God and 
create an image of a "just society." When charity is promiscuous, extended to the "poor" in general, 
it ends up with the dogs on the table, eating the bread of the children. It leads to God's resources 
being squandered for almsgiving instead of for the Kingdom of God. It leads to subsidizing evil. 
Eventually, such theology of indiscriminate charity leads to socialism and statism. 

Of course, we have such a special case in Jesus' reply to the Syro-Phoenician woman; the crumbs 
from the table there were meant not to diminish the covenantal separation but to declare a person as 
already belonging to the covenantal community by the fact of her faith: "O, woman, your faith is 
great" (Matt. 15:28). A modern example of such special case would be the Salvation Army in its 
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original mission of intent. R. J. Rushdoony comments on William Booth's book, In Darkest 
England and the Way Out, 

In 1890, a remarkable book was written summoning Christians to save the lost and to 
remake their lives and all society in terms of Christ's mandate to seek and to save the 
lost.3 

There was a specific goal for the gigantic charity project General Booth envisioned: the expansion of 
the covenant community, both in terms of numbers, and in terms of personal and corporate spiritual 
growth. That he didn't envision charity divorced from that covenant growth is evident from his own 
words in the book: 

There is not one sinner in the world-no matter how degraded and dirty he may be-
whom my people will not rejoice to take by the hand and pray with, and labour for, if 
therefore they can but snatch him as a brand from the burning.4 

It is important also to observe that Rushdoony included his praise for Booth and his Salvation Army 
in a chapter properly titled, "The Community of Christ." 

The church must oppose humanistic charity using the Biblical concept of covenantal charity, based 
on the covenant of God, focused on the covenant of God, and serving the covenant of God. True 
charity can not be concerned with a general "care for the poor." Even if we assume that the West 
today has any "poor" whatsoever-and it doesn't, in the Biblical sense of the word-we cannot afford to 
buy into a worldview that opposes the covenant. Biblical charity is not concerned primarily with the 
poor but with the idle; it puts idle men to work. And Biblical charity is not concerned with material 
needs but with the needs of the covenant community: keep the outsiders out, keep the members in, 
and provide a principle of community cohesion consistent with our Biblical faith. Charity is not a 
religious rite done to please God or to demonstrate a "just society." Justice and righteousness are 
based only on the law of God; and so should our charity be as well. 

Note 1: The Parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37) can not be taken as an excuse for 
indiscriminate almsgiving. First, it must be read in the context of Jesus' words in Mark 7:27, "it is 
not good to take the children's bread and throw it to the dogs." Second, it is a story of personal 
charity in a very specific, unusual situation. Third, both the starting question and the end of the story, 
"Who is my neighbor?" point to the fact that the story is about inclusion and exclusion, not about 
almsgiving per se. The lawyer wanted to "justify himself." About what? In the parable, Jesus gives 
the examples of a priest and of a Levite who refuse to show mercy to another member of their own 
community. Apparently, the lawyer wanted to justify his refusal to help his covenant brothers which 
made him worse than that Samaritan in the parable. At the end, Jesus declares the exclusion of the 
priest and the Levite from the covenant community and the inclusion of the Samaritan ("the one who 
showed mercy"); thus implying that the lawyer has excluded himself from being a "neighbor" by not 
obeying the laws of covenantal charity. It is in the same sense that Jesus interprets the charity shown 
by Elijah and Elisha in Luke 4:25-27 (see the context, and especially the reaction of the Jews). He 
interpreted those in terms of covenant inclusion and exclusion. It's about covenant, not about 
almsgiving. 
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Note 2: An objection may be raised based on Gal. 6:10: "Do good to all men, and especially to the 
household of faith." The word for "especially" (malista) is the same as in 1 Tim. 4:10: God is 
"Savior of all men, especially of those who believe." Gal. 6:10 teaches universal, indiscriminate 
charity no more than 1 Tim. 4:10 teaches universal, indiscriminate salvation. What both verses teach 
is bread for the children, crumbs for the dogs. 

1. See Deirdre McCloskey, Bourgeois Dignity: Why Economics Can't Explain the Modern World. 
2. bit.ly/MissionsBigC2 
3. R. J. Rushdoony, In His Service: The Christian Calling to Charity (Vallecito, California: Ross 
House Books, 2009), 65-68. 
4. Quoted in Ibid. 
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 Rhetoric, Ethics, and the Missionary's Job 127.
Bojidar Marinov January 02, 2013 (Faith for all of Life) 

"So, what does a missionary do?" 

I was ready for the question, and I had an answer. 

I was in Moscow, Russia, invited for the annual Adam Smith Forum of the Libertarian Party of 
Russia to join a discussion panel on the "Moral Sentiments of Capitalism." I was the only Christian 
invited to it, as far as I could judge from the presentations of the other speakers, Russian, American, 
or European. At the very least, I was the only one who openly declared that Christianity-and 
specifically Calvinism-was the foundation of liberty and innovation and capitalism. The others were 
mostly American or Russian university professors, writers for libertarian or conservative think tanks, 
or political activists. A friend of mine informed me that the majority of the members of the 
Libertarian Party were atheists or agnostics. Don't ask me how I got invited. I have no idea. 

In the official announcements for the forum I was presented as a "columnist for American Vision." 
At the time I wasn't writing for American Vision anymore, but I told my hosts that even if I had 
been, my real occupation should be described as a "missionary." 

Later, in a private conversation, one of my hosts asked me: 

"What does a missionary do?" 

The star of our discussion panel was Deirdre McCloskey, a distinguished Chicago University 
professor, the author (among other publications) of two books (with another in the making) on the 
emergence of capitalism in the West: Bourgeois Virtues and Bourgeois Dignity. Bourgeois 
Dignity was the book that piqued my interest when I read it, for it was a very intelligent refutation of 
all materialistic theories for the emergence of capitalism. Prof. McCloskey literally destroyed 
modern materialistic economic science by presenting irrefutable evidence that material factors like 
trade, geography, accumulation of capital, evolutionary genetic development, class warfare, or any 
other material factor, had nothing to do with the economic phenomenon of the last three centuries 
which produced this enormous growth in wealth and productivity which we have witnessed since the 
rise of the Dutch Republic in the late 1500s. 

So, what factor did Prof. McCloskey offer instead, that we can deem responsible for the rise of 
capitalism, liberty, and innovation? 

Rhetoric. Capitalism with its innovation is the product of the unleashed creativity of human minds 
which find newer and newer ways to produce more and more at less and less expense, and thus make 
everyone healthier, wealthier, and ... well, healthier and wealthier. This unleashing of the creativity 
of the human mind came as a result of a changed perception of the meaning of business, work, 
profit, and entrepreneurship; and that change arose from a change of social rhetoric, in the way the 
culture relates to life. While McCloskey's book lets quite a few things go unexplained, this thesis in 
itself is quite powerful and is worthy of consideration. Yes, social rhetoric-non-material and 
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impossible to measure with the yardstick of modern economics or sociology-is in fact the most 
powerful economic and sociological factor of all. It can enslave or anesthetize the human mind, but 
it can also free it and unleash its creative energy to levels unthinkable before. Change the rhetoric of 
a culture, and you have changed its history. It's that simple. 

"So, what does a missionary do?" 

My ready answer was: 

"A missionary changes the rhetoric of a culture." 

Otherwise, a missionary is not doing anything of value. 

Changing a Culture's Rhetoric 

Unfortunately for the strong thesis it defends, Prof. McCloskey's book suffers from a serious flaw: It 
didn't explain what changes the rhetoric of a culture. After all, one doesn't wake up one morning and 
say, "I am going to change my rhetoric today, from one being hostile to liberty, business, growth, 
and productivity to one being favorable to liberty, business, growth, and productivity." The rhetoric 
of a culture is not a primary factor for changing history. It is itself a result of something more 
fundamental, some deeper change in the minds and hearts of the people in a culture. Jesus said, "Out 
of the overflow of the heart the mouth speaks" (Matt. 12:34, literal translation from Greek), 
indicating that when we see a change in the rhetoric of a nation, we should be looking for a hidden 
cause for that change, some "overflow" in the commitment of a culture to a certain faith, philosophy, 
or ethical system. 

Prof. McCloskey didn't go that far with her book's thesis. So I used this opportunity to do so for my 
Russian listeners. They were familiar with McCloskey's thesis. They were not familiar with our 
Lord's thesis in Matt. 12:34. They hadn't asked themselves the question, "What changes the rhetoric 
of a culture?" I was there to ask it-and to answer it. 

My talk was titled: "The Rhetoric at the Foundation of Capitalism, and the Ethics at the Foundation 
of that Rhetoric."1 I presented the case for a change in the ethical outlook in Europe in the century 
after the Reformation as the factor for the change in rhetoric. And the change in the ethical outlook 
could be only one thing: Calvinism. No other factor can explain the sudden (single-generation) 
paradigm shift in the Netherlands, England, Scotland, and Switzerland that produced the modern 
world with its economic and social system, that produced enormous wealth hitherto unknown to 
post-Flood mankind. 

The True Engine of Cultural Change 

I am sure most of my listeners didn't agree with my thesis. A change of mind within an hour, over a 
single lecture, is a very rare thing. But I am happy to say that they at least understood my thesis quite 
well. How do I know if they understood it? Because I was asked the same question several 
times: Are you saying that if we don't change our faith, we won't see a change in the culture? No 
need to mention here what my answer was. The point is this: They understood. These Russian 
atheist/agnostic libertarians grasped very well the thesis, that behind every social change there must 
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be a faith change, meaning an ethical/judicial change, for any ethical/judicial change is inevitably 
based on a change of faith. From one simple, mediocre, not-so-eloquent lecture, they grasped the 
essence of Christian Reconstruction, which Reformed teachers in the past have taken for granted as 
an established truth, the essence so eloquently explained by R. J. Rushdoony in his book, The 
Foundations of Social Order. 

If only our own modern "Reformed" seminary professors, pastors, and missionaries could 
understand this key thesis so well! 

It was several years ago when, finding out that I was in the process of translating 
Rushdoony's Institutes of Biblical Law into the Bulgarian language, an American missionary in 
Bulgaria asked me, "How is that going to help change the life of a person?" I replied, "You mean, 
what is the practical value of learning to understand and apply the law of God?" 

That missionary was a graduate of a Reformed seminary, sent out by a Presbyterian church, part of a 
large Presbyterian denomination, working under the auspices of a large Presbyterian mission 
organization. Some of the other missionaries working with him were doctors of theology. They were 
all trained in the Reformed doctrines, in the history of the Reformation, so they were supposed to 
understand covenant theology and the nature of God's covenant. And yet, for them the connection 
between the law-word of God and change in the life of a person (let alone change in history or 
change in culture) wasn't something they would take to be obvious. The only change they expected 
had nothing to do with ethical or judicial change. The missionary's only job was to make his convert 
"believe the gospel," and to ensure that "believing the gospel" was vague enough and limited enough 
to subsist at the level of simple intellectual assent to a few intellectual propositions. "Believing the 
gospel" wasn't meant to be faith that exerts itself in obedience. In fact, certain modern "Reformed" 
theologians insist that the gospel has nothing to do with ethical obedience, even holding that the 
Great Commission doesn't require teaching and preaching obedience. My missionary friend had 
bought that crippling message entirely-lock, stock, and barrel. 

In essence, the ethical/judicial nature of the covenant was lost on these Reformed missionaries. The 
knowledge of God and the knowledge of ourselves, Calvin said, "the Lord accomplishes by His 
Law,"2 that is, we can't know God or ourselves apart from the issues of good and evil, and apart from 
the issues of obedience and disobedience. Consequently, we can't know the gospel or believe the 
gospel apart from issues of good and evil, and issues of obedience and disobedience. The gospel is 
the restoration of God's covenant, and if God's covenant from the very beginning, at the Creation, 
was concerned about what is good, and required obedience, then the gospel is by default concerned 
with ethics and justice, and with obedience. Influenced by the modern dualistic fads in the Reformed 
seminaries, these missionaries thought that a vague, unspecified "belief in the gospel" can replace 
the ultimate issues that God has established as the foundation of His throne: justice and 
righteousness (Ps. 97:2). 

My missionary friend is not in Bulgaria anymore, but his mission organization is still there, manned 
by other missionaries. Twenty years and many millions of dollars later, it has yet to produce any 
visible return on its investment. Having recently met with some of the converts produced by that 
organization, I couldn't help but notice that there has been no change in the rhetoric of these people. 
They have been unable to leave any visible mark on the church or on their culture, because rhetoric 
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is never changed unless ethics is changed. And you can't change the ethics of a nation unless you 
teach the law of God. 

Changing the Ethics of a Nation 

In an earlier article for Faith for All Life I talked about the Biblical origin of foreign missions. I 
presented the case that foreign missions were not a "New Testament thing," that they were the very 
thing that the nation of Israel was supposed to do. Foreign missions were to be based on the law as 
the message that will bring the nations to God. Hebrews 4:1-2 tells us that the Israelites had the 
gospel as we do today, in the words Moses gave them. The modern distinction between law and 
gospel doesn't exist in the text; and it certainly didn't exist in Old Testament Israel. Deuteronomy 
4:5-8 plainly establishes that the nations around Israel were to be drawn to God by the justice of His 
law. Calvin insists that the two dispensations of the Old and the New Testaments are in 
reality one dispensation, even if they are differently administered. He puts this in the context of his 
exposition on the law, emphasizing, again, the ethical/judicial aspect of that dispensation. The 
obvious conclusion of this, of course, is that the attempts to bring the gospel to a nation without 
bringing the law of God with it will end up in no gospel at all. 

For we can't change the culture without changing its ethics; and we can't change the ethics without 
preaching the law of God. 

Our modern world, and our modern system of economic organization known as "capitalism" (as 
inaccurate as the term is), was a product of such preaching of the ethical/judicial worldview of the 
Bible. The development of the West was a product of a judicial revolution, as Harold Berman 
demonstrates in his Law and Revolution. The work of the missionaries that changed history 
succeeded only where the missionaries were active in starting and bringing to a successful end that 
judicial revolution. Where the missionaries were only bringing Christianity as another myth, and 
only superimposed it on the local culture without changing that culture's ethical and judicial 
practices, it remained only a veneer lacking any deep roots. The fruits of such shallow missions and 
preaching are obvious in Latin America, where the Roman Catholic priests did nothing to challenge 
the prevailing ethical and judicial practices. In Mexico and other parts of Latin America, the 
majority of the population never abandoned their pagan beliefs. In Eastern Europe where the Eastern 
Orthodox Church emphasized kenosis3 over practical ethics and obedience, the public faith 
disappeared within a few years after the Communists actively suppressed it. (This didn't happen in 
Hungary and Transylvania where the Reformed faith had been dominant prior to the rise of 
Communism.) In many places in Africa where the faith has been preached only as an experience and 
not as a system of practical obedience to the law of God, the majority of the churches freely go back 
to pagan practices and mix them with Biblical myths. The historical record of both Reformed and 
non-Reformed missions shows plainly that without the law, there is no gospel preached. 

But my missionary friend wasn't able to understand the simple truth that the change in the faith of 
the people and the change in their ethical commitment go together. Neither one is possible without 
the other. The law of God is an inseparable part of preaching the gospel, and contrary to his 
expectations, a nation can't be evangelized without presenting to it a thorough, detailed, deep 
exposition of the law of God and its application to every aspect of man's life and society. The early 
church had its Jews teach the pagans the law of God to build the new Christian culture (Rom. 2:17-
20). Paul was instructed in the law, and he commended Timothy for his detailed knowledge of the 
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Scriptures, which at the time would have meant the law and the prophets (2 Tim. 3:15), explaining 
that these Old Testament Scriptures were able to "make him wise for salvation through faith in Jesus 
Christ." Modern missionaries, taught in modern seminaries by modern professors, believe they don't 
need the law. Of what good is the law for changing the life of a person? 

The Russian atheist/agnostic libertarians understood this concept. The American "Reformed" 
missionaries can't understand it. 

I stuck to my convictions, criticism from such missionaries notwithstanding, and I translated 
Rushdoony's Institutes, as well as other books on the application and the validity of the law of God. 
A missionary's job is to change the rhetoric of a culture. And one doesn't change the rhetoric unless 
he first changes that culture's ethics: ethics, not simply as rules for behavior, but ethics as a 
comprehensive guide to understanding God, man, and the universe, and what man's purpose of 
existence is, and therefore man's blueprint for action. Anything short of this will be only a truncated 
gospel, and it won't create any lasting result. That was my firm belief from the very beginning of our 
mission in Bulgaria. That's why from the outset the translation and publishing of books expounding 
the law of God and its application today were the main thrust of our missionary endeavor. 
Consequently, Rushdoony's Institutes of Biblical Law has been an indispensable part of my 
preaching and teaching. That's why every time I am asked for advice by young missionaries 
concerning what they should do to really change a culture, my advice is: Translate this book. Then 
go from there. That book will lay the foundation for the change of ethics for anyone who reads it in 
his own tongue, and once you have that foundation laid, the rest is easy. 

My advice to churches and missionary organizations has always been: don't waste your support on 
missionaries who do not understand the law of God, do not believe in its application today, and have 
no intention to preach it or explain it to their listeners. Such missionaries won't produce any lasting 
result, and neither they nor their converts will be able to exercise any influence over the culture. And 
they will certainly not be able to change history, even if in their rhetoric they claim they are out there 
to change history. The pattern of the church's support of missions must change radically if we are to 
see any return on the money we spend for missions. If we believe the data that over $2.5 billion are 
spent every year on mission support worldwide, then we are spending more money on missions in 
one year than the whole church spent on missions between A.D. 30 and A.D. 1900. The results are 
disappointing, to put it mildly. To change the results, we need to change the direction of support. 
And the money of the church needs to go for the preaching of the law of God as an integral part of 
knowing God, and as the tool for changing the culture, and for righteous dominion. 

Which brings me to my call for action for the readers of Faith for All Life. 

A Real World Cultural Transformation 

For many years the focus of the Bulgarian Reformation Ministries has been on translations of books 
and on publishing them online for free, for all to read. Over the years we have accumulated over 
35,000 pages of translated material on the application of the Biblical worldview in every area of life: 
theology, apologetics, economics, politics, education, business and vocation, science, history and 
eschatology, etc. (Another 15,000 pages are translated and are in the process of being edited.) The 
Bulgarian Christian Internet Library has been the dominant source for Christian material in 
Bulgarian on the Internet. No wonder, given that it contains more than three times as much material 
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as all the other Christian websites in Bulgarian combined. The website has had a download traffic 
equivalent of 1,500 to 2,000 printed pages a day for the last several years, and a committed 
readership of about 1,000 readers if the website statistics can be trusted. 

You can see the record of the work of the Bulgarian Reformation Ministries on our website: 
bulgarianreformation.org, where you can sign up for our monthly email updates. 

As much as our funds have allowed it, we have been publishing some of the books-usually smaller 
books-on paper, in order to reach that part of the audience that, for one reason or another, prefers to 
read books on paper. We have seen an increase in the sales of these books, which in times of 
economic hardship for all European nations (especially for Bulgaria) is encouraging. Our message is 
getting out, and it is reaching more and more people. 

But we never had the chance to publish on paper the book I talked about above: R. J. 
Rushdoony's Institutes of Biblical Law. While the costs of publishing in Bulgaria are much lower 
than here in the U. S., it will still require a much higher investment than normal. We want to present 
that book to Bulgarian readers as a publication marked by the excellent production quality this 
extraordinary volume deserves. The text's presence on the Internet, for all to read, has already made 
a difference (contrary to the skepticism of our antinomian friends). In a time when the church in 
Bulgaria is awakening to the reality of the ethical/judicial nature of the covenant of God, and when 
Bulgarian society, under the pressure of the judgment of God on its economy and its political 
institutions, is becoming aware of the necessity of a major change in its ethical commitment, the 
presence of this book on the book market will make an even greater difference. 

A few years ago, when we published Gary North's short book on Puritan Economic Experiments, 
that volume was enthusiastically taken by a group of economists to a meeting with the then-Prime 
Minister of Bulgaria and placed in his hands. (Whether he read it or not is a different issue.) At the 
time, all was bright and rosy so far as the future of Europe and Bulgaria was concerned. If we 
publish Rushdoony's Institutes today, it will reach many more people, for many people are beginning 
to look for answers. 

So if your question is "What missions should I support?" I have an answer for you: support the 
publishing of the Institutes of Biblical Law in Bulgarian. Go to bulgarianreformation.org and help us. 

A culture is changed when its ethics are changed. A missionary's job is to change a culture's ethics 
by presenting the law of God. And that's a job worthy of your support. 

1. The original talk was in Russian but you can find an English translation 
here: http://www.christendomrestored... 

2. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, Bk. 2, Ch. 8, sec. 1. 

3. Kenosis is a Greek word meaning "to empty" or "to make empty." 
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 Creedal Culture and Education 128.
Bojidar Marinov, July 16, 2012 (Faith for  All of Life) 

"Except ye believe, ye shall not understand." 

Augustine said these words when commenting on John 7:17, interpreting the words, "if anyone is 
willing to do His will" as meaning, "if anyone believes." And Augustine said that belief is the 
prerequisite to "know of the teaching, whether it is of God or whether I speak from Myself." Faith is 
the tool to understanding teaching. Augustine also referred to the Old Testament, Isaiah 7:9, which 
he interpreted to mean, "If you don't believe, you won't understand." Many years later, Anselm of 
Canterbury expanded on the statement, agreeing with Augustine that "I believe that I may 
understand," and developed a Christian epistemology based on self-conscious faith which produced 
rational understanding of reality (as over against the mystical, irrational faith of his predecessor, 
Eriugena). This new epistemology earned him the fame of being the father of scholasticism, an 
intellectual movement in the church which unfortunately ended in complete theological confusion 
and irrelevance, but not before it produced some of the finest minds and works of Christendom-like 
Thomas Aquinas and Erasmus of Rotterdam-and also laid the intellectual foundation for the 
theological studies of the Reformation. 

The church wasn't always faithful to this principle of faith as the foundation of knowledge. 
Neoplatonism and Aristotelianism crept into the church from the very beginning, and dominated the 
academic endeavor and the system of education. Despite the imperfections, this was a revolutionary 
change from the Classical view of knowledge and learning. The perfect Classical man couldn't be 
"prejudiced" by his beliefs; he had to approach reality "as a child," without any a priori beliefs or 
presuppositions, and thus learn and acquire knowledge. Augustine rightly interpreted the Bible's 
injunction: What is not of faith is sin, and therefore knowledge that is not based on faith is not 
righteous knowledge. Understanding came only from faith; and, as Anselm showed in his writings, 
understanding could then expand upon faith and discover the world as it is, not as what the fallen 
human heart and mind sees it. 

The "I believe" phrase which Augustine and Anselm used was not used arbitrarily. Neither did it 
have just a generic meaning, something like the modern concept of vague, general belief in a God 
who is seldom defined in either His person or His work in history. Augustine lived and worked in an 
era entirely characterized and influenced by the church councils. Between A.D. 50 and the time of 
Augustine, there were at least a dozen smaller councils and two ecumenical Councils (Nicaea, A.D. 
325 and Constantinople, A.D. 381). Augustine himself laid the theological foundation for the 
Council of Ephesus in A.D. 431 (a year after Augustine's death) by his treatises on the Trinity and on 
the Pelagian heresy. And the specific "product" of the Councils were the creeds; statements starting 
with credo, "I believe," and outlining the specific points of the Christian faith. 

"I believe," credo, had a very specific meaning for him and his contemporaries: It meant a creed, a 
specifically worded confession of faith which described who God was, and what He has done in 
history for the redemption of the world, as well as the specific expectations of the future. "I believe" 
couldn't mean just "I have some feeling about some vague reality out there"; it meant very 
specifically, "I believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of Heaven and Earth, and in Jesus Christ 
His only Son and our Lord," etc., etc. "I believe" had specific meaning, boundaries, and applications, 
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and when Augustine said, "You must believe in order to understand," he meant that specific 
meaning, boundaries, and applications, and nothing less than that. 

Anselm himself, devoted to building clear and logical Christian apologetics based on faith, did not 
mean faith "in general." In fact, in his time, the eleventh century A.D., "faith" was the faith, 
the Holy Faith of the Fathers, defined by the Creeds. All pagan religions extinguished and defeated, 
"faith" meant only the Christian faith, and the rest was "faithlessness." And for a scholar like 
Anselm, that faith had to be clearly defined, communicable, and communicated, for it to be able to 
produce the "understanding" he wanted to build in his works. Again, he had to go back to the creeds, 
not to a vague and undefined "faith," which deserved rather the name "superstition," not "faith." 

And for both men, that faith that produced understanding was not simply an academic exercise; they 
had formidable enemies to deal with in practice. Augustine had against him the still powerful 
remains of the old paganism, as well as the new heresies, Gnosticism and Arianism, and especially 
the heresy of Pelagius which was so attractive to many because of the strong moral character of its 
author, Pelagius. For most of his literary career Augustine was fighting on all fronts to preserve 
orthodoxy, while at the same time striving to build its foundation. (Very symbolically, he died in 
Hippo besieged by the Arian Vandals.) Anselm's time was free of paganism and heresies, but he had 
to fight the statist agenda of the English kings inherited from the older tribal laws of Normans, 
Saxons, and Franks. Two exiles and almost constant opposition to build the church into a universal 
body subject only to King Jesus-against the attempts for royal control over it-forced him to carefully 
define and formulate his beliefs, as only opposition and tribulations can do. For the two men, 
Augustine and Anselm, faith had to be specific, clear, and a tool for action; otherwise they wouldn't 
have the moral fuel to stand firm against all odds. 

The creeds of Christendom thus became the foundation of both men's understanding. When they said 
"I believe," they meant credo, the creed. Christian epistemology was based on the Christian creeds; 
and therefore the whole Christian worldview had to be based on the creeds. The two men lived in a 
culture that could be defined as a creedal culture, based entirely on specific, communicable and 
communicated faith. And therefore their learning, understanding, and wisdom were creedal, that is, 
based on the creeds. The Christendom that emerged from their work, and from the work of the other 
Fathers and teachers of the church, was similarly a creedal culture; it was defined by a faith-or, 
rather, the Faith-not by geography, or blood, or force, or the blind clash of historical forces. There 
certainly were many old pagan and classical influences, but in general, by common consent, 
learning, education, and understanding were based on faith. Whatever was not of faith was sin, and 
therefore for the civilization to avoid sin, it had to define itself and everything it did, and everything 
it knew and understood, in terms of the faith. 

It is important to note that it is not the faith itself that built Christendom. An individual can have 
personal faith in the Redeemer, but that of itself won't make him a Kingdom-builder or a culture-
warrior. More is necessary than simply faith; a new system of thought and knowledge is needed 
which will lay that faith as a foundation upon which the structure of knowledge and wisdom is built. 
Faith that does not produce theoretical understanding and practical blueprints for action is an 
irrelevant faith, a simply mental consent to propositions, but not faith of the heart. That's why 
Augustine and Anselm, and those who followed them, did not stop at simply faith, but insisted 
that faith produces understanding, which is needed for the righteous to build the Kingdom. I believe, 
with a specific objective: in order to understand. 
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Consequently, Christianity lost the cultural war not when the faith was lost; in fact, there has always 
been in the society a strong element of personal, individual faith. It was when Pietism convinced the 
church that faith doesn't have to lead to understanding, and certainly doesn't need to lead to 
a comprehensive system of knowledge about reality, that Christianity lost its power and its cultural 
momentum. When the practical, comprehensive worldview of the society got divorced from 
the credo, from the faith of the Bible, a large part of life was now left to seek other foundations, not 
faith. But whatever is not of faith is sin. And therefore, even the most pious Christians were misled 
by Pietism to only apply the categories of sin and righteousness to their personal lives, but never 
apply them to their cultural practices, and to the cultural practices of the society. Culture now could 
be based on anything else but faith. 

The Reformed churches resisted this trend for longer than any other brand of Christianity. By the 
mid-twentieth century, though, they succumbed to the broadly evangelical influence. That's why, 
when in 1959 Henry Van Til published his book, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture, it was 
deliberately ignored in Reformed circles. No wonder. Its main thesis was that "culture is religion 
externalized." To accept this thesis was to accept the thesis of Augustine and Anselm that faith rules 
over all of life. The Reformed seminaries in the late 1950s couldn't afford this old-fashioned concept 
to raise its head again. Faith had its own limited realm; the rest was left to natural law, humanistic 
law, socialism, paganism, or to the theologically correct but highly vague idea of "general equity." 

If Henry Van Til's book was deliberately ignored, another book, Foundations of Social Order by R. 
J. Rushdoony, was ignored because it went way beyond anyone's ability to grasp its thesis. It was 
published in 1968, nine years after Van Til's book. By that time Reformed theology was dead in all 
the Reformed seminaries; only vestiges of it remained. 

The Foundations of Social Order was, and remains, the most unique book ever written in the history 
of Christendom. Nothing like it has been written before, and nothing like it has been written since. 
Christian and non-Christian historians have generally agreed on at least one thing about creeds and 
history: they are not connected in any meaningful, comprehensive way. A few non-Christian 
historians-Harold Berman and his Law and Revolution being a good example-have mentioned that 
the Christian creeds have been instrumental in shaping the legal views and therefore the legal 
structure of the West. But a general study of how the creeds formed the West and its unique outlook 
has always been lacking; the reason being that both Christian and non-Christian authors are eager to 
constrain the significance of the creeds to the church and the history of theology. Even Philip Schaff 
in his three-volume work, The Creeds of Christendom, confines their value and use to the 
church.1 The view of the creeds has been dualistic; creeds were separated from history, and history 
was left to follow its own course, independent from the development of Christian theology and the 
perfection of the faith of the saints. 

Rushdoony challenged that outlook, and he is the first author ever to create a systematic study of 
how the creeds of Christendom became the foundation for the worldview of Western civilization. 
Based on his Reformed faith, he clearly saw that ideas have consequences, and that the 
transformation of the pagan empire into the civilization of Christendom had its foundation in the 
formulation of what Christians believed about God, Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit, about the two 
natures of Christ, the history and the nature of redemption, the church, etc. The creeds were not just 
for the church; they were the foundations of social order as we know it today, in every area of life. 
What we believe about politics-and therefore how we act in the political realm-will be determined by 
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what we believe about the Trinity and the nature of redemption. What we believe about economics-
and therefore how we act in the economic realm-will be determined by our beliefs about God, Jesus 
Christ, and His salvation. What we believe about any area of life, be it science, family, education, 
technologies, international relations, psychology, arts, etc.-and therefore how we act in all these 
areas of life-will be determined by our creeds. When Christianity set out to create a creedal culture, 
that creedal culture was not to be limited to the church and the personal faith of the individual. 
Anything not of faith was sin; and therefore everything had to be based on faith, and that faith had to 
be carefully formulated and communicated. Everything, including politics, and economics, and law: 
all life had to be based on faith, and therefore creeds mattered to all of life. 

Rushdoony didn't limit his analysis to one book only. His life work can be summarized with one 
sentence: application of faith to all of life. Therefore, it was to be expected that when he approached 
the subject of education, he would use the same principle: discover and analyze how the faith of men 
informs their view of education, their system of education, and their goals for education. His 
book, The Messianic Character of American Education, exposed the "faith" principles behind our 
modern public education; it is based on a secular "creed," not on any rational ideas, as claimed. But 
even more important, Rushdoony not only exposed the religion behind public education, he also laid 
the foundation for a Christian curriculum. In The Philosophy of Christian Curriculum, he was the 
first of the Christian educators in the twentieth century to actually go back to the tenets of the faith to 
find out how a Christian education is to be built. He made sure that before he went to the specific 
technical issues for studying individual subjects, he had the principles for the overall method, 
system, and goals of education grounded in our faith, as informed by the gospel. Chapter 4 of the 
book was especially informative for those who went to work in that field, as one can judge by its 
title: "The Curriculum and the Resurrection." 

A mother who has school-age children wrote me recently to express her disappointment with the 
modern curricula offered on the homeschool market. She had a "feeling," she said, that all that was 
offered-whether full programs or specific plans for specific subjects-was just the same non-Christian 
stuff, with the same non-Christian philosophy in its foundation, with the same non-Christian 
presuppositions, baptized in Bible verses and Biblical rhetoric but lacking the essence of the Biblical 
worldview. Some curricula went directly to the Classical world-literature, art, and poetry-for 
information and learning, as if the Greeks and the Romans can give us something which Christianity 
can't. Others use modern math, science, or history textbooks that don't even make the effort to claim 
they are Christian. Others revolve around a specific political or historical or ecclesiastical point 
which the authors claim to be a Christian issue without proving so from Scripture. The mother said 
she couldn't identify what exactly makes her believe that there was a problem with all these 
materials-for she admitted to not being trained enough to recognize hidden presuppositions and 
philosophies-but her intuition was telling her so. 

Her intuition is correct. I have observed the same problem. My children have been enrolled in an 
online school for some of their subjects-they wanted to experience the thrill of intellectual 
competition with other children-and in many instances they saw their instructors fall short of a 
Biblical understanding on many of the issues. The economics and business classes were a serious 
failure: the instructors did not have any idea of what Biblical economics was, taught definitions and 
laws that came right out of Paul Samuelson and John Kenneth Galbraith, and treated taxes and 
government intervention in the economy as a technical, not an ethical issue. The school was 
nominally Christian, and all instructors were professing Christians. My children, having grown in a 
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family where Biblical economics, social theory, and law are part of our family devotions, were not in 
danger; they could easily identify the fallacies, and where they couldn't identify them, they at least 
had enough Biblical sense to smell a rat. But most of the other children had no training that would 
protect them against the un-Biblical presuppositions and views of the equally untrained teachers. 

There are many more examples throughout the nation of Christian school and homeschool curricula 
and study plans that are un-Biblical. Something is missing in our Christian education. And what is 
missing is ... the Christian faith. And I don't mean the Christian faith as individual faith of parents, 
children, and teachers. I mean the Christian faith as the foundation of our curriculum and our system 
of acquiring and teaching knowledge and understanding. Our curriculum is not based on credo, on "I 
believe" as a concrete, communicable, and communicated faith which starts from the very being of 
God, His works in history, and His promise for the future. At the end, as the mother I mentioned 
above has noticed, the education professing Christians give to their children is simply a version of 
secular education baptized in Bible verses and prayers. 

This situation, of course, did not come out of nowhere. It is the product of at least two centuries 
of creedless Christianity or, rather, Christianity which has lost its understanding of the significance 
of the creeds for the building and formulation of its presuppositions and worldview. Over the last 
two hundred years, "faith" has come to be defined as some kind of mystical gnosis, a "relationship 
with Jesus," an unnatural experience which supposedly places the individual on a higher plane, 
above the material world of everyday activity, social interaction, and cultural endeavor. While some 
churches still recite the early creeds, and even include in their service responsive reading of 
questions and answers of sixteenth and seventeenth century catechisms, there is no systematic 
teaching how these creeds and catechisms are supposed to build the understanding and the 
worldview of the church members outside of the church, in real life. Consequently, Christian 
teachers and professors-and creators of curricula and textbooks-seldom stop to formulate their 
worldview, and then self-consciously build their curricula and textbooks on the basis of that 
worldview. At the end, the product is education which bears the name "Christian" but has all the 
characteristics of the pagan education in the broader culture. 

Redeeming education will take much more than simply pulling Christian children out of public 
schools and teaching them at home or in Christian schools. It will take much more than adding the 
Bible to the curriculum, or peppering the textbooks with Biblical verses. It will take a return back to 
the credo as the self-conscious foundation of all thought and action. 

At least three principles need to be restored in education: 

It will take, first, a clear realization of the importance of the nature of God for both the method and 
the content of the education. The Trinity, the principle of the equal ultimacy of the One and the 
Many,2 must be laid as the foundational principle for the learning plan for every discipline. I have 
explained in another place3 the difference between what I call "Greek" and "Roman" methods of 
learning and education. Each one of these methods is based on elevating either the one or the many 
in importance. A Christian curriculum must be specifically geared toward both treating every subject 
as a world of its own, a legitimate separate part of God's creation, with its own harmony, beauty, 
laws, and legitimacy, deserving to be studied and enjoyed for the sheer joy of observing God's order 
in thinking and knowledge; and at the same time, it must be able to show the relation of that subject 
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to all other subjects and knowledge, and its usefulness to exercising righteous dominion over the 
earth. 

Second, a clear understanding is necessary of how education must be built on worshipping God and 
not man. As Rushdoony pointed out in The Foundations of Social Order, by elevating the principle 
that the "Word became flesh," and was not merely "united to man" (as in Nestorianism), worship of 
man was condemned. Modern education looks at man as the active agent in learning and education; 
the Word is simply "united" to man's mind. But such foundation for learning is tantamount to 
worshipping man, by elevating man to the position of a creature freely able to reach and get 
knowledge. This denies revelation as the foundation of all knowledge; logic, rational method, 
empirical method, scientific method, and other methods are the true foundation. 

And third, the curriculum must be specifically geared toward building a free man. By declaring 
Christ to have two natures, divine and human, the early Councils denied the state, or the church, or 
the family, or any other human institution, the right to speak authoritatively in any absolute sense. 
This meant that man and his mind were not to be defined by any human institution. Education's goal, 
then, is to train the child to first seek knowledge under God, and then on the basis of this to learn and 
train how to act and interact in the human society. Much of modern education-Christian or not-
subjects education to the needs of a specific institution (church, family, state) or gives education 
pragmatic goals (be a good citizen, be a successful entrepreneur, build a career, have academic 
excellence). But institutions and economic/political excellence must always be secondary, and 
"seeking the Kingdom and its righteousness" must come first, for an education to be truly Christian. 

While we have made a lot of progress in terms of opposing the education of the secular state, our 
modern Christian education is still far from where it is supposed to be. And the greatest problem is 
we have creedless Christianity which can't define what it believes in. As long as we have that, we 
will have creedless education which is based not on faith but on inherited presuppositions from our 
pagan world. And whatever is not of the Faith, is sin. 

 

1. Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Books, 6th ed., 1996), 8-9. 
2. R. J. Rushdoony, The One and the Many: Studies in the Philosophy of Order and Ultimacy. 
3. Bojidar Marinov, "Math Education: The One and the Many." (http://bit.ly/MathOneMany). 
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 Homeschooling vs. the Idolatry of Educational Expertise 129.
Bojidar Marinov, August 24, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616205121/http://americanvision.org/5071/homeschooling-vs-the-
idolatry-of-educational-expertise/  

It has become an established truth that any new and 
good movement in the church will first meet the 
opposition of the scribes and the Pharisees in the 
church, i.e. of those who sit in the “chair of Moses” 
and enjoy some influence among other Christians 
because of their positions of leadership in the 
churches, or in the seminaries, or simply because 
they have a way with words that helps them look 
wise and smart and helps them gain influence. 
Liberal – and theologically liberal – activism never 
seems to upset the church leadership and the 

influential churchmen; but activism and movements that are conservative and faithful to the Bible 
can safely bet they will have to deal with the pastors’ fury and rejection first. 

Homeschooling isn’t an exception. Even today, 50 years after its revival and the multiple theological 
and factual proofs that only homeschooling produces children that are morally, psychologically, and 
intellectually healthy, the hierarchy in the churches still refuses to make peace with it. Very few are 
the churches where homeschooling families are comfortable. Homeschooling still remains a grass 
roots movement with very little support from the institutional church. Most readers of American 
Vision probably remember that Joel McDurmon and I wrote about Tom Stein, a pastor of a PCA 
church who publicly called for more government intervention in Christian homeschooling families 
because government bureaucrats were cheating: 

A Clueless Pastor Wants More State Control of Education 

Render the Homes-Schools unto Caesar? 

Dualism, Legalism, and Impotence 

These days I had the chance to see the same bias and hostility against homeschooling on the FB wall 
of someone named Phil Johnson, a popular blog-writer and Executive Director at Grace To You 
media ministry which is owned and controlled by Grace Community Church in Sun Valley, CA, the 
church whose pastor is John MacArthur. I am not a reader of Johnson’s blog (I find it rather 
logorrheic and devoid of clear meaning) but for some reason I have ended up being his FB “friend” 
and therefore forced to read what he publishes on his wall. And this caught my attention: 

“It is possible to take the homeschool argument too far: http://t.co/YIpmWmr .” 
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In short: The article in the link is about a woman who has mental problems. She’s read the Old 
Testament and watched a few YouTube videos and decided to circumcise her son. She ended up 
making a mess, with her son bleeding uncontrollably and in intense pain. She called 911 and the boy 
was rushed to a hospital. Nothing about homeschooling, not even a single word. But for some reason 
Phil Johnson saw in that mentally ill woman the “homeschool argument” taken “too far.” If you 
thought that only the secular media arbitrarily use news to lash at homeschooling, you are wrong. 
MacArthur’s own executive director does it too. He didn’t show any connection between that 
example of “homesnipping” and homeschooling. He could have made the connection with having 
children at all: “It is possible to take the family argument too far.” Or watching YouTube. Or reading 
the Old Testament. Or living in Oregon. Or any other arbitrary, conjured up connection. But he 
picked homeschooling. 

Never slow to defend truth and expose stupidity for what it is, I replied to the post that the remark 
was stupid, that Johnson obviously had a bone to pick with homeschoolers, and that he should 
apologize. The admonishment to apologize fell on deaf years but Johnson replied that he also 
homeschooled. Not a very convincing argument, over all, given the fact that Soros, Buffett, and 
Gates have all made fortunes in a capitalist free market and yet all three hate capitalism with a 
passion. Later on in the discussion Johnson made it known that he looks at homeschooling as “just 
another DIY project.” Apparently his homeschooling was not based on a moral Biblical conviction – 
as are most homeschooling parents – but was something of a hobby; much in the way other people 
do carpentry or renovate their houses themselves. The difference in the moral significance between 
any DIY project and giving your children Biblical education was not an issue he was open to 
consider. 

Whether Phil Johnson is willing to admit it or not, comparing homeschooling – and especially 
Christian homeschooling – to a mentally deranged mother who harmed her son in an insane act is 
nothing less than slander; and that slander reveals a deep bias against homeschooling. One doesn’t 
normally go around looking for anecdotal gross examples of mental illness to connect them to 
homeschooling; one has to have the specific purpose of discrediting homeschooling to do it. And 
such open bias and hostility to homeschooling is not limited to Johnson; like I said above, we saw it 
in Tom Stein who found a case against homeschooling not in something homeschoolers have done; 
it was the fraud committed by government bureaucrats that gave Stein the occasion to call the state 
for more control on homeschoolers. In this they do not differ from any statist educational bureaucrat 
or from the MSM who find excuse for lashing at homeschooling in every news about family or 
education they present. We have pagan enemies of Christian homeschooling; but as usual, our worst 
enemies are those on positions of power and influence in the religious establishment. 

Of course, neither Stein, nor Johnson, nor the other enemies of homeschooling would admit publicly 
as much – it would create repercussions on their positions of influence and authority. So they have 
an argument that sounds milder and “reasonable”: Homeschooling is not for everyone because many 
parents are unqualified and incompetent. Johnson made this the mainstay of his argument in the 
discussion between us. Tom Stein in his piece against homeschooling also used the picture of 
homeschooling parents who are “lukewarm, negligent, and unqualified.” (Why would a lukewarm, 
negligent, and unqualified parent take on the task of homeschooling instead of just dumping the kids 
at the public school is beyond me.) The argument of “unqualified parents” has been among the most 
used arguments of the opponents of homeschooling, second only to the socialization argument. The 
fact that the argument still survives after dozens of studies which prove beyond any doubt that the 
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qualification of the parents has no visible bearing on the intellectual growth and the academic 
achievements of the children, shows unmistakably that it is a religious argument, based on blind bias 
against homeschooling. Stein, Johnson, and the others don’t really care about the qualifications or 
the competency of the parents – if they did, they would be just as critical of the competency and the 
qualifications of the teachers in the institutional schools; they are not. With the hundreds of 
examples of direct failures in public and private schools, I could not find a single reference in 
Johnson’s blog where he criticizes public or private schools; he only uses arbitrary cases to lash at 
the homeschoolers. I haven’t yet met a single opponent of homeschooling who even deigns to notice 
that public and private schools provide disproportionally larger number of children who are ignorant, 
illiterate, immoral, or simply indifferent to any idea of personal growth and achievements. So the 
“qualification and competence” argument is not a rational argument; and those who use it are not 
honest, not even a little bit. The argument is based on idolatry, and it is directly opposed to the 
Biblical teaching. 

But let’s suppose it is an honest argument, and let’s analyze it and see if it holds water. Let’s 
imagine the concerns of those that conjure up images of “incompetent and unqualified” parents are 
honest concerns. Do they make sense? If they are right to worry about these things, shouldn’t we 
give our children to the “experts” because the parents would only mess up the education of their 
children? A reader and supporter of Phil Johnson’s declared in the discussion: “Homeschooling is 
the third best option to public schools and private schools.” Can we agree with such a statement, 
only because we imagine parents that are unqualified and incompetent? 

I am not going to defend homeschooling in general; others have done that before me. My position is 
that education is not simply delivery of information, it is a lifestyle; and a lifestyle that places the 
child outside of the family – even if it is a formally Christian school – is a compromise that must be 
made in only the rarest of circumstances. We don’t give the children money to just go to McDonalds 
and have dinner there; there is spiritual and emotional significance in having dinner together, as a 
family. Sending our kids to institutional school to “get education” is the same as sending them to 
McDonalds to get a burger for dinner; the material is there but the spirit of education is lacking. 
Parents that seek every excuse to kick the children out of the house and hand them over to strangers 
to teach them are only destroying the souls of their own children. A child needs a father and a 
mother, not a “professional educator” and a pack of other children. But let’s get to the issue at hand 
– are there really incompetent and unqualified parents? 

First, we must point out that such argument is no different from the argument of the Romanists 
which the Reformers had to deal with: That images and statues in the churches were necessary 
because most people were too uneducated to learn from the Word of God, and therefore could only 
learn from images. It is the same argument because (1) it establishes a fixed state of stupidity and 
incompetence for certain people that can not be redeemed, only catered to; and (2) it frees the church 
leaders from the responsibility to reach to those people and educate them. The Reformers replied to 
such argument: “The only reason the people are uneducated is because you who are responsible for 
their education haven’t done your job well. You shouldn’t find an excuse in it for your idolatry, you 
should educate them and take them to a higher level.” The response to Johnson and Tom Stein 
should be the same: If there are incompetent homeschooling parents it is only because you as 
teachers and preachers haven’t done your job well. It is only because Johnson’s boss, John 
MacArthur, is so focused on preaching one thing only – God’s grace in salvation – that he doesn’t 
bother going into other areas of Biblical instruction, like teaching fathers to teach their children. 
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Somehow the teaching of God’s grace in personal salvation never translates into teaching God’s 
grace in the education of the children, or in anything else, for that matter. 

But this is not the only agreement between the opponent of homeschooling and the Roman Church. 
Another one is that when applied to parents, the very words “unqualified and incompetent” 
presuppose the emergence of a specialized class of “professionals” who must take over from parents 
the task of imparting values to the children. Education is not simply delivery of information, it is 
based on specific worldview, and it teaches specific worldview, and it indoctrinates the children with 
specific values. Thus, a teacher’s job is no different from a priest’s job; and in fact, both in the Bible 
and in the Christian history of Europe and America it was the church that controlled the universities. 
To declare that the children must be delivered in the hands of a specialized class of professionals 
who are “qualified and competent” is not different from the Romanist argument that the access to 
Christ – or to all knowledge and wisdom which are found in Christ only – can happen only through a 
specialized class of trained priests. The Reformers replied to this that every believer has a direct 
access to Christ and therefore is a priest; the reply to Johnson is that every parent is a qualified 
teacher by the very fact of being a parent, and therefore an educational priestocracy is not necessary. 
If there are specialists in education, they can not be used to violate God’s order by removing the 
children from the home; their job must be to train the parents to be better teachers. 

There is an even deeper level of argumentation here – the question of the nature of education itself. 
Phil Johnson supported his imaginary “unqualified and incompetent parents” with the specific 
example of moms who “can’t do simple algebra.” Of course, taken to its logical end, this argument 
will mean that there shouldn’t be homeschooling at all because no parents have a thorough 
knowledge of all possible subjects. Some can’t do simple algebra, others simple arts, others simple 
geography; let’s stop any homeschooling whatsoever for that reason. But is the goal of education to 
teach children simple this or that, or is it to train a child to obey God in all his ways? Is education a 
simple intellectual exercise, or is it moral training of character? The question is very important 
because it determines the very environment in which education must take place. If it is only an 
intellectual exercise, then a child can be “educated” by just being locked in a room with a computer 
and internet connection, using distant learning, without any contact with other people; a school these 
days is an unnecessary waste of money. But if it is moral training of character – as the Bible defines 
education – then the learning of that information must happen within a specific context of personal 
relationships, institutional settings, and underlying worldview that supports both the setting and the 
material learned. Education then becomes a holistic task, a unified whole where the parts – moral 
training, academic training, philosophical training, practical skills, etc. – can not be separated from 
each other without destroying the whole. The very process of education must be in harmony with the 
content of education. The methodology must proceed from the very same worldview, and from the 
very same Biblical religious and moral presuppositions that control the philosophy of the education. 
And if the method must be in harmony with the content and with the underlying religious 
worldview, then a Christian parent can’t afford to organize any different environment for the 
education of his children than God’s institution for education: The family. 

In that case, to separate a child from his family and place him in a different environment for several 
hours every day because the parents are supposedly “unqualified,” means that a completely new 
philosophy and definition of education was adopted. It means that Phil Johnson has adopted a 
definition of education based on the dualism between moral training and intellectual training, and 
therefore on the dualism between the family environment and the school environment. What in the 
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Bible is a unified learning process – moral and intellectual and practical together – in Johnson’s view 
is separated today into different spheres. Such separation is by its nature Gnostic and heretical; it 
presupposes the dualism of all reality. Contrary to Johnson’s claims of himself, he has adopted an 
essentially pagan view of education. And by association, since he works for John MacArthur in an 
important position, MacArthur’s worldview is essentially pagan too. 

The Bible’s view is that parents are qualified and competent to be the teachers of their children by 
the very virtue of being parents; the Book of Proverbs presupposes that the fathers are able to teach 
their sons, and nowhere does the Bible advise delivering the children in the custody of strangers for 
their education. (The only exception, Samuel, was given in a religious dedication, as a form of 
sacrifice, to God in His Temple. Which tells us that giving our children to strangers is similar to a 
sacrifice to a god.) And if in our culture today the parents have lost their will and confidence that 
they can be teachers of their children, it is only because the influence of the Bible was lost in our 
culture. Allan Bloom, in his excellent study, The Closing of the American Mind,1 shows that the 
decline of the Biblical knowledge in America is what led to the abdication of the parents as teachers 
of their children. It is not that the parents have become less qualified or competent than before; but 
because they have lost their vision as parents, they now don’t have the moral and the legal authority 
to guide their children in their lives; and therefore they have lost self-confidence. In the Old World 
(in Bloom’s words) the children lived in the context of the Bible and its stories of moral principles, 
moral obedience or disobedience, and God’s covenantal response of rewarding obedience or 
punishing disobedience. All education was conducted in this context, and since parents were those 
that were responsible for the religious education of the children, they also controlled and taught 
everything else necessary for life. By abandoning the Bible, they have lost any claim to relevance as 
teachers, and therefore had to deliver their children to “experts” who supposedly knew how to 
educate without having to go back to the religious and moral context of the Bible. 

And the results of such education, according to Bloom, are that all his cousins who have been 
educated in the American way, are actually uneducated. Bloom says, 

When they talk about heaven and earth, the relations between men and women, parents and children, 
the human condition, I hear nothing but cliches, superficialities, the material of satire.2 

Education, he says a few lines farther, “becomes the vain attempt to give children ‘values.’” But if 
the family has no values, because the family has lost the Bible as its foundation, no one else can give 
values, neither schools nor professional teachers. The result is a caricature of education; the dumbing 
down of a whole generation of children, because the parents have adopted an idolatrous religion. If 
the parents are not qualified to teach their children, no one is qualified, no matter how many degrees 
they have. 

Education is moral training first, and everything else must be done in the context of that moral 
training. When declaring parents unfit to morally train their children, Phil Johnson actually admits 
that the culture of the Bible has been lost and the family is now obsolete in its God-given task to 
educate the children. But his solution is not a return to that culture; he has another religion to preach, 
and another god to please: The idol of “expertise” and “professionalism.” The ultimate service to 
that idol is sacrificing the children to the altar of impersonal, value-less, fragmented “education” that 
makes the family unnecessary because of the perceived “incompetency” of the  parents. As Robert 
Dabney warned us about 150 years ago, the moment we place the wrong institution to control the 
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education, very soon we will have the wrong religion taught to the children. The only way to return 
education to its Biblical foundation is to return it to its Biblical institution, the family. 

Phil Johnson never apologized for his insulting comparison of homeschoolers with a mentally ill 
mother who butchered her three-year old son even though it was obvious he should apologize. But 
God is not mocked. The churches that despised homeschooling will eventually fade into oblivion 
because they won’t be able to train their children to continue the work. Children whose values have 
been shaped by spending hours away from home won’t feel bound by common values and vision 
with their parents. The judgment for the rejection of the Biblical command for the education of the 
children is recoming, and is already here. This won’t be the first time God deals with scribes and 
Pharisees in history. 

  

1. (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1987), pp. 55-61. I am thankful to my wife Maggie for pointing to me Bloom’s 
connection between the declining influence of the Bible and the declining confidence of the parents as teachers of their 
children. It is a blessing to have a wife who passes the ammunition while you are shooting. 

2. Ibid. p60.  
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 God’s Rhapsody in Gray 130.
Bojidar Marinov, January 20, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/586/gods-rhapsody-gray/  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054413/http://americanvision.org/655/gods-rhapsody-gray/  

These last weeks the British government was taught a lesson in common sense once again. In 
response to the rising costs of propane (gas in Britain), coal, and electricity, British pensioners 
resorted to buying books from charity stores to use as cheap fuel in the harsh winter in Britain. Fuel 
prices have remained stable around the world for the last two years but not in Britain. There, the 
prices went up by 20 to 40 percent for the same period, all due to the obsession of the British 
government to fight global warming through its excessive Climate Change Levy – a tax that is 
increased every year at a rate almost double the inflation rate. The government’s obsession with the 
myth of global warming made prices of coal too high for the poor and elderly in Britain, and now, as 
a result, instead of carbon from coal, Britain will emit carbon from burned books. Same carbon, only 
processed and refined and enriched with ink and glue. 

“Boo for the British government’s lack of common sense,” you would say. Well, we knew from 
Cyril Parkinson that the British government has long ago severed any connections between its 
decision-making process and plain common sense. There isn’t much hope that something will 
change for good, and therefore the news are disturbing and disappointing. But I have a better, 
fresher, and more optimistic perspective on this situation. 

The pensioners’ actions are another example of what economists would call a “gray economy.” Gray 
economy – by the definitions of the economists – are those economic activities that 1) are not 
registered in the official government statistics, or 2) thwart government regulations, restrictions, and 
controls by finding alternative legal ways to supply the controlled or regulated goods or services. 
Unlike black markets, the gray economy is perfectly legal, and it feeds on the inability of the 
socialist governments to be what they claim they can be: omniscient and omnipresent. That’s exactly 
what happened in the above story: The government wants to control the emissions of carbon through 
taxing it, and the pensioners found a way to emit uncontrolled, unregulated – and therefore cheap – 
carbon. 

But there is more to it. The economic analysis fails to record the moral war going on. Yes, every 
socialist government is in a state of perpetual war against its own citizens, and we need to 
understand the gray economy as an aspect of that war. The British government has its commitment 
to a religion – the religion of global warming alarmism; this religion identifies as enemies all human 
beings who burn carbon – i.e. all of us – and the British pensioners are among its enemies. The 
government predictably attacks what supports the life and well-being of the enemies, their fuel 
supplies, by raising the taxes. The pensioners, even though they lack the power to oppose the state, 
have not lost their will to survive, and they fight back. The fight seems hopeless for them, and yet 
they do not just lie in their cold rooms to freeze to death. The same spirit that was, for instance, in 
the Jewish fighters in the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising of 1943, is in those pensioners: Fight one more 
day, find a way to survive one more day against the Nazis, against an oppressive government that 
has committed all its resources to destroy your life in the name of its evil ideology. 
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This will of the little people, of the individual citizen, to survive against all odds is the greatest 
problem of the welfare state. Socialism is an ideology that calls for the confiscation of the 
individual’s life, liberty and property by the state; but whatever resources socialist governments 
commit to their propaganda, they can never talk the individual people out of loving their life, liberty, 
and property; whatever laws and forces they commit to achieving the goal, they will always meet 
resistance that is stronger, smarter, and more resourceful than the best the government can muster. 
The little people don’t need an ideology to resist; it is in their blood to hold fast to what is rightfully 
theirs. Even in the most totalitarian regimes government commissars and ideologists were not able to 
destroy the personal will to live and survive and resist immoral governments. 

And the gray economy is by far the most formidable social expression of that will to resist. No 
socialist government has ever been able to destroy it. In Communist Eastern Europe before 1989 all 
private enterprise was outlawed. And yet, people kept having their little workshops and little plots of 
land in their backyards where they would produce useful little things or food and sell them to others. 
Authors would self-publish their books – samizdat – and distribute them outside of the official 
government channels; many examples of such passive resistance can be cited, even in the Gulags, as 
related by Solzhenitsyn. So prevalent was it that in the early 80’s Andropov capitulated and allowed 
peasants to produce food on their own land and sell it, and craftsmen to open their own shops and 
produce items and services for the market. In the nations of the European Union today billions of 
Euro circulate in activities that are not reported to the government statisticians. Even in the most 
prosperous and organized nation member of the EU, Finland, economists are complaining of the 
large share of the gray economy, and openly state that it is a “significant threat to the welfare state.” 
The Revolutionary War that created the United States of America started over government control 
on private trade, and many of the heroes in the war were champions of the gray economy that defied 
controls and regulations. Two decades ago even the Chinese Communist government capitulated 
before the gray, and allowed private property and enterprise, only to legalize and tax what has been 
going on in secret even during the worst times of Mao’s cultural revolution. 

And eventually the envirofascist government of Great Britain will be forced to capitulate before the 
will of the people to survive. Unless it decides to impose Fossil Fuel Tax on books. And have 
pensioners burn furniture to keep warm. Or trash. Or cow manure. 

The gray economy is indestructible, and this is not only because of the essential nature of man. God 
Himself is the Protector of the gray economy. He has established boundaries, a wall of separation 
between the civil government and the private economic transactions of the individuals, and the 
Biblical law mandates census only in time of war. King David himself, when he ordered Joab to 
number the people, incurred God’s wrath upon himself and upon the nation. God not only refused to 
support “official statistics” for government purposes, He in fact was angry at the very idea. Samuel 
in 1 Samuel 8 described an ungodly government in terms of government control over the economy 
and the labor force, as well as control over “thousands and fifties.” In the Book of Judges the Angel 
of the Lord called Gideon to lead His army, while Gideon was involved in a “gray economy” 
activities of threshing wheat by the winepress, to hide it from the government tax-collectors of he 
Midianites. The Hebrew midwives deliberately lied to the Egyptian Ministry of Planned Parenthood; 
and the KGB of Jericho got a false report from Rahab. God blessed the midwives, and He blessed 
Rahab for their courage to participate in the gray economy. Joseph decided to take his wife and her 
son and emigrate from Israel – a legal move per se, but it thwarted the environmentalist plans of 
Herod’s government of cleaning the world of undesirables. 
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America will not be an exception. With a government that is consistently moving towards more 
socialism, we will see more resources produced and exchanged in the gray economy. Government 
statisticians and economists already express concern over this phenomenon; one wonders why they 
are surprised. In fact, they should expect Americans to be even more willing to engage in it; first, 
because of the proud tradition on which America was founded, resistance to wicked governments, 
and second, because Americans more than any other nation in the world have the will to resist and 
survive. Because of the greater opportunities and traditions here, the gray economy will be much 
more diverse and resourceful – private money, informal banking and leasing, community services, 
barter bargains for goods and services, church related activities of mutual aid, healthcare, and charity 
services; legal, financial, and other counseling; and of course, that new nemesis for all government 
control freaks: Internet-based services and trade. Compared to what America and Americans can 
produce in the field of economic activity under the radar of the official statistics, Europe’s gray 
economy will look like an amateurish play. 

People often ask me, in the face of so much evidence for America’s free fall into socialism and 
tyranny, why I am so optimistic about the future of this nation. I answer: I saw Communism fall. It 
was big, ugly, it had all the resources, it had all the guns and it had all the food, and it could kill and 
spare at will, and . . . it fell. It didn’t fall before mighty military conquerors; it fell before the gray 
little people whose will to survive it couldn’t break. It capitulated before their ingenuity to find ways 
to produce and trade under all the government restrictions and controls. 

That’s why the news from England are exciting and optimistic. Where people haven’t lost their will 
to live, where the gray economy still survives and functions in all its multiple diversity, there tyrants 
are still fighting an uphill battle. May God bless us to understand this and act on it. 
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 Don’t Plant Churches, Build Covenant Communities 131.
Bojidar Marinov, August 2011 (Faith for All of Life) 

A missionary to a Muslim nation recently wrote 
me that a great deal of the discussion within his 
missionary organization is devoted to the concept 
of “insider movements.” The term means that 
new believers should remain within the cultural 
and religious tradition of Islam while at the same 
time professing saving faith in Christ. “The 
whole thing,” wrote the missionary, “is 
predicated on the idea that Christianity is not a 
religion.”  

The missionary himself—a long-time reader of 
Rushdoony’s books—disagreed with the 
approach and said that it is going about the issue 

of community the wrong way. He lamented the fact that missionaries “are generally resistant to the 
idea that we are advancing a new culture, and one that will conquer the existing cultures of this 
world.” Apparently, his coworkers in the missionary organization believe that the cultural practices 
of a convert don’t need to change according to the requirements of his new faith. Christianity, in 
their view, requires no change of behavior, and therefore it requires no change of culture. If it is “not 
a religion,” then it doesn’t address the whole of man, and therefore the whole of man can remain 
unchanged; ideas do not have consequences. 

It is worthy to note that Christianity is the only religion in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries 
that has such discussions within itself. Muslims do not believe that a man can be a Muslim and 
remain faithful to his non-Muslim cultural practices. Neither do Communists believe that a 
conversion to Communism can leave a person unchanged in his cultural ways. Every other faith 
looks at itself in a comprehensive way and has comprehensive requirements for its adherents. It is 
only Christians who willingly abandon the comprehensive demands of their own faith and surrender 
the new converts to the cultural traps of their old faiths. Christianity cannot and should not build a 
culture, they believe. A culture, in their view, is something given and fixed; we shouldn’t try to 
change it. All that is necessary is individual salvation; that individual salvation is not supposed to 
nor expected to produce cultural changes.  

The majority of modern missions—and the seminaries that train the missionaries—are based on this 
approach to the relationship between the Christian faith and the culture. Missionaries are never 
instructed in a comprehensive worldview that builds a new Christian culture within the old pagan 
culture. They leave their churches illiterate about the Biblical answers to the multitude of questions 
other cultures are asking. Mission organizations insist that their goal is nothing more than “planting 
churches.” Some even boast that they are working “within the context of the local cultures,” which 
translated means the same thing as the term “insider movement” mentioned above. Seminaries never 
offer courses about the broader applications of the Christian faith in areas like family, business and 
economics, history, education, civil government, welfare, etc. A missionary seldom has any answers 
beyond the elementary level of personal salvation and church worship. 
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Ironically, while this approach to missions and culture is predicated on the idea that Christianity is 
not a religion, its result is exactly a religion—and that in the limited pagan sense of the word. The 
truncated view of the missionaries drives them to focus on “planting churches” with little else to do. 
Since these churches are not there to change the culture, their mission becomes very limited—only 
to “dispense religion” on Sunday morning. In a very real way, such a church is no different from a 
pagan temple in antiquity, a specialized institution that provides for a specific need of the 
worshippers, the need for religious experience. 

People go to the grocery store when they need groceries, to the auto repair shop when they need their 
car repaired, to the theater when they need entertainment, and, when they need some religion, they 
go to church on Sunday morning. The grocery store, the auto repair, the theater do not claim to 
change the culture; they only provide a specific service for a specific need. The church, by refusing 
to address the whole culture, becomes like them, simply another outlet for services in the 
community. That was the use of the temples in pagan antiquity: people went to the temples to get 
their daily portion of religion and religious experience, or to tell the gods what they needed so that 
the gods knew better how to serve the humans, or to perform rituals designed to manipulate the gods 
to act in favor of the worshipper. 

By default, modern missionaries act as if the culture without Christ contains everything it needs and 
is good per se, or at least morally neutral. All it needs is individual salvation and an institution for 
dispensing religious experience, and the missionary is there to provide it with the least repercussions 
on the culture itself. History thus is independent of the gospel; it runs its course no matter what the 
religious faith and commitments of the people in the culture. Culture becomes a product of historical 
forces, or material forces, or chance; faith—and specifically faith in Christ—has no bearing on it: it 
is only an external addendum to the culture. This is exactly the view of materialistic determinism, 
and specifically Marxism. Thus modern missions are in essence Marxist and materialist in their 
philosophical outlook. 

In a previous article for Faith for All of Life, “The True Origins of Foreign Missions,”1 I made the 
case that foreign missions did not originate with Paul; they were part of the very culture and life of 
the Jewish nation. Foreign missions were a program for conquest, for converting the world to the 
Word of God in its entirety. Proselytizing was part of the very culture of the Diaspora; Jews outside 
of the Holy Land had a mission: bring the nations to God by offering them the law of God, superior 
to all laws of men. That law of God was not only meant to convert the life of the individual; its scope 
of work was to bring all of life under the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

I am not the first to make the connection between Christian and Jewish missions. In his book An 
Introduction to the Science of Missions, J. H. Bavinck also traces the origin of foreign missions to 
the Old Testament. He then devotes a half chapter to the Jewish missions in the Roman Empire 
before and in the time of Christ. In it, he makes a very important observation about the nature of the 
Jewish missions and what he calls its “power of attraction.” Quoting from Axenfeld, “As a 
philosophical religion, Judaism indeed touched the isolated educated individual. But as a religious 
and social fellowship, with a unique way of life, it appealed to the masses of people,” Bavinck 
comments: 

By entering into the Jewish communion a convert was brought into union with a world fellowship, 
and he thereby enjoyed all sorts of political and social privileges … A Jew enjoyed many civic 
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advantages. The Jews who lived in the cities had a sort of government of their own and were states 
within the state. To a certain extent they even had their own administration of justice, so that to 
belong to such community was desirable for many.2 

Foreign missions, in their original form, not only addressed the culture, they also built an alternative 
culture to the worldly culture. And that alternative culture of better justice and righteousness than 
what the world could offer was the “power of attraction” for the multitudes of people. The formal 
religion, the synagogue and the Sabbath services, had no attraction in themselves; the very essence 
of the life preached and practiced by the covenant community was what attracted many Gentiles to 
saving faith in God. While the pagan temples tried to attract worshippers with the majestic beauty of 
their buildings, statues, and altars, the Jewish missions had only the life of the Jewish community. In 
fact, so pronounced was the difference that Bavinck felt compelled to add the following: 

Since the common people, the unthinking masses, could not think of a religion without idols, they 
might indeed say that the Jews were atheists. But those who came into a deeper understanding of 
Jewish worship were in one way or another influenced by it.3 

The attraction of a new culture of justice and righteousness was much stronger than the visible 
trappings of the mystical religions that sought to escape time and matter. It was the invisible power 
of the comprehensive worldview of the law of God that drew the masses to God, not the visible 
worship of the temples. Foreign missions were meant to be cultural conquest, not an “insider 
movement” of converts who stayed in the cultural practices of their pagan religions. The Christian 
church after the Resurrection continued the same practice, as is known from the examples in Acts, 
and then from the examples of the early church. And people flocked to the Jewish synagogues, and 
later to the churches. When a religion has all the answers to the cultural questions, people are 
naturally drawn to it. 

The approach of modern missions is exactly the opposite to this: visible trappings and no cultural 
alternative. And it has abundantly proven its inadequacy. It is a failure; in many places missionaries 
waste time and money and effort to produce only meager results. It is time to return to the Biblical 
model of missions, as exemplified by the synagogue, and then by the early church. 

To do that, our missionaries must shift their focus from “planting churches” to a program of cultural 
conquest. This cultural conquest can’t be anything less than the building of a covenant community—
an alternative culture within the broader culture, an alternative economy within the broader 
economy, and, by extension, a civil jurisdiction and government within the broader political and 
civil settings of a society. Our mission organizations and seminaries must abandon their truncated 
approach and teach and empower the missionaries to build comprehensively, to offer solutions to the 
destruction of the pagan religions and culture in a community built on the comprehensive demands 
and blueprints of the Word of God. 

While the detailed breakdown of the work a missionary should do, will require a book rather than an 
article, here we can at least sketch the necessary steps: 

First, a missionary should work to build the intellectual foundation for a future Christian 
civilization. This means he must make available to his flock the richness of the Christian literature 
we have accumulated throughout the ages on the application of the gospel to every area of life. He 
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may need to engage in or organize a long-term program for translation of Christian materials. He 
must start building libraries in the nation that is his field. No missionary effort can succeed long-
term unless there is knowledge about Jesus Christ and His Kingdom; and no knowledge is possible 
without a constant connection with the rest of the Christian world through the books Christians have 
written. That might also mean that the missionary should spend time teaching whole populations to 
read; although a program for literacy shouldn’t be independent from the effort of making Christian 
books available to the new converts. 

Second, a missionary must build the leadership of the covenant community. This doesn’t mean 
appointing “pastors” or deacons or any other ecclesiastical offices; in fact, the institutional ecclesi-
astical form must come only after there is an established community, out of that community. A 
missionary should work to raise and train elders and judges who will be the foundation for building 
the alternative economic and judicial life of the Christian community. When a missionary is 
appointing pastors and deacons without trained elders and judges, he is only building a baptized 
version of a pagan temple, an institution limited to dispensing religious experience. 

Third, a missionary must work as a “legislator” who helps the newly formed Christian communities 
establish their own covenant rules for acceptable conduct and relationships. The law of the 
community must be based on the Bible and must reflect the justice and the righteousness of the law 
of God, taking into account the general rules (the Ten Commandments), the case laws (the 
Pentateuch), and the judicial and moral applications (in the rest of the Bible). Unbelievers clearly see 
the goodness and the majesty of God in His law (Deut. 4:5–8); without God’s law applied in the 
community, there isn’t much that can attract the masses of people to Christ. 

Fourth, a missionary must preach and work to establish an ethics of rewards and charity in the new 
converts. A strong pro-business attitude and appreciation of the problem-solvers—that is, the 
entrepreneurs—is an integral part of a Christian community that plans to survive long-term in a 
hostile environment. At the other end of the spectrum, a missionary must be able to help form and 
establish a system within the covenant community for helping the poor and the needy. Both must be 
based on a Biblical understanding of value—relational, economic, intellectual, moral, etc. No person 
should be rewarded for laziness, and those who work hard to solve problems must be given honor. 

And fifth, a missionary must establish a system for transferring the faith, the commitment, and the 
wisdom of the covenant community to the next generation. No Christian community can survive and 
thrive and fight the good fight without specifically Christian education of its children. A missionary 
who leads his listeners to Christ but lets them send their children to pagan teachers and schools is 
undermining his own effort. Christian homeschooling or institutional Christian schools must become 
the focus of the missionary’s effort from the very beginning of his work with the local converts. 
Only when the children are safely accommodated into a system of Christian education under the 
control of their Christian parents can there be hope for the survival of the covenant community 
through the generations. 

Building a covenant community that is an alternative to the culture is the only way to evangelize the 
world. The “insider movements,” just like the other piecemeal approaches we have seen in the last 
200 years, are only a retreat before the enemy, an acceptance of the legitimacy of Satan’s power over 
the earth. Preaching Christianity while legitimizing cultural traditions of pagan religions is only a 
denial of the Great Commission. It’s time for us as Christians to change our approach to missions to 
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the comprehensive, victorious approach of the early church missions—and redirect our mission 
financing accordingly. 

1. http://chalcedon.edu/faith-for-all-of-life/worldview-contamination/the-true-origins-of-foreign-missions/ 

2. J. H. Bavinck, An Introduction to the Science of Missions, trans. David H. Freeman (Philadelphia, PA: The 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, 1960), 28–29. 

3. Ibid., 29.  
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 Freedom: The Lost Tool of Evangelism 132.
Bojidar Marinov November 09, 2010 (Faith for All of Life) 

"It's easy for you Americans to play religious: you are rich, and you have plenty of time, so you can 
afford to entertain yourselves with your religion." 

The time was the early nineties, somewhere in Eastern Europe. We were street-evangelizing, and I 
was translating for an American missionary. The voice came from the crowd that had gathered to 
listen to our calls for repentance. I was thrilled-usually, when you have someone who asks a 
legitimate question, he is eager to learn more, and he accepts Christ when he has the answers to his 
concerns and questions. I expected the missionary to ask the obvious counter-question, "Why do you 
think America is rich?" and then explain how the faith in Christ changes the culture and creates the 
foundation for that liberty, justice, and prosperity that the people in Eastern Europe wanted to attain 
after the fall of Communism. The question came as a golden opportunity to tell the crowd even more 
about the superiority of the Christian faith. 

The missionary simply said: "Oh, riches and poverty have no importance whatsoever. The important 
thing is to save your soul." 

I was disappointed. The man in the crowd never got an answer, and we wasted the opportunity. 

American missionaries often have a very mystic, almost Gnostic idea of salvation. Salvation must be 
that "spiritual," nonmaterial reality that has nothing to do with people's lives here and now. The 
desire for salvation must lack any motive whatsoever that can be associated with this present life; 
otherwise the missionary considers it less than authentic. A person who comes to Christ for salvation 
of his soul must be completely free from other motives because, like the missionary above said, 
these other motives "have no importance whatsoever." Salvation must remain the pure "spiritual" 
reality that is untainted by the real-world considerations or goals. True, sometimes the missionary 
would accept certain personal pains and misfortunes as a valid tool to lead a person to Christ. But 
social issues, cultural issues, long-term goals and aspirations about life, thought, knowledge, 
economy, education, politics, etc., must be left aside when a person makes a decision to follow 
Christ. 

Accordingly, missionaries seldom or never use practical historical examples of the impact of 
Christianity on cultures. We seldom hear missionaries preaching on the true Christian origin of 
Western civilization, and we certainly never hear missionaries giving America as an example of 
what comprehensive, practical Christianity can create in the real world. Of course, they can't do that; 
in their Gnostic view, if a man submits to Christ because Christianity exhibits superior fruits here in 
this life, that man must not be sincere in his faith. 

This view of evangelism and motives misses one very important lesson from the Bible: namely, that 
both Jews and Gentiles are encouraged to come to God because of what He has done, in history, on 
earth. The practical consequences of God's plan and the practical implications of His law are to be 
used as an evangelistic tool to teach the nations (Deut. 4:5-8). In the New Testament, the promises of 
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"inheriting the earth" (Matt. 5:5) and "rest" (Matt. 11:28-29) are legitimate tools to lead people to 
salvific faith in Christ. 

Jesus doesn't stop at promising only heavenly rewards, He certainly declares that the rewards for our 
obedience to God will manifest themselves in this life also (Luke 18:30). And in 1 Corinthians 7:12-
16 Paul encourages believing husbands and wives to remain with their unbelieving spouses, hoping 
that their practical example will produce salvation. Practical-and even material-motives play a very 
important part in the evangelistic effort, and the Bible constantly encourages us to use the practical 
impact of Christianity on the individual and cultural level to spread the gospel. 

The Law of Liberty 

Freedom-or liberty-is by far the most important of those practical tools for evangelism that the Bible 
gives us. In fact, quite often in the Bible the very word salvation is defined as freedom. We 
mentioned above the words of Moses in Deuteronomy 4:5-8, that the nations will come to God 
because of His just laws. But then he reminds them of that first day when God spoke to Israel from 
Mount Sinai and gave them His law. And the first words of the law God gave them were about the 
freedom He gave them from oppression and slavery: 

I am the LORD your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery. 
(Exod. 20:2 NASB) 

This was the very preamble to the whole law, and it certainly was the chief characteristic of the law, 
that whoever believes in God will have a law that gives freedom. It is the same law that James 
discusses in his Epistle (James 2) and encourages the believers to "speak and so do as those who will 
be judged by the law of liberty" (v. 12 NKJV; emphasis added). Jesus Himself says in John 8:32 that 
abiding in His Word will make people free, and then He promises that whoever the Son sets free is 
free indeed. 

In the context of the Old Testament, salvation for the Jews didn't have simply the religious, spiritual 
meaning of "going to heaven." Salvation was first and foremost "deliverance," being set free, and the 
Jews were expected to celebrate their "salvation" from Egypt. Both root words used to denote 
"salvation" in the Hebrew Old Testament-yasha and shava-have the meaning of "free, to set free, to 
be free." God was completely consistent in His dealings with Israel by using the sanctions of liberty 
and slavery; when the Israelites disobeyed Him, they lost their salvation and went into captivity; 
when they were obedient, they were saved and therefore free. And when He tried to bring them back 
to Himself, His promise always was: "Repent, and I will deliver you from your oppressors." 

In addition, the law of God gave more liberties to the people under it than any other law anywhere 
else. It certainly was very "lax" toward foreign slaves who fled to Israel to gain freedom. The return 
of those slaves to their pagan masters was considered a heavy crime and was forbidden by the law. A 
fugitive slave was promised his freedom as long he decided to stay in Israel, under the protection of 
the law of God (Deut. 23:15-16). 

It is often argued by theologians and pastors that the freedom that salvation brings is strictly 
spiritual, freedom from sin. Paul doesn't argue for the liberation of all slaves, they contend, and he 
admonishes slaves not to "worry" about being slaves (1 Cor. 7:21). But this is a very limited and 
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dualistic view of freedom. While it is true that true liberty starts with freedom from sin, as Jesus 
argues in John 8, Paul also encourages slaves to use opportunities to become free, and he forbids free 
Christians from going into bondage. Paul didn't start a revolution for the liberation of slaves, but by 
his words he certainly laid the foundation for the disappearance of slavery in the future. The law of 
God-the same law that Jesus said He came to fulfill-certainly had many provisions for freedom, both 
from slavery and from unjust government oppression. And it is that law that Paul talks about when 
he says in 1 Timothy 1:8-11 that "the law is for ... kidnappers [i.e. slave dealers]." And he adds, 
"According to the glorious gospel ... with which I have been entrusted" (NASB). 

The Concreteness of Freedom 

Missionaries and evangelists to cultures that never had any Christian influence, or that have lost it, 
frequently encounter a major problem. They find that when they preach "salvation," their local 
listeners are often confused as to the meaning of it. Others simply cannot see the need for 
"salvation." Salvation as a term has no concrete meaning in cultures that never had any idea of hell 
to start with. It remains a vague religious notion; and it has no concrete meaning that can convey to 
them the dire need of their situation. Unless a person is already deeply touched by the message of the 
gospel, he has no idea of the need for salvation, and nothing to compare it to. 

Very many cultures like the Roman Empire or modern India have ideas of "salvation" that are 
fundamentally pagan and anti-Christian; using the same term by missionaries creates confusion at 
best, and dangerous local heresies at worst. When a missionary approaches a person and tells him of 
the salvation he can have in Jesus Christ, the typical response is, "What do I need salvation from?" 
In most cultures around the world the word "salvation" has lost-or never had-its original concrete 
meaning of deliverance from slavery. Especially in Europe, with its deep suspicion of any religious 
terminology, preaching "salvation" automatically relegates a missionary to the list of socially 
irrelevant activists in the culture. 

In contrast to this, preaching the original meaning of "salvation"-freedom, liberty, deliverance-gives 
the message of the gospel the concrete form that makes it possible to be conveyed to a hostile 
culture. The need for freedom is much clearer to the listeners, and it is much nearer to their hearts. 
Unbelievers don't need any special training in Biblical terminology to know they are not free and 
they need freedom. 

Any person anywhere knows he is not free. Even if people do not realize it intellectually, the very 
reality they live in makes them aware of their slavery. An entrepreneur in Europe who has to wait for 
hours in front of a bureaucrat's office to get permission for business knows deep in his heart he isn't 
free. A parent who has no say in the education of his children in the government schools knows for 
sure that this is a form of slavery imposed on him from above. Every time a person files a tax form, 
he knows it is a symbol of captivity to the government. A woman in Saudi Arabia who is not 
allowed to give testimony in court even to save her own life knows she is a slave. Even better 
knowledge of her own slavery has a woman in Afghanistan whose husband cut off her nose for 
disobeying him. A couple in China who see their newborn daughter taken away by the authorities to 
die under the "one child policy" knows very well there is a better world where parents have the 
freedom to enjoy raising their children without fear of government policies. An untouchable man in 
India who can't find any other job except the lowest dirty jobs knows very well he is enslaved to his 
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culture. Every person has an ingrained feeling of when his freedom is violated. We don't have to 
teach people they are slaves; they know it very well. 

Slavery has a very concrete reality; unbelievers know what it is long before they know their need for 
salvation, or even before they know what true freedom is. Therefore liberty, when preached and 
defended to those people, also has a very concrete reality. Even when there is no rational definition 
of freedom, there is always a certain intuitive feeling that freedom is preferable to slavery. 

Liberty as a Tool of Evangelism 

Therefore, an evangelist's message must start with what his listeners already know very well: they 
are slaves and they need liberty. He must not limit his definition of liberty to a religious one, or to 
simply the eternal state of the souls in heaven. The gospel gives clear promises 
for comprehensive liberty for Christians, starting with the individual soul of man and going all the 
way to liberty for his culture and society. A missionary must use all the examples of slavery in a 
society to explain the cultural effects of sin. Every instance of violation of the freedom of individuals 
and institutions must be exposed in the missionary's preaching; in fact, every instance of slavery is a 
sign of demonic domination on a particular aspect of society. The best way to expose the idols in the 
culture is to point to the slavery they produce. And the missionary must keep repeating what his 
listeners already know: "You are slaves." 

And then, he must continue: "You are slaves because you are separated from Christ. Only those in 
Christ are truly free. And that freedom is what I am here to preach." This is the message that most 
people will stop to hear. It is a relevant message for their lives because they know they are slaves 
and they hate it. And it is a theologically correct message because God continually uses the slavery 
of unrepentant men to bring them to repentance. 

But he shouldn't stop there. If he has gained their attention by pointing to their visible slavery as the 
result of their inner sinfulness, he should also have a theology that promises them deliverance from 
slavery-including visible slavery-as a result of their repentance and conversion. If people come to the 
missionary to hear his message because they know they are slaves, he had better be able to tell them 
how Christianity can deliver them from their slavery. Whether it is slavery to the welfare state, or 
slavery to the caste system, or slavery to Islamic shariah law, a Christian missionary must have a 
comprehensive message that proclaims liberty throughout the land. If he doesn't, he will only destroy 
the very hopes he has created. 

Indeed, there are many missionaries whose churches and missions eventually failed because they 
never gave the comprehensive solution to the hopes they raised. If you preach liberty, you had better 
preach comprehensive liberty and how to achieve it; otherwise you will lose your listeners. 

What is even better today, twenty centuries since Christ gave us His Great Commission, is that we 
have a civilization that unmistakably exhibits the fruits of Christianity. Whatever the religion or the 
worldview of a man is, millions of people around the world prefer to live in the West where there is 
much more freedom than in their own cultures. It is the Christian foundation that created the West, 
and it is the liberty that Christianity produced that attracts immigrants from other nations. Any 
missionary who doesn't understand this fact has a twisted view of Christianity. 
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But more important than understanding the cultural impact of Christianity on the West is using it as 
an evangelistic tool when going to non-Western cultures. Every American missionary must 
unapologetically declare to his listeners the cultural superiority of Christianity and give America as 
the best-although admittedly not perfect-modern example. Yes, America is prosperous and free and 
just, more than any other nation. But freedom, prosperity, and justice did not appear by random 
chance in America; there was a reason for them, and it was the Christian faith of the founders of the 
United States. 

Therefore a missionary must declare that if his listeners covet the liberty Americans have, they must 
start with the Christian faith that founded America. Promising liberty under the law of God is the 
only message that will be relevant in this world. Any other message that promises "salvation" in its 
limited, mystic sense is doomed to fail. 
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 The New Missionary  133.
Bojidar Marinov, September 2, 2010 (Faith for All of Life) 

Ten years ago I was sitting in the study 
room in the house of a great Christian 
friend of mine, and I was sharing with 
him my vision for evangelizing Bulgaria 
and Europe through translating Christian 
books. Not just any books, but books that 
lay out the comprehensive Biblical 
worldview in all areas of human life and 
action—economics, science, education, 
politics, business, etc. I was telling him 
how Christianity in Europe has lost its 
comprehensive character, and it must be 
recovered and restored; Europeans must 
learn again that Christianity is not just a 

religion “of the heart,” it is a comprehensive solution to all problems. Such knowledge will of itself 
work as an evangelistic tool and can be used to turn the nations of Europe to Christianity and would 
create the intellectual foundation for building a truly Christian culture and civilization in Europe 
once again. 

We were surrounded by my friend’s library, an impressive collection of a couple thousand books, at 
least. Theological writings, economic writings, Bible commentaries, political treatises, Christian 
fiction: so many Christian books that likely can’t be found in any other  nation’s bookstore on the 
planet, much less in that nation’s own language. Such a great setting for my presentation. 

After my one-hour presentation, my friend remained silent for a minute, and then asked: “Why do 
you need books? Why are books so important? I have always thought the important part of a 
missionary’s work is planting churches and converting people. Every missionary that I know does 
exactly that—plants churches and evangelizes. Having a church is way more important than having 
good books on the market.” 

It was a bit of a shock to me, I must admit. But I gathered my composure and said, “You know 
what? You are right.” I pointed to his books on the shelves around us. “I am taking these home to 
Bulgaria. I suppose you don’t need them since you already have a church planted, and you do 
evangelize in your town, right?” 
His facial expression changed as he realized what I was saying. Take away all his books? No way. 
He needed them, didn’t he? 

Books as Building Blocks 

American Christians today seldom realize the indispensable part books play for the forming of their 
culture. Books are taken for granted; they are just part of reality, like Walmart and swimming pools 
in the suburbs. They are available everywhere, cheap to get, and you can even find quite a few of 
them at the local library. America is blessed in having every good book ever written in the world 



 

 
681 

translated to English and readily available. Of course, America is also cursed to have just about 
every bad book ever written available in English. Either way, books are inexpensive; it is easy to get 
them; and they are taken for granted. 

Books in modern America are a perfect example of a vast discrepancy between the price and the 
value of something. Yes, the price of books is very low, but their value to the civilization in America 
is unspeakably high. My friend discovered it when offered the opportunity to part with his books. 
Books build civilizations; a civilization is not a product of material factors, it is a product of the 
ideas that thinkers and teachers of the past wrote down. Ideas motivate the thinking and inform the 
practice of builders of civilizations; those builders are seldom the generators of the ideas they use. 
Very often in history different peoples would build civilizations similar to each other because they 
read the same books and were motivated by the same ideas. 

In short, a culture, a civilization, is not the product of material factors—it is the product of ideas, 
expressed by thinkers in their books. Take away the books of a civilization, and you will destroy that 
civilization. 

A striking example of this truth is the last days of the Roman Empire. In the second and the third 
century A.D., before the legalization of Christianity, we see the disappearance of pagan literature. 
There were no new ideas that pagan thinkers could come up with; there was no inspiration among 
pagans as to how to deal with the issues of the day. The pagan authors disappeared from the market. 
At the same time the Christian minority produced more and more books, treatises, and confessions. 
Christian literature was disproportionately present in the last days of the Empire. Christian authors 
covered every possible subject, from family and personal faith to admonishments to civil rulers and 
slave owners on how to rule according to the will of God. Not all of it was perfect, and certainly not 
all of it had a long-lasting influence. But the sheer volume and ubiquity of Christian literature 
created the intellectual foundation for the future Christian civilization. Even before the Empire 
surrendered politically to Christ, the academic world and the publishing world surrendered, and this 
precipitated the fall of the pagan regime. Roman authorities could destroy churches and whole 
Christian populations, but they couldn’t destroy all the books and the ideas in them. Eventually, 
when Constantine declared Christianity legal, the church that was decimated by persecutions was 
able to build upon that intellectual foundation and turn the world of Caesar into a world of Christ. 

Here Today, Gone Tomorrow 

Never is this ignorance of the true value of books more obvious than when American Christians talk 
about missions and supporting missionaries. Not understanding what books can do and have done 
for their own civilization, American missionaries tend to focus their main effort on short-term 
activities like “converting souls” and church-planting. Books are only a side activity for most 
Christian missions. Americans just can’t see that both planting churches and converting souls must 
be done in the context of an existing paradigm, an existing intellectual foundation. Without such a 
comprehensive foundation, converts soon become apostates, and churches disintegrate as soon as the 
missionary “feels called” to go back home. 

Long-term success comes only from efforts that are long-term oriented. Short-term oriented 
activities don’t bring long-term success. That’s why the early church was so willing to spend 
precious time and resources building libraries and writing books. Today we can’t appreciate this 
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adequately, given the fact that the average book in the library costs us an hour’s worth of wages. 
Back in the first centuries of the church, a book cost a year’s worth of wages; and yet the early 
Christians were willing to pay the price of producing those books and making them available 
throughout the known world. From an economic point of view, producing even one book was a 
major economic effort, a waste of precious resources. Only one copy could pay a pastor’s or a 
missionary’s salary for one year; for the modern mind, such expense would be outrageous. Why not 
just send several missionaries at the cost of several copies of a book? 

But the early Christians had their priorities in place. They were building for the ages to come, and 
they knew that books are worth the sacrifice. And so they created the European civilization as we 
know it. A continent that was so unbelievably diverse and fragmented by ethnic origins, languages, 
cultural differences, etc., nevertheless was one civilization because it read the same books. Many of 
us today do not understand the obsession of the scholars in Europe before the sixteenth century with 
the obsolete Latin language. But for those Christian scholars, Latin wasn’t obsolete; it gave Europe 
the uniting principle she needed to remain as a Christian civilization. They did not see anything 
“magical” or “traditional” about the Latin language. It was only a tool for having the same books 
available throughout the continent, and thus uniting the whole continent in the same civilization, the 
Kingdom of God. Even after the sixteenth century, books were still recognized as having superior 
value for building a civilization. Colonial America couldn’t be described as anything else but the 
land of readers. Given the fact that there was no direct economic benefit of printing books to the 
fledgling colonial economy, printers were amazingly numerous, and books were available 
everywhere. Colonial America was a society based on books, and later, in the Revolutionary War, it 
was writers who encouraged the people to revolt, not leaders. 

Recently an article in a major Christian magazine stated an obvious but rarely discussed fact: “If 
short-term efforts produced long-term results, Mexico would be the most Christianized nation on the 
planet.” And true enough, in the last 200 years Christianity changed its focus in missions from long-
term culture-building to short-term church-planting and soul-winning. Feeding the natives became 
more important than teaching them the truths of God’s Word; consequently, the focus of Christian 
missions changed from publishing books to “works of mercy.” The result is that today most 
missionaries would engage in all kinds of activities in their efforts to evangelize the natives—from 
welfare and charity, to entertainment, to events and conferences—but not feed them books that teach 
them how to build their life and culture according to the requirements of the Word of God. When 
conversion becomes priority over learning, long-term efforts are abandoned; with that, long-term 
results never come. This changed the whole understanding of missionary activity: Christianity was 
now something “American” that American missionaries just “dispense” to local people. Since the 
local people did not have the Biblical intellectual foundation that the American missionaries had, 
they did not think of Christianity as something that was their own. It was “American,” and therefore 
it couldn’t survive after the American missionary was gone. 

The reality is that the individual man is not really converted unless his whole worldview is 
converted. If he lives in a culture hostile to his private beliefs, and if he doesn’t have a 
comprehensive answer to all the ideological challenges, he is not a believer, only a future apostate. 
The only way for a missionary to counter an anti-Christian culture is to create a Christian alternative 
to it. And building an alternative to a culture starts with making Christian literature available in that 
language. That must start before there are churches and converts because without it, churches and 
converts will disintegrate and fall away. 
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Therefore a new kind of missionary is needed today, and a new philosophy of starting and financing 
Christian missions. This new philosophy must go back to the priorities of the early church: make an 
abundance of Christian literature available in a local language before you send missionaries to that 
culture. The new kind of missionary must be willing to change his priorities to the long-term work of 
building an intellectual foundation for a new civilization; he must be willing to work for years in 
translating, painstakingly, word by word, the books that will help the local converts start rebuilding 
their society according to Biblical law. This new kind of missionary must be supported by churches 
and Christians who understand that church services Sunday morning and pictures of local children 
with rice bowls in their hands are not indicative of a missionary’s success. If America is blessed by 
having all the good books available in English in our bookstores, we must transfer this blessing to 
other nations by financing translation and publishing before we finance short-term missionary trips 
and events. Christian books that teach how to build a Christian civilization are our twenty-four-hour 
missionaries in foreign lands, and they will stay there and keep working long after the American 
missionary is gone. If the early church financed book publishing when it was so incredibly 
expensive, how much more do we need to do it today, when books are so easy and cheap to print … 
cheaper than missionaries themselves. 

Unless this truth is understood, our efforts will remain short-term, and we will never have any long-
term success on the mission fields around the world. We need to change our priorities about 
missions, and this is where we must start. 
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 The True Origins of Foreign Missions  134.
Bojidar Marinov, May 1 2010 (Faith for All of Life) 

(This article was originally published in Faith for All Life, a publication of Chalcedon Foundation. The 
featured map is from Western Conservatory, where you can buy an interactive map of the spread of the 
Gospel in history.) 

How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of him who 
brings good news, who proclaims peace, who brings glad 
tidings of good things, who proclaims salvation, who says to 
Zion, "Your God reigns!" (Isaiah 52:7 NKJV) 

No doctrine in the twentieth century has likely inflicted 
more theological damage on the church than the doctrine 
of "parenthesis": the church as a temporary economy in 
God's plan. This theological construct has demoted the 
church from her position as the Bride of Christ and 
turned her into a concubine, a temporary comfort for 
her Master until the "real wife" (the racial Israel, if 

such a thing ever existed) returns home. 

Severed thus from her theological, spiritual, and historical roots in the Old Testament, the church has 
become a bonsai church-limited, small, ornamental, cute ... and useless. A church that was intended 
to establish the dominion of her Lord and Husband over the earth, she is now concerned with issues 
that seldom go beyond the limits of her bonsai pot: personal experience, liturgy, pure speculative 
theology, church discipline, youth groups, etc. The prevalent culture is not addressed by the church's 
preaching anymore; the issues of the day are "secular" and not worthy of recognition from the 
pulpits (besides, mentioning them can threaten your tax-exempt status); and the rulers are left to rule 
a formerly Christian nation in the ancient pagan and idolatrous ways. 

The doctrine of missions is inevitably a corollary of the doctrine of the church. A missionary 
proclaims the truth as he knows it. If he knows a militant, culture-challenging, history-changing 
church back where he comes from, he will bring that same kind of culture-challenging and history-
changing church to his mission field. On the other hand, if a missionary knows a concubine church, a 
temporary, useless, ornamental, defeatist church, that's the kind of church he is going to preach and 
plant on his mission field. Inevitably, the rise of the doctrine of the concubine church-a church with 
no permanent legal status before her Lord and with no roots in His redemptive history-will lead to 
the rise of a doctrine of missions that limits the foreign missions in their scope and historical roots. 

Predictably, theologians trace the roots of foreign missions no further back than Paul and his 
missionary journeys, and maybe Philip and his first missionary journey to Samaria. Missions are 
considered a "New Testament thing," a "Christian activity" that came about after Pentecost; they 
weren't really fully developed before Paul was commissioned to go to the Gentiles, and most 
certainly they had no roots or precedent whatsoever in the Old Testament. This kind of theological 
error fails to see the established background in the time of the first Christian missions and fails to see 
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that Paul's ministry was not a novelty: it was a renewed fulfillment of the old commandments God 
gave to Israel in the Old Testament. 

The realization of this truth is where we need to begin if we are to restore today's Christian missions 
to their real purpose in the Kingdom of God. 

Israel: God's Missions International 

Modern premillennial and amillennial theologians to the contrary, Israel was not primarily a 
theocratic church-state. True, it was theocratic, but the "church-state" element was not a necessary 
element in Israel's destiny and purpose before God. Israel existed without a political structure for 
quite a while, and even when it was a state, it had a number of different political arrangements, and 
none was deemed "the right one" by God. With or without political structure, Israel was still Israel in 
the eyes of God. 

Modern dispensational theologians to the contrary, Israel was not a racial stock. With so many 
prominent Israelites being of foreign descent or having non-Jewish blood (Jesus Himself being the 
most prominent of them), it is quite impossible to even define such a thing as a racial Israel. And the 
multiple examples of converts and believers outside of Israel make it impossible to understand how a 
covenant would work limited only to a racial stock if faith was all that was required for salvation 
even before Christ. When God made a covenant with individuals in Israel, He did not look at their 
genes. 

Modern liturgical zealots to the contrary, Israel did not exist primarily for the purpose of liturgy and 
worship. Liturgical patterns changed a few times even in the Old Testament, and besides, God 
specifically declared He didn't need and didn't want the worship of an apostate nation. Israel spent 
years in captivity with no organized worship, and that did not make the nation less Israel, neither did 
it annul what its real purpose was. Israel was still Israel, even when she had no temple and no 
organized worship. 

The church-state was a tool to Israel's real purpose; the racial core was its seed (and only a seed); 
and the worship ceremonies were only the symbolic shadow of that real purpose. The real purpose of 
Israel was for her to be a missionary society. Israel was not meant to be a society closed within 
herself, focused exclusively on her own government, race, or ceremonies. Israel was supposed to be 
a missionary outreach to the nations, a herald for God's law and God's salvation to the nations, a city 
on a hill and light to the world, and a mediator between God and the nations, calling the nations to 
obey God and serve Him only. 

The idea of believers being a light to the world was not introduced by Jesus Christ in the Sermon on 
the Mount. It was first introduced by God to Abraham, the father of all who believe: 

And I will bless them that bless thee, and curse him that curseth thee: and in thee shall all families 
of the earth be blessed. (Gen. 12:3) 

This verse is commonly misinterpreted today by many preachers to mean that a nation is blessed or 
cursed according to its attitude toward the state of Israel. But in the context of the covenant between 
Abraham and God, these words mean that the personal covenant was to be expanded through the 
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ministry of Abraham and his descendants to include all the nations (families) of the earth. God was 
telling Abraham that Abraham had a mission: to make his personal faith the faith of many nations. 
This was also the meaning of the promise that Abraham would be the father of many nations: many 
covenant nations, that is, not many genetic nations. Abraham was called to be a missionary, and 
that's how the New Testament authors interpreted Abraham's ministry and its continuity in the New 
Testament (Rom. 4). 

"Well," quite a few of the Christians today would say, "you can say this about Abraham, but the law 
of Moses was certainly confined to Israel, and missions outreach was not their main concern." This 
is not true. 

Deuteronomy records that, when renewing the covenant with the children of those who fled from 
Egypt, Moses told the second generation that the scope of the law was greater than the tiny nation of 
Israel: 

Behold, I have taught you statutes and judgments, even as the LORD my God commanded me, 
that ye should do so in the land whither ye go to possess it. Keep therefore and do them; for this is 
your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of the nations, which shall hear all these 
statutes, and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people. For what nation is 
there so great, who hath God so nigh unto them, as the LORD our God is in all things that we call 
upon him for? And what nation is there so great, that hath statutes and judgments so righteous as 
all this law, which I set before you this day? (Deut. 4:5-8) 

Here is the original commandment of "Ye are a city on a hill." You are supposed to shine forth, said 
God to the Hebrews, and let all nations make the comparison between their laws and your laws, 
between their gods and your God. Your mission is to make that comparison obvious to all nations 
and to exhibit the superiority of your God and His law, so that the nations acknowledge it and accept 
your God as their God, and your people as their people (Ruth 1:16). Israel left Egypt leading a 
multitude of nations in their exodus (Exod. 12:38), and the subsequent history shows that this 
multitude of nations was incorporated in Israel as lawful citizens through faith and circumcision. The 
law had provisions for accepting ethnic strangers as citizens; and the law required that future wars-
after the conquest of Canaan-start with an offer of peace and peaceful incorporation into the nation 
of Israel and, therefore, submission to God (Deut. 20:10-12). Not only Israel's obedience was to be 
an evangelistic example to the nations, but Israel's disobedience was to be used by God as a negative 
evangelistic message to the nations (Deut. 28:37). 

Obviously, God's purpose for Israel was not limited to the nation of Israel. In fact, the history of the 
nation of Israel as it is recorded in the Bible has a heavy focus on that mandate to evangelize the 
nations. Some of the most faithful characters in the Old Testament were not ethnic Israelites, as I 
mentioned above. The Canaanite Rahab and the Moabite Ruth became part of the genealogy of 
David, and through him, of Christ. The Kenezite Caleb was the leader (prince) of the royal tribe of 
Judah. Obed-Edom, a compatriot of Goliath of Gath, was the righteous man whose house God chose 
to accommodate His Ark of the Covenant for a while; and later we see the same Obed-Edom as one 
of the singers and musicians at the temple. Uriah the Hittite was prominent enough in Israel to be 
allowed to live in the Holy City and be the neighbor of King David, and also to be sent to lead the 
troops in battle. 
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Some Gentiles were attracted to Israel and the law of God, as the law itself promised. Others 
remained citizens of their own nations but believed in the God of Israel and accepted His sovereign 
law. The most prominent examples, of course, are the people of Nineveh in the time of Jonah and the 
Queen of Sheba. Their faith was great enough to procure for them the privilege to be God's 
appointed judges over the generation of Israel in the time of Christ and the apostles (Matt. 12:41-42). 
Naaman, the Syrian general, believed in God and was sent away by Elisha with the shalom greeting, 
ceremonially reserved for brethren in the faith. Nebuchadnezzar and Darius, Gentile kings 
evangelized by Daniel, accepted the law of the God of Daniel and made it the law of the land. Cyrus, 
who most probably is Darius was called "the anointed one" by God Himself for his commitment to 
do the will of God (Isa. 45:1). We mentioned Jonah earlier, but he wasn't the only prophet to preach 
to the nations. Every prophetic book in the Old Testament contains passages of admonishment to the 
nations to obey God and His law, and promises the same blessings or curses as were promised to 
Israel in the Exodus. 

The New Testament abounds with evidence of Israel's destiny to be a missionary outreach to the 
nations. The nations outside of Israel acknowledged Israel's special place as God's messenger. The 
wise men who followed the star were not just an obscure occult group; they were following an age-
long tradition among the nations to look at Israel as the birthplace of the future Messiah. That same 
tradition also led the Greeks who wanted to see Jesus, for they "came up to worship at the feast" 
(John 12:20, emphasis added). Julius Caesar, the political hero of antiquity, acknowledged the 
special status of Israel as a missionary society and freed them of taxes in the Sabbatical years; in the 
non-Sabbatical years the taxes were due not to Rome but to the city of Jerusalem, paid directly to the 
high priest Hyrcanus, even for those Jews who lived outside of Palestine. (One can say that the 
whole Jewish nation had a 501[c]3 status in the empire.) When Jesus told the Samaritan woman that 
"salvation is of the Jews," she did not argue with Him. And the only two individuals whose faith 
Jesus commended were Gentiles (Matt. 8:10, 15:28), and their faith was only a consequence of the 
same belief accepted among all the nations, that "salvation is of the Jews." (Note that the Canaanite 
woman specifically compared the Jews to children, and all the other nations to dogs under the table.) 

The evidence is abundant, and many more examples can be cited. Modern theology has declared that 
God's purpose for Israel was to be an introvert nation, focused primarily on her own political 
structure, racial purity, or liturgical ceremonies. The Bible reveals that those were only secondary 
issues, subject to the greater purpose God had for Israel: to be His missionary society to the nations, 
a herald of God's law and salvation, and a nation of apostles and evangelists. This Old Testament 
mission is the true historical root of modern missions, and modern theology of missions will always 
be inadequate unless this truth is recognized. 

The Culture-Bearer for God 

Then the question is, What was the message of Old Testament evangelism? The modern evangelical 
mind is so deeply existential that it can hardly relate to any other message but "Jesus loves me, this I 
know, for the Bible tells me so." If a message is anything else but "Jesus saves souls," thinks the 
modern churchgoer, it can't be a gospel message; it must be secondary to the gospel message. The 
gospel of soul-winning has replaced the culture-transforming message of the Kingdom of God 
preached by Christ and the apostles. But we know that people in the Old Testament did not have 
their eyes on Christ crucified. Then what was the evangelical message of Israel, God's Missions 
International? 



 

 
688 

The passage quoted above from Deuteronomy 4:5-8 reveals that the evangelical message of Israel's 
mission to the nations was the law of God. Yes, that message contained the message of personal 
salvation-the law itself was but a revelation of Jesus Christ, God Incarnate (John 5:46). But it had 
much more. Israel was supposed to bring to the nations God's commandments for righteous living. 
Thousands of years before Francis Schaeffer, people were asking the question, "How should we then 
live?" Civilizations were never materialistic because materialism is never a cause worthy enough to 
build a civilization around. (Even modern American culture is not simply materialistic; materialism 
is only the outcome of an underlying idolatrous faith.) People and cultures created law codes and 
established religious observances and mythological systems, and governments were based on ideas 
and shared experiences. Humanity has always been goaded, not by desire for more material things, 
but by the quest for righteous living, both individually and collectively. Man is a cultural being 
encompassing each one in his totality: his individual soul, his relationship to other men, and his 
relationship to the part of the creation assigned under his power. So when man asked the question, 
"How should we then live?" Israel's mission was to answer, "Here's how," and to start reading, 
"Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy God is one God ..." 

The message embraced the cultural being, the man in his totality; therefore, in the midst of pagan 
and idolatrous nations, Israel's mission was to preach culture. "Culture" not in the modern twisted 
sense of ballet and theatre buildings, TV shows, and etiquette formalities, but CULTURE as legal 
structure, interpersonal relationships, practical worldview and cosmology, institutional arrangements 
and ideology, philosophy of being and psychology, business relations and legitimate spheres of 
government, and view of time and future. In short, true culture is everything that pertains to the 
totality of man. Deuteronomy 4:5-8 portrays the quest for righteous living that the pagan nations 
inherently have. The comprehensive law of God was their answer as well, modeled by the chosen 
nation of Israel. 

In this sense Israel was truly foreign to the Gentiles. Foreign not just in the language and the customs 
the Israelites had, but foreign in bringing to the world a completely different culture that no one else 
had seen or experienced before. "We fainted," Rahab told the spies, "when we heard of your God, 
and there is no courage left in any man," the same confession that thousands of years later was 
echoed in the words of Montezuma to that great Christian missionary and warrior, Hernan Cortes. 
The hearts of hardened veterans don't usually melt when they hear of another deity; warriors faint 
only when they realize that there is no hope to save what they have fought for their whole life, when 
they realize that their whole world is about to die. 

Israel was commissioned to preach laws and culture to the Gentiles that were foreign to them, and 
that were, and still are, the very essence of foreign missions. Prophets prophesied to the nations 
around Israel and condemned them for not obeying the law of God. Nineveh repented and obeyed 
the law of God. Nebuchadnezzar and Darius realized that the blessings of the God of Daniel were a 
package deal with His law and obedience to that law. And that unique institution, the synagogue, 
paralleled by no other institution in antiquity, was first and foremost a community center for both 
Jews and proselytes, a cultural beachhead in pagan lands where Jews of the Diaspora settled. 

Without understanding this view of the purpose of foreign missionaries as culture-bearers, there is 
no way to understand why Paul was so forceful in condemning Peter for separating from the Gentiles 
in the church (Gal. 2:11-14). If personal salvation were all there was in the gospel message, then 
separating Jews and Gentiles in the church shouldn't be a problem. There was a reason for the Jewish 
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believers in the early church. It was also the reason Paul made such an effort to reconcile and keep 
Jewish and Gentile Christians in Rome united. Jewish believers who knew the law and the culture 
created by the law were the "foreign missionaries" to Gentile believers in the church who needed to 
learn the new culture and conform to it. 

The Council of Jerusalem recognized this new-in fact, very old-role of the Jewish believers and 
established that which was to be accommodated by the Gentiles. Jewish teachers and preachers 
enjoyed very high status in the early Gentile churches, sometimes for good, sometimes for bad, as 
the Epistle to the Galatians testifies. Paul summarized the role of the Jewish believers,  

"Behold, thou art called a Jew, and restest in the law, and makest thy boast of God, and knowest 
his will, and approvest the things that are more excellent, being instructed out of the law; and art 
confident that thou thyself art a guide of the blind, a light of them which are in darkness, an 
instructor of the foolish, a teacher of babes, which hast the form of knowledge and of the truth in 
the law" (Rom. 2:17-20),  

and then asked, "Do you as a Jew give that practical example to those you are supposed to teach? Do 
you bring the civilization to them that you learned from an early age?" 

The church was instructed to take the culture it learned from the Jews and teach the nations to adopt 
it (Matt. 28:18-20). The message of Isaiah's evangelist, "Your God reigns!" was to be the church's 
evangelistic message. 

The Failure of Modern Missions 

Just like the failure of the church today can be traced to its refusal to accept her status as the only 
legitimate eternal bride of Christ, the failure of Christian missions to change and influence history in 
the twentieth century can be traced to the refusal to see the mission field as cultural and historical 
war rather than strictly personal and existential "witnessing." 

Never before in the history of Christianity have the mission fields seen so many resources committed 
to spreading the gospel; and never before have missionaries failed so miserably to produce the 
desired results. Whereas in previous centuries foreign missions produced Christian societies, foreign 
missions in the twentieth century produced socialist and nationalist revolutionaries (China and 
Africa), weak peripheral social groups (Eastern Europe), or theologically and psychologically 
unstable movements. 

The missionaries have accepted the lie of the enemy that they are not supposed to be social 
reformers, only save souls. They refuse to preach culture because they have accepted the twisted 
definition of "culture": designer jeans, fast food, and reality TV. The real culture of Western 
civilization-legal codes, the Declaration of Independence, individual liberties and the limited state, 
Common Law, the Puritan work ethic, and the future orientation of economic enterprise (all products 
of Biblical law and worldview) are outside the legitimate area of preaching and teaching for the vast 
majority of missionaries. While Christianity has a superior philosophy and ideology for every area of 
life, the very point of Deuteronomy 4:5-8, most missionaries have failed to make that superior 
philosophy known to those to whom they preach. 
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Failing to see the origins of foreign missions in the law of God, missionary organizations have 
crippled the efforts of their missionaries. Too often a mission's success or failure has been assessed 
on the basis of number of converts, or even amounts of money spent on tracts or other limited 
evangelistic activities. However desirable, the number of converts is not indicative of the expansion 
of the Kingdom of God. It is the nations as entities that we are supposed to bring under the covenant 
of Christ (Matt. 28:19), and the indicator for an "evangelized nation" is when a whole nation, as a 
political and legal body not just an arithmetic sum of individuals, sees and says, "Surely, wise and 
understanding people are those Christians who have such wise statutes and laws." 

The prophetic messages to Edom, Syria, Babylon, or Egypt in the Old Testament need to be echoed 
today in prophetic messages to Europe, the United States, the Middle East, or India. And Christian 
missionaries are those who are called to be the prophets to those nations, calling them to submit to 
God and His law and accept the culture and civilization of the Kingdom of God. A missionary whose 
only work is to plant churches, save souls, and preach the "love of God" is a missionary who wastes 
his time and other people's money. It is time for a Biblical theology of missions and a Biblical type 
of missionary. 

Conclusion 

The beginning of foreign missions was not laid in the first century A.D. with Paul's journeys. Paul's 
mission was merely a restoration of the mission God gave to Israel a thousand years before Paul: to 
be God's messenger to the nations and teach them the law of God. Israel's main purpose was not 
liturgical, political, or racial; Israel was created as a missionary society, and her task of evangelizing 
the nations was to be carried out whether or not they had any liturgy or political structure. The early 
church was the prime example of being a "culture-bearer" for God in a world where the culture of 
the Bible was the most foreign culture a pagan world could know. 

Modern missionary organizations have deliberately truncated their theology of missions and the 
evangelistic message to the level of personal "witnessing" and the existentialist philosophy of 
experience. The comprehensive evangelistic message of the law of God has been abandoned, and 
thus the success of foreign missions has been destroyed. The mission field needs to be redefined 
according to the concept of foreign missions in Scripture if we are to influence the world again for 
Christ. 

A Reformed missionary to his native Bulgaria for over 10 years, Bojidar preaches and teaches the 
doctrines of the Reformation and a comprehensive Biblical worldview. He and his team have 
translated over 30,000 pages of Christian literature about the application of the Law of God in every 
area of man's life and society, and published those translations online for free. He currently lives in 
Houston with his wife Maggie and his three children. 
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 Honoring Our Veterans 135.
Bojidar Marinov, March 2 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/4104/honoring-our-veterans/  

“You lost in Vietnam; you’re losing here . . . You 
lost in Vietnam; you’re losing here . . . You lost in 
Vietnam; you’re losing here . . .” 

It is possible that among our readers there are 
a precious few who have heard this chant in 
person, about 22 years ago. If you have, this 
article is my tribute to you. 

The chant was started by the pro-abort crowd 
at the Veterans’ Rescue the Saturday before 
the first DC Project of Operation Rescue, in 
November 1988, when the police started 
arresting the Rescuers. It followed a day of 
vicious verbal assault and harassment against 
men in uniform whose only crime that day 

was that they blocked an abortion mill to save unborn babies from being slaughtered. I will let a 
participant in the event describe it in their own words: 

The veterans’ rescue was in November 1988, the Saturday before the first DC Project. Lt. Clebe 
McClary (http://www.clebemcclary.com/) was our keynote speaker, and the rescue was open to 
active duty personnel and veterans. (I begged to be allowed to rescue in honor of my father's service 
and was admitted as well.) Anyone who could dressed in uniform; Lt. McClary wore his dress 
uniform. 

Pro-abortion forces followed us to the killing center (I forget which one), and when the police set up 
a perimeter around us (for the purpose of identifying those they would later arrest), they took 
positions outside it. Over the course of several hours, our negotiator talked with the police in an 
effort to encourage them to pressure the center's authorities to close for the day. During those hours, 
pro-abortion advocates heckled and cursed the rescuers, who were singing hymns and praying 
quietly. 

When negotiations broke down and the arrests began, the antagonism of the pro-aborts increased, 
and a chant broke out: “You lost in Vietnam; you're losing here.” It was obvious to me that a number 
of police officers were disquieted about arresting (fellow) veterans and might have even preferred 
arresting pro-aborts for their inciting rhetoric, but that didn't happen. 

When we arrived at the jail, I was one of the first of the nearly hundred rescuers to be processed. My 
possessions – watch, wedding band, the contents of my pocket – were taken from me and put in a 
storage bag. Then I was detained in a holding cell directly in front of the makeshift processing 
location. I watched each of the veterans submit with dignity to his circumstances. The most vivid 
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memory of that process was observing the intake staff remove the service awards and medals from 
each veteran. It broke my heart to see what had been earned in brave service to America be stripped 
from them as a result of another act of brave service. 

For the veterans it was the same enemy they fought before, a different battlefield. The enemy was 
the culture of death, the religion that glorified the murder of innocent people as “enlightenment” and 
“progress.” Some of them had faced it in the WWII, when liberating the concentration camps. Others 
had seen it in work in Korea and Vietnam where the Communist forces slaughtered whole 
populations with unspeakable cruelty. Everywhere the culture of death brazenly paraded as 
“freedom” and “economic justice” while murdering defenseless women, children, and elderly. It was 
the American soldiers that defended the innocent, and when necessary, prosecuted those in their own 
ranks who didn’t live up to the moral demands of the free world. At the same time, the culture of 
death gave promotions and medals to those of theirs who killed as many defenseless people as they 
could. And yet, when American soldiers returned from Vietnam, they found they were considered 
“murderers of children”; and the devoted followers of prophets of the culture of death like Jane 
Fonda and Walter Cronkite1 threw eggs at the soldiers and abused them verbally and physically. 

The eggs were meant to humiliate. The culture of death has no moral ground to stand upon so 
humiliation is its best weapon. From the Egyptian whips, through the mockery of Goliath, through 
the Roman crucifixion and the Nazi and the Communist concentration camps, it was humiliation of 
the opponents that helps the culture of death establish itself. Orwell’s 1984 described it. Solzhenitsyn 
explained perfectly well in his Gulag Archipelago how the purpose of the countless trials against 
“enemies of the people” were not meant to solve a real problem. The purpose was to deprive humans 
of their humanity, to make them feel worthless, subhuman, to view their own existence and very 
being as despicable and devoid of meaning. The evolution theory, an integral part of the culture of 
death, has also relied on humiliating and mocking its opponents, not on presenting reasonable 
evidence. 

And on that Saturday in November 1988, knowing their own moral inferiority to the veterans in 
front of the killing center, the pro-abort crowd chanted to humiliate the rescuers: 

“You lost in Vietnam, you’re losing here.” 

They were wrong. American soldiers did not lose in Vietnam. And the rescuers were not losing in 
1988. 

Indeed, on the surface the Vietnam war may have looked as the lowest point in the history of the free 
world after WWII and the highest point in the history of Communism. And in a sense it was: The 
West was discouraged, confused, and had lost the meaning and purpose of its existence as a 
civilization based on liberty and justice for all. Communism seemed to be taking over the globe, and 
no one could see what could have stopped it. American soldiers won all their battles in Vietnam but 
the war against Communism seemed hopelessly lost to many. Leftists in America and Europe even 
believed that a Communist revolution might happen any moment even in America itself.2 The 
Vietnam War looked to the whole world – free and Communist alike – as a writing on the wall for 
America and capitalism. 
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But it wasn’t. It was one of those victories disguised as defeats that God in His divine irony uses so 
often to blind His enemies. Vietnam was indeed the highest point in history for the Commies. 
Everything went downhill from there. Vietnam revealed major flaws in the Communist economy, 
military strategy, ethical system, and psychology that would give the West the opportunity to turn 
the tables on its opponent. The pro-abort crowd in 1988 should have been more careful: by that time 
it was obvious that Communism – ostensibly victorious in 1968 – was in retreat everywhere, 
including in the Soviet Union. The “defeat” in Vietnam was only the beginning of the end for 
Communism; and the American GIs were instrumental in making it happen. 

Much can be said about Operation Rescue in retrospect – good and bad, praise and criticism. It did 
seem at the time that the Rescuers eventually lost the fight. Many of them ended up in prison, with 
heavy court verdicts, and consequent legal persecution by Planned Parenthood as they tried to get 
back to their civil life again. Roe v. Wade was not overturned, abortions were not declared illegal 
anywhere, and unborn children continued to be slaughtered at abortion mills at the rate of hundreds 
of thousands a year. It may have seemed at the time that the pro-aborts were right, after all: “You 
lost in Vietnam; you are losing here.” Even if the veterans could stoically ignore the humiliation by 
the death crowd, many of them surely must have gone through the painful question: Was it worth it? 

In retrospect, we know: It was. Every war starts with shock troops, those that in the military jargon 
are called forlorn hope troops. The special units who know they run a much higher risk than the rest 
of the army, who make the initial breakthroughs and take upon themselves the enemy fire so that the 
rest of the army can establish itself for a large-scale attack. These are people who have the special 
attitude to life that very few others have: That life is nothing if it is not spent fighting for a greater 
cause; and death is a welcome end when it is a death in battle. Precious few have that attitude to life, 
and those precious few are who make history. 

In 1988, having been retreating for several generations from culture and society, American 
Christianity needed its forlorn hope troops to change the course of history. Someone had to shatter 
the darkness so that the rest of us can wake up from our slumber. Someone had to man the ramparts 
and fill the breach while the rest of the Christian world was still struggling to build its intellectual 
and institutional defense against the new forces of paganism. More than 20 years earlier, the first 
homeschool families had defied the educational establishment. The fight had been unequal, in fact, 
grossly disproportional, since the homeschoolers had no organization, no ideology of civil 
disobedience, no legal or institutional support within the existing government organizations. Many 
of them had had to pay a price for their stubbornness to teach their own children – in fines or even 
jail time. And yet by 1988 they had largely been able to turn the tide, and homeschoolers, still a 
small band of dedicated soldiers, were on the offensive, securing the beachhead for millions of us 
today who enjoy the liberty to be free from the socialist indoctrination in the government schools. 
The forlorn hope troops of the first homeschoolers won the first battles for us today. 

And so did the forlorn hope troops of Operation Rescue 20 years ago. 

Pro-life is a respected cause today. Politicians rise and fall by their commitment to save babies’ lives 
and oppose the death agenda of Planned Parenthood. To be anti-abortion is “mainstream” today, not 
some radical fringe movement. After 1988 it all went downhill for Planned Parenthood. Their legal 
victories in the early 90s were in fact disguised losses; and the “losses” of the Rescuers were victory 
in disguise. And if today Planned Parenthood is in retreat across America, it is proper and right to 
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remember that we owe it to our veteran Rescuers of those days. Today’s Christian and conservative 
politicians – and in fact, all of us – stand on the shoulders of giants. Our veterans, the first 
homeschoolers and the first Rescuers, deserve our acknowledgment. 

A few days ago RC Sproul Jr. said the following: 

Does it ever occur to us that God's hero isn't the well-educated, well-respected fellow speaking to the 
redeemed at the big conference, but is instead the unknown fellow faithfully pleading for repentance 
to those inside that local gate of hell that is the abortion mill? 

In our days of easy quotes it sounds as a cliché. But RC’s words are needed and profound. While I 
appreciate the many acknowledgments I received for my writing and speaking at conferences, I am 
not the one who deserves them. It is easy to type on your keyboard, and it is easy to speak in front of 
a sympathetic crowd. Overcoming your fear to face the culture of death, and dealing with dignity in 
the face its vicious attempts to humiliate and degrade you is true heroism. Therefore, next time you 
want to thank me for anything I have said or written, don’t be surprised if I reply: 

“If you haven’t recently thanked a homeschooling veteran or an Operation Rescue veteran, don’t 
thank me either.” 

There are a few in community, or in your church, or in your office, or on your Internet group. Find 
them and thank them. And teach your children to be like them. Teach them to shatter the darkness. 
And I will do my part here: 

Joseph, Susan, Troy, Gary, John, Jeff, Richard, Janet, Keith, Ken, David, and many others whose 
names I won’t have the space to mention here: Thank you for your service. By fighting for saving 
children from the abortion mills and from the government schools at a time when the fight seemed 
hopeless, you have given an example for many to follow. Your willingness to sacrifice your freedom 
and possessions was what shattered the darkness, and if our battles today are successful, it is because 
of you. We stand on your shoulders. You are our true veterans, the veterans of our war for the 
Kingdom of God. You didn’t lose. You won. And I will make sure I teach my children to continue 
your work to its successful end, in history, for the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

 
 
 

1. Cronkite’s statement on February 27, 1968, that the outcome of the Tet Offensive was “a draw,” was based 
not on any professional assessment but on Cronkite’s eagerness to parrot the lies of Hanoi’s official 
propaganda. Military observers at the time, American, Vietnamese, and neutral, all agreed that the outcome 
of the Tet Offensive was a decisive defeat for the Viet Cong. Cronkite wasn’t the “objective commentator” 
he claimed he was. Not even close. 

2. See, for example, Jean-François Revel, Without Marx or Jesus (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & 
Company, 1971). 

Bojidar Marinov 
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 Immigration Series (Session 1): Immigration and The 136.
Sabbath  

Bojidar Marinov, February 1, 2017   

Audio available:  
https://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-series-session-1-immigration-sabbath/ 

Hear, O Israel, the statutes and the ordinances which I am speaking today in your hearing, that you 
may learn them and observe them carefully. The LORD our God made a covenant with us at Horeb. 
The LORD did not make this covenant with our fathers, but with us, with all those of us alive here 
today. The LORD spoke to you face to face at the mountain from the midst of the fire, while I was 
standing between the LORD and you at that time, to declare to you the word of the LORD; for you 
were afraid because of the fire and did not go up the mountain. –Deuteronomy 5:1-4 

In the first chapters of Deuteronomy, Moses was standing in front of Israel, in the wilderness of the 
desert (literally), with the purpose of repeating the Law of God to the sons and daughters of the 
second generation of Israelites. These were not the actual slaves who came out of Egypt. These were 
not the people who actually stood under the mountain, who watched God speak from the Mountain, 
who rebelled against Moses, who wanted to go back to Egypt. His listeners in the wilderness beyond 
Jordan either had been born after God made the covenant with Israel, or were too young to 
understand what had happened under Sinai. The actual slaves were dead. As God vowed, not a 
single one of them would enter the Promised Land, not even Moses. With two exceptions, of course: 
The two men who 40 years before that defied their fear, defied the slave mentality developed after 
several generations of slavery, and called Israel to enter the Promised Land and take dominion over 
it: Joshua (an Israelite) and Caleb (a Kennezite, a foreigner of Canaanitic origin). The time period 
separating the two events is the same time period separating us today from President Nixon’s 
resignation in the Watergate Scandal; except that, there were no news agencies nor multimedia 
online storage facilities to keep the memory alive. Everyone among these listeners knew about Sinai 
from his parents and from the collective memory of the whole community. But none of them were 
really there, except for two men. 

And yet, Moses told them that the covenant God made on the Mount Sinai was made with them, not 
with their parents. After which he proceeded to repeat to them the same Ten Commandments he 
gave their fathers. Well, not exactly the same. There was a slight change in the Commandments. Or, 
not so slight. The change was in the Fourth Commandment. Or rather, in the legal and logical 
foundation for the Fourth Commandment. 

The text of the Fourth Commandment God gave to the previous generation was, 

Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days you shall labor and do all your work, but the 
seventh day is a sabbath of the LORD your God; in it you shall not do any work, you or your son or 
your daughter, your male or your female servant or your cattle or your sojourner who stays with 
you. 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 (Ex. 20:8-11). 
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But to the children he changed the reasoning: 

Observe the sabbath day to keep it holy, as the LORD your God commanded you. Six days you shall 
labor and do all your work, but the seventh day is a sabbath of the LORD your God; in it you shall 
not do any work, you or your son or your daughter or your male servant or your female servant or 
your ox or your donkey or any of your cattle or your sojourner who stays with you, so that your male 
servant and your female servant may rest as well as you. 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; therefore the LORD your God commanded you to observe the 
sabbath day (Deut. 5:12-15). 

The change is very interesting, isn’t it? And it is, again, part of a line of paradoxical statements by 
God to His people. After telling them that the covenant on Sinai wasn’t made with the fathers who 
were actually there, He must have gotten their attention. “Wait, what happened before us was 
actually meant for us?” Now God was telling, “Not only was it meant for you, you are expected to 
remember a slavery you have never been through yourself.” An interesting proposition given the fact 
that the Bible seldom advises people to look back to the past. The past has this power of attraction: 
from the distance of time, it always looks much better to us than it actually was. Lot’s wife looked 
back, even when forbidden to. The Hebrews slaves in the wilderness remembered Egypt with the 
things that were given to them for free. (Forgot about the whips?) But God’s true people always look 
forward, to the promised redemption, to a redeemed history of victory for the Gospel. As Paul said, 
“forgetting what lies behind, pressing forward” (Phil. 3:13), because, “the future belongs to you” (1 
Cor. 3:22). 

But there was a legitimate remembrance of the past, and it had to do with mistreatment and 
oppression. Mistreatment of God, and mistreatment of our fellow man. (Opposite to the two great 
commandments, “Love God” and “Love your neighbor.”) Deuteronomy 8 warns the Israelites to not 
forget God and His works when He brought them out of Egypt. Forgetting God and His works would 
be a mistreatment of God, an act of injustice to Him. Again, in Deut. 8 Moses was speaking to the 
children who hadn’t seen the great works of God, and yet were expected to remember. 

And the other instance when the Israelites had to remember was when they were tempted to mistreat 
their neighbor, those weaker than them in the society, those who couldn’t defend themselves either 
by the use of force or by the courts. It started with their weaker ones at home, their servants, their 
employees, the children under their care, and even their animals. And the foreigners who stayed in 
their home. 

We have this religious, ritualistic, mystical idea today about the Sabbath, that God gave the Fourth 
Commandment so that we have special liturgy and magic ceremonies to make God pleased with us. 
But the Biblical message is very clear that the central purpose of the Sabbath was to declare liberty 
and justice throughout the land; liberty and justice for all, from the smallest to the greatest in a 
culture. “Remember you were a slave,” God told the Israelites when they were about to enter the 
land to possess it. “Let this Day of Rest remind you of the days when you worked without rest, 
without hope in the world, under cruel oppressors, without any recourse against them, and without 
any future for your children except the same constant toil.” Egypt did not recognize Jehovah, and did 
not recognize a day of rest for the slaves. Pagan servitude was a constant toil. In another time, under 
another pagan regime, another committed pagan, Marcus Porcius Cato, incorrectly believed by many 
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today to have been a champion of liberty, declared his maxim to be that when a slave is not sleeping, 
he should be working. Cruelty to slaves was the standard in pagan societies; and why not, if, as 
Aristotle believed, people who are slaves were “naturally so,” not being different in principle from 
animals. 

The Sabbath rejected this standard of cruelty and substituted another standard for it: The slave—and 
all the weaker members of the society—were equal in status to those who are powerful, rich, and 
important. The worth of the individual—of any individual, not just a few—was established in this 
Commandment by making the Israelites stop and remember that they were slaves, too. Remember, o 
Israelite, you were a slave—not just your parents, but you, too. Remember, o American, you were 
oppressed and persecuted and declared an outlaw and a stranger in your own land; not just your 
parents several generations ago, but you, too. At the end of the week all those in a weaker position 
deserved rest; and the animals, as well. When an Israelite heard “remember,” it meant to him, “treat 
others as you would want to be treated in their situation.” The Sabbath was a day of freedom for 
man, and the Sabbath year was a year of freedom for the debtors in Israel, and the Sabbath of the 
Sabbaths, the Jubilee year, was meant to see the freeing all people from all bondage. 

I believe our churches today are still ignorant as to the true meaning of Jesus’s words, “the Sabbath 
was made for man” (Mark 2:27). We still take these words casually, either as having no important 
meaning or as declaring the Sabbath to be simply at man’s disposal to be used pragmatically or 
according to expediency. But “made for man” means much more; the meaning is that man is valued 
and cared for on the Sabbath. His disciples were picking grains of wheat to eat on that day when 
Jesus declared that the Sabbath was made for man. Their hunger required that they picked grains, for 
“the Sabbath was made for man.” His multiple cases of healing on Sabbath pointed to the same truth. 
“And this woman, a daughter of Abraham as she is, whom Satan has bound for eighteen long years, 
should she not have been released from this bond on the Sabbath day?” Jesus asked in Luke 13:16. 
Of course she should; that’s what the Sabbath was for, setting the captives free. And again, 

“Is it lawful to do good or to do harm on the Sabbath, to save a life or to kill?” But they kept silent. 
After looking around at them with anger, grieved at their hardness of heart, He said to the man, 
“Stretch out your hand.” (Mark 3:4-5). 

The “remember you were a slave” clause was not just an isolated little clause. It was repeated several 
times in the Law. “Remember you were a slave” and set your brother free in the Sabbath year, and 
furnish him liberally from your possessions; don’t send him away empty-handed (Deut. 15:12-15). 
“Remember you were a slave” an on the Day of Pentecost celebrate not alone, not with your rich 
buddies only, but invite the stranger, the orphan, and the widow (Deut. 16:9-12). “Remember you 
were a slave” and do not pervert justice due a stranger, an orphan, or a widow (Deut. 24:17-18). The 
next verse, again, “remember you were a slave” and do not go back to the field to pick up the 
sheaves you have forgotten while harvesting; leave them for the stranger, the orphan, and the widow. 
The next verse, again, “remember you were a slave” and do not go over your vineyard again when 
picking your grapes; leave them for the stranger, the orphan, and the widow. There was no 
government agency forcing compliance; God Himself was the enforcement, and the implicit threat 
was serious enough to make a God-fearing man stop and consider: “If you forget you were a slave 
and start oppressing these people, I will return you back to your slavery, and you will learn again.” 
And guess what, God returned them back to their slavery, and then again, and then again. 
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Stop here and think, before I continue: When the rest of the world is painfully shaking off the chains 
of socialism, why is America adopting it, in the face of all evidence against it? Could there be a 
higher, more transcendent reason for it? We like to blame the liberals. But could it be that the fault 
lies with us, the Christians and the conservatives in general? Could it be that we have forgotten that 
we were slaves and we have mistreated the orphan and the widow . . . and the stranger? Why are we 
losing the cultural war, why do our efforts in the culture seem so futile, as if we are fighting against a 
superior spiritual force? Does the enemy really posses such spiritual power to block the efforts and 
the prayers of the Church? Or may be . . . just may be . . . our opponent is the Holy Spirit Himself, 
enforcing the Law against us, the American church, because we have violated the Sabbath 
Commandment in its true meaning and intent? 

Just keep this as a thought. 

The Sabbath Law, of course, is much more extensive than we might want to think. As much as we’d 
like to limit it to two hours on Sunday, or to not working one day of seven, it goes beyond that. It 
covers every act of pretended service or worship to God, whether it is singing praises, fasting, 
celebrating days and new moons, etc. And everywhere God tells us, “Do not presume to think that 
what I need is your rituals and pageants. What I need is justice, and mercy to those weaker than 
you.” “Is this not the fast I choose,” says the Lord in Isaiah 58, “To loosen the bonds of wickedness, 
to undo the bands of the yoke, and to let the oppressed go free, and break every yoke”? Because of 
the Sabbath, He says again in the same chapter, turn your foot from doing your own pleasure. Only 
then, He promises again in the same chapter, you will rebuild the ancient ruins and will be called 
repairer of the breach. Think again, why haven’t we, conservatives, been able to 
even conserve anything, let alone rebuild? Could it be because we have not set the oppressed free? 
Could it be that we have been accomplices in oppression instead? 

Just like the Sabbath Law in general, the Remember Clause is much more extensive in the Bible. It is 
not just remember that you were a slave. It gets more specific than that. God returned their memory 
to the past on another issue, too. That they were slaves was an important foundation for how they 
treated everyone. But they were something else, too, and God used that as well. 

“You were strangers in the land of Egypt,” He said in Exodus 22:21, therefore you shall not wrong 
nor oppress a stranger. Remember, the Hebrews became strangers in Egypt by economic 
immigration. They could have stayed back home and starved to death, in the time of Joseph. But 
they came to Egypt to ask for food, and because of a righteous Pharaoh, one who respected Joseph 
and the God of Joseph, they were invited to stay. The famine that brought the Hebrews to Egypt was 
the same famine that made all Egyptians slaves to their Pharaoh. The Hebrews—the immigrants—
remained free in a land where the native population was enslaved. This may be the reason why the 
Hebrews became mightier than the Egyptians, as Exodus 1:9 relates. But then, by God’s design, they 
became slaves (see Gen. 15:13, “God said to Abram, Know for certain that your descendants will be 
strangers in a land that is not theirs, where they will be enslaved and oppressed four hundred years”). 
God Himself planned their slavery and their being strangers, with the purpose to teach them a lesson 
they were not supposed to forget. The memory was to keep them aware that the stranger in their land 
deserved special love and compassion, and equal protection under the Law. 

That the stranger was given equal rights under the Law as the homeborn was a totally novel concept 
in the pagan world. Our modern liberal historians trip over each other to present Rome and Greece as 
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the paragons of justice and social virtue. But the truth was, a foreigner had no equal rights in any of 
the Greek city states—in fact, he had no rights, period. Once a person left the borders of his 
hometown, he was without any protection. So horrible was the fate of a foreigner that in Greece, 
exile was considered worse punishment than death penalty. Even the homeborn who associated with 
foreigners were at risk of losing their rights. The great statesman and general of Athens, Pericles, 
who committed his whole life to the service of his city, could not marry the woman he loved, 
Aspasia. Why? She was a foreigner, and he risked being ostracized and exiled if he married a 
foreigner. And she was as Greek as anyone else in Athens, and of the same ethnic family, at that, 
Ionian Greeks, being from Miletus. But even that was too much for the ancient pagans. The stranger 
was not protected, not welcome, because the gods of the city felt offended by the presence of 
strangers. Many pagan cultures today brag about their “traditional hospitality.” Nonsense. 
Hospitality became a virtue only with the advent of Christianity. In the ancient world, hospitality 
was unknown outside the nation of Israel. Any hospitality shown was the personal whim of the host; 
but there was no ethical system that encouraged hospitality. 

But in Israel, God specifically declared the stranger of equal rights with the homeborn. To teach the 
lesson, God made a whole nation become strangers in a foreign land, so that they knew and 
remembered what it’s like. The Remember Clause included the foreigners, and oppression of 
foreigners was forbidden for the same reason oppression of slaves and weaker members of the 
society was forbidden: “Remember that you were also a foreigner.” The Fourth Commandment 
protected the foreigner as well. 

But God didn’t stop there. He placed even higher requirements on the Hebrew nation. In 
Deuteronomy 23:7, He commanded the following: 

You shall not detest an Edomite, for he is your brother; you shall not detest an Egyptian, because 
you were an alien in his land. 

Sounds easy, doesn’t it. But remember, if you go to Numbers 20, you will find out that Edom 
actually refused to allow Israel to pass through their land, and they showed up with “heavy force” to 
prevent the Israelites from passing. Israel needed to use the wells and the rivers for themselves and 
their animals, and they were willing to pay for all the water they used. Edom said “no,” and lined up 
for battle, effectively instituting immigration restrictions against Israel; restrictions that could have 
easily led to Israel’s extermination in the waterless desert. Edom’s hatred against Israel continued for 
many centuries; in fact, in the last siege of Jerusalem in AD 70, Edomite troops were the most 
fervent allies of the Romans, and the Roman generals had to restrain them from committing barbaric 
atrocities against the Jewish defenders. Moses’s listeners were familiar with what Edom had 
committed, for they were the children who had to go without water for many miles, because of 
Edom’s hatred. And the Egyptians were exactly the nation where Israel was enslaved. And yet, God 
commanded, “do not detest them, but remember, you were a foreigner.” Not only was the stranger 
worthy of equal protection and respect, but even members of the worst enemies of Israel were to be 
treated without partiality, and not detested. 

Now, let’s stop here and consider: Do you understand the grave significance of this command for 
you, Texans? Or should I say, Texians? Go back to the past and remember, were you a foreigner in 
someone else’s land? Do you dare detest the Mexican, in whose land you were a stranger, just as the 
Israelites were strangers in the land of the Egyptian? Do you think God only gave that 
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commandment to the Israelites; that God’s moral principles are not eternal and applicable to all 
men? When you say the words, “Remember Alamo,” what is the motive deep in your heart? Is it the 
Biblical motive, to remember that you were a mistreated foreigner and therefore treat the Mexican 
with respect so that the trail of mutual distrust and hatred is broken and God’s Law and God’s peace 
prevail? 

Or do you want the same for the Mexican as General Santa Ana would have for you if he had his 
way: walls, barbed wire, towers with machine guns, military helicopters shooting at unarmed people, 
and hatred and fear and hostility? 

Are you a Biblical Christian, obeying God’s Law, when it comes to the Mexican? Or are you a 
Barbaric pagan, blinded by hatred to all that is foreign to you? 

The words “because you were a stranger” appear in so many other places in the Law of God that we 
won’t have the time to cover them all. The very concept of being a stranger deserves a series of 
lectures in its own accord. But for our understanding of the Biblical policy on immigration, it is 
important to understand that the Fourth Commandment, of keeping the Sabbath, was a warning 
against oppression—oppression of the weaker members of our families and our society, oppression 
of the stranger, oppression of the slaves under our jurisdiction. 

Given these principles in the Law, it should be of no surprise that the Law contains not a single 
prescription for limiting immigration. It couldn’t. Such a prescription would violate the whole 
character of the Law of God, and would violate specifically the “Remember Clause”: “Remember 
you were a slave, and a foreigner.” Limiting the freedom of movement of a man who hasn’t 
committed any crime, for the simple reason that he was a foreigner, would be treating a stranger 
more harshly than a homeborn. That was illegal, wicked, immoral, and totally anti-Christian. It 
would mean oppression of the weaker members of the society. It would make America . . . er, I 
mean, Israel . . . fall to the level of the Barbaric pagan nations in the antiquity. Israel was not allowed 
to close any borders, neither was the king allowed to have a swarm of bureaucrats who controlled the 
movement of foreigners through the borders. The decision of a man to move and settle was left 
entirely to the man himself; God refused the civil government the power to block the access of 
certain classes to the territory and the economic life of Israel. Caleb the Kennezite, Uriah the Hittite, 
Obed-edom the Philistine (later leader of the singers in the Temple), Ruth the Moabite, and countless 
other foreigners could come to Israel and take advantage of the opportunities there. Some could end 
up adopted by Hebrew families and also take ownership in the land. Those who chose to get 
circumcised and become part of Israel could receive political rights after several generations. Others 
could remain pagans and even worship their idols in the confines of their homes; as long as their 
worship was not public, they were safe from interference. As far as individual rights were concerned, 
there was to be one law for the stranger and for the homeborn. No passports, no border control, no 
extensive government apparatus to control the movement of people, no forcing private businesses to 
spend resources on verifying the “legal status” of their employees, no immigration crises, no 
compulsion on the local businesses to hire locals over foreigners, etc., etc. The access to political 
suffrage was limited; but the access to the land and the market and the job market wasn’t. 

To our brainwashed modern Christians and conservatives such proposition sounds extreme. How 
would Israel protect their culture from all those unwashed Mexicans around them? Here was Israel, a 
small nation surrounded by greater nations, with open land routes to everywhere, with no central 
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government, no police, and God missed giving them laws to restrict immigration? And the 
surrounding cultures were self-consciously pagan and hostile to Israel’s religion. Come on, God. We 
have 300 million people in America today, the most powerful nation that ever existed, protected by 
two oceans, the most obvious example to the world of the success of its culture, and we are 
panicking at the sight of a few thousand immigrants, how could You hope to protect the tiny nation 
of Israel without immigration laws? 

To add insult to the injury, not only didn’t God give them any laws for immigration restrictions, He 
actually put a ban on deporting immigrants. In the same chapter where the Israelites were 
commanded to not detest the Edomite and the Egyptian, Deut. 23, the following commandment was 
given in verses 15 and 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. 

Not only Israel could not restrict immigration, they could not deport immigrants either. The Biblical 
principle of Israel as the shining city on a hill was applied thoroughly. Come to Israel, the Law said, 
and be free. Come to the only place in the world where a foreigner can find his true home and have 
peace. To understand the importance of this specific law we need to understand the ancient world: 
The largest slave owners in the pagan nations were usually the politically and militarily powerful. 
Slaves were most often acquired in military expeditions, and the powerful of the day took the lion’s 
share of the plunder. For Israel to refuse to deport a slave back to his foreign pagan master meant 
that the master could incite his government—or he may have been the government himself—to go to 
war with Israel. This law spelled possible international conflict for Israel for every slave who could 
decide to find asylum in Israel. God didn’t care. He was very specific, and very clear: Not only you 
will not deport a fugitive slave, but you will allow the slave to decide where he wants to settle and 
live. And if you have to go to war for every slave, you will go to war for every slave. Because, 
remember, you were a foreigner, and a slave, and therefore, if you want to be righteous before me, 
you will defend and protect the foreigner and the slave. Three thousand years before the US was 
founded, another nation was commanded to declare to the world, 

1. “Give me your tired, your poor,  
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,  
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore.  
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tossed, to me:  
I lift my lamp beside the golden door.” 

How does America compare to this Biblical principle today? Let me remind you: Thousands of 
German Jews were refused entry in the US in the 1930s because of immigration restrictions. And the 
American church remained silent. And today, the same American church insists on more 
immigration restrictions, more government power to restrict the movement of individuals, not to 
mention radical murderous measures like machine guns and military helicopters on the border, to 
shoot at unarmed people. Who knows how many Christian brothers we have returned to their pagan 
masters with our immigration laws? Who knows how many decent men and women who were 
looking for gainful employment to provide for their children have we returned to their poverty and 
misery and darkness and ignorance? Let me ask you: Could it be that we are losing America to 
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fascism today exactly because we have failed to search the Word of God on this issue, and have 
sided with the fascists, as a church? Could it be that God is bringing judgment on us because we 
have been acting as Barbaric pagans, mistreating and oppressing the stranger with our support for 
wicked immigration laws? 

From a legal perspective, government control of the borders for movement of individuals would 
mean that the civil government declares itself to be the owner of the land, not servant of God for the 
good of the people. But the Law didn’t give the land to the government, it gave it to the families. If 
there was to be any “immigration control,” it was to be enforced by the true owners, the families. 
One family may not like foreigners, another may welcome them as workers and may be even 
adopted sons. Boaz specifically advised his workers to leave more sheaves for Ruth the Moabite 
immigrant. He was responsible to decide whether this immigrant alien would be able to take 
advantage of his land or not, not some government. One of the warnings Samuel gave Israel when 
they wanted a king was that the king would take their fields. Indeed, the evil king Ahab killed an 
innocent man to acquire his property. What is seldom understood by Christians today is that giving 
the civil government power over immigration actually declares the civil government to be the owner 
of the land. And indeed, most of the time the argument for restricting immigration is, “Can I stop 
someone from entering my backyard?” You can, but the land is not the backyard of the government, 
you fool. Because once you declare it to be the backyard of the government, you can’t complain 
when the government takes it away from you. Should we be surprised that the era of immigration 
restrictions in the US is also the era of the legal principle of eminent domain? If you want the 
government to act as owner of the land against the foreigner, the next thing you should expect is that 
it acts as owner of the land against you. God is not mocked. Not at a zero cost, at least. The way you 
treat the foreigner will be the way you get treated. 

But weren’t there borders in the Bible? Weren’t there political boundaries between the states in the 
ancient world? If there were, wasn’t the government responsible for securing the borders? 

There were. But here again, we as Christians have failed to think as Biblical Christians and have 
adopted a basically pagan, anti-Christian concept of borders. 

Borders in the Bible were not meant to restrain individuals or to give more power to the civil 
government to control the movement of individuals. Borders were actually establish to limit the 
power and the geographical extent of the civil government. We already saw that a fugitive slave 
could settle in Israel, protected from the laws of the land of his pagan master. In Israel, the local city 
governments were limited in extent; a man could flee to another city if he believed he wouldn’t get a 
fair treatment in the courts of his own city. Cities of refuge were established for those who have 
killed unintentionally, to protect them from the wrath of the victim’s relatives; the legal authority for 
prosecution was in the hands of the city of refuge, thus limiting the power of other civil governments 
(Numbers 35). The Biblical principle of borders was: Individuals can move freely, governments are 
restrained. The same principle protected the nation from foreign invaders: for a foreign invasion was 
a foreign government overstepping its boundaries. Few things reveal more clearly the foolishness of 
modern American Christianity than this inability to distinguish between immigration and invasion; 
and the difference is very clear, one is an act by individuals, and therefore is legitimate and allowed, 
and the other is an act of a government overstepping its boundaries. 
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Today, we have turned the Biblical concept of “boundary” on its head: We believe our government 
has the right to overstep any boundary, and we cheer for our government invading other nations and 
murdering civilians around the world; and we have supported laws that limit the freedom of 
individuals. And then we wonder why that same government oversteps its boundaries and limits our 
freedom. We have ourselves to blame, as Christians, as a church, and as conservatives. Liberals did 
not cause this to us, we did it ourselves, with our Biblical ignorance and our eager adoption of 
pagan, anti-Christian concepts and ideologies concerning civil government, borders, and 
immigration. 

Much more can be said on this issue, for the issue of immigration is related to many other ethical 
issues in the Bible. It is related to economic growth; to monetary policies; to children and abortion; 
to education, etc. To cover it all we need a book, at least. And it may take many years before we 
shake off the false ideologies we have adopted in the last two decades concerning foreigners and 
immigration, and return back to a thoroughly Biblical, Christian, righteous view of the foreigner. 
And demand the Biblical solution to the immigration crisis: Get the government out of immigration, 
and protect the liberty of all, the homeborn and the stranger. 

“Do not be forgetful,” the author of Hebrews says in 13:2, “to show love for strangers, for by this 
some have entertained angels without knowing it.” But we, the American church, have demanded 
from our government to legislate hatred to strangers, to take away their liberty and to deny them 
justice, asking for man’s laws over the Law of God. 

“Depart from me, accursed ones,” Jesus will say in the Day of Judgment, “for I was a stranger, and 
you did not invite Me in” (Matt. 25:43). On this specific issue, as a church, we have been paying lip 
service to Christ, while at the same time we have demanded that our government kick the strangers 
out. And then we have been wondering why Jesus is not here to bless our efforts in turning America 
back. Could it be that He is not here because He has obeyed our immigration laws? Could it be that 
He is one of those deported strangers? You think Jesus would for sure be flying the stars and stripes 
today, and not present Himself as a stranger to test you? Could it be that we have sealed the fate of 
America by abandoning our true Christian heritage, buying wholesale the ideology of the enemy? 
Could it be that we have been hypocritically babbling about “evangelism” and “preaching the 
Gospel” and “missions,” and when God sends us people to evangelize, we have demanded that they 
be deported, or gunned down? 

And could it be that the creeping totalitarianism in the US is largely due to our own blindness, in 
giving the civil government power over individuals that God never gave it? 

We all know the story of the church in Germany situated by the railroad tracks used by the Nazis to 
ship Jews to the concentration camps. The church dutifully gathered every Sabbath to do their 
meaningless liturgies. When a train would pass and the human beings in that train screamed to get 
the attention of the church-goers, the church just sang their hymns louder to drown the screams. It 
wasn’t keeping the Sabbath. It was savagely violating the Sabbath while pretending to keep it. It was 
the moral equivalent of murdering a person while pretending to save them. 

Pretty damning, isn’t it. And yet, if you think about it, they were motivated by fear. They did not 
oppose an evil pagan regime but at least, they did not actively collaborate. In a hostile, dangerous 
situation, it is understandable if a man loses heart and just passively lie down and wait. 
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Compare this to the American church today, where there is no danger if we speak out. We have not 
simply passively acquiesced with the evil laws of a pagan regime, we have actively rooted for those 
laws, and have demanded even more evil and anti-Christian policies. And then we expect God to be 
pleased with our own liturgies and Sunday pageants, in the face of our support of sending the slaves 
and the strangers of the world back to their concentration camps. We think we keep the Sabbath 
Law; but we have rejected what that same law tells us, “Remember, your parents were immigrants in 
this country, and came here from a land of oppression, to find liberty and justice for all.” 

It is time to return to a true Biblical worldview, and a true Biblical view on immigration. And it is 
time for us Christians to dump the lies we have bought and demand that the civil government gets 
out of the immigration business altogether, and let people live. It is time for us as Christians to hear 
the commandment that “one law shall there be for everyone,” for the homeborn and the alien. We 
can’t afford to be driven by our fears, instilled in us by a gang of liberal politicians; we must strictly 
cling to the Law of God and its provisions. And never turn to the right or to the left. 

Without that, we can’t hope to preserve Christendom, let alone restore it. And may God give us the 
grace to accept His Word, and obey it. 
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 Immigration Series (Session 2): History of the 137.
Immigration Laws in the U.S. and the West 

Bojidar Marinov, February 2, 2017   

Audio available: 
https://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-series-session-2-history-immigration-laws-u-s-west/  

PASSPORT, or safe conduct in time of war, a document granted by a belligerent power to protect 
persons and property from the operation of hostilities. In its more familiar sense a passport is a 
document authorizing a person to pass out of or into a country, or a licence or safe-conduct to. The 
person specified therein and authenticating his right to aid and protection. Although most foreign 
countries may now be entered without passports, the English foreign office recommends travellers to 
furnish themselves with them, as affording a ready means of identification in case of need. 

Now, close your eyes and imagine a world where you could travel to any country without having to 
carry with yourself any means of identification, whether passport, visa, or ID card. (Actually, try to 
imagine a world where you can drive in your own home state without any means of identification, 
driver’s license or anything else. If you can.) Imagine a world where you don’t have to meet the 
perverts of the TSA, police thugs, border control bureaucrats, corrupt and greedy customs officers, 
etc. Imagine a world where the government has no means to track your movement, and if they want 
to stop a criminal from going somewhere, the burden of proof is on them: they need to first provide 
the court with an incontrovertible proof of committed crime, and then do the arrest in such a way 
that no innocent person’s rights are violated—no road blocks, no rounding up innocent people to 
check their papers, etc. Imagine a world in which you can freely carry your weapons with you on a 
plane or a ship, or any substance you want, or any kind of valuables, without any fear that some 
government crook somewhere may have decided that certain substances or valuables can’t cross 
borders. Imagine a world where you can buy a house or do business or get a job in any place in the 
world and never see a government bureaucrat, or never need to see one; or never have to have ID for 
any of the activities you have chosen. 

That, my friends, was the world our ancestors lived in a little over 100 years ago. The quote I gave 
you was from Encyclopedia Britannica of 1911. In 1911, a person could travel the world without a 
passport. If they decided to furnish themselves with a passport, it was to protect them from 
government thugs, not to make it easier for government thugs to track their movements. Read some 
fiction of a century ago, and pay attention to the way they traveled: they never had to meet customs 
officers, border control, or experience any other violation of their rights. A German could get on a 
ship to Mexico, cross over to the Pacific side, take another ship to California, become a gold-digger, 
amass a fortune, take his gold and his guns he bought in the US, and get back to Germany by the 
same route, and he wouldn’t have to declare neither his gold nor his guns at any border, nor show 
any passport, nor even use his real name anywhere. As long as there was no one to accuse him of 
any crime to any government, he was left free and unmolested to travel, work, do business, establish 
contact, etc. That was the world left to us as legacy from our Christian ancestors. 

The claims of our modern pagans today that it was a world of tyranny and oppression are ridiculous. 
Calvin fled Paris after the so-called Affair of the Placards in 1534, and safely crossed several borders 
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to get to Basel, an outlaw to the French government. In the course of the next several years he freely 
traveled between Basel in Switzerland, Ferrara in Italy, and Strasbourg in Germany, and he was even 
back in Paris, still unarrested and unmolested by the French authorities. Two centuries later, 
Voltaire, under the French so-called “absolutist” monarchy, banned from Paris because his plays 
earned the wrath of the King himself, settled in Geneva. Geneva had a ban on theatrical 
performances at the time, so Voltaire would cross the French border regularly and stage his plays in 
Ferney, on the French side of the border! Just compare this to what Edward Snowden had to go 
through when he righteously exposed our wicked, tyrannical government in DC. We have liberty 
today? We don’t know a thing about liberty today, compared to our ancestors in the past. Next time 
you see a government employee, thank him for your slavery. (In fact, next time you see a voter, do 
the same.) 

Even as late as the 1930s English and American journalists and writers liked to make fun of the 
German phrase, “Your papers, please.” As free Christian men, they couldn’t grasp why a 
government would force its citizens to spend money to get a passport so that the government tracks 
their movement. Of course, they still thought in terms of the old Christian morality, that the ability to 
move and travel was a basic human right not to be trampled by any government; in Nazi Germany 
and Soviet Russia, it was a privilege granted by the state. As late as the 1960s the Rhodesian Air 
Services still advised their passengers before a flight to have their revolvers unloaded, their 
automatic pistols on safety and holstered safely away from children, and their rifles and shotguns 
unloaded and placed in the overhead compartment. (And Rhodesia at the time wasn’t the backward 
racist socialist pagan corrupt gangster country modern Zimbabwe is, it was a modern, developed, 
free Christian nation, the economic miracle of the world, keeping a steady pace of economic growth 
of 7% a year in the midst of world recession.) 

Yes, this is the world we lost, a legacy of more than a millennium of Christendom, of a Christian 
civilization that started on the ruins of a self-destructed pagan civilization to develop into a 
civilization that ruled the world, and brought the Biblical ideals of liberty and justice for all to all 
corners of the world. The story of why we lost it, and why we are back to a Barbarian world of 
government oppression is a longer story. Suffice to say here just briefly, the fault lies with us, 
Christians, for abandoning the comprehensive message of the Kingdom of God and focusing our 
attention on the salvation of our little precious souls, effectively excluding from our preaching more 
than 99% of the Gospel of Christ which has to do with subjecting all things to Christ. The fault lies 
with us that we have allowed our pulpits in our churches and seminaries to be filled with men who 
have preached and administered theological vasectomy in the church, shrinking the faith of the 
church to a few propositions of personal salvation and moralism, effectively abandoning the world to 
the enemy. But this is the topic of another lecture, and another conference. 

What we want to do here is find out about the history of immigration laws in Christendom, of laws 
that governments passed to control and track the movements of individuals and groups of people 
across borders. 

It is commonly acknowledged today by historians that part of the success of the Gospel in the early 
days of the church were the Roman roads on land, and their marine equivalent, developed 
technologies for navigation and safe sea lanes free from pirates. Just a couple generations before 
Christ Julius Caesar employed the might of Rome to completely destroy all the pirate fleets and nests 
in the Mediterranean. So complete was his victory that the effects of it lasted for 7 centuries; it 
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wasn’t until the emergence of Islam that pirating became a threat to shipping again. His successor, 
Caesar Augustus, took up the enormous task of building roads for an empire that had grown beyond 
anything the world had known by that time. The road building office was raised to the level of 
imperial ministry. In fact, even though we have no direct information of the government budget at 
the time, given the extensive road building in Augustus’s time, it may have well been the largest 
item in the government budget during his reign, larger than the military expenses of the Empire. In 
addition to building government roads, an ancient Roman Law was revived in the Empire, that 
travelers could freely cross through private land if there was no road on it, built and maintained by 
the property owner. This encouraged large landowners to build and maintain private roads where 
there were no imperial roads. So extensive was the road system that Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 
writing his Roman Antiquities to reconcile his fellow Greeks to the Roman rule, sets apart the 
Roman road system as one of the three great accomplishments proving the greatness of Rome, 
together with the aqueducts and the sewers system. 

The roads wouldn’t be of a great use for commerce, or for the Gospel, if the Romans didn’t also 
remove all legal barriers to travel. What before had been a fragmented world of numerous little 
states with immigration restrictions against each other, and populations tossed around by royal edicts 
(remember how Assyrians, Babylonians and Persians re-settled whole nations), under Rome became 
a vast territory of safe and unrestricted travel. The Romans didn’t do it because they valued the 
individual or believed in individual liberty, that’s for sure. But whatever their motives were, the 
policy helped the Gospel spread like wildfire, in the face of opposition from both the Jews and the 
Roman state. 

It is for this reason that Paul was able to travel over 10,000 miles over the course of 20 years—at 
least what is documented in Acts, who knows how many other undocumented journeys he made. 
That would make it 1.6 miles every day, if we take out the Sabbaths. Or, given the average speed of 
traveling at the time, he spent 3 hours average per day outside the protection of cities. Which makes 
it a total of 2.5 years outside cities. And we have not a single account of him being attacked by 
robbers. Paul’s appeal to Caesar in Acts 25 is taken as something casual and normal, and we don’t 
see any concerns raised about the difficulties of the journey to Rome. 

It was later, when the Roman state became more fascist, that restrictions on travel and settling were 
imposed, first on foreigners, and then between the different provinces. The one-time census 
described in Luke 2:1 became, in the later days of the Empire, an extensive policy of restricting the 
movement of whole classes of people for the purpose of farming tax revenues for the state. By that 
time, the Gospel had reached every place in the known world, and had even reached the Barbarians 
outside the borders. An open world was an open world for the Gospel, and the Gospel took full 
advantage of it. Other religious, ideological, and political influences were also able to take such 
advantage, and they did. But at the end, the only lasting influence was the Gospel. In a world of no 
borders and free movement, it is the Gospel that triumphs over its rivals. 

It was a lesson well-learned by the early Christians. So well learned, that when Christianity 
established its hold on Europe after AD 500, for almost 14 centuries Christendom did not institute 
any policy restricting immigration. Shutting down borders was left to the Barbaric pagan world. The 
pagan world had a reason to be afraid of free travel and immigration, for it was the Gospel that was 
the superior spiritual force. China remained a closed society for most of its history, limiting not only 
immigration of foreigners but trade with foreigners as well. Japan used its geographical position to 
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establish immigration restrictions of almost complete isolation from the rest of the world. The 
paranoia of China and Japan of anything foreign could be rivaled only by the paranoia of the Greek 
city states, or by the paranoia of modern American church-goers. Trade restrictions were instituted 
by the Muslim world for Christian traders—which later led to the attempts by Portuguese navigators 
to find a sea passage to India. The pagan tribes to the north and northwest of Christian Europe 
wouldn’t allow any stranger on their territory, much like what missionaries testified of the 
Amazonian tribes in the 20th century. 

In contrast, Christian Europe opened its borders to immigration, confident in the power of the 
message of the Gospel. The Byzantine empire allowed pagan tribes to settle within the borders of the 
Empire and let them organize their own areas of tribal jurisdiction. To those who became Christians, 
it opened possibilities for political participation. (At least one of the emperors was of Khazar 
nationality.) The trust in the power of the Christian message and the Christian culture was justified: 
politically, the empire disintegrated; but religiously, it left behind a strong legacy of Christian 
culture. So strong, in fact, that several centuries of concentrated efforts by the Ottoman authorities to 
eradicate it proved fruitless, and eventually the Sultans gave up. In the western part of Christendom, 
the legal principle was established, that the non-political members of the society—those who were 
not nobility, soldiers, or servants of rulers—should be safe from political harassment, including 
border restrictions. This led to some curious moments when, after wars or plagues, different 
principalities actually competed to attract freely traveling peasant families to settle on their lands. 
The restrictions of the time were economic, not political, and an economically free person was 
allowed to travel anywhere he pleased. 

It is amazing for us today to read accounts of people who were declared outlaws, and yet were able 
to travel extensively without being arrested, some changing their names to conceal their identity. It 
was taken for granted in Christian Europe that government agents couldn’t stop a person just on 
mere suspicion. Within the course of 1,000 years, Christian Europe was transformed from a 
pagan/Barbarian place to a civilized culture where the individual had rights like nowhere else. 

The Reformation and the wars of the Reformation created another legal precedent and concept 
related to immigration, one taken directly from the Law of God: Cities of refuge (from Numbers 35). 
It is seldom understood today that the Reformers looked at Christendom in general as a civilization 
of refuge, and therefore of the Reformed nations as nations of refuge first and foremost. Much has 
been written by ignorant or biased historians about Geneva of Calvin as a “religious” city where 
religious zealots reigned unopposed. The truth is, for most of Calvin’s stay in Geneva, the 
government was in the hands of Calvin’s theological opponents, the libertines, who were practical 
atheists. Geneva was ridiculed and attacked by the Romanists not for its “tyranny,” as ignorant 
people today like to believe, but for its excessive liberties! And why did Geneva have excessive 
liberties? Because Genevans considered their city not a bastion of the Reformation but a city of 
refuge, a safe ground for those who were fleeing economic distress, political turmoil, plagues, etc. 
This is why for the period of Calvin’s stay in Geneva the population of the city increased 4 to 5-fold: 
mathematically, this would be an increase of 7 to 8% per year in the course of over 20 years. To 
compare, for the same period the population of Europe decreased by between a fourth and a third of 
the total, due to wars, plagues, and harsh climate conditions. 

The other Reformed nations didn’t stay idle, either. The Netherlands, Scotland, England, and the 
Calvinist principalities in Germany were actively recruiting immigrants to come to their countries. 
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The fate of the French Huguenots is well-known, and their immigration to the Netherlands, England, 
and North and South Carolina. Less known is the startling open invitation these Reformed countries 
issued to the persecuted Jewish communities in Spain and France; startling by the standards of the 
time, at least. (Remember, as late as the 1930s, the socialist/fascist government of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt refused entry to Jewish refugees from Nazi Germany, effectively delivering them to 
death.) Oliver Cromwell’s opponents spread the rumor of him being of Jewish descent on account of 
his policy of open borders, of which the Jews took the greatest advantage. One of the original drives 
for establishing colonies in the New World was to make them “cities of refuge,” as the story of both 
the Pilgrims and the Puritans in Massachusetts reveals. 

Emma Lazarus’s sentiment in her “New Colossus” was the sentiment inherited from previous 
generations of her Jewish ancestors who found refuge in Reformed lands: 

Give me your tired, your poor,  
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,  
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore.  
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tossed, to me:  
I lift my lamp beside the golden door. 

The “city of refuge” concept, of course, was closely related to the most important of all Reformed 
social concepts, the “city on a hill.” It would take another lecture to explain why it is the most 
important concept of the Reformation, and how it influenced the founding of America, and how we 
lost it. In short, the idea of building a society that exhibits God’s justice and mercy was central to the 
teachings and the practice of the Reformers and their spiritual heirs. But if the Reformed 
communities would become a city on a hill, beacons of God’s liberty and justice for all, it was 
natural to expect that the “glory and the honor of the nations” will be brought in this city (see 
Revelation 21:24-26), and “the huddled masses yearning to breathe free” would be eager to settle in 
it. A city on a hill whose gates are closed is the dungeon of a tyrant, not the celebration halls of the 
King of kings. The gates of the Reformed communities, therefore, were to remain open to everyone 
who had the heart and the will to come in. 

The history of the last four centuries supplied abundant proofs for the success of this view. Contrary 
to the foolish fears of modern American Christians, open gates don’t attract criminals and lazy 
people; it is the moral, industrious, entrepreneurial type of person who is willing to undertake to 
move to a better place for better safety and better opportunities for his children. The argument is the 
same as the argument about gun control: when guns are banned, only the criminals have guns; when 
guns are allowed, to every criminal there is a number of honest people who can shoot back. In the 
same way, when borders are shut down, only criminals cross them; when borders are open, to every 
criminal there are multitudes of honest workers and entrepreneurs who would want to come in and 
settle. The Reformed communities who opened their gates for the flood of immigrants, Christian or 
non-Christian, prospered abundantly within a generation after having been the economic backwater 
of Europe. Protestant Netherlands profited so greatly from the “uncontrolled” immigration that the 
country that in 1540 was a few fishing villages in the swamps of a corner of the Hapsburg’s 
possessions, within a generation, by 1580, was the economic, social, and military miracle of the 
world. 
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It was this concept that was at the foundation of the early colonial views in America concerning 
immigration. The colonists opposed immigration restrictions as a violation of their liberties. The 
Royal ban on colonizing the Appalachians and beyond the Appalachians was ignored and disobeyed 
by the early American colonists in large numbers. In a sense, most of the soldiers in the Continental 
Army were, by the modern statist lingo, “illegal immigrants.” (If they were decent people, they 
would have obeyed the immigration laws of the King, right?) We can’t understand the Fourth of July 
and the meaning of the American Revolution if we do not consider the fact that these people violated 
the Royal laws because they believed them to be unjust. And one of those laws was the ban on 
immigration. 

Amazingly, the proof for it is in the very Declaration of Independence which conservatives claim to 
honor as one of the founding documents of the United States: 

He has endeavoured to prevent the population of these States; for that purpose obstructing the Laws 
for Naturalization of Foreigners; refusing to pass others to encourage their migrations hither, and 
raising the conditions of new Appropriations of Lands. 

Modern conservatives pay lip service to these words, and then turn around and demand from today’s 
government the same thing that the colonists fought against. (This is called intellectual 
schizophrenia.) Immigration was considered vital to the vision of a city on a hill; the Patriots—and 
especially the Calvinist Presbyterian crowd—wanted not simply immigration, they wanted laws 
to encourage immigration. 

The US Constitution didn’t give any branch of the Federal government the right to control 
immigration. It did charge Congress to pass laws to regulate naturalization, that is, the right of 
foreigners to political suffrage. It was understandable, given the fact that immigration was a right, 
and a religious necessity for a city on a hill. Political suffrage was a privilege. Not everyone could 
vote. But everyone could come and prosper. 

And indeed, between the War of Independence and 1882 there was no major attempt by Congress to 
control or regulate immigration. In compliance with the Constitution, Congress passed in 1790 – a 
year after the forming of the United States under a single Federal government—the Naturalization 
Act, regulating not immigration but the right to citizenship. Much can be said about this act and its 
discriminatory character: it allowed an immigrant to receive citizenship after a stay of two years, but 
it excluded blacks, American Indians, and Asians, as well as slaves and indentured servants. It was 
amended multiple times between 1790 and 1921 to fix some problems, or create new problems. 
Essentially, though, it did not limit nor control immigration; the old Christian Reformed concept of 
city of refuge remained at the foundations of America’s immigration policy for about a century. In 
fact, in a few cases immigration was encouraged, and in the 1840s and the 1850s, while the conflict 
between the Northern and the Southern states was forming and picking up speed, both sides worked 
frantically to attract immigrants. By 1860 the North had obvious advantage over the South in 
numbers; the South had failed to attract enough immigrants to preserve the demographic balance. 
The influx of immigrants provided the North not only with enough human resources to man the 
Northern armies but also with the necessary labor force to man the growing industrial base. Not to 
mention that more immigrants meant more people with new and daring ideas, entrepreneurial spirit, 
and the skills to organize production to levels unheard-of before. To win the war, the North needed 
to enlist only about 20% of its adult male population, against 80% and more of the population of the 
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South. And, significantly, the North came out of that war much better developed industrially. In 
1870, the United States was already the economic superpower of the world, due to the unique 
combination of Puritan work ethic and unrestricted immigration bringing in an abundance of labor 
and talent. 

Unfortunately for the North and for the US in general, the mid-19th century was also the time the 
first trade unions were started. In the crowded cities of the North-East their influence picked up 
almost immediately, and by the 1880s the individual, fragmented, isolated trade union groups started 
uniting for action. Part of their struggle was legitimate, economic, in providing the individual worker 
some kind of leverage for his protection. They started and organized mutual assistance foundations, 
training courses, retirement funds, etc., in addition to collective bargaining. Part of their struggle, 
though, was political and immoral. And their first target in their political struggle were not their 
employers nor the banks who provided the capital for growth, but the competition in the face of 
foreign immigrants. Mainly Chinese. 

By 1882, two laws were passed to exclude Chinese workers from the labor market in the US. The 
argument raised by the unionist activists and the first Marxists in the US was the familiar argument 
used today by conservatives: “The Chinese take our jobs, lower the wages, and are unable to 
assimilate in and adapt to our culture.” (Next time you hear a conservative using that argument 
against Mexicans, keep in mind that he is mindlessly repeating old and worn-out socialist and 
Marxist slogans.) There were some legitimate moral concerns, though, given the fact that the 
Chinese coolies were not free individuals who migrated on their own accord but actual slaves, 
bought in China from their feudal masters by agents of the American railroad companies. After the 
War Between the States such slavery was embarrassing for a government that pretended to have 
exterminated slavery. Another law was also passed that forbade the import of workers for any kind 
of business, from any region in the world, ending the practice of many industrialists of German 
origin of shipping hundreds of workers for their factories. None of these laws, however, banned an 
individual foreigner from entering the country and settling in it. They did have some negative 
economic effect, mainly on the railroads and the mining industry which used imported labor 
extensively. But they were not immigration laws. Immigration was left to the states, and since the 
states competed for immigrants, there was no limitation. The old religious principles, combined with 
the economic incentives of the industrial age, made America open its borders. 

It is important to note that the Supreme Court decision of 1892, that “the US is a Christian nation,” 
was made in reference to an immigration case, where the Church of the Holy Trinity challenged one 
of these restrictive employment laws, and won. It is ironic that such a statement by the court would 
be made against an immigration law. 

But the War Between the States only accelerated the centralization of power in the government in 
Washington DC, and the 1880s the Federal Government was already an active agent of its own, 
ready to overstep even more boundaries. Remember, the immediate occasion for the start of the War 
Between the States was not slavery but the issue of who will collect the tariff duties. By 1882, some 
smart people in Washington had realized that immigration was a huge untapped source of revenue. 
Since people were the main import commodity of America, there should be a tariff on it. 

Thus was passed in 1882 the first true Immigration Act in the US. Its main purpose was the 
collection of a head tax of 50 cents for every immigrant. To make it not so blatant that the act was 



 

 
712 

centered on collecting revenue for the Federal government, some proforma stipulations were added, 
declaring certain persons, called LPC, or “likely public charge” to be ineligible for immigration: 
convicts, lunatics, idiots, and persons unable to care for themselves. Paying homage to the Christian 
values of the past, the Act specifically stated that the category “convict” excludes those who were 
convicted of political offenses, reflecting the traditional American belief that the United States is a 
haven for those persecuted by foreign tyrants. 

The main purpose of the Act, of course, was the creation of the first massive Federal immigration 
bureaucracy, and the creation of a source of revenue for the federal government that couldn’t be 
challenged or influenced by the states. The immigration policy administration created by that act 
became the forefather of many modern agencies, from the Immigration and Naturalization Service to 
the Department of Homeland Security and the TSA. The head tax was increased from 50 cents in 
1882 to $8 in 1917 (in a period of gold standard and a deflation of the currency of about 7% total). 
For most of those 35 years only the revenues from immigration (excluding all other revenues) 
exceeded abundantly all the costs for running the Federal government. The immigrants were a cash 
cow for the statist agenda of Washington DC. 

Since the law was rather focused on revenue than controlling immigration, it did little to restrict it. 
For the next 30 years the population of the United States would triple from over 30 million to 100 
million. This was an unprecedented situation in history: never before and never after has any nation 
seen such wild demographic growth. And, contrary to the foolish prejudices of modern 
conservatives, this unprecedented growth coincided with the period of the wildest economic growth 
in the history of the world. Never before, and never after has a nation seen such steep rise to 
economic prosperity and domination over the world’s economy. 

There was a problem, though. And the problem was that the influx of immigrants at the rate of 2 per 
1 citizen created a great diversity in the population that was undesirable. Undesirable for whom? For 
a small political and intellectual elite from New England (the Yankeeland) who had adopted the 
ideas of Darwin and of the French racist Gobineau (praised by Marx and Engels for his racist 
“studies”), and had made their goal to deepen and expand the political centralization of the United 
States as a means to ensuring the survival of the white race against the “inferior races.” 

The ideologue of the new immigration policies was one Prescott F. Hall, a Boston lawyer who in 
1894 became the founder and the first secretary of the Immigration Restriction League. A short but 
comprehensive review of all his interests and views must be presented here in order to understand 
how we got our first truly restrictive immigration laws. 

Hall’s views were a crude early form of everything that would later become the official ideology of 
the National Socialist Party in Germany. He was a believer in the occult, and was a member of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, devoted to the study of paranormal phenomena. He also 
believed in genetic determinism, that the culture of a nation is determined by its genes; therefore, 
genetic pollution would lead to cultural and social degeneration. He was therefore a proponent of 
eugenics, the pseudoscience which led to legislation for forced sterilization of certain classes in the 
American society. He viewed the perfect society as a genetically homogenous society in which a 
superior race of genetically pure humans establish a culture corresponding to their genetic 
constitution, unpolluted by other genetic constitutions. He was also an ardent proponent of 
centralized government education, an admirer of Horace Mann, and an activist for the National 
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Education Association. He was also an evolutionist, believing in the struggle for survival as the 
major motive for all social relations and conflicts. He believed that the world would become richer if 
the superior racial character becomes dominant. Here’s a quote from his essays on immigration: 

The Mediterranean races, unlike the Nordic, look to the State for progress instead of to individual 
enterprise. The Semitic consciousness, as expressed in men like St. Paul, Spinoza, Marx and 
Bergson, is the champion of abstract universals as contrasted with Nordic concreteness. A nation of 
many races has no longer one soul, one spirit. Its integrity can be destroyed not only through 
heredity by cross-breeding, but in a slower way by a change in the environment through the mere 
presence of alien elements. Gobineau long ago pointed out that the doctrine that all men are equal is 
announced only by mixed races. . . . 

It is ironic, of course, that 100 years after he wrote this, the only truly socialist indoctrination centers 
teaching only abstract universals in the world would be the universities of the Yankeeland, manned 
almost entirely by “Nordic” professors, Ironically, as he was writing these lines, the Swedish Social 
Democratic Party was being formed, later to become the ruling party in Sweden for more than two 
generations, turning the “Nordic” nation into a herd dependent on the state for their progress. At the 
same time, a generation of Jewish (Semitic) professors were laying the foundations for the Austrian 
Economic School, the most thorough defense of individualism and private initiative ever written in 
the history of economics. If Theodore Roosevelt was the American fascist among the politicians, 
Prescott Hall was his ideologue. And the public political voice for the Immigration Restriction 
League was Henry Cabot Lodge, a friend of Theodore Roosevelt, and fervent American Nationalist. 

In 1921 and in 1924 two immigration laws were passed, the Emergency Quota Act and the National 
Origins Act which introduced quotas, and with the quotas, introduced full control over immigration 
by the Federal Government, in violation of the Constitution which gave Congress power only over 
the naturalization of foreigners. The laws were deeply racist. The “quotas” were actually percentage 
quotas for different genetic regions of the world. Homogenizing America genetically was seen by 
the statists at the time as the necessary prerequisite to establishing a centralized government over all 
America. People of different genetics would only create greater confusion, and will thwart the efforts 
towards more centralization. 

If you have read the novel Brave New World by Aldous Huxley, it was inspired in part by the official 
political ideology in the US in the 1930s, influenced by the views of Prescott Hall and his fellow-
ideologists. The novel describes exactly the kind of world Hall would want. The other influence was 
Herbert George Wells, the famous British science fiction writer who had the same views on races 
and immigration as Hall. We also need to emphasize that Wells was a committed Fabian Socialist, 
and the Fabian Society was originally Darwinian and racist to the core. Another connection there 
would be Margaret Sanger, another Fabian Socialist, racial supremacist, and activist for abortion as a 
means for exterminating the undesirable races. Such was the origin of the first real immigration laws 
in the United States. 

After the defeat of Hitler’s Germany, racially-based immigration laws became an embarrassment for 
America, so right after the war work started on a change in the immigration policies. The change 
was not meant to return the US to the original formula of open borders, though. Once the Federal 
government grabs a certain lever of power, it never relinquishes it. The attempt was to find a new 
formula for continuing Federal control over immigration in the post-Hitler world. The resulting 
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Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 was just as much a violation of the Constitution in that 
Congress affirmed its control over immigration, which was not one of its Constitutional 
prerogatives: Immigration was left to the States and the people, only naturalization was left to 
Congress. It retained the national origins formula but the ideology was changed, from racist/genetic 
to fascist/collectivist. The previous laws regarded people as genetic animals. This law now looked at 
them as members of cultural blocs that are unable to be re-educated culturally because of their 
belonging to a collective. In his defense of the law, its architect, the Democrat lawyer and Senator 
Pat McCarran, said the following: 

However, we have in the United States today hard-core, indigestible blocs which have not become 
integrated into the American way of life, but which, on the contrary are its deadly enemies. 

This is how you know a socialist, or a liberal, or a fascist: They never think in terms of individuals, 
they always think in terms of “blocs.” Exactly the opposite to that original American spirit that gave 
the individuals the right to self-determination and did not demonize them for belonging to any group 
by choice. 

No wonder that McCarran would express such sentiments. His nickname was the “Senator from 
Madrid.” At the time, Spain was under the regime of the fascist/militarist dictator Francisco Franco, 
and McCarran was an admirer of Franco. He was convinced that Franco’s system of forcing cultural 
uniformity on a whole nation is the superior social and political system. He spent much of his 
political career lobbying for foreign aid to Franco’s regime. (“If the system was superior, why did it 
need aid?”, we can ask.) 

The act of 1952 expanded the Federal bureaucracy, for it included a provision for admitting 
immigrants with special skills, and it also legislated ban on immigration for people who were 
“fellow-travelers” of Communist parties around the world. Whole new departments were needed 
now to be able to determine what skills a potential immigrant has, and whether his “sympathies” (the 
definition for a “fellow traveler” was one who “sympathizes”) lied with some Communist party. 

This openly fascist period in the US immigration policy lasted for 13 years, when another group of 
Democrats—Emmanuel Celler, Phillip Hart, and Ted Kennedy—gave the start to the last, socialist, 
period, the period that continues until now, and its policies are eagerly supported by modern so-
called “conservatives” (and many church-goers) in the United States. It was entirely based on the 
ideology of Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society and the ideas of the American liberal political elite for 
social engineering. The Immigration and Nationality Services Act of 1965 removed the National 
Origins Formula but it affirmed the firm grip of the Federal Government over immigration. The 
ideology of “adapting to the culture” became the ruling ideology of the US immigration policy, but 
what American culture was was left entirely to unelected Federal bureaucrats to decide. The Act also 
removed the decision locus for immigration admissions from American soil to US consulates around 
the world; understandably, for thus the immigration bureaucrats were now safe from any oversight 
and challenges by the American taxpayers. So now, unelected bureaucrats in the US determined 
what immigrants the government wanted, and unelected bureaucrats outside the US decided which 
individual immigrants would reach the US soil. Eventually, the consulates were given the power to 
control not only immigration but also business and personal travel. 
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What just a generation before was ridiculed by American journalists in Nazi Germany, the obsession 
with “Show me your papers,” became the established policy of the Federal government concerning 
non-US citizens. It would take another generation for the policy to develop and become the 
established policy for US citizens as well. Try to go anywhere without your papers today, as a US 
citizen. 

As any socialist policy, it didn’t work. Immigrants continued to use loops in the system to arrive, and 
by the 1980s America had millions of “illegal immigrants.” (Immigration restrictions work just like 
gun bans and prohibitions against alcohol and drugs.) An un-Biblical and unconstitutional law was 
not working—as was to be expected. By the 1980s the law was under severe criticism by many 
conservative politicians, including Ronald Reagan. In 1981, a few months into his first term, 
President Reagan delivered a special statement on immigration, announcing his goal of immigration 
reform which would return America back to her original purpose of city on a hill (his phrase was a 
“shining city”). He declared that he was seeking amnesty for illegal aliens: 

Illegal immigrants in considerable numbers have become productive members of our society and are 
a basic part of our work force. Those who have established equities in the United States should be 
recognized and accorded legal status. 

In the 1980s, it was the liberals in this country who were fretting about “immigrants destroying our 
culture.” If you told a conservative at the time that immigration was dangerous to the culture, they 
would laugh you out of the room. Immigration to conservatives was a proof for the superiority of the 
American culture. Why would anyone leave their miserable conditions and come to America with 
the purpose of replicating the same conditions here? 

The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 did not meet all of Reagan’s expectations. It did 
give amnesty to millions of illegal immigrants, as Reagan wanted, but it also placed burdens on and 
limited the freedom of employers: They were now banned from hiring illegal immigrants, and were 
under obligation to report the legal status of their employees. The reason may lie in the fact that the 
law’s architects were two extremely liberal legislators, the Democrat Romano Mazzoli and the 
Republican Alan K. Simpson. (Simpson was an outspoken advocate for the legalization of abortion 
and sodomy.) After the end of his political career, Ronald Reagan expressed his original vision in the 
following words: 

I’ve spoken of the shining city all my political life, but I don’t know if I ever quite communicated 
what I saw when I said it. But in my mind it was a tall, proud city built on rocks stronger than 
oceans, windswept, God-blessed and teeming with people of all kinds living in harmony and peace; 
a city with free ports that hummed with commerce and creativity. And if there had to be city walls, 
the walls had doors and the doors were open to anyone with the will and heart to get here. 

Somewhere between 1989 and today, something happened to the conservative American mind. It 
was brainwashed to accept as a “conservative value” a policy that has always been a racist, liberal, 
fascist, socialist, statist policy: restricting the movement of individuals for the purposes of the state. 
And in the next lecture we will see what the situation is today, how it compares to the Bible, and 
what arguments are used by conservatives in support of it. 
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 Immigration Series (Session 3): Logical and Theological 138.
Analysis of The Anti-Immigration Ideology of Modern 
Conservatives 

Bojidar Marinov, February 3, 2017   

Audio available: 
https://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-series-session-3-logical-theological-analysis-anti-
immigration-ideology-modern-conservatives/  

Dear Sir: I am informed that a Ship with [Germans] is gone up to Baltimore, among whom are a 
number of [Craftsmen]. I am a good deal in want of a House Joiner and Bricklayer, (who really 
understand their profession) and you would do me a favor by purchasing one of each, for me. I would 
not confine you to [Germans]. If they are good workmen, they may be of Asia, Africa, or Europe. 
They may be [Muslims], Jews or Christian of any [denomination], or they may be Atheists. I would 
however prefer middle aged, to young men, and those who have good countenances and good 
characters on ship board, to others who have neither of these to recommend them, altho, after all, the 
proof of the pudding must be in the eating. I do not limit you to a price, but will pay the purchase 
money on demand. This request will be in force ’till complied with, or countermanded, because you 
may not succeed at this moment, and have favourable ones here after to do it in. My best respects, in 
which [my wife] joins, are presented to Mrs. Tilghman and Mrs. Carroll. and I am etc. 

Before you take offense, this is not about buying slaves, but about hiring indentured servants. 
Indentured servitude was the way for many people to pay off debts and accumulate capital while 
being economically protected. It was the institution that helped many immigrants come to America 
and settle here. In fact, if you can trace your ancestors in this country more than 6 generations back, 
there is a 100% chance that they either arrived here as indentured servants, or hired indentured 
servants as a means to help them immigrate. The history of some towns in Central Texas, the 
German/Czech/Polish heart of Texas, is a history of whole families coming over as servants of one 
or another Austrian or German noble. Indentured servitude is a Biblical concept, and you can read 
about it in Gary North’s economic commentary on the case laws in Exodus 21-40. 

Can anyone guess the name of the author of this letter? Any takes as to who the rich employer is that 
would not mind hiring Africans or Asians, no matter what religion they are, Jews, Atheists, or even 
Muslims, as long as they are good workers? Any takes as to who this despicable wealthy liberal 
traitor is who sees no problem with even Muslims immigrating to American soil and even hiring 
them for his business, effectively robbing local honest American workers of their right to his 
business? 

The letter, my conservative and Christian friends, is signed, “Mount Vernon, March 24, 1784, 
George Washington.” And before someone replies that Muslims were not back then a threat as they 
are today, I will remind them to search the origin of the words “to the shores of Tripoli” in the US 
Marines’ Hymn, and see what threat Muslims were back then as they are today. 

I am not an absolute fan of George Washington; I am more skeptical concerning him than most 
Americans educated in government schools. Much in his ideology was closer to centralism and 
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statism than my beliefs. But this letter speaks about more than just Washington; it shows us the spirit 
of the early decades of the new American Republic. So as we continue discussing our present 
policies and the views of many conservatives on immigration, keep in your mind this vision of 
America restored to her roots: An airport gate with no border control or TSA or any other kind of 
government thugs and perverts, and George Washington picking workers to hire for his business, of 
those who just got off the plane. And if this vision is not part of your greater vision of America 
restored to her roots, then you are not part of the solution; you are part of the problem we have 
today. A problem that is statism, tyranny, and injustice, brought upon us by crafty socialist 
politicians with either R or D behind their names. 

Notice how when speaking about the immigration of those workers, Washington speaks in terms of 
two issues: One is economics: He has an economic need of workers, and he wants them skillful and 
understanding their profession. The other is spiritual/religious: He wants them to be of good 
character and of “good countenances.” (It was believed at the time that the good character of a 
person is inevitably expressed in his outward countenances.) The economic and the spiritual factors 
were the only factors that controlled the issue of immigration. Notice carefully that one factor is 
missing. A factor that is absolutely dominating the immigration debate today, more than any other 
factor. 

It is the political factor. Washington doesn’t seem to have any concern about any political issues. He 
doesn’t mention any laws about immigration. He doesn’t mention any problems with unions or 
government bureaucrats. He is not concerned that a shipment of so many workers from a country 
that just three years prior had 18,000 mercenaries in service of the British government on American 
soil, fighting the army of Washington himself. He doesn’t mention anything about the possibility 
that there may be a political assassin among these people who would be more than happy to take out 
the very leader of Revolutionary America. Which makes us wonder: Why would were these 
Americans in the early days of the young fledgling Republic so oblivious to the dangers of 
uncontrolled immigration? Why aren’t they mindful of the political consequences of letting people 
just come and find a job? Why is the very person who led the troops in the War of Independence so 
pragmatic in his attitude to immigrants, even to the point of seeing no problem with Muslims or 
Atheists coming over, as long as they are of good moral character? 

In order to understand the immigration policies of the US today, we need to look all of these issues, 
political, economic, and religious, and compare ourselves to America as she was supposed to be. We 
already saw how we compare to the Biblical Law: And we saw that as Christians, we have actually 
been on the wrong side, friends with the enemy and enemies of God, mistreating the foreigner and 
worshipping evil laws imposed by an evil, pagan regime. We also saw the history of these laws, 
where they came from, and we saw that there is nothing Christian nor conservative nor American in 
the laws limiting immigration. We saw that they were passed by fascists, socialists, liberals, and 
statists, and we have allowed to be brainwashed by those same fascists, socialists, liberals, and 
statists to accept these laws as legitimate, and even root for them and insist on their enforcement, 
instead of returning America back to her roots. 

But we have a final argument to address: What about today? Isn’t today different than yesterday? 
Aren’t there different principles today to look at immigration? Aren’t there unique dangers today 
that previous generations didn’t face, problems that make in necessary and expedient to make a U-
turn on immigration and adopt a stance which our forefathers would find immoral, unjust, and 
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paranoic? Can we learn from the past, and therefore try to return America to her roots, or is the 
present so wildly different that her past experiences don’t matter anymore, and we are to be like the 
“progressives” we criticize, declaring our past experiences to be of no consequence to us today? 

To answer these questions, we need to look at the modern arguments for immigration restrictions, 
and answer them. We need to look at them from all perspectives – political, economic, and religious 
– and honestly assess our situation and our views and policies. And if necessary, be humble and 
acknowledge if we have been wrong and change our views, and change our practical living and 
social and political action. 

As we saw, political considerations were excluded from Washington’s letter about immigrant 
workers. There’s a good reason for such omission. The American Patriots had dealt with the political 
side of the issue in the Declaration of Independence: restricting immigration by legislation or 
political means they considered an act of injustice and tyranny. It was injustice and tyranny enough 
to make it one of the good causes for righteous rebellion. The solution they had to it was to de-
politicize immigration altogether, taking it out of the set of the legitimate prerogatives of the civil 
government. Controlling immigration was just as much an act of statism and tyranny as was a 3% 
tax on tea. Therefore, the civil government should be barred from controlling it. 

We seldom stop to think today that the essence of politics, the primary question of every political 
issue is this: The individual vs. the government. (On a deeper, spiritual level it is always “Christ vs. 
Caesar” but you will have to listen to my talk to the Kuyper Foundation Conference last year to get 
that message.) No matter what the issue is all about, it is all about the government trying to grab 
more power and destroy the freedom of individuals. If it’s about helping the poor, it’s not about 
helping the poor, it is about more power to the government. If it’s about protecting the environment, 
it is about more power to the government. If it is about gun control, it is about government control. If 
it is about education, it is about more power to the government. If it is about food safety, it is about 
more power to the government. If it is about school vouchers, it is about more power to the 
government. And, if it is about immigration, it is about more power to the government. 

Any issue is just a smokescreen for the real agenda of the bureaucrats: more power to the 
government. When you have a politicized issue, an issue that politicians talk about extensively and 
draw lines in the sand, separating between “them” and “us,” watch out: the final issue is, “How is the 
government trying to expand its own power?” For the politicians, the “them” is always the 
individuals, and the “us” is always the political class. 

Given this constant greed of government officials for more power over the individuals, our political 
participation must be based on the following rule of thumb for discernment of political causes: Any 
political cause that ends up asking for more power to the government over individuals is an evil, 
wicked cause, a cause of tyranny, and we are under obligation to stand against it. No matter how 
beautiful the declared intentions of the politicians are, we must stand against it, because it is tyranny. 
If your local representative shows you a starving child in Africa and says we need more taxes to save 
that child, we must stand against it. If he shows you the 9/11 destruction and says we need more 
power to the government in the Patriot Act, we must stand against it. And if he shows you a bunch of 
illegal immigrants and says we need the government to do something against them, we must stand 
against it. 
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The patriots in the 1770s understood this simple truth. Modern American Christians and 
conservatives, when it comes to immigration, are blind to the obvious, and immune to common 
sense. They rather prefer to think on reflex level, like amoebas: “If Obama is for amnesty, 
immigration must be bad. Let call for more Federal troops in Texas to secure the border!” 

This stupidity leaves conservatives open to manipulation. It makes it easy to produce some fake 
crisis, which would make more conservatives mindlessly ask for more Federal troops in Texas. At 
the end, Obama will have tighter military control over one of the freest states in the US, and that at 
the insistence of the conservatives in the state! Every time you are not thinking in depth but only 
superficially (“If Obama is for amnesty, immigration must be bad!”) you become a victim of crafty 
politicians. The current so-called “immigration crisis” is just the same kind of manipulation as 
showing pictures of hungry kids in Africa to make people agree to more foreign aid sent to African 
dictators. Except that one is designed to manipulate liberals, the other is designed to manipulate 
conservatives. The final objective of both, of course, is “more power to the government.” 

The very fact that the first reaction to a crisis is, “more Federal control, please,” should make a true 
lover of liberty stop and consider what is going on. As with everything else, we should be wise and 
not give free reign to our emotions, let alone emotions driven by fear. 

We should show such wisdom when we think about the amnesty our socialist government wants, and 
not make the mistake of confusing amnesty with open borders, as so many conservatives do. Have 
the socialists really changed their mind on immigration? No, they haven’t. Remember, they don’t 
care for immigration one way or another; they want to use any crisis, any occasion possible to 
increase the control of the Federal government over the individuals. From this perspective, open 
borders means “no government intervention,” immigration laws mean “government intervention,” 
and amnesty means “double government intervention”: once when deciding who gets in legally, and 
once in deciding who of the illegals stays and who doesn’t. The government then becomes not only a 
law-giver, but a giver of grace as well. In this regard, asking the government to “secure the border” 
is only helping the socialists: securing the border will never work, it will create more crises, and 
more power to the government to solve the crises and give grace. 

The only truly conservative response to the Federal government, then, is this: Obey the Constitution, 
get the government out of the immigration business, let people travel and settle wherever they want, 
and only make laws about naturalization, as the Constitution requires. And, most of all, Mr. Obama, 
get your troops out of Texas. 

The political rhetoric has affected another area in the thinking of the conservatives, and with 
devastating effect: Immigration is the main issue through which conservatives are groomed to 
worship Federal legislation and submit their moral senses to the Federal government. Few are the 
areas where this idolatry of the Federal government is so obvious. So brainwashed are they that they 
do not stop to think how the conservative mind is now conditioned to define good and evil not 
according to an objective standard of a transcendent law but according to whatever laws are passed 
in Washington DC. You don’t believe it? Here’s the proof. 

It is in the argument used so often to justify the hatred so many American Christians and 
conservatives show toward immigrants: “If they were decent people, they would come here legally, 
through legal means.” Do you see how Federal legislation has become the ethical standard for good 
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and evil? Do you see the worship of the state in this argument? If you don’t, let me apply the same 
argument in another area: 

“If you are decent person, you will comply with Obamacare.” How does that sound? Or, “If you 
were a decent person, you will comply with the gun control laws.” Or, better yet, “If the Founders 
were decent people, they would have complied with the King’s laws.” “If Cory Ten Boom was a 
decent person, she would have complied with the Nazi laws.” “If Soviet dissidents were decent 
people, they would have complied with the laws of their Communist state.” 

What should be the reaction of a Biblical Christian or of a true conservative when we hear such an 
argument. It will be this: “No, if the law was a righteous law, it wouldn’t make criminals out of 
people whose only crime is their desire to find a job and provide for their children. If it was a 
righteous law, it wouldn’t give the government so much power over individuals. If it was a righteous 
law, it wouldn’t deprive the employers of the liberty to hire whomever they want.” And then, as is 
the good old American Patriot tradition, the conclusion would be: If it is an evil, unrighteous law, I 
have no moral obligation to obey it, and those immigrants have no moral obligation to obey it. 
Resistance to tyrants is obedience to God. 

The reality is, by the stroke of a pen, Congress created a new legal category of a “criminal,” an 
artificial category supported by neither the Constitution nor the Bible: the illegal alien. 
Conservatives have cheered for it and have transformed that artificial legal category into a moral 
category: “Illegal aliens are bad people.” And then the same conservatives are surprised that 
Congress creates other artificial legal categories of criminals: for example, “uninsured American,” 
who must be fined for his refusal to get health insurance. Reality is, once Congress imposes unjust 
laws on foreigners, it will inevitably end up imposing unjust laws on US citizens. God is not 
mocked. 

Not to mention the practical issue of, “Who exactly decides who gets in legally and who doesn’t?” 
Isn’t that the same Federal bureaucrats who, as we know, have a very different idea of what 
America’s interest is compared to our ideas. Would you trust a Federal bureaucrat with finding you a 
job? Deciding your healthcare? Educating your children? Deciding what to do with your money? If 
not, how come you suddenly trust those leeches when it comes to immigration? Are those Federal 
bureaucrats in the consulates less corrupt than the rest of them? Less bribeable? I know of hundreds 
of cases where decent, hardworking, independent, entrepreneurial people were not given even 
business visas to visit and meet business partners, while we know of multiple cases of outright 
criminals who get visas. How’s that immigration control working for ya? Isn’t it much better to 
disband that bureaucratic army and let people travel freely, for in this way we have a better chance to 
have decent people come in? 

As we saw, for over 1,500 years Christian Europe, and for over 300 years Christian America knew 
these obvious truths. That is why the American Patriots denied the civil government power over the 
immigration of people. And that’s why George Washington didn’t have to include any political 
considerations in his talk about hiring immigrant workers. Liberty was liberty. 

Thus, politically, a conservative shouldn’t be against immigration. If anything, if conservatives in 
America were really conservatives – and if Christians in America were really Christians – they 
would be demanding the repeal of all immigration laws, immediately, as the solution to the fake 
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immigration crisis today. The crisis is not real; it is artificially created by laws that shouldn’t be there 
in the first place, if America stood faithful to the original intent of the Founders. 

But about the economic consequences of uncontrolled immigration? Wouldn’t the economy collapse 
under the pressure of so many immigrants pouring in? 

When it comes to economic issues concerning immigration, Christians are just as unable to think 
clearly and employ common sense. The picture formed in their minds when they think “open 
borders” is millions of immigrants who are entrepreneurial enough to cross several borders and into 
the US, only to remain passive for the rest of their lives and only live on welfare, destroying the 
American economy in the process. Such picture is the fruit of fears instilled by two decades 
purposeful liberal propaganda, and its origins can be traced back to the trade unions and their 
socialist propaganda techniques in the early 20th century. But it has no precedent nor confirmation 
neither in the history of the US, not in the history of the world. In fact, a thorough study of the facts 
of history reveals that only positive things can come out of “uncontrolled immigration.” 

First let me say this: There is no such thing as “uncontrolled immigration.” Immigration, like any 
other human action, is always controlled by some factor or another. It is controlled primarily by 
economic conditions but it is also controlled by religious, cultural, and linguistic factors. In general, 
if left free of government interference, immigration will depend on the market forces: People will 
calculate the cost of immigrating, and will compare it to the perceived benefits. This balance 
between perceived costs and perceived benefits will always be the controlling factor of immigration, 
if the government is not included in the equation. When the government intervenes, though, the 
information from the market is twisted, and immigration now depends on the government, not on the 
natural development of the market. 

So immigration is always controlled, the question is who controls it, the market or the government. 
When the government controls it, the market suffers, as is with everything else. 

Historically, we don’t have a single instance in history when economic immigration has destroyed a 
country or a civilization. We do have examples when mass immigration actually helped accelerate 
the economic growth – and America of late 19th and early 20th century is the most perfect example 
of it. In fact, for countries with aging population – like the US, Canada, and Western Europe – and 
low birth rates – or high level of abortions – mass immigration may turn out to be the only tool for 
preserving the economic growth. Let’s not forget that the US alone has killed more than 55 million 
human beings in the holocaust of abortion. These are 55 million workers, entrepreneurs, innovators, 
engineers, production organizers, etc. The chicken are coming home to roost in our day, as 70+ 
million baby boomers are entering retirement age, and given the increased average life expectancy, 
will need senior care for another 20 years, at least, after retirement. (The average life expectancy 
after retirement at the time they were born was about 5 years.) Germany, Britain, and the 
Scandinavian nations are facing the same crisis; the presence of “guest workers” is important for the 
survival of the whole system. Even Hitler’s Germany, for all the racism and xenophobia of the 
Nazis, had to import millions of foreign workers to keep their economy going. China and Japan are 
in a much worse condition than the US and Europe, chiefly because there isn’t a large demographic 
contingent that is willing to immigrate to those countries; and the Chinese themselves tend to leave 
their country at first opportunity, rather than stay. 
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The picture of millions of lazy immigrants who only wait on welfare is a false picture, and it has 
nothing to do with reality. To the contrary, in any place where immigration is freed from restrictions, 
the industrious, active, entrepreneurial immigrants outnumber the lazy and criminal elements by a 
large margin. It is to be expected, because immigration is an undertaking of significant cost to the 
individual immigrant, and when allowed the liberty to immigrate, it is usually the future-oriented, 
entrepreneurial type of person who is willing to pay the price. In fact, it is partly for this reason that 
the socialists in the past – and Marx himself – have always been firm opponents of open 
immigration, because open immigration never changed the political landscape in their favor. Karl 
Marx himself admitted that the policy of open borders of Britain was a reason why his ideology 
couldn’t spread in Britain. 

As improbable as it may sound to you, it is possible that the current change in policy of the liberals – 
in favor of immigration instead of their traditional hostility to immigration – is caused by the 
realization that their economic policies don’t work, and therefore they need more immigrants to keep 
the economic growth. (Remember, for all their xenophobia, the Nazis imported millions of workers 
to keep their militaristic-welfare state going.) The welfare state in the US is a step from collapse, and 
since America has no means to naturally replace the needed workers, the fastest measure to prevent 
economic collapse is to import workers. In this, they have finally returned to economic common 
sense; but now the conservatives have adopted the old liberal policy and the culturally suicidal 
ideology of closed borders. 

Restricting immigration has other economic, often invisible consequences. The major one of them 
is outsourcing. The connection is seldom made but it is real, and it has to do with the distorted 
economic environment created by government control over an area that is purely economical. How 
then does immigration affect outsourcing? Here’s how: 

Immigration laws are normally proposed by lobbyists of Big Labor, the trade unions. Since unions 
are the voting power behind immigration laws, they have a say as to who gets admitted and who 
doesn’t. Of course, as with everything else, they shape the laws to admit only those who wouldn’t be 
competition to the unions’ members on the market place. Thus, lower middle class workers seldom 
get immigration visas. Only higher middle class entrepreneurs and professionals and lower class 
welfare recipients get admitted because neither group is a competition threat to the unions. Such 
policy, of course, distorts the market in the US: The lower middle class workers who are members of 
trade unions remain in lower supply compared to the other groups, and therefore their relative 
market price and political leverage are much higher. Thus they can twist the hands of the 
entrepreneurs (who now face competition from the admitted higher class immigrants) to get better 
terms: better wages, more benefits, earlier retirement, pension funds, etc. But better terms for the 
workers mean higher costs for the entrepreneurs. Eventually, increased labor costs in the US make 
business unable to compete. The solution? Entrepreneurs take advantage of the better global 
communications and the spread of knowledge and outsource their production facilities. Because of 
immigration restrictions, they can’t decrease their costs by hiring those potential immigrant 
Mexican, or Chinese, or Indonesian workers. What they do, then, is go where these workers are, 
move whole production facilities to Mexico, China, or Indonesia, and give the same jobs to the same 
Mexican, Chinese, or Indonesian workers. The only difference is, because of immigration 
restrictions, it is the US that is losing production facilities, and not only the unions lose available 
jobs, but service companies in the US lose business that would have normally stayed in the US, if it 
wasn’t for the distorted economic environment created by the immigration laws. 
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The fear of immigrants is based on a basically socialist view of the economy: There are only so 
many resources for so many people. Therefore, the opponents of immigration say, we need to limit 
immigration so that we don’t get poorer. Amazingly, Christians seldom stop to think who they align 
with in this argument. Isn’t this the same argument of those who advocate birth control? “There are 
too many people on the planet and too little resources base, let’s limit the population.” Isn’t this the 
argument of rich liberals like Bill Gates who hopes that vaccinations in Africa will help reduce the 
population there? Isn’t this the argument of abortion advocates in this country: Better kill a baby 
than let her live in possible poverty? Isn’t it absurd that with the same mouth we debunk the myth of 
overpopulation and at the same time agree with it wholeheartedly? 

If only Christians could stop and realize the absurdity of the argument. If more people really meant 
less resources per person and richer individuals, would reducing the population of the US to one man 
only make that man the richer man in the world? After all, he will have all these resources, n’est-ce 
pas? The reality is, if you reduced the population of these United States to one person, or even a 
thousand people, or even a million people, and somehow kept all the resources intact, this group of 
people will be poorer than an average farm worker in Bangladesh. Why? Because the availability of 
resources is not what makes people rich but the work that makes them usable for humans. Wealth is 
not in resources that are passively existing somewhere, wealth is created by work and division of 
labor and mass production, and work, division of labor and mass production depend on the size of 
the population. (Other factors play a part, too, like government policies, traditional views of work 
and entrepreneurship, etc.) 

Related to it is that other socialist argument, “Immigrants are taking our jobs.” Er, excuse me? 
Whose jobs are those? In what sense does a job belong to you and not to the employer? If I need a 
man to mow my back yard, does this job belong by right to my next door neighbor just because he 
lives closest to the job? Or can I hire the guy who lives two blocks over, just because I  want to hire 
that guy over my next door member? Can your Walmart send the cops to your home for shopping at 
Sprouts, because Walmart has the right to your business being closer to your home, in your 
neighborhood? Since when do we conservatives think in collectivist categories like little well-trained 
communists? 

An argument is sometimes proposed, that given the socialist wasteful policies of the US government, 
open borders will only increase the waste, so therefore, let’s first close the borders, fix what we need 
to fix, and then open the borders again. The problem with this argument is that it presupposes that 
limiting immigration will limit the waste. But what in the world would make us think that 
government waste depends on the size of the population or on limiting immigration? Has there been 
a time in America’s history when Congress actually needed the excuse of more immigrants to 
increase taxes and spending? When has there ever been such correlation? Congress increases 
spending for any reason whatsoever, it never sets aside money for immigrants specifically. If you we 
open the borders, Congress will increase spending; if we close them, Congress will increase 
spending. What in the world can make anyone believe that closing the borders will in any way 
decrease spending and waste, or will help us fix the problems in our society and government? And of 
course, when we close the borders, we actually give the same Federal government the power to 
decide who gets in. And guess what, who gets in will be those who pledge loyalty to that same 
Federal government, which will decrease our chances to turn things around, as opposed to entry 
uncontrolled by the government where lovers of liberty will have better chances to enter and help us 
restore liberty and justice for all. 
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There are many more economic arguments in favor of open borders that we won’t have the time to 
cover today. As with everything else, whenever an area is controlled by the government, the 
economy suffers. Labor is simply another economic resource which needs to remain fluid and 
movable to be able to respond to the demands of the market; when the government controls the 
movement of any economic resource, the economic environment is distorted. Human resources are 
not an exception. Also, when the government controls the movement of any economic resource, this 
open opportunities for corruption and crime. And again, human resources are not an exception. The 
only solution to the current immigration crisis is get the Federal government out of the immigration 
business, open the borders for free travel and settling, and let the market forces control what is a 
market phenomenon in the first place. 

But nowhere is the madness of American Christians more pronounced than when we come to the 
religious issues and factors of immigration. In their minds, American Christians are so blind to their 
own professed faith and to the facts of history and of the current situation in the world, that they are 
completely unable to see the real picture of modern immigration. In their minds, open borders means 
that “the lawless pagans of the world will flood America.” Seriously, because America doesn’t have 
lawless pagans, and the world outside America is full with only lawless pagans, and if there are any 
Christians, they are not so enterprising as to immigrate for whatever reason, they do not want a 
better future for their children, and they prefer to live in misery, tyranny, darkness, and persecutions. 

Stop here and ponder over this last word. Ah, aren’t we such softies, tearfully posting pictures of 
persecuted Christians around the world! Don’t we show such solidarity with our brothers and sisters 
insisting that the Federal government takes measures to stop persecutions of Christians around the 
world! Aren’t we so righteous to post data that Christianity is now the most persecuted religion in 
the world? And aren’t we so incredibly foolish to not stop and connect this fact with our rooting for 
restrictive immigration laws! 

If Christianity is the most persecuted religion around the world, I ask, who of the representatives of 
all religions is most likely to want to immigrate to another place, most of all the United States? And 
therefore, who of the representatives of all religions is most likely to be stopped and deported and 
returned back home by our immigration laws? Good people will obey immigration laws, you say? 
But are those who enforce the laws good people? Aren’t they Federal bureaucrats? Would you trust 
Federal bureaucrats to protect you as a Christian in the US? Would you give them the power to 
decide whether you need protection or not? If not, why do we trust Federal bureaucrats to actually 
make decisions in favor of protecting persecuted Christians around the world? How did this work for 
the persecuted German Jews in the 1930s? How many of them were returned back to the Nazi 
slaughterhouses because of our immigration laws? And what in the world makes you think it will 
work differently for persecuted Christians today? 

Stop here and consider this. If this argument doesn’t make your blood freeze in your veins, you are 
not a true Christian, you are a fake Christian, you are just a church-goer, your true faith is not in 
Christ, and your true religion is statist idolatry, or American idolatry, or any other kind of idolatry, 
but not the Christian religion. If these immigration laws you have been supporting have been the 
reason for the return of even one Christian back to his persecutors . . . nay, if these immigration laws 
have been the reason for even one Christian to despair of even trying to find asylum in the US 
because of the high bars imposed on legal immigration, or because of the corruption of Federal 
bureaucrats using those same laws, the blood of that Christian is on your hands! If it’s better to tie a 
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stone around your neck and jump in the sea rather than seduce one of these small ones, then it is 
better to have ten thousand Dearborn-Michigans in this country than send one Christian to death by 
persecution by supporting evil laws! And before you take offense at this statement, could it be that 
Dearborn MI is actually a warning by God for us, to make us see what we have done to Christians 
around the world with our immigration laws, and give us a foretaste of the judgment coming on us? 
Could it be that in our foolishness we have misinterpreted the signs God is giving us? 

Contrary to what many Americans believe, of all religions around the world, Christians are 
disproportionately represented among the world’s immigrants, even in the United States. Also, even 
among the non-Christian immigrants, the statistical odds of conversion to Protestant Christianity are 
much higher than among the homeborn. The best example, right here, in front of our eyes, is the 
Hispanic population of the United States. A study of 2002 shows that while Roman Catholicism was 
the religion of over 90% of the Hispanics over 60 years old, the same percentage is down to 60% in 
the age group of 30-40-year-olds, with Protestantism in all its forms rising to 40% of the faith of the 
younger generation of Hispanics. Hispanic Protestant iglesias strike the observer with their average 
age, compared to the aging population in the traditional Anglo churches, as a commentator on the 
study wrote ten years ago. But there’s more, and the two books of Philip Jenkins, The Next 
Christendom and God’s Continent give real facts and data about the religious constitution of the 
immigrant communities in Europe and the United States. Contrary to the prejudices we all hold 
today, when immigration is not restricted, Christians are those who dominate immigration, even if 
their home countries are not predominantly Christian. The Korean and the Filipino populations in the 
United States are the greatest examples of that: While Christianity is the religion of only about 40% 
of the Korean population, in the Korean community in the US, Christians outnumber non-Christians 
by more than 20 to 1! The situation is the same among the Filipinos, and similar among – listen to 
this – the Arabic immigrants. When you meet an Arab immigrant – or anyone of Arabic origin – in 
the United States, you run a 50% chance of them being Christian, a percentage far far higher than in 
the Arabic world. Such is the picture among Russian and Ukrainian immigrants as well, and the 
Russian and Ukrainian pockets in New York City are actually bastions of the Republican Party in a 
city that is heavily Democrat in its voting preferences. And it is known to all that immigrant Jews 
from the former Soviet Union separate themselves from American Jews for one simple reason: 
Immigrant Jews are self-consciously conservative, and much more loyal to the original vision of 
America than are American Jews. 

The situation is the same in Europe, as Philip Jenkins shows. While we love to be scared by pictures 
of immigrant communities in Europe with women in burkas and men in turbans, the truth is, 
Christian churches – not just the dead European traditional churches, but vibrant, live, active 
churches – outnumber mosques in the immigrant communities by 4 to 1. This not visible to the eye 
because these people do not go around in flowing robes and turbans and burkas, but the truth is, 
Christianity in Europe is flourishing among immigrant communities, and in some areas immigrant 
communities provide the only place a true worshipper of God can go to. The examples are too many 
to be listed here, but you all need to read these two books to actually learn the real facts. 

Restriction of immigration, therefore, won’t help save the Western civilization, it will only help 
surrender it to the forces of atheism and socialism. Just like the influx of Gentiles in the church 
helped save and continue the Covenant of God, saving it from the homeborn Jews, immigration 
today may be the same forc?”e sent by God to save the Western civilization from its downward 
spiral to atheism and lawlessness. Religiously, we have nothing to fear from immigration; and we 
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have everything to fear from our own spiritual stagnation, and our violation of God’s Law in this 
particular area. 

Thus, there are no reasons, political, economic, or religious, to curb, control, limit, or restrict 
immigration. Immigration is not bad, and in fact, it is good for America. Restrictions on immigration 
are only another area of government control that has gone beyond the limits God placed on civil 
governments, and they are destroying America politically, and economically, and religiously. 

The final question, then will be: How then do we deal with the immigration crisis we are facing 
today? If we were asked, as Christians, by our representatives in Congress, “What do we do? What 
does the Bible say?”, what answer are we to give them? Our answer should be: 

Like so many other crises American has been through, this crisis is an artificial crisis, created not – 
as many wrongly believe – by the lack of involvement by the government, but by too much 
government. Just like the violence and gang crisis created by the Prohibition a 100 years ago, we 
today have a violence and gang crisis created by another prohibition, the immigration prohibition. If 
we were faithful to the Bible, and if we were faithful to the Constitution, and if we had never given 
the Federal government the power to control the movement of individuals, these children would 
have been with their parents because their parents would have come over the normal way just as 
your ancestors came here several generation ago. As we saw before, between 1880 and 1910, in the 
span of 30 years, America’s population tripled thanks to immigration. And there was no such 
immigration crisis, as wave after wave of immigrants reached the shores and made their new home 
in their new country. 

The real crisis is not that we have allowed more immigrants; actually, if you look ate the individual 
states, the states boast when they are able to attract more people, and Texas is the state that boasts 
more than any other state with attracting people from the other states. The crisis that we have 
allowed to be duped by the liberals to declare immigration a bad thing, and adopt a socialist view. 

When the Prohibition created the crisis of violence and corruption and gangs, the only solution 
was: End the Prohibition, now. When they did, the problem disappeared over night. The more they 
delayed the solution, the worse the problem became. You don’t solve a problem by delaying the 
solution. 

Therefore, there is only one solution to this crisis: Obey the Bible and obey the Constitution, get the 
Federal government out of the business of immigration, and repeal all laws that limit immigration. 
Return America to the original formula of open immigration, limited political franchise. Let the 
people move free, restrain the government, and limit the voting privilege. Anything else will only 
continue the agony, and will eventually bring judgment on this once great nation for her 
disobedience to the Law of God. 
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 Immigration Series (Session 4): Audience Q & A 139.
Bojidar Marinov, February 3, 2017   

Audio Available:  
https://reconstructionistradio.com/immigration-series-session-4-audience-q/  
 
No Transcript/Text Available.  
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 Islam and Secular Humanism are Two Sides of the Same 140.
Coin (The Hopeless Crusade of Ibn Warraq)  

Bojidar Marinov, August 18 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725095757/http://americanvision.org/3391/islam-and-secular-
humanism-are-two-sides-of-the-same-coin/  

 Ibn Warraq is a modern hero. 

Today, it doesn’t take too much for a Muslim or a 
former Muslim to get killed by other Muslims, 
even in the West. For divorcing her highly 
abusive husband, a Muslim woman can get 
decapitated even in the middle of Buffalo NY. Or 
a girl can get shot for getting on Facebook. If 
such small quiet personal acts are sufficient to 
trigger the religious fury of faithful Muslims and 
make them murderers, public criticism of Islam 
surely must deserve much worse. Especially 
when it comes from a self-professed apostate 
from Islam. 

That’s who Ibn Warraq is: an apostate from the Muslim faith, writer, publicist, outspoken critic of 
Islam. He has deserved death in the hands of other Muslims numerous times. And he knows it. But 
he persists in telling the truth about Islam, knowing well that this puts his life in danger. He is a true 
hero. 

The literary name is chosen very well. It means “son of a papermaker” and it has been traditionally 
adopted by dissidents and apostates within Islam who used it to protect their identity when 
criticizing the Muslim religion. And Ibn Warraq really is doing a very good job in exposing the true 
nature of Islam as a tyrannical ideology, an enemy of civilization and progress, and a religion of 
oppression of women, children, poor, and non-Muslims. Ibn Warraq has written several books, the 
best known among which are Why I Am not a Muslim (1995), The Origins of the Koran (1998), and 
Defending the West (2007). He has number of essays, and has been speaker to many conferences and 
public debates about Islam. His straightforwardness and courage when dealing with Islam is unusual 
for a European intellectual; he doesn’t pull punches, and he doesn’t care about political correctness 
when he exposes the evils of Islam as religion and ideology. A glimpse of his preferred methods of 
argumentation can be found in “Why the West Is Best,” a response to the Muslim intellectual and 
apologist Tariq Ramadan: 

A culture that gave the world the novel; the music of Mozart, Beethoven, and Schubert; and the 
paintings of Michelangelo, da Vinci, and Rembrandt does not need lessons from societies whose idea 
of heaven, peopled with female virgins, resembles a cosmic brothel. Nor does the West need lectures 
on the superior virtue of societies in which women are kept in subjection under sharia, endure genital 
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mutilation, are stoned to death for alleged adultery, and are married off against their will at the age of 
nine. . . . The West has no use for sanctimonious homilies from societies that cannot provide clean 
drinking water or sewage systems, that make no provisions for the handicapped, and that leave 40 to 
50 percent of their citizens illiterate. 

His other writings are no less firm and uncompromising when dealing with Islam. And Islam is not 
his only target; he also criticizes leftist intellectuals who blindly worship the non-Western cultures 
and condemn the West. In an interview with Frontpage Magazine he calls the Left “those that are 
unable to think for themselves.” He also criticizes the Bush-era neo-Conservatives in the US for their 
political correctness and their refusal to see the religion of Islam as the problem in terrorism. 

Ibn Warraq is a courageous man, a modern hero who tells the truth even when it places him in grave 
danger. He is a crusader for the rights of those oppressed under the evil religion of Islam, and he 
deserves respect. 

The only problem is that his crusade is doomed to fail. 

In his campaign against Islam, Ibn Warraq has chosen a frame of reference that is weak and impotent 
to mount any challenge, or deal with challenges hurled against it. In his essay, “Islam and 
Secularization” (2007) he outlines his solution to the problem of Islam: Secularization. Ibn Warraq 
likes the developments in the West, and he wants to see the Muslim world freed from its wicked 
religion and have the same developments. But he ascribes the progress of the Western civilization to 
the rise of secular humanism and rationalism; the West, he says, inherited it from the Greeks, and as 
soon as the West was freed from its religion, Christianity, progress happened. So he proposes a 
corresponding solution for the Muslim world: Secularization. 

Of course, the very argument that secular humanism has contributed to the rise of the West rests on 
shaky grounds. Secular humanism hadn’t taken any deep ideological roots in the Western societies 
well until the early 1900s, and by then the West had already been the dominant civilization on the 
planet for over 200 years. The most dominant nations in the West were those that adopted secular 
humanism the last; the Christian religion continued to have a strong hold on both the popular mind 
and the political ideology of Great Britain and the United States until World War I. Even after WWI, 
secular humanism still had hard time imposing itself on the European populations: Christian values 
continued to be accepted as normative, and humanist values as radical. It took political revolutions in 
the first half of the 20th century – as those in Italy, Germany, and Russia – and a second World War 
to establish secular humanism as the undisputed political and cultural ideology in the West. To 
ascribe the 400-years ascent of the Western civilization to world dominance to an ideology that has 
won the day only in the last two generations is quite improbable, to say the least. 

The argument for rationalism doesn’t hold water either. Rationalism is methodology, not ideology; it 
gives answers only when there are previously adopted goals. And goals are determined by the 
religion of the people and their leaders. In its own way, Islam is rational: its goals may differ from 
those of the West, but given those goals, Muslims are quite rational – and suicide bombers are the 
most rational of all. When turned into an ideology, rationalism never produced moral codes, social 
goals, or idea of progress; it always borrowed them from other ideologies. And European rationalism 
worked only because it borrowed heavily from Christianity; without Christianity, European 
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rationalism wouldn’t fare better than Chinese, Muslim, or Indian rationalism in creating a free and 
prosperous society. 

But what’s more important is this: Secular humanism will never be an alternative to Islam because 
theologically, Islam and secular humanism are the two sides of the same coin. 

When dealing with Islam and comparing it to secular humanism, Ibn Warraq makes the mistake of 
comparing the visible features of the two. He looks at the Islam’s professed reliance on certain 
theological truths, and finds it rigid and contrary to the spirit of “liberating doubt” of atheism and 
agnosticism, a phrase he borrowed from his ideological teacher Bertrand Russell. Ibn Warraq finds 
the idea of relying on theological truths for shaping a society contrary to the ideas of liberty and 
progress – surely, man’s reason must be free from certainties if man is to be free to live his life and 
build his society as he wants. Ibn Warraq has nothing against religion itself; he just believes it must 
be relegated to the personal realm, while the society must be based on “rationalism” if it is to be a 
free and prosperous society. 

But is it so? Is really Islam a religion of “certain theological truths”? 

In one of his essays titled “Why I Am Not a Muslim” (the same as the title of his book, but the essay 
covers different topics) Ibn Warraq correctly describes the influence of many other religions on 
Islam, including Judaism and Christianity. He misses one point, though: the nature of God in Islam. 
Superficially, Islam borrows heavily from Judaism and Christianity; fundamentally, its God is 
completely different. Yes, God is the Creator, and He sustains the world, and He sends the prophets, 
but . . . God can not speak directly to men, nor can He involve in the material world in any direct, 
comprehensible way. The Christians and the Jews believe in the Creator-creature distinction but they 
also believe that God can cross the line and take on human form, and appear to men in a visible 
form. Not so in Islam. God is so high and removed from His creation, a Muslim must believe, that 
there is no visible, comprehensible, direct way He can speak to men or associate with men in any 
possible way. That’s why the thought of God having a Son is so intolerable to a Muslim; it 
“denigrates” God to the level of His creation, and the Muslim God can not do it without violating 
His own nature. 

To use the analogy of the median line on the road, in Christianity that line is solid on the side of 
creation, and dotted on God’s side; we can never cross the line and become divine but God can cross 
it any time He wants and become man, and speak and reveal Himself to men. In Islam, the line is 
solid on both sides, and neither we nor God can cross it. The concept of God in flesh is foreign to 
Islam, and therefore the concept of direct revelation doesn’t exist in Islam. 

Not even the Koran is a direct revelation. Islam scholars may sometimes call it the “Word of God,” 
but by their own admission it isn’t; it is only given through an angel, not through God’s direct 
revelation. God can not speak to men in intelligible words; He must use an angel. And of course, 
angels are as different from men as God is different from angels; so who knows how much the words 
of an angel can be comprehended by men? 

And here we come to the crux of the matter: If God is so separated and detached from His creation 
that He can’t even deliver direct revelation to it in His own words, for all practical purposes He is 
as good as a non-existent God. There can be no “certain theological truths” from a God Whose 
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words we can’t hear or comprehend. In the final account, Islam is not a religion of “certain 
theological truths,” it is a religion of uncertain man-made rules, doomed to always change according 
to the latest whims of religious leaders or political rulers. Since there is no direct revelation from 
God, it is direct rule from powerful men that must replace it. 

In this, Islam is not different from secular humanism. Since there is no God Who speak directly to 
men in secular humanism, eventually it is the powerful men, or the intellectuals, or some other elite 
that must deliver the truths to men in order to build and sustain a working society. The fact that 
individual men can doubt those truths doesn’t make it better: they still have to submit since there is 
no higher recourse for them to appeal to. 

So both Islam and secular humanism are forms of humanism. And predictably, both Islam and 
secular humanism must lead to tyranny, oppression, backwardness, and dead end. The only 
difference is that Islam at least gives some hope for the life hereafter; secular humanism doesn’t. Ibn 
Warraq’s crusade is misguided; you can’t beat an ideology with the same ideology, with the hope 
taken away from it. 

No wonder in the modern world secular humanism and Islam are allies on the political and 
ideological arena. Their common foe is . . . Christianity. 

And here is where Ibn Warraq must start: It was Christianity as a religion that created the West. It 
was Christianity that gave us the ideas of liberty, progress, emancipation, the scientific method, the 
technologies, etc. The West was built not in a religious vacuum but on the fertile ground of the 
Redemption in Jesus Christ; that Redemption gave men the reason for progress, and it gave them the 
ideology of liberty. “The West” is only a metaphor; the real name for the civilization Ibn Warraq 
likes and defends is Christendom. 

He admits as much in an interview with the Australian radio station The Religion Report: 

Stephen Crittenden: This raises another question, and that is: Is one of the problems here in the West 
that we refuse to acknowledge, we've forgotten in fact, how much our secular democratic institutions, 
how much the freedom that we've won, actually came out of Christianity? 
 
Ibn Warraq: Yes, actually, I mean you're absolutely right there. In a sense, Christianity always 
accepted the separation of the two spheres. You know the famous saying in the Gospel according to 
St Matthew, 'Render unto Caesar what is Caesar's, and render unto God what is God's.' That is 
supposed to be an indication of the separation of the church and state. 

Unfortunately for Ibn Warraq, he has a wrong interpretation for that verse. It is not surprising that a 
non-Christian would have a wrong interpretation; what is surprising is the fact that Ibn Warraq 
himself doesn’t notice that his interpretation leaves him with only two options for a society: God or 
Caesar. So, if it is not God as the basis for the society, it must be statism, if we follow this view. Ibn 
Warraq doesn’t see it but he inadvertently exposes the main problem of secular humanism: If God is 
removed from society, then the only alternative is Caesar. And that’s what Islam is: A religion that 
effectively removes God from society in order for wicked men to lord over other men. And that’s 
what secular humanism is, too. 
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But I have a good news for Ibn Waraq. There is a much better verse that establishes Christianity as 
the religion of liberty and progress: 

“But the righteousness based on faith speaks as follows: “Do not say in your heart, ‘Who will ascend 
into heaven?’ (that is, to bring Christ down), or ‘Who will descend into the abyss?’ (that is, to bring 
Christ up from the dead).” But what does it say? “The Word is near you, in your mouth and in your 
heart”—that is, the word of faith which we are preaching” (Romans 10:6-8). 

Not the “liberating doubt” of Russell, but the personal access of every individual believer to the 
Creator, to the Lord of all revelation, is what created the West and its achievements in liberty, 
science, technology, and all others. Islam creates tyranny and backwardness by removing God far 
away from the individual. And so does secular humanism. Only when the individual has access to 
God’s truths directly from God and His Word, tyrants can not pretend exclusively to speak for truth; 
and freedom fighters have theology of resistance that is valid and reliable. Only when God and His 
knowledge are close to the heart of the individual, scientific and social progress is possible. 
Therefore, Christianity is the only religion that can create anything like the West. Secular humanism 
can’t; it is simply another form of Islam. 

Therefore, Ibn Warraq’a crusade is hopeless. Substituting secularism for Islam won’t make the 
things better: it will only create more tyranny and more backwardness. 

But Ibn Warraq has an alternative: Jesus Christ, and His Redemption. Now, this would be a crusade 
worth fighting. 
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 Putting the Claim that “Theonomy Is Like Shariah” to 141.
Presuppositional Rest (Part 1) 

Bojidar Marinov, March 12, 2015 

Theological opposition to Theonomy keeps 
evolving. Those of us who have been in the debate 
for the last two decades, can clearly see it. Those 
older than us, the veterans, who have been in it for 
over four decades, see it even more clearly. First, it 
was the dispensationalist argument that we are in 
the dispensation of grace, not of the Law, and 
therefore the Law of God is not applicable to us 
today. Dispensationalism collapsed under its own 
weight, of foolishly—but consistently, given its 
theology—giving its followers promises that 

couldn’t come true. 

Then the faculties of Westminster East and West decided to take Theonomy to task by the rhetorical 
device of the “Law v. Grace” distinction, applied in an openly un-Biblical way, and without any clue 
as to what Theonomy teaches. The resulting Theonomy: A Reformed Critique (1990) was such a 
blatant disaster, and received such a blow by Theonomy: An Informed Response (1991), that the two 
seminaries are still ashamed of that book, and don’t bother to re-publish it. 

Then, in the mid-90s, the Lutheran concept of “two-kingdoms” was recovered from its ashes of the 
1930s when it fell in disgrace, being used by Hitler to subject the German churches to his regime. By 
the 1990s, to the average church-goer in the US, Nazi Germany was as distant as the Battle of 
Naboo, so a few Westminster West professors took it, dusted it off, warmed it up a little bit and 
inflated it under the name of “Two Kingdoms Theology.” Real theology it never became, for no one 
really wrote a systematic defense of it: only a small book by VanDrunen and several articles and 
haphazard mentions of the term in articles and interviews. It remain only a rhetoric, a semantical 
device to reject Theonomy; it never rose up to the task of presenting a consistent, comprehensive 
worldview as an alternative to Theonomy, which by that time had developed consistent theory about 
almost every major area of the life of man and his institutions. 

All these proved to be inadequate to “combat” Theonomy, so they had to be dropped at some point. 
The “Two-Kingdoms” rhetoric is also falling in disrepute, of what I see, for it can hardly win the 
hearts of many by its insisting that “God doesn’t redeem the civil institutions, He only preserves 
them.” (From VanDrunen’s book, Living in God’s Two Kingdoms.) Over the years, the opponents 
of Theonomy, ironically, have been moving closer and closer to Theonomy, despite their professed 
disagreement with it, while Theonomists have become even more consistent with their teaching. 
Opposition started in the 1970s with “The Law is not for today, we are under grace.” In the 1990s it 
was “The Moral Law is valid, but only for the church; the common kingdom is under the natural 
law.” About a decade ago “natural law” was defined already as “the moral law of God written on the 
hearts of men.” And in our day, as the debate between Joel McDurmon and Jordan Hall 
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demonstrated, the opponents of Theonomy have moved so close to Theonomy that they now bicker 
over whether the civil laws are “obligatory” or “practical,” while the justice of the Law for today is 
accepted for granted. Forty years ago, these were discussions between Theonomists. (In fact, these 
were some of the discussions on the ICE Forum just 20 years ago.) Now, as Theonomists have 
become more consistent, anti-Theonomists have adopted the position of the former “moderate” 
Theonomists. We can safely extrapolate where this is going. 

This gradual surrender to Theonomy, however, has to be disguised somehow in order for the critics 
to keep face, so the same old tactics is used of false statements, misrepresentations, fabricated quotes 
or quotes out of context, etc. The McDurmon/Hall debate I mentioned above was full of those, and 
Joel McDurmon has documented many of them here. In addition to those, we have the good old 
technique of base rhetoric and false analogies: Theonomy has been compared to both anarchy and 
fascism at the same time, and sometimes by the same authors, and sometimes within the same article 
(no kidding!). Recently, however, with the hype about the rising danger of Islam in the secular 
media, another false analogy has become the fad of the day for anti-Theonomists: “Theonomy is like 
Shariah.” Spiffy, heh? No need to explain your position, no need to explain Theonomy. Actually, no 
need to study Theonomy at all. Just use the impression of those images in the media of decapitated 
prisoners to create the emotion, and then direct the emotion against Theonomy. Why bother actually 
studying Theonomy? 

This is exactly what James White of Alpha & Omega Ministries did in this video:  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-eUsjNH93ck&feature=youtu.be.  

I have heard of White before, from friends of mine who have praised him highly for his 
“presuppositionalism” in his debates—which “presuppositionalism” I couldn’t detect in this 
particular video, by the way. My friends also praised him for his deep knowledge of Islam, and 
consequently, for his debates with Muslim scholars. I can’t pass judgment on the validity of his 
ministry. And I am not going to indulge in the childish play of some ministry leaders in the US of 
comparing personas and ministries. (“My ministry has been around for 32 years, and I have 25 books 
published! Show me your ministry and your publications!”) I am perfectly satisfied if my persona 
and my ministry are considered inferior to everyone else’s; my place in God’s Kingdom are mine 
only, and I don’t need comparisons to feel secure in what I do and who I am. If there are debates 
within the Christian community, I believe, they should be on theology, not on personal merits. A true 
minister of God should be the first to agree with those who assault him personally or just ignore their 
attacks; and at the same vehemently and vigorously defend and proclaim what he believes. 

I must say, though, I was rather disappointed of what I heard. There were quite a few statements by 
White in that video that rather disproved the notion that he was the “expert” so highly praised by my 
friends. Without going into too much detail, the main disappointment was in the area of 
presuppositionalism: At some point in the video, in his comments on Theonomy, White went on to 
defend the “excluded middle ground,” and declare his position to be that “middle ground.” 
Obviously, when it comes to ethical/judicial issues, Biblical presuppositionalism doesn’t allow for a 
middle ground; its battle cry has always been “Push the antithesis!” No matter what brand of 
presuppositionalist one is, Clarkian or Vantillian, there is no way to imagine Van Til, or Clark, or 
John Robbins, or Greg Bahnsen, or any other presuppositionalist arguing for a middle ground,  
ethically/judicially. This is a major blunder for one who claims to be a “presuppositionalist”;White 
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either doesn’t have a clue what presuppositionalism is, or he doesn’t care to employ it in his 
thinking.1 

Another area of disappointment was intellectual honesty. White doesn’t know much about 
Theonomy. He calls it a “movable target” when, in reality, Theonomy is the best published 
theological position as of present, and therefore there is nothing “movable” about it. There is more 
material for Theonomy available that for all of the alternative positions combined. He also claims 
that there are “substantial differences between some major voices” of Theonomy but there is no 
evidence for such “substantial differences.” In fact, if anything, the Theonomists are the most united 
group of all groups in terms of theological beliefs. Their substantial differences amount to arguments 
over the validity and forms of public taxation, or over the nature and the place of the church. In 
comparison, to give an example, the Southern Baptists in the United States are still divided over the 
issue of God’s Sovereignty and Predestination, for crying out loud! 

And yet, for all his ignorance about Theonomy, White scorns the objections of Theonomists that he 
misrepresents Theonomy and says that he will not invest the time to study what he criticizes. He 
repeats that several times, to make sure his listeners got the message. White’s moral failure aside, 
what is more important is his use of the same base rhetoric and false analogy I mentioned above: 
“Theonomy is like Shariah.” In the video, while criticizing “some Theonomists,” and explaining his 
differences with them, he says, 

Because of Acts chapter 15, we don’t have to bring Shariah, but Islam has to. . . . 

So, there it is. He is arguing against Theonomists. He is then invoking his expertise on Islam. Then, 
within the same argument of counterposing Theonomy to his position (which is so unspecified that 
only Allah knows what it is, I might guess), he freely moves to a counterposition of his position to 
Shariah. 

Logically, there is no way to claim he hasn’t used the rhetoric. If in the same argument his 
opposition to Theonomy is explained using the analogy of his opposition to Shariah, then he is 
comparing Theonomy to Shariah. 

It is this false analogy that needs to be put to a presuppositional rest. And this is what this article is 
about. Hopefully, White will read it and will humble himself and repent for his slander against 
Theonomy. In the process, I will have to teach him a thing or two about presuppositionalism. I will 
also have to teach him a thing or two about Islam; from a presuppositional perspective, I mean. And, 
most important, I will use this as an occasion to give an example to the readers of how 
presuppositionalism should be properly applied to law and religion. 

Now, don’t get me wrong: I am not saying that White doesn’t know facts about Islam. I am sure 
anyone who focuses on a specific area can learn a bunch of facts within a threemonth period, with 
today’s availability of printed and electronic material. And since he has 

focused on Islam, he certainly knows more facts about it than most of us, enough to impress us all. 
But for a true presuppositionalist, facts do not speak of themselves. One needs to have the right 
presuppositional understanding. And his comparison of Theonomy with Shariah is a proof he has not 
built a presuppositional understanding of Islam; therefore, while he may know many facts about 
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Islam, he doesn’t have a true knowledge of it. This is what this article will make the effort to do: 
Help him understand the presuppositional nature of the facts that he has learned. 

So, is Theonomy “like Shariah”? Let’s get started. 

The Nature of God and the Nature of Revelation 

A presuppositionalist must always approach every analysis, every analogy, every policy 
recommendation starting from . . . well, the basic presuppositions, of course. He can’t afford to rely 
on superficial and trivial arguments. To remain faithful to his position, a presuppositionalist must 
examine every idea down to its deepest philosophical foundations, to the level of its “basic 
commitments or assumptions.” Without such examination, there can be no real logic, no real 
analysis, no real debate, because there would be no real interpretation of facts. And without 
interpretation of facts, facts remains silent.2 

Therefore, a comparative analysis between Shariah and Theonomy must—if it is to be done within a 
presuppositionalist framework—go back to the very foundational question of both systems, a 
question that is ultimately an issue of faith: What is the nature of the God behind each system? A 
commentator who—like White—simply makes a superficial statement of comparison without first 
going so far back, is no different than a media propagandist who just relies on Pavlov-type instincts 
in his listeners; he has committed the same logical fallacy as the atheist who claims that the early 
Christians were “communists” because they shared everything freely. Superficial resemblance is not 
true identity, and a  true presuppositionalist knows it, and knows to avoid foolish comparisons. 

So let’s get to a comparative analysis of the natures of the gods behind both systems. 

It is generally assumed that, both being theistic religions, Christianity and Islam have similar views 
of the nature of God. In fact, most misunderstandings between the two religions come from this 
assumption. On the Christian side, many Christians vehemently deny (rightfully) that Jehovah is 
Allah, but they see the differences mainly in the fact that Jehovah is a loving God while Allah is a 
vengeful, bloody god (wrong). On the Muslim side, Muslims are positive that Jehovah and Allah are 
the same God, but they see in Christianity a mild form of polytheism, having three gods rather that 
one. Other than the ethical nature of God and the arithmetic of his Persons, most people can’t see a 
deeper difference.  

The difference, however, is much deeper. It is an ontological difference, having to do with the very 
nature of God as He is. It goes to the original question of any cosmology, Is God — and therefore 
reality—ultimately One or Many? And then to the question that is essentially the same as the first 
one, Is God ultimately transcendent or immanent? Translated in layman’s terms, the question means, 
Is God ultimately remote, separated from the reality of facts and experience (transcendent), or is He 
intimately present in that reality in every part of it (immanent)? Related to this question about the 
nature of God are almost all other questions and problems of our knowledge and interpretation of 
ourselves and the world. What we believe about logic, science, technology, society, economics, law, 
time, man, family, etc., will ultimately hinge on the answers we give to these questions about the 
nature of God.3 
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It is here where the most fundamental difference between Christianity and all other religions—
including Judaism and Islam—lies. While every religion and philosophy tries to solve the problem in 
favor of either unity or plurality—either transcendence or immanence —Christianity asserts a God 
Who, in Himself, contains without contradiction the equal ultimacy of the One and the Many. Is He 
one, or is He many? Our answer is: Yes. Neither has greater ultimacy in Him. And this oneness and 
manyness of God are not simply “connected” in Him in some sort of dialectical cohabitation. God 
doesn’t simply “reconcile” unity and plurality in Himself. They are both integral characteristics of 
His very Being. 

Following from that, and even more relevant to our discussion, Christianity believes that both 
transcendence and immanence are ultimate in God’s nature. God is ultimately transcendent: He is 
perfectly distinct from His creation, absolute, self-existent and selfsufficient, and in no way can be 
said to be dependent on, or identified with, His creation or with any part of it. At the same time, God 
is ultimately immanent: He is intimately present with, and involved in, every single detail and part of 
reality. It is on this premise that the central doctrine of the New Testament is based: the Incarnation. 
Through the Incarnation, God made Himself manifest to His creation in a way that is sovereign and 
divine, and yet accessible to every creature to taste, see, touch, and experience. God’s equally 
ultimate transcendence and immanence are the doctrine which gives meaning and basis for the entry 
of Jesus Christ in the universe (Heb. 1:5-6). God can be One God and yet He can beget a Son from 
eternity, Who will be His perfect representation in His creation. This belief about the nature of God 
is the underlying theological reason for the insistence on the Person of Jesus Christ as a test for 
Christian orthodoxy: 

. . . acknowledged in Two Natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably; the 
difference of the Natures being in no way removed because of the Union, but rather the properties of 
each Nature being preserved, and (both) concurring into One Person and One Hypostasis; not as 
though He were parted or divided into Two Persons, but One and the Self-same Son and Only-
begotten God, Word, Lord, Jesus Christ . . . (Chalcedonian Creed). 

The importance of this definition for orthodoxy is in the fact that it is not just a nominal proposition; 
the nature of Christ is the pivot of the Christian faith. In Christ we see God the way we can’t see 
Him directly; God is revealed in Christ. And in Christ, even His Divine nature is revealed to us, in 
all the glory that our eyes can bear to see. Christ has in His Person both the transcendence and the 
immanence of the Father, both the absoluteness and the concreteness of God’s relation to the world. 
He reveals that God is not restricted to His heavenly realm, unable to relate in a meaningful way to 
His creatures; to the contrary, God can become like His creatures and share their created nature, and 
be above His creation and yet, in His creation, distinct from His creatures and yet, fully like them. 

In opposition to the Trinitarianism of Christianity (God is ultimately One and Many) stands the most 
fundamental doctrine of Islam: Tawhid, or the Oneness of Allah. Allah is one. Muslims scholars 
insist, when the word “one” is used for Allah, it is a not a number, for then it would sound as if he is 
one of many. “One,” when used for Allah, is an expression of nature, both internal and comparative. 
He is one, there are no parts in him, but also, he is “single” as in compared to no other. So far there 
is nothing that Christianity would disagree with, but then comes the negative aspect of tawhid: 
Allah’s oneness is his ultimate description of his nature, and therefore he can’t be said to be many in 
any sense of this word. There is no distinction in him in any possible sense; thus the Christian 
distinction between the Persons of the Trinity sounds idolatrous to a Muslim, for it is by definition 
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shirk, that is, idolatry or polytheism, the opposite to tahwid. Allah is such a strict unity that even his 
99 names—upon which not all Muslim scholars agree—must be considered one name, describing 
one nature. A large part of Islamic apologetics is devoted to proving the unity of Allah. The 
awareness of his unity is a spiritual requirement; and Muslim “evangelization” is simple: testify that 
Allah is one. With a god who is such uncompromising unity to the exclusion of any identification or 
distinction, the Muslim creed can’t but be very simple: “Allah is one.” Thus, even people in history 
before Mohammed who have never heard of Islam, are considered good Muslims if they have 
acknowledged in a simple way that God is one (Abraham, for example). The OT and the Gospel are 
thus Muslim holy  books for the same reason (but, according to the Quran, they were corrupted). 

The more relevant part of our analysis comes when we move to the logical conclusions from the 
oneness of Allah to his relation to the world. Obviously, Allah who is perfectly one and never many, 
can’t be present in any meaningful real sense in his creation. The creation is always, by definition, 
subject to fragmentation, and therefore the presence of Allah in any particular part of it would 
subject him to fragmentation. This leads us to a very important conclusion about the nature of Allah: 
He can’t share his character and his attributes with his creation. The creation is not a true revelation 
of Allah in any meaningful way. It can not contain any of the attributes of Allah. Unlike the 
Christian God, Allah has no communicable attributes. He is loving and merciful, but he doesn’t 
share his love and mercy with his creatures; whatever love and mercy they show, must be radically 
different from his. Same with his patience, and knowledge, and wisdom, and any other trait of his 
character. His character is his only, and will remain his only. 

And indeed, an integral part of the doctrine of tawhid is the concept of shirk, which as a term can be 
translated “idolatry” or “polytheism,” but etymologically means . . . “sharing”! It is an unpardonable 
sin in Islam to allow the notion that Allah can share his character or his attributes with anyone. Shirk 
can be of many types, but important for us here are two: (1) Allah is given the qualities of humans or 
animals; as in “the Lord’s hand”; and (2) Allah’s qualities are associated or imputed to creatures. So 
not only saying that God is three Persons is idolatry for a Muslim, but also saying that we are 
showing God’s love, patience, or mercy would be idolatrous. This distant Allah, isolated and 
separated from his creation, can never produce any sons and daughters. When it comes to the issue 
of sons of God, the Quran itself clearly onnects Allah’s oneness to the impossibility of him having 
any offspring that would bear his image or nature, in one of its shortest surahs (chapters), Al-Ikhlas: 

Say, He is Allah, One / Allah the Everlasting / He neither begets nor is begotten / And no one is 
equal to him. 

Similarly to the Jews in Jesus’s time (John 10:36), the Quran declares that Allah’s oneness prevents 
him from having sons. Indeed, the Christian creed of Jesus Christ being the Only-Begotten Son of 
God is especially offensive to Muslims. It seems to violate the name of God by drawing God in a 
contact with His creation which is profanation of His divine nature. 

Thus, theoretically, both Christianity and Islam affirm a Creator-creation distinction where creatures 
can’t rise to the level of God and become divine. But the fundamental difference is in the nature of 
God and His ability to cross the dividing line and become like His creatures. To make it simple, we 
can use the analogy of the center line of the road. For Christianity, the line will be solid on the side 
of the creature and dashed on the side of God. That is, creatures can never cross the line to achieve 
divinity but God can cross it at will (and He did).4 
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God 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
_______________________ 
Creation 

For Islam, on the other hand, the center line will be double-solid, for neither Allah nor the creature 
can cross the line without losing ontological or ethical integrity. 

God 
__________________________ 
__________________________ 
Creation 

From Being to Revelation 

Our presuppositions about the ontology (that is, the being) of God will by necessity have bearing on 
our view of the nature of God’s revelation. Revelation, obviously, is a necessary condition if a god is 
to be relevant; after all, a god who doesn’t reveal himself to man is as good as a god who doesn’t 
exist at all, from man’s perspective. What is man supposed to do with an unknown and unknowable 
god? How is he to worship such a god? Is he to worship him at all? Could it be that such a god wants 
to be dishonored or opposed? (You never know, after all, what could be pleasing to an unknown 
god.) Therefore, a real god is only that god that wills to reveal himself to man; any other deity would 
be irrelevant, and a worship of such deity would be really a worship of man’s imagination. 

But will to reveal himself is not enough. That god must also have the capability to reveal himself to 
man. Such capability will depend on the nature of such a god, and on the nature of his relation to 
reality in general and man in particular. If such a god is too deeply immersed in reality (ultimate 
manyness and immanence), to be identified with it, he would struggle to distinguish himself from 
reality when it comes to revelation. After all, if god is to be identified with the material universe, 
then there is really no difference between knowing god and knowing the material universe; then 
there is no real revelation, as in uncovering things previously hidden. On the other hand, if that god 
is too distant from reality (ultimate oneness and transcendence), his attempts to reveal himself may 
fail because man will have no way to relate meaningfully to such a god, not having any shared 
ground of knowledge with him. Again, then, man will have to resort to his imagination, at least in 
interpreting the revelation. 

The presuppositionalist, then, is not only interested in what the nature of the god behind a system of 
thought is, he needs to discover how the nature of that god defines and conditions the revelation that 
god gives. Is it a revelation that really reveals anything hidden, anything of value? Does it set god 
apart from the rest of reality? Does it bridge the gap between human and divine, giving man a real 
opportunity to know god? Etc., etc. A god whose nature prevents him from delivering meaningful 
revelation to man is no better than a god who is silent, and therefore is no better than no god at all. 
For all practical purposes, the choice before us is between meaningful revelation and practical 
atheism. 

The Bible is full of statements of God’s meaningful, reliable, intimate revelation to man; revelation 
not just of the created reality but of God Himself. In Hebrews chapter 1, God, Who is described as 
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the “Majesty on high” (v. 3) has also been revealing Himself in history, first partially through the 
prophets (v. 1), and now fully through the Son (v. 2) Who is the “imprint,” that is, the exact 
representation of His nature (v. 3). The Son is begotten by God (v. 5), and therefore He is also God 
Himself (v. 8). He is not a creature, for His real abode is outside the world, with God (vv. 3, 6), and 
He is also Creator Himself (v. 10) and Eternal (vv. 11-12). And yet, He is introduced into the world 
(v. 6), being Himself a revelation of God. Thus, God’s oneness and manyness, God’s transcendence 
and immanence, and Christ double nature (divine and creature-like) are combined to declare that 
God has delivered a full, reliable, and practical revelation of Himself to man. 

Being one transcendent God, God’s divinity, incomprehensibility, and absoluteness are preserved: 
“No one has ever seen God.” Being a Trinity intimately present in His creation, He is manifested 
through the Second Person: “The only begotten God who is in the bosom of the Father, He has 
revealed Him” (John 1:18). That such an awesome God would choose to reveal Himself in such 
accessible and knowable and intimate way is a stunning proposition, and we are often unable to 
grasp what we are seeing with our own eyes (John 14:7-10). The Incarnation was the one unique act 
that made that possible, and the Incarnation itself was possible because of the nature of God. But the 
process of God revealing Himself doesn’t stop with one central historical act. The Incarnation is only 
the beginning, because it made it possible for countless smaller “incarnations”: God and Christ, 
through the Holy Spirit, make their “abode” with everyone who believes (John 14:23). God’s 
revelation is not limited to intellectual knowledge of God, it works out into embodying God’s moral 
character in God’s people. The Majesty on High, the God who abides in inaccessible light (1 Tim. 
6:16), not only can share His character with His creatures, He actively works to embody it in them. 

Note carefully: That Christ, the Revealed God, is also called the Word, speaks volumes of the nature 
of God’s revelation. When we open the Word of Revelation, we see Christ in it. When we look at 
Christ, we are looking at God. 

And this is not a New Testament doctrine only, opposed to the Old Testament. In the Old Testament 
God did appear to people in human form many times, He did talk to His creatures, and He did share 
His character with them. He took special care to indicate to His people that He was very close to 
them and that the knowledge of Him was perfectly accessible (Deut. 30:11-14). God was still unseen 
and invisible, as He told Moses (Exo. 33:17-23); but He was talking personally to Moses as He was 
passing in all His glory. With Elijah, the passing of God was described in detail by wonders (wind, 
earthquake, fire). And yet, God wasn’t in any of them. He was in the voice of “gentle blowing” (1 
Kings 19) which examined Elijah’s motives and revealed God’s intentions and will. There are many 
more examples: God talked to men, walked with men, ate with men, wrestled with men, and 
revealed Himself to men on men’s terms, and at the same time He was the Great I Am, Who needs 
nothing and depends on nothing. 

It is rather humorous when atheists try to make the argument that the God of the Bible can’t possibly 
be real since He is revealed in primarily in anthropomorphic terms. The answer to this is, “Well, 
duh, that’s what He said he was going to do, for He created man in His image.” We have a unique 
God: He can be God and yet He can take on human body and characteristics, and still remain God. 
He can be incomprehensible and inaccessible, and yet He can reveal Himself to man to closely, as 
His closest friend. 
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In sharp contract to the God of the Bible is Allah of the Quran. Not only doesn’t he reveal himself, 
but asking him to reveals himself may have dire consequences. The most glaring example of the 
Quran’s view of Allah’s revelation is Al-Araf 7:143 where Mohammed gives his twisted version of 
Ex. 33:18-23, mixing in elements of Elijah’s experience in 1 Kings 19:11-13:  

And when Moses arrived at Our appointed time and his Lord spoke to him, he said, “My 
Lord, show me [Yourself] that I may look at You.” [ Allah ] said, “You will not see Me, but 
look at the mountain; if it should remain in place, then you will see Me.” But when his Lord 
appeared to the mountain, He rendered it level, and Moses fell unconscious. And when he 
awoke, he said, “Exalted are You! I have repented to You, and I am the first of the 
believers.” 

Notice, the very request to see Allah is sinful enough to require repentance. So he reduces a 
mountain to dust and renders Moses unconscious in the process to make his point. A Christian who 
is carefully reading the Quran will stop here and ask the question, Why unconscious? The Bible 
doesn’t have a single example of a person who encounters God and falls unconscious, losing his 
senses. Neither does the Bible contain an example of someone who wanted to see God, or know 
God, and had to repent for it later. God always responds positively to the desire of His creatures to 
see Him and know Him. The knowledge of God is a basic aspect of Christian piety (1 John 4:8) and 
not knowing God is sin (1 Thess. 4:5; 2 Thess. 1:8). But for a Muslim, such desire to see Allah and 
to know him personally would mean that either man will have to be elevated to divine status, or that 
Allah will have to be demoted to the status of creature. Neither is possible, and even the simplest 
attempt can’t help but end up in some form of destruction: Allah destroys a whole mountain, and 
Moses loses his conscience. The central line must remain double solid, and it can never be crossed 
from either side. 

The previous Surah, Al-Anam, lists the numerous ways in which Allah supposedly has revealed his 
existence to the unbelievers. The signs he lists are taken from the Bible, but they never personally 
involve Allah: physical phenomena and natural disasters, sending prophets and angels, historical 
curses and blessings, etc. Nowhere does Allah point to or promise any personal appearance similar 
to the Biblical Emmanuel, “God with us.” The faith in him is supposed to remain blind faith, one 
that is not supported by Allah’s personal and unmistakable intervention in history. Believers may 
know that Allah exists but they can’t know him personally. Unbelievers will never be faced with any 
fact about Allah in history that is personal, special, compelling, unique, and close to the heart and 
mind of man. There is no incarnation, whether special (as in Jesus Christ) or general (as in the 
indwelling of the Holy Spirit). Faith remains entirely an exercise of the human will—and that in a 
universe which is entirely predetermined, which makes the human will rather obsolete, for all 
practical purposes. 

That Allah’s knowledge and Allah’s mind are entirely impossible for humans to grasp or know or 
follow is additionally attested by an element of the Quran which is rather curious for Christians: the 
“mystery verses,” or muqatta’at (“abbreviations”). In the Quran, 29 Surahs start with combinations 
of letters which make no sense whatsoever in Arabic. For a Christian whose God not only gladly 
reveals Himself to His children, but has intended to do so as the very essence of His redemption of 
the world (Jer. 31:34; Heb. 8:11), adding such “mysteries” to a holy book makes no sense 
whatsoever. But for a Muslim who always expects his encounter with Allah to lead to some form of 
“unconsciousness” (as in the example above with Moses), they are perfectly natural and expected. 



 

 
742 

Muslim scholars are not in agreement on the meaning of the “abbreviations”; opinions range from 
the pious “mysteries which only Allah knows” to the more rationalistic and cultural “poetic 
technique inherited from the pre-Muslim Arabic cultures.”6It seems that the majority of scholars, 
though, tend towards the opinion that the “abbreviations” have to do with the attributes of Allah, or 
some expression of his character. Arabic and Assyrian Christian commentators also believe that 
these mysterious combinations of letters point to the character of Allah. Given the nature of Allah, 
whatever points directly to him and to his character, is by necessity a mystery, and meaningless to 
man. 

It is for this reason that Islam has nothing comparable to the Christian concept of the “knowledge of 
God.” The spiritual advice to a devout Muslim is to develop an awareness of Allah; a constant 
remembrance of Allah’s constant presence with him, presence which is unseen, unqualified, 
undefined, which is neither helpful nor encouraging, nor in any possible way reassuring. Allah is like 
an Orwellian Big Brother, distant and impersonal when it comes to relationship, but close and 
implacable when it comes to judgment. He can’t be addressed in any possible way as a person, nor 
can he be known, in any possible aspect or face or form. Identification with Allah, or the indwelling 
of Allah are impossible: they will presuppose that either Allah is demoted from his divine status or 
that man has been elevated to it. There is nothing concrete or active about such awareness; it remains 
passive and mystical, like parallel thought. Active initiative to meet, know, and accept Allah in a 
process of sanctification is impossible in Islam. At best, there is passive contemplation of Allah’s 
greatness, greatness which has nothing in it that man could relate to; and the contemplation brings no 
knowledge of anything that the character of Allah can contribute to man’s sanctification or 
justification. 

Thus, in Christianity man faces a God who is personal—and therefore knowable—at every level, and 
in both realms, divine and human, heaven and earth. In Islam, man faces Allah whose personhood 
and character can’t cross the central line and be revealed to man. For all practical purposes, from 
man’s perspective, Allah is as impersonal and irrelevant as the god of deism: a Creator who can’t 
communicate meaningfully to His creation, and therefore leaves men to figure out for themselves the 
issues of moral character and personhood. 

______________ 

While writing this article, I was informed that Joel McDurmon has also noticed White’s lack of familiarity with 
presuppositionalism, or his unwillingness to use it. See here. [�] 

Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics (Powder Spirngs, Georgia: American Vision Press, 2008), p. 15. [�] 

For an extended discssion on the topic, see R.J. Rushdoony, The One and the Many: Studies in the Philosophy of Order 
and Ultimacy. [�] 

The Reformers understood perfectly well that Islam was in fact an anti-Trinitarian heresy. It  was for this reason the trial 
against Servetus in Geneva included accusation that he wasspreading the “teachings of the Turks,” on account of his 
anti-Trinitarianism. It is ironic that modern Arminians would use the argument, “Calvin murdered Servetus,” and at the 
same sincerely support the wars against Muslim populations waged by the US government. [�] 

Ironically, Hebrews 1 is the chapter which is the closest to the Quran in its literary-poetic style. [�] 
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Although, given the Quran’s self-professed high standards for “scripture” (see, for example, Al-Baqarah 2:79), it is 
difficult to see how pagan poetic techniques may have found a place in the Holy Book. [�] 
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 Putting the Claim that “Theonomy Is Like Shariah” to 142.
Presuppositional Rest (Part 2) 

Bojidar Marinov, March 12, 2015 

From the Nature of Revelation to the Nature of 
Law 
This so far was a long introduction to the issue of 
comparing the two legal systems, but it is 
unavoidable if our analysis is to be a thorough 
presuppositional analysis. Unless we know the 
nature of the god of the system, and then the nature 
of his revelation, and have a cogent and coherent 
system of interpretation based on it, we won’t be 

able to conduct a consistent analysis of any system of religion and thought; we will end up making 
absurd statements that only touch the surface, but never really give any knowledge. That White 
made the statement he made shows that he has never made such presuppositional analysis in the first 
place: He either doesn’t know how to make it, or prefers base propaganda to thorough, professional 
academic work. Had he made such analysis, he would know that Theonomy and Shariah not only do 
not belong together, but they are actually polar opposites; and in fact, it is his own anti-Theonomy 
that is much closer to Shariah, and that Shariah is in fact consistently applied anti-Theonomy with a 
vengeance. It would be obvious to him that the two systems, Theonomy and Shariah, having 
absolutely opposite presuppositions, will inevitably have absolutely opposite concepts of law, and 
therefore opposing legal systems; and in fact, given that anti-Theonomy shares some 
presuppositional points with Shariah, they are much closer to each other. 

To push the antithesis at the beginning of the discussion on the law: A God Who is both One and 
Many, transcendent and immanent, Who can and wills to deliver revelation that is perfectly 
representative of His character (Heb. 1:3) and yet perfectly meaningful to man (2 Tim. 3:16-17), will 
deliver a radically different law from a god who is only unspecified and distant oneness, who can’t 
be known to man, whose character remains hidden, and whose presence is only detected through 
mystical and vague “awareness.” Thus, while both deities will use revelation to give their respective 
covenant communities a system of ethical/judicial rules, the two systems will have no fundamental 
resemblance to each other. On the surface, certain visible features may look similar. In reality, there 
won’t be even basis for comparison. 

In our analysis, now, I will include anti-Theonomy as well, to make it clear which of the two 
teachings, Theonomy or anti-Theonomy, is closer to Shariah. 

Theonomy: The Law Is Theocentric 

As we said, the God of the Bible not only can represent His very character in terms meaningful and 
accessible to man, He also wills to do it. But the way the Bible starts its revelation of God, it presents 
Him as primarily an ethical Being: a Being, that is, primarily concerned with the issue of good and 
evil. Now, of course, other aspects of knowledge and experience are also hidden—and revealed—in 
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God: beauty and harmony, rationality and logic, order and the cause-and-effect principle, etc. In 
the hidden nature of God, neither of these aspects is ultimate or primary; such an idea would violate 
the principle of indivisibility and simplicity of God’s Being. But as far the revealed nature of God is 
concerned, He chooses to reveal to man His ethical nature as foundational and defining for His 
Covenant with man. God’s assessment of His creation, “It was good,” indicating that ethics is the 
aspect through which God will communicate to man, and through man will communicate back to 
God. 

Since man was created in God’s image, this focus on the ethical aspect of God’s nature speaks about 
the fundamental nature of man as well: man is an ethical being, too. The fundamental questions of 
his existence are not ontological, rationalistic, aesthetic, scientific, etc.; they are ethical, questions 
of good and evil. Man’s origins, existence, and future state will all hinge on how closely man 
conforms to the ethical nature of God; everything else will be subject to it. The Kingdom of God—
the summum bonum of man’s existence—will belong to men who are righteous and just, not to men 
who are smart, logical, artistic, harmonious, powerful, mathematical, athletic, etc. This is the reason 
nothing excites man as issues of justice and righteousness: wars are fought not over the artistic value 
of a painting or over the truthfulness of a mathematical formula but over acts of perceived 
wickedness and injustice. (Although, I do remember times when teenagers would brawl over the 
perceived superiority of one style of popular music over another.) Man’s art and literature will 
always be concerned with moral issues; his scientific endeavors will be subject to moral 
commitments, his relationships will defined by moral commitments, etc., etc. Man is an ethical 
creature, being in God’s image, and therefore he needs God’s moral nature revealed to Him in its 
fullness (although not exhaustively). 

We should expect then that of all possible topics in the Bible, the topic of the Law to be prominent, 
and revealed in a most systematic, detailed, and practical way compared to all other topics. God is 
the Great Mathematician, but there is no systematic treatment of mathematics in the Bible; He is the 
Great Artist, but there is no textbook on art in the Bible. But God is an ethical Being, and the Great 
Judge, and the Bible contains the Law of righteousness and justice of that Judge, in a systematic 
form. The foundational principles of ethics are stated in the two greatest commandments (Luke 
10:27; see Deut. 6:5; Lev. 19:18). Then they are broken into chapters, the Ten Commandments (Exo. 
20:1-17; Deut. 5:1-21). Then case applications are developed to illustrate the principles of 
application, enforcement, and sanctions (Exo. 21—Deut. 34). Then historical examples of 
ethical/judicial practice are presented in the historical and prophetic books of the Old Testament. 
And finally, the complete manifestation of God’s moral character is presented in the New Testament, 
adding the application of the ethical/judicial code to the new covenant community. 

Since God has also chosen history to reveal Himself in it, we should expect the revelation of His 
character to contain certain measure of historical discontinuity, such as to preserve the immutability 
of His moral character and yet to present the dynamic history of His redemption. For this reason the 
Law would contain revelation both of His eternal character and of His temporal work. The temporal 
work will be revealed in the ceremonial laws and in the sundry [“special, separate, set apart”] 
judicial laws whose purpose is to give a temporary picture of God’s future redemption.1 Thus, the 
Law would reveal not only a God who is eternally an ethical Being (transcendence), it would also 
reveal a God Who is historically an active Provider (immanence). Thus, when a theonomist studies 
the Law to discover which parts of it are for specific time and place, and which parts are eternally 
valid, he always puts the Law in the context of God’s character, not in the context of time, place, or 



 

 
746 

people. For every precept of the Law he asks, “Does this reveal God’s moral character in eternity, or 
does this reveal His redemptive work in history?” Only thus he decides which laws are still valid and 
which are changed. 

The Law then, is the full revelation—in a systematic, knowable, searchable, and practically 
applicable form—of God’s moral character. To put it differently, it would reveal how God would act 
if He came down to earth and became a Man. And, guess what: He did come down to earth, and He 
did become a Man, and He did perfectly obey the Law! How was He capable of perfectly obeying 
the Law? Well, it was His very character, that’s how. But this applies not only to His personal walk, 
it applies to His judicial walk too: How would God act if He was an earthly king, or a judge, or a 
businessman, or a military leader? The law tells us about this as well, for Israel was supposed to be 
under God as King, and for this they had the Law. In all respects, the Law revealed God’s character. 

It is for this reason that theonomists always start their analysis of every precept in the Law with the 
assumption that the chief victim of every civil crime is God Himself, and then look to the human 
victim. Thus, murder and kidnapping and sodomy are crimes against God’s image in man; adultery 
and theft are crimes against God’s order for society; false witness is a crime against God’s judgment 
and justice; etc. The punishments then are punishments that reflect God as the chief victim, and 
therefore His interests are the first to be defended, as expressed in His Law. 

Theonomy, thus, is always theocentric, that is, God-centered, when it comes to its concept of the 
Law. The Law is always viewed in the context of God: Its origins, its purpose, and its application 
always start with God and His place in society. Every single part is related to God and His character, 
and His redemptive work in history. Theonomists do not take in account historical or humanitarian 
considerations when discussing the Law; neither do they judge the validity of the Law by such 
considerations. To the contrary, they form their opinions about historical and humanitarian factors 
and case applications on the basis of the Law. This is the most fundamental characteristic of 
Theonomy. 

Anti-Theonomy: The Law Is Partially Anthropocentric 

Anti-theonomists, of course, share the same view of the origins of the Law: There is no Christian 
who would deny that the Law is the Law of God, and it was given by God, and it is holy, righteous, 
and just. It is for this reason many of them resent when called “antinomians”: After all, they all have 
a “high view of the Law,” right? 

The problem comes when the analysis moves from the origins of the Law to the purpose and 
application of the Law. It is there where the central disagreement—and also the central 
misunderstanding—with Theonomy comes. As we saw above, when analyzing the specific parts of 
the Law, the theonomist asks, “How does this specific part of the Law relate to God and His 
character? Does it reveal God’s ethical/judicial character, what God would do if He was a man, a 
king or a judge? Or does it reveal the historical dynamics of God’s redemption, before and after the 
Cross?” The theonomic analysis of the Law is always God-centered, and always assumes God as the 
point of reference. The question what laws are still valid in their direct meaning, and what laws are 
fulfilled in Christ, is resolved entirely based on the distinction between God’s immutable character 
and God’s redemptive work in history. When a theonomist sees discontinuity in the application of 
the Law, that discontinuity is only revelatory (Christ hidden vs. Christ revealed), 
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not ethical/judicial (old justice vs. new justice). Theonomy, thus, is theocentric at every step of its 
analysis of the Law. 

The anti-theonomist, on the other hand, when discussing the specific parts of the Law, always first 
asks the question, “To what group of men was this part of the Law given?” Based on that, then, 
assumptions are made as to whether the same part of the Law would have been applicable to another 
group of men, or another generation of men, or another polity of men. Certain parts of the Law—
what is incorrectly called the “civil code”—are judged then to be applicable only to the group to 
which they were given, without any regard to what of God’s character or historical work they 
represent. That applies even to laws that are acknowledged to be judicial (pertaining to justice, 
issues of good and evil), not ceremonial (pertaining to issues of historical dynamics of revelation of 
redemption). Thus, anti-Theonomy’s discontinuity is not simply “old revelation vs. new revelation,” 
it is now “old justice vs. new justice.” It’s an ethical/judicial discontinuity, and it is anthropocentric, 
centered on man, or groups of men, or cultures of men, or man’s historical circumstances. 

It is for this reason the anti-Theonomist seeks to modify certain judicial laws: they need to fit the 
modern humanistic concept of justice, as opposed to the Biblical, revealed concept of justice 
consistent with the revelation of God’s ethical/judicial character. God was a legitimate member of 
society only in the Old Testament Israel; and therefore His ideas of justice were fully applicable only 
there. Outside Israel, He is rather distant and detached, and His character is present in the justice 
system only in a vague, general way: as in “general equity,” for example, by which anti-theonomists 
rather mean vague equity. 

Thus, the anti-theonomic view of justice is a dialectical mixture of two components: (1) God’s 
general moral principles in His Law, which excludes His specific judicial applications; and (2) 
man’s specific judicial applications based on man’s judgment of the demands of his situation. Man 
can use the specifics of the Law of God, but is not obligated to do so, being at liberty to change the 
rules where he sees fit. 

And, we need to add, since in this undertaking man loses the divine authority that goes with the Law 
of God, his new “practical system” now needs another source of authority to establish itself. If the 
Bible, for example, declares double restitution as the proper judicial punishment for theft, and the 
anti-theonomist claims it is not obligatory, but a “practical solution” must be sought based on 
“general equity,” he must back his claim with some authority equal to the clear Biblical text. The 
only available such authority is the authority of civil government—which has the additional benefit 
of being powerful enough to impose its sanctions over the Biblical sanctions. Thus, Romans 13:1-7 
and 1 Pet. 2:13-14 are invoked to declare that authority as trumping God’s Law on the matter of 
justice, as opposed to the theonomic interpretation which sees in those verses a command to rulers to 
obey God’s Law. In the final account, by being anthropocentric, anti-Theonomy by necessity 
becomes political and power-oriented. 

Islam: The Law Is Entirely Anthropocentric 

As we saw, when it comes to the nature of revelation, Islam is, for all practical purposes, a deistic 
religion: It has a distant god who may have created the world, may be running the world, but is 
incapable of communicating to man a specific, practical, applicable revelation of his character. 
Knowing Allah is impossible; asking to see him is sin that requires repentance; the attempt to know 
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him leads to a loss of consciousness. Man, then, is left to his own devices to decide what ethics is 
and what justice is, with only minimal help from Allah. 

All deism eventually leads to some form of dualism in the area of ethics and justice, as expressed in 
the words of Montesquieu in his The Spirit of the Laws: 

We ought not to decide by divine laws what should be decided by human laws; nor determine by 
human what should be decided by divine laws. 

Islam is even more dualistic than the European classical deism, for it can’t account for the origin of 
“divine laws.” What is a “divine law” for a Muslim? Does it represent the moral character of Allah? 
If so, it can’t be known by men. Does it represent Allah’s advice to men how to conduct themselves 
morally? If so, then it can’t be more than general, vague moralism, for Allah can’t cross the central 
line and fully identify with man as the God of the Bible can (Heb. 2:17). In fact, Muslim scholars 
point to the fact that Allah is “insensitive,” he can’t even feel the emotions humans feel, and so he 
wouldn’t be able to share in their indignation and revolt against injustice. 

We shouldn’t expect, then, the Quran to contain anything close to the Biblical Law: a distinct body 
of fundamental ethical principles and systematic case application of them. There are no Two 
Greatest Commandments in the Quran, no Ten Commandments, and nothing even close to the Law 
of Moses, let alone its Prophetic applications. At best, the Quran can offer a vague collection of 
isolated pieces of moralistic advice, and a few isolated judicial rulings which can’t be demonstrated 
to be related in any logical way to any consistent system of ethics. (And in certain cases those 
judicial rulings contradict each other.) But what is called “civil code” is lacking. There isn’t one. 
And, given the nature of Allah, there can’t be one. 

It is at this point where Shariah comes in, and its nature and purpose become clear: Shariah is not, 
and was not meant to be, a systematic ethical/judicial system expressive of Allah’s moral 
character; it is, and was meant to be, a haphazard patchwork to make up for the inherent dualism of 
the Quran’s doctrine of ethics and justice. To claim authority, it has to be loosely based on the vague 
moral rules in the Quran; to be practical, it has to develop its specific judicial rules based on what 
is habitual, practical, specific to groups of people, or expedient in view of the agenda of the ruling 
class. 

And indeed, this is what Shariah is: It is a combination of (1) general moral rules based on the Quran 
(with only a scant interest to the few judicial laws found in it), and (2) the Sunnah, a motley, 
disorganized collection of thousands of specific ethical and judicial pronouncements based on extra-
Quranic human jurisprudence, or supposed sayings of Mohammed overheard by his contemporaries. 
To this, another element is often added which is often overlooked by commentators, and it is (3) the 
customs and habits of the local tribes and communities which, even if not related to the Quran or to 
Mohammed, have been sanctified by time. Most of the time, human jurisprudence in 
the Sunnah overrules the teachings of the Quran, based on issues of practicality, expediency, or 
tradition. 

An example would be the Shariah’s view of punishment for male sodomy. (Female sodomy is not 
considered a crime or sin in Islam, given that a sexual act is defined as penetration only.) The Quran, 
while it has some strong words to say against the “people of Lut” (Sodom and Gomorrah), doesn’t 
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prescribe death penalty for it in the only verse that speaks about “illegal intercourse”—which would 
include sodomy as well as adultery—in An-Nisa: 

If two men among you are guilty of lewdness, punish them both. If they repent and amend, Leave 
them alone; for Allah is Oft-returning, Most Merciful. (4:16)2 

No matter how we choose to interpret the word “punish,” and no matter how we choose to define the 
punishment, one thing is clear: the Quran is much “softer” on sodomy than the Biblical Law. For this 
reason, for most of the history of Islam, Islamic jurisprudence has been reluctant to declare judicial 
punishment against sodomy. It wasn’t until the 19th century, under the influence of Victorian 
England, that most Islamic societies introduced systematic legislation against sodomy. Thus, what 
the Holy Book says must be complemented and modified by human laws, which at times were less 
severe, and at times more severe than the Quran, depending on the decisions and circumstances of 
men. 

Shariah, then, is fundamentally anthropocentric; it doesn’t acknowledge Allah as a full-fledged 
member of the society in any meaningful way. Present, yes; a member, no. All civil disputes are 
between human beings; Islamic jurisprudence—very much like anti-Theonomy, and contrary to 
Theonomy—doesn’t acknowledge Allah as a party of a civil suit; all civil suits are between humans. 
The above mentioned punishment for sodomy is one example. Another example would be the 
Quran’s punishment for murder, in Al-Baqarah: 

O ye who believe! the law of equality is prescribed to you in cases of murder: the free for the free, 
the slave for the slave, the woman for the woman. But if any remission is made by the brother of the 
slain, then grant any reasonable demand, and compensate him with handsome gratitude, this is a 
concession and a Mercy from your Lord. After this whoever exceeds the limits shall be in grave 
penalty (2:178). 

Notice the difference: In the Bible, murder is a crime against God’s image (Gen. 9:6), and therefore 
there is no mercy for a murderer, for only God as the true victim of the crime can show mercy—in 
the Final Judgment.3 But Allah has no image in man, and therefore he has no real participation in the 
society, and therefore he can’t be a victim of a crime. The victims are always human; in this case, the 
relatives of the slain. So they are allowed to ask for money and thus the murderer can avoid 
the qisas (“equal retribution”) and obtain mercy by paying them. Again, even in the case of murder, 
the Quran itself is anthropocentric; when we move to the Sunnah’s application of it, it becomes even 
more so. 

As we saw with anti-Theonomy above, when a system is anthropocentric, it has to face the issue of 
legitimacy: By what authority? In the case of anti-Theonomy, the authority used most frequently is 
the concept of “natural law,” often vague and undefined enough to include anything; but in the final 
analysis, power is transferred to the state, and Romans 13 is used to confer authority to tyrannical 
civil governments to apply any laws they decide. Islam, like anti-Theonomy, does the same. Islamic 
jurisprudence has—and has always had—a rich “natural law” tradition.4 I won’t go into detail about 
that tradition, but the readers can go to Prof. Anver M. Emon’s article, “Natural Law and Natural 
Rights in Islamic Law,” in Journal of Law and Religion Vol. 20, No. 2 (2004–2005), pp. 351-395, 
for a full treatment on the issue. But since “natural law” in itself doesn’t bestow authority on 
interpreter of it, in the final account, Islam has to adopt a view of the state that make it quasi-divine 
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and fully authoritative in legislation and enforcement. Just like anti-Theonomy, by being 
anthropocentric, Islam by necessity becomes political and power-oriented. 

To summarize the characteristics of the three systems when it comes to the Law and the application 
of the Law: 

Theonomy: The Law is fully encoded in the Bible, moral principles and judicial case 
applications, and both the origin and the purpose of it are centered on God, His character and 
His work in history. All institutions are obligated to obey it, and an institution that doesn’t 
obey it loses its legitimacy and can be legitimately opposed. 

Anti-Theonomy: The Law is encoded in the Bible as moral principles but its judicial 
applications must be modified by human intervention, because while its origin is centered on 
God, its application is centered on man and his circumstances. The standards for 
modification must come from other sources (“general equity”) which, even if morally related 
to the Bible, are nevertheless different from it in the principles of application. The civil 
government, then, as the most powerful institution, assumes the right to decide on the 
modifications, and it can’t be legitimately opposed by Christians even if it is outright 
tyrannical and unjust. 

Shariah: The Quran contains no comprehensive system of ethics, personal or judicial; the 
origins of the law can’t be centered on Allah because Allah can’t reveal His true ethical 
character to man. Therefore the Law must be man-centered, with man taking the initiative to 
make judicial laws, based on “general equity,” expedience, “natural law,” etc. The civil 
government, as the most powerful institution, is uniquely capable of supplying the necessary 
authority for any law created by man on the vague moral principles of the Islamic religion; 
therefore, opposing the authorities is opposing Allah. 

Had James White made the effort to do such a thorough presuppositional analysis of Islam and 
Theonomy, he would have clearly seen that of the two systems, Theonomy and anti-Theonomy, it is 
anti-Theonomy that is much closer to Shariah. Shariah is, in fact, anti-Theonomy taken to its logical 
conclusion. Even the thought of comparing Theonomy to Shariah shows that White’s knowledge of 
presuppositionalism is, at best, at a high school textbook level. Or, if he knows presuppositionalism, 
he has decided to not use it. Or, he simply doesn’t understand Theonomy, and speaks about what he 
has no clue of. Or, to cover all possibilities, he is simply dishonest. I’ll let the reader take his pick. 

Acts 15 and Islam 

What is even more distressing, though, are White’s claims to be an expert on Islam, compared to his 
claim that “Islam doesn’t have Acts 15 but we do.” It is here where it becomes clear that even if he 
has learned a lot of data and facts, he is clearly short of understanding of Islam as it is. For an 
audience that is generally less familiar with Islam, his claims may have somewhat damaging effect, 
given that many of his listeners would trust him on that issue and may be even engage their Muslim 
friends with such an outright nonsense. While this particular topic is not directly part of the 
presuppositional discussion above, I will use the opportunity to correct his lack of understanding. 
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That he is misapplying Acts 15 when relating it to Theonomy is clear enough, and it has been 
pointed out by others.5 Sufficient to say that while Acts 15 indeed indicates certain discontinuity in 
the legal system and applications of the Bible, it has nothing to do with the topic of the debate with 
Theonomy, namely, the judicial laws. The discontinuity it covers is the one mentioned above: in the 
application of the ceremonial laws, the “shadows” which were used in the Old Testament to reveal 
the future Christ. Theonomy doesn’t include any teaching that would keep the ceremonial laws 
obligatory. If White is using Acts 15 as a whip against Theonomy, then he either doesn’t understand 
Acts 15, or he doesn’t understand Theonomy, or, to cover all possibilities, he is dishonest in his 
criticism. 

But let’s turn to that part of his statement that concerns Islam. It is true enough that Acts 15 still 
speaks about some discontinuity. If taken in its most honest meaning, White’s statement would mean 
that Islam doesn’t believe in any kind of discontinuity, that there is full continuity between Islam and 
an older “covenant,” which in his view would place Islam closer to Theonomy than to anti-
Theonomy. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Our analysis here needs to start with the fact that the Quran views itself as the last of several words 
of revelation in history.6 The previous revealed words are the Tawrat (the Hebrew Torah), 
the Zabur (the Psalms of David, possibly also the Prophetic books of the Old Testament), and 
the Injil (the Gospel of Jesus). Thus, while the Quran claims to be the perfect, unadulterated 
revelation—as opposed to the earlier ones which have been supposedly changed over time—it is still 
only a continuation from previous revelations and covenants, an heir to their religion. If we take the 
Christian division of Old and New Testament, the Quran thus claims for itself the status of 
a Newer New Testament. 

This is an important fact to our discussion here. For, while the Quran claims revelational continuity, 
in reality, its view of discontinuity is much stronger. And this view is summarized in the Islamic 
doctrine of abrogation. Abrogation of previous revelations is a fundamental doctrine in Islam, and it 
will take another article like this one to explain to Christian readers the full meaning of it. It is 
related to many other topics and doctrines in Islam, like Allah’s unknowability and oneness, the 
nature of prophetic revelation, the nature of the faith and testimony, etc. For our purposes here, I will 
only mention a few points. 

First, the Quran itself, in Ali-Imran, acknowledges that in the Injil, Jesus did come to at least modify 
the Law in terms of its requirements to those who believe: 

And [make him] a messenger to the Children of Israel, [who will say], ‘Indeed I have come to you 
with a sign from your Lord in that I design for you from clay [that which is] like the form of a bird, 
then I breathe into it and it becomes a bird by permission of Allah. And I cure the blind and the 
leper, and I give life to the dead—by permission of Allah. And I inform you of what you eat and 
what you store in your houses. Indeed in that is a sign for you, if you are believers. And [I have 
come] confirming what was before me of the Torah and to make lawful for you some of what was 
forbidden to you. And I have come to you with a sign from your Lord, so fear Allah and obey me. 
(3:49-50). 
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There’s your Acts 15 mentioned and confirmed in the Quran. Given that the doctrine of abrogation is 
an important Islamic doctrine, an educated Muslim should know that Jesus did bring a discontinuity 
in the Law, and did abrogate certain requirements of the Law. 

In addition to it, we have then a discontinuity between previous revelations and the revelation 
brought by Mohammed. The Quran speaks in Al-Baqarah about previous revelations abrogated: 

Neither those who disbelieve from the People of the Scripture nor the polytheists wish that any good 
should be sent down to you from your Lord. But Allah selects for His mercy whom He wills, and 
Allah is the possessor of great bounty. We do not abrogate a verse or cause it to be forgotten except 
that We bring forth [one] better than it or similar to it. Do you not know that Allah is over all things 
competent? (2:105-106) 

There’s your Acts 15 applied to the Quran itself in relation to previous revelations. A Muslim 
doesn’t have to be proficient in the Quran to know that much. 

This should be enough for the average Christian to conclude that James White doesn’t know what he 
is talking about. But the Islamic doctrine of abrogation doesn’t stop there. Prepare for the real 
surprise: 

The Islamic doctrine of abrogation applies to discontinuities within the Quran itself! Yes, you read 
that right, the Quran contains certain verses which abrogate other verses of the very Quran itself! 
And the very Quran, in An-Nahl, defends this as a testimony to the sovereignty of Allah, without 
giving the reason for such abrogation: 

And when We substitute a verse in place of a verse—and Allah is most knowing of what He sends 
down—they say, “You, [O Muhammad], are but an inventor [of lies].” But most of them do not 
know (16:101). So not only does the Quran have Acts 15 in relation to previous revelations, it has 
Acts 15 in relation to itself. And this is not some trivial small problem which has no bearing on the 
Islamic religion. To the contrary, a significant part of Muslim religious studies is devoted to deciding 
which verses in the Quran are abrogated by other verses. The discontinuity is within the Quran itself. 

And it doesn’t stop there. The abrogation continues with the Hadith, that is, the post-Quran stories of 
the life of Mohammed. The Hadith is believed to contain sayings which legitimately abrogate verses 
of the Quran itself. There is no agreement as to what abrogates what; the only real agreement 
between Islamic Muslim scholars is that the doctrine of abrogation must be applied across the board 
to everything. On the surface, it seems the Islam is a religion of unified, consistent, fixed religious 
truths; in reality, it is nothing more than situational ethics or worse, a religion where today’s 
emotions of man can abrogate all the moral principles stated yesterday. 

James White is incorrect: Islam, in fact, is a gigantic twisted version of Acts 15. It has no secure, 
predictable continuity at any level of its revelation. It’s all discontinuity, from beginning to end. 
Again, Islam is not even close to Theonomy. To the contrary, it is a consistent anti-theonomic 
system, anti-Theonomy taken to its logical end. 

Conclusion 
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A Christian teacher exhibits irresponsible behavior when he simply throws around arbitrary and 
shallow statements without doing his homework to establish their truthfulness and validity. He is 
also dangerous to the souls and minds of those of his listeners who trust him. He is betraying that 
trust. “Let not many of you become teachers, my brethren, knowing that as such we will incur a 
stricter judgment” (James 3:1). Teaching others is a calling that is special, it carries special trust, and 
no Christian teacher should allow himself the liberty to violate that trust. 

It applies even more to those teachers who claim to be “presuppositional,” that is, tell their listeners 
that they develop their thinking by examining the religious presuppositions behind any system they 
analyze. And it applies even more to those who claim some “expertize” in a certain field. 

It is obvious that James White hasn’t done his presuppositional homework in comparing Theonomy 
to Shariah. Had he done it, he would see that his comparison was not only incorrect, but also 
dishonest. Because, in reality, it is White’s own anti-Theonomy that is like Shariah, in its religious 
presuppositions. 

The analysis must start by looking at the nature of the two Sovereigns, God and Allah. The former is 
a Trinity, both One and Many, transcendent and immanent. The latter is ultimate oneness and 
transcendence, detached from his world, unable to enter it as a person. God, therefore, can deliver a 
detailed, valid, applicable, meaningful message to the world, by simply entering it an taking on the 
body of a human being; His Word is Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the imprint of God in the world. 
Knowledge of God is not only possible, it must be desired by men and lacking such knowledge is a 
sign of the unbelievers. Allah can’t reveal himself in any positive and meaningful way, for by doing 
so, he will either have to descend to human level, or elevate humans to divine level. Men can relate 
to Allah only through an “awareness” of his presence; knowledge is impossible, and the request for 
knowing Allah is sinful, and ultimately leads to destruction of matter or conscience. 

The law systems will be radically different, therefore. Since God reveals Himself fully (though not 
comprehensively), we should expect that in His Law He will reveal His moral character: How God 
would act in all situations if He was a man. Thus, we should expect His Law to be complete and 
functional without having to resort to outside sources or human legislation. Theonomy takes this 
principle seriously, and sees in the Law of God a sufficient basis for justice which only needs 
faithful application, not changes; it interprets the Law of God in the framework of God’s character 
and work in history. Anti-Theonomy interprets the Law of God against historical and cultural 
backdrops, and looks for extra-Biblical sources for complementing the Law’s system of justice for 
our times; while the Biblical revelation of the Law is used only for moral instruction. 

Allah is not able to deliver such a systematic and full law; there is nothing that such a law would 
reveal about Allah. Therefore the law in the Quran is a fragmented mess of isolated moralisms, and a 
few judicial statements without any solid fundamental principles behind them. In the final account, 
Islam needs human traditions and decisions to build its system of law. It’s system, therefore, is 
similar to that of anti-Theonomy: moral instruction from the book, judicial laws from “general 
equity” or “natural law.” In the final account, both anti-Theonomy and Islam resort to giving more 
power to the state, as the only institution that can back their law systems with sufficient power and 
authority. 
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Therefore, it is not Theonomy that is like Shariah. Presuppositionally, Shariah is consistent anti-
Theonomy taken to its logical end. So let’s put the ignorant claim that “Theonomy is like Shariah” to 
its presuppositional rest. Our honesty, and our responsibility as teachers demand this of us. 

 

1. The modern claims that the Confessions (the Westminster Confession of 1647 and the London Baptist Confession of 
1689) divide the Law into Moral Law, Civil Law, and Ceremonial Law are incorrect. Such division is not to be 
found in the Confessions. The real division is Moral Law [singular], sundry judicial laws [plural], and ceremonial 
laws [plural]. The Confessions do not speak of “Civil Law” as a systematic legal body; what today is considered 
“Civil Law,” was part of the Moral Law. The sundry judicial laws were not the “civil code of Moses,” as is today 
falsely claimed by anti-Theonomists, but the collection of laws specific to Israel (the laws for the Jubilee, the 
levirate, the concubinage, the division of the Land, etc.). Punishments for theft or murder, for example, would be 
part of the Moral Law, not of the sundry judicial laws, as the historical practice of the Puritans and the other 
Reformed groups indicates. 

2. I usually rely on the Sahih International translation of the Quran, but on this particular verse I used the Yusuf Ali 
translation. The reason is, the Sahih International translation uses the word “dishonor” instead of “punish.” I can’t 
see why they chose that word, when the root Arabic word for faadhuhuma (“punish them both”), which is the 
verb udhiyah, means simply “to hurt.” Although, if “dishonor” is taken as the correct meaning, then the Quran 
would have the same punishment for sodomy as the anti-theonomists: excommunication. 

3. There are a few exceptions which are, again, theocentric. 

4. When I mentioned that to Joel McDurmon, his reaction was, “Of course. Where do you think Aquinas got his copy 
of Aristotle from?” 

5. See Joel McDurmon’s refutation, “Bahnsen and Rushdoony answered the Acts 15 concern 40 years ago.” 

6. Theoretically only. Modern Islam in general looks to the Hadith with almost the same reverence as to the Quran, an 
attitude which has been criticized by Muslim scholars of more purist convictions. 
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 Christianity and Government: Jesus is King 143.
Micah Hurd, March 20, 2015 

Christians tend to be very opinionated about the 
laws their government creates (as we should be). 
Modern Christians have placed themselves into the 
unfortunate position of not being subject to God, 
and this has created a problem for them. While there 
are many laws that they can point to and say, “that’s 
a bad law, we need to do away with that law,” they 
are often hard-pressed to explain the all-important, 
“Why?” “Why should we get rid of this law? 
According to what standard?” During the 19th 
century it had become popular to suppose that the 
rule of Christ did not extend to civil government. In 
so doing, whether we realized it or not, we opted to 

place ourselves under service to another master. 

Because life is 100% ethics based, our ethics will either reflect service to God, or they will reflect 
service to some other authority; there is no other option (Matthew 12:30). By placing ourselves in 
this position, we have lost our ability to be authoritative in our opinions about law. Why have we 
decided that the civil sphere does not fall under the rule of Christ? I submit to you that this belief is 
only assumed and is not defensible from Scripture. Why should we care? If you hate what America 
has become then you ought to care, because the decline of our nation is a direct result of withdrawal 
from God’s authority. The path that our country has taken is not strange or surprising. It is only 
natural (inevitable) for a nation to conform to the character of its ethical source. If we adhere to a 
godless authority then our country will of course decline into godlessness. In observing this, the 
phrase, “This aint rocket-science,” seems appropriate. As the current state of America testifies, 
ignorance is NOT bliss. If you have grown up with the belief that Christ does not have an opinion 
about civil government, then it behooves you, dear reader, to double-check that you do not hold your 
belief out of ignorance. So I encourage you to read on. 

It IS Black and White 

Here is an absolute truth: in everything we do, either we are serving Christ, or we are not. There is 
no third option. We cannot be, “not serving Christ,” while at the same time serving Christ. So if we 
are not serving Christ then who are we serving? Someone who is NOT Christ. Everything we do is 
in service to the pursuit of some goal, some objective. This goal / objective either serves Christ, or it 
serves something else (see Matthew 12:30 and Luke 16:13). Humans cannot get away from the fact 
that their actions serve someone. There are no free-agents. 

Service = Ethics 

Ethics are standards that define the way people must act. Service is inherently bound to ethics 
because service is made up of actions, and our actions must necessarily adhere to some ethical 
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system. No service is ethically neutral which is confirmed by Jesus in Matthew 12:30, “he who is not 
with me is against me…” In other words, Jesus is saying, “If you love Me then your service will 
conform to My ethical standards, otherwise your service is against me.” Either our actions conform 
to the ethical standards of Christ, or they do not. All actions are in service to an ethical standard, and 
all ethical standards find their root in some source (be it ourselves, Christ, or Satan). 

All Ethical Systems Have a Master 

At the top of every ethical system we find a source who is served by the performance of that system. 
A Christian ethical system serves Christ. Satan’s stated goal is to lead humans in a rebellion against 
God’s ethical standards. Satan in the garden: “Has God indeed said you shall not eat?” (e.g., do 
we really have to do what God says). Satan before God in Heaven in relation to Job: “Job isn’t as 
faithful as you really think he is. I can cause him to reject your authority.” Satan and Jesus: “Hey 
Jesus, you should do all these things that God specifically said not to do.” When we engage in 
ethical systems that are not subordinate to God then we are being subordinate to Satan. There is no 
third option. There is no, “I’m not going to serve you God, but I’m also not serving Satan. I’m just 
doing my own little thing in this corner over here.” Or, “I will serve you God, but I’m going to 
decide for myself how I serve You.” All our behavior serves one of two masters: God or Satan. This 
might be an unsettling concept, but Christians don’t need to worry because God has taught us in 
exhaustive detail what it means to serve Him. Where we seem to be getting tripped up at is whether 
or not to apply what He has taught us. 

Which Ethic? 

Not all ethics are created equal. Ethical systems fall under two categories: Authoritative and NOT 
authoritative. Christ’s ethics are authoritative. Man’s ethical systems are only authoritative in so far 
as they reflect Christ’s ethical system. This is to say that man cannot create his own set of ethical 
standards apart from or against God’s standard. For example, suppose that man says, “Murder is 
lawful,” (as he has in the case of abortion), whereas God says, “Thou shalt not murder.” Of these 
two diametrically opposed ethics, only God’s is authoritative. I used this obvious example as an easy 
way to illustrate my point, yet I would like to note that if God’s ethic holds superior authority in 
major points, such as murder, then it also holds superiority in minor points. As creator over us, God 
holds the position of supreme law-giver in all questions of morality. 

How Does This Affect Christians? 

No one is allowed to follow just any ethic they want (though many humans live a life of rebellion). 
But Christians in particular have stipulations of ethical loyalty that are peculiar to their redeemed 
status. Christ is very clear that to love Him is to keep His commandments. This is reiterated in 1st 
John 5:1-3, “Whoever believes that Jesus is the Christ is born of God, and everyone who loves Him 
who begot also loves him who is begotten of Him. By this we know that we love the children of 
God, when we love God and keep His commandments. For this is the love of God, that we keep His 
commandments. And His commandments are not burdensome.” Thus Christians, who are 
characterized by their love for Christ, are indubitably tied to an adherence to Christ’s ethical 
standards. 

The Link Between Government and Ethics 
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Government is concerned with the way people act, therefore government is concerned with ethics. In 
fact, government is a tool for enforcing ethical standards. Any government has only two options 
when it comes to choosing and enforcing an ethical standards: it can create it’s own, or it can choose 
to apply one that is derived from an external source. Whatever course the government takes, it will 
enforce some ethical standard and that ethic will be in service of somebody. So the question 
becomes, “What ethical standard should governments enforce?” And therefore, before we can hope 
to sort out government, we must first ensure that we have our own ethical allegiances sorted out. 

Does God Have an Opinion About Government? 

Many modern Christians believe in the concept of separation of Church and State. There are three 
observations that should be made about this: 

1. Christ also believes in the separation of Church and State. In fact, God originated and first 
practiced this idea. 

2. The popular understanding of the phrase, “separation of Church and states,” does not reflect 
its origin (see Here for a good summary). 

3. The belief that Christ has nothing to do with the state has only very recently (within the last 
150 years give or take) gained widespread popularity. 

Once upon a time God cared enough about government that he communicated an entire system of 
government to Israel. When God organized the nation of Israel, one of the very first things He did 
was create the separate institutions of Church and State. He instituted Aaron as the head of the 
Israelite Church (the priestly system), and for this early Church He assigned all the ceremonial laws 
that instructed them in proper worship thus separating Israel as a peculiar people before God from 
among the rest of the nations. God then instituted Moses as the head of the governmental institution 
and, for the government, He assigned His moral law code. In this system, the Church had no 
authority over the government (as the Catholic Church once would have maintained), nor did the 
government have any authority over the Church (the direction that America has gone), but still God 
ruled over both institutions. 

Even though there is a separation of Church and State, the state isn’t excused from adhering to God’s 
authority. Both institutions are accountable to God because He is the only being who can provide an 
authoritative ethical code. And thus we see that at the very least, God once cared about government. 
If He once cared about government then He probably still does today (see Malachi 3:6, Hebrews 
13:8, Revelation 1:8, and James 1:17)… 

Does Christ Have an Opinion About Government? 

Skipping forward to the New Testament, we find the Great Commission in Matthew 28:18-20. 
Because modern Christians have already pre-supposed that Christ is not concerned with government, 
they assign an assumed narrowness to this passage that is not Scripturally supportable. Jesus tells us 
that ALL authority has been given to Him, in Heaven AND on earth. Christians need to reconsider 
the common view of this passage and ask themselves, “What is the additional scripture that narrows 
the scope of Christ’s authority described in Matthew 28 to exclude authority over government?” In 
other words, what authoritative standard instructed Christians to narrow the scope of Christ’s 
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Kingship from “ALL authority on earth” to “All authority on earth excepting government and any 
person who doesn’t want to be a Christian.” 

The additional question that must be asked is this: If Christ’s authority doesn’t extend to all 
governments and non-Christians, then what exactly are we commanded to disciple the nations in? 
The seldom understood thing about discipleship is that, as evidenced by Jesus’ ministry on earth, it 
does not discriminate based upon a person’s salvific condition. Christ discipled with the expectation 
that all people should adhere to His ethical standards. In other words, discipleship is to be extended 
to the saved and the un-saved alike. What is discipleship? It is teaching people how to adhere to 
Christ’s ethical standards. Because Christ has authority over the entire earth then He expects the 
entire earth to be instructed in His ethical standards. A king requires for all people who reside within 
his domain to learn and adhere to his laws. But A king has no expectation that people who do not 
dwell within his domain be taught his laws. The entire earth is Christ’s domain, and so, just like any 
king, He expects all those who dwell in His domain to be taught and to follow His laws. But, If 
Christ did not have authority over all governments and peoples on earth (Christian and non-Christian 
alike) then He would have no expectation that they be discipled. And yet He commanded that they 
be discipled. If we are to take Christ at His word when He says, “All authority has been given to me 
in Heaven and on earth,” then we must conclude that Christ expects for His ethical standards to be 
taught and followed throughout all the world. 

Does The New Testament Contain Specific Instructions for Government? 

For additional New Testament evidence that Christ does indeed care about government, let us 
examine Romans 13:1-7. Once again, popular Christianity leaves people with preconceptions that 
cause them to view this passage through a more narrow scope. According to the typical cursory 
glance, it is believed that this passage describes only our duty to government. By taking a break from 
pop-Christian “programming”, we can see that this passage actually contains instructions for 
individuals and governments. In particular, Romans 13 prescribes these five requirements for 
government: 

1. Governments are to be ministers of God (“For he is God’s minister. . . for he is God’s 
minister. . . for they are God’s ministers”) 

2. Governments are to minister to us for good (“For he is God’s minister to you for good”) 
3. Governments are not to be a terror to good works, but to evil (“For rulers are not a terror to 

good works, but to evil.”) 
4. Governments are to exist for the punishment of evil-doers and the praise of those who do 

well (“Do what is good, and you will have praise from the same.”) 
5. As God’s ministers, Government’s are to act as His avengers to execute wrath upon evil-

doers (“But if you do evil, be afraid; for he does not bear the sword in vain; for he is God’s 
minister, an avenger to execute wrath on him who practices evil.”) 

The Greek word used in this passage for “minister” is “Diakonos” (see Here) which, not 
coincidentally, is the same word that is used throughout the New Testament to describe a Church 
deacon, or another individual who is sent to carry out God’s will for the service of His people 
(see Here). Thus, Romans 13 does not describe just any old governing organization. It describes 
organizations that are subordinate to God’s authority (this should be no surprise given that Christ has 
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been granted authority over the entire world). I strongly encourage you to read Romans 13:1-7 and 
to locate for yourself these five points within the passage. 

Do	All	Governments	Fit	the	Romans	13	Criteria? 

Or in other words, “Is Romans 13 describing all governments?” Certainly not! When the Apostle 
Paul tells us that Governments are ministers to us for our good, whose concept of “good” is he 
referring to? According to the government of Nazi Germany, “good” was the extermination of the 
Jews. At the time of Paul’s writing of Romans, “good” was defined by the Roman government as the 
persecution of the fledgling Christian Church. In describing what is good, and what is evil, it is 
patently obvious that Paul is referring to good and evil according to God’s definitions for them 
(otherwise Romans 13 must be God’s endorsement of all wicked governments, including Nazi 
Germany). It thus becomes clear that Romans 13 enjoins government to adhere to the ethical 
standards of morality that have been established by the Christian Triune God. Because Christ has 
been given authority over the entire world, it makes sense that He requires all His lesser earthly rules 
to abide by His own ethical criteria. For this reason, I prefer to refer to Romans 13:1-7 as God’s 
charter for government. 

Does the Romans 13 Charter Apply a Requirement to All Governments 

Yes	it	does.	All	governments	are	called	to	be	ministers	of	God.	Romans	13	does	not	specify	that	
“Only	Christian	governments	are	to	be	My	ministers.”	As	far	as	King	Jesus	is	concerned,	His	
ethical	stipulations	apply	to	all	the	inhabitants	of	the	earth.	There	are	two	kinds	of	
governments	on	this	earth:	Legitimate	governments	that	are	in	conformance	with	the	Romans	
13	charter,	and	illegitimate	governments	that	are	in	rebellion	against	Christ’s	stipulations	in	
Romans	13.	Though	it	has	become	popular	to	suppose	that	Christ’s	standards	apply	to	
Christians	alone,	I	challenge	you	to	find	concrete	Scriptural	evidence	for	such	a	belief.	

God’s Authority Was Never Constrained to His People Alone 

Is Heavenly sovereignty over earthly government (to include non-Christians) limited specifically to 
Christ’s present reign? It is not. In the book of Daniel it is recorded how God, even in those times 
before Christ’s coming, still maintained the expectation that earthly rules subordinate themselves to 
Him: 

“This decision [to curse Nebuchadnezzar – M.H.] is by the decree of the watchers, And the sentence 
by the word of the holy ones, In order that the living may know That the Most High rules in the 
kingdom of men, Gives it [kingship – M.H.] to whomever He will, And sets over it the lowest of men.” 
Daniel 4:17 

Seven	years	later,	after	acknowledging	God’s	authority	and	subsequently	being	reinstated	by	
God	upon	the	throne,	Nebuchadnezzer	declares:	

“so I was reestablished in my sovereignty, and surpassing greatness was added to me. Now I 
Nebuchadnezzar praise, exalt, and honor the King of heaven, for all His works are true and His ways 
just, and He is able to humble those who walk in pride” Dan. 3:36b-37 
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Thus we see a heathen ruler, one who was by no means “of the tribe of Israel,” acknowledging that 
God’s ethic is just. These words, because they were declared by the mouth of a king, stood as 
Nebuchadnezzar’s acquiescence to God’s law and a statement that God’s justice would govern his 
kingdom. It is humbling to read of this heathen king expressing more wisdom than the majority of 
Christians today. 

Why Would We Want Anything Else? 

Should we want to serve any other ethical system? If we are to take Jesus at His words, probably not. 

“Take My yoke upon you and learn from Me, for I am gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest 
for your souls. For My yoke is easy and My burden is light.” Matthew 11:29-30 

“And He was handed the book of the prophet Isaiah. And when He had opened the book, He found 
the place where it was written: 

‘The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me, 
Because He has anointed Me 
To preach the gospel to the poor; 
He has sent Me to heal the brokenhearted, 
To proclaim liberty to the captives 
And recovery of sight to the blind, 
To set at liberty those who are oppressed; 
To proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord.’ 

Then He closed the book, and gave it back to the attendant and sat down. And the eyes of all who 
were in the synagogue were fixed on Him. And He began to say to them, ‘Today this Scripture is 
fulfilled in your hearing.’” Luke 4:17-21 

Only in God’s service can we hope to live in ease, security, and liberty. What do alternative ethical 
systems lead to? The opposite of what is promised under God. Unless Jesus’ unspoken intention in 
Matthew 11:30 was to say, “My yoke is easy, and my burden is light. But that other dude’s yoke is 
also pretty light,” then our take-away should be that Jesus is warning us about the comparative 
danger and hardship of serving other masters. America serves as a living example of the truth of 
Jesus’ statement. As our nation shifts it’s allegiance from serving God to serving a new ethical 
system, we see the consequences all around us: not the least of which is 50 million murdered 
children to date. THAT is what you get when you acquiesce to an ethical standard in government 
that is not directly derived from Christ. Service under man-made ethical systems is very harsh and 
very costly – 1.21 million of our children per year costly, to be specific. The mantra that we must 
repeat to ourselves every morning when we wake up, and every evening before we lie down, is this: 
“I can either enjoy freedom under God’s ethical system, or I can suffer tyranny under man’s ethical 
system.” 

In Conclusion 

Christ does care about civil government. Due to the Great Commission, Christians have a particular 
charter to instruct (disciple) the nations in the proper application of King Jesus’ ethical standards. 
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This is our answer when we discuss what laws our government should and should not create: “Only 
those laws that serve Christ.” And our Why is this: “Because Christ’s ethical standards are the only 
authoritative standards that exist. He is King over earth, and His laws are holy, just, and good 
(Romans 7:12).” Adherence to Christ’s ethical standard is a requirement for all men (though there 
yet remains many rebels in our King’s domain). Unlike the law of man, Christ’s ethical standard is 
not burdensome. The Bible is our wisdom in the sight of the nations (Deuteronomy 4:6) for 
determining the What and the Why of law. The next question (which is reserved for a future article) 
is this: What exactly does King Jesus require of all those who dwell in His domain? 
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 Terrorism: Biblical Analysis and Solutions 144.
Bojidar Marinov, December 8, 2015 

You are not to say, “It is a conspiracy!” in regard to all that this people call a conspiracy, and you 
are not to fear what they fear or be in dread of it. It is the LORD of hosts whom you should regard as 
holy. And He shall be your fear, and He shall be your dread. Isaiah 8:12-13 

In the dualistic world of American evangelicalism, every single thing falls into one of two 
compartments and is forever separated and insulated from the things in the other compartment. The 
two compartments are the “spiritual” and the “worldly.” So impregnably insulated they are that each 
compartment has its own set of ethical and operational principles which can not be applied to the 
other compartment. In fact, not only the ethical and operational principles are different, but the 
epistemological as well: the American evangelical turns to one source – supposedly the Bible – to 
learn the spiritual truths of life, and then turns to a different source to learn the worldly truths of life 
– usually to the “conservative” media and the political platform of the Republican Party. Sometimes, 
when this dualism threatens to create schizophrenia too complex for his mind to endure – e.g. when 
the Republican agenda or the government’s policy are a little too uncomfortably opposed to the 
Biblical message – evangelical celebrities bring up Biblical verses out of context to justify that 
agenda or policy. But even then, the “worldly” is left to the world powers, and the division is strictly 
maintained. 

Salvation, redemption, and sanctification, for example, are strictly “spiritual.” They only affect the 
soul and spirit of the individual man and have nothing to do with his social activities or with the 
economics or government of his society. Well, may be they can be applied in a limited way to his 
family or his church, but that’s about it. The wall of separation protects the activities and policies of 
the world – and especially of the civil government – from any interference by Christ’s salvation, 
redemption or sanctification. Individual salvation – which is called “the gospel” by modern 
evangelicalism – can’t be allowed to have any influence on justice and righteousness of the society 
in general. On the other hand, courts, legislation, foreign policy, taxation, education, the economy, 
and many other things are strictly “worldly” and shouldn’t even mentioned in sermons (except as 
abstract parables) or in “preaching the gospel.” Neither should we ever try to find the spiritual 
principles for those in the Bible; these issues are secondary, unimportant, and in general morally 
neutral. They should be left to the world, and more properly to the civil government to decide 
according to principles that certainly are not found in the Bible. 

I said “evangelicalism,” but the same applies to the modern American Reformed churches as well. 
Dualism has replaced Biblical Christianity as the dominant operational faith in almost every church, 
denomination, and seminary in the US. The only difference is that the Reformed seminaries have 
constructed a neat rhetoric to justify their dualism: the Two Kingdoms Theology. The broadly 
evangelical crowd is still lagging behind in codifying their dualism into a systematic rhetoric. 

Terrorism, as a theoretical issue and a practical social problem in our society, is one of those issues 
that fall entirely in the “worldly” box. Its definition and analysis are left to the political pundits who, 
by default, never look at the spiritual nature and roots of terrorism. It is either treated as just another 
crime against the state, or declared part of Samuel P. Huntington’s inevitable “clash of 
civilizations.”1 The solutions, therefore, are left to the political elite and its standing armies of the 
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military, police, espionage agencies, and immigration services. The assumption is that since the 
function of the civil government is to “provide safety,” therefore the political elite controlling that 
government can be trusted to “solve the problem of terrorism.” Of course, that elite is quick to 
propose and carry out the only solution it ever has to anything: war. 

What has been missing is a Biblical analysis of terrorism, and therefore Biblical solutions to it. An 
analysis which would look at terrorism, terrorists, their motivation and their tactics and strategy from 
a covenantal perspective, that is, ethical/judicial perspective. An analysis which would take in 
account individual men and their self-conscious moral commitments; individual men on both sides of 
the dividing line – both those who commit terrorist acts and those who are their victims and, more 
importantly, their “target audience.” An analysis which would look at man in his covenantal standing 
before God – created, fallen, and regenerate or unregenerate – and through this understanding of 
man try to understand his culture and his civilizations. An analysis which would take the Biblical 
concept of civil government as a limited reactive judiciary over against the modern neo-pagan 
concept of civil government as a quazi-divine pro-active executive, and apply the dichotomy 
between the two to understanding the nature, origin, and solutions to terrorism. An analysis which 
would place terrorism – and especially Islamic terrorism – against the backdrop of redemptive 
history between the first and the second comings of Christ, and apply the demands and the power of 
the Gospel of Christ to both our thinking and our action concerning terrorism. 

Such analysis has been missing, and therefore Biblical solutions have been missing. And the fault for 
it lies with the church and its churchian celebrities who for over a century have been preaching a 
dualistic religion in the name of Christ, one that separates God’s redemption from God’s creation 
and from man’s society, giving powerful men the opportunity to play gods on earth. But self-deified 
men and self-deified institutions never solve problems, and never win wars. In the end, they destroy 
themselves and everyone who follows them. And if the “war of terrorism” continues without any 
hope for victory, and if we are less safe than we have been before – and more enslaved – it is 
because we as Christians have dropped the ball. 

It’s time to pick it up, and go back for answers to where every Christian should go by default: the 
Word of God. 

Terrorism as “Evangelism” 

Our analysis must start with the obvious observation that terrorism is not just a regular crime. It is 
true that terrorism involves committing crimes: murder and arson (bombing) are the most common 
crimes committed in terrorist acts. But these crimes per se are not the essence of terrorism, and the 
terrorist is not a regular criminal. A regular criminal commits a crime because he is seeking personal 
advantage or satisfying a personal passion: a burglar wants to enrich himself with the goods of 
another person, a false witness wants to gain judicial advantage for himself or for his party in court, 
and a murderer wants to satisfy his hatred or perhaps also to gain economic or other advantage 
through the death of his victim. At the end, a regular criminal wants to be better off – personally – 
than he was before the crime. For this reason a criminal would do everything to avoid justice for his 
crimes – for justice would place him in a worse position than before the crime and thus will destroy 
the very purpose for the crime. A criminal, therefore, wants to commit his crimes in secret, away 
from the public eye as far as this is possible. A thief is expected to act at night (Ex. 22:2; Job 24:14; 
Matt 24:43; etc.) A murderer would like to suppress the evidence for his murder, and avoid 
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punishment, if possible. It is for this reason witnesses (Deut. 17:6) and investigation (Deut. 17:4) are 
so important in the work of the courts: a criminal is not expected to willingly supply evidence for his 
crime.2 

This, obviously, is not true about the terrorist. Unlike the criminal, the terrorist wants his acts to be 
public, to impress as many people as possible and become global news. As a rule, a terrorist – 
especially the Islamic type – doesn’t try to escape; he continues murdering and destroying until he 
can do it no more and then he is either killed or turns his weapons on himself. In the case of suicide 
bombers, self-immolation is an integral part of the act itself. After an act is committed, terrorist 
organizations usually trip over each other to “claim responsibility for the attack,” even when such 
“responsibility” is rather dubious. Criminals prefer to remain in the shadows; terrorists openly claim 
responsibility. Thus, terrorism is not just a crime like the other crimes. 

Neither is terrorism warfare, modern popular mythology notwithstanding. Warfare in all its forms 
has as its strategic aim the capture of resources; and therefore the tactical methods of warfare are 
designed to achieve the lowest relative expense of resources for the highest relative damage on the 
enemy, or the highest relative capture of resources. The type of warfare that is the closest to 
terrorism, guerrilla warfare, is marked by a very high focus on preserving one’s resources – 
especially human resources – while inflicting disproportional damage on the opponent. The strategic 
goal is to deny the opponent the easy and cheap use of his resources, and thus make him less capable 
of waging war. 

The terrorist is seldom concerned about such strategic and tactical considerations; the relative 
balance of resource expense and loss is almost never in favor of the terrorist. In terms of human 
resources, the supply of willing self-immolators is rarely abundant; in terms of material resources, 
there is never a return on the “investment.” The real damage in terms of loss of human lives and 
material destruction is seldom significant enough to cause major disruption in the life of the 
civilization. While in real warfare successful operations are repeated as often as possible, for they 
bring an ever more favorable balance of resources for the successful side, a terrorist organization 
can’t afford to repeat the same operation many times; it will deplete its resources without making a 
dent in the culture and the life of its enemies. So terrorism is not warfare – at least not in the classical 
sense of this word. 

Neither is terrorism simply acts of madmen devoid of any rationality. To the contrary, terrorist 
organizations are usually manned by men quite rational and intelligent, who are passionate about 
their beliefs and good psychologists. A man with mental issues who kills people driven by his 
madness doesn’t try to send out a coherent message nor convince his victims to do something. For 
such a person, other humans simply don’t exist, or at least, don’t exist as persons to whom any 
message can be sent. For a terrorist, to the contrary, people exist as personalities, and they are very 
real; in fact, without a very thorough understanding of individual and collective psychology, 
terrorism won’t work at all. A madman is seldom focused on anything else but his own issues. A 
terrorist – or at least an ideologue of terror – must understand people very well. 

The motivation of the terrorist and his ultimate goal is this: sending out a message. The murders, the 
destruction, the spending of resources and even the sacrifice of his own life are all directed not to his 
immediate victims but to a broader audience. He knows that his message is at best peripheral to the 
world and life of that broader audience; if he was to use the conventional methods of “preaching” his 
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message, he would be just a small person standing on a corner of a vast universe. He lacks the 
resources to capture a significant part of the media market and make his message mainstream. His 
message is morally and intellectually inferior to all other ideas in the marketplace of ideas. He is 
short on time: the more time goes by, the less relevant his message is to that broader audience, and 
his conventional preaching can’t catch up with the course of history. What he needs is a “marketing 
campaign” for his idea, a stunt that will make people listen to it. And since the ethical standards 
behind his message do not condemn murder, arson, or suicide – and even encourage them – his 
decision is to commit public crimes to make his message heard. 

In essence, therefore, terrorism is the perverse counterpart of Christian evangelism. Both the 
Christian and the terrorist have a message to the world, a “gospel.” Both messages are religious and 
ethical, that is, they have to do with commitment to ultimate principles and standards for good and 
evil. Both the Christian and the terrorist are willing to spend their resources and lay down their lives 
for their message. The difference comes in their belief about the judgment that confirms the 
message: The Christian leaves that judgment to God, the only Judge. The terrorist believes his 
message makes him quazi-divine and therefore he takes upon himself to administer judgment in 
order to make his message heard. The Christian prays to God to change people’s minds to accept the 
Gospel without punishing them (Luke 9:54-56; 23:34). The terrorist administers his judgment as part 
of his message. 

This point may seem trivial to some but it is of an utmost importance for our analysis of the situation 
and specifically the solutions to it. If terrorism is not an ordinary crime, not warfare, and not simply 
the chaotic work of madmen, then all the modern attempts at solution of the problem with terrorism 
are doomed to fail. Of all people, we as Christians should know best that a message, an idea, a 
“gospel” is not stopped by government intervention. Sending more troops half-way across the world 
will increase government spending but won’t stop terrorism; terrorism is not warfare and therefore 
warfare won’t kill it. Giving more power to law enforcement institutions here at home will destroy 
our liberties but it won’t stop terrorism: terrorism is not an ordinary crime. Psychological profiling of 
people won’t stop terrorism: terrorism is not a mental deviation, and terrorists are just as sane as 
everyone else. These measures will only increase the risk of terrorism, they will deprive us of our 
liberties, but they won’t achieve their goal. Because an idea, a message, a “gospel” is not stopped by 
government action. 

The only way to stop a “gospel” from being preached is through a superior “gospel,” one which 
will make the target audience resistant enough to make the efforts of the preachers useless. When 
the “preaching” doesn’t work but instead produces the opposite effect in the “listeners,” then the 
“preacher” will be forced to review his methods. 

Which should lead us to the next conclusion: If terrorism is on the rise despite the war on terrorism, 
then we are doing something to encourage terrorists rather than discourage them. That is, there is 
something in our collective reaction to terrorism which the terrorists assess as “success.” We are 
obviously not only taking their “gospel,” we are submitting to it in a way. What we think is 
“solutions” – more military interventions and more power to the government at home – is apparently 
fuel in the fire of terrorism. If the “evangelism” of terror continues, then this must be because its 
target audience is submitting to the “message.” And unless we stop submitting, there will be no end 
to it. 
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In order to stop submitting, we need to understand what we are submitting to in our reactions to 
terrorism. And what we are submitting to is fear. 

The Worship of Fear 

Fear is ubiquitous in the world after the Fall. Whether we are dealing with terrorism or with anything 
else – crime, the economy, the family, the church, education, etc. – we are always dealing with some 
form or version of fear. Based on Biblical evidence, fear is the most powerful psychological and 
moral motivator, twice as powerful as love, which is the second most powerful motivator (about 
1,400 instances of “fear,” “dread,” “terror,” or similar words compared to about 700 instances of 
“love” and “charity”). Between fear and love, it is only expected that fear will be more powerful 
when we are talking about fallen human beings: love requires a certain level of self-negation and 
sacrifice (1 Cor. 13:5), while fear is entirely motivated by self-preservation. It was the first recorded 
emotion of human beings after the Fall (Gen. 3:10), and it remained a major emotional factor in their 
behavior throughout the whole Bible. As a matter of fact, even though we don’t have a specific 
record of fear before the Fall, God’s warning in Gen. 2:17 seems to indicate that God used some 
form of fear as a motivator even before the Fall. 

Expectedly, with human nature changed after the Fall, the threat of negative sanctions was put to an 
even greater use. While God obviously prefers that our commitment to Him be based on the positive 
motives of faith, hope, and love, His admonitions to His redeemed people are never unbalanced in 
favor of only positive emotions. The Second and the Third Commandments given from Mount Sinai 
specifically declared the threat of sanctions for idolatry and the use of God’s name in vain (before a 
positive promise was given in the Fifth); and in general, the very manner of giving the Decalogue 
was calculated to produce fear in the hearts of the listeners (Ex. 20:18-21). The chapter which states 
the “greatest commandment” according to Jesus, Deut. 6 (see v. 5), ends with the admonition to 
“fear the Lord” (v. 25), and then the next chapter is devoted to giving a good foundation for that fear 
in God’s promised negative sanctions for disobedience. That fear is a more powerful motivator than 
any positive emotions is also clear in the fact that in Deut. 28, the list of negative covenantal 
sanctions (vv. 15-68) is four times as long as the list of positive promises (vv. 1-14). Wisdom itself 
is defined – multiple times – as “fear of the Lord” (Ps. 111:10; Prov. 9:10; 15:33; Job 28:28; Prov. 
15:33; Micah 6:9). 

None of this is to mean that fear is sufficient and that love is not a needed motivator and emotion. To 
the contrary, even though fear of God is the beginning of wisdom, we also see that God pushes His 
people to adopt love as their chief motivator. Jesus declared the greatest commandments to be “You 
shall love your God” (Matt. 22:38), and traces true obedience back not to fear but to love (John 
14:15; 15:10). John repeats the same principle in his epistles (1 John 5:2, 3), and adds that “perfect 
love drives out fear” (1 John 4:18), because “God is love.” The Apostle Paul makes love his most 
“excellent way” (1 Cor. 12-13). So while God takes in account man’s depraved nature and makes a 
lawful use of fear as an appeal to man’s selfish heart, He doesn’t want the redeemed man to be 
driven primarily by selfishness and therefore fear. As Joel McDurmon describes the problem with 
fear as a motivator: 

From just these two quotations we can understand the relationships between Law and love, and Law 
and fear. Both have a relationship, but each reveals a particular spiritual orientation. When we serve 
God merely out of fear of punishment, we are self-oriented – concerned with only what will become 
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of us – and thus we do not really serve Him. This is a stance of autonomy, for we are most 
concerned with our own well-being. But any autonomous standard is a humanistic standard, and this 
has consequences. . . . In short, those who live in fear will become servants of fear.3 

There’s also a darker side of fear. There is godly fear, but there is also ungodly fear: fear of men, and 
fear of idols. And if God wills that even the godly form of fear – which still appeals to the 
selfishness of man – diminish as a factor in the life of His redeemed people, how much less will He 
tolerate ungodly fear. In one form or another, the command “Do not fear” is the most frequently 
used single command in Scripture, even more than the command “Have faith.” The importance of 
this command is emphasized by the fact that the list of those whose fate is the lake of fire (Rev. 
21:8) starts with the cowardly and the unbelieving. And no wonder, since ungodly fear is directly 
related to lack of faith. For example, the motive for the Israelites to refuse to enter the land was fear 
(Num. 14:9), and yet, the author of Hebrews interprets it as lack of faith (Heb. 4:2). Jesus also 
contrasts faith to fear in several places (Matt. 8:26; Mark. 5:36; Luke 8:50; etc.). Thus, if the 
righteous shall live by faith (Hab. 2:44; Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11; Heb. 10:38), then the reprobate shall 
die by fear; and indeed, our salvation is described as being freed from the bondage of fear (Heb. 
2:15). 

Fear, then, is not simply an emotion, it is a religious sentiment, a form of worship, or may be even 
the essence of worship itself. Whether we admit it or not, whether we are aware of it or not, we 
worship the things we fear. No wonder fear of anything else but God is forbidden, and no wonder it 
is the most frequently mentioned command: It is idolatry, and it falls under the very First 
Commandment. “Whom did you fear when you didn’t fear Me,” God asks in Isaiah 57:11. Jer. 10 
contrasts fear of idols with the worship of God. On the bright side of this equation, people convert to 
God when their hearts are filled with fear of Him: In the Book of Esther, many became Jews when 
the fear of the Jews fell on them (Esther 8:17); and in a similar situation in the New Testament, fear 
fell on every soul and thus the church grew (Acts 2:42). 

This adds a new layer to our analysis: fear is not only an instrument of the terrorists to spread their 
“gospel,” fear itself is a “gospel,” an idolatrous religion which wars against the faith in Christ. 
Therefore, the very succumbing to fear as a result of a terrorist act is already a surrender to the 
religious demands of the terrorists. A terrorist says, “Fear me and accept my message.” While most 
of the time his target audience doesn’t accept his message, it still succumbs to fear, which itself is a 
form of worship. This succumbing to fear is a sufficient reward for the terrorist: he may have not 
been able to “convert” his audience to his religion, but he has made them worship it in a way through 
their fear. 

Logically, then, if terrorism is on the rise, and if our war against it seems to be fruitless, there can be 
only one explanation: we in the West are succumbing to fear in one way or another. We are giving 
evidence to terrorists that their strategy works, that as a result of their actions, the West is 
abandoning its professed religious and ethical values and is reacting exactly in the way the terrorists 
want it to react. If there was no such surrender, terrorism wouldn’t seem to pay off; if it pays off, 
then we have been manipulated by the terrorists. We as a culture have responded in fear, and we 
have disobeyed the command “Do not fear.” We have become the “cowardly and unbelieving” of 
Rev. 21:8, and we are getting a foretaste of the lake of fire in the increased terrorist activity of our 
day. We have failed to pass the test. 
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A Failure of Nerve 

It’s a shame that with all the preaching and teaching and writing on the issue of “trials and 
tribulations,” American Christians are so ignorant concerning the real nature of the concept of “trial” 
and how it works. And because they are ignorant, when a real trial comes to the American church, it 
fails to pass it, most of the time. The cultural defeats of the American church, of course, must be 
traced ultimately to the abundance of false doctrines which diminish the Gospel to a few 
propositions about salvation, diminish the victory of the Gospel in history, and diminish the scope of 
God’s covenant with His redeemed people to their religious meeting Sunday morning. But a great 
deal of the cultural defeats of the church was caused also by the practical failure of the church in 
general to pass one trial after another, thus leaving the impression of being ridden by inconsistency 
and hypocrisy. 

Because Biblically, that’s what a trial is: a test for consistency. 

When we as Christians go out in the world to preach the Gospel, when we declare the salvation of 
Jesus Christ, we inevitably declare the ethical and philosophical principles which that Gospel 
demands of us. We are not simply giving some intellectual information to the world; we 
are challenging the world with a set of ultimate principles which declare the nature of God, the 
nature and the future of man, and most importantly, the standard for good and evil these truths 
proclaim. Practical good and evil, not just theoretical; that is, good and evil as applied to our own 
individual lives, but also to the life of our institutions, be they family, church, state, business, 
schools, etc. The world around us, of course, won’t remain passive while we are challenging it; it 
will respond with its own challenges. These challenges are not going to be against the theoretical 
truth of our claims about God and man; they will be about our willingness to live consistently up to 
the same moral principles we preach to others. Ultimately, everyone knows God exists, whether 
they admit it or not; the issue is, “Should I submit to that God?” And the first and most obvious 
excuse is, “Christians themselves are hypocrites, even they do not submit to Him completely, 
because when a trial comes, they abandon the very principles they preach.” 

It’s easy to stick to one’s principles when one is not challenged. It is when a person’s feet are put to 
the fire and he is asked to verbally denounce or practically abandon his principles, when the quality 
of that person’s faith becomes obvious. Job’s wife was an example of a person verbally denouncing 
her principles in times of trial. And she became Job’s real trial: while Job accepted his fate without 
complaining, his wife was the one urging him to “curse God and die.” And what was the challenge 
and the nature of that trial? “Do you still maintain your integrity [completeness in Hebrew]?” (Job 
2:9). At the bottom of every trial there is a temptation to abandon one’s integrity and deny his 
professed foundational principles. The trial of terrorism is no different. 

While some apostasy may consist in verbally denying one’s principles, most of the time the 
temptation is to continue paying lip service to them while at the same time abandoning them in 
practice. This temptation is widespread, and people succumb to it even without trials, just out of the 
habit of convenience or hypocrisy. Those of us who have strong ethical convictions but weak ethical 
nature are very often easily duped into adopting a superficial language of faithfulness and obedience 
while at the same time re-interpreting practical applications to fit our own passions. “I have carried 
out the command of the Lord,” Saul told Samuel in 1 Sam. 15:13. “Really, and what is this bleeping 
of sheep and lowing of oxen, then?” Samuel asked. “This, er, this we brought to sacrifice to the Lord 
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your God, but the rest we have utterly destroyed.” The meaning was clear: The people had 
practically abandoned their first principles; but Saul had an excuse which verbally made it sound as 
if they were still faithful to those principles. 

In this particular case, Saul and the people were motivated by greed for riches and perhaps for 
power; the situation is even worse when the most powerful motive – fear – is involved. When fear 
enters the scene, Christians are often eager to excuse their submission to it with all kinds of 
righteously sounding words: “prudence,” “wisdom,” etc. The mark of such an apostasy is usually the 
claim that the current situation is somehow so different from all other situations, such an emergency 
that it requires suspending some of the moral principles of the Bible – at least for a time. “Yes, I 
believe we need to obey the Bible, but this is a different situation and we need to use wisdom.” As if 
wisdom can be anything else but obeying God, no matter what our perception of the “situation” is. 

And when it comes to terrorism, Christians completely fail the test, abandoning their principles at 
the excuse that “the situation is different.” 

Ideally, Christians would subscribe to these ethical and judicial principles: 

1. We are obligated, individually, to help the stranger and to make sure he has equal access to 
all the economic opportunities in the land (Matt. 25:35, 43; Num. 9:14; Deut. 23:15-16; 
24:21-22). 

2. The government is not allowed to control the movement of non-criminal individuals. It is 
lawful to cross a border – even the boundary of private property – as long as there is no harm 
done (Deut. 23:24-25). 

3. When there is harm done, liability is personal, not collective, and must be established on the 
basis of two or three witnesses (2 Cor. 13:1; Deut. 19:15). A person can’t be held legally 
liable for the crimes of even his closest relatives, let alone for the crimes of others in his 
group (Deut. 24:16). Only God is allowed to judge collectives, as He does in limited cases. 
Human courts can only try individuals, not collectives. (Christians know this principle very 
well when they respond to gun-control advocates or to accusations that the crimes of a few 
Christians represent all Christians.) 

4. True justice is retributive and restitutional, never preventive and pre-emptive (Rom. 13:4). 
Giving the government power over non-criminal individuals because they may commit 
crimes would declare the government being capable of reading hearts and therefore divine. 

5. No matter what happens, and no matter what danger is perceived, the Principle of Just War 
applies to foreign policy: A Christian can never lawfully advocate for aggressive war abroad 
as a solution to a problem at home, for targeting innocent life in vengeance for crime (Deut. 
24:16; 2 Kings 14:6; 2 Chr. 25:4). Christian foreign policy must revolve around evangelism 
of populations and Christian war theory must be focused on punishing criminals in power in 
response to specific crimes, not target their subject populations. 

These are righteous Biblical principles, and Christians have used them since the very beginning of 
the Christian church, both as an apologetic method against their persecutors (see, for example, 
Tertullian’s Apologeticus) and as legal principles in a Christian civilization (see, for 
example, Magna Carta, Blackstone’s Commentaries, etc.). 
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But terrorism, apparently, is a trial too harsh for American Christians to stand. Suddenly, these 
principles are forgotten, and American Christians want to be “wise” and “prudent.” Why? Because 
all of a sudden, after centuries of social and political experience with wars, terrorism, immigration, 
etc, “this situation is different.” The good Biblical principles above are then abandoned for the 
opposite principles: 

1. The stranger should be subject to different rules than the homeborn, and his access to the 
economic opportunities in the land should be limited. There should be different laws for the 
stranger and for the homeborn. 

2. The government must be given the power to control the movement of non-criminal individuals, 
even to the point of banning its own citizens from traveling without passports or other means of 
identification. Because, you know, security trumps liberty. 

3. All foreigners must be guilty by default for the crimes of a few, unless proven innocent by a 
process of vetting, which, of course, is in the hands of the Federal government. Real witnesses 
for individual crimes are not needed, rumors of crimes establishing a collective guilt are enough, 
and suspicions based on irrelevant speculations or false data. “97% of them are young men in 
fighting age!” “60% of the women of Sweden were raped by Muslims!” “All the crimes in 
Norway were committed by immigrants!” “ISIS fighters take over a German town!” 

4. The function of the civil government is not justice anymore but “safety” and “security.” Which 
means preventive justice and pre-emptive executive action. Which boils down to “Show me your 
papers.” And eventually the concentration camps. 

5. The perceived danger of Muslim terrorism justifies aggressive war in retaliation, directed against 
people who have nothing to do with the terrorist acts but are themselves victims of oppressive 
regimes. 

In short, somehow our generation had the bad luck of living in times so overwhelmingly oppressive 
and dangerous that abandoning fundamental ethical and judicial principles is now “wisdom” and 
“prudence.” Somehow our times have changed the meaning of “safety” to mean not “God’s 
protection” but “state tyranny in violation of God’s Law.” 

McDurmon continues in his treatment of fear as a motivator: 

The life of fear will manifest in compromises of commitment to God’s Word in all areas of life such 
as parenting, honesty in business, honesty with money, political decisions (including voting), personal 
grudges, and much more. It can manifest in personal dejection and paralysis. . . .4 

The ultimate end of any trial is to test the willingness of men to compromise their ultimate 
commitments – whether verbally and overtly or practically and covertly. Fear as the most powerful 
motivator, and as a religious act of worship itself, is present at every trial. When men react to a trial 
with the excuse that “This is a very special situation, different from any previous situation,” they 
have already submitted to fear, and the logical outcome of this excuse is compromise. Men who do 
not submit to fear will stand firm in any situation and will refuse to change their principles because 
of any perceived danger or threat. 

From the perspective of the terrorists, then, Christians – and the West in general – have failed the 
test. From a Muslim, religious perspective, the real offense of the Western civilization is not its 
military might but its superior qualities like liberty and justice which attract the huddled masses of 
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even the Muslim world. Ordinary Muslims are painfully aware of that difference; they know tyranny 
and corruption when they see them, and they can’t help but notice that their own religion has never 
been able to produce such a high level of integrity in the society as Christianity has produced. Many 
former Muslims have testified that this is what converted them to Christianity. Some just want to 
imitate it and participate in it in a quiet, neutral way. (Whether it is possible or not is another story.) 
Consistent Muslims are offended at that difference. And because they can’t produce a culture of 
equal superiority, their solution is to challenge the West into abandoning its values. “Let’s try them 
to see if Christians will stick to justice and liberty when it’s overcome by fear.” 

And, as it appears, Christians fail the test and fail to stick to justice and liberty. They instead 
succumb to fear, and abandon their professed ethical and judicial principles. And they start 
advocating tyranny and injustice as solutions to the problem, just as the terrorists want them to. 

The Politics of Fear 

For the side observer, it seems strange that Americans, and Christians in particular, should be so 
overcome by fear of terrorism as to abandon, or to temporarily suspend, their professed fundamental 
principles be they the Bible for Christians, or the Constitution for conservatives in general. If 
anything, our society today is the safest society that ever existed in history; our culture today is 
nowhere close to dealing with gigantic challenges as in the past. During WWII, Britain was heavily 
bombarded by German bombers, and yet the British motto was, “Keep calm and carry on.” They 
understood that the purpose of the air war was fear, and they refused to submit to fear; and neither 
did they call for closing the borders for refugees from war-torn Europe. In a more striking example, 
the tiny nation of Switzerland, despite the open threats from the Nazi government, despite the 
amassed military formations on its borders, and despite the several cases of Nazi terrorism and 
sabotage on Swiss soil, refused to succumb to fear. The Swiss continued to keep their borders open 
for refugees from Germany, and even for Jews; adding insult to the injury by even arming the Jewish 
refugees to take part in the defense of the nation in case Germany invaded.5 

Add to this the domestic statistics: The chances for an ordinary innocent American citizen to be 
summarily executed by a police officer on the street are at least 10 times higher than being caught in 
a terrorist mass-shooting spree. The chances of being killed or robbed by a police officer are about 
60 times higher than being killed or robbed by a first-generation immigrant (terrorist or not). The 
chances of being hit by a car are about 300 times higher than being shot by a terrorist. Etc., etc. Why 
is terrorism the factor that so paralyzes us as to make us abandon our fundamental ethical and 
judicial principles? Why don’t we call for banning all cars, or for abolishing police? 

One possible answer to this, of course, is that our generation in the West is a spoiled generation, and 
as a result, we are prone to exaggerate any challenge to our comforts and convenience. Even 
Chicago, which is the most dangerous city in the US to live in, is still incomparably safer to over 
80% of the world’s population. In places like Syria or Iraq, ravaged by wars started by our own 
government, death is an everyday occurrence, to say nothing of other crimes like rape, robberies, etc. 
In places like Kenya, Nigeria, Indonesia, The Philippines, Lebanon, Jordan, Iran, Pakistan, India, 
local Christians are forced to live with their barbaric Muslim or pagan neighbors, and we don’t hear 
much whining from those Christians. Life continues there, and Christians continue sticking to the 
principles of the Gospel without looking for compromise just to be safe. From the perspective of 
these Christians, there’s no reason whatsoever for American Christians to switch to panic mode and 
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forget their fundamental principles. Living in danger and persecution has been the share of the 
majority of Christians in history; that Americans are so panicked while living in the best possible 
conditions that ever existed on earth is indicative not of the level of threat they are facing, but of 
moral and psychological failure. 

But there’s another, even more plausible answer: and it is that the very civil government and 
political class in the US, of whom Americans expect to act to prevent the threat of terrorism, actually 
take advantage of it for their purposes. And in order to understand this, we need to understand the 
transformation the totalitarian ideologies in the 20th and the 21st century. 

Francis Fukuyama’s thesis of 1992 that the fall of Communism in Eastern Europe was the “end of 
history” is now obviously proven to be simply wishful thinking. He saw in the “end of ideologies” a 
victory for liberal democracy and the “rule of law”; he expected that totalitarianism would never 
raise its ugly head again. In his limited frame of interpretation, he was right; for Fukuyama, 
totalitarianism couldn’t exist where a positive message for whipping up the masses to obedience was 
lacking. Ideologies did provide that positive message, for a while. When the Classical ideal of the 
total state re-emerged in the Enlightenment, the totalitarians of the Enlightenment generally tried to 
imitate Christianity in giving a quazi-religious, positive vision to their subjects in which the state 
was the new god giving the optimistic vision of the earthly New Jerusalem. Before the rise of secular 
political ideologies in the 18th century, the future was separated from the government: governments 
stayed limited to their sphere of retributive and restitutional justice, while religion was independent, 
giving a restorative, optimistic vision of the future, whether in history or in eternity. In its political 
theories, the Enlightenment attacked the church by advising the rulers to take the place of Jesus 
Christ by giving vision, salvation, optimism, and a purpose of life, all under the ægis of the new 
totalitarian state. With Christianity having inculcated the habit of following the positive vision of the 
victory of the Gospel, all that the rulers had to do was re-direct – through their statist version of 
“evangelism” – that vision to serve the purposes of the new totalitarian state. One cannot understand 
the rise of totalitarian regimes like the Prussian state, Fascist Italy, Nazi Germany, or Communist 
Russia without understanding this messianic character of the traditional ideologies. 

To make it shorter and clearer, of the two greatest motivators – fear and love – totalitarian ideologies 
originally chose to motivate their people by love: love to the collective and to the “general will” of 
that collective. 

The real challenge to the traditional totalitarian ideologies came not from their enemies but from the 
very nature of love: love requires an attitude of sacrifice. Optimism does, too. When the future is 
expected to be better than the present, this requires a future-oriented mindset which gladly accepts 
the trials and the tribulations of today as a prelude to expected success in the future – success which 
the presently living may not even be able to experience themselves after having worked and 
sacrificed for it. As much as all these ideologies hated Christianity, they had to rely for their success 
on the attitude of love and optimism created by Christianity: an attitude of future-orientation and 
sacrifice. But with Christianity’s influence diminished, such attitude disappeared, and in the final 
days of all these ideologies, the very people who espoused them were overwhelmed by pessimism 
and cynicism. Only the presence of Christ’s Spirit can maintain a lifetime of self-sacrifice and 
commitment; without it, people lapse back into selfishness, cynicism, and therefore despair. The 
political fall of the Communist ideology came mainly from this loss of optimism and love and the 
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rise of what Communist ideologues branded as “petty-bourgeois mentality,” that is, a selfish 
commitment to personal betterment and advance over the goals and dictates of the collective. 

With this death of secular altruism – and therefore of secular optimism – the old ideologies are gone 
completely. They can’t return unless there is a return to the same secular optimism and spirit of 
sacrifice. That’s why the claims of some Christians about some modern “cultural Marxism” 
replacing the old Marxism are false: Marxism without optimism is dead. Even if “cultural Marxism” 
has ever been designed as a strategy, it relied on individual attitudes that are long gone. In this sense, 
Fukuyama was correct: the 1980s saw the end of the ideologies in history. The old ideologies, at 
least. 

But even in the era of the greatest success of the old, optimistic ideologies, a new ideology of 
totalitarianism began to emerge – an ideology which would convince the masses to surrender their 
rights and their liberty to the state not based on an altruistic belief in a better future but on a selfish 
fear for their survival. The old ideologies tried to make use of love for their grip on the minds of 
their subjects – and as we saw above, love requires self-sacrifice and is therefore just the second 
greatest motivator. The new ideology now looked at the greatest of all motivators – fear – as a tool 
to support the ever growing totalitarian state. Its emergence was noticed by a few vigilant minds 
even as early as 100 years ago, and they made sure they warned their readers about it. H. L. 
Mencken wrote in 1918, 

Civilization, in fact, grows more and more maudlin and hysterical; especially under democracy it 
tends to degenerate into a mere combat of crazes; the whole aim of practical politics is to keep the 
populace alarmed (and hence clamorous to be led to safety) by an endless series of hobgoblins, most 
of them imaginary. Wars are no longer waged by the will of superior men, capable of judging 
dispassionately and intelligently the causes behind them and the effects flowing out of them. They are 
now begun by first throwing a mob into a panic; they are ended only when it has spent its ferine fury.6 

While Mencken saw it as merely a development in the civilization under democracy, George Orwell, 
the man who, in 1944, wrote the history of modern totalitarianism before it happened, saw the 
politics of fear as an integral and necessary part of the new totalitarianism: 

the consciousness of being at war, and therefore in danger, makes the handing-over of all power to a 
small caste seem the natural, unavoidable condition of survival.7 

In 1944, though, the world had just experienced two world wars and there wasn’t much that could 
scare a generation that had heard the bombs falling and had stormed the beaches of Normandy. It 
took another generation, one that had lost memory of the trials and tribulations of war, for the 
politics of fear to start bearing fruit. But even as early as January 20, 1961, the gradual shift from a 
politics of love and heroism to a politics of fear and selfishness was indicated by those famous words 
from President Kennedy’s Inaugural Address: 

Ask not what your country can do for you – ask what you can do for your country. . . . 

Kennedy, apparently, realized that there was a shift in moral commitment – from “what I can do” to 
“what the government can do for me.” As great as his words sound, they were only a powerless wish 
of a dying civilization. The process of transformation from love to fear as the motivator for the 
masses had already started, and Lyndon Johnson, Kennedy’s own running mate, would make a good 
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use of it in his campaign against Barry Goldwater. (In fact, as early as the 1930s, FDR would 
masterfully play with both motivators to both defeat his political opponents and to push his agenda 
on America.) The official legislative break with the old world of positive motivations happened 
much later, and can be clearly seen in the difference between the first and the second inaugural 
addresses of George W. Bush. In 2001, his main message was a call to “duty” and “work,” assuming 
a population of self-conscious responsible adults who could be trusted to both provide for 
themselves and to fulfill their civic duties. In 2005, he started with fear-mongering, speaking of “our 
vulnerability” and of “survival of liberty,” and delivered the most patronizing and condescending 
inaugural address in the US history. America in 2005 was safer and more powerful than any other 
time in its history, and than any other nation, and yet, a President was officially declaring that “my 
solemn duty is to protect this nation and its people against further attacks and emerging threats.” To 
compare, Theodore Roosevelt’s inaugural address in 1905 had nothing of the sort, and yet, just three 
years prior he saw President William McKinley assassinated by the hand of a homeborn anarchist! 
In 1905, a promise by a President to “protect this nation” (even after the assassination of a 
President!) would have been taken as an insult to the American people and their maturity. In 2005, it 
was an official policy. 

The official legislative break with the past came in the “Great October Revolution” of October 26, 
2001 with the signing of the Patriot Act into law. The American public discourse was now changed: 
Liberty took the back seat; Safety and Security, provided by a paternalistic government, became the 
focus of politics. In the Patriot Act, the politics of fear became the official legislative principle of the 
new totalitarianism. The political discourse in America – and in the Western world – shifted to be 
entirely dominated and defined by fear. 

Today, the real terrorists are not the isolated Muslim groups around the world; while they may be 
skillful in using fear against their target populations, they are still amateurs. The real terrorist are the 
different levels of government in the US, from the Federal government to the local police stations, 
armed with the ideology of fear of the new totalitarianism. It is they who have a consistent agenda 
based on manipulation through fear. And everything we said above about the nature of fear as a form 
of “evangelism,” applies to modern politics to a much greater extent than to Islamic terrorism. 

The mistake of many conservatives today is to view Obama as an accomplice to terrorists. The truth 
is, the Federal government is the biggest player, and therefore its agenda is the ruling agenda; the 
Muslim terrorists just play in the hands of the Federal government, perpetuating its narrative of 
keeping their victims more and more psychologically dependent on the government. It is for this 
reason the campaigns of almost all politicians these days sound like coming out of an horror movie: 
“Our worst fears confirmed!” “This should scare you to death!” “This is the beginning of the end!” 
“This is the end of America!” “The Muslims are out to get us!” Etc., etc. The “evangelists” of the 
idolatry of fear are much closer to home than we usually think; and they preach their “gospel” 
through their willing tools, the mainstream media. 

To this, of course, we must add the more traditional display of brute power designed also to produce 
fear: the increasingly militarized police which treats civilian populations as an enemy in a war zone. 
The motive there, again, is religious, and is specifically designed to convey a message of divinity for 
the state. As I mentioned in another article, 
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It is for this reason that we see, in modern America, the growth of the police state. Since civil 
government in America has long lost whatever legitimacy it had under God, its has become a pagan 
state. Projection of raw power, then, becomes crucial to the maintenance and the legitimization of 
the authority of civil government. And not only just the projection of raw power, but the exercise of 
raw power in terrorizing the population is crucial: to destroy the rule of law, which is a testimony for 
the Gospel, a pagan government must replace it with rule of man, and that rule of man must be 
exercised against the Law, so that the mighty men may legitimize their authority. The claims that 
police needs all this excessive firepower to do their job are proven false by the fact that police is one 
of the safest jobs around; more police officers die of reckless driving than of assaults. The projection 
of power is needed because for a pagan state, it is the only means to legitimize authority. 

It is for this reason the empires in the Bible are described as ravenous beasts who trample, 
crush, destroy, tear apart, devour their victims. It is not just uncontrollable, occasional 
impulse of some pagan states; violence and state terrorism against its own population 
becomes a religious necessity for the pagan state. So whenever you see cops in full military 
gear facing unarmed protesters, it is not self-protection; it is a religious statement. It is the 
modern Nimrod using his might to legitimize his right.8 

The purpose of the “war on terror,” therefore, is not defeating terror; it is only a tool in the practical 
politics of the new totalitarianism. Its real purpose is defeating liberty by using fear to convince the 
American people to give up their liberty for security. All the aspects of the “war on terror” – total 
surveillance, immigration restrictions, national ID, gun control, military interventions – are 
ultimately directed against ordinary Americans, not against terrorists. 

This is the same situation as the one described in 1 Samuel 8. The people of Samuel’s time wanted a 
king to judge them and to go out before them and fight their battles. Samuel’s warning was that the 
king will become their worst enemy, worse than those against whom the Israelites expected him to 
fight. In the final account, our own government is our worst and most dangerous enemy. And in our 
fear of Islamic terrorists, we have surrendered our lives and our liberty to this worst enemy. 

And unless we understand this fundamental fact of the phenomenon of modern terrorism, we have 
not understood terrorism, and we can’t see the real solutions to it. 

The Real Solutions 

These three main points of our analysis of terrorism must become the foundation of our solution to 
it: 

First, terrorism is not an ordinary crime, not warfare, and not acts of madmen. It is a perverse 
version of “evangelism,” a message, an idea which terrorists want to convey to the world. Any 
“solution” that doesn’t take this in account, but instead applies military, judicial, or therapeutic 
methods, is doomed to fail. 

Second, fear itself is perverse worship and idolatry. Succumbing to fear is forbidden by God. Even 
more forbidden is being so paralyzed by fear as to abandon one’s fundamental moral principles to 
“resolve” problems that are temporary and insignificant. When we are driven by fear in our reactions 
and policies, we encourage the terrorists; our failure of nerve is their victory. 
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Third, the government is never a solution. To the contrary, the government is the greatest terrorist of 
all, for it uses fear to appropriate even more power to itself. When we are panicked and call for more 
government intervention – closing the borders to refugees, more immigration control, more military 
intervention, more government surveillance and more power to government agencies, we are 
surrendering ourselves to our worst enemy, worse than any Muslim terrorists. 

To start with, we as Christians need to pay very serious attention to the most frequent command in 
Scripture: “DO NOT FEAR!!!” Fear of man is idolatry. Fear of man is lack of faith. Fear of man is 
rebellion against God. We are not facing the giants in the land as the Hebrews of Moses’s time did. 
We are not facing Goliath on the battlefield. We are not facing the mighty Roman Empire, nor are 
we facing the Black Death, or extinction, or anything else. We are facing the smallest threat ever of 
all the threats that have faced Christians in history: Muslim terrorists. Statistically, they are less 
dangerous or lethal than our cats and dogs. Never before in history has such minuscule a threat 
elicited such a gigantic response, and that by the only nation in history powerful enough to take on 
all the previous threats in history so far and defeat them, if they happened to appear in our time. We 
need to man up; it’s embarrassing that we are so scared of the smallest threat ever that we have even 
made it the basis for abandoning our ethical principles! And to think about it, we still have among us 
living representatives of that generation of young men who stormed the beaches of Normandy! 

We shouldn’t even be talking about terrorism as something important. We shouldn’t be buying the 
discourse the political class wants to force on us. We should be training our senses to judge good 
from evil (Heb. 5:14), and we should develop the instinct of recognizing fear manipulation every 
time someone uses it on us, and defy it. Our first reaction to every scare by politicians or media 
should be: “I don’t care, I won’t be swayed by fear, and I am surrendering neither my principles nor 
my liberty, your attempts to scare me into submission notwithstanding!” 

The only fear we should have is fear of God. And fear of God requires that we as Christians do not 
buy into any attempt to be scared by wars, terrorism, economic sanctions, or anything else. 

Joel McDurmon gives the Biblical advice in his commentary on 1 Samuel, applicable to Christians 
today: 

So when we say “do not fear,” we are far beyond Hallmarkian platitudes. We are following into battle 
David, who is merely following the explicit Law of God for warfare. And there we see the focal point 
of Christian courage: God’s Law. If we do not love this, we do not love Him. If we compromise on 
this, we compromise on Him. We must instead have radical love. In the face of great enemies and 
great odds, the only way to accomplish this is through radical faith – His gift – and this requires that 
we abandon all trust in human means and standards. If we find ourselves living in fear, or reacting in 
fear, we can rest assured at that point we have abandoned faith in God in this area of life. The 
Israelites illustrate this truth for us throughout the book of 1 Samuel, as well as in this chapter. Let us 
instead follow the illustration of David, who led a whole fearful nation to victory with one brave act 
of radical faith.9 

Our true courage, therefore, is in trusting God and His Law, and never compromising on those. If the 
Law of God says that we should treat the stranger by the same standard as the homeborn, we should 
treat him as the homeborn. If the stranger is a criminal, he must be delivered to justice, just as the 
homeborn. If the stranger is not a criminal, he must be left alone just as the homeborn, and we 
should not call our political representatives to impose immigration laws that establish a different 
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treatment for strangers. If the Law of God says that by the mouth of two or three witnesses shall an 
accusation be established, we can’t lawfully require our political representatives to declare a whole 
group of people criminals by default until proven otherwise. If the Law of God doesn’t give the 
government control over the movement of non-criminal individuals, then we should not call for 
more control to the government. If the Law of God protects private property and the family against 
trespassing – including trespassing by the state and its agencies – we should call for the state to 
retreat from trespassing and adjust its laws accordingly. If the Law of God says no standing armies 
for aggressive wars against other nations, we should vote for no standing armies for aggressive wars 
against other nations. Etc., etc. No crisis, and no danger in this world can be a good reason for us to 
abandon the Law of God; no crisis, and no danger in this world can be a good reason for us to 
surrender our rights and liberties as Christian men under God; no crisis, and no danger in this world 
can be more dangerous to us than the God Who will judge this nation if we as Christians fail to abide 
by His standards in our personal lives, our preaching, our political actions, and our voting – and that 
only because we have swallowed the fear-mongering of the political class, hook, line, and sinker. 

Not only we as Christians should give an example of not succumbing to fear, and example of 
courage by sticking to our ethical and judicial principles no matter what, we should also give an 
example of sound mind and clear understanding of the real danger in our world today: the Beast of 
statism, the new totalitarian state which is trying to expand its power and destroy the liberty and 
justice which our Christian forefathers have left us as a legacy. We need to always remember the 
words of John Witherspoon, the spiritual father of the United States, that our religious liberty is 
inseparable from our civil liberty: 

There is not a single instance in history, in which civil liberty was lost, and religious liberty preserved 
entire. If therefore we yield up our temporal property, we at the same time deliver the conscience into 
bondage.10 

The real challenge to Christianity today is not the few Muslim terrorists but the hundreds of 
thousands of government bureaucrats who have understood Witherspoon’s sermon better than we 
Christians have. When we allow the government to take away our civil liberties, we are ourselves 
destroying the foundation for our religious liberties, and thus we ourselves are destroying the 
testimony of the Gospel in America. Before we complain that Christianity has been gradually 
banned from the public square, we need to stop and consider: have we been willing accomplices in 
the destruction of our civil liberties, and thus in the destruction of our religious liberties? 

The politics of fear was designed with this ultimate purpose: to convince the masses – and especially 
us, Christians – to surrender government and sovereignty to the state. Once that sovereignty and 
government are completely surrendered, it will be easy for the new totalitarians to destroy the 
testimony of the Gospel. It is this threat that is the greatest threat to our generation today, not the 
bombs of the Muslim terrorists. And we as Christians will give a godly example for the Gospel not 
when we follow the masses and succumb to fear but when we keep our focus on the greater issues 
and warn our neighbors about those greater issues. And to point to the prophetic words of Benjamin 
Franklin: 

Those who would give up essential Liberty, to purchase a little temporary Safety, deserve neither 
Liberty nor Safety.11 



 

 
778 

The excuse many Christians use to give more power to the civil government under the threat of 
terrorism is that the Biblical task of the civil government is to provide safety and security for its 
citizens. But that is not true; the Bible doesn’t give the civil government the task of providing safety 
and security. As I explained in another place, 

Safety or security are not a Biblical function of government, and are not mentioned as a Biblical 
function of government. The Biblical function of government is justice, that is, resolution of conflicts 
and punishment of crime. Safety and security are left to God, and to the families themselves, not to 
the government. 

Why is this difference important? Because from a covenantal – that is, ethical/judicial – perspective, 
the two functions, justice and safety, have completely different starting points, and involve 
completely different modes of action. It is true that indirectly, safety is a secondary product of 
righteous justice. But what is often missed by many Christians is that when safety is made the 
primary purpose of the state, it destroys justice and establishes tyranny. 

In the Bible, civil government is primarily a negative institution; that is, it doesn’t have any function 
of providing a positive product to the society. For the most part, the state is supposed to be inactive 
except when a crime is committed, or a dispute arises between private persons which can’t be 
resolved by private conflict resolution. The power of the state is enormous compared to the power of 
the other institutions, but it is limited and reactive: for the task of justice requires reaction only to 
real, already committed crimes. 

Contrary to this, the task of safety and security is a proactive task, and it requires preventive justice, 
a concept that is completely anti-Christian and idolatrous. For the state to be able to provide safety 
and security, it must have an active government apparatus with executive functions which can read 
people’s minds and predict who might be prone to commit a crime, in order to be able to exclude 
them from society before they have committed it. That is, the task of safety and security, when 
carried out by the state, requires government control over non-criminal individuals. Such control is 
inevitable, and there is no way to limit it to only criminals; after all, if a person is a known criminal, 
the crime would have been already committed, so the action needed would be justice, not safety. 
Only God has the prerogative to see the heart of a man; when the state takes this prerogative to itself, 
it declares itself divine. 

Thus, 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? 
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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 today enjoy, and eventually will 
destroy all liberty. Haven’t we learned from history?12 

Giving the government a task which doesn’t belong to it will solve no problems. But it will surely 
create more problems. Safety and security are in the hands of God and of the people themselves. 
When we delegate it to the government, it will only destroy our liberty but it won’t provide any 
safety. 

Keep Calm and Carry On, Evangelizing 

The objection to what I said so far will be, “But none of this is a practical solution to the problem of 
terrorism. We can stop fearing and we can focus on not losing our liberty, but that won’t stop the 
terrorists, would it?” 

It won’t, of course. But there is no practical solution that will. If terrorism is a problem of religious 
views and moral commitments, it won’t be stopped by government intervention; there’s simply no 
immediate solution to problems of religious, moral or ideological nature. The greatest, cruelest, 
longest and most brutal terrorist campaign against Christianity – the Roman persecutions – 
continued for two centuries. While the early Christians did use some temporary means to gain some 
temporary respite, they understood that the conflict was spiritual and that there was no earthly means 
to resolving a spiritual conflict. Generation after generation of Christians grew up with the 
expectation that the Roman soldiers could any time show up at the door and drag them to the circus. 

But they kept calm, and carried on, evangelizing. This should be our solution as well. 

While there are times when we need to pull the trigger, we must only pull that trigger in defense of 
Biblical justice, not in defense of secular ideologies and policies. While there are times when we 
need to lobby for government action, we must only lobby in defense of Biblical justice, not in 
defense of secular ideologies and policies. While there are times when we need to defend the culture 
against religious and cultural invasion, our defense must be only based on the Law of God, not based 
on man’s ideologies and practices. But in order for us to stand for Biblical justice and the Law of 
God, we need to first proclaim to the world that Law and its justice. It’s time to return to the Law 
and the Testimony (Is. 8:20), if we don’t want to reap more distress and anguish (vv. 20-22). 

And for this reason, in the face of the distress and anguish politicians and media are trying to sell to 
us, we need to stand firm on our principles and preach the comprehensive message of the Kingdom 
of God: its righteousness and justice applied to every area of life. We need to target our own fellow 
Christians in America who have succumbed to the idolatry of fear with the assurance that there is no 
need to go into a panic mode and surrender our liberties because of terrorists. We also need to target 
the Muslim world and the Muslim refugees and immigrants with the Gospel even more persistently, 
not close our borders or our world to those of them who are seeking refuge. The majority of ordinary 
Muslims are even more the victims of Islam’s terrorism and cruelty than we will ever be; they know 
it first-hand. They just don’t know the solution to it. When we close our borders to refugees and 



 

 
780 

immigrants, we are only confirming the propaganda of their tormentors that there is no solution in 
the West, which the Muslims themselves consider to be “Christian.” (I know, not to us, anymore, but 
to them, relatively, it still is.) The few acts of Muslim terrorism we have experienced in the West are 
multiplied by hundreds and thousands in the Middle East, on ordinary Muslims themselves. This is a 
time of opportunity for the Gospel, and if we miss it, some other “gospel” will snatch it from us – 
whether it is the “gospel” of Marxism, or of secular liberalism, or of any other man-made religion. 

We in America are the safest and the most prosperous generation in history; we have the lowest 
crime rate in history, the longest life spans, the highest level of physical comforts, the best access to 
information; we have technological gadgets that would make the richest kings of times past green of 
envy; we can reach any point in the world within a day and make friends with people around the 
globe within seconds. We call “middle-age” what just 200 years ago was the longest lifespans. We 
have the Bible at our fingertips, and all the wisdom of mankind throughout history at a few clicks 
distance. We have received all this as a gift from our Christian forefathers who fearlessly proclaimed 
the Gospel and fought against wicked tyrannies. 

And we are using this gift to succumb to fear of a dying pagan religion and surrender our liberties to 
a wicked tyranny. 
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 Torah vs. Anomia: Rule of Law vs. Rule by Permit 145.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

I first became aware of the theological and 
judicial problem described in this article when a 
Russian friend of mine told me he didn’t know 
how to translate “rule of law” in Russian. I have 
described the problem in an earlier article,1 so I 
won’t go into detail here. It was then when I 
realized that the very definition of “law” is not 
uniform in the modern societies; even though I 
had lived under Communism and had studied 
Marxism, I still thought of “law” in terms of the 
Western concept of it: a separate, impersonal 
body of judicial rules equally binding on all 

members of society. In fact, Marxism, at least nominally, did acknowledge this concept of “law” as 
valid, even if “moderated” by the “class factor.”2 Then the same problem caught my attention when I 
was studying modern Christian views on the issue of government control and regulation of 
immigration; and specifically Hoffmeier’s claim that the Biblical view of immigration laws should 
be taken from Gen. 47:1-6 and Num. 20:14-21, where an absolute monarch was asked for permission 
for settlement or simply transit passage. Many well-meaning Christians, deceived by modern statist 
propaganda, bought into Hoffmeier’s views without stopping to think that these examples can’t be 
indicative of God’s judicial will for a nation, because, obviously, the principle of asking permission 
from an absolute ruler is contrary to the principles of God’s Law.3 It was this specific example that 
led me to the realization that the dichotomy “rule by law vs. rule by permit” is central to the judicial 
antithesis between covenant-keeping and covenant-breaking societies. The dichotomy and the 
judicial battles for the resolution of that dichotomy follow the story of redemption of the world; 
these judicial battles are indicative of any society that is in the process of throwing off tyranny and 
seeking liberty under the Gospel. It can be seen in the New Testament’s description of the working 
out of both the redemption brought by the Gospel and the reaction of the pagan state against the 
Gospel. It can also be traced in the history of Christendom and in the establishment of the modern 
Western civilization. And, predictably, the same dichotomy and the same battles are around us 
today, when the church has lost her impetus and the culture seems to witness a rather renewed pagan 
reaction against the Gospel, especially politically and judicially. 

My thesis, in short, is this: Biblically, the opposite to the Law of God is not laws of men, or pagan 
laws, or secular laws, or unjust laws, or any kind of laws, but lawlessness. What we call “laws” 
today, passed and enforced by the modern civil governments, are not laws in the Biblical sense; they 
are not even “unjust laws,” they are simply not laws at all. They are institutionalized lawlessness. 
The more a society is influenced by the Gospel, the more it is under the rule of law, expressed in the 
fact that no man has authority above the law. In the same way, the more a society drifts away from 
the Gospel, the more it will be ruled not by laws, not even by unjust laws—which would still be 
“rule of law,” even if that law was unjust—but by the whim of powerful men; that is, rule by permit. 
The thesis, as many readers will notice, has enormous consequences in our modern culture. 
Therefore, I will also show the direct consequences of the abandonment of the Gospel to the culture, 
which show a shift away from the rule of law, to more and more rule by permit. 
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The Anomia of Paganism 

In our modern age, we are so used to use the word “law” for anything that in one way or another 
resembles civil government, or acts of civil government. We call the different branches of police 
troops law-enforcement agencies, and in general, when we say “the law,” we mean the civil 
government in one or another of its representative offices. “Laws” we also call the regulations and 
procedures of the different levels of the civil government that control the behavior and actions of 
private individuals; the statutes that give the right to government agencies to take our money, or our 
liberty, or even our lives. “Law” is what is enforced by the courts, even if it’s often nothing more 
than the personal whim of a judge, and it has nothing to do with law books. (Exhibit A: Roe v. 
Wade.) We even call the process of producing newer and newer government regulations 
“legislation,” that is, “proposing of laws.”  

Thus, “law,” in our everyday vocabulary, is always related to what the government does. Or, “law” 
is the regulations that determine the relationship between the individual and the civil government; in 
every transaction in the society, the civil government is interposed by “law” as a participant in some 
way, even when the transaction naturally doesn’t have to involve it, like job contracts. And also, 
very important, “law” is seldom related to any kind of real, objective justice. “Law” is just whatever 
the government does, or enforces. Even a pagan government. 

But the Bible tells a different story. 

First, very little of what the Bible calls “Law” has to do with civil government, legislation, or 
government “law-enforcement.” In fact, what is called “law” in the Bible has very little to do with 
civil rulers. The only civil rulers mentioned as actively “enforcing law” in the Bible are the judges, 
and their job under the Law is not enforcing or executing government policies but only judging 
between private individuals. There are no government policies mentioned in the Law of God, and 
there are no “law enforcement” agencies. The civil government is not mentioned as a party to any 
lawsuit whatsoever; lawsuits are only between private parties. There is no such thing as a “crime 
against the government”; no such “crimes as “resisting arrest,” “obstructing police,” nor “evasion of 
taxes.” There is no such legal entity as “government.” Individuals were elected as judges in the 
community but a judge was just as much under the Law as anyone else, and was just as much 
individually responsible for his decisions as anyone else. There was no separate responsibility—or 
freedom from responsibility—for a judge as a judge. Even the king—who was not supposed to be an 
executive authority but a judicial authority, something as supreme court of the nation (1 Kings 
7:7)—was also under the Law in every respect, and was individually as responsible as anyone else 
(Deut. 17:14-20). 

“Law,” as the Bible presents the word, means not only the government statutes in the law books, or 
the decisions of the courts. “Law” is the fundamental system of ethics, the standard for good and evil 
in man’s comprehensive life, from his individual endeavors to his cultural endeavors, including 
those in the realm of economics, politics, science, family, etc. Ethics as in how man treats his 
neighbor individually, but also as in how man treats his neighbor through the mechanisms of the 
different authority structures in the society, be it the family, the church, the various levels of civil 
government, or the business structures and voluntary organizations. It is also in how man approaches 
the created world around him and how man views his work in it. Many civil government statutes 
today remain just on the books simply because they are not in agreement with “the law” as a more 
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comprehensive reality in a culture. This reality will include not only the negative part of ethics and 
judgment—as in what things people should not or can not do—but also the positive part of it: what 
kind of behavior will be approved and praised by the society, or what kind of personality, or 
personal goals and ambitions and purpose will be raised up as a standard and role model for a 
society. Man’s behavior in the society is controlled just as much by the question “What should I 
do?” as it is by the question, “What should I not do?” The law of a culture, then, is much more than 
the prohibitions and statutes of that culture, it is the culture’s very character, a verbal expression of 
its summum bonum for man and for his institutions. It will include the work ethic of a society, its 
time preferences (short-term vs. long-term), its view of wealth and money, etc., etc. Man is an 
ethical/judicial creature in all his being, actions, and words, and therefore everything man is, does, or 
speaks, is judged by a law, an ethical/judicial standard that the culture has accepted as normative. 
When we read a book or watch a movie and say “it is good,” we have made a “legal” statement 
based on an ethical/judicial standard, even if we don’t realize that we have actually judged that ook 
or movie. The Bible says that even things that to our modern mind look morally neutral—like 
profit—can be good or bad (see, for example, Prov. 31:18 where the same word is used for “good” 
as in Gen. 1). The civil law, then, is only a small part of the Law, a logical extension of the Law into 
the area of solving personal disputes, or restraining crime. And the civil law doesn’t include nor 
demand the existence of “civil institutions” beyond the courts, nor the existence of “government” as 
an active legislative or executive authority. 

And whatever executive authority God allowed to appear later in Israel, was not part of His original 
design. It was only a judgment on a people who did not want God to be their King (1 Sam. 8). 

Second, and more important, the Bible refuses to grant the name “law” to anything that is not the 
Law of God. And in my opinion, if this concept is understood, it will radically change the legal 
endeavor of the modern church. In 1 Cor. 9:20-21, Paul presents an often overlooked dichotomy. He 
separates his listeners, those to whom he preaches the Gospel, in two categories. One category is 
those who are “under the Law.” Obviously, here he means the Jews. The complementary category, 
which by the rules of the general antithesis in his epistles should be the Gentiles, he describes as 
those “without law.” Not without the Law of God, but general, “without law,” as if having no law 
whatsoever. The two translations I trust the most, the KJV and the NASB, translate it so. Other 
translations, trying to reconcile an obvious logical problem which we will take a look at, add a 
definite article, “without the Law.” The rationale, as I understand it, is that not everyone who is not 
under the Law is necessarily without any law whatsoever; people, after all, have their own laws, 
right? 

Going to the Greek text, however, we discover that the KJV and the NASB have it right; for the 
phrase “without law” is actually one word, an adjective: anomos, literally, lawless, that is, “lacking 
any law whatsoever.” To our modern mind, this sounds like an artificial division: After all, of the 
Gentiles, some may be law-less, that is, without any laws whatsoever, but some may be under other 
laws, like human laws. Indeed, in some dispensationalist interpretations of the Bible, human law is 
indeed a separate dispensation in the Bible, lasting from after the Flood until the promise given to 
Abraham. But a correct reading of Paul’s Greek text leaves no doubt: Paul considers the religion and 
ideology of the Gentiles as anomia, that is, lacking any law whatsoever. He doesn’t seem to believe 
in “natural law,” nor does he seem to acknowledge the validity of the Roman Law. One is either 
under the Law, or without law. 
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Do we have another witness for this interpretation of Paul’s words? We actually do. In Romans 
2:12-13, Paul uses the same division, this time in a different context: the judgment on the Jews and 
the Gentiles: 

For all who have sinned without the Law will also perish without the Law, and all who have 
sinned under the Law will be judged by the Law; for not the hearers of the Law are just 
before God, but the doers of the Law will be justified. 

Now, the reasonable question may be asked, “Why would these people perish if they were not given 
the Law in the first place? How would they know?” Paul immediately explains in the next three 
verses, vv. 14-16, that their actions in agreement with the Law are a testimony that their own 
conscience knows about the Law, so they are without excuse: 

For when Gentiles who do not have the Law do instinctively the things of the Law, these, not 
having the Law, are a law to themselves, in that they show the work of the Law written in 
their hearts, their conscience bearing witness and their thoughts alternately accusing or else 
defending them, on the day when, according to my gospel, God will judge the secrets of men 
through Christ Jesus. 

Now, let’s look at verse 14 and read it literally from the Greek: 

For when Gentiles who do not have the Law practice the things of the Law, these, not having 
law, are law to themselves. . . . 

Here it is again: Gentiles, who do not have the Law, have no law. That they may have their own 
pagan laws is of no consideration here. That they may have civil laws, or custom laws, or common 
laws, is of no consideration. “Natural law,” “Roman law” are of no consideration. Those who do not 
have the Law, have no law, period. 

But isn’t the government law a legitimate law, according to the Bible? Doesn’t the Bible tell us that 
we should obey the national laws, whether they are in accordance with the Law of God or not? No. 

There is not a single verse in the New Testament to use the word “law” (nomos) when discussing 
acts of the civil government. Granted, submission to authorities is commanded, and modern 
commentators always make sure to insist that only lawful submission is commanded; often, though, 
without specifying what “lawful” means or entails. 1 Tim. 1:8-11 comes closest to connecting law to 
civil government, saying that the Law must be applied to civil crimes, according to the Gospel, but 
“the law” here is the Law of God as applied to civil government, not some independent legislation of 
the civil government called “law.” 

And interestingly enough, when it comes to acts of that civil government to which we are 
commanded to submit, Peter refuses to call them “laws” but uses the neutral, almost disparaging 
word, “creatures”: 

Submit yourselves for the Lord’s sake to every human creature [lit. Gr.] . . . (1 Pet. 2:13). 
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Now, such reluctance to acknowledge any civil law in the society would be  understandable if 
written in the context of a Barbarian society where no concept of law is present: Homeric Greece, for 
example, or the Teutonic tribes north of the Empire, or pre-Patrick Ireland. But the New Testament 
was written in the context of Pax Romana, the civilization that of all pagan civilizations prided the 
most in its concept of law and application of law. Rome, ever since Numa Pompilius, was self-
consciously devoted to the concept of law.4 So devoted, in fact, to the point of having the first 
known antimonarchical revolution in history in 509 BC, leading to the establishment of the 
Republic. While many of the specific concepts of the rule of law were not present in the Roman 
legal thinking (for instance, systematic casuistry, legal theory, equality before the law, etc.), it is still 
true that at least pro-forma, the Roman society was self-consciously based on law, even during the 
Empire. It is from these times, after all, that we take the Roman Law, so celebrated by modern legal 
theorists and historians. And yet, the New Testament refuses to pay even the least homage to the 
Roman Law, and refuses to grant the name “law” to any act of the civil government at the time. 

And this refusal goes beyond pagan Rome. It reaches even to the very leaders of the Jewish nation. 
In his criticism of the Pharisees, Jesus contrasts the commandments of God to the traditions of the 
Pharisees (Mark 7:8). And in fact, He accuses them of not obeying the Law (John 5:45-47), contrary 
to many modern commentators who see in the Pharisees a too strict adherence to the Law. 

If the New Testament authors are unwilling to grant any legitimacy to the laws of the law-oriented 
Roman state, we should expect the Old Testament authors to be even less willing to grant such honor 
to the pagan societies around Israel. And indeed, such is the case. There is not a single instance in 
the Old Testament when the word “law” (torah) is used for the laws of the Gentile nations. In fact, 
throughout most of the Old Testament the impression left is that the nations around Israel have no 
law whatsoever, unless they accept the Law of Moses. Nowhere is the legal system of the pagan 
nations mentioned as having any “laws,” in fact, there is no mention of any legal system whatsoever. 
There is no mention of a body of laws to which the nations around Israel subscribed. There is no 
mention of a legal code which the pagans use. Their gods are shown to demand ritual worship, but 
not a single one of them is presented as a law-giver. 

Going back to the example of drawing legal conclusions about immigration from the experience of 
the Hebrews with Egypt and Edom, there was no mention of any law code of Egypt and Edom to 
which the Hebrews pointed. It was the personal word of the king that controlled the land, not some 
objective, independent concept of ethics or justice. When God recommended His Law to them, He 
did not compare it to the “laws” of the pagan nations; His warning was for them to avoid to do as the 
nations around them. 

When Israel abandoned His Covenant, God’s assessment was that they had become more unruly than the 
nations around them (Ezek. 5:7); indicating that the social order of the pagan nations was no order at all. 

And not only the Old Testament doesn’t mention any “law” among the pagans, it doesn’t mention 
the institution of judges and courts among the pagans. Obviously, judges and courts—as separate 
from executive authority—can exist only in the context of a rule of law, a law as an objective reality 
independent of human power. Israel was ruled by judges for a long time, and would have still been 
ruled by judges if the Israelites did not rebel against God. But even in the establishment of the 
monarchy, the real glory of the king’s power was in his judicial power. Solomon knew that, and for 
all the shortcomingsof his reign, he knew that the ability to judge according to the Law was central 
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to his royal prerogatives (1 Kings 3:9). But with all the importance of judges and courts in Israel, we 
don’t see a similar institution in the pagan nations around Israel. Not a single verse in the Old 
Testament points to it. 

There is only one case that looks like an exception: the “law of the Medes and the Persians” in 
Daniel 6. But even there, the word used in Hebrew is not torah. It’s not even a Hebrew word but a 
loanword from Persian: dath, from the Indo-European root for to give (as something that is given, 
unchanging). While the Book of Daniel uses torah for the Law of God (as in Dan. 9:11, 13), for the 
laws and decrees of the Babylonians and the Persians it uses a foreign word, as if the author 
specifically intended to show that there is no comparison.5 Interestingly, the Book of Daniel is also 
the only place in the Bible where some form of “law” is acknowledged to exist in the Roman 
Empire, using the same Persian loan-word, dath; the reference is Dan. 7:25. Dath is used for the Law 
of God by the Persian King Artaxerxes in Ezra 7:11-26; understandable, for he is a Gentile; but in 
the same chapter, vv.1-10, Ezra himself uses torah for the Law of God. Looks as if Ezra politely 
hints at the Persian king’s lack of understanding of the significant difference between the two.  

The Bible, in short, refuses to grant the honorable description “law” to anything that is not the Law 
of God. It doesn’t acknowledge the validity of the Roman Law. It doesn’t acknowledge the validity 
of some “natural law.” It doesn’t acknowledge the validity of human laws that govern the Gentiles. It 
doesn’t even connect the word “law” to acts of the government, nor does it acknowledge the validity 
of human legislation at all. In both the Old and the New Testament, there is only one body of 
commandments and regulations that is called “law” and it is the Law of God. 

Rule of Law vs. Rule of Man 

As I said above, our thinking is so used to a different dichotomy, and to accept as valid—even if 
imperfect and sometimes unjust—any legislation by man, that we don’t even notice that the Bible 
doesn’t accept them as valid. There is only one Law, as far as the Bible is concerned, and whatever 
is not that Law, is not law at all. But why? After all, isn’t man’s legislation law? Both in the Old 
Testament and in the New Testament times, nations were ruled by some kind of law, weren’t they? 
No nation can exist, no social  order can survive without some kind of ethical rules for social 
behavior. Why would the Bible refuse to recognize such rules as law? And why would Paul call the 
Gentiles, those not under the Law of God, anomois, that is, law-less, without any law whatsoever? 
The answer must be found in the fact that from the perspective of the Word of God, there is a very 
fundamental difference between the social order and judicial system of the Law of God, and the 
social order and judicial system of the pagan nations. It is not a difference simply in the content of 
some of the commandments or the clauses of specific laws; it is a difference in the very essence of 
the societies created by those two systems. 

A Biblical society is not simply another society, just ruled by a better law. A Biblical society differs 
from the pagan societies in the very meaning of society, in the meaning of rule and government, and 
in the meaning of the very existence and participation of the individual in that society. 

That fundamental difference can be seen in Jesus’s words in Matt. 20:25-27 (see also Mark 10:42-
44; Luke 22:25-26): 



 

 
787 

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. . . . 

Throughout history, pagan rulers have imposed hierarchy and authority from above; a man of 
authority is a man of power, and an institution of authority is an institution of power. Right after the 
Flood, the first kingdom was organized by Nimrod. What made him qualified to be a king? “He 
became a mighty one on the earth” (Gen. 10:8). One after another, pagan groups and individuals 
started establishing kingdoms based entirely on raw power, on the ability to force weaker men and 
groups to submit to their power. “Might makes right” is the operating principle of every wicked 
government, and therefore what legitimizes such a government is the ability to project superior 
power. 

Rule of mighty men is the political principle of every empire. It is not strange that the Bible doesn’t 
mention judges in the pagan nations around Israel; a judge is a passive figure, one who exercises 
authority only insofar as he is called to solve a dispute between two active private parties. Outside 
solving disputes, a judge is just as much a private member of the society as everyone else. But pagan 
societies can’t afford to be ruled by judges; this would contradict the principle of rule by raw power, 
by mighty men. Power—especially the power to force other people to submit—is everything in 
pagan thinking. Power legitimizes, elevates, confirms, establishes, directs, and guides. It 

is the real god of any pagan society; even when pagans deify and exalt their rulers, it is not the ruler 
himself that is deified but his ability to project power. Of course, whenever a successful claimant for 
the throne succeeds in overthrowing the existing ruler, he is now worshiped and exalted, because he 
was able to project superior power. A pagan “state,” therefore, is no different from any criminal 
organization (mafia, or Cosa Nostra, or a Mexican drug cartel): the guy who gets to depose or even 
kill the other claimants is the legitimate ruler. 

It is for this reason that we see, in modern America, the growth of the police state. 

Since civil government in America has long lost whatever legitimacy it had under God, its has 
become a pagan state. Projection of raw power, then, becomes crucial to the maintenance and the 
legitimization of the authority of civil government. And not only just the projection of raw power, 
but the exercise of raw power in terrorizing the population is crucial: to destroy the rule of law, 
which is a testimony for the Gospel, a pagan government must replace it with rule of man, and that 
rule of man must be exercised against the Law, so that the mighty men may legitimize their 
authority. The claims that police needs all this excessive firepower to do their job are proven false by 
the fact that police is one of the safest jobs around; more police officers die of reckless driving than 
of assaults. The projection of power is needed because for a pagan state, it is the only means to 
legitimize authority. 

It is for this reason the empires in the Bible are described as ravenous beasts who trample, crush, 
destroy, tear apart, devour their victims. It is not just uncontrollable, occasional impulse of some 
pagan states; violence and state terrorism against its own population becomes a religious necessity 
for the pagan state. So whenever you see cops in full military gear facing unarmed protesters, it is 
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not self-protection; it is a religious statement. It is the modern Nimrod using his might to legitimize 
his right. 

Such religious statement by pagan rulers doesn’t happen in a vacuum, though; and neither is it made 
against opposition from their subjects. For pagan religions not only create power-hungry tyrants; 
they also provide victims for those tyrants. Once a people has abandoned God and turned to idols, 
such people eagerly worships powerful men. The men who set out to build their collectivist dream of 
a tower reaching heaven in Gen. 11 self-consciously decided to build it in the land of Shinar, under 
the power of Nimrod, that same mighty man who organized the first human kingdom (see Gen. 
10:10). Population numbers were still low after the Flood, there was enough room for them to find a 
place and build it without a human ruler over them; but they chose to do it under a tyrant. Rejecting 
God, the men of Israel in Samuel’s time turned to a mighty man (1 Sam. 9:2; 11:11-12) to rule over 
them. Not only do fallen men eagerly place themselves under tyrants, they also create an ideology to 
convince themselves that these tyrants are their “benefactors” (Luke 22:25). The Hebrews of 
Exodus, faced with the responsibilities of freedom, suddenly discovered that the whips of Egypt 
were not so bad after all, given that there were leeks and onions and garlic for free from Pharaoh; 
Pharaoh was their benefactor, unlike Moses. The fallen human heart is always enticed by power: 
man either wants to rule over other people, or wants to be ruled by mighty men. Liberty is not the 
self-conscious decision of the pagan heart. Raw power is a powerful religious magnet, as Rev. 13:4 
shows: 

. . . they worshiped the beast, saying, “Who is like the beast, and who is able to wage war 
with him?” 

And, of course, there is a third factor that is always at play: the false religions, or—in modern 
times—the apostate church, which is always enamored with power, and is eager not only to serve the 
powerful of the day but also to use its control over people’s minds to suppress any resistance to the 
tyranny of those in power. The Second Beast of Revelation 13, the False Prophet with horns like a 
lamb, is always busy exercising the authority of the first Beast and speaking for the first Beast, and 
making an image of the first Beast for people to worship. Whether by its support for the welfare 
state, or for the warfare/police state, the modern American church fits squarely this description. The 
call by many statist preachers in the US to complete obedience to the state and its agents is an 
extension of the same religious declaration of the rule of man over man. 

The Biblical social order, as obvious from Jesus’s words above, is completely opposite to this. The 
Bible rejects raw power as a means to legitimize authority. Abraham was a powerful man, powerful 
enough to defeat the armies of four kings (Gen. 14:13-16); by the standards of the pagan world, he 
should have been a high king, at least. And yet, he never used the name “king” for himself, nor did 
he see his power as a foundation for his authority. The Law of God didn’t allow for man to rule over 
his fellow men. In that greatest of all parables on the nature of human authority, in Judges 9:8-15, 
God informed the Israelites that when men seek to establish kingdoms of men, the most 
unproductive and useless and idle of all men are the candidates for rulership. Be it Jotham against 
Abimelech, or David against Saul, or Jeroboam against Rehoboam, or Moses against Pharaoh, or 
Gideon against the Midianites, or Tamar against Judah, or a runaway slave against his master, God 
always sides with the rebels against man’s power over other men. Contrary to the babbling of 
modern apostate preachers, there is not a single instance in the Bible where God sided with a tyrant 
against rebels; anyone who claims that rebellion against tyrannical power is a rebellion against God 
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is preaching another gospel. God is always in the business of toppling earthly empires, even if, at 
times, He uses rebels as wicked as the empires themselves. 

The reason why God refuses to grant the honorable title of “law” to men’s rules is thus clear: A Law 
is only Law when it rules the society, when all men are subject to it, and no man rules over other 
men. Only when it is transcendent, that is, independent of man, and independent of man’s desires 
and agendas and goals and whims, a Law is truly Law. Men’s “laws” are nothing more than codified 
idolatry, attempts at placing man in God’s stead to be the king and ruler of God’s creation, but 
without God. God is a jealous God, He doesn’t share His glory with another, and He certainly 
doesn’t share His glory of Lawmaker with a bunch of tyrants. Far from accepting their human 
creations to be valid laws in any sense of the word, He rejects them. And He commands us to do the 
same. The only Law that should be valid for Christians is the one that makes God be the King; and 
human creations must be obeyed only insofar as they are in agreement with that Law. 

Rule by Law vs. Rule by Permit 

Understanding this fundamental difference between a godly society—where God is King and rules 
through the rule of His Law—and a pagan society—where men are kings and rulers and codify their 
own agendas and whims into counterfeit “laws”—is central to the legal endeavor of the church. The 
self-imposed social exile of the church is about to end in our own time. After 150 years of 
experimenting with political and social neutrality, Christians are now discovering that paganism, 
when not stopped by the comprehensive preaching of the Gospel in all areas of life—including 
political, law, economics,  education, etc.—re-creates the politics of earlier pagan times, effectively 
silencing Christianity in the public square. The church will be forced to study the Word of God to 
understand what a godly society is. Unfortunately, we have had 150 years of preachers who openly 
declared they “couldn’t care less for the cultural war” of our time. This means that preaching the 
Gospel as it applies to the cultural arena has been neglected, and it means that the average Christian 
in the pews has no idea what a Christian culture would look like. Even less would the average 
Christian have any idea of what a Christian legal order should look like, what institutions it would 
require, and how social order would be maintained. As of present, most church-goers in the US 
understand a “Christian culture” to be the same police state as we have today, with the same 
agencies of enforcing the will of the powerful of the day, the same regulation agencies and the same 
taxing agencies etc.; except that, they would serve “conservative” goals, not liberal or socialist goals. 
That a Christian culture would require a revolutionary change in the institutional and legal order of 
society similar to the change from the pagan Roman Empire to the Christendom of the later ages is 
seldom understood by modern Christians. 

In their view, everything is alright with the current institutional and legal order; we just need to 
“enforce the laws.” While in the process of writing this article, I shared some of my ideas with a 
Christian friend of mine, and commented that modern conservatives’ love for the modern police 
state is just as un-Biblical as the liberals’ love for the welfare state. His comment was that at least, 
“conservatives have respect for the rule of law, even if it’s sometimes unjust law.” This is not 
necessarily true, and I pointed to him that conservatives just pick what government laws to respect 
based on their political bias; for example, in the cases of Obamacare or Cliven Bundy ranch stand-
off, conservatives were and are against government laws, while liberals are those insisting on 
enforcing the law. Between conservatives and liberals, neither group can claim more respect for the 
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rule of law than the other; each group finds certain government “laws” worthy of obedience and 
respect, and others worthy of disobedience and disrespect. 

The more important problem, though, is that what either group believes to be the “rule of law” is not 
even close to a real rule of law, even if it has written “laws,” and even if all these laws are perfectly 
enforced. Why? Because, as we saw above, the true Law excludes rule of man, it subjects every man 
to God, and therefore human “laws” that are designed to establish the rule of one group of men over 
other groups of men are not real laws; they are codified law-lessness. And therefore, which is even 
more important, the method will be different: such legal system won’t be rule by law at all. 

The example with immigration mentioned above will help illustrate the point. As I pointed in 
another article, Hoffmeier goes to the examples of the Hebrews asking Pharaoh and the king of 
Edom for permission to settle in or travel through their respective lands. This is given by Hoffmeier 
and accepted even by some “theonomists” as an example of “immigration laws.” But the problem is, 
the very concept of asking and giving permission for something is not present in the Law of God. 
The Law of God recognizes only two categories of acts: righteous (and therefore permitted by 
default) and unrighteous (and therefore forbidden by default). If an act is righteous, there is no need 
to ask for permission; a man is free to do it. If an act is unrighteous, no permission can make it 
righteous. There is no executive agency mentioned in the Law of God whose function is to give 
permits for this or for that. Man is either free to do a certain thing or he is not free to do it. There is 
no gray ethical area in the Law where a thing is immoral but permitted, or is moral but not permitted.  

But when the land is ruled by man and not by God, man now needs to establish his own sovereignty, 
and force other men to do his will and serve his agenda. But rule by law is too “objective,” too 
transcendent to be an effective “gospel” for the sovereignty of the fallen man. He needs a stronger 
expression of his autonomous rule. And therefore he substitutes rule by permit for rule by law. It is 
not some objective, transcendent law that will decide what other men do, because such a law will 
still be sovereign, and man will be under it. It is the personal will and whim of the ruler that must be 
the final decision as what people do and don’t, so that the sovereignty of the powerful man is 
established.  

The perfectly consistent anti-Christian society is described in Revelation 13:17: 

. . . and he provides that no one will be able to buy or to sell, except the one who has the 
mark, either the name of the beast or the number of his name. 

This is how we know a truly “beastly” society: No one can do perfectly natural and righteous things 
like buying and selling—that is, communicating with other men in the context of the Dominion 
Covenant —without government permission. The fallen man, in  order to make other men serve his 
purposes, needs a comprehensive system of controlling every aspect of their behavior; after all, he is 
not God, he doesn’t have the means to direct them internally as God does through His Holy Spirit, so 
the only option left is to lord over them through an external system of permits.   

So, while under the Law of God—the true law—the question is, “Is this good or bad?”,  under man’s 
counterfeit laws the question is, “Is this legal or illegal?” Which means,“Was this permitted by the 
powerful of the day or not?” This applies to everything; every single action of man must be brought 
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under subjection to the agenda of the rulers. And therefore, eventually, every single action of man 
must be vetted and approved and permitted before he is allowed to act. 

The establishment of Christendom in the West, that unique civilization based on theBible, led 
gradually to the emergence of concepts that have been hitherto unknown and foreign to any pagan 
society: the concepts of individual liberties, rule of law, privacy, habeas corpus, etc. It took the 
Western civilization a while to realize the consequences of the Gospel and reject the old pagan tribal 
laws inherited from the pagan past of the Celtic and the German tribes in Europe. When the 
influence of the Gospel became dominant, a legal revolution happened in Europe, a revolution that 
radically altered not just the social order but also the very way the European peoples looked at law 
and civil government. For one, the civil governments were denied their messianic, divine role in 
controlling and regulating the lives of their subjects. Europe became a civilization of private entities 
regulated by law, served—not lorded over—by their governments. For the first time in history a 
civilization removed the locus of authority from the powerful of the day and gave it to God, 
subjecting every institution to His Law. The understanding of that Law was not perfect, of course, 
and it was mixed with the older tribal and imperial and Greek traditions, but the revolution was 
nevertheless real.6 

We can not understand our modern world unless we understand that for the last 100 years the West 
has experienced a quiet legal counter-revolution, where rule by law has been replaced by rule by 
permit, keeping the outward pretense of rule by law. Just a 100 years ago missionaries to the Muslim 
world reported the “grinding system of permits, passports, and government licenses” as 
characteristic of a backward barbarian culture that “still lives in BC.” They compared it to the 
civilized world of Christendom where man was free to pursue his individual goals without 
interference from the government. 

Business, travel, work, entertainment, education, and all other human activities that were not a 
violation of some moral law were free to all to pursue according to their means, abilities, and desires. 
The limits were on the governments in that any action by a government against an individual 
required permission by the courts. Liberty was taken in its original, Christian meaning: rule by law, 
freedom from interference. 

A century later, we in the West have imposed on us that very grinding system of business permits, 
professional licenses, driver’s licenses, concealed carry permits, passports to cross borders, SS 
numbers and IDs and TINs to be able to apply for work, immigration restrictions (permits to travel, 
settle, and work), rules and regulations and permits on business transactions, bank transfers, hiring 
decisions, medical decisions, use of foods and substances, online purchases, what luggage we can 
take on a plane, educational regulations, property taxes (permits to own property), etc., etc., etc. 
What 100 years ago in the West was considered the system of a barbaric society like the Muslim 
empires of Turkey and Persia, today has become the everyday reality of the United States and the 
West in general. While this grinding system of permits is presented in the form of a “law,” written 
and seemingly objective and impartial to all, in its essence, it is not a law, it is codified tyranny, 
serving the powerful of the day in controlling their subjects. In addition to it, we have the rise of 
police power, and the insistence of even supposedly conservative celebrities that “rule of law” means 
total subjection of private individuals to the whims of the agents of police. Which means, private 
individuals are only free to act and move and work as long as they have permission by police 
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officers present. Thus, rule by permit is now brought down to the lowest possible level, where “law” 
is not even what is written, but what the momentous whims of men in uniforms is. 

And unlike 100 years ago, the church is silent. Or, in fact, we have preachers who actively advocate 
full subjection to this pagan method of government, finding excuse in Romans 13 or 1 Peter 2. 
Barbarism in government is now fully supported by the American pulpits, whether by their silence or 
by their eager collaboration. 

Very obviously, when rule is by permit, it can’t be said to be a system of objective law, even if it’s 
codified into law-books. Under such rule, no matter how codified and impersonal it seems on the 
surface, at the end of the day, some human being has to declare his personal subjective decision of 
whether the applicant will be permitted to do what by the Law of God is perfectly legal and allowed. 
It is this personal subjective decision that draws the line between “legal” and “illegal” in the modern 
pagan states in the West; and it blurs the line between good and evil. 

And eventually, it blurs it in more wicked way than originally assumed. For while the system of rule 
by permit originally bears some resemblance to true law, in that it only regulates righteous behavior, 
while banning civil crimes, in the final account it moves even civil crimes under the jurisdiction of 
rule by permit. In the final account, murder, theft, adultery, rape, false witness become subject to the 
same system of permits as everything else. 

Some murder becomes “legal.” Abortion, for example. Murder by police, as another example, in 
cases like “resisting arrest,” an innovation entirely of the pagan system of rule by permit. Euthanasia. 
Some theft becomes “legal” and “permitted.” Taxes, civil forfeiture, eminent domain. Some false 
witness becomes “legal,” like police planting of drugs on suspects. Some sexual crimes like sodomy 
and rape become “legal” and “permitted.” In the final account, the government “permits” 
committing crimes to itself and its own agents, and the very testimony of good and evil is destroyed 
in the civil realm, the modern pagan state becoming a god walking on earth who decides the fate of 
men. Once a people allow their government to rule by permit, eventually the government legislates 
wickedness, because only by legislating wickedness can a pagan government declare its rebellion 
against God. A government that abandons rule by law for rule by permit has exposed itself as a 
government of the Beast in Rev. 13. Ironically, modern Christians have been looking for the 
symbolic sign of such rule—the number of the Beast—while at the same time the essence of that 
government has been imposed on them, on a culture that has originally been a culture ruled by law. 

The Bible doesn’t allow such system to be called a “law.” And it doesn’t allow us to call it “law.” It is 
codified lawlessness. 

The Gospel to the Legal Sphere 

As the church is waking up from its long sleep of pietism and irrelevance, many questions will have 
to be asked, and then answered from the Bible. One such question will be: How do we restore justice 
in our society? If God’s Throne is founded on Righteousness and Justice, and if our preaching of the 
Gospel is meant to bring God’s presence to the lives of our listeners, part of our preaching will be 
the Gospel as it applies to legal sphere. Injustice is multiplying in our culture today, and that 
injustice is caused and fueled by the refusal of the church to preach a comprehensive Gospel. This 
needs to be corrected in our preaching and our evangelism. The true Law of the True King of the 
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world today must be at the foundation of our evangelism; justice must be proclaimed, and freedom 
to the captives of the modern pagan state must be proclaimed. 

But in order to present such a Gospel, we need to educate ourselves on the issue: What is the 
Gospel’s view of law and social order? What culture is it that we expect the Gospel to produce? 
When we disciple the nations (Matt. 28:18-20), what do we disciple them about justice and civil 
government? 

And as a logical corollary to those questions, we will need to ask and answer the following question: 
What is it in our own culture today that makes it opposed to the culture created by the Gospel? This 
question must not be answered carelessly and vaguely; we must have a very clear and detailed and 
Biblically informed answer. Vague generalities will only create the impression that we have no 
answer. 

The answer must start with the realization that the Bible doesn’t acknowledge any law but God’s 
Law. Men’s codices and rules and regulations are not law, they are codified law-lessness, anomia. 
Calling our listeners to obey men’s codified law-lessness will not lead them to Christ but away from 
Christ. Our task as evangelists and missionaries and preachers and ministers will be to declare the 
Law of God as the only Law that must rule the society. For any other “law” is simply the rule of man 
over the rule of Christ. And when men rule instead of God, they make themselves gods, and their 
rule is tyranny. 

That tyranny is visibly expressed in the abandonment of the principle of rule by law and the adoption 
of the humanistic counterfeit principle of rule by permit. The agenda of modern Nimrods and 
Pharaohs can only be served when everything their subjects do is controlled and approved by the 
rulers. In the final account, the lines between good and evil are blurred, and humanistic lines of 
“legal” vs. “illegal” are established. When that happens, the testimony of the Gospel is completely 
erased from the public square. For the church to restore that testimony, she needs to restore the lines 
of good vs. evil in the legal sphere. This starts with preaching a theology of resistance against the 
pagan state. A theology that gives practical rules for opposition to the pagan state while at the same 
provides for building a social order based on the Law of God. The church must preach against 
government regulation on education and business, and encourage and train Christians to offer 
solutions to problems in business and education. The church must preach against the existence of 
standing armies—like police and other “law-enforcement” agencies—and train and equip its 
members to provide for maintaining social order and prevention of crime. The church must preach 
against confiscatory taxes (and especially property taxes) and eminent domain. She must declare the 
wickedness of government welfare programs and create alternatives for charity and welfare. 
Government fiat money, immigration restrictions, permits and licenses, bureaucratic red tape, tariff 
regulations, politically motivated embargoes, and other acts of the rule by permit must be 
denounced, and the church must preach a society of liberty, where civil government is restricted, and 
the individual is free to pursue his calling without having to ask for permission for acts that are 
originally commanded by God under the Dominion Mandate. 

In short, a true revival of the Gospel will start when Christians declare that a society that is not under 
the Law of God is a law-less society, a society of slaves ruled by tyrants, and a society of idolatrous 
blasphemy. Only when we change our theology and practice to reflect this truth, there will be 
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growth. Anything else will be only beating the air, and will eventually lead us to defeat. A true 
testimony for the Gospel must be a comprehensive for the Gospel, or it is not testimony at all. 
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 “And In One Holy Local Church”: The Ghettoization of 146.
Protestantism (Part 1) 

Bojidar Marinov, January, 2017 

Knowing the general level of emotional sensitivity 
in the modern American church in general, and in 
the Reformed churches in particular, I need to start 
this article with a disclaimer: While this article is a 
commentary on a quote by Jeff Durbin, pastor of 
Apologia Church, it is not in any way an 
assessment of the person of Jeff Durbin, and it is 
not in any way an assessment of his ministry. I 
know very little about his person (having met him 
only once), and I know even less about his ministry. 
I don’t follow it, and what I know, I know it from 
testimonies of other people. I get the general 
impression that it is a good and legitimate ministry, 
rather basic stuff but beneficial to a number of 
people. I also should say about the specific quote I 
will be discussing, I don’t know what its specific 
context is. It is a Facebook status, so one can only 

guess what the context is. My guess, given some developments of the last couple of years, is that the 
quote was directed against Abolish Human Abortion (AHA), for some of the specific accusations 
closely match the accusations Jeff and his associates have been leveling against AHA. I am not 
trying to defend AHA here, although, I must mention, I have never been able to understand this 
bitter hostilityagainst them; and neither do I understand the accusations against them. I know Jeff 
Durbin has his own pro-life organization which he is trying to get off the ground, and I heartily hope 
and pray he succeeds; but why it has to go with bashing AHA still evades me. As part of this 
disclaimer, I am indeed partial to AHA for many reasons. One is personal: all of my best friends are 
Abolitionists. (I know, I know, this cliché again.) Another is missional: They do achieve results, and 
that at almost zero cost. Another one is ethical: These are courageous folks, and I value courage 
anywhere I see it. Another one I could call “psychological”: I prefer to work in a setting of equal-in-
rank co-workers, each of whom knows what he is doing; I get tired in an environment of “leaders” 
and “followers.” I reject the “leader-follower” model even in my mission field in Bulgaria, where 
everyone believes I am a “leader” because I have founded the mission. AHA is exactly that kind of 
organization of co-workers, which exactly suits my preferences. So I admit, I am partial. But then 
again, I may be mistaken, and the quote may not be even related to them. Either way, none of the 
following analysis is personal, and none is addressed at Jeff Durbin’s ministry. So, if any reader is 
quick to take offense, relax, sit down, and read what I really have to say. 

What is more important is that the quote has certain theological and ecclesiological content. And this 
content is based on certain presuppositions, as well as certain historical origins. And it also leads to 
certain practical conclusions. What I argue in this article is that Jeff Durbin has adopted the theology 
behind his quote by inertia, influenced by the dominant paradigm in the modern Reformed churches, 
but has not stopped to consider either the presuppositions or the conclusions from it. The quote 
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carries an ecclesiology that has been introduced only recently in the Reformed world, it is based on a 
fallacious ideology, and it has proven destructive to the Reformed churches. So my purpose with this 
article is to invite Jeff Durbin to consider the fallacious origin and the destructive consequences of 
that ecclesiology, and change his commitments and beliefs accordingly. I need to add, I would not 
have paid attention to what he said if it wasn’t brought to my desk by at least a dozen friends who 
asked me for my opinion. So I guess the quote has gained some popularity—and therefore the 
dangers of its fallacious theology need to be addressed, to prevent future destruction to the church. 

Jeff’s direct words are as follows: 

Facebook is filled with “Facebook Prophets”. These are people who aren’t a part of the local church 
but insist on giving biblical insight and wisdom to those who are actually a part of God’s design for 
believers: corporate worship, communion, under the care of pastors, etc. The Bible can be a 
dangerous thing in the hands of those who despise authority, aren’t involved in the life of the body, 
and act like renegades. We are wise to avoid the “insight” of people who refuse to participate in the 
most fundamental part of the life of a Christian: the local church. God gave us one another for a 
reason. If we don’t love the church, we don’t love Jesus. 

The sentiment is not something new (although, it is relatively new in church history, as we will see), 
and it is accepted by inertia by almost every single person today who in one way or another attains 
to some position of authority in the church—or, rather, to be more precise, some position of legal 
power in the church.1 This sentiment is based on several assumptions made by the modern churchian 
faith. First, it assumes that the local church is the same thing as the church—hence the concept of 
being a “part” of the local church. Second, it assumes that the visible and the invisible church are 
identical. Third, it assumes that being under formally ordained church government is mandatory—
and if one is not, therefore he “despises authority.” And fourth, and the most arrogant and prideful 
assumption of all, it assumes that God will only correct His Church through formally instituted 
human bureaucracies within the church, and never through external means. 

All these, in the final account, rest on one single concept: the so-called “local church membership.” 
Or, as it is known in some Reformed churches today, “local church covenant.” Remove that concept, 
and the above four assumptions disintegrate. So I will focus my analysis on the concept of 
mandatory “local church membership”—its history, its theology, and its consequences—and then 
will also cover the above assumptions. And more. So, let’s get started. 

Baptist Half-Way Confessionalism 

In his insistence on local church membership, or, “being part of the local church,” on the surface, it 
looks like Jeff Durbin is in accord with the Baptist tradition and Reformed Baptist confessionalism. 
Mandatory “local church membership” is indeed an integral part of the Baptist tradition. And it’s not 
just tradition, it is in fact specifically codified in what we can call The Last Great Reformed Baptist 
Confession, namely, the London Baptist Confession of Faith of 1689. As is well known, the 1689 
Baptist Confession was based on the Westminster Confession of 1647, and follows it almost word 
for word, except in the chapter for baptism. And also, in one other chapter: that Of the Church (ch. 
25 in the WCF; ch. 26 in the LBCF). The changes in that chapter are enormously significant: Where 
the WCF speaks in only six articles, and sees nothing more than the universal church, leaving the 
issue of local congregations to non-confessional standards, the LBCF has 15 articles, of which 11 
specifically outline the form, the membership, the government, and many other specific features of 
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local churches. This is a very clear line of separation between Presbyterian/Congregationalist 
confessionalism on one hand and Baptist confessionalism on the other. Contrary to what many 
assume, Presbyterianism allows for much more liberty when it comes to ecclesiastical forms—and 
we will see later that modern Presbyterian denominations differ substantially in their view of church 
government and membership. As to Baptists, they are confessionally bound to a very specific view 
of church membership, by their own Confession. The language of the London Confession is 
particularly strong in this regard: 

In the execution of this power wherewith he is so intrusted, the Lord Jesus calleth out of the world 
unto himself, through the ministry of his word, by his Spirit, those that are given unto him by his 
Father, that they may walk before him in all the ways of obedience, which he prescribeth to them in 
his word. Those thus called, he commandeth to walk together in particular societies, or churches, for 
their mutual edification, and the due performance of that public worship, which he requireth of them 
in the world (LBCF 26:5). 

The Confession doesn’t offer a single Biblical verse which plainly teaches such “command.” Later 
Baptist theologians admit that there is no such Biblical verse. (Even John Macarthur, for all his 
insistence on “church membership,” admits that the Bible never speaks of it.) Modern Presbyterian 
theologians who support the concept of mandatory “local church membership” also admit that there 
is no verse that explicitly teaches such “local church membership.” The strongest Biblical argument 
for such “membership” that was used at the time was Acts 2:41-42; but the text clearly does not 
speak of such local church covenant. (How exactly did they organize a “local church” of thousands 
of people within the narrow constraints of Jerusalem?) Nowhere else in the Bible is there anything to 
suggest any form of special covenantal commitment to a local body that is different, separate from, 
or superadded to the Covenant of Grace made with the universal church in general, in baptism. 

And this was written by the same group which rejected infant baptism because they did not see any 
specific command for it in Scripture. It sounds schizophrenic that they would mandate local church 
membership without an explicit command in Scripture. Indeed, it is schizophrenic, and we will see 
later why the English Baptists had to go down this road. For now, let’s remember that Confessions, 
while important, are not perfectly reliable. They are always a mixture of correct and incorrect 
interpretations, they often have current pragmatic considerations included in them, and they are often 
self-contradictory, especially in those parts where they deviate from the Word of God, or try to force 
an interpretation on it. 

But even if we ignore for now this lack of Biblical proofs, another problem appears, namely, that 
while Baptist churches today may insist on the membership clause of the Confession, they avoid 
abiding by another clause, that of leadership. The question is: how does one define such a local 
congregation? One can become a member of any congregation, but how does one know which 
congregation is a real congregation? How do we know that Apologia is a real congregation? 
Obviously, being a “member” of just anything that claims to be a “local congregation” won’t do: can 
one be a member of a Mormon “congregation”? The LBCF has a definition, and it is a definition 
based specifically on distinction of classes within the local congregation: 

A particular church, gathered and completely organized according to the mind of Christ, consists of 
officers and members; and the officers appointed by Christ to be chosen and set apart by the church 
(so called and gathered), for the peculiar administration of ordinances, and execution of power or 
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duty, which he intrusts them with, or calls them to, to be continued to the end of the world, are 
bishops or elders, and deacons (LBCF 26:8). 

The existence of elders in the church makes it legitimate. But how are they chosen? How do we 
know that certain particular elders are legitimate, and therefore their particular church is legitimate? 
How do we know that Jeff Durbin is a legitimate elder whose ministry makes the church legitimate? 
The very next article gives the Baptist answer: 

The way appointed by Christ for the calling of any person, fitted and gifted by the Holy Spirit, unto 
the office of bishop or elder in a church, is, that he be chosen thereunto by the common suffrage of the 
church itself; and solemnly set apart by fasting and prayer, with imposition of hands of the eldership 
of the church, if there be any before constituted therein. . . . 

Here’s the argument: You must join a local church. You will know it is a local church if it has elders. 
If it doesn’t have elders, it can appoint to itself elders, and thus will be a local church. 

Problem: Before it has elders, is it a church? If it is, why does the Confession say otherwise? If it is 
not—because it doesn’t have elders—what are you joining, and why? The authors of the London 
Confession, obviously, deviated from the Bible by placing on their flocks and members a burden that 
the Bible doesn’t place. But any such deviation from the Bible inevitably creates logical 
contradictions in thought and practice. Thus, they created a conundrum for future generations of 
Baptists. The result of that conundrum is that no one really knows whether a group that calls itself a 
“Baptist church” is really a Baptist church. Is Apologia a real church? If yes, by what standard? 
Because it has elders? Are these elders legitimate? How do we know? And how does Jeff know that 
the people he criticizes are “not part of a local church”? In any group of two, if one of them is 
“chosen thereunto by the common suffrage of the church itself,” such a person is just as much a 
legitimate elder as is Jeff Durbin. Or just as much an illegitimate elder as is Jeff Durbin. What goes 
for the goose, goes for the gander as well. 

This conundrum is well-known to all Baptist “ministers” who pretend to be “confessional.” No one 
knows if any of them are really legitimate church ministers. Is John McArthur legitimate? Who 
knows? Is Franklin Graham legitimate? Well, he is, he was “chosen thereunto” by his father . . . but 
is his father legitimate? That is why, when it comes to chapter 26, all “confessional” Baptist 
ministers become half-confessional: confessional only when they need to impose the burden of 
“membership” on their members, but silent when they must prove their authority is legitimate. In the 
final account, it is one’s media presence and influence that only “legitimizes” a minister—and this is 
where the origin of the modern celebrity worship is. 

The early Baptists understood this conundrum and sought a solution. Originally, the solution was to 
return to the Romish and Eastern Orthodox excuse of “apostolic succession.” This is not a joke, yes, 
for two and half centuries Baptists held to the same view of legitimacy of authority as the Papists: a 
succession of laying on of hands in Baptist churches from the time of Christ to our own day. (I 
remember a Baptist missionary in Bulgaria in the early 1990s, arguing with an Eastern Orthodox 
priest as to who had a greater claim to apostolic succession.) The theory was called “Baptist 
perpetuity” and was extremely popular among the rank-and-file Baptists in the US. In the second 
half of the 19th century, a number of Baptist scholars started refuting this myth of Baptist perpetuity. 
The change was not peaceful, however. In one case, William Whitsitt, professor at the Southern 



 

 
799 

Baptist Theological Seminary, was forced to resign in 1899, after he proved from historical sources 
that English Baptists did not practice immersion before 1641. Even after the theory of Baptist 
perpetuity was thoroughly refuted by scholars, the myth continued to live in the popular Baptist 
imagination. In 1931, James Milton Carroll, a Baptist pastor from Texas, published a small book 
which remained popular among many Baptists to this day: The Trail of Blood. In it, he made the case 
for an unbroken succession of Baptist churches and ministers from the Apostles. His list of Baptists 
in history included even openly heretical groups like the Cathari, the Albigenses, the Paulicians, etc. 
As strange as it sounds that a Baptist minister would choose to identify with such groups, remember 
that in our day, John MacArthur has also made such identifications with heretical groups in the past. 
There is a good reason for it: Relying on apostolic succession seems to solve the conundrum planted 
in the Confession. At the cost of losing one’s theological integrity, of course. 

But historical evidence against this myth of Baptist perpetuity is too strong to be ignored, and in the 
20th century, the majority of Baptists have abandoned it. The Baptist Affirmation of Faith of 1966, a 
modern re-statement of the LBCF by Reformed Baptists, completely omits the mention of 
“imposition of hands” by already existing eldership. It’s all election by the congregation now: 

The appointment of elders (including pastors) and deacons, for office within the local church, and of 
preachers and missionaries for the work of evangelism is the responsibility of the local church under 
the guidance of the Holy Spirit. The Lord’s ordination is recognised both by the experience of the 
inward conviction, and by the approval of the church observing the possession of those gifts and 
graces required by Scripture for the office concerned. The one so called should be set apart by the 
prayer of the whole church (Baptist Affirmation of Faith, 1966 “The Doctrine of the Church,” Art. 5). 

This doesn’t solve the logical and theological problem, though. Of course, we first have the issue of 
ignoring a basic Biblical doctrine, “laying on of hands,” mentioned among the “elementary 
teachings” in Hebrews 6:1-2. And we also return to the originally stated contradiction: If a local 
church is validated by having elders, and elders are simply elected by the local church, then there is 
no way to accuse anyone of being “separated from the body.” All he has to do is have one more 
person with him, and both elect an “elder” between them. If this is legitimate, then everyone who 
believes is by default a member of the body, and therefore all accusations are false accusations and 
sin. And if it is not legitimate, then the accuser first needs to prove the legitimacy of his own “local 
congregation.” Such proof is not logically possible, under the confessional standards of modern 
Reformed Baptists. That is, after centuries of trying to make their Confession work through formal 
legitimacy, they have returned to postulating no legitimacy at all. Either everyone is a legitimate 
believer, or no Baptist congregation is legitimate at all, and therefore no Baptist is a true believer. 
This happens when you try to impose non-Biblical burdens on God’s elect. 

It is for this reason most so-called “confessional” Baptists today prefer to not talk about this part of 
their Confession. And, as we saw in the Baptist Affirmation of Faith of 1966, they even feel free to 
modify it and omit the inconvenient parts of it. Baptist “confessionalism” is only half-way 
confessional; and the reason, again, is that the authors of the LBCF have gone beyond the Bible and 
have imposed burdens that the Bible doesn’t impose. To rely on that part of the LBCF to mandate 
local church membership is to lean on a broken reed. Jeff Durbin’s accusations can easily turn 
against himself and make him culpable of the same (Matthew 7:2; Mark 4:24; and Luke 6:38). His 
only defense in this case would be that the legitimacy of his ministry and church is that they have 
fruit. But this, as we will see later, can turn against him as well, and make him a false accuser. 



 

 
800 

The Anabaptism of Modern Presbyterians 

I said above that the London Confession differs from the Westminster Confession in its view of 
mandatory “local church membership.” But there’s more to it. The London Confession differs from 
all other Reformed confessions in this regard. No other Reformed confession includes mandatory 
“local church membership” as a religious obligation. 

In fact, if we need to be even more general, the concept of “local church membership” has never 
existed in the church before the 17th century. Yes, the concept of “church membership” has existed 
from the very beginning. The concept of “local congregation” has existed from the very beginning. 
The theology of “there is no salvation outside the church” has existed from the very beginning; 
hence, the command for Christians to “join the church” in a covenant, which is the Covenant of 
Grace. That joining the Church, though, was done through the same means through which man 
joined the Covenant of Grace: baptism. And through baptism, man joined the universal Church. That 
is, the same Church mentioned in the Apostles’ Creed, and then the Nicene Creed, and then in all the 
other great Creeds of Christendom: 

We believe also in only One, Universal, Apostolic, and Holy Church; in one baptism in repentance, 
for the remission, and forgiveness of sins; and in the resurrection of the dead. . . . 

The individual believer (or, “confessor,” in the early centuries of the Church) automatically became 
in baptism a member of the universal Church, and through it, of all the “local congregations.” He 
needed no additional oath, or ceremony, or covenant to “join” a local congregation. Most people 
would stay within the same congregation, and some may even take voluntary vows of loyalty to each 
other: such is the way the first monasteries in Ireland and Scotland started. But such vows were 
never required for a believer to be considered a member or part of the church. A person could travel 
from place to place, join or attend or co-operate or worship with different Christian communities, or 
decide to remain for a long time alone, in the wilderness, or among heathens, and he was still part of 
the church. Now, we can have legitimate objections to asceticism, but this historical fact is 
incontrovertible: the early church highly valued ascetics. There is not a single line in the writings of 
the Church Fathers where ascetics were rejected because they “didn’t join a local church.” The 
Father of Orthodoxy, St. Athanasius himself, wrote a high praise of St. Anthony, for example. For all 
practical purposes, the early church was much more faithful to the principle of “by faith alone” than 
modern Reformed Baptists. One became a member of the Church by faith and creedal confession. 
Nothing else was needed. There may have been at times different stages of membership, but there 
has never been any concept of “local membership.” A member of the church in Jerusalem was also a 
member of the church in Corinth, and a member of all the churches everywhere. Modern Baptists 
who claim that they just want to follow the early church, and yet impose church-membership, are 
simply being schizophrenic. 

The Reformation didn’t change anything in this regard. The Reformers worked to Christianize 
societies but they never mentioned anything about “local church membership.” In Geneva of Calvin, 
the city had a number of church buildings for church members to gather on Sunday (and every day, 
for that matter), but there was never a division of which family goes to which church, or any 
membership in a specific church. When there was a specific complaint against a person for his views 
(as against Servetus), that was taken before the whole Church, it was not an issue of a “local 
congregation” or a session. The Netherlands had city councils of elders but nothing remotely similar 
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to “local churches.” In Scotland, the very concept of a “national covenant” (hence the name 
“Covenanters”) ruled out the idea of independent local congregations. In England, the community of 
the Independents was rather fluid, with itinerant preachers and “elders” being rather men of 
influence in the community than ecclesiastical hierarchy of “local churches.” But membership was 
not assumed as a concept and not practiced by any church. 

The universality of the Church was codified in the Confessions as well. As was said above, no other 
Reformed Confession ever laid this burden on believers, to necessarily join a “local church.” This is 
not to say that being part of the community of the Church (universal) and working together with 
other believers was not encouraged or commanded; but such bonding and working together was left 
to Christian liberty. Which means, all Reformed Confessions acknowledged that there were multiple 
ways in which a person could be part of the Church and work for and with other brethren, without 
necessarily binding him to “join a local congregation.” So does the Westminster Confession, and so 
does the Savoy Declaration of 1658, a Congregationalist re-make of the WCF. As a matter of fact, 
the most detailed of all, the Second Helvetic Confession (1566), specifically declared that the true 
Church extends beyond the visible Church, and therefore there may be members of the Church who 
are not part of the visible Church: 

Nevertheless, by the signs [of the true Church] mentioned above, we do not so narrowly restrict the 
Church as to teach that all those are outside the Church who either do not participate in the 
sacraments, at least not willingly and through contempt, but rather, being forced by necessity, 
unwillingly abstain from them or are deprived of them; or in whom faith sometimes fails, though it is 
not entirely extinguished and does not wholly cease; or in whom imperfections and errors due to 
weakness are found (Second Helvetic Confession, 1566, ch. 17). 

The Confession continues covering the other end of the spectrum, namely, that not all who are in the 
visible churches are true members of the Church, and finally, ends with thewarning, which Jeff 
Durbin should heed before he makes his accusations: 

Hence we must be very careful not to judge before the time, nor undertake to exclude, reject or cut off 
those whom the Lord does not want to have excluded or rejected, and those whom we cannot 
eliminate without loss to the Church. On the other hand, we must be vigilant lest while the pious 
snore the wicked gain ground and do harm to the Church. 

Furthermore, we diligently teach that care is to be taken wherein the truth and unity of the Church 
chiefly lies, lest we rashly provoke and foster schisms in the Church. Unity consists not in outward 
rites and ceremonies, but rather in the truth and unity of the catholic faith. The catholic faith is not 
given to us by human laws, but by Holy Scriptures, of which the Apostles’ Creed is a compendium. 
And, therefore, we read in the ancient writers that there was a manifold diversity of rites, but that 
they were free, and no one ever thought that the unity of the Church was thereby dissolved. So we 
teach that the true harmony of the Church consists in doctrines and in the true and harmonious 
preaching of the Gospel of Christ, and in rites that have been expressly delivered by the Lord. And 
here we especially urge that saying of the apostle: “Let those of us who are perfect have this mind; 
and if in any thing you are otherwise minded, God will reveal that also to you. Nevertheless let us 
walk by the same rule according to what we have attained, and let us be of the same mind” (Phil. 
3:15 f.). 
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The background of this Confession—which was originally written as the personal confession of 
Heinrich Bullinger—is important to our understanding whence the concept of mandatory “local 
church membership” came from. It obviously didn’t come from the early church. It obviously didn’t 
come from the other Reformed traditions. In 1566, when Bullinger wrote the above lines, his main 
opponents were two groups, coming from two opposite ends of the spectrum. At one end were the 
Papists. At the other end were the Anabaptists. On the surface, they were opposed to each other. In 
reality, however, Papists and Anabaptists has similar views on the question of membership: and it 
was that a true Christian must be part of the visible church. And while for the papists the visible 
Church was the Roman priestocratic bureaucracy, for the Anabaptists, it was their local 
“brotherhoods.” Only membership in the local brotherhood made a person a true Anabaptist. 

Now, I know that my Reformed Baptist brethren would respond that the real origin of modern 
Baptists is with the English Separatists. Fair enough, I don’t disagree with this, when it comes to 
theology. But when it comes to ecclesiology, and especially to the question of “local church 
membership,” modern Baptists—and even modern Reformed Baptists—are closer to the Anabaptists, 
and to other cultic sects. 

The first historical examples of making a covenant with a local community were indeed the 
Anabaptists in Germany and Switzerland. Membership in the community was the central 
characteristic, and the life of an Anabaptist had to revolve almost entirely around the local 
congregation. As early as 1527 the Hutterites, an early Anabaptist sect in Moravia, had an Order of 
the Community: How a Christian Should Live (Ordnung der Gemein, wie ein Christ leben soll) 
which tied the life of every believer to his local group. The Ordnung required that they met four or 
five times a week, and commit to the local congregation their lives and possessions, for the needs of 
the congregation. The commitment was so severe that a special clause in the Ordnung required 
secrecy in relation to outsiders: 

What is officially judged among the brothers and sisters in the brotherhood shall not be made public 
before the world. The kind-hearted [an interested but not yet converted or committed] person shall 
be taught before he comes to the brothers in the brotherhood. When he has learned and has an 
earnest desire for it, and if he agrees to the essence of the Gospel, he shall be received by the 
Christian brotherhood as a brother or a sister, that is, as a fellow member of Christ. But this shall not 
be made public before the world to spare the conscience and for the sake of the purpose. 

Mennonites practiced “local church membership” long before the English Baptists, and to this day, 
different modern Anabaptist groups do not acknowledge anyone to be one of them unless he has 
some sort of membership in a local congregation. The Membership Guidelines (2001) of the 
Mennonite Church USA, specifically acknowledge the right of the local congregation to strictly 
control local membership: 

Congregations have the authority to determine the criteria and the responsibility to implement the 
process for membership of persons joining their congregation, as well as leaving. They do so in 
consultation with their area conference and in consideration of expectations for membership in 
Mennonite Church USA (“Membership Guidelines,” II:2). 
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The rules for local membership are even stricter when we go into the realm of the cults. The 
Mormon Church has their strict rules for local church membership, as well as other quasi-Christian 
sects. For the sake of space, I will refrain from delving deeper into their ecclesiology. 

One thing is perfectly clear: The more we move in the direction of traditional, confessional, 
orthodox, creedal Christianity, the more the universal nature of the Church is emphasized (as in the 
Creeds), and the lower the standards for membership and participation in it. At the general level, 
baptism and public profession of faith are sufficient to make one a member of the Church—and by 
default, a member of any and every professing creedal orthodox congregation anywhere. There is no 
need for additional commitment to local bodies; such commitment is not sinful, but it is superfluous, 
and making it a requirement is anti-Biblical and anti-Confessional. On the other hand, the more we 
move in the direction of heterodoxy, heresies, and cults, the more the requirement for “local church 
membership” becomes mandatory, and the higher the standards for being a “member” of the church. 
In this, our Baptist brethren are straddling the fence: their theology is orthodox, but their 
ecclesiology rather matches that of the Anabaptist sects and the cults. 

However, despite their ecclesiology being un-Biblical, non-orthodox, self-contradictory, originating 
from the Anabaptist sects and peculiar to all the pseudo-Christian cults, our Baptist brethren can feel 
triumphant and claim victory in one thing: today, most Reformed denominations and groups in the 
US have adopted the same Anabaptist ecclesiology, and the same non-Confessional standard of 
mandatory “local church membership.” This Anabaptist ecclesiology is embedded in all the Books 
of Church Order of all the Presbyterian denominations in the US, contrary to their professed 
“subscriptionism” to the Westminster Confession, and contrary to the historical theology of 
Presbyterianism. The most schizophrenic of all, of course, is the Confederation of Reformed 
Evangelicals (CRE, or also known under its older acronym, CREC), where an official theology of 
highchurchism and “Protestant catholicity” (also known as Federal Vision theology) is combined 
with extreme Anabaptist practices of mandatory “local church membership” and almost unlimited 
power for the local sessions over membership and over their flocks. There are elaborate rituals of 
“local church covenant” and “admission into the local body.” At the other end of the pipe, leaving a 
local church or transferring to another local church is always a huge issue of “authority” and power 
play, and such transfer of “membership” always involves special “permission” by the elders. There 
are dozens of cases within the Presbyterian denominations in the US where members of good 
standing have been excommunicated for daring move to another church, even within the same 
denomination, without permission from the local session. Presbyterian churches have all basically 
adopted the Mafia principle: “No one leaves us in good standing.” Or, to stick to a theological 
interpretation, as far as ecclesiology is concerned, modern Presbyterians are nothing more than 
Anabaptists. 

In none of the cases I have studied do modern Presbyterian leaders try to explain this departure from 
their own Confessional standards. In the few cases I have tried to engage some on this issue, their 
excuses have been two: first, that “without local church membership there will be no church 
discipline,” and second, that mandatory “local church membership” falls under the “good and 
necessary consequence” clause in chapter 1, article 6 of the WCF. Of the former, I will talk below, 
when we get to the issue of church government and discipline. Of the latter, the “good and necessary 
consequence” clause has become to modern Presbyterian churchmen what the “general welfare” of 
the US Constitution has become to modern liberals: an excuse to force onto the Confession a number 
of non-Confessional burdens. But to make this point clear, and to see whether mandatory “local 
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church membership” is really a “good and necessary consequence,” the best course would be to 
check its validity against historical Presbyterian theology. If it is really a “good and necessary 
consequence,” then early Presbyterian theologians would have taught it. 

Presbyterian Theology Rejects Mandatory Membership 

A study of historic Presbyterian theology, however, reveals that not only have Presbyterian 
theologians never taught such a thing, but they vehemently opposed the concept of mandatory “local 
church membership” whenever they encountered it—and in fact, as we will see, some even opposed 
mandatory church membership (not just local) as false worship. 

Calvin, of course, spoke very strongly in favor of organized church communities; but not so strongly 
as to require that everyone be a member of one, no matter what its purity was. In his “anti-
Nicodemite writings” he made it very clear that in the case where the churches in an area were all 
impure, the best course for a true Christian was to leave them and worship in private. Yes, worship 
in private! Here are Calvin’s words:  

Some one will therefore ask me what counsel I would like to give to a believer who thus dwells in 
some Egypt or Babylon where he may not worship God purely, but is forced by the common practice 
to accommodate himself to bad things. The first advice would be to leave if he could. . . . If someone 
has no way to depart, I would counsel him to consider whether it would be possible for him to abstain 
from all idolatry in order to preserve himself pure and spotless toward God in both body and soul. 
Then let him worship God in private, praying him to restore his poor church to its right estate . . . .2 

The early Presbyterian experience in Scotland in the second half of the 16th and the first half of the 
17th centuries was rather chaotic. This was the time when the concept of the “national covenant” 
(hence the name Covenanters) was opposed to the prelacy. In their strives against the prelacy, 
Covenanters sometimes took self-contradictory positions on different issues of ecclesiology. Some 
defended church hierarchy, others rejected it. Most operated (prophesied and taught) outside the 
visible institutional church. Some even rejected the necessity and the validity of ordination, even by 
their own fellow Covenanter elders, and yet were held in great esteem and some even moderated 
General Assemblies (yes, while unordained). While a more detailed study of the Covenanters’ 
ecclesiology in those early days of their work and doctrine should be a topic for another article, we 
can summarize their views as a healthy balance between serving the visible Church and 
acknowledging the service of the invisible Church. Serving the visible church was  mandatory; the 
forms were left to Christian liberty. Joining a local congregation was highlydesirable but not 
mandatory. Prophets should be under the discipline of the church, but when the visible church 
rejected them (like today’s cessationist churches would do), they were free to operate outside her, 
and bring judgment on her. The majority of the early Scottish divines worked, for certain periods of 
their lives, outside any established church or congregation. 

They could do that because in their view, the Church was not the local churches but the universal 
body. And it was this view of the Church that was encoded in the Westminster Confession. Not the 
local churches, but the universal Church. 

Presbyterians first encountered the concept of mandatory “local church membership” in the 1630s, 
when Congregationalist preachers tried to establish a foothold in Scotland. And to respond to it fell 
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not to some minor Presbyterian preacher but to the Big Bertha of Covenanter theology, Samuel 
Rutherford. During the 1630s, Rutherford had been banished and cut off from the Church for his 
Presbyterian convictions; his only connection to the visible church at the time was his writing desk. 
If anyone fits the description of a “prophet outside the visible Church,” or a “writing-desk prophet” 
(“facebook prophet”?) it would be Samuel Rutherford before 1638. He could have remained in the 
visible church during that time and obeyed the lawful authorities, but he refused. He could have 
organized his own local congregation, but he didn’t. When Presbyterianism was reestablished in 
1638, Rutherford returned to his ministry, and took upon himself to defend the ecclesiology of the 
Covenanters. He produced several books within the next decade. Specifically on ecclesiology, his 
greatest contributions were The Due Rights of Presbyteries (1644) and The Divine Right of Church 
Government and Excommunication (1646). It is in The Due Rights of Presbyteries where he included 
his response against the localist ecclesiology of the Congregationalists. 

The Congregationalist authors he took on had exactly the same views as modern Presbyterians and 
Baptists: That a person is not a real believer unless he is a member of a local church, and unless he 
goes through what they called a “church covenant,” that is, a specific commitment to a local body in 
addition to the general membership in the church through baptism. Rutherford strongly rejected the 
concept. He devoted 60-plus pages (pp. 76-138) in a book of 450 pages total to oppose this error. His 
arguments are at times a bit windy and hard to follow for a modern reader—he was, after all, trained 
in scholasticism— but we can mention his main points and conclusions.  

First, Rutherford starts from the classical Calvinist affirmation of the superiority of the invisible 
Church over the visible Church. Which means, not all who are outside the visible Church are 
necessarily unbelievers. (This would make himself and most of his predecessors and co-workers 
unbelievers for at least some periods of their lives, if it was true.) While joining a church is 
desirable, it is not mandatory, and has nothing to do with the covenantal status of a man before God. 
In his own words, quoting also from Augustine: There is a necessity of joyning our selves to a 
visible Church, but it is not necessitas medii, but necessitas praecepti, it is not such a necessity, as 
all are damned who are not within some visible Church, for Augustine is approved in this, “there be 
many Wolves within the Church, and many sheepe without”; but if God offer opportunity, all are 
obliged by God his Commandment of confessing Christ before men, to joyne themselves to the true 
visible Church. 

Rutherford himself is rather ambiguous as to when and how this “opportunity” arises. He advises 
wisdom in leaving a church for being an unlawful assembly, or not fulfilling its obligations of a 
church, but in the final account, leaves it to Christian liberty, without any specific word of judgment. 

Second, the manner of entering membership in the Church (universal) is through baptism and 
profession of faith. Nothing else is needed, no other commitments whatsoever. Commitment or 
covenant to a local church is allowed, not sinful, but requiring such covenant is unlawful. 
Rutherford’s words: 

1. Distinct. There is a covenant of free grace, betwixt God and sinners, founded upon the surety Christ 
Iesus; laid hold on by us, when we believe in Christ, but a Church Covenant differenced from this is 
in question, & sub judice lis est.  
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2. Distinct. There is a covenant of baptisme, made by all, and a covenant vertuall and implicite 
renewed, when we are to receive the Lords Supper, but an explicite positive professed Church 
covenant, by oath in-churching a person, or a society, to a State-church is now questioned. 

3. Distinct. An explicite vocall Covenant whereby we bind our selves to the first three Articles in a 
tacite way, by entring in a new relation to such a Pastor, and to such a Flocke, we deny not, as if the 
thing were unlawfull for we may sweare to performe Gods comman∣dements, observing all things 
requisite in a lawfull oath. 2. But that such a covenant is required by divine institution, as the 
essentiall forme of a Church and Churchmembership, as though without this none were entered 
members of the visible Churches of the Apostles, nor can now be entered in Church-state, nor can 
have right unto the seales of the covenant, we utterly deny.3 

He continues by showing that once a person has received baptism, he was by default a member of 
any congregation anywhere. There was no need for an additional covenant; if there was such a need, 
this would nullify the covenant in baptism. 

Thus, third, he sees the requirement for local church covenant as an additional burden imposed on 
the believer’s conscience, and therefore calls it “will-worship,” or, in our modern language, “false 
worship.” That is, any Presbyterian church today which practices such a requirement is in a direct 
violation of the Regulative Principle of Worship. Rutherford’s words: 

All will-worship laying a band on the Conscience, where God hath layed none, is damnable; but to 
tye the oath of God to one particular duty rather then another, so as you cannot, without such an oath, 
enter into such a state, nor have title and right to the seales of grace and Gods Ordinances, is will-
worship, and that by vertue of a divine Law, and is a binding of the Conscience where God hath not 
bound it. 

And fourth, while the arguments came from Congregationalist authors, Rutherford correctly 
identified the real origin of these arguments: the views of the Arminians and the Socinians, that is, 
the unorthodox sects. There is nothing Reformed in mandatory “local church membership.” 

Was Rutherford alone in these views? Hardly. As I pointed out above, none of the Reformed 
Confessions required external membership in any particular body, and at least one emphasized the 
fact that believers not associated with any particular body are still members of the Church. A 
multitude of other Protestant divines could be cited here, but this would make this article too long 
and unreadable. Thus, I will simply fast forward to the second half of the 19th century, to another 
big gun of Presbyterian theology, Charles Hodge. Now, Charles Hodge has never lived through the 
trials and tribulations of Samuel Rutherford; he has never had to operate outside the invisible church; 
he has never had to be a “writing-desk prophet” with no congregation. He was the model 
Presbyterian theologian. He surely would have been much less willing to acknowledge the existence 
of Christians without a visible body, and he would be much stricter in the requirement of church 
membership, right? 

Wrong. 

In describing the church in his Systematic Theology (vol. I, pp. 134-139), he goes even farther than 
Samuel Rutherford, not only openly declaring that the Church includes those who are not connected 
to any visible body, but also that this is the very defining characteristic of Protestant theology: the 
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invisible Church over the visible Church. He makes sure he repeats the same concept several times; 
obviously, he considered it very important. Here are Hodge’s own words, when he comes to describe 
“The Protestant Doctrine of the Church”: 

(1.) That the Church as such, or in its essential nature, is not an external organization. 

What follows from it is that membership in an external organization is not necessary: 

(2.) All true believers, in whom the Spirit of God dwells, are members of that Church which is the 
body of Christ, no matter with what ecclesiastical organization they may be connected, and even 
although they have no such connection. [emphasis mine—B.M.] 

In case someone didn’t get the message: 

(3.) Therefore, that the attributes, prerogatives, and promises of the Church do not belong to any 
external society as such, but to the true people of God collectively considered;  

And what does this mean in practice when membership in the Church is concerned? 

(4.) That the condition of membership in the true Church is not union with any organized society, but 
faith in Jesus Christ. 

He is not done yet. Consider the following paragraph (emphasis mine): 

Protestants do not deny that there is a visible Church Catholic on earth, consisting of all those who 
profess the true religion, together with their children. But they are not all included in any one 
external society. They also admit that it is the duty of Christians to unite for the purpose of 
worship and mutual watch and care. They admit that to such associations and societies 
certain prerogatives and promises belong; that they have, or ought to have the officers whose 
qualifications and duties are prescribed in the Scriptures; that there always have been, and 
probably always will be, such Christian organizations, or visible churches. But they deny that 
any one of these societies, or all of them collectively, constitute the Church for which Christ 
died; in which He dwells by his Spirit; to which He has promised perpetuity, catholicity, 
unity, and divine guidance into the knowledge of the truth. 

Notice how Charles Hodge is not even sure if such organized visible societies will always exist; he 
uses the word “probably”: “. . . there always have been, and probably always will be, such . . . 
visible churches.” Why “probably”? There’s a deeper eschatology behind it, and we will talk about it 
later. He continues in the same vein for several pages, supporting his case from the Reformed 
Confessions and from Reformed theologians, including Turretin. And he comes to the conclusion 
about church membership: 

The doctrine that a man becomes a child of God and an heir of eternal life by membership in any 
external society, overturns the very foundations of the gospel, and introduces a new method of 
salvation. 

That is, for Charles Hodge, Jeff Durbin’s claim that the local church is “the most fundamental part of 
the life of a Christian,” and the modern Presbyterian requirement of joining a local church, are 
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nothing more than plain Pelagian heresy. Charles Hodge argues against the Romish church in these 
pages. But given that the same applied to the Anabaptists, he argues against all the heresies of 
salvation through works. 

Between John Calvin, Samuel Rutherford and Charles Hodge, it should be very clear to any true 
Presbyterian deserving of the name which way Presbyterian theology goes. To this we can add A.A. 
Hodge and his statement that “A church has no right to make a condition of membership anything 
that Christ has not made a condition of salvation.”4 To this we can add a number of other 
Presbyterian theologians who made the difference between the invisible and the visible church a 
mark of Reformed theology, and therefore rejected the idea of mandatory connection to a visible 
body. Mandatory membership in the local church—or membership in any church whatsoever—is not 
a Biblical requirement, and is a heretical notion. Membership in a visible body was prescribed but 
not mandatory. If anything, it was an obligation of the church ministers to provide an opportunity by 
setting up churches, it was not the obligation of the individual member to actively seek out a church 
to join. 

To close the circle of the true Presbyterian position, we only need to follow the practice of 
Presbyterian churches in the 19th century, in the same period when Charles Hodge taught and wrote 
his Systematic Theology. 

We have evidence of those Presbyterian practices in the History of the Presbyterian Church in 
America by William Melanchton Glasgow, written in 1888. It’s a rather long and detailed document, 
close to 800 pages, but what we are interested in is whether the Presbyterian church required 
membership in a visible body. There are multiple examples in the book that there was no such 
requirement, and a person was considered a member of the church even without being a member of a 
local body. Two quotes from the book will suffice, for the sake of brevity: 

A few members have lived in the city of Chicago, and other localities, but no societies were ever 
organized. 

Waupaca. This city and vicinity were cultivated as a mission station by the Rev. James L. Pinkerton, 
in 1876, but no congregation was organized, as there were but a few families of Covenanters in that 
locality. 

The History contains many more such examples, but the main point is obvious even from these two: 
One could be a Covenanter and a member of the church even without a local congregation. Reading 
more of the book, it becomes clear that the ministers of the Reformed Presbyterian Church 
considered it their obligation to create congregations, but there was no mandatory joining those 
congregations. In fact, according to the very founding documents of the Kirk of Scotland, it was 
much better to not have a church at all than to have a church lead by defective ministers: 

We are not ignorant that the rarity of godly and learned men shall seem to some a just reason why 
that so strait and sharp examination should not be taken universally; for so it shall appear that the 
most part of kirks shall have no minister at all. But let these men understand that the lack of able 
men shall not excuse us before God if, by our consent, unable men be placed over the flock of Christ 
Jesus; as also that, amongst the Gentiles, godly, learned men were also rare as they are now amongst 
us, when the apostle gave the same rule to try and examine ministers which we now follow. And 
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last, let them understand that it is alike to have no minister at all, and to have an idol in the place of a 
true minister; yea and in some cases, it is worse. For those that are utterly destitute of ministers will 
be diligent to search for them; but those that have a vain shadow do commonly, without further care, 
content themselves with the same, and so they remain continually deceived, thinking that they have a 
minister, when in very deed they have none.5 

Obviously, then, for Presbyterians in the past, being a member of a local church was not a priority. 
The priority was to have able men as ministers. In case there were no such men, it was better to not 
have a local church, and therefore no local church membership.  

A few modern Presbyterians have tried to tell me that their churches had “membership rolls” that 
went back 150 years, trying to prove that mandatory membership existed back then. The truth is, the 
“membership rolls” only prove that people joined those churches; they don’t prove that such joining 
was mandatory as a condition for membership. To the contrary, Glasgow’s History clearly proves 
that the Presbyterian church in the 19th century agreed with Samuel Rutherford and Charles Hodge, 
that faith and public confession were the only necessary condition for being a member of the 
Church. Anything else was false worship and heresy. 

State-Imposed Ghettoization 

Mandatory “local church membership” has never been part of the doctrine and the practices of the 
early church; it was never part of the Reformed doctrines; it was specifically rejected by Reformed 
Confessions and Reformed theologians. It came originally from the Anabaptist and other non-
orthodox sects. So the question is: Why did Reformed Baptists decided to differ from all the other 
Reformed groups? Why did they have to go against the testimony of the Reformed faith and impose 
on their followers an un-Biblical burden, and why did they have to create a logical conundrum?  

Some would say, “Well, this is just Baptist theology and tradition, it separates us from everyone 
else.” 

Not really. This “Baptist theology and tradition” appeared in 1689. The Confession of 1689 was the 
Second London Baptist Confession. There was a First London Baptist Confession, now largely 
ignored by the majority of Baptists. It was completed and adopted in 1644, two years before the 
Westminster Confession was completed and adopted. In theology, it didn’t differ from the Second 
London Confession: it was Calvinist and Puritan to the core. In ecclesiology, however, it had some 
significant differences. 

First, it mentioned no mandatory “local church membership” in any form. Local churches were 
mentioned, but no requirement for joining them. The focus was on the universal church. 

Second, and more important, a church was not defined by having a government. That is, a church 
government was not necessary for the being of the church, only for its well-being. Here are the 
relevant lines in the Confession: 

XXXV. 
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And all His servants are called thither, to present their bodies and souls, and to bring their gifts God 
has given them; so being come, they are here by Himself bestowed in their several order, peculiar 
place, due use, being fitly compact and knit together, according to the effectual working of every part, 
to the edification of itself in love. 

XXXVI. 

That being thus joined, every Church has power given them from Christ for their better well-being, to 
choose to themselves fitting persons into the office of Pastors, Teachers, Elders, Deacons, being 
qualified according to the Word, as those which Christ has appointed in His Testament, for the 
feeding, governing, serving, and building up of His Church, and that none other have to power to 
impose them, either these or any other. 

Notice how the local church is expected to gather naturally, not by mandatory membership, and not 
needing any leadership for its existence. Only when it is gathered, for its wellbeing, it has the power 
to choose leaders, but it is not defined by having elders. Compare this to the 1689 Confession where 
the church itself is defined by a separation of classes between ministers and members. 

Third, these church leaders, amazingly enough, are stripped of the monopoly of administering 
baptism, opposite to the 1689 Confession, where the ministers are entrusted the “peculiar 
administration of ordinances.” The 1644 Confession says that this administration is not limited to 
officers: 

The persons designed by Christ, to dispense this ordinance, the Scriptures hold forth to a preaching 
Disciple, it being no where tied to a particular church, officer, or person extraordinarily sent, the 
commission enjoining the administration, being given to them under no other consideration, but as 
considered Disciples. 

Obviously, then, 1689 Baptists differed in their view of the Church not only from Presbyterians and 
Puritans and other Reformed. They also differed from the 1644 Baptists. Something changed 
between 1644 and 1689 to make Baptists switch from Reformed to Anabaptist ecclesiology. That 
something wasn’t Reformed theology: as we saw, Reformed theology remained the same for another 
two centuries, at least. What changed it was a legislative shift in government policies. 

It was a 501(c)3 law. Or, a law that was similar to the modern 501(c)3 regulations in the US. 

The return of Charles II to England in 1660 saw not only the restoration of the monarchy in England 
but also the re-establishment of the Church of England in a series of laws known as The Clarendon 
Code; the most important part of it being the Act of Uniformity of 1662. This Act of Uniformity 
regulated the relations between the government and the religious establishment, but it did it in a 
principally new way, different from everything so far. Prior to 1662, monarchs either tolerated 
different religious sects without any particular formal laws, at whim, or forced a form of religion on 
them. The Act of 1662 didn’t force uniformity, it only precluded Non-Conformists from taking 
government positions, being teachers in schools, and earning degrees at Royal universities and 
colleges. They were also banned from having public meetings, although, private meetings were not 
banned. For this reason it was also called the Non-Conformist Disabilities Act. The “uniformity” in 
the Act was defensive, not offensive. Baptist churches could exist now, it’s just their members 
suffered some civil disabilities. After the Glorious Revolution in 1688, William and Mary replaced 
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the Act of Uniformity with a new act: the Act of Toleration of 1688. That act is very important to 
our study here.6 

The Act of Toleration gave all dissenting Protestants (Non-Conformists) the right to free public 
worship, provided they took the oath of loyalty to the new sovereigns, King William and Queen 
Mary. The disabilities of the previous act were not repealed; Non-Conformists could still not take 
government positions, nor be teachers, nor go to royal colleges. These disabilities would remain for 
another two centuries; Charles Spurgeon labored under those disabilities, and his support for the 
Liberals was based on their platform of repealing those disabilities. But in all other respects, they 
were left alone, provided they took the oath of loyalty. 

But there were Protestant Dissenters who didn’t want to take that oath either, and Baptists were 
among them. The Act had provided for these too: It required for every such minister who was a 
Protestant Dissenter at least two witnesses and six members of his congregation that he is indeed a 
Protestant Dissenter (and not, for example, Roman Catholic or non-trinitarian). Here’s the relevant 
text of the Act: 

XIV. Provided always, and be it enacted by the authority aforesaid, That in case any person shall 
refuse to take the said oaths, when tendered to them, which every justice of the peace is hereby 
empowered to do, such person shall not be admitted to make and subscribe the two 
declarations aforesaid, though required thereunto either before any justice of the peace, or at 
the general or quarter-sessions, before or after any conviction of popish recusancy, as 
aforesaid, unless such person can, within thirty one days after such tender of the declarations 
to him, produce two sufficient Protestant witnesses, to testify  upon oath, that they believe 
him to be a Protestant dissenter, or a certificate under the hands of four Protestants, who are 
conformable to the Church of England, or have taken the oaths and subscribed the 
declaration above mentioned, and shall also produce a certificate under the hands and seals of 
six or more sufficient men of the congregation to which he belongs, owning him for one of 
them. 

That is, the Act granted toleration only where there was social visibility.  

This is a very important point in any study of the relations between the civil government and the 
church: Rulers are afraid of the doctrine of the invisible Church, and of its practical applications. 
Before 1688, most rulers in history had tried to suppress the invisible Church through persecutions 
and forced uniformity. The Toleration Act of 1688 was the first formal law passed by a European 
sovereign which tried to suppress the invisible Church through granting toleration for visibility. Or, 
as we call it today in our modern language, incorporation, that is, “in a [visible] body.” 

The Act did something else as well: it fragmented the Christian community through incorporation. 
The established Church of England was treated as a corporation without any special procedures for 
individual ministers. That is, any local Anglican vicar was officially acknowledged by the virtue of 
being part of the Church of England, whether he had any  members of his congregation or not. The 
Act of Toleration required incorporation for every individual Non-Conformist minister, on the 
testimony of conformist Protestants, and six or  more members of his congregation. The churches 
now were allowed to exist only if, for government purposes, they registered separately of each other, 
and claimed each “member” separately for a specific individual church. There was to be no officially 
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recognized universal body for Non-Conformists; only the state church had this privilege. The 
government would tolerate any free churches only as separate entities. And to register  as separate 
entities, membership had to be membership in separate entities, “local churches.” Ordination 
between churches didn’t count. The testimony of ministers from other Baptist churches didn’t count. 
Denominations didn’t count. Toleration was only granted where there was “local church 
membership.” 

The principle was the same as behind today’s 501(c)3 regulations; the only difference was that 
instead of tax exemption, the ministers got toleration. For all practical purposes, the Act of 
Toleration was a 501(c)3 regulation. Or, for all practical purposes, the 501(c)3 regulation today is an 
Act of Toleration. 

Baptist churches had been seeking such visibility and toleration under the restoration of Charles II, 
and they finally got it in 1688 in the Glorious Revolution. So now that they had it, they were 
prepared to have a Confession which encoded this fragmented visibility. No more universal Church, 
and no more theology of the “invisible Church.” From now on, being a Baptist would mean 
participating visibly in the process of legitimizing your local Baptist community; if you didn’t, your 
pastor was in trouble with the authorities. This was an incentive which warranted including un-
Biblical burdens in the Confession. And this was the reason why the Baptists in 1689 had to deviate 
so much in their ecclesiology from all the other groups, and from the Baptists in 1644. 

While a study of the influence of 501(c)3 on modern ecclesiology doesn’t fall into the topic of this 
article, it would still be relevant here to point out that the dominance of this Anabaptist ecclesiology 
in modern America coincided with the new Tolerance Act of 501(c)3. Just like in 1689, today, it 
pays for the individual churches to forsake the Reformation doctrine of the invisible church, and to 
go full visible, mandating “local church membership.” The same practice of offering perks for 
visibility, incorporation, registration, etc., have been used by governments throughout history every 
time they had to deal with movements under the government’s radar. Gun registration in the US is 
one example of this practice; government aid to homeschooling families is another. In Eastern 
Europe in  the 1980s, the Communist government started offering registration and legalizing of 
different dissident movements, with the purpose of drawing them in open. In the 1970s and the 
1980s, even Protestant churches were tolerated under Communism if they were incorporated 
(visible), while a simple prayer meeting behind locked doors could easily land the participants in 
prison. In all these cases, taking the government’s bait has led to compromise and even betrayal of 
the ideology and the purpose of the movement. The Toleration Act of 1689 was such a bait. And 
Reformed Baptists fell for it hook, line, and sinker. For the next 200 years, they continued to exist in 
England but their cultural influence waned. This influence had a short culmination in the ministry of 
Charles  Spurgeon—who actually had to compromise on the question of membership in order to 
attract new attendees. After the removal of the disabilities, English Baptists never again played a 
notable part in the history of England. 

The Eschatology of Self-Encapsulation 

It is still true, though, that while the Reformed Baptists and a few more Non-Conformist groups 
surrendered and abandoned the Reformed doctrine of the importance of the invisible Church, other 
Reformed groups did not. Presbyterians and others continued registering membership automatically 
upon baptism, with no requirement of additional commitment to a local body. As I pointed above, 
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from William Glasgow’s History of the Reformed Presbyterian Church, Presbyterian ministers 
considered as “members” people who had no local congregation to be members of. They were 
obviously not so concerned about “submission to elders” and “church discipline.” The concept of 
mandatory “local church membership” remained a characteristic only of the Baptist churches. While 
the political pressure for visibility of the local congregations broke the Baptists, it didn’t break the 
others. This means that some other factor was at work as well.  

That other factor was eschatology. Specifically, pessimistic eschatology. 

In his major treatise on the rise and fall of civilizations, the British historian Arnold Toynbee made 
an interesting observation about civilizations: that while a civilization has faith in the future and is 
expanding, it keeps open borders and builds its roads in a radial shape, from the center to the 
borders. Once it loses its optimism, it starts to encapsulate and focuses on building walls along the 
borders. The Roman Empire is a good example, for in its years of expansion and optimism it built 
very few defensive facilities—only walls of a few strategic cities. Once it reached what was 
considered the farthest possible limit of expansion, and once pessimism became the ruling sentiment 
about the future, the Empire poured huge amounts of money into building gigantic defensive 
structures. Two still exist today in Britain, there are remains of around 10 walls and dykes in 
Romania only, of  lengths between 30 and 100 miles, etc. Once a civilization or culture turn to fear 
of thefuture, it begins to encapsulate itself, even if previously it had no identifiable borders at all. 

The same principle can be seen at work in the history of the United States. It is not a simple 
coincidence that the first anti-immigration laws were passed only after dispensationalism became the 
dominant eschatology in the American churches. Before 1921, Americans may have complained 
about this or that immigrant group, but the common perception was that the nation didn’t need 
closed borders. Obviously, an optimistic culture sees expansion as an inevitable destiny and a 
mandate, so borders are  seen as an impediment. That’s why the Declaration of Independence listed 
closed bordersas one of the grievances against the King. That’s why the US Constitution did not 
allow the Federal government to control immigration. And that’s why for four generations the US 
had open borders for individuals who wanted to travel or to immigrate to it. Optimism needs no 
border control. It was only when a pessimistic eschatology was accepted in the churches, and a 
pessimistic ideology followed suit in the society and in politics, that a call for closed borders could 
be accepted as legitimate and supported by the population. In one of his lectures, R.J. Rushdoony 
also mentions the willingness of the Puritans and the Pilgrims in the colonies in New England to 
open their communities for outsiders, even criminals. Their optimism and faith in the power of 
Redemption to change people and societies gave them assurance that no danger of outsiders can be 
greater than the benefits that would flow from accepting and converting the newcomers. Reformed 
Netherlands in the 16th and the 17th century had the same optimism and the same open borders for 
refugees from wartorn Germany, France, and Spain; in fact, during the 17th century, more than one-
third of the population of the Netherlands was foreign-born. 

The church followed the same policy of openness throughout the centuries. When we today, in our 
populated world, have a baptism service for 30 people, we think it is a big event. Baptisms for 
hundreds and even thousands of people were a normal thing in the age of early missions in Europe. 
From our modern perspective this sounds strange: How did they know every person, and how did 
they know he was a real convert? The truth is, they didn’t. They didn’t need to know. From the 
perspective of those early missionaries, people were not baptized into a local church—such a 
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concept would mean absolutely nothing to the early church. These people were baptized into Jesus 
Christ, and thus into His universal Church. And through the universal Church, they were baptized 
into Christendom, that is, a comprehensive civilization that included everyone, including the false 
converts, and even the unbelievers. Yes, many of these baptized people would know nothing of their 
new faith, and not all of them would be attending church. But the optimism of the early church told 
those early missionaries that no matter what happened after baptism, things were going to get better, 
and the society and the individuals in it would be growing in the faith, with or without churches or 
teachers. Yes, they worked to establish centers of learning and churches. But the Church was greater 
than the local congregations, and included all those who were baptized; and the Kingdom was even 
greater than the Church. So the churches kept their doors opened, and acknowledged as members of 
the Church all those who believed and professed Christ. For many centuries, a significant share of all 
Christians in the world were not under the direct “care” of ecclesiastical ministers. A growing 
civilization needs no encapsulation. 

It was only the cults who kept their ranks closed, and demanded strict rules for church membership 
and an exorbitant focus on submission to human authorities. The reason, again, was eschatological. 
Unlike the historic Church, cults and heresies never understood themselves to be bearers of a 
civilization the way the Church understood itself to be the bearer of Christendom. A cult is always 
busy separating itself from the world, it always views that separation from the world as so radical as 
to make it its defining characteristic. Cults and heresies, by denying one or another tenet of 
trinitarianism, are by default dualistic. And a dualistic religion is by default pessimistic about history 
and the world, because it doesn’t have presuppositional foundation to apply spiritual principles to the 

material world. Cults and heresies do not see the world as conquerable; and therefore they do not 
expect to conquer it. They expect to remain small ghettos of the “true faith” against  a world of 
growing darkness. Thus, building walls around those ghettos is mandatory. They need to clearly 
separate the insiders from the outsiders, through a specific “covenant” of belonging, not just to a 
faith but also to a specific visible body. 

In his book, The Moral Imagination: The Art and Soul of Building Peace,7 the Mennonite scholar 
John Paul Lederach offers an extensive praise of pessimism as an attitude to life. In it, he relates 
pessimism to localism and insulation, to what he calls “proxemics,” that is, “the study of the actual 
physical space that people view as necessary to set between themselves and others in order to feel 
comfortable.” Pessimism makes people build walls around their communities and insulate 
themselves in small localities because the only positive change they can possibly perceive is local, 
limited to what their direct sense can perceive, in Lederach’s words, to “what can be felt and touched 
[emphasis in the original].” Pessimism thus makes people lose their global perspective, for any 
global perspective is  by default impossible to influence; only local processes and changes can be 
influenced,and therefore only local processes and changes are worth paying attention to. And 
following from it, only people who make the local community the focus of their work and service 
are true public servants. A pessimist doesn’t perceive any global processes; he can’t even allow for 
their existence. When confronted with the reality of the universal church in the Confessions, he 
ignores the Confessions (even while he claims he subscribes to them) and asks his pessimistic 
question, “When is the last time you saw the  universal church?” When shown the work and the 
service of men to the universal Church,he wants to see what they have done for some obscure small 
community—even if that obscure small community has never left any legacy of service to the 
universal Church. When given the facts about the historical growth of Christianity, his reply is 
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always local: “Where can you see, with your own eyes, such growth?” A pessimist is always local. 
And therefore a pessimist always builds walls of separation between his community and the world. 
He doesn’t expect his community to conquer the world; so the battle is how to prevent the world 
from conquering his community, how to separate between the “faithful” and the “outsiders.” This is 
where “local church membership” comes in as a convenient legal and psychological technique of 
building walls of separation against the world. All the faithful must come within these walls and 
remain there. Anyone who leaves the enclosure is leaving the faith. 

The Bible, to the contrary, teaches optimism in history. And with its optimism, it teaches a universal 
view which breaks all walls and encourages the faithful to break out of the mold and go out in the 
world. This teaching is everywhere in Scripture; in fact, one of the Old Testament promises about 
the New Covenant is that “Jerusalem will be inhabited without walls because of the multitude of 
men and cattle within it” (Zech. 2:4). The protection will be left to God, not to human devices, be 
they walls or “memberships.” In the Bible, when the Kingdom of God operates, veils are torn, gates 
are broken and opened, and worship is freed from geographical and institutional constraints (John 
4:21). Global events being subject to God, the Biblical optimist sees no reason to separate himself 
from them. The universal Church is more real to him than the supposed “local community,” and 
wherever he joins a local group, it is only in the context of the greater purpose and work of the 
universal Church. He works locally but he is not limited to local “membership.” The very concept of 
“local church membership” means nothing to him. The local church is not an independent 
covenantal agent to start with; it can’t make separate covenants for any kind of “membership.” 
Given that the Biblical optimist expects victory in every area of life, he doesn’t limit nor focus his 
gifts on one single area, local ecclesiastics. Such focus is a waste of resources to him, because the 
Kingdom is much larger than the Church, and certainly much larger than a local group which may or 
may not exist within a few years. His operational motto is, “Local churches come and go, the 
Kingdom remains forever.” Or, to put it in the words of the Westminster Confession, 

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. (WCF 25:5) 

Thus, the Biblical optimist knows, reasonably deducted from his Bible and from the Confessions, his 
involvement with a local congregation must be reasonably limited. Many factors can influence such 
limitation of involvement: the significance of that local congregation in the larger picture of the 
Kingdom of God, the faithfulness of the people and the leadership of that local congregation to the 
Word of God, the nature and scope of his own gifts and calling, the realistic expectations for the 
future of that local gathering, etc. Long-term relational and economic investment, for example, in the 
church in Jerusalem before AD 70 would have been unreasonable, as would be the same in a local 
church in some mining town of declining population and no future. Also, for someone of the gifts 
and calling of Apostle Paul, undue commitment of time and effort and resources to some local 
gathering of Christians as over against commitment to the broader church community would be a 
gigantic waste of resources; imagine Paul in our modern “local churches” today, forced to change 
diapers to prove he is a “true” Christian. For the pessimist, such consideration of the future and 
accounting of resources are useless; no effort of man has any meaning in the greater picture, because 
there is no greater picture to start with. An optimist first sees the greater picture; he first sees the 
future, not the current static conditions; and therefore his strategy is from the greater to the smaller, 
not the other way around. 
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Thus, it is not a surprise that mandatory “local church membership” became a dominant principle in 
the church in the 20th century, when pessimistic eschatologies like premillennialism and 
amillennialism made the Church abandon its commitment to building the Kingdom of Christ, and 
replaced it with withdrawal from the world. But Reformed Baptists lost that commitment as early as 
1689. During the English Commonwealth, they were still carried along in the optimism of all the 
other Reformed groups. After the Restoration, Reformed Baptists never again thought of themselves 
as conquerors who would create a new world order for Christ, or would mandate the moral, 
ideological, and social terms of the society. Even for the most optimistic of them, “victory” was not 
in changing history, but only in remaining faithful in their isolated communities against a hostile and 
powerful world. Even today, in any Baptist church, the history of the Baptists is told in terms of 
survival against all odds, not in terms of conquest against all odds. Even where Baptists were able to 
achieve numerical superiority against all the other faiths—as in the American South in the 20th 
century—they still did not create a dominant Christian culture. 

It was puzzling to many of us in 2012 how and why Southern Baptists failed to support the only 
candidate who was professedly Baptist, had his profession of faith on the home page of his campaign 
website, and specifically related his political platform to the Bible: Ron Paul. They instead were 
trying to decide between one Roman Catholic and another Roman Catholic, both of whom 
supported, at one time or another Planned Parenthood. It is  just as puzzling today how and why a 
judge in Alabama can be removed from his positionfor opposing abortion by a panel of judges, most 
of whom are “members in good standing”  of Baptist churches, and their churches do nothing about 
it. The answer is that thesechurches have that same pessimistic eschatology we talked about above, 
and therefore they can not see anything in the world outside their small ghettos. It is that same 
pessimism that has brought about the concept of “local church membership”: Whatever a man does 
outside the walls of the ghetto has no consequence at all. All that matters is what he does inside the 
ghetto. Because the world outside the ghetto is unconquerable anyway, and there is no hope of 
building a Christian civilization or culture. 

And when the same ghetto eschatology was adopted by the other branches of the Reformed family, 
the same concept of mandatory “local church membership” was adopted as well. Where the 
eschatology of the church is optimistic, there are no walls of selfencapsulation. 
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4. A.A. Hodge, A Short History of Creeds and Confessions. [�] 
5. The First Book of Discipline (1560). This book has been largely the work of John Knox, “the Prophet and 
Apostle” of the Scottish nation, according to James Melville. [�] 
6. For the sake of brevity, I have only taken for analysis the main Reformed Baptist Confessions here. There 
were several General (that is, Arminian) Baptist Confessions, in 1611, 1655, etc., and there was a Statement 
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of Orthodoxy (Reformed) in 1678, which was a precursor to the 1689 Confession. Very little in their content 
is relevant to this study, so I decided to leave them out, and keep them for future reference. [�] 
7. Oxford University Press, 2005, Chapter 6, “On the Gift of Pessimism.” [�] 
8. The same eschatological principle is at work in the conflict between the Christian culture of nuclear 
families and the pagan clan cultures: “Christian Culture vs. Clan Culture.” [�] 
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 “And In One Holy Local Church”: The Ghettoization of 147.
Protestantism (Part 2) 

Bojidar Marinov, January, 2017 

God of Lone Rangers, Destroyer of Systems 

It is for this reason the Church in the past was 
not against, and certainly not afraid of, sending 
out Christians as “lone rangers,” or of 
accepting them as a necessary part of its own 
growth. In fact, in the early centuries of the 
Church, Christian “lone rangers” were praised 
for their commitment and courage, and their 
lives were immortalized in official biographies. 
The literary genre of the biography or the 

autobiography was in fact very characteristic to the Christian culture—for only the Christian culture 
valued the individual person enough to make his life worthy of being recorded.1 And of those whose 
lives were recorded and read in the early church—even as part of the worship service, at times—the 
vast majority were ascetics or lone missionaries. 

There was a theological reason for that, and it had to do with the new status of man under God, in 
relation to the society. Paganism has always been thoroughly collectivist and statist, it has always 
tried to bind the individual to a visible, organized society. It was on this issue where Aristotle and 
Plato, so different from each other in so many respects, agreed, that man needs a visible society to be 
man. Aristotle even denied human nature to those men who were “lone rangers,” who didn’t need 
any society: 

And why man is a social animal in a greater measure than any bee or any gregarious animal is clear. 
. . . It is clear therefore that the state is also prior by nature to the individual; for if each individual 
when separate is not self-sufficient, he must be related to the whole state as other parts are to their 
whole, while a man who is incapable of entering into partnership, or who is so self-sufficing that he 
has no need to do so, is no part of a state, so that he must be either a beast or a god. 

Aristotle’s words were accepted as normative throughout the world of Classical Greece and Rome; 
he based his argument on “natural law,” on the evidence from nature, and everyone just “saw” that 
man just needs the collective to be truly man. Collectivism is inherent in paganism, and the Classical 
world knew nothing of “lone rangers.” Christianity, however, opposed to it a new theology of man: 
and that is, a man with God, even if alone against the whole world, is in the majority. 

We have some today who, imagining they are doing service to God, write treatises against “lone 
rangers,” throwing on them the blame for the failures of the church in the last one century. What 
they really are rendering is not service to God but restoration of paganism and secularism, in all its 
collectivistic infamy, in all its distrust of self-control under God, of all its scorn of the individual 
who has a higher, transcendent calling, independent of manmade social engineering. Even when 
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such men are sincere in their imaginations of the alleged danger of “lone rangers,” they are still 
defending an anti-Christian worldview, a worldview that is un-Biblical and therefore also self-
destructive. 

Of course, the easiest debunking of their imaginations is done by the question: “What lone ranger 
can you name that has been a major factor for the failures and the decline of the church in the last 
one century?” There is none that can be named. To the contrary, all the false doctrines in the church 
in the last one century, doctrines that have crippled the church and have made it passive and 
powerless and devoid of optimism—eschatological pessimism (premillennialism and 
amillennialism), pietism, antinomianism, statism, Arminianism, etc.—have been taught and 
promoted by celebrities, men of enormous following, of duly constituted local congregations, or 
denominations, or seminaries. On the other hand, “lone rangers” have been usually busy trying to 
repair the damage done by the ecclesiastics—and among those “lone rangers” one can mention a 
number of names like R.J. Rushdoony, Arthur Pink, Leonard Ravenhill, etc. Believing that “lone 
rangers” are by default dangerous to the Church while institutional churchmen are by default faithful 
Christians doesn’t reveal a sound Christian mind; it only reveals an amazing blindness to the 
covenant realities of our age. 

But it also reveals blindness to the realities of the Biblical message. For in the Bible, the God we see 
is not a God of institutional systems. To the contrary, we see a God Who destroys institutional 
systems the moment they prove to be in rebellion against Him. And guess what: He does it through 
independent individuals, through those same “lone rangers” whom so many like Jeff Durbin today 
denounce as not being members of the Church. 

Are there “lone rangers” in the Bible? There certainly are, a whole host of them. We don’t even have 
to mention Jesus, the Author of our faith, Who stood alone against two systems, the Roman Empire 
and the Jewish religious leadership; such mention might be a stumbling block to many. But we have 
many lesser men who were alone, and yet, with God, stood against systems and collectives. 

We have Abraham, who was called out of his home and of his family to wander alone all his life. 
Yes, Abraham had his household but he was still called alone, according to Isaiah 51:2. God didn’t 
call a congregation our of Ur, He called one man, alone. We have Moses, who was similarly called 
out of his people, and spent 40 years of his life alone among unbelievers, and then another 40 years 
alone in the wilderness. It was there, alone, in the wilderness, that God called him for his mission. 
And even later, when he had the largest single congregation the world has ever seen, God still 
required that Moses was alone before Him when He delivered His Law (Ex. 24:2). 

We have Elijah, of whom we never have a single record ever submitting to a local congregation or 
elders, or serving his local community. (“Who are your elders, Elijah?”) Amazingly, Jesus 
specifically underscores the fact that if Elijah ever helped any widow in her distress, it was a widow 
outside the covenanted community (Luke 4:26). Much of his life Elijah spent alone, fed by ravens, 
or living in the house of a pagan widow, or on Mount Horeb, and yet, he continued prophesying 
against Israel. Ahab’s complaint in 1 Kings 18:17 against Elijah echoes almost exactly Jeff Durbin’s 
complaint against “facebook prophets”: “You, troubler of Israel.” An official leader of the 
covenanted community speaks in the name of the collective against a “lone ranger.” On whose side 
was God, is the relevant question here. 



 

 
820 

We can quote multiple other examples of “lone rangers” in the Old Testament, all summarized in 
Hebrews 11:38, and all praised for their faith: 

. . . men of whom the world was not worthy, wandering in deserts and mountains and caves and holes 
in the ground. 

Do we have examples of unrighteous, wicked “lone rangers,” people who stood against the visible 
covenanted community and its system of legitimate government just out of pride, not of love for 
God? We do, at least one: Jeroboam (1 Kings 11-12). He rebelled against the rule of King Solomon 
and against the rule of his son, Rehoboam. We need to remember, King Solomon’s rule was much 
more legitimate and lawfully established than the “leadership” of any modern Baptist or Presbyterian 
church; it was established directly by God, confirmed with prophecies and miracles. Modern 
Presbyterian and Baptist “churches” have nothing whatsoever to show to prove the legitimacy of 
their so-called “elders,” except for the votes of other men, of whose legitimacy there is no proof 
either. (And, given the decline of Christianity in the US today, their illegitimacy is well-attested by 
God’s curse on the modern church.) And yet, in this situation of one unrighteous “lone ranger” 
against a legitimately constituted authority over the covenanted community, God sided with the 
“lone ranger,” and sent His prophets to encourage and support the “lone ranger.” And it started as 
early as the reign of Solomon (1 Kings 11:26-40). 

We see the same thing in the New Testament. John the Baptist set the pattern in the New Testament, 
living alone in the wilderness, without submitting to the properly constituted religious establishment. 
I have not read a single Baptist commentary explaining why a lone hermit outside any religious 
structures or ordination would be a lawful authority to perform baptism; nor a Presbyterian 
commentary, for that matter. We see Jesus rebuking the disciples when they wanted to forbid a man 
from casting out demons (Mark 9:38-40; Luke 9:49-50). The man was such a “lone ranger” that we 
don’t even have his name recorded. We see a lone evangelist, Philip, baptizing an Ethiopian (Acts 8) 
who returned to his country, and must have been the only Christian there, given that Ethiopians were 
not mentioned among the converts in Acts 2. 

The Apostle Paul is not usually thought of as a “lone ranger,” but the testimony of the Book of Acts 
and some of his own epistles give us enough indication that he was a man of independent spirit and 
thought very little of official organizational structures. Before he went on his first missionary 
journey, there apparently was some sort of laying of hands on him by the prophets and teachers (no 
elders mentioned) in Antioch in Acts 13:1-3, and yet, the text clearly emphasizes the fact that the 
sending was done by the Holy Spirit Himself. Paul himself never referred to the church in Antioch as 
his “congregation” or “sending church.” He never mentioned his ordination by men. The question so 
darn cherished by modern ecclesiocrats, “Who are your elders?” seems to be ignored completely by 
Paul. In fact, if anything, Paul insisted to the Galatians that he was ordained and sent not by men 
(Gal. 1:1). And it is to these same Galatians (2:11-21) that Paul told about the incident in Antioch, in 
the very church that laid hands on him and sent him out, to which church Paul should have 
submitted, if he obeyed our modern churchian mythologies of “submission to the local church.” 

Keep in mind that by the time of that incident, Paul was still not the authority he is today. He had 
finished only one missionary journey—not a very impressive feat, yet, for many others had done 
missions, too. He had just returned from the Council in Jerusalem which approved of his work, but 
remember, at that Council, Paul was not a participating apostle but a defendant. The Council was a 
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church court, and Paul was examined for the orthodoxy of his ideas and practices. One of his judges 
was Peter himself. A few weeks or months later, the two met in the church in Antioch, where Paul 
dared challenge Peter for his practices and views. Remember, Paul was still nobody compared to the 
Chief of the Apostles. No one in the church shared Paul’s views; the text clearly says that the rest of 
the Jews and even his beloved Barnabas joined Peter in his hypocrisy. It was a clear position of the 
majority in the church—the Chief of the Apostles, the elders and the members of the church, and 
even Paul’s closest associates. 

Nothing in our modern churchian mythologies of “submission” and “local church membership” can 
explain Paul’s actions when he saw that hypocrisy. The man who just recently was a defendant in a 
church court, a nobody compared to everyone else, alone against the whole church, opposed the 
Chief of the Apostles “to his face” and accused him of hypocrisy, and of nullifying the grace of God 
and of the sacrifice of Christ. Yes, this relatively recent convert, to the face of the Apostle who 
personally saw Christ, lived with Christ, and received personally Christ’s last testament to care for 
His Church (John 21:15- 17). 

We don’t know what Peter’s immediate response was; we know that eventually he came to agree 
with Paul, for in his second epistle written 10-15 years later he spoke highly of Paul and his writings 
(1 Pet. 3:15). But whatever his response was at that moment, there is a lesson here for Jeff Durbin: 
That even if a “lone ranger” came to him and opposed him to his face in his own church, in front of 
everyone, Jeff better not be quick to dismiss him, for he may be dismissing God Himself. Let alone 
those “facebook prophets” that he so loves to dismiss. Until Jeff Durbin learns this kind of humility 
and submission, to accept correction no matter where it comes from, he is still unqualified to tell 
others how to submit.  

There’s an even greater lesson in all these examples of “lone rangers” in the Bible, and that is that 
God almost never speaks nor gives prophetic word through established church hierarchies; He 
always prefers to speak through lone individuals. And that when a covenanted organization faces a 
lone individual who denounces the organization or calls it to repentance, odds are, God is Who 
raised that lone individual (1 Kings 11), and the formal legitimacy of the organization is of 
absolutely no consequence to God and to His covenant. Anyone who denounces prophets or 
adversaries solely on the basis of their lack of “local church membership,” or because they are “lone 
rangers,” is Biblically and covenantally blind, and has chosen the road to destruction. Paul had a 
good reason to say, “Do not despise prophecies” (1 Thess. 5:20). God is a God of “lone rangers,” 
and a Destroyer of man-made systems. 

The Modern Mythologies of “Submission,” “Accountability,” and “Church Discipline” 

There isn’t, and has never been any Biblical argument in favor of mandatory “local church 
membership.” The Bible just doesn’t mention it, and in fact, it clearly indicates that God supports 
individuals against collectives more often than He supports collectives against individuals; for one 
reason or another, men in collectives are much more tempted to stand against Him than men who are 
alone. Because there is no Biblical argument for mandatory “local church membership,” modern 
churchmen resort to a rationalist argument: “Without local church membership, there can be no 
submission to elders, no accountability, and no church discipline.” 
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This fact needs to be emphasized: no matter how popular this argument is today among modern 
ecclesiocrats, no matter how often they use it in their sermons and lectures and writings, the 
argument is not Biblical: it cannot be found in the Bible, and it cannot be reasonably derived from 
any Biblical teaching whatsoever, for it clearly contradicts the Biblical evidence. Submission, 
accountability, and church discipline in the Bible were clearly done without an additional covenant 
or any other additional burden related to “local church membership.” A presuppositional analysis of 
the argument shows clearly that it is a rationalist argument, not a Biblical argument. It starts with an 
a priori definition of “submission” as “submission to the local church,” of “accountability” as 
“accountability to the local church,” and “discipline” as “discipline by the local church.” Once the 
local church has been included as a necessary condition in the very definitions of these things, then, 
of course, the question is asked, “How do you have submission, accountability, or discipline without 
the local church?” 

It is the same propaganda trick used by socialists today: their definitions of “welfare” and “charity” 
include mandatory redistribution of wealth as a necessary condition, so their answer to any 
libertarian solution is, “How will we have charity if the government doesn’t tax the rich?” Roads, of 
course, are always by definition built by the government; private entities can’t build roads, therefore, 
“Who’s gonna build the roads?” Education is by default government education, so when we call for 
the abolition of government schools, the answer is, “How would people get education then?” The 
examples for such propaganda manipulation are everywhere around us. In the same way, the modern 
churchian leaders, after they have re-defined “submission,” “accountability,” and “discipline,” ask 
the same manipulative propaganda question: “Without local church membership, how can we have 
submission, accountability, or discipline?”  

And yet, when we look at the results in the American church of the last one century, when the 
doctrine of “local church membership” became dominant, we don’t see the claimed results. Not only 
discipline and accountability are at an all-time low, but the church in America has been losing the 
cultural war for three generations in a row. Whatever the churchmen imagine about the value of their 
“local church membership,” it apparently contributes nothing to the strength of the church. Baptists, 
of course, have always been all over the place theologically and practically. As early as the 1640s, 
there were several Baptist confessions in England, some Calvinist, some extreme Arminian. The 
19th century continued the same divide, and there were groups spinning off the two main branches 
who went into a lot of heretical ideologies. Even today, there is no unified view among Baptists, 
even within the same denomination. Just recently, a high-level celebrity within the Southern Baptist 
Convention called for the excommunication of all the Calvinists from the Convention. As if that was 
not enough, another celebrity-status pastor recently declared that one’s salvation is dependent on 
voting for Donald Trump. It took the SBC more than 50 years after the beginning of the Christian 
homeschool movement to come to some sorta unified, although unclear position on who should be 
teaching the children of Christian parents. Some churches in the denomination have accepted 
sodomite marriage—one would think that this is where at least Baptists would draw the line, but no. 
And the situation is even worse when one looks at more than just the SBC, and when one looks at 
more than just theological and practical views. 

No matter how one tries to twist the historical and modern evidence, the truth is, Baptists, who have 
had a confessional requirement for mandatory “local church membership” for three and a half 
centuries, have, of all the Protestant groups, the worst possible record of accountability and church 
discipline. 
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The other groups and denominations—Presbyterians, Episcopalians (Anglican), Methodists, Dutch 
Reformed, Hungarian Reformed, Lutheran—have not had such confessional requirement, and while 
there have been splits and problems, all of them together could not rival the theological and 
ideological chaos within the Baptist movement . . . until the 20th century, when all these groups also 
accepted the Baptist ideology of ghettoization of the church. And, guess what, it led to the same 
result as with the Baptists: not only numerous splits, but also a proliferation of anti-Biblical 
ideologies within their churches, not to mention hundreds of cases of scandalous behavior and 
practices and outright betrayal of the basic principles of the Gospel which remain not only 
unpunished, but in some cases are encoded as normative in the very constitutions of some churches.2 

In the face of the overwhelming historical and current evidence, only a severely blind and 
brainwashed person can seriously claim that mandatory “local church membership” is necessary 
for maintaining accountability and discipline in the church. And indeed, such blindness is common 
in the American church today, because these terms have not been taken in their Biblical meaning. 
They have been rather developed into a modern mythology, a mythology designed to solidify the 
power of the churchian elites over the mass of ordinary Christians. 

As we know from R.J. Rushdoony’s extensive studies3 on the sociological and political implications 
of paganism and Christian theism (that is, trinitarianism), all pagan mythologies and religions and 
ideologies are by default statist and collectivist to the core. We also saw Aristotle’s declaration that 
one who doesn’t need a society is not even a human. There is a good reason for such collectivism: 
paganism has a problem with the issue of unity. If there isn’t a transcendent God-Creator of the 
world (polytheism or atheism), or if that God is silent (Islam or Arianism), or if that God is silent on 
the current applications of His Word (modern churchian cessationism, which is nothing more than 
baptized rationalism),4 then there can be no transcendent principle of cohesion between men in the 
society. Or, at the very least, such principle would be impossible to know and comprehend. If there 
is no such principle, then it is left to human agencies to provide it for the men in the society. If there 
is such a principle, it will be so concealed that only an “enlightened” or “spiritual” elite would be 
able to decipher it and convey it to all—which is, again, human agencies providing cohesion and 
unity. No matter what the starting point of a society’s thinking is, if it is not consistent trinitarianism 
(equal ultimacy of unity and plurality, of transcendence and immanence) to all its bitter conclusions, 
that society will tend to degenerate into some sort of collectivism. In the final account, an elite—
educational, religious, military, political—will have to take over to provide the unity in that society. 
This is why all pagan religions and ideologies inevitably produce collectivist and totalitarian 
societies and cultures. 

Once the issue of unity is thus placed in the hands of an elite, of a human agency, then that human 
agency must be declared divine, for no challenge to its power can be tolerated. The issue, note well, 
is not just political or organizational; it is first and foremost religious. Belonging to the collective, 
submitting to its elite (elders, leaders, commanders, or whatever you name it) becomes now a 
“fundamental part of the life” of the member of the society, it is “God’s design” for him. His refusal 
to be “under the care” of his beloved leaders by default means that he “despises authority,” for not 
being “under the care” of the elite means that a man despises unity—as it is defined by the elite. 
(Remember, there is no unity except for whatever “unity” the elite provides.) Thus, in all paganism, 
the individual is always viewed with suspicion and distrust; “lone rangers” are always expected to be 
“troublemakers,” destroyers of that divine unity and cohesion provided by the elite. All social theory 
and practice of paganism—or of that deficient Christianity which deifies the collective, as in Jeff 
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Durbin’s statement—therefore has for its goal the subjection of the individual and the automatic 
placement of the elite above all judgment, all accountability, above all discipline. Unless the 
“leaders” are free of accountability, there can be no protection against the “danger” of free men who 
exercise their private judgment. 

Indeed, that is the very purpose of the modern mythologies of “submission,” “accountability,” or 
“church discipline.” They always speak of “submission, accountability, and discipline” for 
individuals. They never speak of “submission, accountability, and discipline” for church sessions. 
There is never a word in all their writings and speaking of what the obligations of church sessions 
are—and therefore of what the punishments for church sessions are when they don’t meet their 
obligations. 

One of my elders in the past, involved in planting a church with other elders, had to sit through a 
meeting listening to their talk about the different levels of government—family, church, and state—
about their rights and responsibilities, and about the Biblical principles of mutual control between 
these levels of government: for example, what the church can speak to the government in terms of 
correction, of to the family, etc. At some point of the discussion, he asked, “Aren’t we missing one 
level of government, the most important one? What about self-government, its responsibilities, and 
its rights to correct and discipline the other governments?” The “session” went silent for a moment, 
then ignored his words, and continued as if he had said nothing. I wish it was just one church 
session, but it is not. There is not a single Book of Church Order in any church or denomination in 
the US today which acknowledges the rights and responsibilities of self-government, and allows it 
certain power and privileges over church government. Self-government doesn’t exist; or, if it exists, 
it is only pro-forma, in the form of “submission” to the “local church.” You have to submit to the 
local church, otherwise you don’t have “self-government.” The question is, of course, “Submit to 
what? What are you going to ask me to do?” But that answer is left conveniently vague in the books 
of the modern ecclesiocrats. 

Under these modern mythologies, there is never the question of accountability or discipline for the 
local session. Who is Jeff Durbin accountable to? Just to his session which consists of his 
handpicked closest friends? If this is “accountability,” then anyone can claim “accountability” to his 
buddies. Who can excommunicate Jeff Durbin and his session if they commit injustice as a session? 
Is such accountability of his session included in his church’s constitution? Does it say who can 
excommunicate the session if they commit injustice?   

Back in the 1980s, cops from the LAPD’s SWAT team tortured activists of Operation Rescue on the 
streets of Los Angeles; they also kicked a pregnant mother until her unborn baby died. The cops 
were led by Bob Vernon, who was also an elder in John MacArthur’s church. Vernon had the full 
support of his “local church leadership,” and later, John MacArthur had an honor service for the 
same cops who had brutalized other Christians and had murdered an unborn baby. No repentance 
came out from either Vernon or MacArthur’s church elders, not even a formal apology. Who holds 
MacArthur responsible for supporting this murder? Who can take MacArthur to court and 
excommunicate him if found guilty? And Jeff Durbin calls MacArthur a “hero of the faith.” Does 
that mean that one day, if for one reason or another Apologia’s church session commits the same 
crime, there will be no accountability for them?  
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Yes, that’s what it means. That’s the very purpose of the modern mythologies of “submission,” 
“accountability,” and “church discipline”: it is to rob individual Christians of their Christian liberty 
and to establish the power of churchian elites over the individual conscience of their members. It is 
to free the churchian celebrities of our age of all accountability and to make then invulnerable to all 
discipline. As I pointed in my article on “Modern Presbyterianism and the Destruction of the 
Principle of Plurality of Elders,” no matter what decision a church session makes, there is no 
punishment, no accountability, no discipline. As long as an elder doesn’t go “rogue,” that is, doesn’t 
go against the collective of other elders, he can commit any kind of injustice in agreement with other 
elders, and get away with it. And this is not limited to Presbyterianism; it applies to every single 
session of every single church or denomination in the US. 

The only possible solution to this problem of the lack of accountability and discipline for churchian 
celebrities and elites is when individual people start leaving their churches, realizing the corruption 
of the modern so-called “elders” and their so-called “sessions.” Since there is no accountability for 
the very leaders who demand accountability, and since there is no discipline for the same people 
who claim to enforce discipline, then those individual members of their flocks who want to remain 
faithful to Christ and His true Church —not to the fake churches of today—have only one resort: 
leave. And also, take their money with them and quit supporting the fake leaders of today. And 
perhaps even take their money to the true prophets and teachers of God, who have not bowed their 
knees to Baal. Like that man of Baal-Shalisha (literally, the Lord of the Trinity) in 2 Kings 4:42, 
who, instead of bringing the bread of his first fruits to the Temple, as was according to the Law (Ex. 
23:19), brought it to Elisha, the Prophet of God. And Elisha did not return him to the Temple, but 
used the bread to perform one of those miracles of a little of bread multiplied for a multitude of 
people. Apparently, God was quite pleased that the man did not obey His Law in the ceremonial 
detail, but obeyed it in its spirit. And if the Temple that was established personally by God did not 
deserve the first fruits, why should our modern “local churches” who have proven to be fake and 
useless deserve any better? 

And this is where the doctrine of the mandatory “local church membership” comes to play its most 
important role: not to secure accountability and discipline, not at all. But to secure the loyalty of the 
individual Christians. Because, you know, unless you are a “member” and you give your tithe to a 
“church,” without holding them accountable, you are not a true Christian. And if you dare hold them 
accountable, don’t forget you are a member, you have made a covenant to submit, and they can 
“excommunicate” you, while you have no recourse against them. It has nothing to do with real 
discipline and with real accountability. The doctrine is specifically made to protect the elites. As R.J. 
Rushdoony said, commenting on the local church, “The attitude of the modern man is that status is a 
license for irresponsibility.”5 That attitude has become encoded in the mythologies of “submission,” 
“accountability,” and “church discipline.” 

And that’s why the church has been in this sorry state for the last 100 years. 

Submission to Church Bureaucrats Is Not in the Bible 

The mythology of “submission to elders” needs a special section in this article, given that it has 
become the main objection to the universal view of the church encoded in the Confessions. It is one 
of these mantras of the modern church that have been gullibly accepted as true by default by millions 
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of Christians without checking with their Bible as true Bereans, to see if the Bible really supports 
such concept. 

I wish I could include a subsection with an epistemological analysis of this theory of power and 
submission to power; but this will make this article a little too long. Perhaps I will do it in a future 
article where I will discuss similar theories supporting the different sorts of collectivisms raising 
their heads in the Church today: establishmentarianism, patriarchalism, high-churchism etc. Suffice 
to say here that such theory of power and submission is not based on the Bible and is not supported 
by the covenantal worldview of the Bible. It is based rather on the “natural law” theory. It is under 
the “natural law” theory that “naturally” existing power must be necessarily exercised, or it is 
wasted. A person in power is supposed to actively use his power to force others to do good, not let it 
lie passively and only use it to prevent them from doing evil. The father in the family (as the most 
powerful person in the family), the ruler in civil government (as the most powerful person in a 
geographical territory), the session of elders in the church (as those who wield the power of ultimate 
decisions in the church) would be wasting the power given to them if they don’t use it to make 
individuals follow their agenda. Thus, individuals would be “disrespecting authority” if they rely on 
their own individual judgment and maturity, if they follow their own agenda and vision and mission. 
Especially if that individual agenda and vision and mission is not approved by the powerful of the 
day. Or, licensed or permitted by them. This, again, will be left for a future article. For now, enough 
to remember that modern statism did not appear out of nothing. It was modeled after modern church 
collectivism, or the same doctrine of “submission to elders” that is so popular today in our churches. 

The Biblical doctrine of power and submission is exactly the opposite to that of “natural law.” The 
Law of God clearly limits the extent of all power in the society and leaves the greatest power to self-
government. The New Testament supports this “rugged individualism” of the Law by declaring that 
“the head of every man is Christ” (1 Cor. 11:3). Not his pastor or elders, nor his civil government. In 
addition to that, Jesus specifically declared that in His Kingdom, the pagan order of hierarchy—from 
the powerful to the weak —is turned on its head, and it is those who serve that are the true authority, 
not those of power: 

And there arose also a dispute among them as to which one of them was regarded to be greatest. And 
He said to them, “The kings of the Gentiles lord it over them; and those who have authority over them 
are called ‘Benefactors.’ But it is not this way with you, but the one who is the greatest among you 
must become like the youngest, and the leader like the servant. For who is greater, the one who 
reclines at the table or the one who serves? Is it not the one who reclines at the table? But I am 
among you as the one who serves” (Luke 22:24-27). 

In the Kingdom of God, legal, or physical, or intellectual, or governmental, or ecclesiastical power is 
not the basis for authority. In fact, the opposite is true: the less a man uses his power to lord over 
other people and the more he uses is to serve (as the one who serves at the table), the higher his 
authority is. This reversed system of power vs. authority is apparently very important, given that 
Jesus repeats the same principle multiple times (see, for example, Matt. 20:25-28; 23:11; Mark 9:35-
37; 10:42-45; Luke 9:46-48; etc.). Even more than that, the more power a man is given, the more he 
must be held accountable and the worse the punishments on him in case he commits transgression 
(Luke 12:48). The men who are given more power in the church—or in any society—should not be 
also given submission, for this will lead to a pagan order of things. To the contrary, they must be 
held to the strictest standards, under severe control, constantly supervised, and immediately punished 
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and sacked in case of transgression. Only in a pagan social order submission is given to men in 
power; in a covenantal society, submission is given only to servants. Servants are given all the 
freedom they need to work and serve. Powerful men are kept on a short leash and immediately 
rebelled against and punished when they cross their lines.  

Thus, contrary to all the modern mythologies of some “biblical command” to submit to elders in the 
sense of church bureaucrats, the Bible contains no such command. It certainly contains 
commandments to submit to authority, but, following Jesus’s statement quoted above, that authority 
has nothing to do with legal power or structures in the churches.  

To start with, the only verse that specifically says “submit to your elders” in the English translation, 
clearly doesn’t have “elders” as “church leaders”: 

You younger men, likewise, be subject to your elders. . . . (1 Peter 5:5). 

The clear meaning of the word “elders” is the original, direct meaning: “older men.” (That’s the 
meaning of the word presbus in Greek.) The counterpoint between older (presbuteros) and younger 
(neoteros) is the same as in 1 Tim. 5:1: “Do not sharply rebuke an older man, but rather appeal to 
him as a father, to the younger men as brothers.”  

The objection here may be that Peter perhaps had in mind church elders, given that the context in the 
first four verses of 1 Pet. 5 indicates men in formal office. Such formal office, however, has to be 
assumed first before read into these verses; and even then, it is not clear why only the younger ones 
are admonished to obey. Aren’t the older non-elders not commanded to obey? 

The more Biblical interpretation of the word “elders” in Peter’s words is not “church administrators” 
but “men of authority,” whether these men had any official legal power in the church or not. The 
same Greek word of “be subject” (hupotasso) is applied in other places for different circumstances, 
but an important one in respect to “submit” is 1 Cor. 16:16 where Paul commands the church at 
Corinth to “be in subjection to such,” and from the previous verse the “such” are the “household of 
Stephanas.” Obviously, the whole “household” can’t be a group of church administrators, for the 
word includes also the women in the household (and, if you are a paedobaptist, the children as well). 
The special position of authority of Stephanas’s household was that they “were the first fruits of 
Achaia, and have devoted themselves for ministry to the saints.” Their authority of “elders”—older 
in the faith than anyone else in that church—had nothing to do with their position of legal power but 
with their service. That is, just as Jesus said it should be: it’s the servants who should be rendered 
submission, not the rulers. 

The same focus on submission for service is in Heb 13:17: “Obey your leaders and submit to them, 
for they keep watch over your souls as those who will give an account.” Again, the assumption that 
the “leaders” here are “church bureaucrats” is unwarranted. The description would fit anyone in a 
position of teaching and influence and authority, whether they are church bureaucrats or not. It, in 
fact, would exclude those of the modern “church elders” who can’t demonstrate being responsible 
for anyone’s soul; such deserve no obedience and submission whatsoever, no matter what their 
official title in the church is. 

This point is even further emphasized in 1 Tim. 5:17: 
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The elders who rule well are to be considered worthy of double honor, especially those who work 
hard at preaching and teaching. 

This is the closest statement in the Bible of obedience—or, rather, “double honor”—to church 
officers, for the designation elder is clearly connected to the word “rule.” And yet, even here, 
“double honor” is only conditional: “the elders who rule well.” If we assume that the verse speaks of 
church administrators or officers, the question that we need to ask is, Who decides which elders rule 
well and which don’t? If you ask the church bureaucrats themselves, they will all say that they rule 
well. We already know what the standard is for good rule: service. But who or what institution 
decides if an elder really lives up to that standard? 

To answer this question, we need to raise from oblivion one of the most important, and yet the most 
forgotten doctrines of the Reformation, a doctrine that in previous centuries was understood to be the 
mark of Protestantism by every single Reformed theologian, and yet today is never mentioned by 
any supposedly “Reformed” celebrity, and in the few places where it is mentioned, it is only to be 
rejected, maligned, and ridiculed: the doctrine of the right and duty of private judgment. 

The Priesthood of All Believers and the Right and Duty of Private Judgment  

What is missing from the mythologies of the modern ecclesiocrats is one of the foundational 
doctrines of the Reformation, namely, the priesthood of all believers. Not that the modern 
“Reformed” celebrities don’t mention that doctrine; but the way they teach it is vastly different from 
what the Reformers meant by it. 

A number of examples can be presented of the modern, twisted meaning of this doctrine, but this 
article by Ligonier would be a good example, with a succinct presentation of it: “A Royal Priesthood 
in Christ.” Going to the Old Testament for the meaning of our priesthood, the article ends with the 
following summary: 

In Christ, there is a true priesthood of all believers. All of us who trust in Jesus alone for salvation 
have free access into His presence, and all of our lawful vocations are set apart for true God-honoring 
service. 

Notice what the “priesthood” is limited to: to our access to God and to our salvation. That is, our 
priesthood is limited to our passive standing before God. And perhaps our daily job routine, as well. 
This is entirely in agreement with the modern mythologies of “submission,” as we discussed them 
above. Whatever we do, as individuals and priests, we do not have any authority above and beyond 
our own personal life and salvation. All that our “priesthood” counts for is our salvation. Nothing 
else. 

But the author of this Ligonier article is wrong: this is not what the function of the priesthood was in 
the Old Testament, and this is certainly not what the Reformers had in mind when they proclaimed 
the priesthood of all believers. A priest was not simply one who was personally saved by having 
direct access to God. Such idea of a priest personally saved may be a good pagan idea, but it 
certainly is not a Biblical idea. The concept of priesthood was a concept of mediatorial service, of 
judiciary authority in the name of God and based on His Law. It was not the direct access to God 
that defined a priest—in fact, only one priest entered the Holy of Holies once a year. (If anyone had 
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direct access to God all the time, it seems to be the prophets, not the priests.) People were saved 
without being priests, directly by God. People could offer to God without a priest, or could make 
their offering to non-priests (2 Kings 4:42). Non-priests could enter the Temple and eat of the bread 
that was only for the priests. But the function of the priests was to read the Law and to interpret it to 
other people. It was not their status before God that defined them as priests; it was their function to 
the world outside the Temple and even outside the covenanted community that defined them as 
priests. They were supposed to read the Word, and judge everything based on their understanding of 
the Word.6 Yes, judge even the church and the other priests of the covenanted community. 

Thus we come to one of the most puzzling of all paradoxes of modern Protestantism: the complete 
disappearance of the doctrine of the right and duty of private judgment from our modern pulpits. 

This was part of Luther’s idea of the priesthood of all believers: That every believer is entitled to his 
private judgment as to what the Word of God says, and is obligated to exercise his private judgment 
in relation to whatever the church or the civil authorities say. Any submission to any kind of 
authority must start from the personal conscience of the individual, and therefore from his private 
judgment. There was more to Luther’s idea, of course, and it was that the priesthood of all believers 
made it the rule that any Christian has the mandate to preach the Word of God to any authorities and 
to any audience, whether he has a permission from bishops or popes or not.7 Submission to 
authorities, in Luther’s view, was to be conditional, and the condition was whatever the authorities 
said must be first judged by the individual based on his understanding of the Bible. 

Private judgment was specifically included in the Reformed confessions of faith as one of the 
legitimate sources of knowledge, on the same level as church councils, and in need to be judged by 
the Word of God just as much as the opinions of the church councils: 

The supreme judge by which all controversies of religion are to be determined, and all decrees of 
councils, opinions of ancient writers, doctrines of men, and private spirits, are to be examined, and in 
whose sentence we are to rest, can be no other but the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture. (WCF 
1:10; LBCF 1:10) 

It was on this basis, and on the basis of their struggles against the prelacy that the early Presbyterians 
in Scotland and the Puritans and other dissenters in England developed the concept of private 
judgment, as an application of the priesthood of all believers, to the position of a fundamental 
doctrine of the Reformed faith. Among a small modern sect today who fancy themselves to be 
spiritual heirs of the Scottish Covenanters, it is fashionable to lambast private judgment and to extol 
collective decisions of churchian “councils” as if they are the last time the Holy Spirit has spoken 
(similar to the Romanists after the Council of Trent). But the truth is, the original Covenanters 
trusted private judgment far more than any of the modern supposedly “Reformed” theologians. No 
less of an authority than George Gillespie declared the importance of private judgment:  

The subordinate judgment, which I call private, is the judgment of discretion whereby every 
Christian, for the certain information of his own mind, and the satisfaction of his own conscience, 
may and ought to try and examine, as well the decrees of councils as the doctrine of particular 
pastors, and in so far to receive and believe the same, as he understands them to agree with the 
Scriptures (George Gillespie, A Dispute Against The English Popish Ceremonies). 
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Gillespie was consistent, and he did not change his mind when it came to Presbyterianism, but 
actually denied the right even of a Presbyterian government to discard private judgment: 

The prelates did not allow men to examine, by the judgment of Christians and private discretion, their 
decrees and canons, so as to search the Scriptures and look at the warrants, but would needs have men 
think it enough to know the things to be commanded by them that are in places of power. Presbyterial 
government doth not lord it over men’s consciences, but admitteth (yea commendeth) the searching of 
the Scriptures, whether these things that it holds forth be not so, and doth not press men’s consciences 
with sic volo, sic jubeo, but desireth they may do in faith what they do (George Gillespie, Aaron’s 
Rod Blossoming, 1646). 

Earlier in that same book, Gillespie contends that when a church is not doing its job of a church, 
individual Christians have the right to leave, have no obligation to obey the church, and that they 
even have the right to speak to it with the same spirit as the prophets, quoting Calvin himself to this 
regard: 

They, therefore, who give their will for a law, and their authority for a reason, and answer all the 
arguments of their opponents, by bearing down with the force of public constitution and the judgment 
of superiors, to which theirs must be conformed, do rule the Lord’s flock “with force and with 
cruelty” (Ezek. 34:4); as “lords over God’s heritage” (1 Pet. 5:3) Always, since men give us no leave 
to try their decrees and constitutions, that we may hold fast to no more than is good, God be thanked 
that we have a warrant to do it (without their leave) from his own word (1 Thess. 5:21) . . . “If we 
rightly feel we are deprived of the faculty of questioning, it must be indicated by that same spirit who 
speaks through his prophets,” says Calvin. We will not then call any man rabbi nor, “jurare in verba 
magistri“, nor yet be Pathagorean disciples to the church herself, but we will believe her and obey her 
in so far only as she is the pillar and ground of the truth (George Gillespie, A Dispute Against The 
English Popish Ceremonies). 

Apparently, the original Covenanters were much more Biblical than modern Presbyterians, and than 
Jeff Durbin, being willing to both listen to prophets outside the church, and to speak to the church as 
prophets outside it, with the same Spirit who moved the prophets. 

Francis Turretin went as far as to say that individuals guided by the Holy Spirit were better capable 
of finding out the meaning of Scripture: 

Rather we hold only that private believers gifted with the Holy Spirit are bound to examine 
according to the Word of God, whatever is proposed for their belief or practice by the rulers of the 
church; as much as by individuals separately as by many congregated in a synod. Also they are to 
believe that by the guidance of the Spirit, by pious prayers and diligent study of the Scriptures, they 
can better find out the meaning of Scripture in things necessary to salvation than whole synods 
receding from the Word of God and than asociety which claims for itself (but falsely) the name of 
the true church. (Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 1696) This was part of their 
“indispensable” office as priests and was meant to protect them against church tyranny and bondage:  

That cannot, therefore, be considered rashness or pride which belongs to the execution of an 
indispensable office imposed upon all believers. Nor under the pretext of avoiding pride ought 
believers to blind themselves and to divest themselves of their right in order that their consciences by 
a blind obedience may be reduced to bondage. (Ibid.) 
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Turretin’s conclusion is that individual Christians do not owe anyone any obedience in the matters of 
conscience, because such obedience would put their souls in danger: 

But in affairs of conscience which have reference to faith, piety and the worship of God, no one can 
usurp dominion over the conscience; nor are we bound to obey anyone, because otherwise we would 
be bound to error and impiety and thus we would incur eternal punishment and our consciences 
would be stained with vices without criminality because we would be bound to obey superiors 
absolutely (Ibid.) 

But these were Presbyterians. What about Reformed Baptists, like Charles Spurgeon? England has 
never had a more stout defender of private judgment against all human authority than the Prince of 
Preachers. The examples from his sermons are too many to list, so we will have to limit them. The 
clearest of all is in his sermon on Luke 12:54-57, where he identifies private judgment and resistance 
against authority with “manliness of spirit”: 

He charges them to use their common sense, and not submit themselves to be hoodwinked by their 
leaders. He asked, “Judge you not even of yourselves what is right?” Why bow yourselves down that 
scribes and Pharisees may go over you? Think and judge for yourselves like men. The Lord, here, 
declares the duty of private judgment, and exhorts the people to use it, urging them to yield no more 
a slavish obedience to the mandates of their false leaders, but to use their own wits as they would 
upon ordinary matters, and even of themselves judge what was right. The people needed awakening 
from spiritual slumber. They required to be exhorted to manliness of spirit, for they had so 
completely surrendered their judgments to their blind leaders, that the most conspicuous signs of the 
time were unperceived by them. 

Obviously, Jeff Durbin’s insistence of people submitting to the “care of pastors” would lead to “un-
manliness” of spirit. One doesn’t create true men by making them dependent on someone’s care. 
Manliness is produced by maturity, and maturity is produced by the ability of a man to deal with 
challenges alone, with the invisible God, against all visible odds. Jeff’s call for all to find a “safe 
space” under leaders who are neither proven legitimate nor mature themselves will only create 
immature men. We have too many of those immature men. We need Spurgeon’s manliness of spirit. 
For this we need private judgment to resist all human authority. Yes, even that of Jeff’s church. 

The “right and duty of private judgment” was so dear a doctrine to Spurgeon that he was willing to 
break his ties with his Baptist brethren over it as one of the most important doctrines of 
Protestantism. In 1888, he offered his resignation as a member of the Baptist Union of Great Britain 
and Ireland. His dissatisfaction with the Union was that it allowed membership to people who were 
questioning or rejecting basic Biblical doctrines. A delegation from the Union was promptly sent to 
Spurgeon. His reply to the delegation was that the Union needed to have a “simple basis of Bible 
truths. These are usually described as Evangelical doctrines.” He then gave the delegation the 
following list of those Evangelical doctrines (notice the order in which they were given): 

1. The Divine inspiration, authority, and efficiency of the Holy Scriptures. 
2. The right and duty of private judgment in the interpretation of the Holy Scriptures. 
3. The Unity of the Godhead, and the Trinity of Persons therein. 
4. The utter depravity of human nature in consequence of the fall. 
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5. The incarnation of the Son of God. His work of atonement for sinners of mankind, and His 
mediatorial intercession and reign. 

6. The justification of the sinner by faith alone. 
7. The work of the Holy Spirit in the conversion and sanctification of the sinner. 
8. The immortality of the soul, the resurrection of the body, the judgment of the world by our 

Lord Jesus Christ, with the eternal blessedness of the righteous, and the eternal punishment 
of the wicked. 

9. The Divine institution of the Christian ministry, and the obligation and perpetuity of the 
ordinances of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper.8 

These were the doctrinal priorities of the Prince of Preachers. The right to private judgment is in 
second place, after the importance of the Holy Scriptures, before everything else. He was a good 
Calvinist, after all, and like Calvin in his Institutes, started his priorities from the knowledge of God, 
which could only come from Scripture through private judgment in interpretation. The Divine 
institution of Christian ministry comes last. What about the Baptist confessional requirement for 
“local church membership”? Nowhere on the list. 

Returning to the Presbyterian camp, Charles Hodge, of whom we talked above, also makes private 
judgment the mark of the Protestant faith, and relates it to the centrality and the perspicuity of 
Scripture. He has a special section on “Private Judgment” in his Systematic Theology. Here’s what 
one of the greatest theologians in the history of Presbyterianism has to say on this issue: 

What Protestants deny on this subject is, that Christ has appointed any officer, or class of officers, in 
his Church to whose interpretation of the Scriptures the people are bound to submit as of final 
authority. What they affirm is that He has made it obligatory upon every man to search the Scriptures 
for himself, and determine on his own discretion what they require him to believe and to do.9 

Echoing Turretin’s statement of the danger of obeying men on matters of faith and conscience, 
Hodge continues: 

Every man is responsible for his religious faith and his moral conduct. He cannot transfer that 
responsibility to others; nor can others assume it in his stead. He must answer for himself; and if he 
must answer for himself, he must judge for himself. It will not avail him in the day of judgment to say 
that his parents or his Church taught him wrong. He should have listened to God, and obeyed Him 
rather than men.10 

We will talk later of the real meaning of church discipline, and that in the Bible, contrary to our 
modern practices, it has absolutely nothing to do with church elders. Hodge himself makes the 
correct observation that divine admonishments in the Bible are always directed at the people in 
general, not at their elders. The people do not need anyone to stand between them and God in 
understanding Scripture: 

The Scriptures are everywhere addressed to the people, and not to the officers of the Church either 
exclusively, or specially. The prophets were sent to the people, and constantly said, “Hear, O Israel,” 
“Hearken, O ye people.” Thus, also, the discourses of Christ were addressed to the people, and the 
people heard him gladly. All the Epistles of the New Testament are addressed to the congregation, to 
the “called of Jesus Christ;” “to the beloved of God;” to those “called to be saints;” “to the sanctified 
in Christ Jesus;” “to all who call on the name of Jesus Christ our Lord;” “to the saints which are in 
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(Ephesus), and to the faithful in Jesus Christ;” or “to the saints and faithful brethren which are in 
(Colosse);” and so in every instance. It is the people who are addressed. To them are directed these 
profound discussions of Christian doctrine, and these comprehensive expositions of Christian duty. 
They are everywhere assumed to be competent to understand what is written, and are everywhere 
required to believe and obey what thus came from the inspired messengers of Christ. They were not 
referred to any other authority from which they were to learn the true import of these inspired 
instructions. It is, therefore, not only to deprive the people of a divine right, to forbid the people to 
read and interpret the Scriptures for themselves; but it is also to interpose between them and God, 
and to prevent their hearing his voice, that they may listen to the words of men.11 

This, of course, is in agreement with the description of the New Covenant in Heb. 8:11 and Jeremiah 
31:34. The quotes from Charles Hodge to this regard are so many that we will have to limit them, 
but the last is important, for it not only defends the right to private judgment, it also establishes our 
duty to resist any alleged church “minister” who wants to mandate submission to a human authority:  

It need hardly be remarked that this right of private judgment is the great safeguard of civil and 
religious liberty. 

The principle of the right and duty of private judgment is not limited to Presbyterians and Baptists; it 
is common to all reformed Christians. I will present in the conclusion of this article a very powerful 
quote by Herman Bavinck, a Dutch Reformed theologian, but for now, the next example will be 
from a Reformed Anglican Bishop, J.C. Ryle himself, recently praised even by John MacArthur in a 
sermon as a Reformed authority. (Although, MacArthur is probably ignorant of all the views J.C. 
Ryle taught.) Ryle, a bishop of Liverpool, believed so much in private judgment that he even had a 
separate paper on it, titled . . . well . . . “Private Judgment,” of course. 

Here’s how J.C. Ryle describes what won the victory for the Protestant Reformation: 

There were three great doctrines or principles which won the battle of the Protestant Reformation. 
These three were: 

(1) the sufficiency and supremacy of Holy Scripture, 

(2) the right of private judgment, and 

(3) justification by faith only, without the deeds of the law. 

The whole article is an amazing defense of the right, duty, and necessity of private judgment, so I 
won’t quote all that is relevant, but one line is important to us here, for in it, Bishop Ryle comes to 
the logical conclusion of the concept of private judgment, and that is, that a true Christian has the 
right and the duty to stand alone against the whole Church when necessary! And that local churches 
all come and go, but a Christian must stand on the truth of God, even if that means to stand alone. 
Yes, that’s an Anglican Bishop saying it: 

The particular branches of the Church are not infallible. Any one of them may err. Many of them 
have fallen foully, or have been swept away. Where is the Church of Ephesus at this day? Where is 
the Church of Sardis at the present time? Where is Augustine’s Church of Hippo in Africa? Where is 
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Cyprian’s Church of Carthage? They are all gone! Not a vestige of any of them is left! 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! 

Jeff Durbin should pay attention: as a Baptist minister, it should be particularly alarming to him that 
a Presbyterian (Hodge) and an Episcopalian (Ryle) have a better view of Christian liberty and the 
rights and duties of the individual against the church. This is a very good sign that in his 
ecclesiology, he is not Reformed, but he has rather gone over to the side of Rome and their 
ecclesiology, making himself a little pope. Granted, he may be listening to other Baptist preachers 
whom he respects and esteems, but this may turn out to be a dangerous trust. For many Baptist 
ministers in America today are nothing more than practical papists in their view of their own 
congregations. 

To this list of Reformed theologians who held the right and duty of private judgment to be the 
distinguished mark of the Reformation we can add other theologians like Heinrich Bullinger, 
Melanchton, A.A. Hodge, John Owen, James Henley Thornwell, Robert Dabney, Richard Baxter, 
and many others. Obviously, the doctrine of private judgment was considered one of the most 
important doctrines of the Reformation and in the history of Reformed theology, no matter which 
part or group of the Reformed family one chooses. In fact, this is how the Reformation started, with 
Luther’s firm affirmation of his right and duty to private judgment before a court of the political and 
church elite of the day: 

Unless I am convinced by the testimony of the Holy Scriptures or by evident reason—for I can believe neither 
pope nor councils alone, as it is clear that they have erred repeatedly and contradicted themselves—I consider 
myself convicted by the testimony of Holy Scripture, which is my basis; my conscience is captive to the Word 
of God. Thus I cannot and will not recant, because acting against one’s conscience is neither safe nor sound. 
God help me. Amen. 

And it is for this reason the first thing he did after the Diet of Worms was not to establish a new 
church hierarchy but to translate the Bible into the language of the people, so that the people could 
exercise their right and duty of private judgment. 

To make it simple: without the right and duty to private judgment, there is no Reformation, and we 
are back to Papism. 

Isn’t it strange, then, that the modern allegedly “Reformed” celebrities never even mention this 
doctrine, and very few, if any, of modern “Reformed” Christians even know about the doctrine and 
about its importance for the Reformation? John MacArthur has had 30+ years of preachings, and a 
search on his name and “private judgment” doesn’t yield any results. Same applies to Albert Mohler. 
Same applies to John Piper. Same applies to Michael Horton. Same applies to R. Scott Clark, and all 
the other names at Westminster West. Same applies to RC Sproul. Same applies to a number of other 
modern Reformed celebrities. I don’t follow Jeff Durbin’s show and I can’t find any database of 
topics, but when I asked people who follow it, they can’t remember him ever speaking on the issue 
of private judgment. I have never heard a sermon on private judgment in any “Reformed” church I 
have been to. None of my friends can remember such a sermon or lecture ever, neither in church or 
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at any seminary. I have had people who have been Presbyterians their whole lives and have been 
through hundreds and thousands of sermons and lectures, and when I mention “private judgment,” 
they are all against it; and they are deeply surprised when I tell them that it was actually one of the 
most important doctrines of the Reformation. 

(On a side note, if we follow Spurgeon’s declaration that exercising private judgment is “manliness 
of spirit,” perhaps we have an explanation of why the modern church in America is so effeminate 
and devoid of manliness.) 

Any conscientious reader should be deeply alarmed by now. How is it that a doctrine that just 100 
years ago was considered one of the cornerstones of the Reformation and of Protestantism, is today 
so well-forgotten, and never mentioned by the same teachers who should have been teaching us 
about it? What kind of “Reformed theology” have we been taught, anyway? With so many claims of 
“Calvinist” revival in the churches today, how is it that the very doctrine that started the Reformation 
is missing? 

The reason should be obvious: The doctrine of the right and duty of private judgment can’t co-exist 
with the modern mythologies of mandatory “local church membership” and “submission to the local 
church.” 

Since according the Confessions, “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,”12 then the burden is laid on the individual believer, filled with the Holy Spirit, to judge 
every word and every teaching and every practice of any local church, and any pastor or elder or 
bishop. It’s not just a right that he can exercise whenever he decides. It is a duty that he must 
exercise always, or, according to Turretin, “an indispensable office imposed upon all believers.” 
Even more than that: the individual believer must exercise that office even when he is alone against 
the whole church, and the whole church is clearly in error; just as Paul did in Antioch (Gal. 2). 
Without this duty of the individual believer, there is no Reformation. 

When the individual believer, however, is bound by a special covenant into “membership” and 
“submission” to a local body—even if it is among the “purest churches under heaven”—this right 
and duty of private judgment is compromised. Yeah, yeah, I know, modern ecclesiocrats use the 
excuse that such submission is not absolute. What they don’t say, however is that under the terms 
“local church membership” their power to declare “excommunication” continues to be absolute, and 
their immunity to sanctions is absolute. That is, the individual believer is not absolutely bound to 
obey what the “elders” say, but the “elders” are still free to do whatever they want with him. (Just 
like with taxes: Paying taxes is supposedly voluntary, but the government will still put you in prison 
and confiscate your belongings if you don’t pay.) The only challenge to their power comes when 
more and more people take seriously their right and duty of private judgment—for this is the same 
challenge that shook Rome in the Protestant Reformation. When the individual believers have the 
right and duty of private judgment, then the whole concept of “submission to the local church” 
becomes meaningless. Submission is owed only when the local church is faithful to the Word of 
God—but then again, there is no necessity for a special oath of “membership” for that, such oath has 
already been made in baptism. At the same time, when the local church goes against the Word of 
God, then what is owed is not submission but resistance and rebellion against the ungodly power of 
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the “elders”; and also sanctions against the session up to excommunication. Of course, no church 
session would include such a clause in their church’s constitution. 

So the only solution for the modern ecclesiocrats is to conveniently forget about the distinguishing 
mark of the Protestant Reformation—the doctrine of the right and duty of private judgment—and 
never mention it to their flocks. And instead, return to a Papist and cultist ecclesiology which 
elevates the elite and frees it from any sanctions, while subjecting the individuals in the church to its 
power. In Rushdoony’s words, 

. . . where a strong doctrine of the Spirit is not operative and governing, a strong doctrine of the 
church replaces it, so that institutional controls and government replace the Spirit.13 

And conversely, in order to replace the Spirit with institutional controls, the churchian elites need to 
rule out of the church the only way through which the Spirit has always been operating in opposition 
to the elites: through the individual consciences of men. 

Thus, when John MacArthur complains about people moving from church to church, “never 
submitting to the care of elders,” he accuses these people of “misunderstanding of the believer’s 
responsibility to the body of Christ.” The truth is, MacArthur only shows his ignorance of the 
Biblical teaching and of Reformed theology. Under the principle of the right and duty of private 
judgment, this is exactly what people should be doing: listening to sermons in the churches and 
judging the preachers according to the Word of God. What MacArthur wants is to be free of 
accountability to the Holy Spirit acting through the private judgment of the individual believers. In 
the same way, when Jeff Durbin wants to silence the “facebook prophets,” he is not speaking for 
God, and he is certainly not speaking as a Reformed minister. All he wants is to be free of 
accountability before the court of private judgment, which court was the most distinguished 
characteristic of the Protestant Reformation. In that statement Jeff Durbin was not speaking for the 
Church, and was not speaking for the Holy Spirit. He was speaking for the interests of the modern 
corrupt church hierarchy, which, to borrow from Tertullian, “has driven the Holy Spirit out of the 
Church.” 
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  “And In One Holy Local Church”: The Ghettoization of 148.
Protestantism (Part 3) 

Bojidar Marinov, January 27, 2017 

The Nature and Structure of the New Testament Church 
By now, we have shown the nakedness of a number 
of mythologies so dear to modern churchmen. 
Mandatory “local church membership” and the 
related to it “vows” and “covenants” are a novelty, 
it came from the cults and from political pressure on 
the churches. It contributes nothing to 
accountability and church discipline; to the 
contrary, it has destroyed accountability and church 
discipline. “Submission” to the local church is not 
Biblical either, it is another mythology designed to 
rob the faithful of their right and duty of private 
judgment, a right and duty for which saints in the 

past have died for. 

For anyone who has been influenced by these mythologies, the question now remains: How	do	we	
do	church	then?	How	do	we	gather,	as	commanded	in	the	New	Testament?	How	do	we	practice	
church	 discipline,	 and	 especially	 excommunication,	 if	 there	 is	 no	 mandatory	 “local	 church	
membership”? 

These are good questions, but they are not answerable within the current paradigm of the church—
exactly because the current paradigm was specifically designed to protect the ruling elites in the 
churches. While I am sure I won’t be able to give here a comprehensive exposition of what the 
church is supposed to be, some basic principles need to be laid out so that we understand how the 
church should be organized and where our efforts should be directed to.1 

Any study of the nature of the New Testament Church must start with the nature and the promise of 
the New Covenant. Obviously, if our idea of “church” doesn’t serve the New Covenant as it is 
declared in the Bible, then our idea of “church” is a fallacious idea, and it will lead to disastrous 
results—which has been the case in the last one century, obviously. 

One of the most important promises of the New Covenant was given to us 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,” declares the LORD, “for I will forgive their 
iniquity, and their sin I will remember no more.” 
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The	same	verses	are	repeated	in	Hebrews	8:8-12,	in	the	context	of	the	difference	between	the	
Old	and	the	New	Covenant. The concept of the New Covenant as a Covenant in which every 
individual is directly taught by God—and therefore doesn’t need human teachers—is repeated in Is. 
11:9; 54:13; John 6:45; Gal. 3:1; Phil. 3:15; 1 Thess. 4:9; 1 John 2:20, 27. The very fact of giving the 
Holy Spirit to all who believe (the priesthood of all believers) should lead us to the conclusion that 
the New Covenant of God changes the standards for the religious hierarchy in the covenanted 
community. That hierarchy will have to abide by different rules than the Old Covenant hierarchy 
(Heb.	8:6),	its	function	will	be	different	than	the	function	of	the	Old	Covenant	hierarchy,	and	its	
goal	and	purpose	will	be	different	than	the	goal	and	purpose	of	the	old	priesthood.	The	
difference,	obviously,	is	in	the	nature	of	revelation:	and	this	is	the	very	presupposition	at	the	
very	beginning	of	Hebrews,	that	the	nature	of	revelation	has	changed:	

God, after He spoke long ago to the fathers in the prophets in many portions and in many 
ways, in these last days has spoken to us in His Son, whom He appointed heir of all things, 
through whom also He made the world (Heb. 1:1-2). 

In this new covenantal context of revelation, clearly, the old systems of revelation by proxy, 
knowledge by proxy, growth by proxy, maturity by proxy, are all abolished. Men don’t need to go to 
a special place and to a special class to learn about God, and to grow in knowledge of the Lord. 
Christ has been revealed clearly to all, including to the “foolish Galatians.” The concept we talked 
about above, the right and duty of private judgment, was based on two ideas: the Scriptures are plain 
to all who read them, and the Holy Spirit is given to all who believe. Men don’t need to place 
themselves “under the care” of other people as immature children; the desired state for men is to be 
mature, trained to judge between good and evil, and teach and train others to become mature and 
trained enough to not need teachers and trainers. 

Making this Biblical principle the foundation of our understanding of the role and function of the 
church should produce in us a radical change in the way we view the institutional church. As it is 
today in our churches, and as it is exhibited in Jeff Durbin’s statement above, the institutional church 
is viewed as the purpose and end of the Christian life. It is viewed as “magisterial,” that is, as a ruler 
over the life of its individual members; hence the requirement for “submission.” Any institution that 
views itself as “magisterial,” views itself as the proper guardian of all those under its magisterial 
rule—whether the institution itself is capable of being a guardian or not. Jeff Durbin’s call for 
Christians to gather in churches “under the care of elders” is no different than the call of the bramble 
in Jotham’s parable (Judges 9:7-15) for the trees to take refuge in its shade: trees who have a history 
of productive life and maturity, coming “under the care” of “elders” who seldom have anything more 
to show than their ability to jump through bureaucratic hoops and get picked to be on church 
sessions. Once the church is considered to be the ruler over men’s lives, the maturity of the 
individual Christian becomes irrelevant, his gifts and calling and productivity for the Kingdom of 
God become irrelevant, all that is relevant is whether he serves his new master, the institutional 
church—even if that master never does anything of any value for the Kingdom of God but is only 
concerned with its bureaucratic, ceremonial existence. 

The true Church of God, however, based on the nature of the New Covenant, on the Holy Spirit 
abiding in every individual believer, and on the Kingdom of God—not on the institutional church—
being the focus of the Gospel, is	not	concerned	with	gathering	Christians	under	 its	shade	but	to	
the	contrary,	with	scattering	them	outside	in	the	world. In the cosmic battle between the Church 
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and the powers of evil, we are not the ones who have walls and gates. We are the ones who are 
flooding the world and besieging the walls and the gates of the enemy. Our job is not to build small 
churchdoms, it is to build the Kingdom. Only where there are people still untrained to build and 
fight, the institutional church must be there to offer training and healing; but for the mature who 
don’t need training or healing, the institutional church can not and should not be a drain on their 
energy and resources. They should be left alone to continue their fighting and building, in the world, 
in the civilization around the church. 

Rushdoony	saw	the	problem	and	wrote	extensively	on	it	in	ch.	14	of	his	Institutes:	

The training of such mature men is the function of the church. The purpose of the church should not 
be to bring men into subjection to the church, but rather to train them into a royal priesthood capable 
of bringing the world into subjection to Christ the King. The church is the recruiting station, the 
training field, and the armory for Christ’s army of royal priests. It is a functional, not a terminal, 
institution. 

The church has by and large paid lip service to the priesthood of all believers, because it’s hierarchy 
has distrusted the implications of the doctrine, and because it has seen the church as an end in itself, 
not as an instrument.2 

This is exactly what Jeff Durbin does with his criticism of “facebook prophets”: He is not asking 
whether these men are mature and Biblical. He automatically accuses them for not being in 
subjection to an institutional church. But do they need such subjection? Does the institutional church 
offer any training or armory to be worth the subjection? Jeff doesn’t ask these questions. To him, the 
institutional church is an end in itself, not a means to training. Rushdoony continued by explaining 
the meaning of priesthood and the war of the church against it: 

The purpose of man’s calling as priest is thus to realize himself as God’s vicegerent and to dedicate 
himself, his areas of dominion, and his calling to God and to the service of God’s kingdom. Man’s 
self-realization is possible only when man fulfills his priestly calling. 

The	 tendency	 of	 institutions—church,	 state,	 and	 school—and	 of	 callings,	 is	 to	 absolutize	
themselves	and	to	play	god	in	the	lives	of	men.	.	.	.3	

Of course, in the Bible, there is this apparent contradiction between Jer. 31:34, where the New 
Covenant is described as all the people having enough knowledge to not need teachers, and New 
Testament verses like Ephesians 4:11 where Paul legitimizes ministries of some authority, like 
apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors and teachers. Which is it, now? Is everyone knowledgeable 
enough to not need teachers? Or do we need teachers? The answer is in the view of the institutional 
church presented here: All these ministries are given as a temporary measure, for the growth of the 
body and of the individual believers, not for a permanent subjection of all believers under an 
institution. The very context in Ephesians 4 confirms the temporary character and need for such 
ministries, for it immediately adds the clause, “until”: 

And He gave some as apostles, and some as prophets, and some as evangelists, and some as pastors 
and teachers, for the equipping of the saints for the work of service, to the building up of the body of 
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Christ; 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 (Eph. 4:11-13). 

Very clearly, then, the individual believers are not there for the institutional church, to serve the 
institutional church; that would be a gross perversion of the role of the individual believers and of 
the institutional church. The Biblical view is that the institutional church must be there to serve the 
individual believers; and if it doesn’t have the capability to serve, no one needs it, and we better not 
have it. To recall the same text we quoted above from the First	Book	of	Discipline of the Kirk of 
Scotland (1560), that it is better to not have a church than to have a church of incapable ministers: 

We are not ignorant that the rarity of godly and learned men shall seem to some a just reason why 
that so strait and sharp examination should not be taken universally; for so it shall appear that the 
most part of kirks shall have no minister at all. But let these men understand that the lack of able 
men shall not excuse us before God if, by our consent, unable men be placed over the flock of Christ 
Jesus; as also that, amongst the Gentiles, godly, learned men were also rare as they are now amongst 
us, when the apostle gave the same rule to try and examine ministers which we now follow. And 
last, let them understand that it is alike to have no minister at all, and to have an idol in the place of a 
true minister; yea and in some cases, it is worse. For those that are utterly destitute of ministers will 
be diligent to search for them; but those that have a vain shadow do commonly, without further care, 
content themselves with the same, and so they remain continually deceived, thinking that they have a 
minister, when in very deed they have none. 

Institutional church leadership, thus, is only legitimate when it serves that purpose. When it doesn’t 
serve that purpose, it is illegitimate and deserves no honor whatsoever, no submission whatsoever, 
but only criticism and judgment through prophetic word, from prophets outside or inside the 
institutional church. The “membership” of the prophet doesn’t have any covenantal significance; 
what matters is whether the word he speaks agrees with the Word of God, and whether the leaders 
deserve the criticism. Thus, any churchman whose first concern is institutional “membership” and 
not the content of the message, is by default illegitimate and should not be rendered any honor. 

Moreover—and this will come as a shocking surprise for many modern Christians in America—
church leadership is not necessary for the being and the operation of the Church. Yes, you read that 
well: church	leadership	is	not	necessary	for	the	being	and	the	operation	of	the	Church. It is only 
necessary for the well-being of the Church, and that only in specific circumstances, where needed. 
We already saw this concept above in a quote from the First London Baptist Confession, that local 
churches are not defined by having leadership, but have the power, for their well-being, to choose 
elders. The churches, apparently, are legitimate churches even before they have elders, and without 
elders—a concept which the Second London Confession missed, and thus created an unresolvable 
conundrum. At least one modern Presbyterian denomination has adopted that concept of the 
leadership as functional but not necessary in their constitution: 

The presbyterian form of government seeks to fulfill these scriptural requirements for the glory of 
Christ, the edification of the church, and the enlargement of that spiritual liberty in which Christ has 
set us free. Nevertheless, while such scriptural government is necessary for the perfection of church 
order, it is not essential to the existence of the church visible. (Book of Church Order of the Orthodox 
Presbyterian Church, I.3) 
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The early church, as described in Acts, operated without the ecclesiastical office of elders most of 
the time. In many situations, Paul would create many disciples in a place and wouldn’t “plant a 
church” with elders (see, for example, Acts 14:21). The requirement that the churches have elders 
can’t be seen anywhere in the New Testament. Sure enough, elders are mentioned, and the 
requirements for an elder are mentioned, but that is different from a mandatory establishment of 
elders or local church hierarchy. In all his epistles, Paul speaks to whole congregations without 
mentioning elders, even where he speaks on issues of church discipline, as in his two epistles to the 
Corinthians. He sent Titus to Crete to appoint elders, but even in this action, two things are 
obvious: first, Crete had legitimate churches without elders before the arrival of Titus; and second, 
there was a very special reason for the necessity of ordaining elders: the immorality of the Cretans 
and the divisions in their churches (Titus 1:10-16). Logically, even the very instructions Paul gives 
to Titus for what an elder should be already show that Titus might not be able to ordain elders in 
every city: There was no guarantee that every city would have at least one believer who fitted the 
description in Titus 1:6-9. 

The modern concept that the universal Church should be becoming more and more visible in the 
growth of its power and jurisdiction is therefore nonsensical in the light of the Biblical message. The 
growth of the institutional church in power and influence—as an institution—will be a testimony not 
to the success but to the failure of the New Covenant. The promise in the Bible is not that the 
institutional church will grow but that the Kingdom and the knowledge of God will grow, until there 
is no need for teachers, and therefore no need for an institutional church. The more the institutional 
church insists on growth and power, the more it declares that it expects its members to remain 
immature and incompetent. That’s where the American church is today, after over 100 years of 
dominance of the concept of mandatory “local church membership”: millions of sermons, lectures, 
conferences, Bible camps, crusades, etc., have produced nothing of value, and the church continues 
losing the cultural war. Why? Because the churches do not see themselves as servants for the 
maturity of the people but as rulers over flocks that are expected to remain immature throughout 
their lives. “Under the care of elders” sounds like something very godly and righteous; the reality is, 
it is the killer of maturity, and the birthplace of that concept is hell, not heaven. 

The visible Church, then, defined as per the Reformed Confessional standards, must be understood 
to consist of “all those throughout the world that profess the true religion; and of their 
children.”4 “All those” are all individuals, for the requirement is profession of faith. Some may 
decide to organize themselves in societies with formal membership; others may decide to stay out of 
all kinds of secondary commitments and retain only membership in the universal Church through 
baptism. Membership in such societies can’t be considered an automatic proof of membership in the 
universal church, and non-membership can’t be considered an automatic exclusion from the Church. 
Some may decide to keep more informal connections to other Christians, others may decide to work 
alone in areas where there is a need to work alone. While regularly gathering together is important, it 
is not such a pressing necessity as to be a priority over certain occupations for the Kingdom of Christ 
which may require certain levels of solitude. 

We have a number of faithful Christians in the history of the church who withdrew from 
commitments to church collectives and still remained faithful to the universal Church and rendered 
an immense service to the body of Christ. In our most recent history, one such example is Arthur 
Pink, whose story is probably one of the most radical stories of “lone rangers” ever told. For the last 
16 years of his life he never joined any church nor even a local informal fellowship, and devoted all 
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his time to writing his books. And yet, today, no Baptist ever complains of this deliberate choice to 
remain alone, and there is hardly a Reformed Baptist home in the US today that doesn’t have at least 
one book by Pink. Examples like Pink are more numerous than most people realize, but what is more 
important is that Pink’s real ministry of writing books was frustrated and almost ruined by his earlier 
attempts to fit in a local community. The mandatory commitment of such men to a local 
congregation, investing effort and time in it, whether it may exist some time down the road or not, is 
a gigantic waste of spiritual resource. The “democratic” impulse in modern churches—especially in 
Baptist churches—to test men of strategic calling and ministry by sending them to change diapers in 
the nursery makes no sense whatsoever. While it is commendable that all men learn to change 
diapers, such religion of works doesn’t prove anything about the character of a man and really 
doesn’t teach him anything. All it does is deprive the church of valuable time which could have been 
used in writing or teaching or training or evangelizing or anything else. 

Local communities and gatherings, of course, will always exist. (Probably, as Charles Hodge said.) 
Some of them will require some sort of a covenant or oath to join: mainly because such 
organizations will have to deal with questions of church property and monetary decisions, or public 
declarations of faith, vision, and mission, and such collective decisions must be limited to sworn 
members who have made a commitment with all rights and responsibilities to the local group. Such 
organizations, however, are no more representative of the Church universal than any individual who 
believes in Christ and practices his faith in the world around him. Neither do they have the moral 
right to exclude from the Church and from fellowship other groups or individuals who profess the 
same faith but do not have the same structure or the same form of collective commitment or oath. 
Local congregations may have a system of leadership, or may not—local church government is not 
necessary for the existence of the church, only for its well-being. 

What is more important is that membership in such groups or congregations must not be based on a 
requirement to “join a church.” Every believer has joined the Church in the moment of his baptism. 
Nothing more is required of him in terms of oaths or membership. In the words of A.A. Hodge 
quoted above, “A church has no right to make a condition of membership anything that Christ has 
not made a condition of salvation.” Any baptized person who professes the faith and practices it is a 
legitimate member of any congregation anywhere. If a congregation excludes from fellowship and 
communion Christians only on the basis that they have not taken a particular oath of commitment to 
a particular group, such congregation declares itself to be schismatic in relation to the Church 
Universal. In reality, such congregation does not confess together with the rest of the Church that 
“we believe One Holy Catholic Church.” 

The foundation for unity must be the Word of God, not visible organizations. The goal and purpose 
must be the growth of the Kingdom of God, Christendom, a Christian civilization which expands 
way beyond any local church or club or family. Local congregations, if they want more people to 
join them, must do it through offering superior services of training people to expand the Kingdom. If 
a local congregation can’t offer such services, it is useless, and it’s better if it dissolves; as many 
local congregations have dissolved throughout history without any visible damage to the growing 
Kingdom of God. The local congregation can’t be an end in itself; it can’t be a ruler to whom we 
must submit, it is not and can not be magisterial. A local congregation must be ministerial, a servant 
who serves Christians to achieve purposes greater than itself. If it is useless as a servant, it must be 
dismissed. If it exists only for the purposes of ceremonial repetition every Sunday, its members 
should leave it. It’s better to not have a local congregation than to be a member of a useless one. 
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Where it serves well, and has elders who lead and teach well, it deserves double honor (1 Tim. 5:17), 
and yet, even then, formal membership in it must be voluntary and conditional. For an individual, 
membership in any organization must be subject to a number of reasonable limitations, from his 
personal gifts and calling to the spiritual health and strategic importance of the organization itself. 

In other words, “local church membership,” for all it is worth, must be left to Christian liberty. Any 
preacher or teacher who demands such membership as the condition for membership in the universal 
Church, is preaching another Gospel, and, in the words of Charles Hodge, “introduces a new method 
of salvation.” 

The Biblical Way of Church Discipline 

The last objection we need to take care of is this: “What do we do with church discipline?”, if we 
don’t have mandatory “local church membership”? In the mind of the modern church-goer, the only 
way to do church discipline is through the “local church” and through “membership in the local 
church.” So, how do we do it when such “membership” is not mandatory? 

We already saw above that historically, there is absolutely no reason to believe that “local church 
membership” ever helps with church discipline. To the contrary, we have ample evidence that the 
rise of this doctrine led only to the destruction of discipline in the churches. And there is a good 
reason for it: the	 very	 idea	 that	 church	 discipline	 can	 be	maintained	 through	 local	 churches	 is	
utterly	 absurd,	 and	makes	 no	 sense	whatsoever. It’s not that we have not applied “local church 
membership” correctly, and that’s why we don’t have the results. It is that the very concept leads to 
those undesired results. Just like government schools: it’s not that they have failed; they have 
succeeded in what they were meant to do. In the same way, it’s not that “local church membership” 
has failed in its task of maintaining discipline. To the contrary, it has succeeded in its task to destroy 
it. 

Three specific and direct examples from my personal experience with “local church discipline” in 
America will help us see the utter absurdity of the concept. 

1.	The	Abandonment	of	Luke	12:48. 

About ten years ago, a friend of mine invited me to visit his church—a church of good reputation, 
part of a large Presbyterian denomination—one Sunday morning and “participate in the fellowship.” 
My displeasure with the “service” must have been written all over my face, so after we got out of the 
church, he asked me to give him my “brutally honest opinion” about the “service.” We had the 
following dialogue: 

Me: “Well, since you want my brutally honest opinion, this preacher you have there is not qualified 
to be a preacher or even an elder. His sermon—or whatever passed for a sermon—was full of 
nonsensical clichés and repetitions. It had nothing whatsoever in it that would be beneficial to even a 
newly converted Christian. My ten-year-old daughter can make up a better sermon. The man can’t 
teach, and having him as an elder violates the clear command of 1 Tim. 3:2 and Titus 1:9.” 
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“Yeah, you are right, and we all know that. It’s just the ruling elders have not been able to find a 
better teacher yet, and this one has his seminary degrees. But you know, people don’t come to 
church for the sermon.” 

“Yeah? What do they come to church for?” 

“For the fellowship.” 

“For the fellowship? I didn’t see much fellowship in there. Everyone was sitting quietly and staring 
at the guys on the podium. You and I can have more fellowship over a glass of bourbon tonight than 
you can have at 50 of those services.” 

“I meant fellowship after church. The potluck and the rest of it.” 

“Oh, if everyone comes not for the sermon but for the fellowship, can you be a member and only 
come for the potluck after church?” 

“No, I have to come for the service.” 

“What will happen if you only come for the fellowship?” 

“They will probably excommunicate me.” 

“Let me see if I get this right. You have elders who can’t meet their specific Biblical requirement to 
be able to teach, and you are willing to excuse them from this requirement and obligation . . . but you 
have already given them the power to excommunicate you, which is nowhere specifically granted to 
elders?” 

“Huh, I see what you are saying.” 

His is not the only church with that same problem. I can’t even count how many times I have heard 
the phrase, “People don’t go to church for the sermon,” as an excuse for the lack of qualifications of 
their elders. Even more often I have heard the more general excuse: “You shouldn’t be looking for a 
perfect church and perfect elders.” Of course. But then, these less than perfect elders want for 
themselves the power to declare discipline, and even excommunicate, as if they are perfect. That is, 
we give power to people who, by their own admission, are not qualified to wield it. And we don’t 
even see the problem in it. 

This is a clear violation of the principle in Luke 12:48: “From everyone who has been given much, 
much will be required.” Those who are given the power of discipline and excommunication should 
be held to a stricter standard, and should be always as near as possible to the ideal set forth in 1 Tim. 
3:1-7 and Titus 1:5-8. When Paul gave these instructions for elders, he didn’t tell Timothy and Titus, 
“but if you can’t find such people, just appoint somebody; we are not looking for perfect elders 
anyway.” To excuse the elders of a church from being held up to these standards, because “we can’t 
have perfect elders,” and at the same time giving them the ultimate power of excommunication is a 
clear violation of the principles in Scripture concerning power and discipline. 
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2.	The	Abandonment	of	Deut.	19:18-19	and	of	Luke	7:8 

In the second example from my experience with “church discipline” in the modern “local churches,” 
I was present at an appeal trial before a presbytery as a higher adjudicatory. The case was the 
unlawful excommunication of a local church member by his session for alleged “disrespect to 
authority.” The presbytery found the decisions of the session inconsistent with justice, as well as 
motivated by personal feelings, and promptly reversed the verdict and restored the man to full 
membership in his church. It seemed like most of the people in the room were happy with the 
decision—with the exception of some of the elders in question, of course. 

I had the chance afterward to fellowship with two of the judges on the trial, and I used the chance to 
ask them a question: “So what happens to that session now? Will the Presbytery excommunicate 
them as a session?” 

It turned out they never even considered such an option. But as we continued talking, the two men 
came to realize that in order for them to be consistent, this would be the only logical thing for them 
to do. The session had committed injustice. They had testified falsely against the man, and they had 
judged falsely against him. The session as a collective of power had conspired against an innocent 
man, using its legal power to inflict on him a punishment he did not deserve. Under the principle of 
Deut. 19:18-19, there could be no neutral reversal of the verdict. Any reversal of that verdict should 
be by default a verdict on the false accusers, with the same punishment inflicted on them. These men 
should have been automatically excommunicated from their church and from the denomination, and 
not allowed to return until there was public repentance. And certainly not allowed to take leadership 
positions in the church, on no excuse whatsoever. One such grave injustice should disqualify them 
forever. 

And yet, even as they agreed with me on the ethics of punishing the false accusers with the same 
punishment they planned for their victim, the two men were reluctant to pursue their actions to their 
logical Biblical end. The reason? It was not part of their Book of Discipline. And it couldn’t be 
included either, for under the current ecclesiology, there was no way to include a principle which 
would subject the sessions to the same sanctions they can mete out to their church members. Which 
means, the principle of the centurion in Luke 7:8, “a man under authority, with men under his 
authority,” which Jesus praised so highly as “such faith I haven’t found even in Israel,” has been 
abandoned in our churches. 

3.	The	Abandonment	of	Matt.	18:15-20. 

In my third example, I was present at a conversation between pastors of two churches. In that 
conversation, an issue was brought up about a man excommunicated from one of those two 
churches, who just went down the road and became a “member” of the other. To my amazement, the 
conversation was quite friendly and rather nonchalant about the whole matter. It was as if I was 
listening to two employers who just exchanged an employee between them. One just didn’t want the 
guy, the other was OK to have him. As if the excommunication never happened, as if there weren’t 
any accusations against the excommunicated person, as if all excommunication involved was 
sending a person to another “local church.” 
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After the meeting, I asked the pastor of the “excommunicating” church, “You don’t seem to be 
taking your own verdict very seriously. I thought you would be consistent with it and either try to 
convince or excommunicate the other church for taking in a person whom you have delivered to 
Satan, according to Paul’s words in 1 Tim 1:20.” The pastor simply shrugged, “Nothing can be done 
about it. All I can do is rid my church of that man.” 

He explained to me that he had been very meticulous in his application of Matt. 18:15-20. However, 
when I read the verses to him and asked him if he believed that the verdict of his church was also the 
verdict of God, he wasn’t so sure about it. May be, may be not. Apparently, he also believed in some 
sort of neutral stance in God, for in his view, even if his verdict was not the verdict of God—that is, 
even if his church had committed injustice—God wouldn’t see it as a big issue. Either way, there 
was no use of trying to convince the church universal in the validity of his church’s verdict. “Tell it 
to the church” meant nothing to him beyond “tell it to our local church.” In other words, discipline	
for	him	was	simply	banning	the	person	from	a	particular	group, nothing more. 

These three examples are not isolated. In the context of our modern churches in the US, 
“discipline”—no matter how much modern ecclesiocrats beat themselves in the chest over that 
term—means nothing whatsoever. It has become a joke. No one views it seriously anymore, not 
even the ecclesiocrats themselves. The majority of Christians laugh at their fake discipline, and the 
ecclesiocrats laugh at it, too—in private, of course. Any “excommunicated” person just switches 
“churches,” and can pretty much forget about his old “church.” Given the rate of change and the 
longevity of “local churches” these days, he can be pretty sure his old “church” will barely exist a 
few years down the road, and even if it does, it will hardly be the same. Or, if it remains the same, it 
will hardly be relevant to anything outside it. Inside the churches themselves, “discipline” is simply 
a tool of control, it is seldom a tool for doctrinal or ethical purity. Any “discipline” is only 
“discipline” for the ordinary members of the churches. Those who have achieved some “leadership” 
status are hardly affected by it, except in some very egregious cases. And it certainly never applies to 
“leaders” in packs, also known as “church sessions” or “presbyteries,” where any injustice or 
immorality only meets a mild reproach—if that much at all—and a maximum verdict of “reversal of 
decision.” 

Any excuse that “these are a few bad apples but not the whole church” is laughable, at best. If 
anything, there are a few good apples in this basket full of rottenness, and it’s just a matter of time 
until they get rotten as well. Any excuse that “the system is good, it’s just we haven’t applied it 
well” is just as laughable. It is no different than the claim that “Communism is a great idea, it was 
just applied by bad people.” The truth is, the current state of the church is not an accident; it follows 
directly from the currently dominant ecclesiology in the churches, that of mandatory “local church 
membership.” It is because of mandatory “local church membership” that we have “elders” who 
don’t and can’t meet the requirements for elders. It is because of mandatory “local church 
membership” that we have church sessions who can’t be held responsible for the injustices they 
commit. It is because of mandatory “local church membership” that excommunication has become a 
joke, and nobody really pays attention to it. The self-ghettoization of the Church into little, self-
absorbed, fragmented “communities” that seek to suck the energy and the time of their members for 
trivial tasks and purposes of no lasting significance has led to the situation today. Discipline is not 
created nor maintained by fragmented ghettos; the whole concept that “local churches” and their 
“elders” can maintain church discipline is not only seriously flawed, it is outright absurd. 
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So how is church discipline maintained, then, in a Biblical fashion, without mandatory “local church 
membership”? Here’s how. 

Church	Discipline	Is	Learning,	Not	Punishments 

The first thing we need to understand about church discipline is that the modern obsession with 
punishments—and especially with excommunication—is not Biblical. While excommunication is 
mentioned in the Bible, it doesn’t constitute such a great part of the life of the church as it is 
assumed today. We have only three passages dealing with excommunication, Matt. 18:15-20; 1 Cor. 
5:9-13; and 2 Thess. 3:6-13. The three passages are certainly not exhaustive in detail; to make them 
the foundation of the modern doctrine of excommunication as “church discipline” means that we 
need to impose on the text our pre-conceived ideas. When we get to the modern detailed books of 
church courts and discipline—full of details that can’t be found anywhere in the Bible—the 
deviation of the modern churches from the Biblical teaching is clearly evident. 

The reason for such deviation is that the modern churches have adopted an essentially pagan view of 
discipline: that	 discipline	 is	 the	 same	 as	 punishment. It is under the secularist “natural law” 
worldview that a man is considered “disciplined” when he is mindful of the punishments his 
superiors may impose on him. Paganism has no trust in the self-government of individuals, so 
individuals are always kept in line through being constantly threatened when they go exploring 
outside the limits set by the dominant institutional hierarchy. Thus, in paganism, there can be no 
discipline without institutional control; a person is either under the power (“under the care”) of 
institutional superiors, or he is “anarchistic” and “undisciplined.” That a person can be disciplined 
simply based on his self-control under God is an unacceptable notion in any paganism. 

Modern churches, having accepted this pagan idea of “discipline,” boast with having “discipline” 
when they have a system of taking their members to court and punishing them. Take any Book of 
Church Order and read the chapters on discipline. They always have to do with court procedures and 
punishments. Outside court procedures and punishments, outside institutional power and control, 
there is no discipline. Thus, only people who are under such control – “members”—are 
“disciplined.” Punishments make discipline. 

R.J. Rushdoony picked on this pagan nature of the modern notion of discipline and called it “not 
discipline at all.” He pointed to the problem directly: 

Failure to understand this distinction between discipline and punishment is responsible for much of 
the disorder in the church. In almost every church, where discipline is spoken of, in reality 
punishment is meant. In the confusion of the two, it is discipline that is usually lost.5 

And then he gives the correct, Biblical meaning of “discipline”: 

. . . discipline comes from disciple, which is the Latin word discipulus, in turn derived from disco, 
learn. To be a disciple and to be under discipline is to be a learner in a learning process. If there is no 
learning, and no growth in learning, there is no discipline.6 

He continues by pointing out that “an undisciplined church is a church where there is a failure in the 
proclamation and teaching of Scripture.” Thus, “membership” in such a church doesn’t lead to 
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discipline; it is destructive to true Biblical discipline. There is more true discipline in a lone man 
with his Bible and the Holy Spirit than in a church where the Word of God is not preached, or is only 
preached at a very rudimentary, fundamental level, keeping the hearers fed on milk (Heb. 6:1-2) and 
constantly immature. 

But such are the vast majority of churches in the US today. While the author of Hebrews clearly says 
in Heb. 5:11-6:2 that we should strive to maturity and not remain on the level of the basic doctrines 
of the faith, these basic doctrines are almost all that is taught in the churches today. There are 
20,000+ sermons on baptism alone, on SermonAudio alone—and new ones are coming out weekly. 
Whole conferences are put up every year on these same topics. In fact, this is how one attains to 
celebrity status in the modern evangelical world: repeat the same basic doctrines, the same milk of 
the faith, in fancier and fancier words, over and over again. Where new churches appear—
supposedly to right the wrongs of the established ones—the same things are preached. In all 
respects, the American church today has not grown an inch in spiritual understanding over the 
original readers of Hebrews. Thus, it is an undisciplined church to start with. Such church can not 
practice discipline—and no formal “membership” in it can produce any kind of discipline. All we 
have today in the churches is collectivist anarchy, and no discipline at all. 

Thus, true discipline is in true preaching and teaching the Word of God (John 15:3; 17:17; Eph. 
5:26). But such preaching and teaching doesn’t need formal church “membership,” nor can it be 
restricted to the local congregation and its session. Nor can it be restricted to a handful of churchian 
bureaucrats and celebrities who have gathered a “congregation” around themselves. It comes from a 
wide variety of sources, including private study and admonitions from prophets who may not be 
connected to any visible body. A truly discipline church is focused on learning, not on institutional 
controls. 

Excommunication	Is	Not	a	Prerogative	of	Elders 

This may come as a deep surprise to many Christians today, because of the mass of inherited 
teachings in the churches. But whatever teachings we may have inherited, they all must be judged by 
Scripture. And	 when	 we	 go	 to	 Scripture,	 we	 don’t	 find	 a	 single	 verse	 that	 connects	
excommunication	 to	 elders. In the places where the prerogatives of elders are listed, 
excommunication is not listed. To start with, the main justification for excommunication in Matt. 
18:15-20 doesn’t mention elders and sessions and church leadership. The word used there is “the 
church.” And in verse 20, Jesus declares His presence in His Church even where there are only two 
or three believers gathered together. We will see below what this means. 

In Acts 6:4 the Apostles, acting as elders of the church in Jerusalem (which couldn’t have been a 
“local church” given that it had thousands of believers at that time), described their duties as “prayer 
and the ministry of the Word.” Excommunication is not mentioned. The focus is on teaching, in 
agreement with what was said above that true discipline is in learning, not in punishments. 

The section in the Bible, however, which contains the lengthiest and most detailed exposition of the 
duties and prerogatives of elders are Paul’s two epistles to Timothy and his epistle to Titus. It is 
common today, when qualifications and duties of eldership are mentioned, to focus only on a few 
verses in these epistles, where the minimum requirements are listed: 1 Tim. 3:1-7 and Titus 1:5-8. 
What is most of the time missed is that Timothy and Titus were themselves elders, and these three 



 

 
850 

epistles, in their entirety, are instructions to elders. In giving instructions to Timothy and Titus, Paul 
in fact gave instructions to all the elders and bishops of what their obligations and prerogatives are. 

And guess what: In all these thirteen chapters of detailed instructions to these two elders, Paul did 
not mention excommunication once. Keep in mind, Timothy and Titus were not simply elders, they 
were rather “super-elders” (bishops?), for they were charged with the task of ordaining elders. Not 
only were they “super-elders,” they had the claim to true authority: both were appointed and 
ordained by Paul, and Timothy also had the authority of special prophecies behind him (1 Tim. 1:18; 
4:14). If any elder ever in history could claim that his binding and loosing were God’s binding and 
loosing, it would be these two men. And yet, in all his instructions, Paul mentioned nothing of 
excommunication. 

And these men were sent to their fields to bring discipline to the churches under their supervision (1 
Tim. 1:3; Titus 1:5); that was the main purpose of their sending. Under the dominant ecclesiology in 
the modern churches, Paul would have given them a detailed list of judicial procedures for 
punishments and excommunication; just look at the book of discipline of any modern denomination, 
or listen to any sermon on church discipline. But there’s nothing of the sort in Paul’s epistles, not 
even a mention of it. But what is mentioned over and over again is instruction. 

In accordance with what we saw above, Paul saw instruction as the only instrument of discipline 
given to these “super-elders,” Timothy and Titus. The verses are too many to quote, so I will just 
give a list of them: 1 Tim. 1:5; 2:6; 3:2; 4:6, 11, 13, 16; 5:1, 7, 17; 6:2, 17; 2 Tim. 2:2, 14-15, 24-26; 
4:1-2; Titus 1:9; 2:1, 15; 3:1, 14. Nothing about excommunication. Everything about teaching. All in 
the context of church discipline. 

Thus, there is absolutely no Biblical foundation for the modern concept of excommunication as the 
prerogative of elders. Such concept is the fruit of extra-Biblical traditions, not of careful exegesis of 
the Bible. The duty of the elders is to teach, not to punish. 

Excommunication	Is	a	Prerogative	of	the	Church 

Because the modern view of discipline is so much focused on punishments, and so much revolves 
around “local church” hierarchy, one very clear Biblical truth is always missing from modern 
teachings on discipline: excommunication	 is	 left	 in	 the	 hands	 of	 the	 Church	 in	 general,	 which	
means	the	individual	believers,	not	their	elders. In every single place in the New Testament where 
excommunication is mentioned, the agency responsible for making the decision and enforcing it is 
not the church leadership but the mass of individual believers. 

Starting with that most favorite passage of all advocates of excommunication with discipline, Matt. 
18:15-20, here’s what the verse has to say as the final stage of punishment: 

If he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church. . . . (v. 
17) 

But what is the church? Is it the elite of church leaders? Not according to the Reformed confessions: 
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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. . . .7 

It is tempting, of course, in the modern context, to assume that the “church” must be an official 
leadership body which issues verdicts and enforces them for the church. But there is no support for 
such conclusion in the Bible. Besides Matt 18, we have 1 Cor. 5:9-13. In these verses, however, Paul 
speaks to the gathering of believers, not to their elders or their church session. We need to remember 
the words of Charles Hodge we quoted above: 

The Scriptures are everywhere addressed to the people, and not to the officers of the Church either 
exclusively, or specially. The prophets were sent to the people, and constantly said, “Hear, O Israel,” 
“Hearken, O ye people.” Thus, also, the discourses of Christ were addressed to the people, and the 
people heard him gladly. All the Epistles of the New Testament are addressed to the congregation, to 
the “called of Jesus Christ;” “to the beloved of God;” to those “called to be saints;” “to the sanctified 
in Christ Jesus;” “to all who call on the name of Jesus Christ our Lord;” “to the saints which are in 
(Ephesus), and to the faithful in Jesus Christ;” or “to the saints and faithful brethren which are in 
(Colosse);” and so in every instance. It is the people who are addressed. To them are directed these 
profound discussions of Christian doctrine, and these comprehensive expositions of Christian duty. 
They are everywhere assumed to be competent to understand what is written, and are everywhere 
required to believe and obey what thus came from the inspired messengers of Christ. 

And	 it’s	 not	 that	 the	 Corinthian	 church	 was	 a	 very	 ordered	 and	 organized	 church.	 To	 the	
contrary,	Paul’s	admonitions	in	chapters	12	and	14	clearly	show	that	there	was	a	certain	level	
of	disorder	which	he	found	necessary	to	correct.	And	yet,	even	in	those	chapters	Paul	relies	on	
his	words	and	on	the	self-control	of	his	readers;	he	mentions	nothing	of	elders	nor	of	church	
officers	 who	 should	 step	 in	 and	 institute	 order	 and	 discipline.	 Same	 applies	 to	 the	
excommunication	case	 in	ch.	5:	Paul	speaks	 to	every	one	of	 those	 individual	believers	as	 the	
church.	He	expects	everyone	one	of	them	to	take	his	words	and	apply	them.	Paul	doesn’t	issue	
the	 verdict	 neither	 does	 he	 take	 upon	 himself	 the	 administration	 of	 that	 verdict.	 He	 only	
instructs.	He	expects	his	readers	to	judge	and	to	decide	for	themselves	who	is	it	that	claims	to	
be	a	brother	but	is	not.	

Paul	repeats	the	same	admonition	to	another	church,	that	in	Thessalonika,	in	2	Thess.	3:6:	

Now	we	command	you,	brethren,	 in	the	name	of	our	Lord	 Jesus	Christ,	 that	you	keep	away	from	
every	brother	who	leads	an	unruly	life	and	not	according	to	the	tradition	which	you	received	from	
us.	

Again,	 elders	 are	 not	mentioned	 anywhere	 in	 that	 epistle.	 The	 command	 is	 to	 the	 ordinary	
believers	 in	 the	 church.	 They	 are	 supposed	 to	 exercise	 judgment,	 and	 they	 are	 supposed	 to	
execute	that	judgment.	Excommunication	by	professional	leaders	is	not	mentioned.	

We see an image of this communal excommunication in the requirement for communal execution for 
some crimes in the Law of God, for example, Lev. 24:14 and Deut. 21:21. The elders of the city or 
of the community were supposed to act as judges and declare the verdict, but there was no 
professional class of executors. It was left to the men of the community to stone the offender. This is 
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presented today as some sort of primitive cruelty, but what most commentators fail to see that in this 
requirement of execution by the community rather by a government-hired hangman, there is a check 
and balance on judicial arbitrariness and injustice. If the judge was too harsh or corrupt, and if the 
community believed that the verdict was not just, the verdict would have remained on the books but 
there would be no execution. Thus, there would be an ultimate check on the judge’s actions, and that 
would be what would be called today “nullification by community restraint.” 

Similarly,	in	the	New	Testament	church,	the	elders	could	be	judges	and	still	could	issue	
verdicts	concerning the walk and the doctrines of some men. An example would be Paul in 1 Tim. 
1:20 “delivering to Satan” certain men for their conduct and teachings. In the final account, however, 
the real action on excommunication was reserved not for the elders themselves—of which we have 
not a single verse—but was left to the self-government and private judgment of the individual 
believers as the Church. Thus, excommunication was not a ceremonial nor an administrative action. 
It was a responsibility of the community, irrespective of the decisions of the elders.	

Rushdoony saw this error in the modern church and wrote about it: 

Fifth, in terms of these ministerial powers, we have great authority, of binding and loosing. If two or 
three gathered together in Christ’s name, either as a church court or as simple believers, agree on 
something in faithfulness to Scripture, we can bind and loose men. Now normally this is a function of 
church authorities.8 

This concept of excommunication as a responsibility of the community also gives the solution to the 
question I asked above: “Who excommunicates the excommunicators?” Under the modern system, 
as we saw, a local church session can’t be excommunicated if it commits injustice. Under the 
Biblical concept of excommunication, a session can be excommunicated by the community over 
which it presides, despite of and contrary to the decisions of the session, without the need of any 
other authority by the private judgment and agreement of the ordinary members. And this is actually 
happening today in the exodus of so many Christians from the visible institutional churches.9 It is 
nothing less than a massive excommunication of the modern church leaders by Christians who want 
to remain faithful to the Word, and are tired of being fed the same basic milk. 

Thus, “local church membership” is not only not needed for excommunication, but it is in fact 
harmful to the process of real Biblical excommunication, because it binds the conscience of 
individual believers where God has not imposed any burdens. 

In addition, we may also point to the fact that where the Word is preached faithfully, the Bible 
expects the heretics, the teachers of false doctrines, to leave on their own accord, without the need 
for formal church discipline. In his first epistle, John speaks of the antichrists and their separation 
from the church: 

Children, it is the last hour; and just as you heard that antichrist is coming, even now many 
antichrists have appeared; from this we know that it is the last hour. They went out from us, but they 
were not really of us; for if they had been of us, they would have remained with us; but they went 
out, so that it would be shown that they all are not of us. But you have an anointing from the Holy 
One, and you all know. I have not written to you because you do not know the truth, but because you 
do know it, and because no lie is of the truth (1 John 2:18-21). 
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Notice that, first, these false teachers were not kicked out, they went	out on their own accord. And 
second, their going out is contrasted to the anointing and knowledge of those who remained in the 
church. As Rushdoony said concerning discipline in the church, 

There is a supernatural teaching or disciplining power inherent in the word of the supernatural God 
which is lacking in the words and actions of men.10 

Conclusion 

As I said in the beginning of this article, when Jeff Durbin made his statement against his opponents, 
the “facebook prophets,” he did it not on the basis of a solid understanding of the Bible, or of 
Reformed theology. All he did is follow a recent tradition popular in the modern ministry-industrial 
complex, a tradition which seeks to chain individual Christians to obey and submit to men who have 
no other credit except having achieved the status of celebrities. The same ministry-industrial 
complex which, for the last 100 years, have made the church in America passive, powerless and 
retreating on all the fronts of the cultural war. When we, however, rise above the level of the 
propaganda of this ministry-industrial complex and actually study the Bible, the historic church, and 
Reformed theology on the issue of “local church membership,” we are forced to come to the 
following conclusions which clearly show that Jeff is completely wrong, and that he doesn’t know 
what he is talking about. 

First, mandatory “local church membership” can’t be found as a principle in the Bible. A christian 
becomes a member of the Church in baptism. No other vow or covenant of membership is required 
of him. A member of the Church is equally a member of all the local congregations. The Biblical 
principle is that a man’s commitments follow his gifts and purpose before God, not any requirement 
to join a visible body. A member of a local body and a lone believer are equally legitimate members 
of the Church. 

Second, mandatory “local church membership” has never existed as a concept in the church, nor in 
Reformed theology, and has only gotten to dominate the Reformed churches in the last one century. 
During the centuries, it has always been characteristic to non-orthodox cults, never to the Trinitarian 
churches. 

Third, it was introduced as a confessional standard among Reformed Baptists very late in their 
history, and that as a concession to political pressure, not based on any specific Biblical example or 
command. Laying such un-Biblical burden on the consciences of their followers, however, the 
authors of the Second London Baptist Confession created a contradiction that has created problems 
for their churches ever since. 

Fourth, such fragmentation of the Church was the product of a pessimistic ideology which sees the 
Church as a permanent ghetto in a world which is a permanent den of evil. When the Church is 
optimistic about the Kingdom of God and its expansion into a Christian civilization, such focus on 
the local congregations is a waste of resources. 

Fifth, contrary to the claims of the modern ministry-industrial complex, mandatory “local church 
membership” can not be an effective tool for church discipline. To the contrary, it only encourages 
an undisciplined church because it elevates the power of the local sessions to the status of lack of 
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accountability for the very leaders who are supposed to enforce the discipline. The history of the last 
one century—when the concept of mandatory “local church membership” became dominant—is an 
abundant evidence that the concept not only didn’t work, but also can’t work for the purposes it was 
supposedly introduced. 

Sixth, the true Church is universal, and its bond of unity is the Word of God, not some visible 
institutional organization, global or local. It may include local congregations, it also includes lone 
individuals who, for one reason or another, have chosen to remain separate from visible 
organizations. Membership in a visible body can’t be taken to be membership in the Church, and 
non-membership in a visible body doesn’t automatically exclude a person from the Church. Making 
membership in a local visible body a standard for all believers is, according to Reformed theology, a 
Pelagian heresy and false worship. Any church teacher who teaches such requirement is a false 
teacher, and as such must be ignored and abandoned by his listeners. The standard for membership 
in a visible body or gathering with other Christians is left to Christian liberty; no burden can be laid 
on the conscience of the believer. And where there is some form of membership, the right and duty 
of private judgment must always trump any vow or oath or covenant to a visible body. The local 
church is not the Church, and it is not a “fundamental part” of the life of a Christian. 

And seventh, church discipline is teaching and training, not punishments. Where there is no teaching 
or training, or where the people have been fed only the fundamental milk of the faith, there is no 
discipline. Excommunication is a very minuscule part of discipline, and it is not given as a 
prerogative to elders. It is a responsibility and a privilege of the whole church, of all the individuals 
in it; and subject to it must be first and foremost the very teachers and leaders in the church. 

The specific conclusion for the “facebook prophets” is this: 

Your duty and obligation before God is to continue harassing the churchian leaders of our day, using 
all the means available. Do not be intimidated by Jeff Durbin’s complaints; he doesn’t know what he 
is talking about. Without you, all these ecclesiocrats won’t ever experience any real church 
discipline; for in the small churchdoms they have built for themselves, there is no way for them to be 
truly disciplined. You are their only check and balance. Only make sure your criticism and 
correction are in accordance with the Biblical message, and your theology is sound and solid. As 
long as your opponents are complaining only about your “local church membership,” you are safe, 
and they are in opposition to God, for He never asks His prophets who their elders are. So first make 
sure you are in agreement with the Word of God, and then . . . continue doing what you are doing. 

The specific conclusion for Jeff Durbin can be given in the words of the great Dutch Reformed 
theologian, Herman Bavinck: 

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 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 
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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. . . .11 

This quote should be enough, but if Jeff needs a Biblical warning, here it is: 

So in the present case, I say to you, stay away from these men and let them alone, for if this plan or 
action is of men, it will be overthrown; but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow them; or 
else you may even be found fighting against God (Acts 5:38-39). 

And in general, Jeff, keep this in mind: every time you are defending an institutional system against 
prophets, you are at risk before God. Especially if it’s like the one you are defending. You better get 
out of it before it’s too late. 

1. For more comprehensive studies in the Biblical nature of the church as opposed to the modern concept of 
the church, see R.J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, Ch. 14; Stephen Perks, The Nature, 
Government, and Function of the Church: A Reassessment; The Christian Passover: Agape Feast or 
Ritual Abuse; and The Problem of the Gifted Speaker. All of Stephen Perks’s books are available at The 
Kuyper Foundation. 

2. R.J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, Vol. I, p. 764. 
3. Ibid., p. 765. 
4. WCF 25:2. 
5. R.J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, p. 766. 
6. Ibid. 
7. WCF 25:2; cf. Belgic Confession 27; Second Helvetic Confession 17:1. 
8. R.J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, Vol. II, pp. 758-59. 
9. See my article, “Kevin DeYoung’s Gorbachevian Perestruvka Will Fail.” 
10. R.J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, p. 767. 
11. Herman Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics, Vol. I, pp. 80-82. 
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 Modern Presbyterianism and the Destruction of the 149.
Principle of Plurality of Elders 

Bojidar Marinov, February 19, 2016 

It wasn’t until very recently that some Presbyterians in the US started re-discovering their rich 
history of involvement in the formation and the founding of America, as we know her today—or as 
is the common perception of what she was supposed to be, originally. That rich history of 
Presbyterian initiative, involvement, and leadership in the political and judicial battles for liberty and 
justice in America has been hidden beneath several generations of government education of millions 
of American schoolchildren, and those Presbyterians who have cut their addiction to government 
schools have begun to actually study history and discover the historical truth about Presbyterianism. 

The process of discovery of that truth has been both glorious and painful. Glorious, because we have 
been learning that Presbyterianism has been a much weightier factor in the formation and the 
founding of the United States as a nation, polity, economic and intellectual community, etc. than we 
ever thought. We have been discovering things like the real reasons for the Revolution: the sermons 
of Presbyterian pastors in the three decades before 1775. We have learned the unofficial name given 
the American Revolution by King George—the Presbyterian Rebellion; or the words of Horace 
Walpole’s announcement of the beginning of the hostilities, “Cousin America has run off with a 
Presbyterian parson.” In the first one hundred years of the existence of the United States, 
Presbyterianism—both as a church culture and as a theological system—was the major factor of 
forming the business and intellectual world of the young Republic. For better or for worse, 
Presbyterians were disproportionally over-represented on both sides of the War Between the States, 
and their theological systems were used on both sides for justification of political causes. 
Presbyterian ministers were among the leading voices against corruption and police brutality into the 
early decades of the 20th century. In the international arena, American Presbyterian missions—
together with their British brethren—were shaping America’s foreign policy much more ably and 
successfully than her State Department: whether in China, or in India, or in the Ottoman Empire, or 
in Africa, Presbyterian missionaries exercised cultural influence far above their small numbers on 
the field, and by this, they were the true representatives of Christian America and therefore America 
in general. Presbyterian churches gave America many business and political leaders, and for a while 
the cultural war between conservatism and liberalism was only a broader reflection of theological 
conflicts within Presbyterian circles. It won’t be too much of an overstatement if one said that 
America was founded as a Presbyterian culture, and that influence was felt for several generations 
after the Revolution. 

Discovering these historical facts and truths, however, has been as painful as it has been glorious. 
For in learning about the state and the cultural dominance of Presbyterianism in the founding of the 
United States, we can’t help but compare it to the present state and cultural presence of 
Presbyterianism. No need to even elaborate on it, the facts are clear before our eyes, and they are not 
in favor of modern Presbyterianism. If there has ever been an example of salt thrown out and 
trampled by men, it is Presbyterianism in the US. Clearly, at some point, it lost its savor, and the 
realization of this is painful to those of us who know what its savor was before. But on the bright 
side, it forces us to think about an answer to the question: “What happened to make American 
Presbyterianism lose its savor?” 
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The answer given by many conservative Presbyterian ministers today always throws the blame on 
something else but these same ministers. It’s the world that is a “fallen world”; or it is that history is 
never predictable by man, and therefore whatever has happened or is happening is part of God’s 
inscrutable will, there’s nothing we can do about it; or it’s entertainment that makes people unwilling 
to listen to long boring sermons on irrelevant topics; etc., etc. The answer that the Bible gives, 
though, is that it’s the church leadership that bears the primary responsibility, and therefore we 
should be looking for the reasons for the decline in the very leadership, and in their teaching and 
practices. 

I am far from the idea that there is only one main factor. There are many factors that led to that loss 
of savor, which relegated modern Presbyterianism to the periphery of the American society. The 
abandonment of theonomy left Presbyterianism unable to speak on issues of justice and 
righteousness in the society. The abandonment of covenant theology left it unable to build a 
consistent view of history that would give its adherents the ability to discern the times. The 
abandonment of postmillennialism deprived it of hope for the future in history, thus rendering any 
cultural endeavors hopeless, or superfluous, at best. Cessationism, and the abandonment of the 
Charismatic views—as well as the condemnation of the Charismatic practices—of the Presbyterians 
before the 1850s (when the rationalism of the Enlightenment became the ruling intellectual paradigm 
in Presbyterianism) destroyed the concept of spiritual leadership, leaving the movement entirely 
dependent on bureaucratic management; thus giving us one of the clearest practical examples of Max 
Weber’s “routinization of charisma.” All these together contributed to the decline of Presbyterianism 
from its pinnacle of cultural dominance and influence to the periphery of the American culture, and 
that in the course of a little over a generation. 

Plus one more factor. A factor that no one talks about, perhaps because most ministers and ordinary 
believers are not aware of it. In fact, almost any Presbyterian elder in the US you ask about it, will 
reply that of all characteristics of original Presbyterianism, this one has never been abandoned and is 
still at work in the Presbyterian churches today: The Plurality of Elders. But the reality is different. 
And my thesis in this article is that, contrary to the common perception, the principle of plurality of 
elders has not only been abandoned in modern Presbyterianism, it has been actively destroyed 
theologically, legislatively, and in practice. Only an empty shell of it has remained. This destruction 
of this principle has contributed to the demise of Presbyterianism as much as any of the other factors 
mentioned above. 

The Nature and Importance of the Plurality of Elders 

The principle of plurality of elders is simple: No local church is to be governed by one person only, 
and no local church is to be without government, or have its government so identical with the 
congregation itself as to be practically without a government. The tyranny of the democratic mob is 
rejected: A church has to have a government of elders that is a distinct body, capable of making 
authoritative decisions about the affairs of the church, and capable of blocking initiatives of the 
congregation which are found to be harmful to the church or to individual church members. The 
tyranny of authoritarian rule is also rejected: no man should be allowed to have so much authority as 
to never be accountable to any other man in the congregation. There is no “divine right” in the 
government of the church, and therefore any measure of authority over men must be balanced with 
an equal measure of accountability and responsibility before men. So the church must be ruled by a 
body of elders, traditionally called a session. In the session, every elder has—or is supposed to 
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have—equal authority to every other elder, and also equal authority to any combination of other 
elders. But the principle doesn’t stop there. The session itself must be accountable as a body: either 
to a greater body of the sessions of several churches, called a “presbytery” (in Presbyterianism) or to 
the congregation as a body distinct from the session (Congregationalism). 

A more detailed study into the Biblical foundation for the principle of plurality of elders is beyond 
the scope of this article, and is not necessary. The principle is not something new to be defended, it 
has been the very foundation of Presbyterian church polity for 400 years. It has been acknowledged 
as a valid Biblical principle even among those churches in the Reformed family who are formally 
Episcopalian or Congregational in their organization, as well as by most Reformed Baptist churches. 
It’s commonly acknowledged among Reformed Christians that concentrating power in the hands of 
one individual or institution is ultimately a claim to divinity, as the history of the Church of Rome 
clearly demonstrates. Thus, a local church body must be governed by a plurality of elders, so that no 
single person has such control over that body that to be above any personal or institutional 
accountability for his actions and decisions. 

It is this Presbyterian polity, as was developed in the 18th century, that became the practical example 
for several generation of Americans in the realm of politics and civil government. While in 
theory many of the Founding Fathers looked to Greece and Rome for inspiration for their republican 
principles, in practice the majority of the population in the colonies learned republican principles in 
their churches, from their church ministers, and practiced them in their local congregations. Thus, 
even though the vast majority of modern Presbyterians are either ignorant of their own history or are 
antinomian, flatly rejecting the relation between the beliefs and practices in the church and the 
political and social structure of the nation, the Presbyterian principle of plurality of elders played an 
important role in the formation of the American political system, and will play a major role in the 
modern resistance to political tyranny and socialism in the future. 

The Oligarchic Coup-d’Église of Modern Presbyterianism 

As good and beneficial the principle of Plurality of Elders is, it can be abused—as can any other 
good and beneficial principle of government. Some principles of government, admitted, are deficient 
by their very nature; but more often, a principle of government gets abused because the majority of 
those who claim to abide by it have lost their knowledge and understanding of the real meaning and 
purpose of the principle. This ignorance and lack of understanding are then used by crafty 
politicians—in this case, church politicians—who find ways to institute an external legal form of the 
principle while at the same time destroying its internal ethical meaning and purpose. 

What should be obvious about the principle of Plurality of Elders is that in order for the principle to 
be operational, it requires several conditions to be present: 

, it requires that the session is not equated to nor confused with the local church. When theoretically, 
legally, and practically, the session of a church is considered as the church itself, the congregation 
becomes no more than simply customers of the session who have no say in the government of the 
church. In that case, the very concept of abuse of power is ruled out: for abuse of power presupposes 
certain rights for the abused person, and those who are simply customers of an organization have no 
rights in it except for the choice between staying and taking their “business” elsewhere. Mutual 
checks and balances between the elders, then, become superfluous when it comes to abuse of power: 
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for the only legitimately defined conflict is not between those who rule and those who are ruled, but 
only in between the rulers themselves. 

If the church as a body is legally differentiated from the session as a body, and if the church is the 
primary and foundational institution of the Christian faith, this will mean that the session as a body 
will have to be under certain rules of accountability in respect to the local church itself. Otherwise, if 
the session is not accountable to the church, then the session is the real fundamental institution, and 
the church is only an auxiliary, providing human material for the session to govern. After all, the 
pretended function of a session is to “minister” or to “serve,” and a servant must always be 
accountable to the one whom he serves. A session can’t be free from accountability to the church to 
which it ministers, and its accountability must include the whole array of sanctions a church body 
may legitimately administer, including excommunication—in this case, excommunication of the 
session itself. Without such accountability, no internal checks and balances within the session can 
have any meaning, for an elder who decides to exercise his right to checks and balances will have no 
institutional grounds to make his opposition effective. 

To make it simple: the accountability and liability of a session must match the privilege and power 
of a session. If a session has executive privilege over the church as a collective, it must also be under 
executive accountability as a collective. There must be legal rules for starting a lawsuit against a 
session, and there must be legal rules for excommunicating a session for its decisions, if they are 
found to be detrimental to the church. Without such balance between privilege and liability, there are 
no real checks and balances, and there is no protection against abuse. 

Second, the elders must be all independent individuals of individual gifting and calling, heavily 
invested in their own individual callings under God, and less invested in the session itself as a 
collective. An elder whose authority rests entirely on his official position as an elder and not on any 
gifts or ministry he has to the church independent of his church office, will be too weak to oppose 
the session in its majority. Paul opposed no less influential apostle than Peter plus “the rest of the 
Jews” (Gal. 2:11-21), in their mistreatment of the Gentile believers; one individual stood in 
opposition to the whole congregation, including to his own co-worker Barnabas (v. 13), sharply 
rebuking Peter “in the presence of all.” (Obviously, rebuking men of authority is not subject to the 
order in Matt. 18:15-18.) Paul’s courage to stand alone against the majority of the elders in the 
church obviously came from the authority of his special ministry in the church, as related in the first 
half of the same chapter in Galatians. A man of a lesser ministry or of an average position in the 
church would lack the weight to stand before Peter himself and rebuke him in the presence of all. 
For the principle of checks and balances to work, the elders must all be independent of the session as 
far as their authority is concerned. This, of course, is not to mean that a man without a recognizable 
church ministry should be considered less than a man with one; the issue here is in the wisdom of 
placing such men in a position of legal power when they lack real authority. 

It is, indeed, a modern belief that ordination confers authority. The truth is, it doesn’t. It only 
grants legal power to the ordained person; or, if we want to call it “authority,” it would be in a very 
restricted sense of the word. Real authority—the ability to lead, to influence men and their decisions, 
to give a vision and a purpose to people and organizations—doesn’t come from a ceremony but from 
the Holy Spirit. And the Holy Spirit, as is obvious from multiple examples in Scripture, seldom 
honors human ceremonies and bestows authority very often in opposition to them. We have all seen 
the type of “elders” in Presbyterian churches (and not only Presbyterian) who technically meet the 
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minimum requirements of 1 Tim. 3 and Titus 1, but are mediocre in respect to their place and 
ministry in the church. We have also seen men of real authority who are a source of leadership and 
inspiration for many in the churches, who have no formal legal power in the church. Between the 
two groups, it is those with real authority who move the church—and defend it against tyrannical 
elders—not those with purely legal power without authority. Those whose position rests only on 
legal power become the perfect bureaucrats: stagnant and compliant with the majority, but never 
active and leading others to expand the Kingdom of God. 

It is for this reason that Paul legitimized his ministry not by the initial ordination he received in 
Antioch but by the obvious gift he had as an apostle of Christ, and the powerful works he did 
through the Holy Spirit. And when he advised Timothy, he admonished him to use and rekindle 
the gift given to him by prophecy (1 Tim. 4:14; 2 Tim. 1:6): obviously, Timothy’s real authority was 
based not on the mere ritual of being laid hands on but on the gift and on the prophecy. Without such 
real authority, no man can stand his ground alone against the majority, as Paul stood up to Peter and 
to the Council at Jerusalem. 

Third, the session must be banned from making decisions by simple majority in all cases. Or, more 
precisely, individual veto must be incorporated in its rules, as well as legal immunity as protection 
for a dissenting elder against revenge by the majority. In other words, a dissenting elder must have 
the legal power to block a session’s decision in cases where it is needed for the protection of 
Christian liberty and for blocking tyranny in the church. Just as in St. Augustine’s description of the 
Trinity, no Person is greater than another, and no two Persons are together greater than the third,1 a 
session must not be allowed to make a combination of elders greater than a single elder in the 
decisions of the session. 

It is a modern misconception in the Presbyterian churches that plurality of elders means decisions by 
majority. This is the heresy of democracy, it is not plurality of elders. In the Bible, in almost all 
cases, decisions by majority were the wrong decisions, and God has always worked through 
minorities, or most often through individual dissenters against the crowd. Based on Biblical 
example, odds are that even among the covenant people, the majority decision is wrong. And it is 
only to be expected given the fact that especially in the modern churches, where most of the elders 
are average men of no real authority and leadership and only legal power, such elders will tend to 
want to be associated with the more powerful group, the majority. While this may sound a bit too 
judgmental on men whom everyone around them perceives to be “just fine” and not in any way 
deliberately evil, let’s not forget Peter’s example where he just went with the crowd instead of with 
the Lord (Gal. 2). Men of lesser stature and inspiration than Peter can be easily expected to commit 
the same sin, and in the absence of an inspired Paul to rebuke them publicly—or in the case where 
such Paul is banned or blocked from rebuking them by a majority decision—continue to fall deeper 
and deeper into it. A gang mentality is then developed and even nurtured in the sessions of the 
Presbyterian churches; a mentality which tends to reward conformity and acquiescence with sin and 
abuse, and which punishes principled dissent and individual opposition. 

Plurality of elders, thus, consists not in the majority decision but in the individual veto. Only when a 
dissenting elder is legally empowered to block harmful decisions no matter how numerous a 
majority stands against him, and only when that elder is legally protected against revenge by the rest 
of the session, there is true plurality of elders. 
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These three, (1) accountability and liability for a session matching the session’s executive privilege 
in the church, (2) individual ministry and independence for each elder backing his personal authority 
to stand alone against opposition, and (3) the legal principle of individual veto and legal protection 
for dissenting elders (and for dissenting non-elders of good moral standing) must be incorporated 
into the legal rules and the actual practice of any Presbyterian session which claims to obey the 
principle of plurality of elders. Without any one of these three, the principle is compromised, and the 
final result is tyranny and abuse, even if on the surface a superficial resemblance of “plurality” is 
preserved. 

Unfortunately, modern Presbyterianism lacks all three of these. First, there are no rules for 
accountability of a session in any of the major Presbyterian denominations in the US. In fact, as we 
will see later, some of them identify a church with its session to the point that when a session is 
dissolved or excluded from the denomination, the church gets dissolved and excluded as well. There 
are no rules for accountability of a session in respect to its church. There is no liability of a session 
as a collective to balance the executive power of the session as a collective. Second, there is neither a 
theology nor a practical ideology of ordaining the right people to eldership. Church sessions often 
resemble government offices: faceless bureaucrats whose only “authority” is their official position of 
institutional power. Most of those elders have no identifiable service to the church outside the 
session, no identifiable special gifting, nothing that would leave an individual’s imprint separately 
from their bureaucratic power. In fact, if anything, modern Presbyterianism seems to be eager to 
exclude “troublemakers” from its system of government, forgetting that it is those who are branded 
as “troublemakers” who move the church forward. Third, there is no legal protection for those 
“troublemakers” who happen to be ordained to office. To the contrary, an individual elder who takes 
the risk to stand against the majority and work to block their harmful decisions is legally open to all 
kinds of revenge. In an inverse manner to the session, such an elder has no legal power to affect the 
decisions of a session in any possible way—because majority rules, you know—but he is vulnerable 
to lawsuits and legal revenge from the rest of the session. And he is not entitled to any support by the 
same congregation whose liberty and rights he is trying to preserve—because in modern 
Presbyterianism, church courts are entirely controlled by ordained elders, with absolutely no power 
granted to non-elders. 

In short, from being a model for republicanism, modern Presbyterianism has degenerated into a 
priestocratic oligarchy where the principle of plurality of elders is replaced with the principle 
of singularity of the session, and any individuals—elders and non-elders alike—are under the danger 
of facing legal action from the session if they dare stand in its way. 

It is no surprise, then, that Presbyterianism in the US has lost so much of its cultural influence: 
within a century, it went from being the dominant framing worldview in the nation to a stagnant 
peripheral religious group who doesn’t even appear in the news. So stagnant, that abuse of power 
and corruption within it are taken for granted and unopposed by the very flocks of the Presbyterian 
churches. And so peripheral that the liberal media, naturally eager to spot and publicize scandals in 
the churches, don’t even bother to scrutinize the Presbyterian churches anymore. 

Church discipline is seldom about real sins anymore; most of it consists of reactionary punitive 
actions against elders and church members who dare challenge the sessions about teachings or 
decisions. A former PCA elder confided to me several years ago that a significant part of the 
discipline cases in his denomination have to do with “disrespect to authority,” which is simply a way 
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of describing any kind of dissent, legitimate and illegitimate. Cases of fornication, he said, are 
almost always left alone—especially when relatives of the elders are involved. Dissenting elders are 
not safe either; I have personally been a witness to at least two cases where an elder who dared stand 
up to the session was later framed for some trivial or imaginary infractions and forced to step down 
from his position of eldership. A similar case in the OPC just recently saw an elder known for his 
stand against the majority in the session taken to church court for something his wife had not done 
because of her chronic illness. (No, I am not making this up; it’s a real case.) As I am writing this 
article, a scandal is developing in another denomination around a Reformed celebrity, where in a 
case of abuse of an underage girl by a man in the church, the father of the girl was threatened with 
excommunication for daring criticize the elders for their failure to act on the side of justice. In 
another case, a member of the missionary committee of a local Presbyterian church was forced to 
resign after objecting to the church participating in a charity ministry in which openly occult 
organizations have ruling power. In another recent case, a long-time pastor, preacher, theologian, 
and political activist of unquestionable prophetic gift to the church was forced out of his church by 
the majority in the session, all of them mediocre men of no standing and no recognizable ministry in 
the church. His “sin” was his defense of the Christian liberty of a family in his church against a 
tyrannical decision by the session. And the examples can be multiplied. If all these scandals were 
made public, the Obama administration would look like pale amateurs compared to the corruption, 
tyranny, and lack of accountability in the Presbyterian churches. 

In all this, the dissenters have absolutely no recourse against the sessions. The sessions always close 
their ranks and declare the dissenter an enemy; gang mentality is especially strong in Presbyterian 
circles. Without the legal possibility to defend themselves against a session, the dissenters have only 
one option: leaving the church. But even there, they are still targeted by the session’s revenge. The 
claim of some modern Presbyterian elders is that membership in a local church is a vow of loyalty to 
the local church—not to the universal body of Christ—and therefore leaving a local church must be 
done only by permission of the elders upon absolution from the vow. As staggering as it is that such 
practice can even be allowed in Reformed churches, I have seen it openly enforced in dozens of 
cases where members of good standing were excommunicated for no other reason but their desire to 
switch membership to another Reformed church, even in the same denomination! The Mafia 
principle has been adopted by modern Presbyterianism and reworked to fit its needs: from “No one 
gets out of here alive” to “No one gets out of here in good standing. You either stay and submit or 
we will destroy your reputation.” 

Collectivism Encoded in the Lawbooks 

Throughout the years, I have raised this issue with a number of friends who are members or even 
elders in one or another Presbyterian denomination: PCA, OPC, CREC, and some smaller 
denominations. In some cases they see the problem and have no solution for it. Most of the time, my 
correspondents attempt to justify the system by declaring that what I see are “a few bad apples,” but 
legally, their denomination has its rules and by-laws which deal with the issue. Then they direct me 
to the Book of Church Order of their denomination to find the legal solution to the problem. 

But a close examination of the Books of Church Order of any Presbyterian denomination in the US 
shows that not only there is no legal solution, but the legal rules in fact encode oligarchic 
government and legal collectivism, and make it very difficult for individual dissenters from within a 
denomination or a specific church in it to block tyranny or to protect Christian liberty. 
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Take, for example, the Book of Church Order of the Presbyterian Church in America (PCA). 

The first obvious thing in it about ecclesiastical power is that the individual elder is stripped of the 
power to rule, and this power is given to a collective. This much is specifically said in the very first 
chapter of the BCO: 

1-5. Ecclesiastical jurisdiction is not a several but a joint power, to be exercised by presbyters in 
courts. 

The same principle is repeated in chapter 4: 

4-3. Its jurisdiction, being a joint power, is lodged in the church Session, which consists of its pastor, 
pastors, its associate pastor(s) and its ruling elders. 

The chapters on church government don’t give any information on what that “joint power” may 
mean: whether it means decisions by unanimous consent, or decisions by a majority vote. The clue 
about what this means comes from Chapter 45, “Dissents, Protests and Objections,” where points 
45-2 and 45-3 describe dissents and protests as actions available to the minority in the session (or 
any other court) when it is dissatisfied with a particular decision of the majority. Therefore, 
apparently, the PCA expects that its church session will make their decisions by a majority vote. 

It’s not clear what Biblical justification there is for such a practice. For our “democratic” age, it 
seems self-evident; but it certainly is not proven from the Bible. While the Bible does describe 
decisions by majority vote, in not a single one of these cases is the decision in agreement with God’s 
will. (See, for example, the people vs. Samuel in 1 Sam. 8; the 10 spies vs. Joshua and Caleb in 
Num. 14; court prophets vs. Micaiah in 1 Kings 22; Paul against Peter and the whole church in 
Antioch in Gal. 2.) On the other hand, there are examples of the Holy Spirit siding with a ruling 
body when everyone on that body is of the same mind. (See, for example, Acts 15; or the 
requirement for public executions in the Law for the whole community to participate, e.g. Num. 
15:35.) If the Biblical evidence on the issue of collective action has any meaning, it is that God 
supports it when it’s an unanimous decision, but sides with the minority when there is dissent. Why 
the PCA has decided that imposing the will of the majority over the minority is a Biblical principle is 
a mystery to me. And the BCO provides no Biblical reference for such a practice. 

What’s even worse, the practice effectively bans any dissenting elder from exercising his authority. 
It is, for all practical purposes, a surrender of the authority of the individual elders to the collective 
will of the majority. It is not rule by plurality of elders, but by singularity of the session. While in 
theory, the government of the church should be in the hands of the elders as individuals, in practice it 
is taken away from them and given to a collective. An elder only gets to rule effectively if he agrees 
with the majority. In the minority, he is legally banned from exercising his prerogative. It’s the 
collective of the session who rules. 

And yet, with so much power vested in the collective of the session, the BCO doesn’t provide a 
single paragraph where the power of the session as a body is matched by any accountability or 
liability of the session as a body. The maximum “penalty” on a session is to have its decisions 
reversed by an appeal to a higher court (BCO 42-9). The BCO doesn’t allow for the possibility that a 
collective decision by the majority of a session may be as egregious a crime itself to deserve more 
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than just a reversal but actual censure, or even court action against the session itself. And that even 
though the very BCO lists the cases in which an appeal may be filed, some of which may clearly 
indicate malice or outright wickedness on the part of the session: 

42-3. The grounds of appeal are such as the following: any irregularity in the proceedings of the 
lower court; refusal of reasonable indulgence to a party on trial; receiving improper or declining to 
receive proper evidence; hurrying to a decision before all the testimony is taken; manifestation of 
prejudice in the case; and mistake or injustice in the judgment and censure. 

In short, if the majority of the elders in a session conspire to do injustice, the worst liability they will 
experience is to see their decisions reversed by a higher court. No repercussions against them as a 
session. 

And while the individual elder is stripped of his power to govern, and this power given to the 
session, he faces responsibility and accountability much greater than that of the session. He is liable 
to all the censures as any other individual in the church, plus removal from office (Chapter 30). 
There is a special chapter on rules for court cases against an individual elder. Interestingly enough, 
while the election of elders is a prerogative of the congregation (chapter 24), if an elder is removed 
from office by a decision of the session, the congregation has no power to demand his re-installment. 
It can only re-elect him after the session has removed the censure from him. Thus, in cases where the 
majority in the session acts self-consciously against the congregation in removing elders who stand 
against tyranny, the congregation has very little power to protect itself against a session that has 
gotten out of control. 

This means that if a dissenting elder who interposes to protect the congregation from injustice is 
falsely accused, the most he can hope for is a reversal of the decision of his session by a higher 
court, and that only after a long and laborious process. His false accusers won’t face liability 
challenges for their false charges. The unjust judges in the session won’t face liability challenges for 
their injustice. They will be free to try again, with another false accusation and another unjust 
process, until they happen to have a favorable majority in a higher court which will uphold their 
decision. 

Thus, the PCA’s legal rules are not exactly the environment where plurality of elders is practiced, 
nor where Christian liberty is protected. 

What about the Community of Reformed Evangelical Churches (CREC)? 

Theoretically, the CREC’s Constitution acknowledges the possibility of a church session committing 
sin as a body. The Constitution and By-Laws of the CREC, Article IV.D.4.d, gives the following 
legal reasons for a complaint against a local church session: 

d) A complaint against the Session of a local church may be brought to a court above the local level 
only under the following circumstances: 

i. when the Session of elders is accused of participating in or tolerating grievous dishonesty in 
subscription to the doctrinal or constitutional standards of the local church; or 

ii. when the Session of elders is accused of gross misbehavior. 
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This looks like a good start to force some accountability on church sessions . . . but only until one 
realizes that the CREC’s Constitution doesn’t acknowledge a legal standing of a congregation 
separate from its session. Which means, any sanction against a local church session is by default a 
sanction against the local church as a whole, even when the session’s sin, injustice, or misbehavior 
were committed against their own congregation. The Constitution and the By-Laws don’t mention 
any specific sanctions against a session of elders; even though the listed reasons for complaint would 
warrant excommunication of the session as a whole in the most egregious cases, where the session is 
unrepentant, a session as a body is safe from repercussions, as long as they act collectively, as a 
body. 

In the worst case scenario, a session may be sanctioned by the removal of the whole 
congregation from the denomination. As ludicrous as this may sound, it is actually directly suggested 
as a possibility in the Constitution. For example, in Article II.F., speaking of examination of elders, 
the constitution allows for the possibility that the session acts unwisely contrary to council from the 
Presbytery, and that the Presbytery may need to move against the session: 

. . . The presbytery may or may not recommend his ordination to the session of the local 
congregation. The local session is not judicially bound by the recommendation of presbytery. If a 
local session does not abide by the presbytery recommendation, then the presbytery may or may not 
initiate proceedings according to Article IV.D.5. 

But Article IV.D.5. specifically punishes the congregation for the actions of the elders: 

The decisions of the assemblies with regard to the local congregation are spiritually authoritative. 
If the elders of a particular congregation choose to refuse the instruction of the broader church, the 
congregation may do so without deprivation of property. However, if their disregard of godly counsel 
is particularly egregious, the congregation may be removed from membership in the CREC, in 
accordance with constitutional procedure. 

In short, if a member of the congregation, or the whole congregation, makes a complaint against 
their own session—as a body—for excommunicable offenses, the Presbytery has no legal mandate, 
nor any legal grounds, to demand accountability of the session, or to excommunicate the session as a 
body. In the heaviest sanction available, the victims suffer with the perpetrators in being removed 
from fellowship. 

Thus, as long as a local session which has gone rogue against its own congregation closes its ranks 
and acts jointly so that no single elder can be taken to court for his individual actions and decisions, 
the session is safe. A complaint by a member of the congregation is highly unlikely, because in the 
worst-case scenario, the whole congregation gets punished for the actions of the session. At the same 
time any individual dissenting elder or member of the congregation who dares stand against the 
session is still liable at the local level, and can reverse a decision of the session only after an appeal; 
and even there, the Constitution sets certain limits on appeals (IV.D.3.c). To compare, there are no 
set limits on the jurisdiction and power of the local session. 

Thus, the CREC’s Constitution is another example of judicial collectivism. Individual elders have no 
real power in the church, but are liable as anyone else; sessions, on the other hand, have all the 
power in the local church, but face no accountability nor liability. While the Constitution pays lip 
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service to the principle of plurality of elders (Article II.C.), in reality, it rejects the principle and 
encourages singularity of the session, instead. 

Let’s look at the Book of Church Order of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church (OPC). 

Much to my surprise and contrary to my initial expectations when I started this study, the OPC is 
much closer to the ideal of plurality of elders than the other Presbyterian denominations. While in 
terms of the main issue—individual veto vs. majority’s diktat—the OPC doesn’t differ much, it has a 
much greater focus on two other points that are crucial for the practical working of the principle. 

First, the OPC has a very clear focus on the individual gifting and the exercise of it by the elders. 
Chapter XXVI of the BCO, “Divesting from Office,” acknowledging briefly that an elder can be 
divested from office for “an offense in doctrine or life,” continues with mentioning the lack of 
gifting and the failure to exercise the gifts as a reason for divesting: 

3. a. A presbytery shall consider divesting a minister of his office without censure if: 

(1) he fails to seek a ministerial charge actively unless temporarily for reasons of health; or 

(2) it appears to the presbytery, over a period of time normally not to exceed two years, that 
he is not called to ministerial service because he does not possess the gifts requisite for the 
gospel ministry; or 

(3) he fails to perform adequately the work of the ministry through lack of the requisite gifts; 

In addition, the next point puts additional pressure on ministers by requiring that they earn their 
authority by being helpful to the congregation: 

4. a. A ruling elder or deacon may be divested of his office if his services do not appear to be edifying 
to the congregation. . . . 

Both of these points, if followed faithfully in the legal and spiritual practice of the church, will tend 
to weed out the “bureaucrats” among the elders. The pressure is on the elders to be gifted and to 
actively exercise their gifts in order to retain their position of power. On the positive end of that 
pressure, elders will tend to be all individuals with strong callings and strong individualities, which, 
as pointed above, is a fundamental prerequisite to the successful operation of the principle of 
plurality of elders. 

Of course, how much these clauses are paid attention to in practice is a different matter. 

Second, the BCO of the OPC clearly distinguishes between a session and its congregation. This legal 
distinction starts with a declaration in the very first chapter of the BCO that I found stunning, given 
the modern views of church government in Presbyterianism: 

The presbyterian form of government seeks to fulfill these scriptural requirements for the glory of 
Christ, the edification of the church, and the enlargement of that spiritual liberty in which Christ has 
set us free. Nevertheless, while such scriptural government is necessary for the perfection of church 
order, it is not essential to the existence of the church visible. (I.3.) 
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This means, translated into practical action, that the OPC would acknowledge a congregation as 
being part of the visible church even if that congregation doesn’t have a session, or doesn’t have any 
formal government whatsoever, as long as the following condition earlier in the clause is obeyed: 

Among the biblical admonitions applicable to all circumstances are those requiring that all 
things must be done decently, in order, and for edification. 

It sounds like, according to the BCO, the view of the OPC concerning church sessions is that the 
existence of a particular church government is predicated on that church government being only a 
means to a higher goal; the existence of a session is not a goal per se. This would tend to—
theoretically, at least—weaken the power of a session, and thus force the session to work 
to strengthen its spiritual authority instead. It will also mean that a congregation has a separate 
standing from its session. And indeed, according to Article XIII.10 (and also II.D.1. of the Book of 
Discipline), when a session ceases to exist, the congregation is still a full-fledged member of the 
denomination: 

If a session shall cease to exist or become so small as to prevent it from working effectively, the 
presbytery shall provide for an election and ordination of elders from within the congregation; or the 
presbytery, with the consent of the congregation, may appoint ruling elders or ministers, or both, 
normally from within the same presbytery, to be an acting session or to augment the existing session 
temporarily. 

In case the rules of the OPC allowed for an excommunication of a session, this rule would prevent a 
congregation from being punished for the sins of its session. 

The OPC’s official pressure on the church sessions to show themselves worthy of their calling and 
power is additionally reinforced by a special chapter in the BCO which recognizes the need for and 
the importance of what could be called “para-church ministries.” The first two points of that Chapter 
XXX, “Organizations of Members of the Church,” are worth quoting here in full: 

1. Every Christian has the freedom and obligation to exercise the general office of the believer not 
only individually but also in fellowship with other members of the body of Christ. Members of the 
church may therefore associate together for specific purposes in the exercise of their common calling. 
Such organizations, however, under ordinary circumstances, shall not assume the prerogatives or 
exercise the functions of the special officers of the church. 

2. When a church fails to perform its divinely given task, church members should seek remedies 
through biblical procedures of government and discipline. In the event that remedy cannot be 
obtained, or if the church is unable to work in a particular situation, Christians may organize to carry 
on activities that would more normally be conducted under the appropriate judicatory of the church, 
until these unusual circumstances are overcome. 

This clause sets the OPC apart as the denomination that is the closest possible to the plurality of 
elders principle in the fact that it allows officially for creating alternative courts parallel to the 
official government of the church—and the opportunity is open not only to dissenting elders, but to 
all the members of any congregation in the OPC. Provided that church members are really educated 
about this option, this would at least create the basis for real accountability on a church session, to 
match its power. 
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Unfortunately, along with such good points in the BCO, the specific definitions of the power of the 
session over the local body are similar to those of the other denominations; and the lack 
of judicial accountability for the session as a body is the same. And again, while Biblical support 
is claimed for government by a collective, such Biblical support is not provided: 

Government by presbyters or elders is a New Testament ordinance; their joint exercise of jurisdiction 
in presbyterial assemblies is set forth in the New Testament. . . . (III.2.) 

It’s difficult to see where exactly this “joint exercise” as a dominant principle is set forth in the New 
Testament, and the BCO doesn’t provide any evidence for it. The New Testament gives examples of 
both joint exercise and individual veto, and it doesn’t declare one as dominant over the other. The 
Council in Jerusalem in Acts 15 shows both individual decision and joint action by unanimous 
consent as being legitimate method of government: In v. 19 James declares “it is my judgment” on 
an issue that is the fundamental issue of controversy in the whole church; and in v. 22 another 
decision is made based on “it seemed good to the apostles and the elders, with the whole church.” As 
I already mentioned above, in Gal. 2 Paul’s individual veto overruled the almost unanimous consent 
of the whole church in Antioch concerning interaction with Gentile believers. 

All in all, such language in the BCO—without any specific mention of individual veto—doesn’t 
contribute to the principle of plurality of elders. To the contrary, it establishes the rival principle of 
the singularity of the session, effectively banning individual dissenters from being part of church 
government. Only those elders exercise jurisdiction who happen to side with the majority; the others 
have no say in it, and their “jurisdiction” is as good as no jurisdiction at all. If a dissenting elder is 
not legally capable of blocking a decision that he sees as sinful or unjust, then there is no plurality in 
any sense of the word. 

In addition to this, of course, as in the previous two cases, the session as a body is safe from 
repercussions. While given jurisdiction over the local church as a body, the session faces no 
accountability as a body. The last chapter of the Book of Discipline of the OPC deals with the cases 
where there is a complaint against a session. The bulk of the chapter is concerned with legal 
procedures, and only the last point is judicial, covering the issue of what happens when the session is 
really guilty. The solution is such as to protect a session, no matter how evil its actions may have 
been: 

If a judicatory is adjudged delinquent or in error by a higher judicatory, the higher judicatory shall 
determine what amends are to be made. (Book of Discipline IX.7.) 

And this is the last point in the Book of Discipline. So it’s just amends. Which means, sanctions or 
censures are out of question. A session which makes an evil decision, even if found guilty by a 
higher court, is protected from real accountability or responsibility. The worst they can experience is 
being asked to make amends. For example, reverse the evil decision they have made. No 
punishment, no restitution, no threat of excommunication as a body for their evil decisions as a 
body . . . just amends. 

Which means, immoral acts of individual elders—who by the BCO have no real authority 
individually—can bring liability on them individually; immoral acts by a session as a body—which 
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has the real authority—are free of liability and accountability. For all the good things in the BCO of 
the OPC, gang mentality is still strongly encouraged by the very documents of the denomination. 

The list can continue with the smaller Presbyterian denominations where the same principles of 
government are encoded. In all of them, one thing is obvious: While lip service is paid to the 
principle of plurality of elders, in reality, the principle is rejected and replaced with the singularity of 
the collective. And while the session is given collectively—or, “jointly”—all the jurisdiction over 
the local church, there is no corresponding level of accountability or liability for a session. Legally, 
the individual elder has no power, but is open to prosecution and censure; the session as a body has 
all the power, but is protected from prosecution and censure. Contrary to the claims of many 
Presbyterians today that even if the principle is not obeyed, it is encoded in the books, the reality, it 
isn’t, and the completely opposite principle is in those books. 

The Historical Roots of the Problem 

The problem is not new nor recent, of course, and as far as the legal aspect of it is concerned, it is 
rooted in the theory of church government of 17th-century Scottish Presbyterianism. 

It is seldom acknowledged—or even understood—that between mid-16th century and mid-17th 
century, the view of church government of Scottish Presbyterians underwent a radical change. So 
radical that had earlier Reformers like John Knox or George Wishart appeared in Scotland a century 
after their deaths, they would hardly be able to recognize their own doctrine of the church in the 
covenant documents of the 17th-century Scottish Kirk. 

In the earlier phase, when Roman Catholicism was still politically dominant in Scotland, the early 
Scottish divines had a rather Congregational view of the government of the church. In the struggle 
with the Roman Catholic ecclesiastical hierarchy over the pulpits, the early Scottish Reformers relied 
heavily on the support of the laity. Almost every one of these early preachers was either unordained 
or stripped of his ordination by the church authorities. Their appeal was to the people and to the 
secular rulers, to take charge of the pulpits and hand them over to faithful preachers, over against the 
corrupt and heretical Roman priests. Knox, Wishart, Buchanan, and many other early Reformers 
could have access to the pulpits only through non-ecclesiastical means, and they readily took 
advantage of those means to oppose the ruling church hierarchy of their day. The first half of John 
Howie’s book, Scots Worthies, has multiple examples of such unordained preaching and teaching 
and government in the churches in Scotland. No matter what is claimed today by Presbyterian 
historians, the roots of Presbyterianism in Scotland were congregational, not Presbyterian. Without 
this congregational rebellion of the Scottish people and rulers in taking over the pulpits and giving 
them to the Reformers, Presbyterianism might have never taken ground there. Their view of church 
government followed suit: The oversight and accountability of church government was to be 
entrusted to the people and their rulers. The early forms of the Scottish “National Covenant” were a 
mixture of congregational and civil control over the church and the pulpits; see, for example, the 
“Lords of the Congregation” and their struggles in the mid-16th century. 

Within a century, the political situation in Scotland changed, and the views of church government of 
the Covenanters also changed, dramatically, in favor of a narrow denominational 
establishmentarianism which would secure for the Presbyteries the same power over the society as 
was previously enjoyed by the Roman Catholic Church. The locus of power, of course, would be 
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now in the hands of collectives of church ministers—sessions and presbyteries—rather than bishops 
of monarchical power. The central ideologue of this Presbyterian high-churchism was Samuel 
Rutherford, in his two books, Due Rights of Presbyteries (1644) and The Divine Right of Church 
Government and Excommunication (1648). Both books were 800-pages long each, and they covered 
a number of individual issues in the controversies over the nature and structure of church 
government, but in terms of the principles of their approach to church government, they were a 
radical departure from the practice and the views of the earlier Scottish Reformers, and, for that 
matter, from the practice and the views of all the other churches and the denominations in the 
Reformed family. The very use of the term “divine right” already spoke against the hitherto 
established views that no matter what form the government of the church took, it had to be 
accountable to the congregation. 

In his ideas, Rutherford went as far as to free the church leadership of almost all formal institutional 
obligations, including the obligation to church discipline; he argued against the notion that a true 
church is characterized by church discipline. On the other hand, while many obligations were 
canceled, the power of the “magisterial” ministers was expanded to where they could demand from 
the civil ruler to use his power to impose creedal unity on the population to the minutest details of 
doctrine. This violation of the practical Protestant rule, “in non-essentials, liberty,” which was the 
basis for common action and support between the different branches of the Reformed and Protestant 
world, shoved Scottish Presbyterianism in a radical sectarian corner in relation to the rest of the 
Reformed churches in Europe. It justly provoked severe criticism from other Reformed groups, and 
especially from many Puritans. John Milton specifically mentioned Samuel Rutherford as one of the 
“forcers of conscience” in a poem which ended with “new presbyter is old priest writ large.” To their 
contemporaries, the Scottish presbyters of the mid-17th century seemed a bit too eager to appropriate 
for themselves the same unlimited power the Romanist bishops had enjoyed a century earlier. A 
Christian establishment of division of powers and checks and balances was the accepted Reformed 
vision for the society; the Scots wanted a denominational establishment of “divine right” for the 
leaders of a narrow sect, free of any accountability to anyone outside their presbyteries and sessions. 

Thus was the foundation for the problems in modern Presbyterianism laid. 

Despite this foundation, though, Presbyterianism didn’t immediately degenerate into ecclesiastical 
tyranny and abuse. In fact, for the next 250 years after the publication of Rutherford’s two books, it 
seemed that most of the Presbyterian divines ignored Rutherford’s radical positions. Presbyterianism 
remained partially congregational, especially in America, where the pulpits were more often 
controlled by the laity than by presbyteries or sessions. In America, the Presbyterian churches 
adopted a much milder and more inclusive form of establishmentarianism than Rutherford’s rigid 
denominational version of it. One reason for it, of course, could be his love for scholastic 
argumentation and natural law. His long-winded arguments were hard to keep up with even for 
divinity students of his own time. Added the much more socially powerful practice of the Puritans 
and the other Reformed groups, and Rutherford’s high-churchism proved to be still-born from the 
very beginning, and quickly died out even in Scotland. 

Another, more powerful factor for the cultural ascendance of early Presbyterianism despite it’s 
flawed view of church government were the charismatic views of its founders and early leaders. In 
the early struggles of the Reformation in Scotland, prophetic gifts and utterances, and miraculous 
experiences were commonplace among the Reformers, as John Howie’s Scots Worthies reveals. The 
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second phase of the Reformation in Scotland didn’t diminish the high view of the operation of the 
Holy Spirit; the idea that prophecy had ceased after the apostolic age was not accepted as valid, and 
during the Civil Wars both Scotland and England, Presbyterians and Puritans, witnessed a revival of 
prophetic gifts and experiences. Both church and government authorities took these prophecies 
seriously and spent considerable time and energy verifying their truthfulness and validity; some of 
them were even incorporated into official government and church announcements at the time. Based 
on historical testimonies, there is hardly another period in the history of the church when so much of 
church and public life was guided by prophetic revelation. 

Rutherford himself specifically acknowledged the existence and the validity of prophetic revelation 
in the present, post-apostolic era, and he mentioned Luther and John Knox among those who had 
prophetic revelation. His book on The Divine Right of Church Government required that prophets 
only prophesy under the auspices of the church; his claim was that a spiritual gift can only be 
exercised as a church office, and therefore there could be no “unordained prophets.” This specific 
argument, of course, was fallacious; for, if carried to its logical conclusion, it would presuppose 
ordination of women-prophetesses to teaching and ruling positions in the church (see Acts 21:9). 
Nevertheless, in combination with the high doctrine of the Holy Spirit and the charismatic practices 
prevalent at the time, it put pressure on the Presbyterian churches to seek out gifted men for the 
ministry instead of sitting bureaucrats. Church ordination in that period of Presbyterianism before 
the 1850s was more motivated by a recognition of already operational gifts and ministries than by 
any institutional needs of a church or organization. It is that period that gave us the greatest 
Presbyterian names who changed the history of the West—and the history of missions as well. It is 
in that period that Presbyterianism reached the pinnacle of its cultural influence, inspiring the 
American Revolution and a broader political quest for political and economic liberty, launching a 
global mission movement whose momentum continues even today. An astonishing number of 
business practices and enterprises, and charity organizations today have their roots in 
Presbyterianism of the 18th and the 19th centuries; and much of what is good in the modern political 
discourse has its ideological roots in Presbyterian theological writings of that period. Gifted and 
active men, considered rather “troublemakers” by the modern ecclessiocracy, were at the time 
actively encouraged to seek ordination and take up leadership roles in the church. The fallacious 
doctrine of church government was offset by the Biblical doctrine of the operation of the Holy Spirit, 
and the results were outstanding. 

Predictably, the decline started when the doctrine of the Holy Spirit was replaced by the new 
rationalist doctrine of cessationism, in the mid-19th century. Even as Howie was writing his Scots 
Worthies in the second half of the 18th century, the rationalism of the Enlightenment was already 
dominant in the intellectual circles in Scotland. By the 1840s, it had taken over the church as well, so 
much that the 1846 edition of Howie’s book was purged of all mentions of supernatural gifts and 
miracles among the early Scottish Reformers. Within a generation, by the end of the 19th century, 
the Presbyterian churches in both America and Scotland transferred their leadership from men of 
spiritual gifts to men of bureaucratic acumen. Accordingly, the cultural influence of Presbyterianism 
declined. The 1930s were the last decade when developments within American Presbyterianism 
made national news: Machen’s losing fight against the entrenched liberal rationalist bureaucracy in 
the Northern Presbyterian Church and his organizing the new denomination of the OPC and the 
Westminster Seminary in Philadelphia. Within a decade, American Presbyterianism was relegated to 
the periphery of American culture, where it remains to this day. Rushdoony’s words applied in full 
force: 
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In any case, where a strong doctrine of the Spirit is not operative and governing, a strong doctrine of 
the church replaces it, so that institutional controls and government replace the Spirit.2 

And since those institutional controls and government were based on a false ideology about 
government—Rutherford’s “divine right”—they eventually led to decline. 

Reconstructing the Plurality of Elders Principle 

Based on the historical trends of the last 100 years, it should be obvious that modern Presbyterianism 
is, for all practical purposes, dead. In some denominations, like the PCUSA, the name may remain 
but the essence is lost. In a number of smaller denominations an allegedly more “conservative” form 
may continue to linger for some time without any hope of restoring the power and cultural impact of 
the old Presbyterianism. (And in some of them—the PCA, for example—theological liberalism and 
its practices have been growing for the last several decades.) The Calvinist “revival” of the last 
couple decades seems to have lost steam; which was to be expected, given that it was strongly 
pietistic and essentially Arminian, focused entirely on personal salvation, not on the Kingdom of 
God.3 The seminaries that pass for “Calvinist” and “Reformed,” training men for the Presbyterian 
pulpits, are just as pietistic and essentially Arminian (even if Calvinist in name), limiting their 
courses to obscure theoretical subjects rather than building a comprehensive worldview in their 
students. A seminary graduate who can make a covenantal analysis of the modern society’s idols and 
pagan practices, and issue a practical call to his listeners for reforming the society, is almost 
impossible to find; seminary graduates are specialized in keeping themselves in the periphery by 
toothless pontifications on irrelevant issues. 

In short, to borrow an idea from the Left Behind movie, if modern Presbyterianism is “raptured” out 
of the American society, hardly anyone would notice. Obviously, if there is to be any reconstruction 
or revival of Presbyterianism, it will have to start with a radical and comprehensive U-turn in the 
theology and practice of the existing institutional structures; or, in a completely new institutional 
setting which is a radical departure from the old one. 

It will have to include change and restoration of doctrine in all areas where the original Reformed 
doctrines were lost: covenant theology, postmillennial optimism, theonomic ethics, the continuing 
validity of the gifts of the Spirit and non-canonical revelation. And it will have to include a 
restoration of the principle of plurality of elders and true authority in the government of the church: 
real plurality of elders and real spiritual authority, unlike the current practices of singularity of the 
majority and bureaucratic power. 

First, of course, Rutherford’s magisterial view of church government must be discarded in favor of a 
restored ministerial view of church government. The magisterial view came down from Romanism 
and its Aristotelian paradigm of “natural law.” And Romanism picked it up from paganism, so it is 
essentially pagan, not Biblical. This difference between the pagan and the Christian views of 
government is clearly explained by Christ in Luke 22:25-27: among the pagans, the rulers “lord it 
over” and are called “Benefactors.” But it is not the same way among Christians where the great 
ones are those who serve. And those who serve must be subject to greater scrutiny and 
accountability than those who are served by them. Thus, there can be no divine right for church 
government, just as there is no divine right for civil government, which is supposed to be just as 
ministerial (Rom. 13:4, 6). This means that sessions must be under oversight and made accountable 
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for their decisions as sessions. A legal provision must be included in the Books of Church order of 
any future Presbyterian denomination that if a session is found to have committed injustice in its 
official judgments, the session as a body—or at least those who have voted for injustice—must be 
subject to discipline, including excommunication. (With the option for individual repentant former 
elders of being received back in the church upon genuine repentance.) Not simply amends to the 
decision, not simply a repeal of the decision, but a full-force application of the principle in Deut. 
19:18-19 to all ecclesiastical judicatories: the elders who have voted for injustice must be made to 
pay for it, in one way or another. No more anonymity, and no more freedom from accountability for 
elders who hide behind the majority vote. 

Second, individual elders must be given a real opportunity to rule. Church government in the Bible is 
by elders, not by collectives of elders. This means that no group of elders can have more legal power 
in the church than an individual elder, and an individual elder must have the power to overturn or 
veto a decision by the majority which he considers harmful to the health of the church and the 
Christian liberty of its members. And when an individual elder overturns such a decision, he must be 
protected against revenge by the other elders; which can happen by giving the congregation the right 
to block legal action against individual elders who have acted in its defense. At every level, power 
must be matched by responsibility and accountability; the principle of Luke 12:48 must be 
established as the mainstay principle for church government: “To whom much is given, much shall 
be required of him.” 

Third, the very philosophy of ordination must be overturned. Bureaucratic rationales for ordination 
like the perceived “needs” of the local church or denomination, or a seminary diploma, must be 
discarded. Ordination must be God-centered, not man-centered; and it must be an acknowledgment 
of God’s authority and spiritual gifts in individuals, not an occult ceremony of humanistic bestowing 
institutional power on men on whom God didn’t bestow spiritual authority. If Presbyterianism is to 
not only survive but also restore the dominance of the Reformed worldview in the culture, future 
Presbyterian elders must be completely independent in their individual ministries from their 
institutional power in the church; they should be granted that power only after they have proven to 
have true spiritual authority and ministry in the church, recognized by many people who have been 
ministered to by them. Only such independent men of spiritual authority can be the Pauls who would 
challenge the modern alliance of untouchable celebrities and faceless bureaucrats that currently 
keeps the church in the US in a cultural deadlock. 

And fourth, the power of the sessions must be decreased, not increased. The churches need to stop 
being a baptized equivalent to pagan temples, administering ceremonial exercises and dispensing 
religious experiences on Sunday morning. Only a very small portion of the New Testament is 
devoted to detailed descriptions of what is to be done during church service. (And that very small 
portion—1 Cor. 14—is largely ignored even by those who beat themselves in the chest of being 
faithful to the Regulatory Principle of Worship.) The church needs to be a covenant community of 
whose real life Sunday morning is the smallest portion and focus. Applying the Gospel to every area 
of life by individual members of the church and their families must be the real focus; and church 
elders must be re-trained to become judges in the gates for the covenant community, and counselors 
for practical application.4 This also means that para-church ministries must be encouraged: both to 
allow men of superior gifting (and therefore possibly future elders) apply their gifts in the name of 
Christ to the different areas of life, thought, and action, and—just as important—to provide a 
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legitimate alternative and even competition to church governments who have grown lazy, inactive, 
or outright unjust and tyrannical. 

Conclusion 

From the dominant cultural factor and source of moral and institutional standards and inspiration for 
economics and politics to an inconspicuous sect at the margins of the modern society, 
Presbyterianism in America has been the ultimate modern example of Jesus’ parable of salt that has 
lost its flavor. Any Presbyterian preacher or teacher today who ignores this decline or thinks that it 
has no covenantal significance in showing the need for correction and reconstruction, is guilty of 
deliberate deception. Any Presbyterian elder who throws the blame on the society, secularism, the 
unbelievers, etc., and not on the elders, sessions, and presbyteries of the Presbyterian denominations 
in the US is just as guilty. The rottenness of modern Presbyterianism is first and foremost in the 
seminaries, the pulpits, and the session meetings. That’s where the first changes must be made, and 
the old doctrinal and practical principles restored. 

Many factors have led to this decline: covenant theology was lost, postmillennialism was lost, 
theonomy was lost, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit was lost. 

And the principle of plurality of elders, once the inspiration for the political structure of our 
Republic, was lost in the very Presbyterianism where it first originated. 

It is there where it must be first restored before we restore it in the society. Whether this will happen 
by reforming the existing churches and denominations or by demolishing the old structures and 
building new ones, will be seen in the coming generations. 

 

 

Augustine, On the Holy Trinity, Book VIII. [�] 
R. J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, Vol. I, p. 296. [�] 
See my article, “‘TULIP’ Doesn’t Mean ‘Reformed’ — ‘City on a Hill’ Does.” [�] 
See R.J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, Vol. I, ch. 14, “The Church.” [�] 
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 Lew Rockwell on Immigration: The Mild Statism of 150.
Secular Libertarianism 

Bojidar Marinov, November 16, 2015 

Few things are more commonly misunderstood than 
the nature and meaning of theocracy. It is 
commonly assumed to be a dictatorial rule by self-
appointed men who claim to rule for God. In reality, 
theocracy in Biblical law is the closest thing to a 
radical libertarianism that can be had.1 

These words by Rushdoony have often been 
misunderstood by Christians to mean that the 
Biblical social order mandates less than perfect 
liberty in the society. The misunderstanding usually 

comes from misunderstanding of what he meant by “radical libertarianism.” Many have assumed 
that by “radical libertarianism” he meant “secular libertarianism” and its claims that it is most 
consistent in defense of individual liberty; so, some have insisted that libertarianism can’t be the 
Biblical political order, and Christians should always be at least a notch less eager to defend liberty 
than secular libertarians are.2 

But such interpretation of Rushdoony’s words is obviously wrong, given the words in his direct text: 
“that	can	be	had.” It would also contradict the conclusion from his Vantillian presuppositionalism 
that outside a Trinitarian epistemology, the very definition of the individual is impossible, let alone a 
definition of individual liberty.3 Rushdoony was not saying that “radical libertarianism” really 
existed as a system of thought or ideology, or that it “could be had.” He was using it as an ideal 
notion, a limiting	concept of the ultimate theoretical expression of a specific idea. It was for him the 
idealized limit against which all really existing practical ideologies must be compared when assessed 
in terms of their faithfulness to that specific idea. And in his view, theocracy, as a practical ideology, 
was the closest possible to it. In other words, if you want maximum possible individual liberty, 
theocracy in the Biblical Law is what you want. Anything else will mean less liberty when applied in 
practice. Which means that the only true libertarianism we can have is Biblical theocracy. It’s the 
closest to the ideal. 

So where does that leave secular libertarianism? Secular libertarianism – that is, libertarianism not 
based on the Law of God – is in fact less libertarian than theocracy; or, it’s farther away from the 
perfect ideal of “radical libertarianism” than is theocracy. I would argue also that it is not real 
libertarianism at all, for it really doesn’t care for liberty that much. As I have argued before, secular 
libertarianism always degenerates into some mild form of statism or collectivism every time it tries 
to apply its ideas in practice. As Mark Rushdoony, R.J.’s son and heir, mentioned once, “Biblical 
Law makes secular libertarians look like statists.” Indeed. 
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I have given some examples of it before.4 This article responds to another example of such anti-
liberty solutions: Lew Rockwell’s talk delivered at the Mises Circle in Phoenix AZ a couple of 
weeks ago, “Open	Borders:	A	Libertarian	Reappraisal.” 

I am far from the intention to denigrate Mr. Rockwell’s contribution to libertarianism and to the 
liberty movement in the US; he is a great mind and he has been one the key players in the 
development and the propagation of the ideas of liberty in this country, as well in the development 
and the propagation of the practical conclusions and applications these ideas. But even the greatest 
minds have their bad moments. And in my opinion, this speech may well be his worst moment. On 
the issue of immigration, he is inconsistent, self-contradictory, and he adopts the ethics of those very 
same statism and collectivism that he has been criticizing for many years. And here, I will try to 
offer a response showing his inconsistency, and then offer in brief the true libertarian position on the 
immigration, that is, theocracy in Biblical Law. 

Why Is Private Property a Factor? 

The most basic problem with Lew Rockwell’s thesis is epistemological: he makes private property a 
fundamental factor in determining the degree of liberty of individuals. While most libertarians who 
are not familiar with the foundations of Classical Liberalism would intuitively accept private 
property rights as a sufficient moral guide and standard – which would legitimize Rockwell’s use of 
them – in reality, Classical Liberalism rejects this intuition. Private property is not a basis for an 
ethical standard under Classical Liberalism; in fact, private	property	is	not	sacred, and the right to it 
is not legitimized by any previous state of the property or action by the owner. I have offered a 
critique of this often overlooked characteristic of Classical Liberalism in my article, “Classical	
Liberalism	Has	No	Place	to	Stand.” Von Mises is very clear in his Human	Action: private property 
is not sacred. There is no underlying metaphysical ethical principle which defends private property 
in its very essence. As an abstract principle it may be beneficial and expedient, which is the thesis of 
Gottfried Dietze in his study, In	 Defense	 of	 Property (1963). But that’s where the “goodness” of 
private property ends; there is no ethical value in private property beyond its utility or expediency. 
And no, it’s not utility or expediency for the private owner himself, but for the multitudes of non-
owners, as von Mises makes very clear in his two pages (!) on private property in the 800-page study 
on Human	Action.5 

And no, it’s not an omission by Mises, nor an inconsistency. He is bound by his very operational 
presuppositions not only to reject the notion that private property is sacred, but also to	 reject	 the	
notion	 that	 anything	 whatsoever	 is	 sacred. In chapter VIII of the same book, laying out the 
epistemological basis for his thought, he specifically criticizes the “holistic and metaphysical view of 
society” on the basis of its “essential problem”: 

By what mark do I recognize the true law, the authentic apostle of God’s word, and the legitimate 
authority? 

Thus, Mises’s inability to find a principle for discernment between alleged transcendent causes (or 
refusal to accept it when offered), becomes the foundation for his rejection of all transcendence. 
Thus, his epistemological foundation is all immanent, and as all immanent philosophies, he has to 
resort to some form of dialectics (to reconcile the dualistic opposites). His dialectics is the 
combination of individual human action and social co-operation. 
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While discussing this dialectics and its inconsistencies is a different topic, the question 
remains: Why	should	Lew	Rockwell	judge	the	ethical	value	of	open	borders	based	on	the	issue	of	
private	 property	 rights? If private property itself is not sacred and is judged by its utility and 
expediency, shouldn’t we judge any alleged conflict between immigration and property rights based 
on that higher principle, human action and social cooperation? After all, there are multiple studies 
that show immigration to be helping the economy. More immigrants, more consumers. And since 
Mises says that under capitalism, private property is the consummation of the self-determination of 
the consumers, the more consumers, the more validation for the goodness of private property. N’est-
ce pas? 

And indeed, those libertarians whom Lew Rockwell criticizes for favoring open borders actually do 
have the data on their side. The evidence shows that immigration helps the economy; and they quote 
multiple studies that prove it. Obviously, the more the borders are open, the more human action and 
social interaction are encouraged, and the data shows it. Rockwell is wrong when he says that they 
just “have assumed” that this is the correct libertarian position. Based on the original presuppositions 
of Classical Liberalism, these libertarians are consistent and logical, while Lew Rockwell is 
inconsistent and illogical. They have the evidence on their side, and Rockwell has only metaphysical 
bias on his side. 

Don’t get me wrong, I am not denigrating private property here; to the contrary, and in disagreement 
with Mises and Classical Liberalism, I	 believe	 private	 property	 is	 sacred, that is, there	 is	 a	
transcendent,	 divine	 sanction	 for	 it, independent of Mises’s imaginary “self-determination of 
consumers.” It is in the Law of God in the Bible. But then, the Law of God has a different view on 
immigration and liberty than Lew Rockwell. And we will see what it is at the end of this article. As 
of now, suffice to say, Rockwell has failed to remain faithful to the fundamental philosophical 
principles of his own professed ideology. 

Liberty Principles Justify Government Coercion? 

As bizarre as his departure from the philosophical presuppositions of Classical Liberalism is, his 
justification for government control over the movement of non-criminal individuals is even more 
bizarre: He apparently believes that the right of a private owner to control behavior on his private 
property justifies the power of the state to control any behavior whatsoever. He knows he is in 
conflict with the principle of freedom of movement, so he uses a completely irrelevant example to 
justify this conflict: the limitations of a person’s “freedom of speech” on private property: 

But hold on a minute. Think about “freedom of speech,” another principle people associate with 
libertarians. Do we really believe in freedom of speech as an abstract principle? That would mean I 
have the right to yell all during a movie, or the right to disrupt a Church service, or the right to enter 
your home and shout obscenities at you. 

Notice the reasoning: Because a private owner has the right to regulate speech on his private 
property, therefore the government has the right to control the movement of non-criminal individuals 
on a certain territory. The government has the same right on its territory as a private owner has on 
his property. And here I thought that as libertarians we should never agree to equate the government 
control over a territory with private property rights. 
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So, if I may ask, what if the government decides to control the movement not only of immigrants but 
of home-born citizens as well? What principle can Lew Rockwell offer to counter it? If the rights of 
a private owner to control behavior on his private property justify the right of the state to do that on 
the territory, why limit that right to foreigners? Why not include Lew Rockwell in the “immigration” 
restrictions as well? Or, since the example involves “freedom of speech,” why not limit his freedom 
of speech in public? After all, the Internet is not his property, and he hasn’t asked anyone for 
permission to speak publicly, but the Internet is not no one’s property, therefore . . . the government 
should have the moral right to prevent Lew Rockwell from speaking publicly. 

Obviously, Lew Rockwell would argue that the right of a property owner to silence visitors on his 
property doesn’t extend to a right of the government to silence people who speak in public. Why 
would then the right of a private property owner to control movement through his property extend to 
a right of the government to restrict people who want to travel through public territory. (And later we 
will see if he is realistic when he talks about traveling through private territory as well.) 

What “Open Borders” Isn’t 

He says his ideas were not original, he took them from Murray Rothbard. Apparently, the irrelevance 
of the examples is not original either; in Rockwell’s words, Murray Rothbard himself began re-
thinking his commitment to freedom of travel based on a case example which, obviously, is quite 
irrelevant to the issue of immigration: 

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 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? 

I wonder what blinded Murray Rothbard to the fact that the situation he described had nothing to do 
whatsoever with the issue of open borders. While I can’t speculate on what was going through his 
mind at that moment to create such an unrealistic quandary in it, I can certainly say that he was quite 
unlucky not to have at hand at that very moment an Eastern European who would point to him the 
obvious solution to that quandary: Government	 resettlement	 of	 populations	 is	 not	 open	 borders. 
There may be many things we can say or speculate about Eastern Europe and about the realities 
there, but there is no way on earth to even begin to imagine that the Soviet Union was in any sense – 
absolute or relative – a society of open borders. Not only the outside borders were sealed (and people 
casually killed if they were found without a permit within a certain distance from the border), but 
there were immigration restrictions within the very territory of the Soviet Union. No one was free to 
decide where they could live, or even travel. A person was a “citizen” of his city or village, and 
moving to another city or village could only happen after a long and elaborate bureaucratic process 
similar to the immigration process in the US today. Some of these restrictions are still in force today 
in Russia, although in a milder form. Any citizen of the former Soviet Union would laugh at the very 
mention that there was anything remotely similar to open borders. 
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Thus, if this is what made Rothbard change his mind on immigration, then that change was the 
product of a false dilemma: that there are only two possible situations with immigration: closed 
borders and government resettlement of populations. If I was around, I would point Murray 
Rothbard – as I would like to point Lew Rockwell – to the obvious libertarian alternative to both, 
that is, zero government control over non-criminal individuals and freedom for private individuals to 
travel and settle as they see fit. Immigration, you see, is not resettlement; it’s millions of individual 
decisions of millions individual private individuals who are looking for a better life. 

(And the truth is, Stalin’s plan didn’t work anyway. A superior culture is not destroyed that easily. 
He could resettle Russians in, but he could not force those individual Russians to remain faithful to 
his directives. Today, most of those Russians don’t want to return back to “mother Russia,” and 
prefer to be part of that very culture which they were meant to destroy. Rothbard and Rockwell have 
a reason to celebrate: individualism defeats collectivism ten times out of ten. No need to change your 
ideology and compromise your ethical and intellectual integrity because of the puny plans of some 
temporary dictator. This is where the optimism of my postmillennial eschatology is of importance. 
Both men could have learned a lot from Gary North and R.J. Rushdoony in this regard.) 

Now, I can understand Rothbard’s and Rockwell’s ignorance about the Soviet Union – their 
knowledge of it comes from theoretical studies, not from real experience, and it is expected that they 
would misinterpret things through their limited experience. What leaves me scratching my head is a 
much more profound mistake: their calling the current situation in the US and Western Europe “open 
borders”: 

. . . the regime of open borders that exists de facto in the U.S. and Western Europe. . . 

Huh? What open borders? Compared to what? The US had open borders until 1921; there were no 
limits on immigration or travel before that year. Texas kept its border open until 1954 when 
President Eisenhower used the troops returning from Europe to force the closure of the border in 
Operation Wetback, which was an undeclared war by the Federal government against Texas. 
Western Europe had open borders de	jure until the late 1930s (de	facto it was WWI that introduced 
the first restrictions, which were only temporary). Outside Nazi Germany and Communist Russia, 
the first legal restrictions on travel and immigration didn’t appear until the mid-1950s. As late as 
1930, anyone could travel on the Orient Express from Paris to Istanbul without	a	passport. Before 
1921, anyone in the world could travel to California, dig for gold, then travel back home to his 
country with his gold and his guns with him, and never use a passport nor even give his real name to 
anyone. Compare it to anything we have today. Open borders? 

The current immigration law – the brainchild of Ted Kennedy designed to protect the trade unions 
against competition – gives all the power to the Federal government, and that not only on 
immigration but on simple tourist and business travel as well. Have Rockwell and Rothbard read the 
law at all? Contrary to the misinformed opinion of millions of Americans, the main purpose of the 
law is not to establish an accessible procedure for legal immigration; its	main	purpose	is	to	declare	
all	 immigration	 and	 all	 travel	 illegal	 except	 for	 certain	 limited	 groups,	 and	 that	 only	 at	 the	
discretion	of	Federal	bureaucrats. The control given to the Federal government is so total, and the 
restrictions are so extensive, that the Federal government spends more than $20 billion each year just 
to enforce those restrictions. No need to mention the enormous army of bureaucrats hired in the US 
and in consulates abroad. Does Rockwell know that the US is one of only three countries in the 
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world where a traveler needs a visa to go sightseeing when he has a layover of several hours when 
flying transit through an American airport? (The other two are Cuba and North Korea.) 

What	open	borders	are	Rothbard	and	Rockwell	talking	about? 

Just a simple logic could have told them that if we had open orders, we wouldn’t brand so many 
people as “illegal aliens.” To say that a regime which criminalizes aliens is “open borders” is just the 
same as to say that a regime which criminalizes work or business without government permit is “free 
market capitalism.” Rothbard and Rockwell themselves have multiple times refuted the leftist 
argument that our current system is “free market capitalism”; how did they manage to make the 
same mistake in respect to borders is beyond me. 

Or may be they mean the current regime of open borders between states and counties? I can see 
Rockwell’s logic. If open borders between nations hurt private property, then surely open borders 
between states and counties hurt it even more. After all, more people cross those state and county 
lines every day than cross the US border a year. Why should these folks from Louisiana and 
Oklahoma take advantage of our Texas roads built by the tax money of millions of Texans? 

Who Decides? 

Amazingly enough, Lew Rockwell knows very well we don’t have a regime of open borders. He 
does say that “immigration decisions are made by a central authority.” Wait, if immigration 
decisions made by a central authority is “open borders,” why not call “free market capitalism” a 
system where economic decisions are made by a central authority? But this also brings us to the 
important issue of “Who decides?” Rockwell says: 

In an anarcho-capitalist world, with all property privately owned, “immigration” would be up to each 
individual property owner to decide. Right now, on the other hand, immigration decisions are made 
by a central authority, with the wishes of property owners completely disregarded. The correct way to 
proceed, therefore, is to decentralize decision-making on immigration to the lowest possible level, so 
that we approach ever more closely the proper libertarian position, in which individual property 
owners consent to the various movements of peoples. 

OK, great. I agree. How about we decentralize it to the really	lowest possible level, like individual 
property owners having the liberty to hire whomever they want? 

No, says Lew Rockwell, we can’t go that far. We have a “current situation” with the state and the 
state-owned property. We can’t allow individual owners to hire whomever they want, because they 
will be taking advantage of that state-owned property which belong to the “tax-paying public.” He 
quotes Hoppe to this effect: 

Equipped with a work permit, the immigrant is allowed to make free use of every public facility: 
roads, parks, hospitals, schools, and no landlord, businessman, or private associate is permitted to 
discriminate against him as regards housing, employment, accommodation, and association. That is, 
the immigrant comes invited with a substantial fringe benefits package paid for not (or only 
partially) by the immigrant employer (who allegedly has extended the invitation), but by other 
domestic proprietors as taxpayers who had no say in the invitation whatsoever. 
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Paid not by the employer??? Is Hoppe saying that employers don’t pay taxes? Is he saying that the 
will of the majority should trump the individual will of the employer? And here I thought he was 
serious when he said that “democracy is a god that failed.” Is he saying that unless a person hasn’t 
already paid taxes, he can’t be hired? What do we do with the young people in the community who 
have never paid taxes? Should they never get hired? He may say that their parents paid taxes for 
them; but how is that different from adoption where an adoptive parent “sponsors” another person? 
And how is that different from an employer “adopting” and sponsoring an employee with his own 
taxes? And who said that the employer hires the immigrant against the interests of the public? If 
hiring that immigrant would increase the quality of his products and decrease the cost and the price, 
wouldn’t everyone benefit from it? Why should the tax paying public subsidize local candidates for 
the job if they can’t offer a better service in terms of quality or cost? (And if they do offer it, why 
would the employer go for immigrants in the first place?) 

Hoppe’s “logic” makes absolutely no sense here. But Lew Rockwell employs it to deny the 
individual employers the right to hire whomever they want. He seems to think they won’t be 
defending the public interest, I suppose. He doesn’t trust the centralized state, but then he doesn’t 
trust the decentralized property owners either. His solution is the third	way – some form of local 
government deciding, because we have a “current situation.” 

But wait, that “current situation” includes freeways that are Federally owned and paid for. Many 
parks are Federally-owned and maintained. Much of the welfare state is Federal, not local. Rockwell 
can’t trust the private property owners because they would be taking immoral advantage of 
government property which is not theirs. But he can trust local governments to take care of 
government property which is not theirs? Private owners can’t be trusted, but local government 
officials can? Is that the meaning the “lowest possible level of decentralization”? Real consistent 
logic would demand either total centralized control (if one doesn’t trust the private owners) or total 
individual liberty (if one doesn’t trust the government). The middle position is schizophrenic. 

At the foundation of Lew Rockwell’s reasoning here is not libertarianism but half-way	
libertarianism,	 half-way	 statism. He is libertarian in his assessment of government property as 
stolen property. He is statist in his belief that government officials would be better managers of that 
stolen property than private owners. As I said above, taken to where the rubber meets the road, 
secular libertarianism always degenerates into some form of statism. 

Also, the very idea that we should change our ethical commitment to liberty, giving more power to 
the state because of some “current situation,” is a progressivist idea. Situational ethics belongs to the 
leftist side of the spectrum. And really, since when is Lew Rockwell the man arguing for more 
power to the state in one area to fix the mess it has created by having too much power in another 
area? And what is that logic he is using? His logic, translated into simpler terms, is that a thief who 
has robbed a family (state-owned property) should be given the right to legally chain them and even 
murder them (control over movement of private individuals), because he has already robbed them 
anyway, and who knows what complications would follow if they were allowed to go free. Or may 
be entrust their chains and life to smaller thieves, for better management. Can a libertarian accept 
such logic as valid? 

I suspect he knows his argument doesn’t hold water so he uses the good old tactic of scaring his 
detractors with the expected horrific consequences of their position: 
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Obviously, in a pure open borders system, the Western welfare states would simply be overrun by 
foreigners seeking tax dollars. As libertarians, we should of course celebrate the demise of the 
welfare state. But to expect a sudden devotion to laissez faire to be the likely outcome of a collapse 
in the welfare state is to indulge in naïveté of an especially preposterous kind. 

Nice	 scare	 tactics,	 but	 wrong.	 And	 what	 outcome	 does	 he	 expect	 when	 the	 borders	 are	
controlled	by	bureaucrats	whose power grows proportionally to the power of the welfare state? 
Does Lew Rockwell expect the bureaucrats to conduct their immigration policies in such a way as to 
favor a free market? Allow more libertarian-leaning future voters who would vote for less power to 
the state? The fox keeps stealing the chicken; Rockwell’s solution to it to put the fox in charge of the 
coop. Tell me again, who’s indulging in “naïveté of an especially preposterous kind”? 

What Is a Violation of Private Property? 

Rockwell’s and Rothbard’s view of borders is based on their vision of what an anarcho-capitalist 
society will look like. They believe it will be a “closed borders” society except where the owners 
specifically allow passage to certain people: 

If every piece of land in a country were owned by some person, group, or corporation, this would 
mean that no person could enter unless invited to enter and allowed to rent or purchase property. A 
totally privatized country would be as closed as the particular property owners desire. 

Now, I am far from the intention to challenge both men’s right to speak with authority on what such 
a society would look like; but then again, neither of them can claim to speak with divine authority, 
and they do not have a divine document that establishes that an anarcho-capitalist society will look 
exactly as they imagine it. And logically, there is a contrary view that is just as faithful to the ideals 
of liberty, and much more realistic than their view: an	“open	borders”	anarcho-capitalist	 society. 
Rothbard’s and Rockwell’s view is unrealistic; a society where movement is possible only by 
constant procuring of positive permission to travel would be a society of high social costs and high 
transaction costs. A much more realistic society would be one where all movement is allowed by 
default, unless there are specific restrictions imposed by the property owner. 

We can see the logic when we reduce it down to the simplest piece of private property – the 
individual’s body. Actually, let’s go even more private – the individual’s . . . er . . . private parts. 
Let’s assume that we have an individual who doesn’t want people looking at his private parts. He 
considers it a violation of his “private properties.” Now, if this individual appears in public naked, 
whose fault is it if people look at his private parts? Would we say that the others are guilty of 
violating his private property when he is naked in public? 

Naturally, no. If the man doesn’t want others to look at his “private properties,” it is his 
responsibility to create a barrier between their eyes and his private parts. He needs to put something 
on – pants, or a kilt, or another kind of material. He will thus show everyone else that he doesn’t 
want people to look at his private parts. Now, if after he has put on the pants someone comes and 
yanks them down to expose him, this will be a violation of private property. But unless the man has 
made the effort and paid the cost of covering his private parts, no one in the world is obligated to 
assume that the man doesn’t want to be looked at. 
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In the same way, if he wants privacy, he buys or rents a house; breaking into a house is equivalent to 
yanking his pants down. If he has a commercial property he wants to protect against trespassers, he 
must pay the cost of building a fence or a wall around it. Just as no one is obligated to assume naked 
people don’t want to be looked at, no one is under obligation to assume that a “naked” property – 
that is, property without fences or walls – is a property out of reach for travelers. A capitalist society 
should be a society of mutual responsibility for all; and part of that mutual responsibility is the 
responsibility of owners to pay the cost for fencing people out of their property if they don’t want 
their presence on it. Thus, as an alternative to Rothbard’s and Rockwell’s views, a totally privatized 
country will be a country in which property owners take full responsibility for their property without 
unnecessarily limiting the freedom of others; travel would be free and borders would be open, except	
where	a	property	owner	has	declared	a	ban	on	crossing	by	building	a	fence	or	a	wall. 

Or . . . where he has decided that building a road through his property is a better and cheaper 
solution than building a fence or a wall. Because such a policy of open borders would encourage 
more large property owners to build more roads and thus benefit the society more. If people pass 
through your property, it is because there is something on both ends of it that makes economic sense 
to travel between. Shooting people for simply passing through your property is immoral. You better 
build a road and take advantage of the economic opportunities. 

This alternative view – of an “open borders” society – happens to be the Biblical solution, as I will 
show later. Amazingly enough, it also happens to be the logical conclusion from the fundamental 
view of property of Classical Liberalism, and – take that – of Hans Hermann Hoppe and Murray 
Rothbard themselves! I have to say it directly: On this particular issue, Rothbard and Rockwell 
deviate from their own professed first principles. How can I say that? 

Rothbard’s and Rockwell’s “closed borders” view requires a definition of “violation of private 
property” as simply “being present on it”; and it requires a non-economic definition of the function 
of private property. It requires that private property is viewed as some religious, occult entity (like 
sanctuary of the family gods, as in des Coulanges’s The	Ancient	City) where the mere presence of 
strangers is offensive. Crossing the boundary then would be like stepping over Terminus, the god of 
the landmarks. It would be a violation whether there is a real damage to property involved or not; 
something like the mere presence of non-Muslims in Mecca of of non-Mormons at a Mormon 
church service. Thus, the presence is lawful only when positively sanctioned by the property owner. 
A person then is in “violation of private property” by even touching it without a sanction. He may be 
doing nothing harmful to the property; he may actually be doing something positively beneficial to it 
– like putting out a fire or sheltering his family from a coming storm – and yet, in Rothbard’s and 
Rockwell’s view, he would be “trespassing” if he doesn’t have the owner’s express permission to be 
there. 

But there is nothing in the presuppositions or the ideology of Classical Liberalism to justify such a 
metaphysical view of property. To the contrary, as we saw from Mises, the “sacredness” of private 
property is excluded. And indeed, when Hoppe himself talks about private property, he specifically 
bases its ethics and economics not on some metaphysical nature of it, but	on	the	economic	issue	of	
scarcity! Quoting at length from Hoppe would take a little too much space, but the readers can 
always go to his lengthy article on “The	 Ethics	 and	 Economics	 of	 Private	 Property.” Private 
property is defined economically; it only makes sense against the issue of scarcity. Therefore, in 
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matters where scarcity is not involved – where economic (scarce) value is not used up or destroyed – 
private property rights are irrelevant. 

And, take this: he	bases	his	view	on	no	other	but	Murray	Rothbard	himself, from his book on Man,	
Economy,	and	State! 

In this view, logically, trespassing or violation of private property would be only that activity which 
either destroys economic (scarce) value, or re-directs the use of that economic value for the benefit 
of the trespasser. If a person sets someone else’s property to fire, or breaks into a house, or jumps 
over a wall or a fence clearly designed to protect crops or other economic value, or harvests a field to 
take economic advantage of the crops – such a person is a trespasser. But if a traveler stops to have a 
picnic in a private forest without destroying any trees; or pitches a tent or a shelter in a field 
overgrown with tares (no economic value); or, even better, uses an unoccupied shelter to save his 
family from a coming storm; or puts out a fire on someone else’s property, etc., etc.; such acts 
neither destroy nor re-direct the use of economic (scarce) resources, and therefore are not violation 
of private property. 

Thus, logically, private property boundaries will be open for anyone who travels without destroying 
economic value. Mere presence does not destroy economic value, unless we define “economic 
value” to be some sort of occult reality which is polluted by the presence of strangers. Under the 
very fundamental presuppositions of Rothbard’s and Rockwell’s own ideology, borders in a 
capitalist society would be opened for everyone except the criminals. What Rothbard and Rockwell 
envision is something completely different: a society of borders that are closed to all except for those 
who have procured a permit. But in this vision, they go directly against their own professed principle 
of the economic nature of private property. 

Criminalizing Natural Behavior 

In his speech, Lew Rockwell repeatedly makes strange statements about what the free market would 
do or not do, but he never explains the reasoning behind it. As if the free market is driven by a 
person who is utterly predictable in his actions, and Lew Rockwell just knows what the person 
would do. For example, 

. . . the result is artificial demographic shifts that would not occur in a free market. Property owners 
are forced to associate and do business with individuals they might otherwise avoid. 

What makes him think that demographic shifts do not occur in a free market? And what makes him 
think property owners wouldn’t do business with those individuals in a free market? The government 
today bans property owners from hiring illegal immigrants, and yet they keep getting employed. It 
would be one thing if the government forced property owners to hire illegal immigrants . . . but that 
is not the case! It looks rather that property owners are so committed to hiring those illegal 
immigrants that they are willing to defy the government for it. Why would they refuse to hire them 
in a free market? Again, what	is	Lew	Rockwell	talking	about? 

It is in fact the free market that encourages more immigration, by lowering the cost of travel and 
opening a world of opportunities. Karl Marx complained about the free-market open-borders system 
in England which brought in many Irish workers. He saw this “demographic shift” as a “capitalist 
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conspiracy against the working class,” designed to keep full the ranks of the “reserve army of 
unemployed” and thus weaken the bargaining position of the workers. In the US, starting from the 
1860s, it was the trade unions and the Marxists who most vehemently argued for immigration 
restrictions because it was a “conspiracy” against the people. 

He says that the current migrations are “government-subsidized.” Why? Because they happen in the 
context of the welfare state. But does that mean that all, or even that the majority of the immigrants 
are agents of the state, and they wouldn’t immigrate if we had free market? That logic is just as 
ludicrous as to say that just because businesses today work in the context of the regulative state, they 
are all government-subsidized; and then argue that they wouldn’t exist in a free market. Rockwell 
knows that his logic makes no sense in the greater picture of the economy, so he is trying to deny the 
logical connection between the movement of people and the movement of capital: 

In the case of goods being traded from one place to another, there is always and necessarily a willing 
recipient. The same is not true for “free immigration.” 

Why not? There is always an employer. And there are always the employer’s customers. Ah, but 
Rockwell has already criminalized the employer. Why? Because he wants to hire someone outside 
the “tax-paying public.” Why would he want to hire that someone? Well, because he is better 
qualified, for example, than the locals. Or because he would do the same job for a lower pay. What 
is more natural for the employer than wanting to have better service for the same money, or the 
same service for less money? And what is more natural for a foreign worker than to want to find a 
job for a better pay than he has had in his own country? And what is more natural for the customers 
than to want to pay less, or want to get more for the same price, which will certainly happen if better 
qualified or lower paid foreigners get hired by the local businesses? 

What	principle	of	 free	markets	would	declare	 such	natural	behavior	 impossible,	 or	 illogical,	 or	
immoral? Isn’t it the same principle which works in outsourcing today? Since the borders are de 
facto closed (contrary to Rothbard and Rockwell) and local businesses can’t have those better 
qualified and lower paid workers here, they move their businesses where they can find them. Why is 
this not a natural free market behavior? What is there in the free market that would stop people from 
seeking the best and the most at the lowest price? 

But Lew Rockwell declares this natural behavior to be “not free market.” And is if it’s not bizarre 
enough, he	 calls	 for	 policies	 which	 will	 effectively	 criminalize	 it,	 claiming	 that	 it	 is	 for	 the	
“protection”	of	free	markets,	and	“the	closest	thing	to	a	libertarian	policy.” 

He doesn’t say directly that he wants it criminalized, but it is the logical conclusion of his position. If 
there’s a government policy of immigration control – or any kind of control whatsoever – it has to 
have sanctions included in it. Those who do not comply must be forced to comply by some form of 
punishment. Thus,	 criminalization	 of	 behavior	 is	 inevitable. And in Lew Rockwell’s policy 
proposal, what is criminalized is perfectly natural, free market behavior. And that in the name of 
“protecting private property and free markets.” 

A Mexican worker who can’t find a job south of border knows that there is a market for his skills 
and his level of pay on the north side of the border. An employer on the north side of the border 
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wants to decrease his costs. Lew Rockwell wants to criminalize both. Criminalize them for what? 
For wanting to improve their situations? 

No, he would say, but for wanting to improve their situations in	the	context	of	the	welfare	state. 

But why should the existence of the welfare state force such ethical demands on either of them? 
Whose fault is it that we have welfare state in the US? Is it the fault of the Mexican worker? Is it the 
fault of the American employer? If not, why should they be forced to adjust their market behavior to 
the demands of that false god, the welfare state? Why should either of them care for the interests of 
the very same tax-paying public that has brought upon itself the welfare state in the first place? And 
why should they be criminalized and penalized for something that is not their fault? 

This point completely stultifies Lew Rockwell’s entire career as a libertarian thinker. If the welfare 
state is such a huge factor, such an enormous game-changer that it makes us turn 180 degrees and 
call for the criminalization of behavior which in a free market society would be not only allowed but 
actively encouraged and given as a positive example, Rockwell better close the shop and go home. 
Nothing libertarian can be done or said before that Mastodon is removed; anything libertarian we say 
will be abstract and impossible today, and anything practical we suggest will have to negate our 
abstract principles to the point of where we end up criminalizing in practice what we would praise in 
the abstract. If he thinks such schizophrenia can advance the cause of liberty, well, I must say, at 
best, he is gravely mistaken. 

The “Culture” Card 

Nothing brightens my day as the occasional collectivist argument thrown on the table by a professed 
libertarian and methodological individualist. And few things are more collectivist in their nature and 
presuppositions than throwing the word “culture” in a debate about immigration. Lew Rockwell 
says: 

If four million Americans showed up in Singapore, that country’s culture and society would be 
changed forever. And no, it is not true that libertarianism would in that case require the people of 
Singapore to shrug their shoulders and say it was nice having our society while it lasted but all good 
things must come to an end. No one in Singapore would want that outcome, and in a free society, 
they would actively prevent it. 

How would they actively prevent it in a free society? Shoot the newcomers? Shoot those who hire 
them? If there is a market need for the newcomers, would a free society deny the market what it 
wants because it wants to save the “culture”? If there is no market need for the newcomers, why 
would they come? Does the market care for that abstract entity of “culture”? Would every single 
individual and private owner in Singapore prefer to forsake economic benefits to save the “culture”? 

All of a sudden, Lew Rockwell sounds eerily similar to a neocon, or a collectivist. Apparently, 
Singapore doesn’t have individuals, it has a collective called “culture,” and all individuals – in one 
soul and one mind – will ignore their individual private benefit in favor of that culture. Garrett 
Hardin’s commons in a spiritualized version: the “culture.” Everyone uses it, and everyone is 
expected to voluntarily sacrifice market benefits to maintain it. Seriously. And we have this from 
Lew Rockwell. 
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What if one Singaporean private owner decides to hire the four million Americans to work in his 
factories in a free society? Would a free society ban him from doing that? What if he buys them four 
million apartments to house them? Would a free society criminalize him for that? If that society is 
really free, how can Lew Rockwell predict what exactly will happen, if a free society is defined by 
default as a society of individual liberty? Or does Lew Rockwell expect a free society to be a society 
of people who always in everything think and act and plan the same? The Brave New “Free” World? 

A reality check is needed here: Singapore’s culture and society were changed forever within the 
course of less than a half generation. What Singapore was in the 1950s is vastly different than what 
it is today. And it has changed forever. There is no return to that old culture, period. Singapore didn’t 
need immigration to change forever. There is no evidence that four million Americans would have 
changed Singapore’s culture more abruptly than what four million Singaporeans did. And by the 
way, Singapore is a multicultural society: it’s a mixture of religions and cultural backgrounds. 
Adding Americans to the mix wouldn’t change anything; except the Americans themselves. 

Contrary to Lew Rockwell’s collectivist expectations, individuals do not belong to the culture of 
their birthplace by default. It applies in even lesser extent to those individuals who undertake the 
journey of immigrating to another land. They do not change the culture of their new country – they 
are changed by it. In	fact,	while	this	may	run	contrary	to	many	people’s	stereotypes,	there	is	ample	
evidence	 that	 immigrants	 have	 adopted	 the	 culture	 of	 their	 new	 country	 prior	 to	 their	
immigration. Something has to trigger that decision to immigrate; something that draws the 
immigrant to another place and makes him uncomfortable where he is. 

Texas is the greatest evidence of all. Settled almost entirely by immigrants from Eastern and Central 
Europe, which during the 19th century were areas of Europe still very much under feudalism and the 
old aristocracy – like the Austrian Empire and the Russian Empire. Some still had slavery at the 
time, like the Ottoman Empire. Some came from areas like Bosnia or Slovakia which were a mixture 
of feudalism and patriarchal village clans. Some came from nomadic cultures like Gypsies or 
Ukrainian Cossacks. Where the majority of the Texas population came from can be easily seen by a 
simple ride through the towns of Central or Northern Texas; the Slavic, German (Austrian), 
Hungarian and Romanian names tell the story. 

And yet, how much of that feudal/aristocratic/clan culture did Texas develop? None. Contrary to 
Rockwell’s expectations, Texas actually developed its diametrical opposite: a culture of rugged 
individualism and free social co-operation, until the socialist anti-immigration forces in Washington 
DC defeated the state in an undeclared war called Operation Wetback. 

“Cultural destructionism”? 

It is obvious Lew Rockwell doesn’t know what he is talking about. And it is obvious that on this 
issue he has abandoned his commitment to methodological individualism and has adopted a 
collectivist view of society. 

The Biblical Solution 

The real libertarian solution – a solution which doesn’t involve a compromise of the principles of 
liberty or private property for no reason whatsoever – is the Biblical solution.6 
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First, contrary to von Mises, private property is sacred, and there is divine sanction behind it. Initial 
appropriation is by providence, subsequent transfers are by legal right, and at every step, property is 
defended by divine decree. No temporal factors – expediency, economic efficiency, the “self-
determination of consumers,” etc. – are needed to justify or legitimize the concept of private 
property. Its utility or uselessness is an issue which is determined entirely on an individualist basis, 
between the private owner and God, or rather between the family and God. The “culture,” the 
consumers, the government institutions have very little to say about how private property is used. 

Second, while it is sacred, it is not divine or absolute. What is divinely protected is its economic	
value, that is, the scarcity principle. The mere presence on private property doesn’t constitute 
violation of it; the physical space over the property is not an economic (scarce) good. (Well, it is in 
some cases, like in a theater during a Star	Wars projection.) Only the destruction or unauthorized 
use of economic (scarce) value is forbidden. This would ban entering a house without permission but 
would free other people to be present on a property without causing economic harm. 

Therefore, third, the mere crossing of a property line is not a violation of that property. The Law of 
God specifically allows it, and even more than that, it allows eating of the produce for satisfying the 
immediate needs of the body: 

When you enter your neighbor’s vineyard, then you may eat grapes until you are fully 
satisfied, but you shall not put any in your basket. When you enter your neighbor’s standing 
grain, then you may pluck the heads with your hand, but you shall not wield a sickle in your 
neighbor’s standing grain. Deut. 23:24-25 

It’s taking economic advantage of it that is banned, not eating of it on the spot. 

Fourth, the practical principle of liberty in the Bible is ethical/judicial, not economic. It is the 
separation of powers and sphere sovereignty: No institution under no circumstances should be 
allowed to have power that is not given to it by the Law of God. The civil government is not given 
the authority to control the movement of non-criminal individuals, period. And it is not given the 
authority to make new laws that criminalize people where the Law of God doesn’t criminalize them. 
The only people over whom the state can lawfully exercise authority are the evildoers – that is, those 
who are murderers, thieves, adulterers, perjurers, etc. Seeking gainful employment in another land is 
not a crime that the government is allowed to criminalize and punish. 

Fifth, no practical solution can be libertarian in any sense of the word if it involves giving the 
government more power than belongs to it. No matter what the “current situation” is, it is never 
resolved by making it worse. To protect liberty, we need to call for shrinking the state back to its 
proper boundaries, not extend them in one area to supposedly fix another. One crime can not be 
fixed by another crime. 

Therefore, sixth, we as libertarians must call for open borders. The current regime is not open 
borders, not by a long shot; it is socialist, tyrannical, and it criminalizes and penalizes perfectly 
natural and righteous behavior. National borders are for restraining governments, not for government 
control over individuals. 
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And seventh, cultures stand or fall based on their inner moral strength, not on external factors. A 
superior culture will absorb all the immigration waves thrown at it, will digest them and change 
them in its own image, and will ask for more. An inferior culture will eventually collapse even if it 
has sealed itself hermetically against any external influence. Also, individuals do not belong by 
default to the culture of their birthplace. In the case of immigrants, historical evidence shows that 
they are more devoted defenders of their new culture than those born in it. Very few people are eager 
to carry over the same culture they have escaped. 

That is true libertarianism. 

Conclusion 

I am not surprised that Lew Rockwell would eventually abandon the principle of liberty when he 
gets to specific applications, and would adopt statism, at least as a temporary measure. That is 
exactly what had to be expected given R.J. Rushdoony assessment of theocracy as “the closest thing 
to radical libertarianism that can be had.” Secular libertarianism can’t be close to radical 
libertarianism; it has a flaw at its very foundation. That flaw can be expressed in four words: “There 
is nothing sacred.” When there is nothing sacred, everything is possible, and everything is morally 
permissible – including the abandonment of the fundamental principles of one’s own professed 
ideology. Granted, secular libertarians will never go as far as to argue for consistent statism as 
applied in practice in the Soviet Union. But small compromises here and there, for one reason or 
another, will be morally permissible, even if they undermine the very stated goals and meaning of 
secular libertarianism. Where there is nothing sacred, there is confusion of values. And where there 
is confusion of values there is defense neither of liberty, nor of private property, nor even of life. 

Lew Rockwell’s position on immigration and open borders is the perfect example of that confusion 
of values. There is no consistency in it. He abandons the fundamental premises of Classical 
Liberalism to adopt collectivist principles of interpretation of reality; he abandons the solid ethics of 
liberty for the situational ethics of progressivism; he abandons the facts of history for the scare 
tactics of imaginary consequences; and he abandons the definitions of his own professed ideology to 
adopt the definitions of his opponents as his operational definitions. It’s a complete mess, from 
beginning to end. 

The true libertarian position on immigration must be simple: 

Never	give	any	government	any	power	over	non-criminal	individuals;	and	never	call	for	
criminalization	 of	 behavior	 which	 is	 perfectly	 natural	 under	 the	 free	 market	
principles. Because, no matter what you imagine, a government that has power over one group of 
non-criminal individuals will extend its power over all non-criminal individuals. And a government 
which criminalizes one specific expression of perfectly natural behavior will eventually 
criminalize all expressions of perfectly natural behavior. 

And that, Mr. Rockwell, is true libertarianism. 

1. R. J. Rushdoony, Chalcedon Position Paper No. 15, in Roots of Reconstruction, p. 63. 
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2. Kenneth Talbot makes that mistake in his article, “Libertarianism vs. Theocracy: Is Libertarianism a Christian 
Political Philosophy?” For a logically and Biblically consistent presuppositional refutation of Talbot’s thesis, see 
Joel McDurmon, “Is that Rushdoony’s libertarianism, or someone else’s?” 

3. See Rushdoony, The One and the Many: Studies in the Philosophy of Order and Ultimacy. 
4. Bojidar Marinov, “Classical Liberalism Has No Place to Stand,” “The Only Possible Defense of Private Property,” 

and “No Other Single Principle but God and His Image in Man.” 
5. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action, ch. XXIV, s. 4, “Private Property” (revised edition, 1963), p. 682-4. 
6. The reader should familiarize himself with the works of Gary North and R.J. Rushdoony to get a more detailed 

treatment ofschi this topic. See also my lecture series on immigration at http://bit.ly/MarinovImmigration. 
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 Killing the Soul of a Nation 151.
Bojidar Marinov, February 24, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/588/killing-soul-of-nation/  

If socialism worked, Greece would have been the richest country in Europe. No other member state 
of the European Union has such an extensive system of government welfare, pension plans, 
government aid for needy families, healthcare, government-guaranteed student loans, government 
labor exchanges, trade unions legislation, etc. 

If Keynesianism (the school of Keynesian Economics) was true, Greece would have survived any 
economic crisis on the world financial markets, and would have been a showcase for financial 
stability coupled with full employment. No other economy in Europe is so devotedly committed to 
consumption and spending, constantly and on a large scale, by both the government and the 
individual citizens. And no other government runs such high levels of deficits as if money can be 
just supplied without any problem. 

If protectionism worked, Greece would have become the Taiwan of Europe. Almost every import 
from non-EU countries is taxed even if there is no domestic producer for it, the protection and 
support of local businesses is on a very high level, government aid for starting businesses, subsidies 
for farmers, shipbuilders and tourist companies. Greece surely must have become a highly 
industrialized nation where local producers supply almost everything on the market and the nation 
has large capital reserves compared to the rest of the world. If protectionism worked. 

If foreign aid worked, Greece would have had the most fantastic economic growth ever in history. 
The sums loaned to the Greek government by other governments and private banks are mind 
boggling, given the fact that Greece is a relatively small nation of only 10 million population. To 
give an idea of the generosity shown to the Greeks, one needs only to look at the sum of $20 billion 
given for one thing only: To build a better system of roads for the Olympic games. As of now the 
foreign debt of the country is close to $500 billion. Another $250 billion had been given to the 
country without any requirement to pay it back. Total it will make $75,000 per person, or $300,000 
per family, if the money was simply given to the population. 

If environmentalism worked, Greece would have been the energy paradise of the planet. The Greek 
government imposes tariffs on non-renewable energies and heavily subsidies renewable energies 
producers. Greeks must have the lowest electricity bills in the world. 

A Christian work ethic works. Unlike all the above views, it looks at the soul of a man as the source 
of all evil . . . or good. A good soul will produce good fruits; a bad soul will produce bad fruit. And 
Christianity produces good fruits by changing the souls of men—and nations. 

The soul of the nation of Greece produced bad fruit these days. In fact, it has been producing it for 
decades. For decades Greece has been having high deficits, strikes, corruption, low productivity, 
decay. Greece was the constant worry for the other nations in the European Union. The United States 
were also involved many times to save Greece from the fruits of her bad soul. The International 
Monetary Fund, the last to ever advise governments to quit spending, warned the Greek government 
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many times. More money was poured in to repair the damages. But to no avail. A bad soul produces 
bad fruit, and no money, or warnings, or foreign aid can change a bad fruit into a good one. 

What happened to Greece? Greeks were traditionally hard-working, faithful, thrifty people. Those 
who immigrated to the United States worked their way up from the bottom of the social ladder to 
being one of the most affluent ethnic groups in the country. In the United States, there were no 
government programs to help the Greek immigrants. There were no special government stimuli for 
Greek businesses, no affirmative action, no special lobbyists for Greek ghettos. Greek families 
would arrive and start working in the factories in the North, then start small businesses, then 
organize their small communities around those businesses, then save money to send their children to 
college, then those children would become policemen, lawyers, doctors, businessmen, then 
professors and scientists and political representatives and TV anchors. . . . until names like Kiriakos 
and Papadopoulos became symbols of high social status and as American as Jones or McDonald. 
The soul of the Greek immigrant community in America was good and healthy, and it produced 
good and healthy fruit. And that immigrant community came from the same Greece that today eats 
the rotten fruit of its rotten soul. What made the soul of Greece so rotten? 

In Matthew 10:28 Jesus warned His disciples: “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to 
kill the soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” He was 
warning them about Satan and temptations—nothing else could destroy the soul of a man but the 
temptation to disobey God. And the temptations Jesus Himself went through in Matthew 4:1-10 had 
one common theme: Get something for nothing. Make bread out of stones. Have safety without 
precaution. Get power without obedience. So easy, so attractive. You shall become gods. You shall 
become invincible and immortal by just eating this little fruit. 

“Get something for nothing” is the greatest soul-killer in history. And Jesus warned against it by 
His own example. 

But Greece gave in. The Greeks started accepting the gifts of other nations. New ports and airports 
for nothing. Long-term loans to finance new tractors for every farmer. Subsidies for Greek 
agricultural produce on the European markets. New roads for the Olympics. Welfare system 
financed and refinanced and re-refinanced by European governments. Pension plans to match those 
of the better developed European countries. Free education financed with loans. Free healthcare 
financed with loans. Fully paid maternity leaves financed by the government. Huge payments for 
defense by the United States for the small Greek army and navy. 

And the soul of Greece has been dying with every single dollar given to it for free. The once thrifty 
and prudent Greeks became more and more greedy, profligate, and irresponsible. A new generation 
arose that was so used to spending that it couldn’t stop. Governments were evaluated on the basis of 
how much money they spent. Prime ministers and finance ministers were hailed as heroes when they 
could procure new loans or re-negotiate old ones. What the Greek community in America valued so 
much—hard work, thrift, long-term orientation—was lost in the motherland. Socialism, 
Keynesianism, foreign aid, protectionism, and welfare killed the once vibrant Greek soul. 

It all ends when you run out of someone else’s money. And when your soul is dead, you become a 
slave. And now the Greek government is a slave to its creditors, and the Greek people are 
becoming slaves of their government. Protests or not, from now on the Greeks will have to live in 
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shackles. High taxes. Pay freezes. No more cash transactions over 1,500 Euro—the government 
needs to control every transaction. Zero protection for privacy or bank accounts. No more 
protectionism, no more generosity. Step by step a nation with a bad soul is turning into a slave 
nation. As was to be expected, if the Greeks had read their Bibles. 

What’s the lesson for us Americans? Look around. Can you see those who can kill the soul offering 
you something for nothing? Can you see government free education? Government welfare? Social 
security? Protectionism? Special deals? Quotas? Trade unions? Stimulus bills? Cash for clunkers? 
Cash for nothing? 

Resist them with all your soul. Don’t be like the Greeks. If you give in, your soul is dead. When your 
soul is dead, slavery is not far away for you and your children. Everything you get, get it by your 
own work. Work can kill the body but it can’t kill the soul. 

Getting something for nothing kills both the body and the soul. Make it your slogan for life. 
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 Don’t Pray for a Leader, Pray for Readers! 152.
Bojidar Marinov, June 16, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/2760/dont-pray-for-a-leader-
pray-for-readers/  

The other day, a dear friend of mine shared his 
frustration with the Conservative awakening. With all 
these people on the streets, active, educated, self-
conscious about returning America to her roots, “We 
still don’t have a Conservative leader to lead them to 
victory.” There are many leaders on a local level, and 
they are brilliant and competent and young and they 
are willing to lay their life for the cause; but there 
isn’t one central leader to organize it all. Nothing like 
Ronald Reagan. 

“I am praying for that leader to emerge,” he said. 

My reply was, “I bet you the Left is praying for the 
same thing. They are certainly praying for that one 
central Conservative figure to emerge. They need him 

desperately. Once he emerges, the Left wins.” 

The personality cult, the One Great Leader Who Leads the Masses, has never been a Conservative 
value. It certainly has never been a Christian value. The very idea of Conservatism – and especially 
the American type Christian Conservatism – has always been suspicious toward a system where one 
person focuses the hopes and the expectations of the movement and leads them according to his will 
or goals. Christianity has always been firm that there is only one legitimate Leader – Jesus Christ – 
and He leads through His Holy Spirit. All human leaders are by default imperfect, fallible, and all of 
them need to be under close scrutiny and healthy criticism by the very people they lead into battle. 

It is by no coincidence that we in America don’t have One Great Founding Father. Although we 
honor George Washington somewhat above the others, we talk about our Founding Fathers, many 
Fathers. It wasn’t one person that organized and led the First American Revolution, it was a 
constellation of local leaders who inspired, taught, encouraged their countrymen to fight against 
tyranny. They all contributed their share, and even though they weren’t always in agreement with 
each other, or sometimes even disliked one another personally, they were able to work together for 
the common cause, and they worked and fought like one man, with only Jesus Christ being their 
Leader and Captain. Compared to other revolutions in other nations, America did not have its 
Napoleon, nor its Bismark, nor its Lenin, or Stalin, or Mao, or Atatürk, or Hussein. It was a 
collective effort of free individuals, each one educated and competent and committed, and willing to 
contribute their talents and effort to the victory over tyranny. 

Even more than that, while we talk today about those political leaders as our Founding Fathers, in 
reality the real leadership was in the hands of the multitude of Presbyterian, Baptist, and 
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Congregationalist preachers and ministers in the small villages and the coastal cities of the colonies. 
George Washington’s army did not freeze almost to death at Valley Forge for the sheer fear or 
worship of him as a military hero – he was still to prove as one. The peasant boys and young  
craftsmen’s apprentices were motivated by a call to higher purpose in life; and such call could come 
only from their pastors, for no politician can ever promise higher purpose in life. It was the “black 
regiment” of preachers who made it possible, and today we don’t even remember most of the names 
of those preachers who made America possible. 

No, there wasn’t one person, One Leader who did it all. There was a generation of leaders with one 
purpose and one vision. 

And just like then, today we don’t need One Great Leader to lead us all. 

If anything, the Left would like us to have one. The Left is running short of resources. They have 
never had too many educated and committed people anyway – the very doctrine of liberalism 
excludes the possibility of many independently thinking individuals. These days the Left is running 
out of manpower, and of brainpower. Their best leader has proven incompetent and unable to lead – 
and even the leftist media are beginning to notice it. There is no resource in the Left; and there is no 
hope of getting resource. They are forced to rely on central leadership and blind, uneducated 
obedience by the unenlightened masses. And with the obsession with power that the Left has, power 
is the only factor for unity; there can’t be two alpha-males in the same Leftist pack, one must eat the 
other, or one must submit to the other. 

The Left would like us to have One Leader. Their task will become easier. They will be able to focus 
their fire on him/her and try to push him/her out of balance. With the limited resources the Left has, 
that would be a dream situation for them. For the last year or so the Leftist media and political 
activists have been trying to locate that One single Leader that they believed would be the best 
target. They tried desperately to vilify or neutralize Ron Paul, or Rand Paul, or Jim DeMint, or Sarah 
Palin, or Glenn Beck, or Rush Limbaugh, or Kevin Jackson, or others. But there is a problem. While 
all these names are acknowledged as authorities by one or another part of the new Conservative 
revival, the political fall of neither one of them will signal the end of that revival. The current 
enthusiasm of the Conservative movement won’t recede even if all of these leaders suddenly drop 
out of the movement. It is not the leaders that energize the movement; it is the idea of liberty that 
does. In fact, if anything, a large part of the Conservative movement – especially the Tea Party – 
calls for the fall of quite a few of the established leadership in the Republican Party, and really does 
something about it; such a situation has been unheard of in politics before. 

It is a nightmare for the Left: Given the usual tactics of the Left, their resources are simply not 
enough to deal with such a mass pressure on the liberal establishment. No wonder Zbigniew 
Brzezinsky fears a “global awakening”; the Leftist elite has very little resource left. 

The Bible gives us the standard for the success of Christianity in history: 

“Behold, days are coming,” declares the LORD, “when I will make a new covenant with the house of 
Israel and with the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers in the day I 
took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt, My covenant which they broke, although 
I was a husband to them,” declares the LORD. “But this is the covenant which I will make with the 
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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,” declares the LORD, “for I will forgive their 
iniquity, and their sin I will remember no more” (Jeremiah 31:31-34) 

In this amazing prophecy and promise of the New Covenant, God declares that His New Covenant 
will be manifested in history by increased knowledge among all people. The need for a special class 
of leaders or teachers will diminish, exactly because all of God’s people will know Him and will 
know His will for their life and their society. It is the mark of a Christian society that common 
people won’t need to blindly follow and obey someone’s promises for “hope” and “change,” but 
they will be knowledgeable and enlightened and know where and how to achieve that change for the 
better. 

While this promise was made specifically for the people of God, it still contains the principle for the 
success in history of any movement: mass awakening, increased knowledge and awareness of the 
goals and the causes of the movement. A movement that has the goal of producing one great leader 
is a movement that is destined to failure; praying for such a leader to emerge is praying for failure. In 
the long term, the Left can not produce a successful movement because the very ideology of the Left 
is based on the blind unconscious obedience of the masses; the Conservative movement must be 
based on the opposite, on mass education and spreading of knowledge, on building a whole 
generation of leaders, who just like the Founding Fathers, will work together to achieve the goal. 
The more “little,” local leaders we have, the more Founding Fathers we have, the better. 

The success of the Second American Revolution will be based on the same factor on which the 
success of the First was based. It is not the emergence of One Great Leader; it will be the ability of 
the many local leaders to persuade and energize the majority of Americans to read and learn and 
understand what America stands for. We need readers more than we need leaders. The First 
Revolution was produced in the printing presses in the colonies; the principle of producing Christian 
revolutions hasn’t changed since. It is still the same. 

Therefore, my friend, don’t pray for that one leader; pray for many readers. It is a Satanic culture 
that is lead by one leader; a Godly society is based on the reading skills and reading discipline of its 
members. 
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 A Recommended Reading List for Starters 153.
Bojidar Marinov, November 13, 2011 

 A few weeks ago, I received a letter from a mother 
of two very young children who wanted to start 
reading so that she could train them in a thoroughly 
Biblical worldview. I sent her the following reply 
which I post here, in case some of my friends find it 
helpful: 

 Hi, R., 

 Thank you very much for your encouragement! 
Yes, I understand how you would feel at the very 
beginning when you see a whole world of new ideas 
that really make sense but you don't know where to 
start from. Here are my suggestions: 

The best book to start from is Gary North's Unconditional Surrender. It gives a short but 
comprehensive overview for our message - what the Bible says about God, man, time, law, what it 
says about the institutions (family, church, state, economy), and what it says about history and 
future, and our job here. Then I would also go to an old but excellent book of Gary North's, 75 Bible 
Questions. It covers three sections of 25 questions each: Sovereignty, God's or Man's?, Law: God's 
or Man's?, The Kingdom: God's or Man's? 

On the Law of God, start with R.J. Rushdoony, By What Standard, Greg Bahnsen, By This Standard 
and No Other Standard. Then, prepare for some fat books: R.J. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical 
Law - the foundational book of the Christian Reconstruction. Then, you need to take on four other 
fat books (but they are broken into chapters and very easy to read), Gary North's first four volumes 
of his economic commentary of the Bible: The Dominion Covenant (on Genesis), Moses and 
Pharaoh (on the Exodus), The Sinai Strategy (on the Ten Commandments), and Tools for Dominion 
(on the case laws in Exodus 21-40). The books look intimidating but once you get into reading the 
first one, you will be excited by the new information you are learning. 

On eschatology, my favorite one is Kenneth Gentry, He Shall Have Dominion. It is a defense of 
postmillennialism, very thorough, very academic. But there is a simpler book for starters, and it is 
David Chilton's Paradise Restored - and that's what I would advise you to start with. Kenneth 
Gentry also has The Greatness of the Great Commission, and I tell you, he does a great job in 
explaining the meaning of the Great Commission. I would also add Dennis Peacocke, Winning the 
Battle for the Minds of Men here. 

On social action, I will recommend Gary North, Liberating Planet Earth which is part of the 
Biblical Blueprint Series. (The whole BBS is very good: short books, almost like textbooks, and they 
have been very helpful for my people in Bulgaria. I will mention some of the other BBS books later.) 
Gary DeMar, God and Government has been a great resource to homeschoolers - it is like textbook, 
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and explains both the Biblical principles for government, and how America was founded. Gary 
North's Tactics of Christian Resistance and Theology of Christian Resistance deserve your time too. 
Also, R.J. Rushdoony, Politics of Guilt and Pity, Christianity and the State, and Salvation and Godly 
Rule. A Book that you need to read and also give to your pastor is Herbert Schlossberg, Idols for 
Destruction. 

On business and work, I strongly recommend Dennis Peacocke, Almighty and Sons: Doing 
Business God's Way. Also, sign up for Gary North's articles on garynorth.com. The forums there are 
great - many people sharing their expertise from a Christian perspective. Other books you need to 
read: Ian Hodge, Making Sense of Your Dollars, Terry Applegate, A Christian View of Vocation. 

On economics, in addition to North's economic commentary on the Bible, a great book is 
Introduction to Christian Economics. In the Biblical Blueprints Series you will find his Inherit the 
Earth and Honest Money. (You have to read Honest Money, and I mean Y'ALL, both you and your 
husband, in these times.) R.J. Rushdoony's CD series, Economics, Money and Hope is a great 
resource too. Find also Stephen Perks, The Political Economy of the Christian Society, David 
Chilton, Productive Christians in an Age of Guilt-Manipulators, and Ian Hodge, Baptized Inflation. 

On family and education, Biblical Blueprint Series has Robert Thoburn, Children Trap, and Ray 
Sutton, Who Owns the Family? God or State? You have to read R.J. Rushdoony, The Philosophy of 
Christian Curriculum, and Stephen Perks, The Philosophy of Christian Education Explained. Two 
books will give you a good idea of what the public schools are: R.J. Rushdoony, The Messianic 
Character of American Education, and Bruce Shortt, The Harsh Truth About Public Schools. To get 
an idea about how a subject can be taught from a Christian perspective, get James Nickel's 
Mathematics: Is God Silent? 

On history, nothing beats R.J. Rushdoony's CD set, A Christian Survey of World History, and his 
book, The Biblical Philosophy of History. As an American Christian, you need to read John 
Chamberlain, Enterprising Americans. There is more on history but I will give you more titles later, 
as you progress. 

On psychology, R.J. Rushdoony's Revolt Against Maturity - an excellent book, and you will learn 
how to evaluate yourself and your children from a Biblical perspective. 

On apologetics, Greg Bahnsen is the authority: Always Ready is a simple and excellent book, 
Presuppositional Apologetics is more complex and academic. Pushing the Antithesis will teach you 
how to defeat the enemy before they know what has come upon them. 

On theology, R.J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology and Sovereignty. You need to become familiar 
with John Calvin's Institutes of Christian Religion: that book changed Europe and shaped Europe 
and America beyond what most historians are willing to admit. 

If you need audios, the best place to go is http://www.pocketcollege.com/index.htm - over 2,000 
hours of Rushdoony's lectures! 

The websites where you need regularly go for resources are http://chalcedon.edu and 
http://americanvision.org. 
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In all those books I am recommending above, there will be additional bibliography that will help you 
expand the list. If you need to consult me on a specific book or topic, don't hesitate to email me. 
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 Brown, Garner, and the Application of Biblical Law to 154.
Homicide and Murder 

Bojidar Marinov, December 22, 2014  

Both in 386 and in 390, Bishop Ambrose knew 
what he was against: a centuries-old political 
machine which had neither internal mechanisms nor 
external restraint to moderate its cruelty against its 
own private citizens. The Empire, even under 
Christian emperors, knew nothing of checks and 
balances, habeas corpus, division of powers 
between executive, judiciary, and legislature, 
individual rights, due process, trial by peers, etc., 
etc., all the legal principles we have today that we 
have inherited of over a millennium of 
Christendom. As a matter of judicial and political 
practices, it was the same old pagan empire. True, 
the hearts and minds of its rulers had been changing 
by bits and pieces in the last 60 years since Nicaea, 
and the laws and practices were changing by the 
same pace: slavery was abolished (at least on 
paper), torture was abolished, women received 
equal status before the Law, abortion was outlawed, 
etc. But as a rule, the legal practices of the Empire 
and the conduct – and misconduct – of its officers 

remained the same: Brutality, cruelty, tyrannical abuse of power, false accusations against private 
citizens, official robbery, etc., remained the rule of the day. I said “misconduct,” but really, there 
wasn’t any legal standard to define such a term: Any person in an official position was allowed to do 
anything they wanted to a private person, with impunity. A private person was left to the mercy of 
the official; there was no higher official that would bring charges against a lower official for 
misconduct or tyranny or abuse of power; neither was there any law that would protect a private 
individual against the state and its agents. And when the army (which was also police at the time) 
was involved, no one could hope for any mercy or recourse against cruelty. After all, it was the army 
that installed and brought down emperors; why would soldiers be afraid of private citizens? 

It was not for nothing that John the Baptist chose to instruct the soldiers in three specific things: “Do 
not take money from anyone by force, or accuse falsely, and be content with your wages” (Luke 
3:14). Apparently, when it comes to police, things haven’t change much since John’s time. The 
government’s standing army was then as brutal to its own citizens as it is today in America. And 
subject to the same temptations. 

Bishop Ambrose knew it all. He was, after all, the son of the Praetorian Prefect of Gaul: the 
governor of a territory the size of one-fourth of the US territory. Appointed, not elected, which 
meant he didn’t have to worry about voters and campaigns. Ambrose himself started his career as a 
member of the Council of Gaul and then Consular Prefect of two provinces; similar to a state 
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governor today. He was 30 years old when he was appointed a governor. He knew how much power 
a ruler had, and he knew what he was leaving behind when two years later he resigned from his 
government post to become a church minister. 

And he knew how much hope a private citizen had against the state. And yet, 12 years after he left 
the power and the glory of his government position, he made his first stand against the state: he 
refused to obey the orders of the Arian Emperor Valentinian II to hand his church over to the Arian 
bishops in Milan – not even a portion of it. Ambrose and his flock barricaded themselves in the 
church and prepared to resist the Imperial troops: an act unheard of in the history of Rome. The 
shock must have been serious if Valentinian, not knowing what to do, rescinded his order. 

In this case, he was defending his own church. But 4 years later, he was even bolder. The orthodox 
Emperor Theodosius had ordered his troops to massacre civilians in Thessaloniki in response to a 
riot in which government officials were killed by the rioters. Over 7,000 civilians died in the 
massacre. While for the Romans such retaliation was normative (just as for modern Americans 
killing a person who resists arrest is normative), Ambrose excommunicated the Emperor. The 
principle established in his letter to the Emperor was that an Emperor is bound by the same moral 
rules as a private person, in everything he does. When the Emperor in his wrath demanded that 
Ambrose surrender his church, Ambrose doubled down on the same principle, defying the order: 

none  

It is not lawful for me to surrender it nor good for you, Emperor, to receive it. By no right can you 
violate the house of a private person. Do you think that a house of God can be taken away from Him? 
It is said that for the Emperor everything is lawful, that all things are his. My answer is: “Do not, O 
Emperor, impose on yourself the burden of the idea that you have any imperial power over things 
which belong to God. Exalt not yourself, but if you hope for a long reign, submit yourself to God.” 

It was here where we see for the first time applied in practice (although in theory much earlier, in 
Romans 13) the doctrine of limited government, government bound by the same moral rules as those 
for individuals, even when the judicial rules of the society gave the government unlimited power. 
Ambrose, as a church minister, self-consciously pointed to the difference between righteousness and 
legislation, and declared that he would practically disobey government legislation in favor of divine 
righteousness. It is here where for the first time a Christian minister declared that “Resistance to 
tyrants is obedience to God,” and not only declared it but acted on it as well, risking his life in the 
process. 

Looking to our own situation today, we can say that we are back to Roman times. There’s again a 
specialized class of people – similar to the Roman legionnaires – who are given special rights to 
harass, rob, and even kill people without due court process, for “violations” that by the ethical rules 
of the Bible are not violations at all, and wouldn’t even be considered in a Biblical court as crimes. 
“Resisting arrest,” for example. The murders of Michael Brown and Eric Garner are just two of the 
thousands of testimonies to this effect. 

And we can also say that we don’t have church ministers of Ambrose’s spirit. To the contrary, we 
have church ministers who declare as moral imperatives the artificial and arbitrary administrative 
rules of the modern pagan state, confirm the special rights for police to punish acts that are not 
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crimes by the Biblical Law, and excuse crimes committed by the cops with the argument that “they 
are only doing their job,” and “If you don’t want to be killed by the cops, do not resist them.” The 
reaction of the church in the US to the murders of Brown and Garner is an abundant testimony that 
we are lacking a modern Ambrose. 

I have been asked many times why I believe these were murders. After all, wasn’t police just doing 
their jobs? Wasn’t it just some “homicide,” without necessary assuming guilt or even malice? After 
all, the current legislation does empower the police to kill a person “justifiably” under specific 
circumstances. Wouldn’t that be a good foundation? In the case of Michael Brown, the argument 
usually brought up is, “We don’t have a video, we don’t have clear testimony of witnesses, therefore 
we can’t indict Darren Wilson,” assuming, of course, that a killer is innocent by default, unless 
proven otherwise. (I wonder how that applies to a private killer, and whether a private killer will get 
the same lenient treatment.) The extremely foolish argument is raised about “experts know better 
than us, so shut up,” so let’s not judge the cops who kill people in broad daylight, “they are experts, 
they know better.” In these and many other arguments heard from Christians and conservatives in 
general, the assumption is always the same: Police has special rights to kill, and we can judge them 
only when there is a clear proof that the crime is really a crime. Until then, it is a “justifiable” 
homicide, or confiscation, or anything else, but not a crime, even when an innocent life is taken, or 
money is taken at gunpoint, or property is destroyed, or a child is disfigured. 

But I never look at the situation through the lenses of modern legislation. I want to be like Bishop 
Ambrose: Understanding the difference between righteousness and legislation, and whenever 
legislation opposes righteousness, stand for righteousness in opposition to legislation. And since 
righteousness in everything, including courts and criminal justice and social order, is determined and 
defined by the Law of God, I look at the cases of Brown and Garner through the Biblical Law. And I 
find that if America was governed by the Law of God, both cops would be tried for murder, and 
would be executed. And if America had pastors like Ambrose, they would demand so. 

So, here’s my view on the cases of Michael Brown and Eric Garner from the perspective of the Law 
of God as revealed in the Bible. I am not trying to dispute any testimony, even those that are most 
favorable to the killers. But what I see is, even if we take the version of events that is most in favor 
of the police officers, by the Biblical Law, they are still guilty of murder. 

No Special Class with Special Executive Rights 

The first issue we need to deal with, of course, is the general issue of whether police should exist at 
all in its present form. Most pastors today, of course, are illiterate when it comes to the Bible and its 
judicial texts, so they can’t say. The phrase “Bible-believing Christian” is meaningless for the large 
majority of pastors and their flocks, given that they don’t really know most of what the Bible says 
about man and his institutions; at best, what they “believe” in the Bible are a few propositions about 
man’s individual salvation, and the rest is left to the world and the government (especially the 
government!) to define for them. Others, who know what the Bible says on the issue, believe that it 
should ignored in favor of what the modern culture says, and the government (especially the 
government!). Either way, the Biblical view on the issue of the existence of a standing army of 
police as an executive institution is largely absent from the pulpits of America today. 



 

 
903 

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). 

(It is no surprise that the first systematic theory for government prevention of crime came from 
Enlightenment thinkers, and specifically from philosophers whose goal was the destruction of the 
Christian influence in the society. In England, the ideas that government can play God and prevent 
crime were first systematized by the father of modern utilitarianism, Jeremy Bentham, “the English 
Rousseau.”) 

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 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. 

Biblically, then, there are no special privileges for police officers to simply stop or arrest individuals 
based on suspicion. Even if Darren Wilson thought Brown fit the description of the robber at the 
convenience store, and even if Eric Garner indeed had loose cigarettes for sale, neither of these 
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warranted arrest, and certainly neither warranted death penalty on the street, for “resisting arrest.” A 
true Bible-believing Christian, then, in order to remain faithful to the Law of God, must consider 
both cases plain murder, no matter what the current humanistic legal system says. 

The Difference Between Murder and Homicide 

Now, some say today, “murder” is a strong word. Let’s say they were “homicides,” may be as a 
result of the use of excessive force, but not necessarily driven by malice or criminal intent. This 
claim is based on lack of understanding of the Biblical Law. But does the Biblical Law actually 
speak of the difference between murder and homicide? 

Yes, it does. A special section in the Law speaks about that difference: Numbers 35:15-28. The first 
part, vv. 15-21, explains the case for murder: 

none  

These six cities shall be for refuge for the sons of Israel, and for the alien and for the sojourner 
among them; that anyone who kills a person unintentionally may flee there. But if he struck him down 
with an iron object, so that he died, he is a murderer; the murderer shall surely be put to death. If he 
struck him down with a stone in the hand, by which he will die, and as a result he died, he is a 
murderer; the murderer shall surely be put to death. Or if he struck him with a wooden object in the 
hand, by which he might die, and as a result he died, he is a murderer; the murderer shall surely be 
put to death. The blood avenger himself shall put the murderer to death; he shall put him to death 
when he meets him. If he pushed him of hatred, or threw something at him lying in wait and as a 
result he died, or if he struck him down with his hand in enmity, and as a result he died, the one who 
struck him shall surely be put to death, he is a murderer; the blood avenger shall put the murderer to 
death when he meets him. 

The second part explains the case for unintentional homicide: 

none  

But if he pushed him suddenly without enmity, or threw something at him without lying in wait, or 
with any deadly object of stone, and without seeing it dropped on him so that he died, while he was 
not his enemy nor seeking his injury, then the congregation shall judge between the slayer and the 
blood avenger according to these ordinances. The congregation shall deliver the manslayer from the 
hand of the blood avenger, and the congregation shall restore him to his city of refuge to which he 
fled; and he shall live in it until the death of the high priest who was anointed with the holy oil. 

Obviously, the distinction between homicide and murder is in the intention of the killer. But how can 
we read the mind of a person to know the intention? Since we can’t read minds, the Law gives the 
solution: Look at what’s in the hand of the killer, and how it is used. If it’s a weapon specifically 
designed to kill (an iron object), the killer must be clearly tried for murder – I say “must be tried,” 
because there is still a special case of lawful use of weapons which will be examined below. If the 
weapon was not specifically designed to kill (stone or wood object), but the movements of the 
killer’s hand showed intention to strike, then he must be tried for murder, again, allowing for the 
special case of lawful use of weapons. It’s that simple.1 
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The majority of the so-called “justifiable homicides” committed by police officers in the US are the 
result of self-conscious use of fire arms, or intentional beating with tools that are deadly (“by which 
he might die”). Under the Biblical Law, therefore, all these killings are not homicides but murders, 
and the cops who committed them should have been tried and executed, except in the very limited 
circumstances where the use of lethal force is lawful. Since they are not tried and not executed, this 
encourages more and more irresponsibility and beastly behavior among police, which gradually 
transforms police into a murderous syndicate. 

To return to our cases under consideration, when he got out of his SUV to pursue Michael Brown, 
Darren Wilson had a weapon in his hand. He killed Michael Brown with that weapon. That weapon 
can’t be used for anything else but kill, and he had it pointed against Brown, with the intention to 
kill. There is no way, Biblically, to call this anything else but murder. Under this law, however, 
Daniel Pantaleo could have been exonerated for the killing of Eric Garner, for he didn’t use any 
weapon, and therefore could get away with unintentional homicide. While this is true, we will see 
later that there is another Biblical principle that indicts Pantaleo for murder. 

The Right and the Wrong Use of the Two-Witnesses Principle 

The lawful use of weapons and killing, of course, is in self-defense. But before we continue with an 
analysis of the Biblical view on self-defense, we need to cover the Two-Witnesses Principle and its 
incorrect use by many Christians and conservatives in their views on the Michael Brown case and 
the decision of the grand jury in Ferguson. The argument they use to support the decision of the 
grand jury to not indict Darren Wilson is the following: “There was no clear evidence from the 
witnesses’ testimonies that Wilson really committed a murder; and the Bible says that two witnesses 
are needed to convict a man.” 

Since the difference between murder and homicide is in the intention of the killer, what this 
argument is saying is that the role of the witnesses is to testify of the intention of the killer, not of the 
facts themselves. While it is true that some witnesses may be closer to one or the other party in a 
court case and may give insight as to the mental attitudes of one or the other party, in the final 
account, witnesses are expected to present testimonies of facts, not subjective judgments of attitudes. 
Judgment of attitudes – since it is the essence of the verdict – must be left to the judges, who need to 
base it on the facts presented. 

In the Michael Brown case, the fact of the killing was clear: An armed man pointed a gun (a tool for 
killing) at an unarmed man. No matter what the witnesses thought of Wilson’s motives and 
intentions, a jury and a judge based on the Biblical Law need not look farther than that. Numbers 
35:15-21: The killer was self-conscious in pointing the weapon and sending the deadly projectile. 
The case must be tried as murder. 

The only defense for Wilson, then, would be a counter-accusation against Brown, to make use of the 
principle of self-defense: “I had to kill him because he was threatening my life.” This is an important 
judicial issue that is seldom taken into account: The resort of a killer to the self-defense principle 
always includes not one but two accusations and two cases. First, the killer is accused of murder, and 
witnesses are needed to establish the fact that he did send the deadly projectile into the body of the 
victim. Second, the killer counter-accuses the victim of threatening his life. This counter-accusation 
now needs its own witnesses for the killer to be exonerated. 
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Which means that those Christians who supported Wilson’s exoneration on the basis of “no clear 
testimony” are either prejudiced for Wilson, or do not understand the Two-Witnesses Principle. The 
accusation against Wilson stands, the facts are clear. His counter-accusation against Brown needs 
reliable witnesses and testimonies. Wilson didn’t have them. Not only that but many of the 
established facts spoke against him: The distance from the car where Brown’s body was found, for 
one. But more on this when we talk about self-defense. 

Therefore, what was clearly established as evidence is enough to charge Wilson with murder. What 
was not clearly established by witnesses is the lethal threat Brown presented to Wilson. Wilson 
should have been charged with murder. 

Self-Defense Is Not an Excuse for Unbridled Counter-Aggression 

The only lawful use of weapons – or any other tool – to kill a person is in the act of self-defense. But 
we have to be careful: The concept of self-defense in the Bible is not the same as the concept of self-
defense of modern American conservatives. 

First of all, to anger those conservatives, we need to state the obvious fact: The right to self-defense 
is not directly stated in the Bible. It is inferred indirectly from general statements of principles and 
from laws for other cases, but there is no explicit statement of the sort, “If a person is attacked, he is 
allowed to kill his attacker.” In addition to this, the Law of God makes it clear that in personal 
brawls and quarrels, there is very little to distinguish between an attacker and a defender. The law 
for personal injuries from quarrels in Exo. 21:18-19 doesn’t distinguish between attacker and 
defender; moreover, it is in the context of the law for murder in vv. 12-14. Since in a quarrel the 
blows exchanged are always “deliberate” (see v. 14), and since the text doesn’t distinguish between 
attacker and defender, the burden will be on the killer to prove that he dealt a mortal blow in self-
defense. 

To our modern minds, this may look somewhat unfair to a target of physical aggression. Why would 
a defender be treated in court the same way as an aggressor? 

The answer is that while the Law certainly protects innocent lives, it doesn’t do so at the expense of 
social peace and order. The Law doesn’t encourage a person who is the target of physical aggression 
to eagerly get in a fight and retaliate. By ignoring the difference between an attacker and a defender 
in a brawl, the Law says to the defender: “Retreat, it’s not worth it. Avoid counter-aggression, and 
flee the fight, if possible. You may be right to defend yourself, but once you get in that fight, there’s 
very little to tell you apart in court from your attacker, if you happen to injure him or kill him.” By 
retreating, the defender has a better chance of avoiding further confrontation; but also, he presents a 
clear evidence to the court in a possible trial that his intentions were not to injure or to kill. The more 
he uses his opportunities to retreat and avoid the fight, the more evidence he gives of his peaceful 
intentions. Of course, in the final account he may be cornered enough to respond lethally; but this 
must be his last resort. Thus the right to self-defense is preserved, but social peace and order are also 
protected against both unbridled aggression and unbridled counter-aggression. 

The question now is, “Retreat to what line?” There always has to be a line, for unlimited retreat will 
actually tend to sponsor evil in the society. One line, of course, is a direct threat to one’s life, and we 
will talk later about it, and how we can tell if there’s a direct threat. Another line is one’s house. 
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Now, first of all, we need to point out that in itself, the physical crossing of a property line doesn’t 
constitute “violation of property” and doesn’t justify “self-defense.” Deuteronomy 23:24-25 makes 
this very clear. It has become fashionable among some statist “theonomists” to use verses for 
protection of private property (landmarks) to justify the modern statist immigration restrictions in the 
US. In addition to the fact such hermeneutic is fallacious (the US government doesn’t “own” the 
territory of the US), it is also true that crossing even the border of private property and even eating of 
its fruits is not a crime nor a violation of any sort. 

The line in the Bible is the house of a person. And even there, the house is not declared a “castle” to 
be defended by lethal action at any cost. There are very severe limitations. Exodus 22:2-3 speaks to 
the issue: 

none  

If the thief is caught while breaking in and is struck so that he dies, there will be no bloodguiltiness 
on his account. But if the sun has risen on him, there will be bloodguiltiness on his account. 

So the rule is clear: a thief in the house is fair game at night but protected during the day. The 
intentions of the homeowner are not mentioned, as in the verses in Numbers 35 we discussed above. 
Why? 

The two key concepts here are “breaking in” and “thief.” The house of a man is specially protected 
against breaking in. But not to the point of allowing unbridled aggression against a person who is 
only a “thief,” that is, his intention is not to harm lives but only property. This explains the 
difference between night and day in this passage: It would be impossible in the dark to tell whether 
the person is a thief or an attacker, and therefore the worst is assumed. But during the day, when the 
homeowner can see the invader, he can tell if he is dealing with a thief or with an attacker who is 
threat to life and limb. 

This brings us to an important conclusion: if a thief can be killed at night because there is no way to 
tell if he is simply a thief or a violent aggressor, then during the day, when it is possible to tell them 
apart, it must be lawful to kill a violent aggressor. The question now is: How do we tell a violent 
aggressor from a thief, and that before he has attacked anyone? 

The answer to this question should take us back to the same principle of evidence used in Numbers 
35: What’s in his hands, and how is he using it? Does he have a weapon in his hands, like a sword, 
or a club, or a gun, or an arsonist torch, or does he have a bag to carry valuables away? Obviously, 
when breaking in a house, an armed person should be considered a threat to life and therefore can be 
killed. And a person who has his weapon drawn and pointed in a public place, should be considered 
a possible murderer by default, for the safest guess is he is going to use it. This provides a good 
incentive for thieves to avoid taking weapons with themselves. And it provides a good incentive for 
law-abiding individuals to keep their weapons safely sheathed and holstered while in public. 
Whoever draws first, as the custom of the Old West went, is a legitimate target for everyone else. 

This principle is supported by Jesus’s words in Matt. 26:51, “all those who take up the sword shall 
perish by the sword.” We have the habit of reading it in a Greek, abstract way, as a general wisdom 
parable. But in the Jewish mind, conditioned by the ethical/judicial character of the worldview of the 
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Torah, every general principle also had specific judicial meaning (“the one and the many” principle). 
Jesus expressed in these words the principle that a person who took up sword in public judicially 
forfeited his life. What is seldom commented upon is also the fact that Peter wasn’t arrested for his 
resistance and assault against government agents. (He’d be shot dead today on the spot.) Why is 
that? What was the legal principle that saved him from arrest? The answer is: the same principle of 
self-defense against people with weapons. All four accounts of the event point to the fact that the 
“cohort” was armed with “swords and clubs,” obviously fitting the description of “those who take up 
the sword.” Jesus reminded them that they came to Him with swords and clubs, “as to a robber,” 
obviously pointing to the fact that they did not have the judicial right to do that. Under the Law, 
therefore, Peter was right to defend himself and his Master, and this was the reason he wasn’t 
arrested; there was no judicial case against a man who defends himself against a crowd of armed 
men who invade a private gathering in the middle of the night. Even if they were government 
officials on official business. (Which means that, Biblically, killing police officers in no-knock raids 
on private residences is Biblically justified, even if the courts say otherwise.) 

To add to it, Jesus’s words were also aimed at them as much as at Peter, although they would get 
their judgment – die by the sword – later. Later when? When the Beast of the sea comes to the Land, 
in Revelation 13. The same words are repeated in Rev. 13:10. Jesus’s warning to Peter was also a 
prophetic warning to the nation of Israel of what would come upon them within a generation, a 
warning repeated many times in the eschatological passages of the New Testament. 

The last problem to be resolved now is this: What if the mortal threat is not in any weapon but in the 
physical power of the aggressor? Some people are strong enough to kill with their bare hands. Does 
that mean we can’t put up resistance to them because we could be later charged in court? What about 
women or children or elderly people who can’t run fast from a strong aggressor to avoid being 
attacked, and yet don’t have enough power to resist and may end up dead in a direct encounter? Can 
they use weapons to defend themselves against an unarmed strong aggressor? This is an important 
question, not only when we protect life but also in cases of rape or kidnapping. Can we ban our 
loved ones from defending themselves just because the aggressor is unarmed? 

No. The verses we discussed above in Numbers 35 actually admit that a bare hand can be a weapon 
of murder: 

none  

. . . or if he struck him down with his hand in enmity, and as a result he died. . . (v. 21). 

There are disadvantages to trying to kill a person with bare hands, of course, for both parties 
involved. The aggressor has to come really close to his target; and the target may not know the 
aggressor’s intentions until it’s too late to run or to warn the aggressor off. Would the defender still 
be justified in killing the aggressor before it’s too late? 

There is no direct answer to this in the Bible, but since the Law of God works through case laws, we 
need to recognize that this particular case falls under another general category, and it is quarrel, or 
injury, or hostile encounter between two unequal parties in terms of physical strength. (We assume 
that, while not impossible, a brawl between two strong unarmed 6’2 men would generally not 
produce instant death after the first blow. But a brawl between a strong young man and a weak 
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woman, or a weak old man, or a defenseless child is real danger.) We have such law, and while it is 
about a different issue altogether, it does establish a judicial case relevant to the issue at hand: 

none  

If there is a girl who is a virgin engaged to a man, and another man finds her in the city and lies with 
her, then you shall bring them both out to the gate of that city and you shall stone them to death; the 
girl, because she did not cry out in the city, and the man, because he has violated his neighbor’s wife. 
Thus you shall purge the evil from among you. But if in the field the man finds the girl who is 
engaged, and the man forces her and lies with her, then only the man who lies with her shall die. But 
you shall do nothing to the girl; there is no sin in the girl worthy of death, for just as a man rises 
against his neighbor and murders him, so is this case. When he found her in the field, the engaged 
girl cried out, but there was no one to save her (Deut. 22:23-27). 

There are two judicial cases here: rape and presumption of guilt. The second one is important to our 
study here: In the encounter between a stronger and weaker party, the two parties are judged equally 
if the weaker party had the opportunity to cry for help and didn’t. If the weaker party had no one to 
call for help to, the weaker party is always presumed innocent, because, as the text says, “just as a 
man rises against his neighbor and murders him, so is this case.” Which means, not only the rules for 
innocence apply to the sexual part of the case, but they also apply in the principles of self-defense 
against a violent attacker. In other words, if the woman had no one to call for help to, and she had 
the means to injure or kill the stronger attacker, she would be innocent if she did it. This, of course, 
leaves the issue open, what if the man wasn’t actually guilty? The Law is clear: He is presumed 
guilty. Which would make men steer away from being alone with women who are not their relatives, 
alone in remote places, let alone show any kind of aggressive behavior against lone women. The 
Law protects the weaker members of the society by giving them rights that the stronger members of 
the society don’t have. 

Many polities in Christian Europe prior to the 20th century had laws that reflected this Biblical law 
of inequality of rights; women and children did not fall under the same laws as men when it came to 
homicide by the use of weapons. (Murder by poison was excluded from these provisions, though.) 
The customs of the pagan tribes before the advent of Christianity did not give any special protection 
to women; in fact, court cases were often decided by trial by combat, and women were not protected 
from being challenged to combat in court. As the church’s canon law started influencing the secular 
laws of the European polities, women and children received rights of judicial protection and special 
treatment on account of their weaker position. A woman who claimed self-defense in killing a man 
was automatically considered innocent, even in the absence of witnesses; thus reflecting the Biblical 
Law quoted above.2 

So, to summarize the Biblical view of self-defense: Self-defense can’t be used as an excuse for 
unbridled counter-aggression. When you find yourself in a quarrel, get out of it as soon as possible. 
If you can’t get out of it, make sure you have made as many attempts as possible to calm the 
situation, and only use lethal force in very extreme circumstances. Exceptions to this would be when 
the intruder or the aggressor are armed and have their weapons drawn, or you can’t see in the 
darkness if they are armed or not. Then, lethal response under the assumption of the worst possible 
scenario is lawful, and doesn’t incur bloodguiltiness. In the case when the aggressor is unarmed but 
his strength is a sufficient threat for a weaker person, and there are no other people to help or testify, 
the weaker person is always assumed innocent for any kind of self-defense they may decide to use. 



 

 
910 

Wilson’s Counter-Aggression Against Brown 

Let’s return now to our specific case under consideration: The killing of Michael Brown by Darren 
Wilson. 

Now, just for the record but really outside this study, I don’t believe for a minute that Brown 
assaulted Wilson in his vehicle and that there was any threat to Wilson. There are no witnesses to 
testify of that assault, and there are no signs on Wilson’s body that testify of any grave assault on 
him. (A faint red mark on a white man’s pinky cheek is no proof of assault. I get worse marks when 
I bump into a wall in the dark.) Also, given Wilson’s personal strength and size, his description of 
the encounter as “struggling with Hulk Hogan” is simply ridiculous. A true Biblical jury would have 
laughed at this clear example of the sissiness of a grown-up man who is paid by the taxpayers to 
supposedly “maintain order.” But for the reasons of this study I will assume that Wilson’s ridiculous 
account is true, and the claim for the later “charging” by Brown right before he was shot lethally is 
also true. 

What was missed by all commentators here is that we have not one but two encounters between the 
two men in the course of the event. 

The first encounter was when Wilson was in the car and Brown allegedly attacked him, trying to 
grab his weapon. The first Biblical question would be, in this case, “Do we have a case of a stronger 
vs. a weaker party?” As a matter of fact, we do. Not in the sheer physical strength of the two parties, 
for they were not on the street fighting, body against body, but in the technology used. The cop had 
an SUV and a gun. Let’s say he couldn’t use the gun right away, because of Brown’s sudden 
aggression. But how could Brown get so close to the vehicle to be able to launch a surprising attack, 
surprising enough for Wilson to not be able to prepare to defend himself efficiently? 

This could happen in one way: If the SUV had stopped very close to Brown, close enough to violate 
what every person believes to be his “personal space” and therefore instinctively reacts to violation 
of it by strangers. The way the SUV was stopped and the accounts of at least some of the witnesses 
do support such version. This in itself could amount to an aggression, given that Brown was in a 
weaker position, being unarmed and not protected by anything against a heavy vehicle that stopped 
close to him. This in itself makes a possible case for Wilson initiating aggression. Any single one of 
us will take such thing instinctively for an aggression; very few of us would not flinch at such a 
thing. Biblically, then, Wilson will have to explain to a true Biblical court how he, in his vehicle, 
happened to be within Brown’s reach. 

Let’s suppose he explains that, and Brown really initiated the aggression, hitting Wilson and trying 
to grab his gun. Self-defense by Wilson was legitimate in this case, and if Brown was killed in the 
process of this struggle, Wilson would have been free of guilt; after all, by the rules above, Brown 
was also responsible to break off from the fight – even if he didn’t initiate it – and run away from the 
car. 

Well, apparently, that’s what Brown did after the first shots were fired. Whatever may have 
happened in that short struggle through the window of the SUV’s door, we see Brown fleeing from 
the car. After all, his body was found 100-150 ft from the car, and it certainly wasn’t dragged there 
by Wilson. So Brown did the Biblical thing: he fled from the brawl. 
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Here the first encounter ends – a clear judicial fact missed by almost all observers. Whatever 
Brown’s guilt was for the first encounter, he cleared off without leaving any injury on his opponent, 
himself suffering an injury from Wilson’s weapon. This first engagement, though, even if important, 
is not relevant to the killing, because it didn’t end with killing. 

And then the second encounter starts – this time a clear aggression initiated by Wilson, a fact, again, 
missed by all observers. Wilson, for reasons and intentions known to him only, gets out of the car 
with a weapon in his hand, and starts pursuing Brown, who had broken off from the fight and is 
running away. For a man who just escaped mortal danger, this re-engagement is quite strange. In 
fact, it would clearly show to a Biblical court that Wilson was lying about the mortal danger in the 
first encounter. A man who just escaped from mortal danger bad enough to be described in such 
dramatic and epic mythological terms doesn’t normally try to get into the heat of the fight again. But 
Wilson did, and this time we see him with a weapon for killing in his hand, pointed at Brown and 
sending deadly projectiles against an unarmed person who is retreating. 

There is no way to Biblically justify this behavior. By all Biblical principles, at this point Darren 
Wilson is the aggressor, armed and hell-bent on murder. There is no self-defense in this second 
encounter, there is deliberate aggression, a beastly behavior which is dangerous to society, and 
which has made police be hated by so many people.3 

Understanding this fact changes the whole picture. Under the Biblical Law, with Darren Wilson out 
in open, pointing his weapon at unarmed people and shooting, he is fair game for anyone who can 
and wants to stop him, to the point of killing him. If a thief (unarmed) can be killed at night because 
it is not clear if he is armed or not, an armed man shooting at a fleeing person in the middle of the 
day is a clear threat to the peace and order in the society, and therefore must be stopped. Darren 
Wilson at this very moment was a murderer, and no twisting of testimonies and evidence can change 
this obvious conclusion. Again, under the Biblical Law, anyone who could shoot him at this moment 
would have been exonerated, whether Wilson was a cop or not. 

Obviously, the issue of whether Michael Brown was really “charging” in his last seconds or not is of 
no consequence. With a weapon pointed at him by an aggressor, and Brown himself unarmed, 
Brown’s actions can’t be taken in anyway to be an “assault” or “aggression.” In fact, even if he was 
charging, it was legitimate self-defense: trying to cut the distance between him and the aggressor as 
quick as possible and disarm him before he was hit. If he had reached Wilson, under the Biblical 
Law, he would have been justified in killing Wilson; after all, by getting out of his car with a 
weapon in his hand, Wilson fell under the judgment of “whoever takes up the sword.” Under the 
Biblical Law, Wilson had forfeited his life by coming in open with a naked weapon and initiating 
aggression. Unfortunately, Brown couldn’t make it. 

In any case, under the Law of God, there is no other conclusion but that Wilson is a murderer and 
should have been tried as such. He can’t legitimately use the excuse of “self-defense.” He wasn’t 
defending himself when getting out of that car with a naked weapon, pointed at unarmed people. 

Pantaleo and the Goring-Ox Principle 

Now, those who watched the amateur video of the killing of Eric Garner by Daniel Pantaleo would 
be concerned by now, because that killing was not done using a weapon, and was not done by hitting 
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the victim that he dies. It was done using a maneuver called “chokehold” which normally wouldn’t 
be lethal, and in was lethal in Garner’s case because of Garner’s personal health issues. Should we 
try Pantaleo for murder under the Biblical Law? 

Yes, we should. The Biblical principle for this case is a judicial principle that establishes the relation 
between prior knowledge and presumption of guilt, expressed in the case law of the goring ox: 

none  

If an ox gores a man or a woman to death, the ox shall surely be stoned and its flesh shall not be 
eaten; but the owner of the ox shall go unpunished. If, however, an ox was previously in the habit of 
goring and its owner has been warned, yet he does not confine it and it kills a man or a woman, the 
ox shall be stoned and its owner also shall be put to death. If a ransom is demanded of him, then he 
shall give for the redemption of his life whatever is demanded of him (Exo. 21:28-30). 

Obviously, in this case the intention of the owner is irrelevant to the case because he did not directly 
kill the victim. And in case the ox had no history of killing, the owner was free of guilt and couldn’t 
be indicted. 

The problem is when the ox had a previous history and the owner had been warned about it. In that 
case, letting that ox roam freely with the knowledge that it is dangerous to other beings was criminal 
negligence. And criminal negligence in the Law of God gets the same punishment as murder. 

While chokehold is not necessarily a lethal maneuver, it was banned by the NYPD internal rules. 
There must have been some reason for it to be banned, and I assume it is because of previous history 
of people being killed by it. For Pantaleo to use it, meant that he chose to disregard both the rules of 
his own department (so much for police asking us to obey the laws when they don’t obey even their 
own rules) and the warning of its dangerous nature. Whether his intention was to kill or not, it is 
irrelevant to the issue: the prior knowledge of the maneuver as a “goring ox” is enough to indict him. 
Under the Biblical Law he would have been sentenced and executed. 

With one significant exception. Since the Law allows for the possibility that the killer in this case (or 
the owner of the ox) didn’t act with evil intentions, and since the family of the victim would need 
every help they could get in terms of support, the Law allows the killer to redeem himself at the 
request of the family. While this won’t restore the lost life, it would certainly help – through a sort of 
redemption and forgiveness – preserve the life of a person whose intentions have not been proved to 
be evil; and it will also help preserve the peace in the society by compensating the widow of the 
victim for her loss of income. 

A Biblical court, then, would sentence Pantaleo to death but would allow him to make an offer to 
Garner’s widow and children, to negotiate for his life. Or she would be allowed to demand 
compensation in exchange for his life. Of course, under the Biblical Law, all this compensation 
would come from his own assets or future income, not from the taxpayers. But unlike Wilson who 
was clearly a murderer and should have been executed without a chance for redemption, Pantaleo 
would have had that chance. 

“They Are Only Doing Their Jobs” 
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One last issue remains to be resolved: The argument that this all is under the Law of God, but our 
legal system is not based on the Law of God, and according to that legal system, the cops have 
specific obligations which don’t always correspond to the ethical and judicial principles of that Law. 
Should we then declare them guilty, if by the laws to which they serve they are blameless? 

This question is the same question as: “Do we have the moral right to judge the Nazi concentration 
camp guards if by their own government laws, they were blameless?” While it is true that cops are 
not all like Nazis (and I really don’t argue for such a thing), the more important question remains: 
Could human legislation be an excuse for violating the Law of God? 

In Biblical terms, the question would be based on Leviticus 18:24 and 20:23: Did God have the 
moral right to judge pagan nations for violations He has stated in His Law to the Israelites, when by 
their own pagan standards these pagans were blameless? 

The answer is: God doesn’t justify anyone based on their obedience to man-made standards. If the 
man-made standards disobey the Law of God, then obedience to those standards is sin. And the 
church should preach so. Whether the grand juries exonerated Wilson and Pantaleo is of no 
consequence. The church should preach their guilt and should continue to demand their indictment 
and fair trial for murder. 

Conclusion 

In short: Under the Law of God, Darren Wilson would have been tried for murder and executed. He 
wouldn’t be granted special privilege to arrest people or kill them on the street based on mere 
suspicion. His use of a deadly weapon would have been enough to convict him of murder. His 
aggression in exiting his car and pursuing an unarmed person would have been enough to convict 
him of murder. He won’t be able to use the excuse of “self-defense” because in that act of exiting the 
car he was already the aggressor himself. And Pantaleo would have been tried for murder but with 
the option to redeem his life by paying indemnity to Garner’s family. 

The only reason they got away with it is because our legal system is geared to serve the state, not to 
serve justice as a Biblical system would be. And the only reason the churches remained largely silent 
or complicit is because they have no king but the state. 

If Bishop Ambrose appeared in America today, he would see that the principles of limited 
government subject to the same moral rules as those for private individuals which he worked so hard 
to establish, and which we have inherited from our Christian forefathers, have been lost in our 
nation. And contrary to many Christians who like to blame the liberals and the Democrats, the real 
blame lies on the American church, which has lost its understanding of the Biblical principles in the 
area of civil government. And while some pastors may sometimes talk abstractly about liberty and 
limited government when they speak about the American revolution, they forget about those in the 
practical matters of our day. This especially visible in the overall idolatry of police among American 
Christians. Somehow, the moment police is mentioned, American Christians forget about their 
commitment to liberty and hatred to tyranny, and are eager to justify and excuse police misconduct, 
contrary to common sense, and contrary to the Law of God. 
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That the churches in America remained silent on the cases of Eric Garner and Michael Brown, or 
that some even took the side of the government, was a clear testimony that we have lost the legacy of 
men like Bishop Ambrose who stood against the government even when there were no legal checks 
and balances on anything the government would do. And not only we have lost that legacy, but we 
are also lacking men of Ambrose’s spirit and courage. We are all statists now, excusing our statism 
with a corrupt reading of Romans 13, that Paul somehow advocated submission to pagan Rome. And 
our government has taken advantage of this theological error and has grown to resemble Rome more 
and more, feeding on the false theology of submission preached from our pulpits. 

That so many church leaders just accepted the government’s version of these killings shows that the 
Law of God is not valued at all, in our own churches. And that some self-styled “theonomists” 
accepted it, instead of going to the Law of God for wisdom and teaching, shows that for them, 
“theonomy” is only an abstract concept which can be misused at will to support their prevailing 
cultural and statist prejudices; but the Law of God is certainly not a concrete ethical/judicial reality 
which can inform our society today in every single thing we do, including criminal justice and civil 
government. 

Yes, there indeed is apostasy in America today. It’s in the churches, and in their abandonment of 
Biblical justice and righteousness. Liberals and socialists are not our greatest enemy. We are, and we 
have no one else to blame. 

 

 

There is another Biblical passage that deals with the difference between murder and homicide, that of the case 
of beating a slave in Exo. 21:20-21. This passage can give us some important insight on this legal issue but in 
my opinion, it is of only secondary importance to this study. In any case, since most victims of police killings 
die the same day, this passage would additionally incriminate the killers as murderers. [�] 

Many thanks to Harold Berman and his book, Law and Revolution, for this information. [�] 

A relevant case where a police officer was charged with murder for initiating aggression and killing a person 
can be found here: http://www.truthrevolt.org/news/sc-jury-indicts-white-officer-killing-black-man-media-
ignores. Darren Wilson’s actions at exiting his vehicle are no different in principle from the actions of 
Richard Combs in this case. [�] 
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 Hoffmeier’s Abuse of the Bible in the Immigration Debate 155.
Bojidar Marinov, November 91, 2014 

 “You blind guides! You strain out a gnat but swallow a 
camel” (Matt. 23:24). 

The common saying, “Best is the enemy of better,” 
has its inverted version in the mission field, known 
by heart by all who have ever attempted to do the 
work of a missionary: “Better is the enemy of best.” 
Translated in a layman’s language, it means, “The 
better a culture is, morally and judicially, the more 
resistant it is to the full message of the Gospel.” If 
that culture has some Christian roots – long lost in 
practice but still present in the collective memory – 
and has some knowledge of some Biblical truths, the 
resistance is even greater, especially when it comes 
to cherished cultural myths and stereotypes and 
prejudices which have mingled with the remnant 

knowledge of the Bible into the cultural consciousness. I have personally discovered that truth in 
practice in my missionary work in Eastern Europe, hearing more than enough the objection, “We are 
good people here and we go to church [once or twice a year to hear a priest mumble 
incomprehensibly while performing meaningless rituals]. Why do we need missionaries here?” It’s 
often much easier to convert an ignorant pagan by pointing to the sharp difference between his pagan 
practices and the Biblical message than a person who is relatively good, or has some knowledge of 
the Bible: The pagan has no excuse; the good, almost Christian person has a million excuses, and 
very often supported by Biblical verses. 

The Apostles discovered this truth in their work with the 1st century Jews: The nation that had the 
Scriptures and should have been perfectly educated and prepared for the coming of the Messiah 
turned out to be the worst enemy of the Christian faith and persecutor of Christians. As a 
community, the Jews were better than anyone else, in their personal morality, in their collective 
judicial rules, in their religious purity, in their economic growth. They had no need for a Savior or a 
Christ to tell them what is best. Besides, they knew the Scriptures and they had their own idea of 
how Messiah would look like and what He would do when He comes. 

That’s why I didn’t expect much effect from my lectures on immigration.1 The current popular views 
on immigration have been hammered into the thinking of American Christians by two decades of 
skillful political propaganda, and no alternative Biblical view has ever been presented, 
comprehensive, covenantal, and consistent with the full message of the Bible. That skillful political 
propaganda has been richly supplied with false statistics and biased interpretations of events; real 
data have been dismissed as irrelevant. Fear tactics (“This is the end of America!”) has been used to 
soften any possible resistance and rule out any rational arguments. And of course, once American 
Christians and conservatives in general were conditioned to think in a certain way about 
immigration, any dissenting voice – like my lectures – will stand no chance. 
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Add to this the fact that American Christians and conservatives in general are left with the 
impression that they have the best – compared to everyone else – Christian or Biblical understanding 
in any topic or issue out there, and anyone who dares contradict the dominant anti-immigration 
ideology will have the same experience as the Apostles had against the Jews. American Christians 
know better, and therefore do not recognize the best when it is presented to them. That the Bible 
doesn’t mention any laws for restricting immigration is ignored; that the practice of Christian Europe 
and America rejects the current laws and policies is ignored; that the current immigration laws were 
all passed by politicians opposed to the Christian faith and therefore were based on pagan ideas is 
ignored; that just 30 years ago Christians and conservatives in general had the opposite view is 
ignored; in short, every single rational argument is ignored in favor of whatever irrational 
propaganda has been offered in the last 20 years. 

And of course, attempts were made to make that dominant view on immigration sound “Biblical,” 
that the Bible actually supports the current immigration laws (passed by fascists, socialists, and 
liberals). Those attempts, in general, start with assuming the modern ideology and policies as 
legitimate, and then try to find Biblical verses in support. Some are more simplistic and openly 
political. Others make more elaborate attempts of digging deeper into the Bible to find little details 
here and there in support of their political ideology. The most successful are those that can come up 
with some obscure linguistic detail in the Hebrew language and overblow it at the expense of the 
more fundamental principles of the Word of God. They ignore the ethics of the Bible in favor of the 
linguistics of the Bible, using the linguistics to prove things contrary to the ethics. In short, they 
swallow the camel and strain out the gnat. 

This is what James Hoffmeier, Professor at Trinity International University has done in his article, 
“The Use and Abuse of the Bible in the Immigration Debate.” (And in the book he advertizes.) In 
order to give some Biblical support for the current immigration ideology among Christians and 
conservatives in general, he has emphasized a linguistic difference in the Bible between the several 
words translated as “stranger” and “foreigner” in the English versions. His claim is that of the three 
words used for “stranger” in the Bible, one – ger – must be taken to mean “legal resident,” while the 
other two – zar and nekhar (or nokhri) – must be taken to mean “illegal aliens,” or at least “aliens 
without a legal status in the land.” 

He has then overblown the significance of that linguistic difference, and has attached to it judicial 
meaning concurrent not with the Biblical evidence in the Law of God, but with our modern political 
and judicial ideas. Based on that linguistic detail, he has built a theory explaining why the general 
principle concerning ethics, and the specific applications concerning strangers and immigration 
policies should not be taken at face value, but must be understood in a way agreeable to our modern 
theories. In short, Hoffmeier has strained out the gnat, and has swallowed several camels. 

This article is a rebuttal of Hoffmeier’s position. I will start first with the camels he has swallowed, 
showing how Hoffmeier has missed certain important implications of his theory that would entirely 
invalidate much of what the Bible says about righteousness and justice. Only then I will proceed to 
showing how even his attempt to build a case on linguistic differences is fallacious, for it is too 
simplistic and misses the diverse uses of the Hebrew words in the very Biblical text. In both general 
ethics and specific applications and even detailed linguistics, the Bible disagrees with Hoffmeier’s 
analysis. So let’s start. 
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Legitimized Oppression? 

Hoffmeier’s legal argument is based on his claim that in the Law, only the ger was given legal 
protection, while the nekhar or the zar were not given such protection: 

The delineation between the “alien” or “stranger” (ger) and the foreigner (nekhar or zar) in biblical 
law is stark indeed. The ger in Israelite society, for instance, could receive social benefits such as the 
right to glean in the fields (Leviticus 19:9-10; Deuteronomy 24:19-22) and they could receive 
resources from the tithes (Deuteronomy 26:12-13). In legal matters, “there shall be one statute for you 
and for the stranger who sojourns with you, a statute forever throughout your generations. You and 
the sojourner shall be alike before the LORD. One law and one rule shall be for you and for the 
stranger who sojourns with you” (Numbers 15:15-16). In the area of employment, the ger and citizen 
were to be paid alike (Deuteronomy 24:14-15). In all these cases, no such provision is extended to the 
nekhar or zar. . . . These passages from the Law make plain that aliens or strangers received all the 
benefits and protection of a citizen, whereas the foreigner (nekhar) did not. It is wrong, therefore, to 
confuse these two categories of foreigners and then to use passages regarding the ger as if they were 
relevant to illegal immigrants of today. 

But Hoffmeier doesn’t stop to consider the implications of his position. If legal protection is limited 
to certain classes of people, what of those left outside that protection? He – deliberately or not – fails 
to mention the most important verse in this regard: 

none  

You shall not oppress a stranger, since you yourselves know the feelings of a stranger, for you also 
were strangers in the land of Egypt (Ex. 23:9). 

The word used here is ger, as in the examples Hoffmeier gives above. The question now is, 
following Hoffmeier’s logic, does the Law give moral and legal permission for oppression of certain 
groups of people? Certainly, if the nekhar and zar were excluded from legal rights, based on the 
omission of the specific words in the specific laws, this law would free the Israelites to oppress the 
nekhar and the zar. Hoffmeier doesn’t mention any other specific law that would protect the basic 
human rights of these categories, he just says they don’t have legal protection. 

Well, then, are they protected against murder, theft, kidnapping, rape? Could an Israelite freely 
commit sin and crime against a nekhar and not be responsible to either God or the civil government? 
That’s what follows logically from Hoffmeier’s logic. Even worse than that, since he specifically 
says that modern illegal immigrants are excluded from the category of ger – and therefore ineligible 
to have legal rights – this must mean that modern immigrants should be completely left without any 
protection of life and limb whatsoever. If he is not saying that, he must have some place in the Law 
that gives those people at least some protection. But there isn’t such a place in the Law. The Law 
only protects the ger. Are the nekhar and the zar beasts to be hunted at will, then? If not, why? 

The unique proposition in the Law of God, compared to the customs of the pagan nations was that 
God was the God of all, not just the God of one people, and His statutes applied to all. The universal 
power of God was to be manifested in the universal applicability of His Law. Moses said that the 
nations around Israel would see all the laws and in their wisdom would acknowledge the majesty of 
God (Deut. 4:5-8). The nations in Canaan were driven out by God for violating His Law (Lev. 
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18:24). The prophets in Israel declared judgment against the surrounding nations because of their 
violations of the Law of God. Under the Law, there was no privileged position for this or that 
individual, for this or that group of people, when it came to responsibilities and legal protection. 
(There was discrimination only in terms of privileges: political participation.) How would God’s 
Law appeal to a stranger if that same Law declared that stranger unworthy of protection and open to 
oppression? If even a runaway slave from another nation was supposed to be left alone and not 
oppressed (Deut. 23:15-16), how could the case be built for anyone to be left without protection in 
Israel based on our modern bureaucratic notions? 

Solomon declared in his prayer of dedication of the Temple: 

none  

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). 

The Hebrew word for “foreigner” here is nokhri, akin to nekhar, of the same root. It is not ger, 
which for Hoffmeier means a “legal alien.” Even if we lay aside the question of how exactly an 
“illegal alien” is expected to openly stand before the Temple – in the middle of the nation – and pray 
without being deported, we are still faced with the question: How could a nokhri pray and fear God 
and call to His name and evangelize the nations, if the Law of that same God declared him unworthy 
of legal protection, and therefore open game to criminals and oppressors? 

The inverse problem is also present: If a nokhri could legitimately travel through the land to come to 
the Temple, what law was he bound by while being in the land? If “one law and one rule shall be for 
you and for the stranger who sojourns with you” (Num. 15:16), and if according to Hoffmeier this 
only includes the ger and excludes the other categories, does that mean that a nekhar is free to 
disobey the laws of Israel? Can he rob and murder and steal and destroy, and excuse himself with 
Num. 15:16, declaring himself free not only of the protection but also of the obligations of the Law 
of God? If not, why not, if Num. 15:16 only covers the ger and not the nekhar? 

And then, of course, the next logical step: What if an Israelite surrenders his right to citizenship and 
seeks a nekhar status? Does that free him from obeying the laws of Israel? 

In his desire to give some Biblical justification to our immigration laws today, Hoffmeier seems to 
have missed the total implications of his own position. He is actually arguing for legal chaos in the 
land. His position makes it impossible to protect foreigners in the land, but also makes it impossible 
to bring to court foreigners who violate the laws of the land. While it is true that the law establishes 
certain discrimination, it is certainly not the discrimination Hoffmeier imagines. His discrimination 
is not only un-Biblical, it is also self-destructive, and will only lead to social destruction. 
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What Is the Biblical Function of Borders? 

For some reason, when it comes to the Biblical meaning and function of borders, modern American 
theologians and church celebrities seem to trip over each other to show who can be more childish 
and simplistic in interpreting the Bible. The common perception is that if borders are mentioned in 
the Bible, this surely must confirm our modern ideology and policies on immigration. Joseph Farah, 
for example, comes up with one of the most childish “proofs” for his theory of immigration control: 

For starters, I challenge anyone to check an exhaustive online or offline concordance for the word 
“border” or “borders” to get an appreciation of how many times God’s Word references these terms. 
While not all of them are relevant to our discussion, I count 169 references, most of them making the 
point that God really cares about them. Is that surprising? He cares about boundaries between 
nations. In fact, it is God Himself who invented nation-states back in Genesis 11.2 

Uhm, no. God did NOT invent the nation-states back in Genesis 11. He scattered them over the face 
of the whole earth. It was a curse, not an “invention.” It was the same curse as the one pronounced in 
Deut. 4:27; 28:64; and 30:3, using exactly the same Hebrew word: “the Lord will scatter you among 
all peoples, from one end of the earth to the other end of the earth.” In these curses in Deuteronomy, 
God was not promising to “invent” the Hebrews nation-state; He was threatening judgment. Nor is 
mentioning “borders” in the Bible of any use to Farah: while borders are mentioned, there is not a 
single instance where borders are connected to immigration restrictions. Farah is quick to make his 
conclusions not in accordance with the Biblical message but in accordance with his own political 
and cultural bias and stereotypes. Not to mention that some of those cases of borders have to do with 
private property. As I asked in my lectures on immigration: Do we want to give the government the 
same authority over the land as we give a private owner over his land? What happens when the 
government decides to use such power against its own citizens? When did God appoint the 
government to be the owner of the land so that we allow the government the same rights as private 
owners have over their property? 

Hoffmeier is not as simplistic as Farah but is just as careless when he comes to discussing borders in 
the Bible. He asks the question in a more elaborate way: 

1) Was there such a thing as territorial sovereignty in the second millennium B.C. when these laws 
originated . . . . 

And then answers it: 

Regarding the first, the answer is unequivocal. Nations small and large had clearly recognizable 
borders. . . . 

He continues then to make conclusions about immigration control, as if borders necessarily mean 
immigration control. But the two are not necessarily connected. Christian Europe before WWI had 
recognizable borders, and yet, there was no immigration control and individuals traveled freely 
between states. Medieval Germany was a conglomerate of over 400 different states, small and large, 
and individuals traveled freely without immigration control, even in times of war. (This saved 
Luther’s life.) The United States before 1921 (and Texas before 1953) had recognizable borders and 
yet those borders were open for immigration. The 50 states of the USA all have recognizable borders 
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but no person needs permits or visas to travel from Maine to California. The connection between 
borders and immigration/travel control is only natural for the modern American mind, conditioned 
by 20 years of political propaganda. For most people in history, it is not that obvious. 

Making such automatic but illogical connections can be a dangerous thing leading to serious abuse 
of the Bible, and it is usually done by theological and political liberals. Other examples of such 
abuse are (1) taking the multiple commands to care for the poor and misconstruing them to mean 
government welfare; (2) taking the command to love your neighbor and misconstruing it to mean 
legitimization of sodomy; (3) taking the warning against a rich man who withholds wheat from the 
market (Prov. 11:26) and misconstruing it to mean government regulation of the economy; etc. 
While Hoffmeier would probably object to the above misconstructions, he is guilty of the same in 
his misconstruction of borders to mean immigration control. 

The Biblical principle Hoffmeier misses here is that simply crossing a border doesn’t equal violating 
that border. And yes, the principle is valid even for borders of private property. Deuteronomy 23:24-
25 makes that clear: 

none  

When you enter your neighbor’s vineyard, then you may eat grapes until you are fully satisfied, but 
you shall not put any in your basket. When you enter your neighbor’s standing grain, then you may 
pluck the heads with your hand, but you shall not wield a sickle in your neighbor’s standing grain. 

It is obvious that this law talks about entering another person’s property in the absence of the owner 
– otherwise the rules about eating or picking would be set by the owner. So not even crossing into 
another person’s property but also eating of it without express permission is considered legal and not 
a violation of that property. (This law is still in force in many states in the US; one can enter an 
orchard and satisfy his hunger without being liable for theft.) What is considered illegal and 
violation is only taking economic advantage beyond the simple basic needs of the body. So if 
borders in the Bible teach us anything, it is that individuals should be free to cross them at will, 
without interference, as long as they do not take illegal economic advantage of private property. 
(And no, government welfare is not private property, it is stolen money, and it can’t be used as an 
excuse to create and maintain another government bureaucracy to control people’s movements.) 

Borders Are for Restraining Governments, Not Individuals 

So what is the function of borders, then? As Hoffmeier says, they are for establishing territorial 
sovereignty. But territorial sovereignty is a judicial term, and a nation is also a judicial term, and it 
has to do not with the movements of individuals but with the practical dominance and enforcement 
of a judicial system over a territory. In short, borders are for restraining governments, not people. 
Individuals can freely change nations by abandoning the gods – and therefore the ethical and judicial 
system – of their nation and accepting the gods – and therefore the ethical and judicial system – of a 
new nation. That’s what Ruth the Moabite did. Her immigration to Israel did not mean she brought 
with herself the nation of Moab. That’s what’s happening every day today in the United States with 
millions of people crossing state lines: the states remain sovereign in their judicial systems 
controlling their territories, and a person crossing from Texas into Louisiana is now under the 
judicial system of Louisiana, not of Texas. We don’t think the presence of a Texas resident in 
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Louisiana is threatening the territorial sovereignty of Louisiana, do we? Why would it be different 
for any other law-abiding individuals out there? 

Therefore, the only case of illegal crossing a border would be when a person or a group representing 
the judicial authority of one nation crosses a border to declare the expansion of their judicial 
authority. Which usually means military invasion, but sometimes may mean peaceful expansion of 
judicial authority. This is what God meant when He promised Israel that He would “enlarge their 
borders” (Ex. 34:24): not that the Israelites would be able to travel freely as individuals but that the 
Law of God (which was also the law of Israel) would conquer new lands (Deut. 20:10-15). 
Territorial sovereignty is an issue of nations as judicial entities, not of physical travel and settlement 
by individuals. Immigration control, then, treats all foreign travelers or immigrants as criminals by 
default, automatically assuming them to be agents of foreign powers whose purpose is to undermine 
the judicial system of a nation. In the last century, such paranoia was characteristic only of the 
Communist and fascist regimes; in the 21st century, it is only characteristic of the American 
Christians and conservatives in general. The Biblical solution to this issue is to assume all 
immigrants innocent until proven otherwise; and therefore only deport or punish those who openly 
advocate the revolutionary overthrow of the judicial system. (Like the occasional Muslim imam who 
openly calls for the enforcement of Shariah.) 

Hoffmeier doesn’t stop to consider this real function of borders in the Bible – judicial restraint of 
governments – and that’s why he tries to use the examples of Jacob’s family in Egypt and Israel’s 
passage to Canaan as examples of “immigration control”: 

Perhaps the best-known story has to do with the Children of Israel entering Egypt. In the book of 
Genesis, we are told of how during a time of famine in Canaan, the sons of Jacob did the natural 
thing under the circumstances — go to Egypt where the Nile kept the land fertile. Even though their 
brother Joseph was a high-ranking official who had recommended to Pharaoh that they be allowed to 
settle in the northeast delta of Egypt, they felt compelled to ask Pharaoh for permission. . . . 

But when they left Sinai, they needed to pass through Edom in southern Jordan, and permission of 
the host nation was necessary, as Numbers 20:14-21 reports. . . . 

For all his attention to details in other places (like linguistic differences between ger and nekhar), 
Hoffmeier doesn’t care for details where details matter the most. What was the entity settling in 
Egypt? What was the entity passing through Edom? Was it individuals who accepted the judicial 
system of the host nation by default? Or was it a nation, a judicial entity of itself, with its own laws 
and its own court system and enforcement apparatus? Why did Joseph’s brothers ask such official 
permission only when the whole family-nation moved, and not before, when they traveled as 
individuals simply to buy wheat? In the case of Edom, was Israel asking to pass as a crowd of 
individuals? Or was it as a nation with its own judicial structure, different from the judicial structure 
of Edom? 

Hoffmeier doesn’t seem to understand this important judicial difference, but Christian Europe and 
America in the past understood it very well. Even in times of war, private citizens of warring nations 
could travel freely across borders; and even military officers could visit an enemy country for private 
reasons. Medieval Europe had it as an established legal principle that private citizens – unlike 
government officials or military personnel – were not subject to border restrictions, which made 
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many government officials, including kings and popes, prefer using private merchants for their 
correspondence with other officials. It wasn’t until the 20th century that totalitarian regimes started 
applying to private citizens the same legal rules as to their governments; after all, a totalitarian 
ideology doesn’t recognize the individual as a separate entity from his government. With his 
confusion of individuals and nations as judicial entities, Hoffmeier is closer to a totalitarian ideology 
than to the Biblical message. 

Rule of Law vs. Rule of Man 

But there’s a more serious problem in Hoffmeier’s use of Edom and Egypt as examples: It is in his 
lack of understanding of the very unique character of the Biblical Law compared to the judicial 
structures of the pagan nations around Israel. He points to the fact that Jacob’s family had to ask the 
Pharaoh for permission to settle, and that Moses had to send for permission to the King of Edom, 
and he makes conclusions about Israel. But if the same laws applied to Israel, who was it that would 
give such permission? What institution was charged with the responsibility to enforce immigration 
policy? 

To start with, it is quite bizarre a proposition that God, giving such a detailed Law to Israel, would 
fail to include in it immigration laws but would direct the Israelites to the practices of Egypt and 
Edom. “Here,” God must have said, according to Hoffmeier, “I don’t need to give you laws about 
immigration because you can always copy from the other nations around you.” And that while 
commanding them to not do like the nations around them and setting them apart as a nation. That an 
Old Testament scholar like Hoffmeier would even venture to propose such a thing already casts a 
shadow either on his scholarship or on his integrity. And the Law really contains not a single bit of 
any laws for immigration control. (The laws for political participation in Deut. 23 are not 
immigration laws.) So, Israel had to go to the practices of other nations to know what to do about 
immigration? Well, why not apply the same to other practices, for example, government welfare and 
control over the economy. Egypt had government control over distribution of seed for planting (Gen. 
47:23). The same can be said about taxes, standing armies, permanent slavery, and many other 
things: God didn’t include them in the Law because He wanted the Israelites to copy them from 
other nations. Hoffmeier’s logic here is outright bizarre. 

Even the very practice of asking a king for executive permission already illustrates the abysmal 
difference between Israel’s judicial structure and the judicial structures of the pagan nations. And 
that difference consists in the fact that while the pagan nations were based on Rule of Man, Israel 
was to be based on Rule of Law, a completely revolutionary proposition in the ancient world. 

It is significant that the words “law” or “laws” never appear in the Pentateuch in relation to the 
pagan nations around Israel. The first mention is of Joseph who “made a law” in Egypt. Outside this 
act by Joseph, we do not have anything to tell us what exactly the laws were in Egypt, Edom, or any 
other pagan nation. There’s a reason for it: the concept of “law” as an independent entity separate 
from the royal power was not existent in the pagan societies. The King was the law in himself; his 
every whim was the law of the land. There was no independent set of legal principles to which the 
King was subject; as a divine ruler, his personal will ruled over all. Therefore, when Jacob’s family 
arrived in Egypt, there was no law to which they could appeal to get legal status; there was only the 
Pharaoh’s personal whim. In the same way, with Edom, there was no “law of Edom” to which 
Moses could appeal to get permission for his people to pass; there only the personal whim of the 
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King of Edom. As I argue in my articles on the legal revolutions in Greece and Rome, the pagan 
world didn’t have any knowledge of objective, universal, self-existing law before God declared it 
from Sinai; and after Solomon became known throughout the whole world, all the civilizations 
started copying the concept of universal law (if not the very Law itself). It is much later in the Bible, 
in Babylon and Persia, where we see pagan kings referring to the laws of their nations as bounding 
even the kings themselves. In those earlier times, such concept was unknown to the pagans around 
Israel. 

But Israel was supposed to offer a completely different example of a society, one that would attract 
the nations to it (Deut. 4:5-8). That example was based on the fact that they had no human king but 
God was their King (Ex. 15:18; 1 Sam. 8:7). There was no human institution that was given the 
power to give permits; God gave His Law, and His Law was to be the objective legal standard of the 
land, independent from and above any human decisions, opinions, permits, licenses, registrations, 
etc. Even if the Israelites chose to have a king, that king should not be like the pagan kings but 
should be subject to the same law, like everyone else in Israel (Deut. 17:18-20). Israel’s sin in 1 
Sam. 8 was not that they wanted a king but that they wanted a king “like all the nations,” that is, they 
wanted to reject the Rule of Law and establish Rule of Man, as the pagans around them. 

In this context, there was no institution in Israel charged with the power to give immigration permits. 
Not even the king was allowed to usurp that power, for he had to obey the Law, and the Law had no 
immigration restrictions included in it. Even a runaway slave was to be left alone and not deported 
nor oppressed – which, as I argue in my lectures, meant possible international problems for Israel. 
Therefore, even if we take Hoffmeier’s examples of Edom and Egypt as relevant to immigration 
policies (which they are not, as I explained above), Hoffmeier is still guilty of trying to apply to 
Israel a legal system that is entirely pagan and foreign to the Law of God: Rule of Man over Rule of 
Law. He doesn’t seem to understand the radical difference between a godly society and a pagan 
society, and he claims a godly society is supposed to operate on the same statist and totalitarian 
principles as a pagan society. 

Gaps in the Linguistic Analysis 

So far I exposed the greater gaps in Hoffmeier’s analysis, the general ethical and judicial principles 
he has either missed or contradicted with his focus on the linguistic differences between the words 
for “stranger.” These are the camels he has swallowed while straining out the gnat. The question 
now is, But shouldn’t we pay attention to these details? Isn’t his linguistic analysis still valid and 
worthy of at least some consideration? 

The answer is, No. His linguistic analysis may seem impressive at a first glance, but under scrutiny, 
it is exposed as incomplete and arbitrary, at best. First, it is based on unwarranted assumptions about 
legal definitions. And second, it misses specific examples of uses of the words ger, zar, and nekhar 
which contradict Hoffmeier’s interpretation of those terms. 

First, the obvious problem is that while there are different words for “stranger,” there is no logical 
reason why we should attach to them our modern legal concepts of “legal” and “illegal alien.” After 
all, much of the Old Testament – or most of the Old Testament – has to do with legal principles, case 
laws, and specific applications of these principles and laws. The correct Biblical hermeneutics would 
require that we go back to the Bible whenever we need information on the definition of certain 
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terms. Using modern definitions to define the ancient usage of certain words is always dangerous, 
mainly because of the cultural differences between our own day and times past. We have certain 
concepts today that would sound quite outlandish to people of ages past; for example, our modern 
term of “illegal alien” wouldn’t make any sense to Americans who lived in 1914. To try to attach the 
meaning of “illegal alien” to any word used 100 years would be useless at best: there was no concept 
comparable to it at all in the American jurisprudence. 

In this specific case, to know if Hoffmeier’s interpretation of the terms is correct, we need to look 
not to our modern legal concepts but to the Bible. Does the Bible contain any practical example of 
the legal difference between ger and nekhar? Does it have an example of an illegal alien arrested and 
deported back to his land? Does it have any legal stipulation in the Law of God declaring “illegal 
immigration” to be a crime? Does it contain the specific penalties for such a crime? Does it mention 
an institution charged with issuing visas or permits? Does it mention a legal procedure that grants a 
ger status to foreigners? Simply sticking our modern concepts on top of those terms is poor 
scholarship; we need to be consistent with the Bible, not with our modern times, to know if a 
hermeneutic is correct. 

The Bible has nothing like this. There is no such crime mentioned, no penalties, no institution 
charged with enforcement, no permits, no visas, no deportations. The very concept of immigration 
control is missing; it’s nowhere to be seen. If Hoffmeier is correct in his interpretation of the terms, 
where would the Hebrews take all these definitions he is proposing? Suck them out of thin air? Go to 
Edom or Egypt? But even Edom and Egypt didn’t have specific laws nor legal definitions of these 
concepts; all they had is the whim of a ruler. How would a Hebrew know all the specific details 
Hoffmeier claims were present in the terms? And how would the Hebrew society know how to 
enforce them? 

Hoffmeier doesn’t say. He just assumes. And his assumptions have as much weight as the 
assumption that 1 Sam. 19:7 or Dan. 2:49 prove that the ancients played tennis. 

It gets even worse when we get to the specific examples of usage of the words in the Bible. 

I already pointed above from 1 Kings 8:41-43 that Solomon expected the nokhri (the same word as 
Hoffmeier’s nekhar) to come to the Temple and pray and call to God, publicly. How can that be 
when he is an illegal alien, according to Hoffmeier’s analysis? How would he evangelize, if he 
himself at this very moment of standing before the Temple is not under any legal protection in the 
Law? 

Ruth is another example. When approached by Boaz, she replied: 

none  

Then she fell on her face, bowing to the ground and said to him, “Why have I found favor in your 
sight that you should take notice of me, since I am a foreigner?” (Ruth 2:10). 

The word for “foreigner” here is again, nokhri, not ger. Was Ruth an illegal immigrant, according to 
Hoffmeier? Was she not under the legal protection of the Law? If she was, why didn’t Boaz correct 
her, “No, Ruth, you are not nokhri, you are ger”? 
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The use of nokhri by Ruth is even more inexplicable by Hoffmeier’s interpretation given the fact in 
the very next chapter we discover that Ruth is not only not an illegal immigrant, she is actually in 
her full rights as a Hebrew woman! She has a share in the land of her deceased husband, and she is 
entitled to marriage to a Hebrew man of her husband’s extended family! 

none  

Then Boaz said, “On the day you buy the field from the hand of Naomi, you must also acquire Ruth 
the Moabitess, the widow of the deceased, in order to raise up the name of the deceased on his 
inheritance” (Ruth 4:5). 

Stop and consider here: What if Naomi had died before she could sell the field? Who would 
rightfully inherit the field? Ruth! A Moabite woman would be the owner of a Hebrew estate by 
marriage, and would have the right to a levirate marriage. And yet, she calls herself nokhri, and 
Hoffmeier declares this to mean an “illegal alien,” an alien without any legal protection in the land. 

What about the ger? Does the word mean what Hoffmeier claims it means, a foreigner who has legal 
status and protection and is a convert? Here’s what Hoffmeier says: 

In a sense, the ger were not just aliens to whom social and legal protections were offered, but were 
also considered converts, and thus could participate in the religious life of the community, e.g. 
celebrate Passover (Exodus 12:13) and observe Yom Kippur, the day of atonement (Leviticus 16:29-
30). They were, moreover, expected to keep dietary and holiness laws (Leviticus 17:8-9 & 10-12). 

Sounds quite convincing until we discover at least one example contrary to Hoffmeier’s 
interpretation: 

none  

You shall not eat anything which dies of itself. You may give it to the alien who is in your town, so 
that he may eat it, or you may sell it to a foreigner, for you are a holy people to the LORD your God 
(Deut. 14:21). 

The word for “alien” here is . . . ger. Seems like the ger can violate the dietary restrictions, and in at 
least one example he is just as unprotected by the Law as is the nokhri. There goes Hoffmeier’s 
theory about the “legal” ger and the “illegal” nekhar. 

What about the zar? Is that another word for “illegal alien” as Hoffmeier claims? Let’s see: 

none  

. . . as a reminder to the sons of Israel that no layman who is not of the descendants of Aaron should 
come near to burn incense before the LORD; so that he will not become like Korah and his company 
(Num. 16:40). 

The word for “layman” here is . . . zar, which, according to Hoffmeier’s analysis, must mean “illegal 
alien.” But the word here indicates an Israelite! There goes Hoffmeier’s theory, again. 
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The Logical Solution to the Linguistic Puzzle 

The question still remains: What is the solution? Why does the Bible use different words for 
“stranger”? If Hoffmeier’s interpretation is incorrect – and it surely is, based on careful logical, 
legal, and textual analysis – then how are we to take the difference between ger, nekhar, and zar? 

The answer is: Technically, the three words are synonyms in the Hebrew language and are 
interchangeable. They have no attached specific legal meanings to them; after all, the very concepts 
of “immigration control” or “illegal alien” did not exist in the Law to start with. The only difference 
between them is semantics: the three words have different connotations: 

Ger, coming from the root for “abide,” or “abide with,” carries a more positive connotation, and 
would usually be used in a friendlier, more amiable sense, as “sojourner.” It is not meant to exclude 
certain classes of foreigners based on their success in jumping through bureaucratic hoops; it is 
meant to present a more positive attitude to foreigners. This is the reason this word is used in the 
laws commanding legal protection for strangers: not to separate strangers into protected and 
unprotected (which would be absurd, given the character of the Law), but to express God’s attitude 
to the foreigner as far as his legal rights are concerned. 

Nekhar or nokhri, coming from the root word for “disaster, misfortune, calamity,” carries a more 
negative connotation, and would usually be used in a more hostile sense. Again, it is not meant to 
denote a legal class of foreigners, it is only meant to express a more negative attitude to foreigners. 
This is the reason Ruth called herself nokhri: to express humility and submission, for the same 
reason Job, for example, used similar derogatory words about men in Job 25:6. This is the reason the 
word nekhar is used in Lev. 22:25: to express God’s displeasure of the ritual uncleanness of the 
foreigner. 

Zar, meaning simply “other,” is the neutral word, carrying no specific connotation, simply 
separating members of a group from other groups, whether foreigners from homeborn, or Aaron 
descendants from the rest of Israel. 

There is no magic in the linguistics of these words, and there is no hidden legal meaning which we 
need to interpret through the lenses of our modern culture. The solution is simple, and it doesn’t 
support Hoffmeier’s theories. 

Conclusion 

James Hoffmeier’s linguistic separation between ger, nekhar, and zar has become very popular with 
the anti-immigration crowd among American Christians and conservatives in general. Of course, on 
the surface it sounds very authoritative: The man knows Hebrew, he plays with those words in 
Hebrew, he must be right. However, a careful Biblical and logical scrutiny of his position shows that 
it rests on a very shaky foundation, and is, at best, poor or careless scholarship. He ignores the 
weightier matters of the Law by his focus on a linguistic detail, overblowing that detail to the 
proportions of important theological and legal principle. In Biblical terms, he has swallowed many 
camels while straining out a gnat. But even when we look at his linguistic claims and compare them 
to the Biblical testimony, they turn out to be incorrect at best, or deliberately misleading at worst. 
The Bible doesn’t offer any support for his legal definitions of the terms, and in fact, it uses the 
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terms in ways contrary to his definitions. That so many churchian celebrities in the US have 
accepted his claims uncritically is just another testimony to the disastrously low level of Biblical 
understanding and scholarship prevalent in the American churches and seminaries. The truth is, the 
three terms are interchangeable, and the difference between them is semantic, not legal. 

Therefore, Hoffmeier’s analysis can’t be used as a reliable tool to prove Biblical support for the 
modern policies of immigration restrictions. The Bible is very clear: The Law of God contains no 
immigration restrictions, and no mandate for the civil government to control the movements of law-
abiding individuals; neither does it contain a mandate for the civil government to make up new 
categories of crimes (“illegal aliens”) and punish people based on them. The immigration restriction 
laws of the US in the last 95 years were the product of pagan ideologies – racist, fascist, and socialist 
– and Christians who support them today have become allies with the enemies of God. The real 
immigration policy mandated by the Law of God is the same as what the US was before 1921: open 
borders and limited political franchise. Anything else is a violation of the Law of God and will 
inevitably produce more chaos and bring more judgment on America. 

 

http://bit.ly/MarinovImmigration [�] 

“What Bible Says About Illegal Immigration.” [�] 
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 Discerning the Times . . . and the Wars (An Open Letter 156.
to a Friend) 

Bojidar Marinov, January 4, 2012 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725005447/http://americanvision.org/5475/discerning-the-times-
and-the-wars-an-open-letter-to-a-friend/  

Dear H., 

War, war propaganda, foreign policy, peace, 
military invasions – these are important issues. 
Important enough to re-appear with every election 
campaign. We have economic recession at home, 
we have our liberties destroyed right in front of our 
eyes, we have the very laws the politicians have 
vowed to obey trampled in front of our eyes. But if 
you listen to the media pundits and the political 
establishment, these are minor issues. What’s 
happening at home is not that important; what’s 
happening across the globe, in a nation that can’t 
produce enough electricity and gasoline for half of 

its population, is way more important than anything else. 

I am writing to you concerning your comment the other day when we talked about my views about 
the current war propaganda that is coming from the mainstream media and the politicians of both 
parties. You said the following: 

Personally, I like your writings because you present a more militant form of Christianity, which is 
what I believe is the ultimate solution to this dilemma. 

Well, thank you for your encouragement. Yes, I do present a militant form of Christianity. And yet, 
with all due respect and appreciating you as a good friend, I am afraid you have misunderstood some 
of my views. 

You believe the threat from Iran is real; and it is very, very important that the United States act 
aggressively against Iran or against the Muslim world in general. After all, the Muslims have this 
violent rhetoric – or at least, some of them do. There are many threats coming from the Muslim 
world, and we know that many of these mullahs, if they had their way, would have reduced America 
and the West to rubble. 

And you are – I sense it very well – puzzled by my response. I have lived on the border of the 
Muslim world after all, I have been a missionary among Muslims, I should know better, right? And 
yet, I refuse to participate in the war drums banging; neither am I excited about it. In fact, in the last 
months I have actively engaged in opposing the war hysteria against Iran. It seems like I am against 
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a war against Islam. The man whose militant writings you like, is now acting like a pacifist? Don’t 
you believe in the legitimate use of military power against a religion as dangerous as Islam, Bojidar? 

I need to explain to you my position and why I believe that as a Christian I – and you too, and all 
other Christians – must oppose the current war propaganda. 

First of all, let me make two things clear: 

 

First, I am not a pacifist. I believe in the righteous use of lethal force, both by individuals and by 
governments. I believe in Just War; and I do not believe that the definition of Just War coincides 
with the definition of defensive war. There are just wars that are offensive, and there are defensive 
wars that are unjust. I believe in the Crusades, or at least the first three of them, and the very idea of 
them. (This sets me apart from most modern evangelicals who condemn the Crusades but approve 
the wars of the modern progressive state; I approve of the Crusades but I disapprove of the modern 
war propaganda.) I do accept the reality that the Muslim world – as with the Communist bloc before 
– must be kept in check by the sufficient military power of Christendom while at the same time the 
Christian church sends out missionaries to take it from the inside. 

Second, I am a moderate supporter of Israel. Notice I say moderate. I do not believe the modern state 
of Israel is the Biblical Israel – if it was, I would have been firmly against it, as the prophets and the 
apostles were. The true Israel is the Christian Church, because Paul said that a true Jew is not one of 
circumcision of the flesh, but of the heart. Modern Israel is just another European socialist state, 
much like France or Britain, or Germany. I am against socialism. On the other hand, relatively to the 
surrounding Muslim nations, Israel – just like the other European nations – has a remnant, a 
historical memory, as Rushdoony calls it, of Christian social ethics. I do not say Judeo-Christian, it 
would be a tautology since Christians are the true Jews. Modern Israel is settled by European Jewish 
people who in history have adopted the Christian ethics of Europe, and still abide by it to a great 
extent. Relatively to the surrounding Muslim cultures it is superior, and because of that residual 
Christian ethics – not because of some mythological value modern Evangelicals ascribe to it – I am a 
moderate supporter of Israel. Israel’s survival as a state is important geostrategically; prophetically, 
the modern state of Israel has no value whatsoever. 

I am not a pacifist, and I am a supporter of Israel. Then how can I not support a war against Islam, 
knowing very well how dangerous it is? 

I will first take you back to the Bible, and then back to the history of Christian Europe. The lessons 
we can learn from the wars described there will help us discern the times. Discerning the times is 
important, unless we want to end up on the wrong side of the purpose of God for our generation. 
Discerning the wars is just as important, unless we want to end up on the wrong side of an enterprise 
that can kill millions of people for evil purposes. We will see that when it comes to wars, not all that 
glitters is gold, and not all wars against the bad guys are just wars. 

I want you to go with me to that arch-example of a ruler in the Bible who turned a just war into an 
unjust war – Saul, the King of Israel. The enemy remained the same. Israel remained the same. The 
commandment of God to wage war against Israel’s enemies remained the same. And yet, something 
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happened, something very insignificant on the surface but very profound and important in God’s 
eyes that from the very beginning made Saul’s wars detestable in God’s eyes and therefore unjust. 

I am talking about the events described in 1 Samuel 13. Saul was preparing to go to war. He was 
waiting for Samuel to come and offer the burnt offering. Samuel was on his way; it was a holy war, a 
just war, and God was going to pour His blessing on Saul and Israel. But Samuel didn’t come in the 
appointed time. Saul then offered the burnt offering himself. 

This changed the nature of the war. It wasn’t a just war anymore. The enemy was the same. Israel 
was the same. God’s plan for Israel was the same. But the war was unjust. What happened? 

Saul changed the institutional setting; and thus he changed the institutional goals for the war. A 
victory now wouldn’t be a victory for God, it would be a victory for Saul. Saul acted outside of 
God’s established institutional order, and therefore his religious commitment was different. His 
religious commitment apparently was not to God but to the establishment of his own totalitarian 
power – especially over the church, but later over the people as well. In this case, the survival of 
Israel against superior enemy was irrelevant. Israel enslaved to the Philistines, or Israel enslaved to 
its own king – there wasn’t a single bit of difference. God would rather have Saul lose the war and 
the kingdom than bless him in his new totalitarian agenda. The Philistines wanted nothing less than 
the destruction of Israel. And unlike our modern Muslims, the Philistines actually had the means to 
achieve it (1 Sam. 13:19-22). And yet, God won’t bless Saul in his war against them. The liberty of 
Israel was more important than the survival of Israel. 

Saul’s battles went from bad to worse after that. Even though he won a few of them thanks to the 
heroism of David and Jonathan, there was no peace in the land. And so disinterested was God in a 
victory for Saul that later David joined the Philistines in their war against Saul, and God didn’t see 
any problem with that (1 Sam. 27-29). In fact, in the middle of the worst danger for Israel, God 
refused to bless Saul in his efforts to preserve Israel. God wasn’t going to support a totalitarian ruler; 
and even if David joined the other side, against Israel, it was acceptable to God. 

No, my friend, I am not suggesting that we today join the enemy against America, far from me such 
thought. But this story comes to tell us that not all wars that look just on the surface are indeed just. 
The motivation of the ruler is the key to it. On the surface, the war was against the Philistines. But in 
reality, the true war was different: it was Saul against the freedom of the People of God. 

The other lesson is from history. I mentioned the Crusades above. And we all look at Crusades as a 
whole; either as something bad or as something good. But very seldom we stop to think that all 
Crusades were not the same, and that there were differences from one Crusade to another. 

My lesson here is taken from the Fourth Crusade. 

Now, the idea for the Crusades was good and righteous. Byzantium was in dire straits in 1096 when 
the First Crusade was launched, with the Muslim hordes reaching the city of Nicaea, just 40 miles 
from Constantinople. The call of the Byzantine Emperor Alexios I was answered enthusiastically by 
the population in Western Europe; people of all walks of life went to fight to help their fellow 
Christians. The Second and the Third Crusade were again committed to dealing with the military 
threats the Christendom was facing. There was the “People’s Crusade,” the “Princes’ Crusade,” and 
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the “Kings’ Crusade.” Europe, still very small and weak compared to the Muslim world, was 
nevertheless showing the world that it could fight back. The main battles between the two religions 
were not going to be in central France, or Spain, or even Sicily anymore. The initiative has shifted, 
and now the Muslims were getting a taste of their own medicine. 

Then, a few years after the battles of Richard the Lion-Hearted in the Third Crusade, another call for 
a crusade came. But this time it was different. No more people, princes, or kings. The Fourth 
Crusade was going to be the Merchant-Bankers’ Crusade. That is, commoners, princes, and kings 
were still going to fight and die. But this time the merchant-bankers were going to make the killing – 
and that at the expense of other Christians. 

The Fourth Crusade started like the previous crusades: A call by Pope Innocent III taken up by 
French knights. Unlike the previous Crusades, this time it was to be very well organized . . . by the 
Venetians. The previous Crusades had difficulties assembling enough transports to sail to the Holy 
Land, and therefore many of them had to travel on land. But three previous crusades had taught the 
Venetians that there was money to be made of the Crusades. By 1200 the Venetian Arsenal, the first 
mass-production shipyard in Europe, was finished (started 100 years earlier) and the Venetians were 
able to supply the promised 50 war galleys and 450 transports. War paid well for the military-
industrial complex even back then; and the enterprising Venetians were quick to realize the profit 
opportunities. 

The problem was that when the crusaders’ army assembled, it was only a third of what was expected 
and contracted. Therefore there wasn’t enough money to pay the Venetians for the ships. The 
thought that Venetians may need to sacrifice for the cause – as everyone else did – didn’t even cross 
the mind of their Doge Enrico Dandolo. Blind and 95-year-old, he was still energetic, ambitious, and 
crafty enough to use the situation to the purposes of the merchant-banker class. He persuaded the 
Crusaders to ignore the Pope’s ban on attacking other Christian states, and planned to use their 
military force to settle some accounts. 

The rest of the Crusade was an abomination unworthy of the name “crusade.” The Pope’s ban was 
concealed from the crusaders by their leaders. The first city to be attacked was the Christian city of 
Zara, a competitor to Venice in the trade in the Mediterranean. The Pope excommunicated the whole 
army but the leaders did not inform the bulk of the army, and it sailed east. On the way, Dandolo 
diverted the ships to Constantinople which recently had closed its markets to Venetian merchants. 
The city fell to the Crusaders on April 12, 1204, and a new Empire was established, the Latin 
Empire. It immediately started wars against its Christian neighbors, Bulgaria and the residual Greek 
principalities on the Balkans and in Asia Minor. In the wars that ensued, almost all the military 
leaders of the Crusade were killed. The Latin Empire survived for only a generation; in the end, the 
knights and the soldiers lost. The merchant-bankers won. The “crusade” wasn’t a war of Christianity 
against Islam; it was – like the example of Saul – a war against Christians. 

Before anyone imagines that “merchant-bankers” means “Jews” and erupts in anti-Jewish rhetoric, I 
will say that at the time the merchant-bankers were Venetian and Tuscan, which means of Celtic-
German ancestry. The Jews of Italy in fact supported the Pope and the Papal party, the Guelfi. The 
powerful Pierleoni family of Rome, descendants of the converted Jew Peter Leo, gave the Roman 
church two popes in earlier centuries, and much support in the wars for the preservation of the 
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independence of the church from the Empire. The Jews in Italy were Murray-Rothbard-Jews rather 
than Norman-Podhoretz-Jews. 

At the end, the worse consequence of the Fourth Crusade was that the authority of the church was 
severely undermined. (That, of course, in addition to the weakening of the Byzantine Empire and the 
final victory of Islam and the taking of Constantinople in 1453.) A little over 100 years earlier a 
simple excommunication made the Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV stand barefoot in the snow at the 
door of the Pope’s residence at Canossa for 3 days, to get forgiveness. In 1204, the Pope’s 
excommunication was ignored by the leaders of the Crusade. In 1227, Frederick II of Sicily could 
speak derisively of the excommunication declared on him by Gregory IX, and even start a military 
campaign against Rome and the Pope. 

Frederick II himself was an indirect product of the Fourth Crusade and its weakening of the power of 
the church. Declared by modern Marxist and liberal historians to be the first “modern ruler” of 
Europe, he was, indeed. Every single evil of the modern democratic state was tried by Frederick II. 
He started government sponsored schools where a form of divinity of the state was taught. He 
instituted large bureaucracy, government regulations over the economy, and an oath to the state as 
the new god. (Prior to that, oaths were either to God or to personal sovereigns, never to the state.) He 
instituted the practice of fiat money (leather coins) and debased the metal coins minted by his 
government. Even his participation in the Fifth and the Sixth Crusade was not aimed at attacking the 
Muslims but at securing his authoritarian regime at home. At the end, many Christians and Christian 
warriors were deceived that they were serving a holy cause; in reality they were serving a power-
hungry socialist who had adopted religious language only to muster their support. 

We have two lessons now, from the Bible, and from history. And the two lessons tell us this: that the 
enemies of God will use the rhetoric of a holy war against the enemies of Christianity, only to wage 
war against Christianity itself. And many of the faithful, blinded and deceived by the rhetoric, will 
join the enemy to fight against their own, and to help establish a totalitarian dictatorship to the 
destruction of Christianity and the church at home. But those who discern the times and the wars, 
will oppose such war, no matter how righteous the propaganda sounds. And if they must oppose it 
against the madness of the crowd, they will. 

This is what we have today: Saul and his quest for a totalitarian state, bankers who diverted a 
crusade to their own means, and politicians like Frederick II who care nothing about Christianity but 
have no scruples about using religious language to deceive Christians to join in a war that is not 
against Islam but against the Western civilization, against its Christian roots and the liberty and 
prosperity it has produced. 

We could have foreseen it as early as the 1980s when a group of former liberals changed their self-
identification to “conservatives” but kept their old liberal war-mongering, and also their old liberal 
big-government and big spending propaganda. (At the time, even the Dispensational Evangelicals 
believed that America should not involve in any wars, only support Israel financially. Even as late as 
1999 it was the liberals who called for war, not conservatives.) These newly-hatched “conservatives” 
- neo-conservatives they were called derisively – criticized Reagan for his “softness” to the Soviets. 
But they kept spewing their rhetoric. At the time, conservatives were concerned with defense, not 
with “spreading democracy” or “national security.” Remember, my friend, that Reagan greatest 
initiative was called Strategic Defense Initiative? But the neocons kept publishing their propaganda 
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posing as conservatives. In the 1990s, after the fall of the Berlin Wall, “spreading democracy” 
became the fad, and the neocon war-drums banging continued under that slogan. Then, after 9/11, 
the new sales pitch was “National Security.” (That “security” word sounds scary to every Eastern 
European. Did you know that KGB meant “Committee for State Security”?) But in addition to the 
“national security,” they also adopted a special propaganda treat for evangelicals: “Stand with Israel, 
for the Bible tells us so.” And also, “Islam is the greatest threat to Christianity, they want to destroy 
the whole world.” Not that any of these neocons are Christians, or care for Christianity, or even read 
their Bibles. But if the propaganda works, why not use it? 

It was that group of liberals who only changed from calling themselves liberals to calling themselves 
conservatives. But their whole propaganda remained liberal. They found a way to deceive us, the 
Christians. 

And we as Christians bought into it. It’s a holy war, after all, it is against Islam, and Islam hates 
Christianity, and therefore let’s go to war. We did not stop to question the motives of our rulers. We 
could have smelled the rat when George W. Bush said that “Islam is a religion of peace.” He wasn’t 
that much against Islam, after all, as we as Christians thought. Then our troops in Iraq were banned 
from delivering Bibles to the local populations. Then even American-made guns with Bible verses 
on them were banned from being sold to the military. Then we saw the self-conscious courting of 
radical Muslims by our own leaders – to the fact that the new Constitutions of Iraq and Afghanistan 
are specifically based on Sharia, once again. Then churches were attacked in territories occupied by 
our troops, and our military was banned from helping the local Christians. But we still keep 
believing that the war is against Islam. 

Even as early as 2001 the war was started at home – before it went abroad. The Patriot Act 
suspended many of our liberties, and we were silent. We after all could sacrifice some liberty for 
some more security; isn’t this what the Founding Fathers did after all? “Give me liberty or give me 
death”? Who can say such a thing? Not a true patriot, for sure. As general as the Patriot Act was, it 
had some more specific consequences: TSA. Another sacrifice of little liberty for little security. 
Then TSA expanded its reach – literally, into our pants and under the skirts of our women, and into 
the clothes of our children. More and more, we had enough evidence to see that the war was not 
against Islam but against us. Then we couldn’t even complain about TSA anymore; it became a 
crime deserving arrest. The same neocons were by now “mainstream conservatives,” and they voted 
for the destruction of our liberties. 

Then these same neocons voted for the extension of NDAA; American citizens can now be 
indefinitely detained in military camps here in the US. Of course, we know, our government will 
never abuse this dreadful prerogative the neocons created; we know we can trust the government, 
right? Besides, it was the “conservatives” that voted for that law . . . or, were they really 
conservatives, or were they the same neocons who were actually liberals under a new guise? 

And who profits from the war-mongering, dear H.? Isn’t it the same Wall Street that over the last 
century profited from the expansion of the money supply, an act that you know very well is against 
the Biblical prohibition against fake money? 

Even if we suppose that there is a real threat from Iran – which there isn’t, as so many intelligence 
experts are telling us – tell me, dear H., is it worth it to lose our Christian liberty because we are 
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scared to death of a regime on the other side of the planet? The Founders of these United States, 
were they more concerned about their security than about their liberty? Is this the legacy we have 
from the previous generations of Christians: Allow the government to take away our liberties by 
using scare tactics? 

It is obvious – for those that have the eyes to see it, my friend – that this war-mongering in our day is 
only a tactics of the enemies of Christ against His Church, against Christianity, against the Western 
civilization. America, with all the evils we have allowed here, remained free longer anyone else in 
the Western world, still preserving much of its Christian character – if not the theology or the 
Christian civil government. But it seems that the enemies of Christianity found a way to talk 
Christians out of their God-given liberty, won by the blood of their Christian forefathers: by scaring 
them that a nation of stone-age tribesmen at the edge of the planet can destroy the United States. 
Therefore, Christians, surrender your liberties if you want to survive. 

“Live free or die” has been replaced by “Live enslaved or die.” And multitudes of Christians bought 
into it. Ironically, some of them even adopted the language of “America is the leader of the free 
world,” while at the same time their own freedom is taken away here in the US. 

Dear friend, my call is for you to open your eyes and discern the times . . . and the wars. We are in 
the midst of a war. But the war is not against Islam; Islam is actually powerless to affect much of 
this war. The war is between Communism and Christianity, here in America. Multitudes of well-
meaning but self-deceived Christians have joined the wrong side. You have too. But we as 
Christians must join the right side. And the right side in every war which is against Christianity and 
the Church is . . . Christianity and the Church. We as Christians must oppose the war propaganda of 
the neocons and call for the restoration of the Biblical Law and its liberty throughout the land. Only 
then we will be able to look to the enemies across the ocean and conquer them – through the Gospel, 
not through bombs. 

 

Yours faithfully, 
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 Math Education: The One and the Many 157.
Bojidar Marinov, September 28, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615222442/http://americanvision.org/5206/math-education-the-
one-and-the-many/  

I am not surprised by the SAT scores comparison 
between the three groups: homeschoolers, religious-
based private schools, and public schools. 
Homeschoolers beat the other two groups in every 
category, and consistently score above the 84th 
percentile in every category. Only 29 per cent of the 
homeschooling fathers and 13 per cent of the 
mothers have Master’s or Doctor’s degree. In the 
institutional schools these days, Master’s degree is 
the 100% requirement for most schools for the main 
subjects. Homeschooling families have more 
children in average (3.5 per family), and therefore 
they have more economic and financial problems to 

solve in addition to education. Given these differences, homeschoolers should have lower scores. 
But they consistently beat the institutional schools, defying the “expertise” of the “experts” and the 
“wisdom” of the compromisers in the Christian community. 

I read my Bible, and I am not surprised. Education is more than delivery of information; it takes the 
right environment too for a child to learn self-control, discipline, self-motivation, responsibility, and 
the ability to make the right decisions in different situations. That environment is called family, as 
far as the Bible is concerned. The SAT, being a serious test not only for the knowledge the students 
have accumulated but also for their discipline and ability to think, shows the expected results for 
those of who read our Bibles. 

I am especially pleased that homeschoolers score so high above the other groups in the subject that 
requires the most effort in terms of discipline and logic: Mathematics. While reading and writing can 
be used and practiced in a variety of different ways, mathematics as a theoretical discipline requires 
much more. It requires the student to self-consciously apply himself to spend countless hours 
learning the theory and solving problems. In the schools, the student’s time is regimented; but 
homeschoolers need to organize their own time to be able to excel in math. The fact that 
homeschoolers score so high in math is just another proof that only in the home the skills of self-
discipline can be taught. 

But homeschoolers shouldn’t rest on their laurels. Being better than the institutional schools in the 
US – public and private – is not a great achievement, yet. The math education in the US in general is 
seriously lagging behind other nations. The comparison with Chinese and Indian public school 
students shows large discrepancies. In this situation, homeschool students in the US, while vastly 
superior to the private and the public schools in terms of SAT scores, still fail to reach the levels of 
mathematical knowledge and skills necessary to capture the academic field of mathematics and 
establish a clear superiority there. Passing SAT is not enough; a principled knowledge of 
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mathematics in depth is what is necessary. And this is what the current math education in the US 
fails to supply. 

Having taught and tutored my children, other homeschooled students, as well as public and private 
school graduates at a local, I have been asked many times by homeschooling mothers, “What math 
curriculum do you find best?” Of the existing ones, I have my preferences; the textbooks I like are 
the Chicago University School of Mathematics. They are the closest to the way I was taught Math 
back in Eastern Europe. But I think even they are inadequate to creating a true, working, Christian 
Math curriculum that will both help children understand and appreciate mathematics in all its beauty, 
and also build in them the skills to pass any exams and solve any practical problems they may 
encounter at any level of their academic or professional development. As it is of now, this hasn’t 
been easy, at least not for a sufficient majority of American students. 

I am beginning to work on this project, with a group of like-minded friends. I hope God will give us 
the inspiration and the self-discipline to be able to turn out a useful product in time for our readers to 
use. 

As a Reformed Christian, I know where to start: If there is a practical problem, it must have a 
theological root. If ideas have consequences, then the problem with the math education in the US 
must be rooted in the wrong worldview in the foundation of the very understanding of mathematics 
and of education. And since the Christian worldview starts with the Triune God, the ultimate One 
and the Many, then the philosophy of our math curriculum must start from the One and the Many. 
We have some beginnings in Vern Poythress’ essay in Foundations of Christian Scholarship1 and in 
James Nickel’s excellent study, Mathematics: Is God Silent?1 But a comprehensive philosophy for 
math education is yet to be developed; as well as a curriculum that follows from it. 

In this and the following several articles I will try to lay out my ideas of how the Biblical foundation 
of the Trinity must be made the basis of our teaching mathematics. My conviction is that only when 
we base our curriculum on such foundation, having a worldview rooted in our knowledge of God, 
we can successfully teach math. 

The Greek and the Roman Models of Education 

There are two basic models for education that are used today around the world. I call them “Greek” 
and “Roman.” You can call them “platonic” and “aristotelian”; or “rational” and “empirical”; or 
“realist” and “nominalist”; the names don’t matter. What matters is that they are based on the 
philosophical emphasis on unity (Plato) and the philosophical emphasis on plurality (Aristotle). Of 
course, as is with everything, nowhere can either of them be found in a pure form; the difference is 
usually in the degree one or the other is emphasized. 
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The Greek Model 

The Greek model is the model of science as an ivory tower, far exalted above the mundane world of 
everyday practice. Under this model a subject is viewed as a world of its own, with its own inner 
harmony, beauty, and self-existence. Mathematics is then a set of “eternally existing ideas” which 
have no predictable relation to the practical world of senses, work, or applied science and 
technology. Man understands those eternal ideas through setting his mind on a higher plane where 
only pure and perfect forms exist, with only pure and perfect relations between them. Such approach 
places heavy emphasis on the theoretical learning of the subject. Practical examples are seldom 
emphasized; “practice” is usually contemplative rather than applied to the real world. Application 
problems or projects are usually constructed to be ideal and demonstrative of a theoretical principle, 
not of real situations in practice. 

Such approach produces good theoreticians but poor engineers. While not always openly expressed, 
it looks down on the “dirty” world of practical applications. 

A perfect example for such approach to mathematics is the school of Pythagoras and his followers. 
In the worldview of the Pythagoreans, the world could not contain anything else but pure forms, 
numbers, and ratios. So deep and unshaken was their faith in the rationality of the world in terms of 
numbers that they refused to accept any evidence – material or logical – that there are entities and 
ratios in the world that are not rational. When Hipassus, one of the Pythagoreans, eventually proved 
that the ratio of the diagonal to the side of the square (or of the hypotenuse of an isosceles right 
triangle to the leg) was an irrational number, i.e. not expressed by a simple fraction of two whole 
numbers, his comrades reacted in horror. According to one legend, they threw him overboard at see; 
according to another, they build him a tomb while he was still alive and pretended he was dead. 

Very the same approach was used by the schools in Eastern Europe back in the 1980s; I learned 
under such approach. The theoretical side of math was well developed and taught quite thoroughly in 
the schools. While there were specialized high schools for learning math and sciences, the 
requirements and the expectations and the requirements were high for everyone. Calculus, geometry, 
and logic were an integral part of the high-school curriculum; students were expected to master the 
algebra of functions and geometrical proofs before they graduated from high school. Of course, this 
attention to theory tended to de-emphasize the practical applications to technology and engineering. 
This de-emphasis continued through higher education. At the end of the day, while the Soviet Union 
had a number of bright nuclear scientists of world class, it lacked nuclear engineers to man the 
Chernobyl nuclear plant. Of what I know of the math education in China, India, and Japan, it is not 
much different. Theory is emphasized, application is neglected. With all the bright mathematicians 
and scientists coming out of these regions of the world, their contribution to innovation and 
engineering is still negligible, compared to the United States and Europe. 

A current example in the US today of a “Greek” approach to education is the Classical approach of 
the Trivium. I understand that most of the Christian homeschoolers that use the Classical approach 
are working to redeem the approach; I am not a stranger to the Classical approach, having translated 
Harvey and Laurie Bluedorn’s Teaching the Trivium into Bulgarian, and also having taught at a 
Classical homeschool co-op. But the attempts to make it less “Greek” notwithstanding, the very 
structure of the Classical approach presupposes an “ivory tower” approach to all knowledge. 
According to the very philosophy of it, the main body of learning in the Classical approach – the 
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Trivium – ends with Rhetoric, i.e. the ability of the student to verbally convey an idea, rather than 
apply it to technology or practice. (Some modern Christian Classical educators include practical 
training in the Rhetoric phase.) Only then a Classical student goes to the next level, the Quadrivium, 
where some more practical knowledge is accumulated, and it is still under the same trivium-
structure, and that only as a preparation for future theoretical studies into philosophy and theology. 
Applied science and mathematics, geometry, engineering, etc., have to be taught as a “side dish.” In 
fact, I have heard at least one Classical educator declare that mathematics and engineering were 
taught to the slaves in the ancient world, while the “liberal sciences” were for the free citizens, and 
therefore he recommended that humanities are emphasized and that math and sciences can be 
postponed till very late in the child’s teenage years. It is not a mere coincidence that Dorothy Sayers, 
the modern prophet of the Classical approach, had played with unitarian/modalist views concerning 
the nature of God in her theological writings. 

The Roman Model 

This model is based on the die-hard pragmatism of the Romans: If I can’t use it here and now to 
build a road, a bridge or an aqueduct, I don’t need it. The value of all knowledge is established by its 
immediate practical results. Theoretical speculations and generalizations are to be avoided since they 
make the brain leave the world of the concrete and material. Application is everything. Laws of 
logic, of mathematics, of nature have no meaning since they are by nature mental constructs; man 
discovers knowledge by the process of trial and error. And even when he discovers knowledge, he 
has no assurance that it is valid because in the world of pragmatism there is no discernible pattern 
that can help a man predict the exact outcome of of the same action in different circumstance. Such 
prediction will take mentally constructing ideal patterns; but since patterns do not have material 
existence, they are worth nothing. 

Of course, much of our modern science needs theoretical reasoning before it can develop further. In 
mathematics, areas like calculus, number theory, and even computer science have first appeared as 
purely theoretical constructs before they could be applied to practice. While every mathematical 
discipline has real applications in the real world, not every such application is directly obvious to the 
human senses; sometimes theoretical speculations are necessary before the understanding of the 
practical application can be acquired. No wonder that the Romans, for all their love for practical 
achievements, never invented anything of their own; until the end of the Roman Empire in the 5th 
century, all the technologies it used were taken from other nations – Phoenicians, Etruscans, Greeks, 
Egyptians. Even the famous Roman Law, the greatest Roman achievement, was only a motley 
collection of isolated customs, and mythological precedents; not until the Christian Emperor 
Theodosius did the Classic world have a unified law code; and not until the Renaissance a unified 
theory of the Roman Law was constructed and taught as a system. 

The best example of the difference between the Roman and Greek model is seen in the death of 
Archimedes in the siege of Syracuse by the Romans. Even though he was a Greek theoretician, 
Archimedes had the rare ability to apply his theoretical knowledge to practice – especially to build 
siege machines that wrought havoc among the Roman armies besieging the city. The Romans never 
cared to understand the theoretical knowledge that made Archimedes such a successful inventor but 
they could pragmatically appreciate when a device worked. The Roman general Marcellus had 
issued an order that Archimedes shouldn’t be harmed and brought alive to him to be used for his 
technological skills; but the Roman soldier who entered his house obviously saw nothing to tell him 
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he was at Archimedes’s house. Archimedes was busy drawing circles in the sand, thinking about 
some theoretical problem. “Don’t disturb my circles,” were his last words, before the soldier killed 
him to rob him of his mathematical instruments which he though to be some tools of practical value. 
Later Marcellus had the soldier executed for disobedience. 

Modern American education – and especially math education – is heavily “Roman.” It is entirely 
focused on the pragmatic value of knowledge. Math is separated into “theoretical” and “practical” 
math, and emphasis is laid on the latter over the former. Even in colleges, there is this peculiar 
American discipline that is not known anywhere else in the world: “Business math.” The obsession 
with “application problems” is also very specifically American. The underlying motive is that if the 
children have enough application problems to solve, this will necessarily build in them the ability to 
apply math in practice, which is all that matters. The very exams are focused on specific 
applications; and the multiple option tests are build in such a way as to completely ignore the 
theoretical part of math education. (Our exams in Eastern Europe back in the 1980s were 
predominantly theoretical, even in the problems section.) The books that give preparation for the 
exams are also based on that Roman model – very little teaching of patterns and unified principles, 
and a focus on the problems themselves. 

The favorite math curriculum to most homeschoolers, Saxon Math, is the Roman model on steroids. 
The very organization of the material is structured not to create an ordered system of theoretical 
math knowledge so that the student understands mathematics as a system of its own. The strategy of 
Saxon Math is rather train the instincts of the student to deal with a problem when he encounters it at 
the exam. The goal is strongly pragmatic: Pass the exams. I have talked to students who have passed 
exams after having used Saxon Math all the way; while they were successful in passing the exams, 
they still had problems understanding basic relations in mathematics, or even mathematics as a 
whole. And Saxon Math is not the only one. The public and private schools approach is just as 
Roman, and that makes the majority of students quite unable to comprehend algebra at higher levels; 
and, as we will see later, algebra is the study of unity and patterns in mathematics, and is by nature a 
theoretical study before it can have practical applications. 

Toward a Trinitarian Model of Math Education 

The two models I outlined above correspond to the two extremes all non-Christian philosophies fall 
into: either monism (a belief in the ultimate oneness of reality) or polytheism (a belief in the ultimate 
manyness of reality). While I am not going to go into details about those two extremes, an important 
book to read in this regard is Rushdoony’s The One and the Many. 

In the next article, we will see how a Trinitarian approach to math education can be built. 

 

 

1. Gary North, ed., (Vallecito, California: Ross House Books, [1976] 2001), ch. IX, “A Biblical View of 
Mathematics.” Ross House Books, [1990] 2001. 
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Bojidar Marinov, October 5, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615222442/http://americanvision.org/5226/math-education-
toward-a-trinitarian-model/  

A couple of months ago, my friend Roger and I, 
plus our families, went to visit the Amon Carter 
Museum in Forth Worth, Texas. Out goal was to see 
the collection of works by the two great artists of the 
American West, Frederic Remington and Charles 
Marion Russell. We spent a couple of hours at the 
museum. 

A typical Eastern European, I was interested in the 
paintings and sculptures simply for their inner 
harmony and beauty. The points I was looking at 
were the geometric perspective, the expression of 
movement, the use of colors and shades to depict 

perspective and light. I noticed the influence of Impressionism (which I happen to like a lot), and the 
earlier more academic, but less skillful forms. The places, the people, and the historical accuracy of 
the paintings were of no consequence to me. I knew a lot about the history of the American frontier 
but the specific context of the paintings wasn’t of a great interest to me. I would have been just as 
excited if the works depicted not cowboys and horses but Tusken Raiders and Banthas. After all, art 
is worth when its art for the sake of art, and its inner harmony and beauty is what matters the most. 

Roger, on the other hand, is American, educated in an American school, then joined the US Army 
(the Green Berets) for 20+ years, then after retiring from the Army, went to an American seminary. 
He is a descendant of cowboys who moved west as the frontier moved, until they reached California. 
Every painting and sculpture had a little plate on the wall next to it, with particulars facts about its 
setting and history. Roger didn’t head out for the exit until he read every single one of those plates, 
learning much about the particulars for every one of the art works displayed in the museum. Whether 
he was impressed by the academic value of the paintings I can’t tell; I am certainly sure he didn’t 
care for the influence of impressionism. But the fact that it was art about cowboys and frontiersmen, 
about his particular heritage, was very important to him. Art is valuable for its contribution to our 
understanding of history, as far as Roger is concerned, as part of something that practically inspires 
us how to live today. 

Roger and I exemplify the differences I gave in the previous article, “Math Education: The One and 
the Many,” between a “Greek” and a “Roman” model for education and understanding of reality. I 
am “Greek.” Roger is “Roman.” 

Whose view is better for appreciating art? 
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James Nickel’s book, Mathematics: Is God Silent?, is the only non-fiction book that I have read 
three times from cover to cover. There are some non-fiction books which I have read twice; there are 
more that I have read once; many are those I haven’t even finished, judging them to be worthless of 
my time. Nickel’s book has a special place in my library. On one hand, it is about mathematics, 
which has always been my favorite subject. On the other hand, it talks about mathematics from the 
perspective of the Trinity, the very foundation of the Biblical worldview. The two make an exciting 
combination, as far as I am concerned. 

Nickel’s main point in his book is this: Mathematics is not neutral. Our view of mathematics 
depends on our general worldview; and therefore our understanding and development of 
mathematics depend on our worldview. Different cultures do not have the same view of 
mathematics, neither do they have the same mathematics or math education. The partial successes of 
civilizations in history in the development of mathematics were due to the partial consistency of 
their religious worldviews with the Biblical worldview. But when those pagan worldviews grew 
epistemologically self-conscious and reached the point of final antithesis with the Christian 
worldview, mathematics reached a dead end. The rationalistic Greeks and the pragmatic Romans are 
among the many examples. Other examples abound in the Muslim world, India, China, and other 
civilizations. It is only when the Christendom consistently developed and applied the Trinitarian 
model to the fields of knowledge, science, and education, the world saw its first revolution in 
scientific advance and educational development. Consequently, with the loss of the Biblical 
worldview in the West, mathematical thought and education gradually lost the momentum they had 
inherited from the Christian centuries. The old models of learning and education – rationalist and 
pragmatic, “Greek” and “Roman” – crept back in, and mathematics once again reached a dead end, 
and children come out of school ignorant about mathematics. 

The ultimate question of any worldview and any philosophy is this: Is the world essentially “one,” or 
is it essentially “many”? Is unity or plurality ultimate? Is there an underlying reality that transcends 
all individuality and diversity, or is diversity reigning supreme, with no existing or recognizable 
patterns or principles that govern reality? The answer to this question will give us the answer to the 
foundation of our philosophy of math education. 

The Biblical worldview has the following answer: There is equal ultimacy of the one and the many 
in the Godhead, and therefore there is equal ultimacy of unity and plurality in the universe. God is 
both One and Many, and therefore the world He has created is both unity and plurality. Neither the 
“Greek” nor the “Roman” model is valid in the Biblical worldview. The Trinitarian model must 
transcend those two models. 

James Nickel gives an excellent summary of the components of a worldview; a worldview must 
have its own metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics. These three – taught consistently with the 
Biblical worldview – must be present in the whole system of Christian education, applied to the 
specific fields of study. Without one or two of them, a curriculum would be lacking. We will now 
see how they apply to the field of study of mathematics and math education. 

Metaphysics 

The greatest metaphysical question about mathematics is this: Is mathematics a separate reality, with 
its own logic, beauty and inner harmony, or is it just a property of the physical reality itself, without 
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independent existence? To put it in religious terms, as some mathematicians like to do, is 
mathematics “the mind of God,” or is it just a product of His works? 

The answer to this question will determine the position of the child in the process of math education: 
Whether he is a passive mind which passively gets filled with the impersonal, rigorous law-order of 
mathematics, or an active explorer, a wanderer who has a world of things to discover but knows not 
where to start and what he is looking for. 

If mathematics is a separate reality, it must have its own system of law that keeps it together, and 
that system of law is not dependent of the human mind and its operations, neither is it dependent on 
the vagaries of the material reality. Our curriculum then should not allow for much freedom of 
exploration and discovery by the child because such freedom will necessarily be subject to the 
failures and infirmities of a mind locked in a material body. Such a mind will have problems 
accessing the lofty heaven of mathematical knowledge without thorough discipline. Math education 
should then be conducted with the discipline and rigorousness of a Prussian military academy to 
make sure that the student stays on track, and can logically develop every concept of math he is 
learning. But such discipline is well rewarded given the fact that once the mind of the child is trained 
to think along the lines of abstract mathematical logic, it will be able to grasp the principles of 
mathematics and spot discrepancies and errors, thus protecting his mathematical knowledge from 
losing its systematic foundation. 

But there is a problem. Mathematics as a pure reality without relation to space and time is 
unintelligible and therefore is not knowledge; or, rather, it is knowledge without significance. If a 
curriculum is focused on teaching math as an abstract reality only, the child won’t know what to do 
with it; and he will certainly lack any motivation to experiment with it. In fact, experimentation with 
math will be illegitimate under such system; experimentation by default presupposes we at least 
allow for the possibility of results different from the expected. But unexpected results can not be 
accepted in such a system; the assumption will always be that the student has made a mistake, that 
he has left the orderly world of logic and has either messed up the experiment or has misinterpreted 
the results. Education based on this premise will necessarily degenerate into educational legalism 
which kills any initiative and experimentation. 

The opposite metaphysical assumption – that mathematics is simply a property of the physical reality 
around us – will help us unshackle the math curriculum from the restraints of an inexorable, 
inflexible law, and will require us to send the child on a journey of discovery. Any hands-on 
experience then will make the child learn about mathematics. If matter “contains” mathematics in 
itself one of its properties – just as color, taste, firmness, etc. – then the child learns best when he 
“experiences” matter. Math education then can become fun, with games, exploration activities, 
hands-on projects, everyday informal activities. Cooking, shopping, games, driving, can become an 
integral part of the education and help the child learn without the legalistic of logical formalism. 

There is a problem here too: a world without a fixed law is impossible to explore. While we can 
“experience” matter and play with it to discover math in it, we have no assurance that any system of 
mathematical law will come out of it. If mathematics is only a property of reality that we discover, 
then whatever existing higher general principle for mathematics that exists must be non-
mathematical, and therefore not provable by the laws of logic. How do we know if a principle that 
the child seems to have discovered is not simply the wrong interpretation of a limited set of 
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experiences? Is any “principle” we discover a true principle? How do we know? If we find a set of 
mathematical laws in physics, is it possible that we find another set of mathematical laws in 
business, and then another in chemistry? Can all these laws be so independent of each other as are 
the practical fields they come from? 

The problem here is between legalism and license in the curriculum. A legalistic math education 
may prevent the discovery of things like irrational and complex numbers, or develop the laws of 
probability and statistics, or non-Euclidean geometries. On the other hand, a curriculum that 
emphasizes too much freedom may send the child well beyond the limits of the reasonable, 
experimenting with nonsensical concepts like π = 4 or with self-contradictory laws of logic. 

The Trinitarian model will acknowledge that math has both independent existence in the mind of 
God (although it is not the mind of God itself), and therefore it is also interwoven in the creation as 
one of its properties (although creation is not strictly mathematical in nature). Thus it will be build 
around the idea of the ultimacy of laws that govern mathematics together with the understanding that 
reality contains these laws in its own structure. Math education will then follow the pattern of the 
Law of God in the ethical sphere: a fence that delineates what is rational, but with large room for 
experimentation within the limits of that rational knowledge. 

Epistemology 

The epistemological question in math education is this: How do children learn math? Do they learn it 
from particulars to principles, or the other way around? Do they first learn dollar signs and cents, 
and eventually go to the more abstract areas of math, or should they be taught axioms, definitions, 
and theorems first before they can embark on applying that knowledge to the practical world of 
particular cases? 

The development of knowledge from the principles to the particulars gives the children a grid which 
is necessary. Without such a grid facts make no sense. Facts mean nothing to us without 
interpretation, and mathematical facts without the general frame of mathematical theory will 
eventually be forgotten. So theoretical knowledge seem to be necessary as a skeleton for the rest of 
the body of knowledge to be built upon. 

The problem there, of course, is that theory without system of practical laws that demonstrate it and 
support it is called a myth. Ancient Greek education was based on myths. These myths were about 
gods and heroes of the past who had different circumstances than the circumstances of the hearers of 
the myths; and therefore there was no system of predictable application of those myths to the lives of 
the present generation. When the same model is applied to math, the child’s mind will tend to be 
enclosed in a mode of abstract thinking; but the skills of application will lag behind. 

Of greater interest to us today is the opposite model, where the child is expected to first learn the 
particulars, and then develop principles from them. This seems to be the established wisdom today. 
Even the Classical model of education, applied today, departs from the standard ancient Greek 
system in the first stage of learning, that of Grammar. While “grammar” for the Greeks was the 
learning of language for communication – the language as a comprehensive coherent system – in the 
modern interpretation of the Classical model, “grammar” for any field of knowledge is learning as 
many facts as possible as a stepping stone for the next stage, Logic. In the Logic stage, the child is 
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expected to start making the connections between these raw facts and build a system of general 
principles. From facts to principles, is the direction the child’s mind is supposed to be going. 
Supposedly, a younger mind can not comprehend abstract principles until it has enough particulars 
to connect. The modern Classical model is not alone; all education in the US today is based on the 
idea that children can not comprehend, and therefore can not learn abstract principles. Give them 
enough facts to play with, and eventually they will build a system of principles from them. 

But such reasoning is fallacious. Facts do not speak for themselves, and a mind that is not trained to 
think in principles will never develop principles, no matter how many facts it learns. Besides, there 
is only so many facts a child can learn; but from a limited set of facts an unlimited number of 
principles can be derived. Does the fact of lightning and thunder itself speak about electricity, or 
does it speak about personal demons that play with occult forces? When we say that 2 apples plus 2 
apples make 4 apples, does this give us a principle about apples or about the number of apples, or 
both? 

Also, it is a false statement that a child can’t learn general principles at an early age. In fact, a child 
learns both particulars and principles from the very beginning. At a very early age a child knows that 
a a chair is chair, even if he sees many different chairs of different colors, makes, and shapes. 
Apparently, if a three-year old child can recognize a garden chair made of wood and an office chair 
as under the same category of “chair,” then the child already has a concept of the abstract category 
“chair” that is not dependent on the specific particulars. Children who may have only seen a cat on a 
photo can recognize a “cat” even in the stylized drawings in a children’s book; there is no need for 
them to be told that that specific drawing represents a cat. They somehow know it. Children do not 
wait until later age to develop skills for abstract thinking; they have them from the very beginning. 

A Trinitarian model for math education will recognize that the child learns principles and particulars 
together, not separated in time. The practical consequence of such recognition will be that from an 
early age both theory and application will be taught to the children. As we will see in the next article, 
that means that the child’s mind can be developed from an early age both to evaluate quantitatively 
and do logical proofs; both to understand symbolic characters and build visible material and 
geometric representations, both to do abstract algebra and applied arithmetic. 

Ethics 

The ethical question is: What do we do with the math we learn? Do we learn it to enjoy its majesty, 
harmony and beauty? Or do we learn it to use it a practical tool in our job? Is it to be good at chess 
and other games? Or is it to pass exams, get in college and get a good job in the future? 

The issue is an issue of motivation. Motivation is what is not included in most curricula today; 
modern education assumes that motivation and the right use of knowledge must come from outside 
sources, and the curriculum is supposed to provide only the bare knowledge of facts and theory. This 
problem is even stronger in math education; since modern scientists believe that mathematics of all 
disciplines is morally and religiously neutral, they have no use for moral issues and ethical 
motivation when teaching math. Math is something a student just “has” to learn because “without it, 
you can’t have education.” This failure to provide ethical motivation for learning math leads to what 
is the worst problem of our schools today: “Why do I need to learn this?” This is the question that as 
a math instructor at college I have heard the most; of what I know from friends teaching in high 
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school, they have heard it even more often than I. Students approach the subject of math as 
something that sadistic educators have imposed on them with the sole purpose of tormenting them 
and consuming their time, which could have been spent learning better things, or simply in leisurely 
inactivity. No curriculum I have seen ever includes the ethical questions of “What math is for and 
why you need it.” 

The ethical requirements of the Bible can be summarized in two words: obey and enjoy. We are 
commanded to obey God and apply His Law to our everyday life. But this obedience is not the 
joyless toil of a slave in a Roman stone quarry. It comes with the joy of watching God’s mighty 
works in His creation, and taking pleasure at participating in God’s plan. God has both work and 
pleasure for us. In fact, the more we draw closer to God, the more work is joy, and the more our 
burden is made lighter. 

A Trinitarian curriculum therefore will have to, first, teach mathematics from an ethical perspective; 
i.e., what we can and should do with mathematics. Second, it will present mathematics as both a 
source of aesthetic pleasure, and also a practical tool for conquering the world. 

Mathematics must be presented as a painting, or a literary work, and the student must be taught to 
appreciate it just as much as he is taught to appreciate any work of art. Math has its own beauty and 
harmony, it is a world of its own, and in it there are numberless areas that can make men enjoy that 
world in itself. There are beautiful intricacies that can capture the eye of a connoisseur; complex 
connections that resemble the beautiful details of Renaissance buildings. There are curious 
interdependences between structures in different fields; there are unexpected discoveries of strange 
regularities; there are beautiful graphs of functions that seem rather dull when written in symbols. 
There is order in apparent chaos, and there is wild variety of outcomes in areas that on the surface 
seem rigid and inflexible. There are games like chess, and checkers, and gambling that present 
mathematical principles in a fun and entertaining way; number games that reveal exciting qualities 
of numbers that the untrained eye can not spot. There are codes and cyphers and puzzles, and even 
mathematical poems. There are interesting mathematical trivia in the Bible, and in history, and in the 
universe. There are stories from the history of mathematics which rival any fiction stories; and there 
are characters who can be role models just as much as heroes from the military history or history of 
the church. Mathematics is art, it was made for the purpose that man can enjoy the beauty and the 
riches of God’s creation in the intricate order He has built into it. A curriculum must make sure it has 
this ethical purpose integrated in it. 

But mathematics also must be taught as a tool for taking dominion over the world. God requires 
obedience, and obedience means taking dominion under the Law of God, and mathematics is one of 
those areas where man encounters the Law of God in the very law that governs mathematical 
elements and operations. Just like the general principles of God’s Law (the Ten Commandments) 
must be accompanied by specific case applications (the case law in Exodus 21-40) to form one Law, 
so theoretical math must be taught together with its applications in home economics, business, 
physics of movement, construction, dynamics, electricity, etc. Business math can’t be separated from 
theoretical math; business statistics can’t be separated from theoretical statistics and probability. 
Math textbooks must include sections on practical applications of theoretical principles into 
mathematical models for physics, engineering, navigation, etc. (I never learned the practical 
applications of much of calculus and probability until learned navigation and naval weapons in the 
naval academy; and there are areas of math whose application I never learned at school, and only my 
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father’s skill of teaching made me understand how to apply them.) Current statistics must be 
analyzed as part of the curriculum on the basis of general principles so that the student can learn to 
apply those principles to future events. Taking dominion over nature is a reward in itself; when the 
child is taught to take dominion based on the theoretical principles he learned from the textbook, this 
will create an additional motivation for him to excel in both knowledge and application. 

Thus, a Trinitarian math curriculum based on the equal ultimacy of the One and the Many must 
teach math as both a separate reality and a property embedded in the material world, thus making the 
child both a recipient of general principles from above and yet an active explorer in the world below; 
it must start from an early age with both principles and particulars; and it must teach math both for 
aesthetic enjoyment and entertainment, and as a tool for practical action. 

In the next article, we will see how this will be applied at an early age. We will identify the areas of 
unity and plurality within the very discipline of mathematics. And will see the technical principles to 
be applied in math education to make a child understand math, and enjoy it. 
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 Math Education: The Components 159.
Bojidar Marinov, October 12, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160615222442/http://americanvision.org/5243/math-education-the-
components/  

We are getting now to the question about 
particulars: What should we teach? Even when we 
know how to teach and what the goals of our 
curriculum are, this knowledge can only become 
flesh when we have the specific material for our 
curriculum. Start with the general components, and 
then work down to the details of each course. 

The components of mathematics, as they are taught 
today, are clear: arithmetic, algebra, geometry, 
logic, number theory, calculus, statistics, etc. Some 
students go through those and even excel in them. 
Some even develop proficiency to use much of what 
they learned in their jobs. But very few know the 
purpose and the proper place of each one of those 

components of mathematics in the discipline of mathematics itself, and in the broader world of math 
applications. I have had students who repeatedly asked me, “What do we need algebra for?” I have 
also had a co-worker at college, a math professor, who admitted to me he didn’t understand 
mathematical statistics well enough to teach it; he just never understood what the practical value and 
the meaning of all the different concepts was. Not knowing the place of a discipline in the overall 
grid of our learning and knowledge certainly doesn’t help. Therefore we must analyze mathematics 
itself, see what it is composed of, and see the place of the different components in our curriculum 

Vern Poythress, in his path-breaking essay in The Foundations of Christian Scholarship, gave us the 
profound insight that even the simplest mathematical statement contains in itself the truth of the one 
and the many, and therefore doesn’t make sense in any other worldview except in a self-consciously 
Trinitarian worldview: 

2 + 2 = 4 

From a strictly monist perspective, the numbers 2 and 4 make no sense, as Poythress demonstrated. 
The very concept of a number presupposes some existing plurality in the universe, separate identities 
for persons and things. A Zen Buddhist, for example, can not accept this as representing reality but 
only as a symbolic image of an illusion of identity that is not there in the first place. “What do you 
mean by 2?”, he will ask, if he is consistent with his view. (Of course, they seldom are. They need to 
borrow from the Christian worldview if they are to remain sane.) Therefore the study of the 
properties of numbers will be a study of the properties of plurality in the universe. We call this study 
of numbers arithmetic. 
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From a strictly pluralistic perspective, the signs + and = don’t make sense. The very concept of 
operations between individual entities presupposes some kind of unity between the different entities. 
If one is a consistent polytheist or pluralist, or even a consistent agnostic, one chair plus one chair 
can not make two chairs because we can not define an abstract category called “chair” and then unite 
different chairs under it. One chair plus one chair will always equal one chair plus one chair, and no 
unity between the different chairs can be postulated. Therefore the study of the properties of 
mathematical operations will be a study of the properties of unity in the universe. We call this study 
of operations algebra. 

Arithmetic 

Arithmetic is properly the study of numbers. In our classification based on the one and the many, 
arithmetic therefore is the study of particulars. 

American math education, as based on a pluralist/particularist worldview and educational model (see 
my first article of this series, “Math Education: The One and the Many”) has always emphasized 
arithmetic to the exception of all other branches of mathematics. Arithmetic is taught almost 
exclusively in the first 7 or 8 grades, with much less attention to other fields like geometry, logic, or 
algebra. Many of the homeschool curricula also focus on arithmetic and basic calculations in the first 
several years. Some educational models openly state that simple rules for addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, and division is all that a child needs well into his teens. Early “business math” for 
many is preferable to algebra or formal logic; and “business math” is simply adding dollars and 
cents, or learning to work with measures and weights. Families have told me that using basic 
arithmetic in cooking and shopping for the girls and repair work for the boys is all they had as math 
for many years. 

In the formal course of education, even where algebra is taught, there is still much preoccupation 
with arithmetic in what I consider an obsession with application problems. Algebra in many 
textbooks is taught and practiced as simply substituting numerical values for variables in equations; 
which of itself is reducing algebra to simple arithmetic. Geometry is also reduced to arithmetic – 
calculating areas, perimeters, and lengths of sides by simple application of formulas. 

And of course, that glorious crown of the American education – the multiple option tests – mainly 
encourage learning of calculations and very little else. 

But reducing arithmetic to calculations, simple or advanced, is an erroneous approach. Arithmetic is 
not simply numerical calculations, it is the study of the mathematical properties of the plurality in 
the universe. And if so, then our modern arithmetic is lacking severely. 

From a philosophical and ethical point of view, the plurality as an ultimate reality in our world 
requires exploration. Proverbs 25:2 says, “It is the glory of God to conceal a matter, But the glory of 
kings is to search out a matter.” Of course, the verse doesn’t speak about the general principles and 
the ethical laws He has given man; God doesn’t expect man to discover what is good and what is bad 
on his own. But in terms of the particulars of God’s universe, God as if conceals things from man, 
and man searches them, and grows in knowledge and practical wisdom through that exploration. 
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Arithmetic, then, being the study of the properties of plurality, must be viewed and taught as a field 
of exploration. The world of numbers and combinations of numbers is huge and full of all kinds of 
diversity and new things to explore and play with. There are certain properties of numbers that are 
common to all numbers. But there are also properties that are specific to specific numbers or groups 
of numbers. Numbers have an amazing ability to present us with all kinds of new discoveries – 
sometimes it is regularities, sometimes it is the chaotic nature of some numbers that deserve 
exploration. Some of those properties present themselves in geometric figures (think of the golden 
section). Others can be found by using simple mathematical operations that lead to amazing 
harmonies (the Fibonnaci sequence). And so on. 

Of course, this starts with simple calculations at an early age. A child must learn to do 1 + 1, 2 + 5, 
10 – 3, etc. Then he must learn the multiplication table. Then division. Even before this process has 
started, he must learn that numbers have symbols which we use when writing. This in itself is a 
serious task and children who start late sometimes have problems with the position system that is so 
foundational for our modern arithmetic. In the process, the child can learn to see regularities that 
later will help him manipulate numbers much easier. For example, all the multiples of 9 in the 
simple multiplication table follow certain pattern that is particular only to 9 and no other number: 09 
18 27 36 45 54 63 72 81 90. Added, the digits of each product give us 9. The multiplication table can 
also be used to present another concept: even and odd numbers. Both groups have particular qualities 
that can also be explored. Then the divisibility rules can be established, and practiced abundantly. 
And so on. 

Of course, this all must happen in the context of practical applications. While arithmetic must be 
taught as a study of numbers for themselves, as a world of its own, a Trinitarian curriculum must 
apply that knowledge to the real world and prepare a number of practical applications for what the 
student is learning. 

So far there is nothing new. Our present system is doing the same in the first three grades. The 
problem is, the next 4 or 5 grades it doesn’t do much more than that. 

Numbers can be used and explored even further. There are constructs of numbers that can be built 
easily by the students and their properties explored. For example, the Pascal Triangle will be used 
later in algebra and number analysis but students must be introduced to it very early. In my 
experience, we were taught to use the Pascal Triangle to construct complex substitution ciphers. 
Encryption ciphers are always fun to work with, especially for children, and integrating a number 
tool like the Pascal Triangle in games of encryption makes children learn more about the properties 
of numbers. 

Drills and exercises are important when it comes to learning particulars. The problem is, when 
arithmetic is only viewed as a discipline of numerical calculations, drills and exercises tend to be 
focused only on calculating a result, multiple times with different numbers. While children learn a 
pattern, this seldom teaches them the properties of the numbers themselves. Exercise by itself 
doesn’t teach, unless it is geared towards more exploration into the nature of numbers. 
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This has a solution. The world of math books is full with interesting examples of math problems that 
require not only repetitive drill but also exploration on the part of the student. One example that is 
my favorite to give to students (and very few actually solve it!) is this old problem: 

“How old are your three daughters, Mr. Jones?”, the tax-collector asked. “Here,” Mr. Jones replied, 
“if you multiply their ages, you’ll get 72, and if you add them, you’ll get the street number of my 
house.” The tax collector looked at the plate with the street number and said, “That’s not enough 
information, Mr. Jones.” “Well,” Mr. Jones replied, “I can’t tell you anything else except that my 
youngest one has a dog with a wooden leg.” “Thank you, Mr. Jones,” the tax-collector said, “I now 
know how old your daughters are.” What are the ages of Mr. Jones’s daughters? 

A problem like this requires understanding of the properties of the number 72, and requires multiple 
repetitive arithmetic operations in a context of discovery and fun rather than dull drill. It also 
requires resourcefulness, especially when the useful information needs to be separated from the chaff 
– what the mathematical significance of the statement “my youngest one has a dog with a wooden 
leg” can be. And there are literally hundreds or even thousands of similar problems that children can 
be given to try their teeth on, and in the process learn the properties of numbers. 

Then arithmetic goes into some even more exciting fields. One is the study of numbers in higher-
order operations – powers and radicals. This will bring the child to the knowledge of rational and 
irrational numbers (of course, assuming that he was taught fractions and decimals before that). 
Another one is the study of integers, which is properly called number theory. While the name 
“number theory” may sound scary, in reality it is pretty simple in the beginning; in fact, some of the 
concepts are taught in 4th and 5th grade, like the greatest common divisor and the least common 
multiple. And in fact, there is a special part of number theory which is called “recreation number 
theory”; the name shows that it can be used for fun and still help the child learn. We won’t have 
enough space to explore all the possibilities here. 

The most important principle of all is that arithmetic must be taught as a field of experimentation 
and discovery for the child. It shouldn’t be reduced to simple calculations. While calculations are 
important, they must be all geared toward discovering new properties of the different numbers. The 
beauty of arithmetic is not in simply adding and multiplying numbers – in fact, it is this reduction of 
arithmetic that has made it look ugly to students. The beauty of arithmetic is in training the child to 
explore the properties of numbers, and of groups of numbers, and find pleasure in the discoveries of 
new patterns, regularities, and qualities. When a child learns to appreciate the beauty of numbers, 
then he will be able to easily manipulate numbers for his practical solutions. 

Algebra 

All exploration and discovery must be made in the framework of fixed laws and principles, 
otherwise discoveries mean nothing and will soon be lost. There must be unity in mathematics, a 
grid of fixed mathematical laws that give meaning to the particulars. 

Algebra is the study of that unity. It is the study of the properties of the operations that unite 
quantities with quantities and values with values. It studies the place of addition and subtraction, 
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multiplication and division, powers and radicals, powers and logarithms. It studies the relationships 
between those operations. It is not concerned with the individuality of numbers; in fact, that’s why 
we use letters in algebra so profusely, because we do not care what specific numbers participate in 
the operations. We want to find the properties for every operation for any set of numbers that it may 
be applied to. 

The American educational theory has it that algebra must wait till later. Students usually start 
learning algebra in earnest very late in their school years. By that time their brain has been 
conditioned into thinking only simple arithmetic. When the first abstract rules of algebra are 
introduced, the student is confused. Students who have been taught only particulars can’t easily 
understand abstract values like variables and identities which are part of the study of unity in 
mathematics. The question I always encountered, even in college, was, “What is x?” When a student 
is told that it is a variable, that its value is not fixed, his brain blocks. “How do you calculate 
anything if you don’t know the value?” That’s the point. We don’t calculate in algebra. We analyze 
expressions, and we reduce them or rework them. We solve equations. And so on. Calculation is 
only a small part in algebra. Algebra is about learning principles. 

Of course, most people do algebra everyday, they just don’t realize it. A good example is the price 
war between a Shell and a Chevron gas stations about 2 miles from my home, on state road 529 and 
Eldridge in NW Houston, two years ago. We had the lowest gas prices in the nation on that junction 
because of the rivalry between the two Indian owners. Eventually, the Shell owner put up a sign that 
covered the price for Regular, and it said, “1¢ lower than Chevron across the street.” The owner 
forced everyone of us to do algebra. He didn’t give us a specific number; he gave us a formula. Now 
we had to apply that formula to any number we got from the other side, in order to calculate his 
price. Simple algebra, but still algebra. 

Do we have to wait until late to start teaching the child algebra? That wouldn’t correspond to a 
Trinitarian curriculum. Just like we start with simple arithmetic from the very beginning, we should 
also start with simple algebra. Remember, the child is not dumb, he can think abstract from the very 
beginning. He knows the general category of “chair” even if a hundred chairs are presented to him, 
wildly different in shape, material, and color. He knows to recognize a cat even from a stylized 
drawing in a coloring book. Therefore, if the child is started early with the principles of algebra, he 
will be able to learn the principles much earlier than the modern education theory has it. 

To start teaching those principles, we need to use that marvelous algebraic tool, the equation. The 
simple arithmetic problems given to children can be used for that: 

8 + 5 = □ 

Then it will be redone in the following way: 

8 + □ = 13 

Then – and this is the most important part of algebra – it will be shown that this equation is identical 
to another equation which is simple arithmetic: 
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13 – 8 = □ 

Now the child will be able to make the connection between the operations of “+” and “–” in the 
same equation which means he will learn something about the properties of the very operations 
themselves. He will discover that “+” can be transformed into “–” for any combination of numbers, 
and this will give him knowledge about the unity, the uniform laws that rule math and do not change 
with the change of the particulars. Similar problems will be given to see the connection between 
multiplication and division. Then the empty box will be replaced with x and y, and more complicated 
equations will be given for learning the relations between several operations in the same equation. 
Then, once the concept of variables symbolized by letters has been introduced, other concepts like 
simplification of algebraic expressions (x + 3x + 2x = 6x) can be introduced, or the first steps into 
rational expressions can be made (expressions in the form of fractions). 

By fifth or sixth grade, the child can have a very solid foundation in algebra if the education in 
algebra is not separated from the education in arithmetic; and if arithmetic is used as a tool for 
algebra, and vice versa. We won’t have the room to explore all the possibilities here. 

Again, the overall idea when teaching algebra will be developing the knowledge of the unity, the 
fixed laws that govern the world of mathematics. The properties of mathematical operations and 
their relation to each other is the goal of education in algebra are the properties of unity in the world 
of mathematics, and they tell us something about the properties of unity in the world around us. 

We will leave geometry, logic, statistic, calculus, for another article in the future. 
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 Consent Vs. Compliance 160.
Bojidar Marinov, July 7, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/3130/consent-vs-compliance/  

 “Now you have socialized healthcare too,” said a 
European friend of mine. 

“Yeah?” I replied. “What makes you think that?” 

“Well,” he seemed confused, “Didn’t the U.S. Congress 
pass Obamacare into a law?” 

My reply only increased his confusion: “The Congress did. 
But the American people didn’t. The law still needs their 
consent to become valid.” 

Explaining the American social and political system to 
Europeans can be a tiresome experience. Europeans just 
don’t seem to be able to climb out of their boxes of 
digesting everything in terms of the centralized almighty 
state and its decrees. The concept of federalism, especially, 
is a huge stumbling block; how can you have “one nation,” 
wonder they, if you have competing powers and authorities 
within the same nation? Or if the States can nullify Federal 
laws? 

But the federalism of the political institutions is the smaller problem for the European mind. The 
bigger problem is the individual vs. the State. Europeans, whether they are aware of it or not, 
whether they admit it or not, are genuinely terrified of the way Americans view their relation to their 
own government. 

When a law is passed by a Parliament in a European nation, the average European automatically 
accepts that the law is valid for the very reason that it is passed by a proper parliamentary procedure. 
The law may be immoral, or may be contrary to common sense, or the law may be outright 
discriminatory and oppressive, but it is still valid in the European mind, just because a bunch of 
politicians voted for it. Even if the law is completely against the consent of the governed, it is still 
valid and it deserves compliance. The consent of the governed is never a factor in the European 
thinking, and the average European never even allows for such a factor to play any part in his 
dealings with his government. 

Compliance is the key word that describes the relationship between the individual and the State in 
the European setting. The European citizen is not allowed nor expected to exercise discernment once 
a bill is codified into law. There is no option for the citizen to exercise any active opposition to it, 
only passive compliance. The best a European individual can do against unreasonable or outright 
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immoral laws is to seek for ways to comply with the law in such a way that provides the least 
damage to his individual ethical feelings, and to his life, liberty, and property. If the law allows for 
such choice between different modes of compliance, then the individual can pick one; if it doesn’t, 
he must comply even to his own detriment. 

Such is the attitude of the European mind. When it relates to the law, its first thought is 
“compliance.” There is no higher lawgiver than the national legislature, no higher court than the 
Supreme Court, and no higher executor than the government. Therefore whatever civil law is, must 
be right and must be obeyed. A law cannot be opposed except through the same legal and political 
process that produced it – and by default, through the same political class that produced the law in 
the first place. There is certainly no higher moral law to give the ideological basis for any 
opposition, no divine law, and no God to Whom legislators, judges, and rulers must give account. 

A powerful example of this European mentality is the recent decision of a European court against the 
display of crucifixes in public buildings in Italy. Even though the decision was made by a court far 
away from Italy, by judges who know next to nothing about Italian traditions and history – or care 
nothing about it – even though the prevailing public opinion in Italy itself is for having the crucifixes 
displayed, public schools in many places are beginning to comply with the court’s decision. The 
European brain is trained to obey and comply, no matter what. 

We in America very often make the mistake to believe that just because in the last 60 years most 
governments in Western Europe – and in Eastern Europe in the last 20 years – never used force 
against their own people, Europe is somehow free, and the rights of the individuals are safe and 
protected. We assume that because European nations have experienced the “the rule of law” that the 
Founders of these United States envisioned, therefore Europeans are free and their rights are 
protected. Nothing could be further from the truth. In reality, Europe was freer under the absolutism 
of Louis XIV and Frederick the Great than it is today. The absolutism of the democratic State is 
much more total and unrelenting than the absolutism of the Sun-King. And the reason the European 
totalitarian democracies didn’t use force on a large scale in the last 60 years is that the very subjects 
of those democracies never think in terms of consent, only in terms of compliance. The new 
absolutism is not based on external force but on the internal self-censorship of the individuals who 
view the State’s decrees as ultimate and final. 

In stark contrast to this stands the political ideology of the original American Republic. One of the 
things that made – and still makes – America unique as a political setting is that little phrase in the 
Declaration of Independence: “That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, 
deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed...” 

Consent is the key word here. In this foundational document of our American liberty, governments 
are declared to be secondary and derivative, rather than a primary source of law and power. A true 
American doesn’t consider his government to be the source of its own powers; its “just powers” are 
derived from his consent to acknowledge the government as legitimate and just. Furthermore, 
government is not an end in itself; it serves a purpose: “To secure these rights.” The ramifications of 
this are enormous; and the very rebellion of the colonists against King George found its legitimacy 
in this idea of limited function of the just government. 
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True, a European might be able to relate to the principle of the consent of the governed, but they 
would do it in a very limited way: That the governed exercise their “consent” by appearing regularly 
at the ballot box. Outside of that ritual of confirming their “consent” the governed can use different 
means of protest against specific government measures or laws. But compliance with the laws is 
non-negotiable, whatever the outcome of their protest would be. 

A true American must disagree with such a limited view of the value of his political consent or non-
consent. The value of the consent of the governed is not limited merely to a general recognition of 
the political system as a whole at the time of voting. Such an approach would have seemed 
irresponsible to the early colonists. A responsible and freedom-loving citizen must exercise his 
consent or disagreement concerning every single law or act of the government, not just in relation to 
the general political and legal system. Every government decree must be carefully scrutinized and 
declared valid or null by every citizen of a free society, and every citizen must decide whether they 
would obey it or not. Compliance with the law can come only as a result of self-conscious, informed 
consent with the law – and that means every law, not just the legal system in general. 

The history of America is replete with examples of active resistance of citizens against immoral, 
unjust, or stupid laws. The early colonists were smugglers at sea, rebels at home, and evaded paying 
taxes when they disagreed with them. They also disobeyed the Proclamation of 1763 and moved to 
settle new lands west of the Appalachians. They kept their guns when the British governors tried to 
confiscate them, and they obstructed the King’s tax-collectors. And of course, the event that started 
the Revolution, the Boston Tea Party, was a display of defiance against the ability of the British 
government to impose laws on a people against their consent. The American Revolution was only a 
logical outcome of a political ideology that had been developed in the colonies that no government 
and no law can have just power without the consent of the governed. 

Admittedly, this healthy political ideology for the legitimacy of government has been in retreat for 
the last 200 years, but even in the 20th century we see it at work in America. Even today, there are 
hundreds of federal and state laws that have failed to become reality because the governed refuse to 
comply with them. Federal gun-control laws are the best example, being defied by state governments 
and individuals alike, but they are not the only example. Back in the 60’s there were hundreds of 
heroic Christian fathers and mothers who defied the law of the State and took their kids back home 
to educate them, very often facing persecution and jail sentences. The infamous “anti-hate-speech” 
laws, designed specifically to kill any Christian testimony in the public square, have only produced 
the opposite result, encouraging many individual Christians and Christian leaders to speak publicly 
about their beliefs. True patriotic America may have been in retreat for quite a while but she is far 
from defeated, and in fact, she is getting prepared to strike back at the new tyranny of the centralized 
State, learning from its Founding Fathers. Amazingly enough, even the Left in America, with its 
worship of the State and with its belief in using the power of the Federal government to impose its 
socialist agenda, also has a long history of defiance and open resistance to laws that the leftists find 
offensive to their ethical feelings. As long as the concept of the consent of the governed is alive and 
well in America, laws will keep being defied and nullified if they fail to pass the test of that consent. 

And that’s why it is still not sure if we have socialized total Federal healthcare in America. The 
American people haven’t spoken yet. And therefore the healthcare law is far from valid. 
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What is amazing is that this confuses my European friends. It is obvious that in contrast to the 
European political ideology, the American ideology is the one that fosters and encourages political 
liberty; it is the system that imposes truly realistic checks on the expansion of government power. In 
fact, it is so obvious that one wonders what is it that makes Europeans unable to see it. Europeans 
themselves know very well from their historical experience what the unlimited government power 
can do to their life, liberty, and property. Then why are they so unable to accept the moral 
superiority of our political system? Why do they still base their relation to their governments on 
compliance rather than consent? Don’t they see how it is detrimental to their liberty? 

The reasons for their blindness are religious. After the French Revolution, European nations have 
based their entire political and moral thinking on a rejection of the Triune God and His revelation in 
the Bible. The transcendent basis for the society’s laws and morality was lost. Once it was lost, 
someone had to fill the vacuum, and it was by default the most powerful human institution, the State. 
The State became the final authority in all matters, legal and moral and political, and therefore the 
laws of the State have become the new divine law, thorough, comprehensive, regulating every facet 
of man’s existence, controlling his every move, making him thoroughly a creature of the State. The 
individual lost any right to appeal to anyone higher than the State because there was none higher 
than the State, the State becoming god on earth. In such a religious system any thought of 
considering consent before compliance would be tantamount to sacrilege, a blasphemous act, an 
affront against the god. 

There is no way to understand the history of Europe after the 18th century without understanding 
this major religious change in Europe’s political and moral philosophy. The rise of the nation-states, 
the two world wars, Marx, Hitler, the national liberation movements, the rise of Communism, the 
founding of the European Union, and the beginning of its demise in the last one year – none of those 
events in history make any sense unless we understand the paradigm shift caused by the 
abandonment of the Christian religion in Europe as a basis for the European political and social 
fabric. Europe as a concept was established on the basis of its faith in the Bible, and it will go down 
in history with the disappearance of that faith. And today’s European inability to understand the 
American concept of the consent of the governed is caused by that religious rejection of that faith. 

In contrast, our American system was based from the very beginning on the belief of our Founding 
Fathers that it was not the State, but God Who rules over the affairs of men. This denied the civil 
government any role of being divine or declaring the divine will. The individual and the State in 
such a political ideology are equal before God, they both have equal rights and responsibilities to 
search and interpret God’s will for their society. Therefore the consent of the governed is the pivot of 
the political system, it is the practical application of the verse in Proverbs 11:14, “Where no counsel 
is, the people fall: but in the multitude of counsellors there is safety.” Both the government and the 
governed act as “counsellors” under God, seeking to apply His Law to their specific situation. 
Without the transcendent basis of a Lawmaker in Heaven Who has declared the Law, the consent of 
the governed remains an empty phrase. It is the religious foundation of the American Republic that 
made it a safe haven for liberty and justice, and a city on a hill for the world. A sovereign God, and a 
limited civil government and limited individuals under God’s Law is the only foundation for liberty. 

Therefore, my European friend won’t be able to understand our political system unless he 
understands its religious foundation first. As long as Europeans reject Jesus Christ as their Lawgiver, 
they will have political false messiahs for ultimate lawgivers, and will have no recourse against their 
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immoral and foolish laws. Passive compliance with tyranny and oppression is the fate of a godless 
people. Only a God-fearing nation can force its government to hear its voice and only a God-fearing 
nation can have its political rights secured against tyrants. A lesson that we Americans should never 
forget. 
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 Teach the Nations and Teach Them to Do, Not Just to 161.
Know 

Bojidar Marinov, February 4, 2011  

“Servetus has just sent me a long volume of his ravings. If I consent he will come here, but I will not 
give my word for if he comes here, if my authority is worth anything, I will never permit him to 
depart alive.” 

These are the words of John Calvin when he wrote to William Farel on February 13, 1546 
concerning Miguel Servetus, the heretic who denied the Trinity and other basic doctrines of the 
Christian faith, and was preaching his heresy everywhere he went. 

“Whoever shall maintain that wrong is done to heretics and blasphemers in punishing them makes 
himself an accomplice in their crime and guilty as they are. There is no question here of man's 
authority; it is God who speaks, and clear it is what law he will have kept in the church, even to the 
end of the world.” 

These are the words of John Calvin after Servetus was executed. Till the end of his life Calvin 
remained firmly on the opinion that the trial and execution of Servetus were a righteous deed in 
defense of the Christian faith. 

Modern unbelievers and non-Calvinists have their myths concerning Geneva, Calvin, and 
Calvinisim; Calvin, of course, was a bloody tyrant who ruled Geneva with a rod of iron, punishing 
every dissent and executing anyone who would stand against him. We know what the reality is: 
Calvin never had any political power nor have taken any government position, and for most of his 
life in Geneva political power was in the hands of his political opponents. 

Unfortunately, modern Reformed Calvinists also have their myths concerning Geneva, Calvin, and 
Calvinism. In the modern Reformed mythology about the history of the Reformation, the 
Reformation was concerned mainly with matters of pure theology – the doctrines of God, the 
Trinity, and the salvation of individual souls. We read newspaper reports about the “New 
Reformed,” for whom Calvinism is summed up in the TULIP (Total depravity, Unconditional 
election, Limited atonement, Irresistible grace, and Perseverance of the saints). Reformed professors 
and theologians write numberless articles on the same limited range of topics, treating over and over 
again our salvation by grace, according to the doctrines of the Reformation. Reformed seminaries 
offer courses that divide in great detail the Christian theology into smaller and smaller units, some of 
them so obscure that they never get used in practice by the seminary graduates, not have any 
practical application beyond the gates of the seminary campuses and the theological journals of those 
campuses. 

And Calvin, of course, is “redeemed” of his ugly image of a government tyrant, and turned into an 
ivory tower theologian whose only concern was to preach the remission of sins, limiting the Gospel 
of the Kingdom to what Jesus has done for our precious souls. 
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This image of Calvin is incomplete, one-sided, and entirely misleading. It misses the real Calvin: 
The social reformer, the legal theoretician, the defender of the Christian society and culture of 
Geneva and Europe, and the teacher of comprehensive worldview to the nations of Europe. It misses 
Calvin the architect of the Genevan society, and its intellectual protector. This image misses that 
most of his time in Geneva Calvin spent building and organizing Geneva as a City on a Hill, 
presiding over legal commissions, economic councils, helping local village communities write their 
laws and summarize their customs. It misses Calvin the mentor and teacher of John Knox and 
Theodore Beza, two active spiritual as well as political leaders of their time. 

Of course, this view of Calvin the “pure theologian” also misses Calvin the zealous witness against 
Miguel Servetus; the firm defender of the Christian culture and society. It misses Calvin who 
believed in the applicability of the Law of God against those that work to subvert that Christian 
society. Such a view also misses Calvin the Theologian who declared that the duty of the civil 
magistrate begins with “religion and divine worship” and the purpose of civil government is to enact 
the Lord’s judgments and protect the Christian religion. 

When we look at the life of John Calvin as a unified whole, we will see that Calvin saw the work of 
the Gospel not as limited to the salvation of individual souls but as comprehensive, including nations 
and cultures, with their social and legal systems. He was a man who was building a City on a Hill – 
not simply a religious intellectual or mystical enterprise but a cultural building that would exhibit the 
glory of God to the nations in Europe. Geneva – with its legal codes, social structure, its Christian 
liberty and intolerance to heresies and anything that was against the sound teaching (1 Tim. 1:8-11) 
– was to become the spiritual lighthouse of Europe. And it did become so. The population of Geneva 
quadrupled during Calvin’s time – and that at a time when the population of Europe decreased by 
one-fifth to one-third due to plagues and wars. It sent out teachers, preachers, and social reformers to 
all corners of the Continent and the British Isles. Even the Patriarchal see in Constantinople between 
1612 and 1638 was occupied by a disciple of the Reformed churches in Geneva, Cyril Lucaris. 

Calvin’s intellectual and spiritual heirs continued his work. With the theological foundation and 
framework in place, the Reformed communities in Holland, Hungary, France, Germany, England, 
Scotland, and later the American colonies continued building that City on a Hill. City on a Hill 
became a trademark for the Reformed Christianity. Wherever there were Reformed Christians, their 
focus was on reforming whole communities, cities, and nations. Theology was important: It was 
where the duty of the civil magistrates – and of everyone else in the society – began. But theology 
wasn’t limited to the salvation of the individual soul. The good news were good news to the nations, 
not just to the individuals. And therefore it was the nations that should be called and invited to 
accept the Kingship of Christ and accept His redemption and blessings “far as the curse is found,” 
i.e. in every area of man’s life and action that was affected by the Fall of Adam. For three centuries 
after Calvin, Reformed wasn’t associated with TULIP or any other specific theoretical doctrine; 
Reformed meant a cultural choice, principles for building a society that exhibits the glory of God in 
every aspect of its life and activity. Reformed Christians very often had only small decentralized 
churches but their pastors delivered powerful sermons concerning the path the truly Reformed 
society was supposed to follow if it was to be obedient to God and His Law. 

And the Reformers didn’t invent these concepts. They learned from the early church, and especially 
from Augustine for whom the only true community – or res publica – was the community whose 
founder and lawgiver was Jesus Christ. In a letter to a civil ruler of his time Augustine rejected the 
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idea that civil government existed for the purposes of some kind of natural law of public welfare; he 
explicitly advised the ruler that if his government didn’t have for its aim the worship of God, it 
wasn’t a true government, and the welfare of the people wasn’t true welfare. 

They had a good Biblical reason to believe that the Gospel embraced and summoned whole nations 
to repentance, not only individuals. The “city on a hill” verse in the Old Testament, Deuteronomy 
4:5-8 promised that the nations will acknowledge the greatness of God and of His Law. The promise 
to Abraham was that he will be the father of many nations. And didn’t the Great Commission 
command us to go and disciple the nations? Didn’t it command us to teach them everything that 
Christ commanded us, including that Law which Calvin said God wants us to keep in the Church, 
even to the end of the world? The Bible gives us a message for comprehensive redemption, not only 
for our individual righteousness but for our national righteousness as well. Justice and righteousness 
are the foundation of God’s Throne, and the Reformers understood that God is present among His 
people not only when righteousness abounds; but also when justice – the cultural obedience to the 
Law of God – abounds. The Reformation was a truly comprehensive Christianization of every aspect 
of man’s life and his society. It was a civilizing force that didn’t leave any place for paganism, 
neither in man’s individual life, nor in his family, business, science, education, politics or 
government. 

Contrary to the beliefs and the practice of the Reformation and of the heirs of the Reformers, modern 
Reformed Christians have adopted a rather truncated and limited version of the Gospel and the Great 
Commission. The Great Commission especially has been limited to applications strictly 
individualistic, contrary to the comprehensive outlook of the reformed Christians in generations past. 
Even as late as the 1940s, Reformed churches in America and in Europe interpreted it to mean a 
comprehensive approach to the Gospel. This understanding has changed in the last generation, 
largely due to the influence of Reformed seminaries. 

Our modern translation of Matthew 28:18-20 wasn’t known to the Reformers. While it is technically 
correct, it creates the possibility for incorrect understanding. Here is our modern translation: 

 “All authority has been given to Me in heaven and on earth. Go, therefore and make disciples of all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of he Father, Son, and the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe 
all that I have commanded you; and lo, I am with you always, even to the end of the age.” 

The translations the Reformers used didn’t contain the words, “make disciples of all nations.” The 
Vulgate simply says, “teach the nations,” and then “teaching them to observe.” The Tyndale Bible, 
based on the Greek text, also says “teach the nations.” The KJV, translated much later but heavily 
influenced by the Tyndale translation, also uses the words, “teach the nations.” 

In a sense, the translation “teach the nations” was incorrect. The Greek verb matheteo used there 
doesn’t mean “to teach” in its direct sense, it means “to make disciple,” or simply “to disciple.” This 
detail probably led to the adoption in later versions of the phrase, “make disciples of all nations.” Of 
course, the phrase of itself is correct; the problem is, it can be taken to mean two different things: 

1. “Make all nations disciples,” (Just like when a sergeant tells a new recruit, “We’ll make a 
fine soldier out of you,” he doesn’t mean he’ll take individual parts of the recruit and make 
them a fine soldier; he means a complete change in the nature of the recruit himself.) 
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2. "Take individual people from all nations and make them disciples.” 

In the last one generation Reformed ministers, seminary professors, and theologians have 
increasingly adopted the second interpretation of the verse: “Make individual people disciples.” The 
problem is: That interpretation is grammatically incorrect, and theologically dangerous. 
Grammatically, it ignores the original Greek text and the specifics of the Greek language; 
theologically, it diminishes the Gospel and the Great Commission to hunting for individual souls, as 
over against comprehensive redemption for the whole world in the power of Christ’s salvation. 

The Greek text doesn’t contain a single shred of evidence that taking individuals out of nations is the 
meaning. The verb matheteo is used in respect to the nations, and the word “nations” is in 
accusative. This means that the very object of making disciples are the nations themselves. It is the 
nations, not individuals from among those nations, that we are commanded to disciple, baptize, and 
teach. The message of the Great Commission, the Gospel, is not limited to the salvation of individual 
souls. While it is true that the discipleship process of a nation starts with the conversion of the elect 
from among that nation, we can not limit the process to discipleship of individuals. Such limit on the 
extent of the discipleship process would be a limit on the greatness of the Great Commission itself, 
as well as on the greatness of the salvific power of Christ in the post-Resurrection world. 

The two objections raised against the direct reading of he Great Commission presented above are, 
first, that the word “nations” in fact means “Gentiles,” not nations in the sense of cultural entities, 
and second, that the command to “baptize” them can not be applied to cultural entities, it can only be 
applied to individuals. 

The first objection, if it is accepted, would mean that the Jews were excluded from the discipleship 
process. Where ethne is used in the sense of Gentiles, it is always counter-posed to Jews. Since such 
counterposition is missing in this case, nations must be interpreted as nations. 

The second objection – that only individuals are baptized – misses the fact that the word “baptized” 
can be used metaphorically. The objection requires that we take “nations” metaphorically but 
“baptize” literally. But the opposite case is much more acceptable: that “nations” are literal and 
“baptize” is a metaphor. The Bible uses “baptize” metaphorically more than once. And in the Old 
Testament, the covenantal counterpart of baptism – circumcision and uncircumcision – is also used 
metaphorically for whole nations. 

Neither objection can have enough weight against the direct and plain language of the Great 
Commission – we are to teach the nations. 

The question we can ask here is, if our commission is to teach, how can we explain John Calvin’s 
zeal to see Servetus executed anyway? How is this “teaching” the nations? How did the execution of 
a heretic contribute to the knowledge of God among the nations? 

And here again modern Reformed differ from both the Reformers and the Puritans. In the last 
generation or so, the practice of Reformed churches has been to emphasize the intellectual 
understanding of pure doctrines at the expense of the practical application of those doctrines to the 
culture. This logically came as a result of the radical individualism introduced to the Gospel, of 
which I just talked. Of course, if the Gospel is only concerned with the individual salvation of men, 
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then any application of Biblical truths to the general culture would be external to the demands of the 
Gospel. Yes, it may be beneficial to a society if we get the “chance” to “make some difference.” But 
we shouldn’t expect to get that chance too often. And we certainly shouldn’t declare such cultural 
applications of the Gospel as mandatory under the Great Commission. Possible, under certain 
circumstances, yes; mandatory, as obedience to God, no. 

Of course, modern reformed theologians and seminary professors readily admit that the Bible talks 
about every area of life. Many look in the Bible to find the Biblical view for what is happening in 
our society and in the world today. The Bible does throw light on all human endeavor and motives 
and trends – since man is a moral creature, the moral message of the Bible tells us of the moral 
significance of man’s actions, individual and corporate. 

Alas, being paralyzed by their truncated view of the Gospel and of the Great Commission, even 
those of the Reformed teachers who can see the comprehensive message of the Bible to every area of 
life can not offer much more than simply intellectual instruction. In a theology where the Gospel is 
limited to the salvation of individual souls, there is no mandate for applied theology outside the 
confines of the individual morality. Teaching becomes and end in itself, not a means to achieving 
higher goals. The goal of our knowledge today is just knowledge, and that’s it. Nothing more can be 
expected. 

Again, Calvin gives us a different example. Far from being the secluded theoretician, Calvin did 
participate in the trial against Servetus. He did work for the re-structuring of the Genevan society 
along Biblical lines. He was active as a legal counselor to the Genevan authorities, even when his 
political opponents were in power. His disciples were active in restructuring whole societies and 
cultures in many places in Europe. In the history of the Reformation and after that, nowhere can we 
see he idea of knowledge for the sake of knowledge itself. To the contrary, the Reformed ideal was 
theology applied in practice, knowledge of God applied to society and law and education and 
economics and political power. Even the negative commandments of the Decalogue were taken to 
have positive meanings, a mandate for action, a requirement for obedience – as is witnessed by the 
Westminster Standards. 

The Biblical support for this knowledge applied to action, of course, is in the Great Commission. 
Very obviously, the Great Commission enjoins us to teach the nation TO OBSERVE. The Greek 
word for “observe” – tereo – is an active word, it presupposes actively attending to, taking care of 
something. When applied to rules and laws and instruction, it means active obedience. Teaching is 
not an end in itself, it is a means to action, to making the nations obedient to Christ in everything He 
taught us. 

Everything? What does that include? Jesus Himself told us that He was before Abraham. The whole 
Word of God was given by Him, and He is that Word of God. Therefore the whole Bible is our 
source of instruction for the nations, and the nations are under obligation to observe it actively, 
applying its laws to their situations, for every area of life. 

When Servetus appeared in Geneva, Calvin knew what was at stake. A nation that refuses to deal 
with the enemies of Jesus Christ in the way God requires, is a nation that rejects the Gospel. The 
Gospel teaches that the Law of God must be applied against “everything contrary to the sound 
teaching.” Servetus wasn’t an innocent thinker; he was a terrorist, and his goal was to subvert the 
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very foundations of social order. Obedience to God required that the civilization was protected from 
the terrorist threat of Servetus’ teachings. (Ironically, Servetus’ verdict read that he was guilty for 
introducing the teachings of the Turks, that is, Islam.) And Calvin didn’t hesitate to uphold the Law 
of God. 

And so did the Puritans, and the Dutch Reformed, and the Hungarian Reformed, and the Scottish 
Presbyterians, etc. They all knew that the Great Commission required active cultural obedience – as 
nations – to the Gospel. They built their cultures and societies on the requirements of the Law of 
God, and they used their societies as Cities on a Hill, to spread the Gospel of Jesus Christ to the ends 
of the earth. Knowledge didn’t exist for the sake of knowledge for them; it had a purpose, the City 
on a Hill, the civilization that exhibits the glory of God, in obedience to Christ. 

Therefore, when in 1959 Henry Van Til wrote his book, The Calvinistic Concept of Culture, he said, 
“Culture is religion externalized.” And the logical corollary of this truth is: “Cultural transformation 
is the visible sign of true religious reformation. Where there is no City on a Hill built, the people are 
not Reformed.” 

Today we are very far away from the ideals of our ideological ancestors, the Reformers and he 
Puritans. We have re-defined “Reformed” to mean intellectual belief in a few purely theological 
doctrines, concerned with individual salvation only. We have rejected the clear meaning of the Great 
Commission that we are supposed to disciple the nations. We have acquired knowledge but we have 
refused to apply this knowledge to the real world, being paralyzed by our individualistic 
interpretations of the Gospel. The result is that we ave lost the Christian culture that our Reformed 
Puritan and Presbyterian ancestors had left us. We are losing our means to spread the Gospel. And 
we are losing our children. Our disobedience to the clear message of the Great Commission has led 
to increasing judgment upon our land and upon ourselves and our families. 

It is time for us to rise to the level of the Reformers and start building the City on a Hill. If they 
could do it, by the power of the Spirit of God, we can do it too, by the same power. By faith we can 
conquer kingdoms for Christ, and by faith we can dispense justice (Hebrews 11:33). 
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 The Age of Distrust in Europe 162.
Bojidar Marinov, January 12, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/3903/the-age-of-distrust-in-
europe/  

The socialist political establishment of Europe is in 
trouble. After several decades of uncontested reign 
of socialist ideas and policies after the end of WWII, 
a hand has appeared, writing on the wall. They don’t 
know what it is writing, but it doesn’t look good. 

In an article this last week Antti Alaja of The Social 
Europe Journal expresses his concerns about what 
he calls the arrival of the “Age of Distrust” in 
Europe. In his native Finland he sees he signs of the 
Age of Distrust in the rise of a non-Establishment, 
fringe political party, the True Finns. After almost 
three decades of “stable” political rule by the three 

main parties – all socialist to one degree or another, note that – the voters in Finland now distrust the 
political establishment, and express their distrust through the voting booth. Alaja also comments that 
this “Age of Distrust” is in fact not limited to Finland; he says that it is “gaining ground” in the 
European Union in general. Indeed, Finland is not the only nation in Europe where the establishment 
feels threatened. I mentioned before the Netherlands and Geert Wilders. Distrust is the prevalent 
mood today in Germany, France, and even in the new members from the former Communist block – 
especially after the compulsory measures taken to save Greece and Ireland from bankruptcy using 
the money of the more solvent members of the Union. 

Alaja doesn’t stop to discuss why exactly Europe entered the “Age of Distrust” after a decade of 
exorbitant optimism about the future of the EU. He writes for the socialist (I mean, of course, 
“progressive”) Social Europe Journal. No socialist ever stops to think about such causes. He has a 
bigger fish to fry, and it is not why voters are so unhappy with the socialist establishment; he doesn’t 
really care about it. His main concern is rather preserving the ideology of socialism “credible,” 
which means, of course, sellable to the general public: “One of the biggest challenges is: how can 
one build a credible social democratic alternative in the ‘age of distrust’?” 

This is a very important question, including for us, the American readers. It tells us something about 
the socialist political establishment, both here in the US and in Europe. And it also warns us of the 
evils we must fight off if we want to preserve our civilization. Europe is a Mirror for America [see 
DVD] to a great extent, and if we learn from Europe’s mistakes, we can effectively preserve our 
American liberties against our own would-be dictators and establishments. 

Let me first translate the question in American terms, and also give some historical background. 
“Social democratic” is the European political slang for “socialist.” Ever since the word “socialist” 
became rather a liability, the European political class adopted other terms to express their ideology. 
“Social democratic” has been the term that stuck, especially because the “democratic” part of it 
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made it in line with the dominant political religion of the day, “democracy,” whatever that thing may 
mean. So when Alaja is concerned about a “credible social democratic alternative,” he is actually 
concerned how socialism can survive as a dominant ideology in Europe despite the fact that so many 
years of socialist political establishment led to the “Age of Distrust.” 

European socialists had quite a free ride after World War II in Western Europe. While Hayek in his 
The Road to Serfdom told us that governments use war to advance their socialist policies, in reality it 
was the after-war Europe that proved to be the fertile ground for socialism. The people were tired, 
and terrified of the war. They would accept anything, “just no more war.” So any governments in 
that period in Western Europe that would have preserved the “social peace” could rely on the tacit 
support – or at least the passivity – of the general population. Any socialist policies, any violation of 
the people’s liberties and freedom could pass unchallenged, because all that the people of Europe 
wanted was “no more war,” and the rest was not so important. Added was the fact that the Iron 
Curtain still existed, so the constant threat of a new war made it even easier to drug the voters into 
accepting more and more government intervention in their lives. Most people didn’t even know the 
difference between freedom and socialism because they didn’t care about it. “No war” was all they 
cared about. 

(Similar to it were the last two years in the US. The Democrats’ propaganda against Bush’s wars was 
only used as a tools to gain the majority to put socialist policies in effect; the anti-war mood of the 
majority of the voters was exploited for political purposes, as socialists always do. Of course, we 
know now that the Democrats’ anti-war propaganda was hypocritical – they did nothing to stop any 
of the wars Bush started.) 

So within 20 years after the end of the war, socialism – or “social democracy,” as they call it these 
days – was the established “consensus” in Europe. Any ideas of capitalism, free markets, or private 
enterprise that Europeans may have entertained before the war were extinguished. By the 1970s the 
governments were the largest employers and the largest capitalists in all Western European nations, 
in some places like Sweden or France controlling 70 to 80 percent of the nation’s capital goods and 
of the job markets. Socialism ruled, and the socialist (from all parties) establishment ruled, and it 
ruled without any alternative so that when in the 70s many scandals shook the political world of 
Britain, Germany, and France, nothing really changed. The governments kept robbing the 
populations of even more of their hard-earned money, the government control over the economy 
tightened, and the regulations of the economic life of the nations became total and comprehensive. 

The socialist “consensus” in Europe steered well through the 1990s and the first years of the 21st 
century even though the ghost of the WWII had long been gone, and the Berlin Wall wasn’t there 
anymore. The establishment had newer and newer goals to throw at a public that had now 
emancipated itself from its terrible past but needed bright future to give it hope. It was the common 
market (destroyed earlier by the tariff barriers the politicians had erected before), then it was the 
European Union, then it was the Euro, then the expansion to the East. The Great Society always had 
something to achieve, to keep the “masses” focused. But the main goal was to keep the “consensus” 
that Europe must remain a “socially responsible society,” which means a land of socialism where the 
government controls the lives of the people, through taxes, regulations, and welfare systems. 

And then all the goals were achieved, and to their surprise, the establishment found out that today 
Europe is entering an “Age of Distrust.” Suddenly the voters begin to think of alternatives. They 
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think of alternatives in terms of new politicians, and new political parties. But what is even worse, an 
increasing number of voters is now challenging the very “consensus” itself. Socialism is not the 
accepted ideology by default anymore. More and more of the new politicians are challenging the 
status quo, in Holland, in Austria, in Britain, and even in France. And worse than that, voters do get 
their message, and support them! 

So the establishment now has a challenge to deal with: How do you create and run a credible 
socialist alternative in the Age of Distrust? Not only the “voice of the progressives,” The Social 
Europe Journal, asks that question. Many others do too. 

It is quite a challenge, indeed. It may turn out to be an impossible task because the Age of Distrust 
did not come about magically. It was created by that very same socialist ideology that reigned 
without competition for several decades in Europe. That same socialist ideology is based on a simple 
moral premise: That every gain must be someone else’s loss. And therefore those that gain much 
must by necessity have caused others to lose much. The rich must necessarily have robbed the poor, 
otherwise why would the rich be rich, and the poor be poor? Socialism in its very foundation 
assumes gain is crime, wealth is crime, and profit is crime. This belief in the immorality of profit is 
the very basis for the taxes and the huge systems of wealth re-distribution across the entire European 
Union today. Taking someone’s earned money cannot be justified morally – unless we have assumed 
prior to it that earned money is immoral by itself. Government force can have only one moral basis: 
restoration of social justice. So if the government takes money by force from those who work to give 
it to those who don’t work – which is the bare naked essence of all socialist policies – it is only 
because the society has established in advance that those that work have received their money in 
result of social injustice. Distrust towards those that work, that are successful, provident, thrifty, is at 
the very foundation of the socialist “consensus.” 

The distrust in the early years was only directed at the rich. But with the years, the message of 
socialism sank in and it created distrust against anyone who is better off than their neighbors, 
whether they were rich or just middle class. Sure enough, if the rich gain at the expense of others, 
then everyone else who gains more than their neighbors, must do it at the expense of the others. The 
distrust spread in the whole society, not only towards the rich, but between people as well. 

Then there were the special groups, favored by the state in its welfare programs. Trade unions, of 
course, got special favors. Single mothers. Artists. Poor and unemployed, many of whom in today’s 
Europe prefer to stay poor and unemployed – it makes them automatically eligible for welfare. 
Students. Farmers. Domestic producers. 

Then came the favorite game of all socialists, dividing people into ethnic groups and favoring one 
above another in the name of “preserving ethnic identities.” Billions of euros are distributed today by 
the European Union in programs for preserving decrepit “cultures” and non-existing genetic 
“identities.” Not to mention the socialists’ love for Islam, and the billions of euros going into 
“cultural” and welfare projects, projects for building mosques and supporting whole neighborhoods 
of unemployed immigrant families. 

All these programs, ironically, do exactly the wrong that socialism promised to solve: They make 
some people gain at the expense of others. Those that work are robbed of their money in favor of 
those who don’t work. 
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Even more ironically, at the end the socialist “consensus” did not create inequality. It created a new 
class of rich: The socialist politicians. The centralized control over the money of a nation couldn’t 
produce anything else but corruption; and, like Alaja admits in his article, part of the reason for the 
distrust in Finland is the numerous corruption scandals among the socialist political establishment. 
And Finland is not alone. 

It is only natural that the distrust that is the moral foundation of the socialist ideology eventually 
becomes the dominant moral mood in a culture where the socialist ideology is dominant. It has 
happened before, in Eastern Europe. There was no reason to believe Western Europe will escape the 
same fate, if it adopts the same ideology. Inner cities in America where the socialism of the 
Democrat Party is the dominant ideology, have been in the Age of Distrust for a generation now. 
There is no escape. When one class of people is robbed of their money to give to another class of 
people, no matter what the official propaganda says, it will create mutual distrust. If at the very start 
socialism says that one man’s gain must be another man’s loss, then soon the beneficiaries of the 
state’s welfare programs will be looked upon with distrust; and eventually the ruling class that 
effects the programs will be the target of distrust. If whole nations squander hundreds of billions of 
euro, and then other nations are penalized collectively to make up for it, this will create distrust. If 
people are separated into class groups, ethnic groups, gender groups, age groups, and favored or 
penalized economically according to their group identity, this will inevitably create distrust. 
Socialism, when developed to the bitter end, destroys the society by destroying the bond between the 
individuals in the society, through its system of economic rewards and penalties. 

Therefore, the Age of Distrust did not happen magically, it was the product of that very same 
socialist “consensus” that reigned uncontested throughout Europe for several decades. Alaja and his 
socialist buddies better wake up to the true reason for it, instead of trying to paint over the surface. 
The sooner they wake up, the less chance is there for a new Hitler. 

So, yes, it is quite a challenge to find a credible socialist alternative in the Age of Distrust. It is just 
as big of a challenge as it is to decide what type of gasoline to use to extinguish a fire. Adding more 
of the same, no matter how “credible” it may be, will only make the problem worse. 

The best solution for Europe is not a “credible socialist alternative” but an alternative to socialism. 
Let’s hope Europeans will finally awaken to reality. And Americans, too. 
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 The Tale of the Two Aurelii: The Hero vs. the Real Man 163.
Bojidar Marinov, August 16, 2012 

Begin the morning by saying to thyself, I shall meet with the busybody, the ungrateful, arrogant, 
deceitful, envious, unsocial. All these things happen to them by reason of their ignorance of what is 
good and evil. But I who have seen the nature of the good that it is beautiful, and of the bad that it is 
ugly, and the nature of him who does wrong, that it is akin to me, not only of the same blood or seed, 
but that it participates in the same intelligence and the same portion of the divinity, I can neither be 
injured by any of them, for no one can fix on me what is ugly, nor can I be angry with my kinsman, 
nor hate him. 

Marcus Aurelius, from the perspective of a modern reader of his Meditations, was full of himself. 
The philosopher-emperor, the royal poster boy for Stoicism and the best virtues pagan Classicism 
could produce, clearly considered himself far above the unwashed crowds who were ignorant of 
what was good and evil. He was, for the modern mind, a little too proud of his own spectacular 
legacy, perfect piety, and great accomplishments; and unbearably condescending and patronizing to 
those who lacked the same fortune and the same virtues. 

It is unclear why he wrote the Meditations. Seemingly, he didn’t intend to publish them in his 
lifetime. They may have been meant for his sons. (Marcus Aurelius had 7 sons and 6 daughters.) The 
very idea of writing a philosophical personal testimony was a novelty for the pagan world; no one 
before Aurelius tried to write one. Xenophon’s Anabasis did have some autobiographical elements 
but it was in the tradition of writing military history, as detached and disinterested as possible. A 
personal testimony of one’s life, from a philosophical or religious perspective, could be found only 
in the Bible, the Book of Ecclesiastes. Outside the Hebrew/Christian tradition, Aurelius was the first 
to attempt one. 

There may have been a good reason for Aurelius to break with the Classical tradition and write a 
personal testimony. One hundred and fifty years after the Resurrection of Christ the small but very 
active and vocal religion of Christianity was producing numberless personal testimonies. Many of 
them were written and copied and distributed to churches. Some of them survived long enough to be 
included later in the menaion and the paterikon, as biographies of saints to be read instead of 
sermons in the church. These personal testimonies (confessiones or homologies) were not given by 
prominent or learned members of the Church only; everyone, including people of low origin, had 
something to say. The Scriptures encouraged them to make a confession (homology) with their 
mouth (Rom. 10:9-10). And they did. They confessed to their families, to their neighbors, to their 
business partners, to their masters. They readily confessed their “guilt” of being Christians when 
dragged to court, as Tertullian – a contemporary of Marcus Aurelius – says in his Apology. They 
confessed on forums and marketplaces, in writing and speech. A pagan world that used to look down 
on personal testimonies, especially those given by people of low birth, was suddenly flooded with 
them. 

And they exercised great influence. Personal testimonies of Christians did not follow the Classical 
literary traditions, as we will see below. Most were emotionally charged pieces of low literary 
quality. But they converted scores of people. Multitudes came to the faith. Fifty years before Marcus 
Aurelius became Emperor, Pliny the Younger wrote to Emperor Trajan, “I keep punishing them and 



 

 
969 

new ones keep appearing.” By the time of Marcus Aurelius, there were enough Christians in the 
Empire to organize whole Christian legions in the army, and also to provoke the great local 
persecution of Christians in Lyon in Gaul. Aurelius, as a good pagan, couldn’t help but notice. 

And most probably, he set out to counter the Christians’ personal testimonies with a personal 
testimony of his own. They spoke about their superstitious faith, these lowborn people, illiterate and 
ignorant of the great Classical tradition. He, the Emperor-Philosopher, would present his enlightened 
philosophy to the world in a form that people wanted. Thus, the Meditations were born. 

Whether this was the true motive for writing them or not, they were different from the Christian 
testimonies. The testimonies of Christians were either addressed to their neighbors, or to the 
emperor, or – as with Augustine – directly to God. Aurelius couldn’t find anyone worthy enough to 
be addressed in his testimony; so he titled it, Τὰ εἰς ἑαυτόν, To Myself. 

And then he told himself how educated, enlightened, and pious he was, compared to everyone else. 
In the starting chapter, where he mentions all his teachers by name and thanks them, and expresses 
his gratitude to his parents and his grandfather, and to the gods also, he does it in a way of a 
shameless show off: all the thanks and gratitude are given in the context of the superb qualities he 
has inherited from them: 

From my Grandfather Verus I learned good morals and the government of my temper. 

From the reputation and remembrance of my father, modesty and a manly character. 

From my mother, piety and beneficence, and abstinence, not only from evil deeds, but even from evil 
thoughts. . . . 

It must be clear to the reader who he is reading about: a scion of one of the top families in the 
empire, adopted in the Top Family, trained by the best teachers in the empire, who inherited and 
learned the best morals, manners, and knowledge, acquired the best virtues, and made the best use of 
them. Even in his self-advice to be humble there isn’t much humbleness; be humble, he advises 
himself, because you are much more knowledgeable than these people. In his self-advice to self-
restraint in anger there is the awareness of his own superiority. It is astounding how many times 
Aurelius uses in his advice to himself the word “perfect”: “use perfect openness,” “perfect 
understanding,” “perfect virtue,” etc. He does believe he can do these thing perfectly. And why not? 
After all, he is a true philosopher, and quite a few times he advises himself to act as a true 
philosopher, which in his view is the perfection of human life. There is no self-admission of any 
weakness in the true philosopher; no doubts, no faltering steps, no insecurity, no fear. Neither is 
there any hope about anything good that might come his way, for it is the weak, those who can not 
deal with the slings and arrows of the outrageous fortune, who find comfort in hopes. The true 
philosopher, the ultimate Stoic, has no need of hopes. He takes the blows of fate perfectly calmly, 
and deals with them in a perfect way, and detaches himself from any consideration of future so that 
no one could say that his inner strength has come from an illusory hope. 

Truly, a modern reader, brought up in the shadow of Christendom, would conclude that the man is 
full of himself. 
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But that would be a rather unfair statement. Marcus Aurelius may have been a prideful man, no 
doubt about that. But his style of writing expressed much more than his pride. It expresses also the 
Classical pagan ideal of what a man was supposed to be, and how a man’s life was supposed to 
attain moral and philosophical fulfillment. In Stoicism, the best of the best philosophies that the 
pagan world could produce, being an ordinary man wouldn’t suffice. Nothing less than a hero was 
necessary to meet the heavy requirements of the Stoic ideal. Stoicism inherited from its pagan roots 
the perennial paradox of man: how does one reconcile the implacable fate (fortuna, moira) and the 
burden of moral demands true philosophy places on the shoulders of a virtuous man? In his struggle 
against fate man had no external resources to help him. There were no gods – or if there were, they 
were busy with their own struggles against chaos and fate – to help him. The material world was 
certainly not of help, being impersonal and mostly hostile, burdening a man with the heavy load of 
natural decay and aging. Society couldn’t be relied upon, for in its larger part it constituted of human 
beings lower in birth and virtue than the virtuous man; if anything, society was just another of the 
forces of chaos, another tool in the hands of the fate. The Classical man, in his struggle to achieve 
the ideals of Stoicism, could rely only upon himself, upon whatever he could find in himself that 
came as a result of his breeding or his upbringing. He was a lonely figure, against the whole 
universe. He couldn’t afford any weakness; nor could he afford exposing or admitting any weakness. 
He had to be a hero, and nothing less. 

Marcus’s attempts died with him. He had no heir to continue the work. He had 13 children, and none 
of them continued the work. His son, Commodus, the only Roman Emperor “born in the purple,” 
that is, born to a reigning Emperor, was addicted to personally participating in wrestling matches and 
gladiatorial games. The decline of the Roman Empire started with him. Dio Cassius, a contemporary 
historian, remarked grimly that with Commodus, “the Empire descended from a kingdom of gold to 
a kingdom of dust and iron.” 

Cultural infertility seems to be the fate of every elite. 

* * * * * 

Augustine of Hippo 

Still, dust and ashes as I am, allow me to speak before thy mercy. Allow me to speak, for, behold, it 
is to thy mercy that I speak. . . . 

There was no other to whom Augustine could devote his Confessions, and to whom he could address 
them, but to God. In a world where individual and cultural wickedness attacked man from his early 
years, there was nothing else that deserved even to be mentioned. Like Marcus Aurelius’s 
Meditations, Augustine’s Confessions were a mix of autobiographical data and philosophical 
thoughts. Like Marcus Aurelius, Augustine was very aware that his personal testimony could and 
would be used to inspire others, and even to build a civilization. He didn’t just write an 
autobiography; it was a mixture of biographical material, devotions and praises to God, and 
philosophical meditations. The Confessions sound like a sermon more than they sound like an 
autobiography. 

And no wonder. Like we saw above, Christianity’s most voluminous contribution to the literary 
tradition of the Classical world was not its theological or philosophical treatises. It was personal 
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confessions. Yes, Christian authors did write theology, and even there, they couldn’t avoid the 
autobiographical or historical element; it was simply impossible to separate theology from biography 
or history when it comes to a faith whose creed was a self-conscious affirmation of historical and 
biographical facts. (“Who was born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, etc.”) 
Christian confessiones, as in personal accounts of conversions of individuals and families, were far 
more numerous than theological treatises. Not everyone could be a theologian; and besides, 
Scripture didn’t say, “write theology.” But it did encourage believers to confess their faith. And they 
did. Not because they were important as persons but because it was the best way to present to the 
unbelieving world for consideration, and to their fellow believers for encouragement, the faith that 
was taking over the world. 

The Classical world must have been horrified. For as far as literature was concerned, it had its own 
rules. And rule No. 1 was: Don’t use a common person, with his weaknesses, shortcomings, 
mistakes, to teach lessons. From the Greek comedies, through Theophrastus’s Characters and 
Apuleius’s Metamorphoses, to the popular plays at the time of Augustine, common people were used 
only as laughingstock, for entertainment. For instruction and motivation, Classicism had heroes, 
nearly-divine human beings who exhibited no weakness, no hesitation, no moral shortcomings. Like 
Hercules or Odysseus. But Christians, with their confessiones, broke every single canon of the pagan 
antiquity. The age of heroes gave way to the age of little people. 

And Augustine presents the best example of such a confession. There is not a single line in the 
whole book that presents the strength or the moral virtues of its author. Augustine goes to great 
lengths to present the temptations of his youth, and how he fell into all the possible moral traps his 
life in North Africa could give him. Even when his close friend died, and Augustine was overcome 
with grief, he realized that it was his life of sorrow that he began to love, not his departed friend, so 
selfish was he and so weak his conscience was. Even when he met Christ, the perfection of all he has 
been looking for, he still couldn’t comprehend Him, such was his infirmity in thinking and 
understanding. It took a miraculous event for him to actually take the Scripture and read it. His 
conversion to Christ, eventually, came not as a confident, purposeful march to knowledge and moral 
perfection, but as confused and mindless wanderings of a foolish sinner who reached out to what 
was good and virtuous only when forced from above. 

He exclaimed in Book 2, Chapter 7: 

What man is there who, when reflecting upon his own infirmity, dares to ascribe his chastity and 
innocence to his own powers… 

Indeed. 

“Oh, but,” a Classical pagan would reply, “whatever virtues you have, must be your own, of your 
own powers, otherwise it doesn’t count.” 

But Augustine would reply that the reason was that a pagan has no help outside of himself. He is 
alone against the hostile world. A Christian is not. He has God, Jesus Christ, and the Spirit of God 
on his side. Or, rather, he is now united to Jesus through His Holy Spirit, thus leaving his own 
weaknesses at the Cross, and putting on the strength of Christ, and of God. He doesn’t have to 
become divine to be courageous and virtuous; God comes to live in him (John 14:23). And to add 
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insult to the injury, Augustine not only claimed that virtues could be acquired by anyone, he also 
declared that a person does nothing to acquire them; it is all the work of Christ. That’s how he 
himself, the ultimate sinner and the weakest of all minds, finally came to Christ and saw what was 
good, and was able to pursue what was good. Even when he made efforts, they were misguided. 
When hopelessness and sorrow overcame him, he quit making efforts, and then God acted on his 
behalf. 

This understanding of acquiring virtue and living a virtuous life was a threat to the Classical culture. 
The Classical culture viewed the world and history as the working of elite beings, gods and heroes. It 
had its own version of a “dominion covenant,” and that version implied a powerful elite dominating 
over the population to achieve the goals of the elite. The elite was to be bred and nurtured carefully; 
it had to produce heroes – intellectual, military, administrative – who are up to the task. Marcus 
Aurelius was very self-conscious when he presented himself as the best person around; he was the 
embodiment of what the Classical culture wanted to produce for its ideal to be achieved. Educating 
the masses was dangerous. Elevating the masses to the level of acquiring virtue and courage and 
ability to govern and build a civilization was dangerous. Giving the masses the assurance that they 
could be the heroes of tomorrow, and giving the common man the understanding that his individual 
life matters was dangerous. 

But Christianity declared that those despised common men, predestined to be the manure of the 
Classical society, could attain to the highest level of virtue. And they could do it not by carefully 
cultivating the virtues of the heroes but by submitting to a higher power outside of themselves. 
Government and dominion was not reserved to the highborn anymore, or to those who had in 
themselves the power to take on the world and bring order to the chaos. Little people, motivated and 
driven by a cause much higher than any of the highborn has ever had, were aiming at taking the 
civilization and changing it according to their religion. The age of the heroes was rapidly 
disappearing; the age of the real men, with all their weaknesses and shortcomings and little joys and 
limitations was advancing. 

As Paul said in 1 Corinthians 1:26-29: 

For consider your calling, brethren, 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, and the base 
things of the world and the despised God has chosen, the things that are not, so that He may nullify 
the things that are, so that no man may boast before God. 

The real men were winning, and they were shaming the strong. 

Little people could rise to the level of heroes just by faith alone, when chosen and justified by God. 
While Augustine and the other writers of confessiones didn’t intend to give any promise of earthly 
glory and power, this promise was implied. To those same Christians to whom Paul said that there 
were not many wise, powerful, or noble amongst them, Paul also said that they were reigning with 
Christ, and everything was given to them, including the world, the present, and the future (1 Cor. 
3:21-22). These words of Paul were a threat to the very social order of paganism. The confessiones 
were the direct fulfillment of that threat. The world was now upside down, because the little people 
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in the society, enlightened by this new religion, were beginning to see meaning and reason for their 
individual existence. 

Consequently, the civilization which Christianity began to build in its early centuries was in direct 
contrast to the civilization Augustus and Aurelius tried to build and maintain. It honored civil 
authority but rejected privilege. It honored the authority of the master over his slave (Col. 3:22; Eph. 
6:5; 1 Pet. 2:18) but established the moral equality of masters and slaves (Philemon 16-17). It 
divorced power from social status and wedded it to servanthood (Rom. 13:4). 

It has been said by many non-Christian historians that Christianity was the religion of the middle 
class, of those who have established their social status not by privilege or spectacular abilities and 
feats but by undertaking to serve the immediate needs of their neighbors and making their living 
from that. There is much truth in that statement. For indeed, while the middle class of the little 
people was ridiculed and looked down upon by the Age of Heroes, it found its true meaning and 
purpose under Christianity. Obedience to God and service to other men replaced pride and power 
and triumph as the dominant virtues in the culture; as a result, the middle class replaced the elite as 
the dominant group in the culture. 

And this new civilization, based on the real men in the farms, in the workshops, and in the 
marketplaces, proved to be much more fertile and tenacious than the world of heroes and true 
philosophers. Little men, as weak and infirm and imperfect they are, when empowered by the Spirit 
of Christ, always win the cultural war against the heroes. When the political power of the Empire 
was reduced to nothing, it was the church that built the new civilization, based on simple men and 
their families, exercising obedience under God. For several centuries after Constantine, Christendom 
was a civilization of a libertarian social order based on families, local communities, and local 
churches. The powerful of the day had very little influence over the life of the average Christian. 
And yet, contrary to the expectations of Classicism, such a civilization of average people proved to 
be much more flexible and resilient. It not only survived the breakdown of the old order and the 
attacks of pagan Barbarians and militant Muslims, but also managed to grow and take over formerly 
pagan lands, through the power of its Gospel. After AD 600, Christianity in the Muslim lands, where 
it lost all the political support it had before the rise of Islam, was nevertheless able to maintain such 
high level of social organization that the Muslim rulers self-consciously relied on the church leaders 
in their lands for both legislative and social advice and co-operation. 

Things changed later, when the church moved back again to the Classical dichotomy between Plato 
and Aristotle. The ideals of the Classical world were revived and integrated into theology – long 
before the Renaissance – and the Church adopted at least partly the tenets of the Classical elitism: 
sacramentalism/liturgism, the high church hierarchy, the doctrine of salvation through personal merit 
and works, etc. Feudalism was not a new social order; it was the restoration of the old pagan order 
after the Church lost its original doctrine. 

No wonder, then, that when the Reformers set out to restore the doctrine of the Apostles – and of 
Augustine – in the Church the culture they created was again a culture of the dominance of what is 
called today the “middle class.” The Protestant revolutions of the 16-18th centuries were all 
revolutions against elitist regimes. And the outcomes of all of them were libertarian societies where 
the little people were given the liberty to produce, serve, innovate, and pursue their callings in life 
without the domination of “heroes.” The culture of the Reformation was a culture of servants, weak, 
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simple, little, imperfect, but empowered by the grace of God; and that culture created a civilization 
far superior to the culture of the elites. And if you need an illustration of the difference, think 
Holland and Spain in the 16th century, and then Holland and Spain in the 20th century. And there 
are many more historical examples of the superior civilizational influence of the Augustinian ideal of 
man. 

The two Aurelii – Marcus Aurelius and Aurelius Augustine – were the best representatives of their 
ages. One was the hero, the true philosopher, the perfect man bred and cultivated to take on, by his 
own power and virtue, the forces of chaos and bring order. The other was the imperfect, little, 
insignificant, common man who had no power in himself except whatever power was bestowed to 
him from above. One displayed the best of paganism. The other displayed the worst of paganism; 
and then was changed to a redeemed man. 

The hero was a complete failure. His attempts were barren, and the civilization he wanted to build 
and maintain came down. The real man was successful far beyond his own expectations. He laid the 
foundation for our modern world, with its liberty, prosperity, ethical values, and increased 
knowledge of God and His Gospel. Godly dominion by real men always beats domination and power 
by heroes and elites. Always. 
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 Caught in Their Own Nets 164.
Bojidar Marinov, October 14, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/660/caught-their-own-nets/  

No wonder Whoopi Goldberg said what she said. She can’t help it. She is a victim. She is a victim of 
the liberal propaganda she believes in. That same propaganda that is based on emptying the words of 
our language of any moral meaning. So when it comes to applying moral meaning to words, she is 
confused. “Rape-rape” or “just rape”? 

“I don’t necessarily want my 13-year old to have sex with a 45-year old man.” What does that 
phrase mean? She probably wouldn’t be able to tell. Does she say that it is not “necessity” that tells 
her what to want or not? Or does she say she is not forced to want her 13-year old to have sex, she 
just wants it on her own accord? 

Depends on what the definition of “sex” is, declared President Clinton. Again, he is acting on 
premises that exclude any moral meaning in language, and therefore excludes any possible absolute 
definitions. Including his own. 

President Obama is smarter: He uses a teleprompter. But the moment his eyes leave the 
teleprompter, he is forced to speak out of simple common sense, and says things that directly 
contradict all his policies and ideology. 

These are all connected symptoms of the same sickness: Language emptied of moral meaning 
eventually turns against those who use it. The shrewd are caught in the nets of their own craftiness. 
The history of the US in the 20th century abounds with examples. My personal favorite is the trade 
unions’ accusation against the employers: “If you don’t give us more money, you are greedy!” Or 
the communist critique against fascism: “Fascism is an immoral dictatorial one-party rule with total 
control over the economy by the state and persecution of political opponents.” Or atheism’s basic 
tenet: “To believe in the existence of absolute moral standards is absolutely immoral.” 

Language was created by God for a purpose: to convey the moral truths of God. It has first and 
foremost an ethical function, and then everything else. We inescapably talk morality every time we 
open our mouths, whether we are aware of it or not, whether we admit it or not. Created in the image 
of God, man is first and foremost a moral being, and his language necessarily must have moral 
content and meaning before everything else. Whether we talk about biology, math, entertainment, 
computer programs, art, or cleaning a house, we are declaring certain moral truths to the world, and 
we are declaring them on the basis of a worldview that has first and foremost an ethical foundation 
on which everything else stands. We can’t escape talking morality, and we can’t escape making 
moral judgments every time we open our mouths. 

That’s why the liberal war against God in the 20th and 21st century is self-defeating. Based on moral 
relativism, it is trying to negate God by negating the very moral character of language, by emptying 
language of its moral meaning. Far from giving the liberals a weapon in the debate, it is in fact 
setting fire to their own intellectual house. Every definition now is dangerous because it turns against 
them, every statement becomes its logical negation – and by default, negation of the very liberal 
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position it is designed to promote and defend. Therefore every definition needs multiple sub-
definitions and sub-sub-definitions, until the very talk of the anti-Christian thinkers becomes 
completely meaningless even to themselves. 

Cornelius Van Til informed us about the “epistemological maturing” in history of the two seeds. The 
epistemological maturing of the unbelievers will make them more and more irrelevant and helpless 
to use language as their tool and weapon against God. More and more every word they say will turn 
against them and will undermine their own position. No wonder there is no great philosophical 
thinker in the non-Christian world today; no wonder Sam Harris and Richard Dawkins pass for 
“thinkers” these days: the unbelieving world is becoming more and more epistemologically self-
consistent with its own basic premise of meaninglessness. 

The unbelieving world is in intellectual bankruptcy, and has been so for the last 60 years. It has tried 
to preach meaning while negating the very basis of meaning; it has been trying to moralize by 
negating morality; it has been trying to speak while defining its very language out of existence. 

This is the time for Christians to wake up and see that the “giants” are in fact very small. There is no 
logical reasoning left in the world, there is no meaning, there is no purpose to live and exist. The 
expectation that a mythical “Antichrist” will rule the world is not Biblical, and is not realistic. Such a 
world ruler will have to overcome the very fruits of the anti-Christian ideology – the lack of 
meaning. Without meaning no one can rule themselves, let alone the whole world. No one gets 
excited about ultimate meaningless, and no one gets excited about an ideology that can’t even defend 
itself against its own inconsistencies. Meaning can be found only in Christ, and therefore 
Christianity is the only religion that can overcome the world in an active, aggressive sense of the 
word. 

The supposed triumph of liberalism is non-existent. All the social, economic, legal and political 
“victories” of liberalism in the United States and abroad are only result of the cultural retreat of 
Christians. God catches His enemies in their own nets – like He does with Whoopi, Obama, Clinton 
and many others – and thus He gives us assurance for our victory in history. If we only act. 
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 “But That Doesn’t Mean What It Means” 165.
Bojidar Marinov, November 25, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/665/but-that-doesnt-mean-
means/  

In our theological controversy with our dispensationalist brethren these days, one of the most 
common arguments is this: “I am a dispensationalist, I believe in the rapture, and that we live in the 
end times, the great apostasy is upon us, the Antichrist is soon to be revealed, but that doesn't mean 
we sell everything and go out and sit on a hill waiting for that day, doing nothing.” We who are 
posmillenialists, i.e. we have victorious, optimistic eschatology and philosophy of history, keep 
pointing to the fact that dispensationalism has only one logical conclusion: All work for the Lord is 
useless. Our dispensationalist brethren resent this conclusion but they don’t show how it is illogical. 
They are content to use the disclaimer, “...but that doesn’t mean...” And they think that with that 
disclaimer they have proven their case. They haven’t. 

“...But that doesn’t mean...” What is the meaning of this disclaimer? 

If I hear the words, “...but that doesn’t mean it is a duck,” I can make a quite intelligent guess about 
the first part of that sentence. Most probably it is “It waddles like a duck, it swims like a duck, it 
quacks like a duck, it looks like a duck...” If my son is telling me, “...but that doesn’t mean I didn’t 
do my schoolwork today,” then I know that the first part of the sentence in fact says that he really 
didn’t do his schoolwork today.” Every time I hear that phrase, “...but that doesn’t mean...,” I know 
that it connects two sentences that are logically unconnectable. 

“...But that doesn’t mean...,” when one needs to repeat it many times, is a confession of logical and 
intellectual weakness. Translated into the language of honesty it reads: “I refuse to accept the logical 
conclusions of what I say or believe.” It says that the speaker knows very well what his beliefs and 
words really mean, but he dislikes the obvious conclusion. He refuses to accept the consequences of 
his ideas; he prefers to live in a world where there is no discernible predictable connection between 
his beliefs and his practical actions. 

We see this same pattern not only in dispensationalism; all intellectually untenable positions are 
forced to use the same phrase when it comes to practical applications. Evolutionists and atheists are 
forced to use it: “...but that doesn’t mean we don’t believe in ethical values.” The truth is, there are 
no ethical values that can be derived from an atheist’s position, but the atheist resents that obvious 
logical conclusion. Those that are anti-theonomic: “...but that doesn’t mean we believe in humanistic 
law.” Well, if you reject the Law of God, that’s exactly what it means: you believe in humanistic 
law. Arminians: “...but that doesn’t mean salvation is a result of man’s works.” Nonsense. The 
Arminian position is very logically and obviously based on salvation of works. Eastern Orthodox 
and Roman Catholics: “...but that doesn’t mean we worship icons and statues.” It means exactly that, 
but they refuse to admit it means what it means. 
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To say it simple, if the thing looks, swims, waddles, quacks like a duck, the disclaimer “...but it 
doesn’t mean...” doesn’t make it a hawk. It only reveals the unwillingness of those who use it to face 
reality and become intellectually consistent with their own beliefs. 

In the same way, when our dispensationalist brothers tell us that their beliefs about the last days 
“don’t mean” that they should quit working and changing the culture, they are not making 
dispensationalism more logical. They are only revealing their unwillingness to face reality. And the 
reality is that if dispensationalism was right, the only logical conclusion is that any Christian work 
and activism in this world before the Coming of Christ is doomed to be fruitless and pointless. Yes, 
some dispensationalists are active and fruitful in their ministries; but there is no evidence they are 
fruitful because of their dispensationalist beliefs. To the contrary, those dispensationalists who are 
faithful in working to restore the Biblical foundations of our culture do so contrary to their 
eschatological expectations. (How do you explain your success and your expectations for success if 
you live in the “last days great apostasy”?) And indeed, the majority of dispensationalists are 
consistent with their own beliefs and have chosen to remain limited and passive in their work for 
Christ. Consistency trumps inconsistency over long-term, as Van Til taught us. 

Of all eschatological positions only the victorious optimistic message of postmillenialism gives the 
logical and theological basis for changing cultures and conquering the world for Christ. Man can not 
work to achieve goals if he doesn’t have the positive expectations that those goals can and will be 
achieved. Only in the framework of postmillenialism we can look at our failures as temporary 
setbacks and at our successes as normative; only as postmillenialists we can make righteous 
assessments as to the future value of our work in our families, our churches, our work places and our 
societies. To be more exact, only in the framework of postmillenialism future itself makes sense in 
history. 

To put in a different way, only the postmillenialist doesn’t have to use the disclaimer “...but it 
doesn’t mean...” every time he makes the logical connection between his beliefs about history and 
his practice. They are in perfect harmony. Dispensationalists don’t have that luxury. It is time for 
them to examine the intellectual consistency of their own system. 
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 Bargaining with Thieves 166.
Bojidar Marinov, September 9, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/658/bargaining-thieves/  

I remember Eastern Europe in 1989. I was there when the streets were flooded with people, when we 
watched the Berlin Wall being brought down, when the police blocked the streets and attacked us, 
trying to disperse the protests. One after another, Communist governments found it impossible to 
contain the wrath of their own people. We were on the streets, blocking parliaments and government 
buildings, demanding our liberty. All the Eastern European countries had constitutions, and those 
constitutions started with Article I: “The Communist party is the leading political force...” 

We wanted just one thing: Repeal Article I. Destroy the political monopoly of the Communist party, 
destroy its power to take our life, liberty and property. (Not that we had much of any of these three 
left.) Nothing less than this. 

The Communist governments didn’t want to give in. They knew our demands were morally right, so 
giving in would mean they had to admit the Communists had been morally wrong. So they had to 
find a way to blame us. 

“These extremists,” declared the Communists, “refuse to come to an agreement. We want to have 
constructive dialog but they refuse. They wear swastikas and brown shirts. They are nothing less 
than fascists.” 

We didn’t bargain with them. Article I was repealed everywhere, without “constructive dialog.” 
There is nothing “constructive” in bargaining about a criminal and immoral law. 

 

I am here in America in 2009, 20 years later. I watch the Town Hall meetings all over the country. 
One after another Democratic candidates find it impossible to answer the questions of their own 
constituents. They have their Article I that says, “If the law is proposed by Obama or Pelosi, it must 
be passed without reading or discussions.” 

The American people want just one thing: Repeal Article I. Destroy the political monopoly of those 
that want to steal our money, those who want to control our health, our life, our property and our 
future. 

The Democrats don’t want to give in. They know our demands are morally right, and therefore 
giving in will mean they have to admit they have been morally wrong. So they try to find a way to 
blame us. 

“These extremists,” declares Nancy Pelosi, “refuse to negotiate. They refuse constructive dialog. 
They wear swastikas and brown shirts. They are nothing less than fascists.” 
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We shouldn’t bargain with them. There is nothing “constructive” in bargaining about a criminal and 
immoral law. 

 

Eastern European Communists and American Democrats are like a thief that is caught with the 
stolen thing in his hand. He refuses to admit his guilt. He wants to have “constructive dialog.” “Let’s 
bargain,” he says. “Let’s come to a mutually acceptable decision. If you don’t bargain, you are a 
fascist.” 

There should be no bargaining until the thief returns what he has stolen. Just like the Communists 20 
years ago, Democrats are trying to negotiate about something that isn’t theirs: Our money, our 
health, our lives. 

This is the time for today’s Americans to show that they are more courageous and tenacious than the 
peoples of Eastern Europe in 1989. 
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 Separating Politics from Ethics 167.
Bojidar Marinov, December 7, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042323/http://americanvision.org/5404/separating-politics-
from-ethics/  

Last week Richard Land, a pastor in the Southern 
Baptist Convention, former member of the George 
W. Bush’s administration, and president of the 
Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission of the 
Southern Baptist Convention, published an open 
letter to Newt Gingrich. In it he expresses his good 
feelings toward Gingrich, and also his concerns that 
Gingrich has a problem with the Evangelical 
women: his “marital past.” While “marital past” is a 
broad description, Land probably means Gingrich 
consistent record of adultery, i.e. of breaking the 

Seventh Commandment. But Land never uses the Biblical word adultery; he is a pastor, after all, and 
pastors don’t need to use Biblical categories when they speak about sin, it would be too judgmental. 
“Marital past” sounds much more “forgiving” and “ministering” to the soul of Newt Gingrich. 

So those Evangelical women, Richard Land says, won’t vote for “Mr. Speaker,” and their reason is 
Gingrich’s “marital past.” Land has a solution for his friend; his solution is based on what these 
Evangelical women want to hear. Newt, Land says, tell them you are sorry, ask for forgiveness, say 
that you regret your past actions and that you understand. If you do that, many of them will vote for 
you. It’s that simple. Pick a pro-family venue and give a speech. Take advantage of the fact that 
Evangelicals are a “forgiving people.” Imagine a “40-something Evangelical married woman whose 
40-something sister just had her heart broken by an Evangelical husband who has just filed for 
divorce.” Focus on her. Land prudently doesn’t advise Gingrich to focus on the divorced sister 
herself, it is pointless; but if he is smart and skillful, he’ll be able to sway the one that is still married 
because there is not too much bitterness there yet. It’s not a job interview, he says, it is a courtship. 
(We bet Gingrich knows that part of life better than most of us.) Tell her what she wants to hear, 
promise her the stars, and you will be surprised at the results. 

I will have to go emotional here. I can’t help it. My readers, being the forgiving crowd they are, 
according to Richard Land, will have to forgive me. 

This is disgusting. In fact, this is the most disgusting piece I have ever seen coming from a high-
level Evangelical minister. This is the product of a cynical, amoral mind, of a man whose conscience 
is seared with a hot iron. This piece shows complete ignorance about even the simple ethics of the 
human every-day relationships; and complete denial of the ethical and spiritual principles of the 
Bible. 

Land addresses a serial adulterer, a man who thought nothing of cheating to his wife, and then even 
cheating to the woman whom he took after her! There has never been any sign of repentance in 
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Gingrich, not even when he is confronted about his sin of adultery publicly. Not only that, but 
Gingrich has been exposed as cheating the taxpayers by taking money to lobby for the institutions he 
publicly criticizes and vows to end – Freddy Mac and Fannie Mae. He made a fortune from the 
Federal bank stimulus; and he has switched positions many times on many issues. 

On the spiritual side, Gingrich declared that he is now a Roman Catholic, and that he has left his 
original Southern Baptist membership. Why? Not because he had a revelation or because he wants to 
have a closer relationship with Jesus Christ which is one of the central tenets of the Baptist doctrine 
for personal conversion. Not at all. The “turning point” was his meeting with the Pope. The “joyful 
and radiating presence of the Holy Father” is what made him a Roman Catholic. Some people 
become Roman Catholics because of an alleged encounter with Jesus Christ; or they believe they 
will find a better relationship with Him there. But Gingrich publicly admits he is an idolater, that his 
change of faith is based on the divinization of a man. And Land knows about it since he says, “I 
know something of your faith journey over the last 20 years.” It is highly improbable that a Baptist 
minister of that magnitude wouldn’t recognize idolatry for what it is. But he condones it. And he 
even tries to help the idolater to become a President. 

And how does he do that? There is not a single suggestion about repentance, let alone heart-felt 
repentance, in the whole letter. Gingrich’s spiritual condition is taken as what it is, and Richard 
Land, a Baptist pastor, actually tells an unrepentant sinner to act externally in a way that will be 
man-pleasing! Or, in this case, women-pleasing. Land never really mentions the fact that women 
may not be so stupid; that just an outward “I’m sorry” won’t be enough for them because they know 
very well – oh, yes, women do know very well – when an outward behavior is hypocritical and that 
there is no corresponding change of heart. Land is practically saying: “Newt, our Evangelical women 
are stupid and easily manipulated. They are concerned about what you have done in the past, but this 
can be solved very quickly, you just tell them what they want to hear. They want to hear something 
mushy, that you ask for forgiveness, and all that kind of stuff. Weave in your speech something 
about your faith journey, and that’s gonna help. It is an easy job, just one speech, and our women 
will believe you and will vote for you. And make sure you express your love and your loyalty to 
your wife – to whichever wife you are with right now, of course, not the one who is your legal wife 
by law and whom you have abandoned and against whom you have committed adultery.” 

Imagine a Baptist pastor who makes the altar call and says, “Come on, you who are not believers, 
just say the words we want you to say, and we will accept you as members. It is that easy.” 

Land’s view of women is so denigrating and humiliating that it beats the Muslim view of women by 
a long shot. If I hear someone advising a politician whom I detest for his immorality and his policies, 
what words he needs to say to get my vote despite my moral repugnance, I would be greatly 
offended. I don’t think there are many Evangelical women that won’t be offended by the very 
suggestion that their moral feelings can be manipulated by simply a speech. 

What is even worse is that Land doesn’t even mention the main Biblical verse about divorce: 

Everyone who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery, and he who marries one who 
is divorced from a husband commits adultery (Luke 16:18). 
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According to that verse, Gingrich is now in a double adultery. He has a legitimate wife, and he is not 
allowed to marry another. His first marriage is what is legitimate in God’s eyes, and Gingrich’s 
present marriage is pure adultery, not a marriage. No matter how much he says he “loves” his 
“wife,” she is not his wife. Land, in his advice to Gingrich, shows that he rejects and despises Jesus’s 
words about marriage and divorce; just like several months ago another Baptist minister, Albert 
Mohler, rejected and denied the clear meaning of Rom. 1:18-27 and declared that sodomy is “more 
than just a choice,” and therefore Evangelicals were guilty of “homophobia.” The fact that two 
Southern Baptist ministers of that magnitude can afford to openly despise the clear meanings of New 
Testament verses shows that the Southern Baptist Convention has come to a point where its worst 
enemies are those in high positions of authority within itself. 

The similarity between Land and Mohler doesn’t end here. It goes further, to their views of politics. 
Mohler, as I have pointed before, when discouraging Christians from involvement in politics and 
government, always justifies it with the Christians’ lack of “competency.” There is this mysterious 
standard of “competency” which pagans have but Christians don’t, which threatens the Christian 
attempts to build a Christian culture and Christian nation and government. The same worship of 
“competence” is seen in Richard Land’s open letter to Gingrich. Land spends three paragraphs in the 
very beginning praising Gingrich’s skills for political survival. He calls him “extremely bright, 
knowledgeable, experienced on the issues and fully able.” Apparently these skills, this “competence” 
is what must make the Evangelical Christians ignore Gingrich consistent record of hypocrisy, lies, 
and adultery. 

What Land is doing – just like Albert Mohler – is applying in practice a central tenet of the Two 
Kingdoms Theology, the separation of state – i.e. the “common kingdom” – from the Biblical system 
ethics, that is the Law of God. As I have explained this before [“The Two-Kingdoms Theology Goes 
‘Expert’”], the Two Kingdoms Theology is radically dualistic in respect to the laws for the two 
kingdoms, the redemptive kingdom of the church and the common kingdom of the state. The church 
is under the Biblical revelation – in reality, only under a portion of it since most of the Law of God is 
not valid today – but the state is under a different system of law, one that is not found in the Bible 
and is common to all people, redeemed and unredeemed: the “natural law.” No one knows what that 
“natural law” actually says, so its proponents, like Mohler, boil it down to the vague notion of 
“competence.” Eventually, the political realm becomes completely divorced from any notion of 
morality. The result is Land’s open letter to Gingrich: An apotheosis of cynicism, hypocrisy, and 
immorality at the expense of the Law of God. 

That Mohler can sell his Two Kingdoms Theology to his fellow Baptists shows their lack of 
knowledge and understanding concerning the true Biblical theology. If Land’s letter flies without 
any major opposition from conservative Baptists – and especially the Evangelical women whom 
Land so masterfully wants to manipulate to vote for Gingrich – this will reveal a very serious moral 
flaw in the Southern Baptist community. It is one thing when a seminary professor sells a heretical 
ideology; it is completely another thing when a pastor and high-level minister openly promotes 
hypocrisy and manipulation. Unfortunately, it seems that Land’s position is secure; even the 
American Family Radio, with its Baptist background and support, rooted for Newt Gingrich this last 
week in several shows and interviews. The irony of a Baptist “family” radio cheering for a serial 
adulterer who became Roman Catholic because of the “radiance of the Holy Father” is sickening; 
but it shows a deeper problem. It reveals that the idea of the comprehensive ethical standards of the 
Bible applied to every area of life, including politics, has been lost among the Southern Baptists just 
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as it has been lost among the Presbyterians in the last generation. Spurgeon must be turning in his 
grave. 

“The master of the American church is likely to be whatever cultural or intellectual fad has gained 
the ascendancy,” wrote Herbert Schlossberg in his book, Idols for Destruction. The cultural fad that 
has gained ascendancy today is the political power of the lobbyists, one of whom is Gingrich. Land 
himself has been part of it for a while. Anyone in political position of power is now above the moral 
scrutiny which churches normally have for their ordinary members. Politics is now a world of its 
own, and it must be judged by different standards; and the powerful of the day can not be subject to 
the same moral scrutiny as the ordinary members. If a certain group of voters still decides to 
examine a candidate by the same moral rules they examine everyone else – as those Evangelical 
women whom Land recognizes as hostile to Gingrich’s candidacy – the solution is manipulation. It’s 
just the political thing to do, after all, give a speech. And one thing is important: the realm of civil 
government has different ethical rules; it is subject to the standard of  “competence” and 
“intelligence,” not to the moral standards of the Word of God. That is the logical end of the Two 
Kingdoms Theology: politics of cynicism, divorced from Biblical ethics, and eventually divorced 
from all scruples and all meaning. When it develops to its logical end, the result is tyranny. 
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 Amish Presbyterians: PINO 168.
Bojidar Marinov, January 5, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3896/amish-presbyterians/  

 “I was talking with a friend from church about theonomy this past weekend. He . . . he 
took me to the Wikipedia page for Gary North and asked about one of the quotes. 

‘In winning a nation to the gospel, the sword as well as the pen must be used.’ —
Christian Reconstructionism, p. 198. 

Do you have the book or know the context of that quote? That was K.’s concern.” 

This is from a letter I received a couple of weeks ago from a dear friend of mine, a member of a 
Presbyterian church. 

K. [his real name is different] is the typical American Presbyterian. He has certain presuppositions 
concerning the Gospel, the Bible, and the Christian faith. I say “presuppositions,” but the more exact 
description should be prejudices. Or taboos. There are certain things that are “no no” to him. For 
example, an American Presbyterian can not use the word “sword” in relation to the word “gospel.” 
They just can’t go together, in the same sentence, except in opposition to each other. The opposite of 
“preaching the Gospel” is “using the sword.” That’s what the modern Presbyterian religion says. 

The problem is, K. doesn’t realize that he doesn’t have an issue with Gary North. He has an issue 
with Apostle Paul – if he ever paid attention to what Paul says. Paul uses the word “sword” with the 
phrase “deacon of God” in Romans 13. He explicitly says that the civil ruler is a deacon of God, and 
for that very reason he has the sword. He executes God’s wrath upon criminals. The Gospel tells us 
of God’s wrath against sinners. The civil ruler’s responsibility is to “preach” that wrath by punishing 
those who commit public sins, as prescribed in the Law. 

Paul doesn’t stop there. He continues the same topic in 1 Timothy 1:8-10. There he says the Law is 
good to punish crimes, and then he lists crimes that require capital punishment under the Law. And 
what is Paul’s legal foundation for insisting that the Law be applied in its full force? The Gospel! He 
finishes the sentence in verse 11: 

...ACCORDING TO THE GLORIOUS GOSPEL with which I have been entrusted. 

But like most Presbyterians today in America, K. doesn’t read those verses. They surely don’t apply 
to modern America where the Gospel is limited to one sentence about individual salvation, and 
nothing more. Surely a modern righteous Presbyterian can not take these verses for what they mean. 

The sickening irony of this is that K. and his fellow Presbyterians live in a nation founded more than 
200 years ago after a long and bloody war known at the time as the “Presbyterian War.” Previous 
generations of Presbyterians, obviously not as holy as K., took up their swords – and muskets – to 
defend the liberty God declared in the Gospel for every Christian. They didn’t have any “concerns” 
about it. They did it in obedience to God and His Holy Word. They sacrificed their life and property 
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to get that precious liberty to worship God – and to pass that liberty to their posterity, part of which 
is K. himself. K. is the beneficiary of their sacrifice – and he uses the legacy he received from those 
previous generations to have his pious “concerns” over their belief in the use of the sword in 
obedience to the Gospel. 

K.’s life, liberty, and property today are well protected, and he doesn’t have to fight every day for 
the right to keep what’s his own. He can afford that because even today America still maintains a 
certain form of that original consensus, that the sword must be used ACCORDING TO THE 
GOSPEL in order to preserve the social order in our land. Even today there are still Christian men 
who are not reluctant to pull a trigger in obedience to Christ. Even today there are still sheriffs and 
judges who believe in the original mandate handed down to us from those early Presbyterian 
ministers who enjoined public servants to serve as unto the Lord. K. enjoys the fruit of their beliefs, 
their courage, and their labor; and then he has pious “concerns” about the theology that gives moral 
justification to those beliefs, courage, and labor. 

The sword is just a tool. And like every tool in human hands, the sword – or the musket, or the 
surgical scalpel, or the M-16 – preaches some “gospel.” What “gospel” it preaches depends on what 
use it is put to. It can preach the Gospel of Christ by fighting the British, or executing criminals, or 
shooting robbers. Or it can preach the “gospel” of death by torturing political enemies, or 
dismembering unborn children, or cutting the life support from an hospital patient, or burning a 
persecuted Christian family. The sword will always be there in any culture before the Final 
Judgment, and the sword will always preach some “gospel.” There is nothing magically, intrinsically 
bad about the sword. If a Christian doesn’t use it according to the Gospel, a pagan will use it against 
the Gospel. 

K. is safe here in America. He hasn’t moved to a nation where the sword is NOT used according to 
the Gospel so that K. doesn’t have to have any “concerns.” His family is safe, his possessions are 
safe, his whole life is safe. He won’t change places with a Christian in a foreign land where the 
sword is used according to a rival “gospel.” If K. was serious about his “concerns,” he should leave 
this nation founded upon the premise that it is righteous before God to kill enemies of God according 
to the Gospel. He should change places with a Pakistani or Iranian or Chinese Christian. Let him live 
there for several years, and then come back. I’ll ask him then how much “concerned” he is about the 
sword used ACCORDING TO THE GOSPEL. 

K. is a PINO: Presbyterian In Name Only. He doesn’t keep the spiritual legacy of his Presbyterian 
ancestors. He has become an Amish Presbyterian: One who believes that the sword itself is 
intrinsically bad. He has limited the Gospel to a small portion of it, a set of a few pietistic statements 
that never address the whole man, and the whole world. He has forgotten the comprehensive Gospel 
the early Presbyterians taught and fought for. He is as self-righteous and limited in his view as the 
Amish are, and just as culturally impotent. He has committed the sin Moses warned the Israelites 
against: He has taken his security and his prosperity for granted. He doesn’t have to fight for them 
anymore, he doesn’t have to pull the trigger in obedience to God, therefore he can frown at those of 
us who still believe in the good old courageous Reformed – Presbyterian, Baptist, and 
Congregationalist – Christianity that gave us America, and liberty and justice for all. 

To give credit where credit is due, the comparison with the Amish doesn’t do justice to the Amish. 
Amish are better than K. They at least try to create and maintain their own culture, with its own 
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comprehensive set of laws and rules. It is a parasitic culture, of course, it depends on the existence of 
Christian “outsiders” that are “less holy” that the self-righteous Amish. Those outsiders should be 
willing to use the sword to protect the Amish themselves. Where such Christians have disappeared – 
in Europe, for example – Amish communities ave disappeared too. The parasite dies when its host is 
not there anymore. They can survive only in America because only in America true Christians are 
willing to put their life and property on the line to protect the Amish themselves. But at least the 
Amish try to be consistent to the bitter end in their limited, self-righteous religion, in their small 
closed communities. 

In a very real sense, K. is a parasite too. He lives off the blood of thousands of Christians before him. 
They didn’t have any “concerns” about using the sword for the Gospel; tacitly, by expressing his 
own “concerns,” K. judges their beliefs as “unrighteous.” But unlike the Amish, K. doesn’t build a 
culture. There is no comprehensive culture-building coming out of the Presbyterian churches today, 
as it was in the early days of the American colonies and then the American Republic. Modern 
Presbyterians have completely blended into the prevailing pagan culture; their churches are no 
different in function than pagan temples, dispensing “religion” on Sunday morning, while the rest of 
the week is completely immersed in whatever the surrounding culture feeds them. If there are still 
traces of Christianity in today’s generation of Presbyterians that are not entirely obliterated, they will 
disappear in the next generation of Presbyterian children, educated in government schools. 

Because K. takes his liberty and prosperity for granted, God has a surprise for him. K. has allowed 
his senses to be anesthetized to the real meaning and purpose of the Gospel; God has allowed wolves 
in sheep’s clothing to creep into his church and parade as shepherds. Sometime ago I mentioned 
Tom Stein, a PCA pastor, who called for government control over Christian parents. Tim Keller, 
another PCA pastor, calls for government redistribution of wealth. And they are only the tip of the 
iceberg – there are many more like them, parading as “conservative Presbyterian” pastors. K.’s safe 
world of liberty and justice for all is being destroyed by those very shepherds who are supposed to 
protect it. Because K. is critical of the theology that created America – using the sword for the 
Gospel – he now has pastors who are actively preaching against everything America was created to 
be. The Amish in Europe disappeared when their host – the Christian civilization that believed in 
their protection – died out. When the religion of the early Presbyterians dies out – because K. and his 
fellow Presbyterians have “concerns” about it – K. and his world will disappear too. K. has 
embraced a religion of truncated “gospel,” which denies that every tool – including the sword – must 
be used for spreading the Gospel of Life. God is responding by placing the sword in the hands of the 
pagan state, and makes that pagan state strike against the liberty, security, and justice that K. takes 
for granted. And with a Divine irony, God is giving K. pastors and elders that are helping that 
unholy crusade of the pagan state against K.’s life, liberty, and property. 

In 1776 the British officer Adam Ferguson said the following about the American rebellion: 

We have 1,200 miles of territory occupied by 300,000 people of which there are about 150,000 with 
Johnny Witherspoon at their head, against us. . . . 

That “Johnny Witherspoon” was a true Reformed Presbyterian, not an Amish Presbyterian like K. 
That true Reformed Presbyterian knew very well that there comes time when the men of God will 
have to use the sword to defend the Gospel, and to spread it. And when he recognized the times, he 
didn’t hesitate to call his fellow Americans to arms, speaking, preaching, admonishing them from 
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the pulpit. That’s why Witherspoon presided as spiritual leader and father over the founding of the 
freest nation ever existing on the face of this planet. True Reformed Presbyterians always build a 
City on a Hill, and when in the process of work, they “carry their load with one hand doing the work 
and the other holding a weapon,” and when building, “each wears his sword girded at his side as he 
built” (Nehemiah 4:17-18). That’s because unlike Amish Presbyterians, true Reformed Presbyterians 
were not and are not selfishly obsessed with the salvation of their own soul, or with the perfection of 
the minutest details of their personal feelings and reactions. They have a greater goal to set their eyes 
on, the Kingdom of God manifested on this earth, a civilization that is to become a City on a Hill, for 
the glory of Jesus Christ. 

In comparison, the Amish Presbyterianism of K. and his fellow modern Presbyterians is a dead 
religion. It lives off the courage and the sacrifice of those early true Reformed Presbyterians, while 
rejecting their faith and convictions. It doesn’t build a culture, nor a civilization. It only devours the 
wealth left by the “Johnny Witherspoons” of the past, without building anything of value. The end of 
it is death, spiritual and cultural. 
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 Write, Brother, Don’t Keep It to Yourself! 169.
Bojidar Marinov, July 28, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/3252/write-brother-
don%e2%80%99t-keep-it-to-yourself/  

“Mr. Marinov, can I share a few things with 
you that I have observed, in connection 
with something you said in your speech?” 

I was approached by this man right after my 
speech on the defense of property rights at 
the American Vision Super Conference. 
The man – I’ll call him “J.” for I don’t 
know if I can share his name here – looked 
a little younger than me and he was 
insistent; he knew he had something 
important to say, and he was willing to wait 
until I had the time to sit down and listen to 

him. He patiently waited until I was available. Then we grabbed two chairs and we sat in the corner 
of the bookstore at the Conference. And he started talking. 

I wasn’t prepared at all for what I heard. I thought he’d just have the general stuff like most 
comments about the general topic of my lecture; or maybe he’d just ask a few questions to clarify 
something I said that wasn’t clear enough to him. 

J. took one sentence of my lecture – where I talked about God providentially bringing the original 
owner of a piece of property to it and delegating ownership to him. He said, “I have run into an 
interesting variety of this principle on my job, and I want to share it with you.” J. turned out to be a 
land surveyor in Florida. He obviously knows his job in detail, he cares for his job, and he loves his 
job. You can see it by the passionate way he talks about it. But there was more. 

J. explained to me the problems with land ownership in Florida. Florida was originally claimed by 
the Spanish Crown. Then the Crown made land grants to families, which was the legal basis for the 
original ownership of land in Florida. Then what was by law owned by the Spanish Crown, was 
bought by the U.S. Government. The U.S. Government honored the original grants but it also started 
making its own grants to soldiers of the War for Independence, and later of the War Between the 
States. Then there were other types of ownership as well, falling under different legal rules and 
regulations concerning owning property. I am not sure if I grasped all the details, or if I could grasp 
all the details. And my point is not to discuss them here. J. knew his stuff in detail, and he was an 
expert, I could see that. 

But there was more. 
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Then J. started sharing how our Christian worldview affected the defense of property rights, the 
property taxes, the government grants, etc., etc. And this is what was amazing to me: J. not only 
knew his job well, and he not only believed in a comprehensive Christian world and life view. He 
was also careful and willing to study it and apply it to the specific situation God had put him in, and 
apply it to the very small details of his work! In things that only a very special professional like him 
could know, J. was making the connections to the worldview others have been preaching and 
teaching for decades now. 

We didn’t have too much time to talk in more detail. But I thought about J. on the way back home. J. 
knew details about a field that was his own field. He knew it, and he loved it. And he also studied the 
comprehensive worldview of the Bible. And he made one more step that a precious few make: He 
applied it to his situation. 

I didn’t know what to say about the specifics of his ideas. But I knew one thing: 

He must start writing. 

And I told him so. I told him he must build his own blog, or his own web-site, or invite others like 
him and discuss issues of land ownership, land management, property rights, property taxes, 
government land grants in a way that is consistent with his moral convictions and his knowledge of 
the comprehensive worldview that the Bible gives us. He must make his findings and knowledge 
known to others. J. must do for his professional area what no other Christian can do, and no other 
professional would do. 

There are thousands of Christian men like J. They are professionals in their fields – law enforcement, 
education, transportation, business management, you name it. They have strong Christian 
convictions, and they are familiar with the comprehensive world and life view of the Bible that 
American Vision, Chalcedon, Vision Forum, ICE, and other organizations have been working to 
promote for decades now. Some of them may have seen the applications of the worldview to their 
specific fields. Some of them may have something very important to say that no one else has. 

Start writing. It is so easy now. You can create a blog; your own blog with discussions and debates 
and possibility for other like-minded professionals in your field to join and write and discuss. You 
can use your professional everyday experience as the basis for your observations. You can build 
your own online “practicum” for others to learn and to follow. You can start discussions in your field 
if no one has started them yet. May be it isn’t your job, may be it is your town or your community 
that can teach us all how to apply the Christian worldview. There is something you know better than 
the rest. It doesn’t matter if you are a good writer or not; and it doesn’t matter whether your style is 
pleasing to the general public. Just start writing; someone needs you knowledge, and someone needs 
your application of the Biblical worldview to your field. 

If you are not comfortable starting something of your own yet, go to GaryNorth.com. Read what 
Gary North says on the very home page of his website: 

Get Rapid Answers from Experts. Share Your Best Ideas With Others. Remember: In Some Field, 
You Are an Expert. This Is a True Community Forum. We Help Each Other. 
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This is an invitation – an invitation to learn, an invitation to teach. 

The Christian reconstruction of our society will be effected by those thousands of professionals who 
are willing to learn, and then write in their specific areas. Thousands of small articles and blog posts 
that will create the intellectual and practical climate for the society. A climate that will encourage 
Biblical solutions in every little detail of the life and the work in our society. A Christian society is 
not a society where everyone is Christian; it is a society where every solution to every problem is 
sought and found in the Bible and in the framework of its worldview. 

So, J., if you are reading this, start writing, Brother. Don’t keep it to yourself. Who knows whether 
you haven’t attained your professionalism for a time like this? 
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 Who Is Going to Be the Voice Of the Silent Majority? 170.
Bojidar Marinov, March 17, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/3/who-going-be-voice-of-
silent-majority/  

“The silent majority now has a voice.” 

Thus says Geert Wilders, the most controversial and yet the most popular politician in the 
Netherlands these days. He is speaking, of course, about himself and his Party for Freedom, which is 
on the way to become the largest party in the Dutch parliament after the coming elections. 

Hated and maligned by the establishment politicians, loved and exalted by the voters, Wilders didn’t 
do much to achieve his fame. All he did was state certain truths that were politically incorrect to 
voice from the platform of a political party; truths that every Dutch citizen knew very well, and may 
have discussed every day with their neighbors and friends, but no politician or media dared speak 
out publicly. The main thrust of his message is that Islam is a religion that has moral values contrary 
to the Judeo-Christian values on which the Dutch society was based, that Islam is at war against the 
ideas of freedom and liberty, that the Quran is a book of tyranny and oppression just as much as 
Hitler’s Mein Kampf is, and that the Muslim immigration to Europe is threatening the very 
foundations of the European civilization. Therefore he calls for and end to the Muslim immigration 
to Europe, banning Quran in the Netherlands, and banning the construction of mosques as well as all 
visible symbols of the Muslim faith in the Netherlands. He also denounces the Socialist-Islamist 
political alliance that has taken over most of Europe, EU’s big government policy, and calls for 
decentralization, cutting welfare programs, deregulation and low taxes. His party’s political program 
is to amend the Dutch Constitution to read that the Netherlands is a nation based on Judeo-Christian 
principles. 

For this he is declared by the establishment politicians a racist (even though he has no racist 
statements; European leftists are as dumb as their American counterparts, they think “Muslim” is a 
race), a Fascist (even though he has no ideas for social engineering or corporate state; the other 
political parties in the Netherlands are way more Fascist than Wilders), and anti-Semite (even 
though he is considered a friend of Israel and has wide support among the Jewish community in 
Europe). And he is prosecuted by a Dutch court for “hate speech” – and the court violated all the 
legal procedures and moral rules that could be violated in its frantic attempts to have a case against 
Wilders, to the point even of refusing his right to summon qualified witnesses in his support, or to 
have the trial open to the public. 

The organized political assault on Wilders doesn’t seem to affect his popularity. The silent majority 
apparently understands that learning moral values from politicians is like learning colors from a 
mole, and he is on his way to becoming the Netherlands’ next Prime Minister. 

But my goal here is not to cheer for Geert Wilders. As a committed Christian, I disagree with him on 
several issues, all of them important to me. But I think we as Christians can learn from his 
experience. 
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“The silent majority now has a voice.” 

Silent majorities were always a major part of any civilization; large numbers of people throughout 
history didn’t have their voice in their societies. Elites of warlords, aristocrats, priests and magicians 
wielded power over the masses and there was no law to protect the masses from being oppressed, 
enslaved, or exploited. Egypt, Assyria, Babylon, Greece, Rome weren’t known for their concern for 
the masses; ordinary people were only canon-fodder, little useful cogs in the big machines of the 
elite social planners. 

There was one law code in the antiquity that stood apart from all the rest: The Law of the Hebrews, 
given to them by their God Yahweh, through Moses on the mount Sinai. It was the only code that 
subjected both rich and poor, elite and masses to the Almighty God and His will. It was the only 
code that made no difference between noblemen and commoners, between majorities and minorities, 
between the king and the slave. It spoke for God, not for men, and gave hope and justice and liberty 
to all; and it didn’t favor the rich and the mighty, and it didn’t favor the crowd. And the silent 
majorities responded. Even before the Law was given, a great multitude of peoples left Egypt with 
the Hebrews, later to become part of Israel through adoption; and throughout its history Israel was an 
attractive destination for all those who were looking for liberty and justice. 

But it wasn’t until the Christian Church appeared on the historical scene that the silent majorities 
worldwide found their true voice. Rome found it impossible to eradicate Christianity for the very 
reason that it reached multitudes of people who simply weren’t accounted for. As far as the ruling 
class was concerned, the conquered and enslaved masses were little more than cattle for the Empire, 
beasts to be fed and milked and slaughtered at will. They didn’t have a voice, and they didn’t have 
any organized power, and for the religion of Caesar that worshipped power over all, they were of no 
consequence. But the Church thought otherwise, and the Church won the day over Caesar. 

Likewise, we can’t understand the rise of the influence of the Church in the Dark Ages without 
realizing that the Church followed this tradition. As the Empire grew weaker and abandoned border 
after border, it was the Church that structured communities, organized city life, set up defenses 
against Barbarians and converted those Barbarians; it was the Church that opposed invaders from 
without and tyrants from within the civilized world, and it was the Church that protected and cared 
for the weak. The masses recognized the Church as “our own” Church and responded by trusting the 
Church more than they trusted their political rulers. 

During the Reformation, the silent majorities throughout Europe were waiting for a voice. Leo X 
was warned by his own people about the silent majority in Germany that was only waiting for “some 
fool to open his mouth against Rome,” to rise against the Roman Church. And the fool that became 
the voice of the silent majority came from the Church itself, the Augustinian monk and priest Martin 
Luther. Silent majorities in Hungary, Switzerland, England, Scotland, Holland, Hungary, found their 
voices in the Church and followed them in opposition to the tyranny and injustice of ungodly social 
orders. In the 1500’s, it was the Reformed religion that inspired the heroic Dutch to rise against their 
Spanish overlords and create the freest society in Europe at the time. And in the 1600’s in England, 
Puritan, Congregationalist, and Baptist preachers helped Cromwell turn humble peasant boys – the 
silent majority – into the most effective and disciplined army Europe had seen since the times of the 
Roman legions. 



 

 
994 

In the 1700’s, the American colonists didn’t have any voice in the Parliament, but they surely had 
their voice in the churches in the land. By the time King George realized the extent of the influence 
of the churches on the minds of his rebellious subjects, the “Presbyterian Rebellion” was over, and 
the Crown had lost thirteen of its best colonies. The Presbyterian parsons spoke for the silent 
majority of the colonists, and the silent majority followed them to victory. 

Friedrich Engels, the self-proclaimed “prophet to the masses” together with his friend Karl Marx, 
hated one man above all: Charles Spurgeon. Why? Spurgeon could talk for the silent majority of 
industrial workers better than anyone else in England; and he used it to shape a course for England 
that avoided the violent bloody struggles of the nations on the Continent. Marxism lost the battle, 
and it took two more generations before Marxists were able to take over the island, and that through 
political machinations, not through a mass movement. 

Even in the late 20th century Reformed pastors in Eastern Europe still spoke for the silent majorities 
and won battles over cruel barbaric tyrants; proving that the Church can still speak for the masses 
and lead them, if she has the right message and the right spirit. 

In all this the Church was only following the example of her Lord Jesus Christ, when He walked on 
this earth and the multitudes of Israel – the silent majority – followed Him and recognized Him as 
the voice of the voiceless; and Jesus felt compassion for them (Matt. 14:14). 

There is no church today in Europe that speaks for the silent majority anymore; no pastor, no 
missionary, no evangelist raises their voice for those without voice. The church is silent on the issues 
that torment the masses, and the church has refused to be their representative and their voice to the 
political elite. A politician – Geert Wilders – has taken this task, and reaps the success that the 
church was supposed to reap. The Church is too “holy” to do it. 

But this is a lesson for us. Contrary to what we have believed, Europe is not lost, spiritually. The 
silent majority hasn’t found its voice yet. Wilders has a very limited message. He has asked only a 
few very relevant questions, and has offered a few very relevant solutions, and a hope; but he is a 
mere politician, he can’t overstep his political limitations. 

But the Bible has relevant practical solutions to all problems – including political, cultural, 
economic, etc. And when the Church in Europe wakes up and starts giving the relevant answers of 
the Bible, the silent majorities will return to her. If one politician with a limited message can do it, a 
church with a comprehensive Gospel can do much better. 

If only our missionaries and pastors and churches wake up. 
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 Where Does Productivity Come From? 171.
Bojidar Marinov, September 2, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042436/http://americanvision.org/649/where-does-
productivity-come-from/  

Several years ago a newspaper in Eastern Europe asked a socialist economist a question: “Why is it 
that the same worker works the same number of hours in Eastern Europe and in America but they 
make average of $22/hr in America and only $1.5/hr in Eastern Europe? Where does the 15-fold 
difference in productivity come from?” The goal of the chief editor was to educate his readers with a 
short, easy to understand and illuminating article. The socialist economist replied with a 25-page 
essay full of religious . . . er, I mean, “professional” language that no one could understand, 
including the economist himself. 

The chief editor filed the article in the round file, and called me, the Protestant missionary. 
“Bojidar,” he said, “I need an article. I need it quick, and I need it simple, digestible and informing. 
Do you have one?” I did. A good Reformed missionary always has a simple, digestible and 
informing article on every aspect of human life and action. If he doesn’t, he must go to his Reformed 
heritage. So I went to one of my Puritan ancestors in the faith, Daniel Defoe, and his character 
Robinson Crusoe. 

Imagine Robinson on an uninhabited island. He has one immediate problem to solve: He needs to 
eat. He may have a few tools from the ship, but none of these tools give him any immediate solution. 
What gives him a solution are the few trees near the beach with fruits on them. There is a problem 
though: The trees are tall and difficult to climb. It takes Robinson one whole day work to gather only 
as much fruits as to survive, and then go to sleep at night. He can’t do more than that, unless he 
wants to go hungry for one day. 

Well, one day he has an idea and he really decides to go hungry for a half day. He spends that half 
day making a long 20 ft. pole to knock fruits down without having to climb the trees. The next day 
he tries his new production tool, and finds out that it has doubled his productivity: He can knock 
down the quantity of fruits needed for his survival in a half day instead of one whole day. 

So, our lesson number one about increased productivity is: It comes from sacrifice, i.e. from 
forbearing present consumption plus ideas and work. Increasing productivity always comes at a cost. 

Now Robinson has several options. He can work half day, have as much as he had before, and sleep 
the rest of the day. Or he can work one whole day and double his rations. Or he can work one whole 
day but eat as much as before, and save the rest – dry it and store it. He decides to do the last option. 
In a few days he has enough saved to be able to survive a few days without work, on the original 
ration, so he embarks on a journey to the heart of the island to catch a few of those wild goats out 
there. A week later he returns with two goats. Now he can gather fodder for them one hour a day, 
and milk them one hour a day, and have even more food than he had before. 

Again, his increased productivity came from sacrificing present consumption and using the saved 
resources to explore and work. 
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Then one day Friday comes, and he is a good fisherman but he has no boat. That’s not a problem 
because by now Robinson is productive enough to feed both of them and work with Friday for two 
weeks to build his boat and make his net. Now, with Friday’s productivity increased, they have 
enough time to apply themselves to even better use of their time. The effect of the original sacrifice 
can be multiplied many times over if they keep saving and use the savings in the right way – not for 
increased consumption but for more work and investment. 

There is no other way to become more effective, more productive, and wealthier. This is how 
America became what it is today: The fathers of modern Americans sacrificed, saved, and worked, 
forbearing present consumption and looking to the future. America is rich today because it was 
founded on that Puritan spirit of self-restraint and work ethics, unknown to most European nations. It 
is as simple as that. 

The editor liked my article, and by the response from his readers, they liked it too. Within a few 
weeks from its publication the article was republished on many web-sites and blogs online. Eastern 
Europe is learning from our American heritage. 

The question is: Is America today learning from her own heritage? 

She isn’t. For the last century Americans have gradually adopted an economic doctrine completely 
hostile to the spirit of their Puritan forefathers and to common sense in general: That not sacrifice, 
but consumption is what produces economic growth. We think we have found the way to both eat 
the cake and have it at the same time. If we eat more, buy new cars more often, spend more money 
on entertainment, this will somehow make us richer and more productive. 

Our government is operating under that same doctrine more and more. Government projects for 
“creating jobs,” bailouts, “cash for clunkers” programs, printing more money, encouraging 
unrestricted expansion of money supply and credit – they are all offshoots of the grand illusion that 
sacrifice is not needed anymore, that utopia will come from unbridled indulgence. 

If we look at our example above, this is equivalent to believing that Robinson will become more 
productive and better off by consuming everything he produced the day before, and even more than 
that, depleting his stores. Even simple common sense tells us that production for consumption and 
investing for economic growth are two completely different activities, and they compete for our 
resources. The more we consume, the less we will have to make our life better in the future. And 
vice versa, the more we sacrifice and save, the more we will have to invest and make ourselves more 
productive. 

We don’t want to sacrifice anymore; we don’t want to pay the cost for real economic growth. We 
deceive ourselves that consumption comes at no cost. We are wrong. Both consumption and 
investment have costs. They both have costs, whether we realize it or not. Of course, we keep telling 
ourselves that in consumption we are transferring the costs to the future, that we or our children will 
pick up the tab in the future. But we are wrong. In an article by Gary North that went almost 
unnoticed he pointed to the fact that there are no future costs, all costs are present. (Gary North’s 
articles are true CR, I mean Chivas Regal: only appreciated 12 years after production.) 
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We need to go back and learn from the heritage of our forefathers. Our indulgence has cost us much 
so far, and it will cost us more and more. We need to learn to sacrifice our consumption and save. 
We have paid exorbitant amounts of money to self-destroy ourselves. It is time to start paying for 
rebuilding. If other nations are willing to learn from our history, we need to learn from it too. 
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 Where Does the Right Choice Come From? 172.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

In my article, “Where Does Productivity Come From,” I pointed to the mechanism of creating 
greater productivity. Productivity comes from sacrificing present consumption and applying the 
saved resources to building and improving the production base. There is no other way. 

In a private email a reader disagreed somewhat with my article. He said: 

“Your analysis is a bit too simplistic. If increasing productivity was so easy, then why aren’t all 
nations equally productive?” 

This is a very good question. In fact, it was the question that the old discipline of political economy 
has been struggling to answer throughout the 19th century. This was the very title of the most 
important book of the first great author in Political Economy, Adam Smith: An Inquiry into the 
Nature and Causes of the Wealth of the Nations. Smith did not answer the question above, though; 
he only gave the mechanism and the necessary external conditions for creating wealth: Free 
capitalist society based on division of labor, self-interest, and freedom to act. Throughout his book, 
Smith kept his focus on the external conditions, as if external conditions by themselves could create 
wealth. For Smith human choice is in a sense predetermined – given the right conditions, people will 
always choose what is good, and therefore the right conditions are the cause for wealth. 

Then Marx came along and stated bluntly that the answer to the question is beyond the human 
choice. The economic base of a society blindly follows the technological development of the tools of 
production, and the social superstructure blindly follows the economic base. The changes in 
technology are inevitable but their origin is mystical, it’s just one day a nation wakes up having all 
the necessary conditions, and the Industrial Revolution starts. Just how exactly the conditions 
happen to come, and why they come to some nations and not to others, no one knows. 

Then the economists in the 20th century decided that the answer was not worth researching, and the 
old discipline of Political Economy disappeared from the stage. They preferred to be “modern 
economists,” which in the language of the 20th century economics means “economists who research 
new ways for the State to appropriate wealth from its private citizens without inciting them to 
revolt.” The reason for this shift was a small book, almost a booklet by the academical standards of 
the day, written by the last great representative of the old breed of scholars. The author was Max 
Weber, and the book was The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Max Weber committed 
an unbelievable treason against the academic world of his day: He used the method and the 
terminology of the rationalism of the Enlightenment to strike a blow at the very heart of 
Enlightenment; he took the Christian religion from the Kantian noumenal world and gave it a very 
real significance in the phenomenal world. No one could refute Weber, so modern economics 
preferred to not notice him and changed the entire question. 

Then, in the post-modern world that emerged in the 60’s and 70’s the question of why some nations 
are wealthier than others became a banned question in the academic circles. All cultures became 
equal in terms of moral validity – except the West, which was morally inferior – and therefore 
comparing cultures in terms of tangible, quantitative standards was against the spirit of the time. The 
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question of the causes of the wealth of the nations meant some nations were more successful than the 
others, and the new paradigm couldn’t afford such a notion. The question of wealth was allowed 
only when it was necessary to subsidize Third World countries with the wealth the West had 
produced. 

Where was the Church all this time? How did pastors, theologians, and missionaries answer the 
question about the causes of the wealth of the nations? 

They didn’t. Many Christians didn’t even ask this question, let alone answer it. A question that could 
have been one of the greatest arguments for evangelizing the world in the 20th century, was left 
unanswered by the Church. Only with the publishing of R. J. Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical Law 
the situation started changing slowly, one convert at a time. 

So how do we answer the question: Why aren’t all nations equally productive? Is it because 
productivity is a product of many more unknown factors than simply sacrifice and work, or is there 
another reason? 

In order to answer it, we need to answer a different question: What makes men choose certain course 
of action? Of all possible choices, why do some nations and individuals choose what is good for 
them and their future, and others choose what is not so good? 

Remember Robinson in my previous article. Ask yourself the question: What can make Robinson 
choose to not eat for half a day and invest his time in making a pole? What makes Robinson 
different from Friday and his tribesmen? Why can Robinson develops a civilization in several years, 
and Friday can’t? What makes the difference between civilization that produces wealth and a savage 
society that only consumes it? 

The Christian answer should be: The difference is in the religion. 

The economy of a nation is a product of the many choices the individuals and the collectives in the 
economy make. These choices are made on the basis of a set of values, and these values are the 
product the worldview of the individuals and their collectives. People act on the basis of ultimate 
beliefs about themselves and nature, and they take their ultimate beliefs from their ultimate authority 
– their God. What their God or gods are will determine whether they will sacrifice or steal, whether 
they will invest or consume, and whether they will improve or destroy. All the “circumstances,” all 
the “historical factors,” all the “social forces” in a society depend on that one thing: What God or 
gods that society believes in. 

An atheist society would believe in the ultimate purposelessness of all life. There are no absolute 
values, and therefore there are no absolute sanctions. Therefore all economic action must be by 
default devoid of moral purpose except as far as the immediate survival of the individual is 
concerned. Even if a few individuals in such a society might be driven to save, invest, innovate, as a 
whole the society will be directed toward securing only the basic needs and little else. Effort has no 
ultimate meaning. Communist societies were a perfect example of this. Consistent atheism combined 
with the ideology of power created economies where all economic action was directed only to 
securing the political power of individuals or groups over other individual and groups. Productivity 
was never increased. 
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A Buddhist or a Hindu society would believe that material world is an illusion that we need to 
escape from. Time and material resources are only traps that keep us slaves to the illusion, and the 
faster we escape from them the better we are. Therefore sacrificing present consumption for future 
goals is impossible simply because “sacrifice,” “present,” “consumption,” “future,” and “goals” are 
all dangerous illusions. When combined with the cult to the ancestors – as in China or Japan – it 
creates a stagnant society that never looks to the future not attempts any changes in the society for 
fear of provoking the ancestors to wrath. 

A thoroughly humanistic liberal society focused on maximizing pleasure will seldom attempt any 
sacrifice or forbearing present consumption. It will attempt to manipulate reality to create wealth but 
in the final account it can only consume what others have created. The later Roman Empire and the 
West today are good examples of that; both have tried to create wealth through debt and inflation, 
and thus have only destroyed what others have created. 

Only a Christian society with its belief in a personal God Who rewards obedience and hard work 
will have the meaning and the incentive to sacrifice present consumption and invest for the future. 
That’s what makes Robinson – the character of the Puritan author Defoe – different from all the 
others: His belief in the Providence of God, his belief in his own position as God’s appointed agent 
on this planet, called to exercise dominion under any circumstances, is what can give him the 
impetus to build his little civilization. Even if not every individual in a Christian society is thrifty 
and industrious, as a whole that society will have more people willing to sacrifice and work hard, 
and expect positive results from their efforts. And as result, only a Christian society can experience 
long-term economic growth and increase in productivity. 

 

So, to answer the question above: Why aren’t all nations equally productive? 

Answer: Because all nations don’t have the same religion. 

 

Call it “simplistic” if you wish. 
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 When Your Own Propaganda Turns Against You 173.
Bojidar Marinov, July 14, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/3177/when-your-own-
propaganda-turns-against-you/  

At the Independence Day, Barack Hussein Obama 
used the opportunity to bash the Founding Fathers 
of these United States of America. The exact words 
he used were these: 

“. . . the principles that are timeless; tenets first declared 
by men of property and wealth, but which gave rise to 
what Lincoln called, ‘a new birth of freedom in America,’ 
civil rights and voting rights, workers’ rights and 
women’s rights, and the rights of every American.” 

To have Obama talk about civil rights and workers’ 
rights, of course, is ridiculous. Under Stalin and Mao 
– two of Obama’s political heroes – tens of millions 
of workers were murdered, jailed, or tortured for 
even the slightest expression of discontent with the 
conditions of work. To have Obama – who promotes 
Islam at every possible opportunity – talk about 
voting rights and women’s rights is equally 
ridiculous. Under modern Muslim governments 
women have no rights, and especially voting rights. 

But more important is the use of the word “but”: The tenets were first declared by men of property 
and wealth, BUT . . . they gave rise to the new birth of freedom. In other words, the tenets of the 
Founding Fathers can not be trusted, because the Founding Fathers were “men of property and 
wealth.” But . . . they gave rise to the new birth of freedom nevertheless. 

In other words, what Obama is trying to do is to create a moral separation between the tenets 
declared by the Founding Fathers and the birth of freedom in America. The moral separation is 
based on the Marxist notion of economic classes. Men of property and wealth simply can’t have 
anything to do with freedom and rights. The tenets of the Founding Fathers were not a birth of 
liberty themselves, they only gave rise to a “new birth of freedom”; and even that was an anomaly 
which deserves the qualifier “but” that Obama put in the statement. 

Of course, such talk is self-defeating given the fact that Obama himself, and most of his financial 
supporters and political supporters are “men of property and wealth.” Harry Reid, Nancy (Marxy) 
Pelosi, Warren Buffett, Bill Gates, Joe Biden – no one could claim these men and women have any 
“worker’s background” or that they are not “men of property and wealth.” Obama himself is not 
exactly among the poorest members of our society. Obama’s attempt to throw the blame of cynicism 
on the Founding Fathers will only backfire on his gang of Marxist-Communist conspirators, as it 
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does already. He who lives by the sword shall die by the sword, and he who lives by slandering the 
Founders of cynicism shall himself be found guilty of cynicism. 

Obama’s talk is morally outrageous. But it is also a statement of weakness. By bashing the Founding 
Fathers and their principles, Obama in fact admits his defeat in the ideological battle of the last two 
years. After the American Left realized that a Great Awakening is under way, that the American 
people are increasingly aware of their heritage and of the views of the Founders, a number of 
socialists tried to rally the Founding Fathers to their side. No less a prominent socialist than Marxy 
Pelosi tried to convince the American public that Obamacare is in the tradition of the irrevocable 
rights to life, liberty and pursuit to happiness given to us by our Creator, as the Declaration of 
Independence states. 

And indeed, in terms of propaganda, the ability to rally the Founding Fathers to one’s cause could be 
of a great advantage. America has always been proud of her heritage, and the world has admired 
America for her heritage. This was true when most Americans had forgotten what the Founding 
Fathers stood for; how much more true it is today when so many Americans are awakening and 
demanding the restoration of America as she was founded? Anyone who can claim ideological 
descent from the Founding Fathers already has the upper hand in the debate, and the socialists 
understand this very well; a socialist is a cynic by ideology, he doesn’t care for the true value of 
things but he certainly does care for the propaganda value of them. So the Democrats and other 
socialists and Marxists did try their best to jump on the wagon of the growing awakening of the ideas 
of the Founding Fathers and claim them on their side. 

Such claims did not achieve their goal. The voters for the Democrat Party don’t give a penny for the 
Founding Fathers in general; and those of the voters who believe in the ideas of the Founding 
Fathers, give even less for the Democrat Party. Rallying the Founding Fathers to Leftist causes was 
an empty exercise, just as empty as rallying St. Augustine to support Buddhism. The Democrats 
suffered another blow in the ideological battle in America. 

Therefore Obama decided to bash the Founding Fathers. The logic is simple: If you can’t rally them 
to your side, slander them. Separate the Founders from America which they have founded. Portray 
them as cynical, hypocritical, greedy bunch of people who only inadvertently started something that 
led to liberty. Cut America from her heritage; make her hate her Founders. Only then could a radical 
Marxist-Muslim agenda be forced on the American public. 

What Obama doesn’t understand is that there are more ideological defeats to follow. The failure to 
invoke the Founding Fathers to his agenda is not a simple misfortune. For the last 100 years 
American socialists have worked tirelessly to destroy the moral meaning of language, thinking that 
in such a way they could destroy America’s Christian foundations. Language has become to them a 
propaganda tool, not a means for conveying moral truths. It has become so twisted in their mouths 
that words have no meaning anymore, when spoken by socialists. 

And herein lies the liberals’ problem, one that they encounter more and more these days: When 
words lack moral meaning, they become unpredictable. When all that matters is how words will 
manipulate other people’s minds, eventually words backfire on the manipulators themselves. The 
efforts to bring degeneration and destruction to the American mind eventually lead to degeneration 
and destruction in the minds of the liberals themselves. Aspiring to be the masters of propaganda and 
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mind-manipulation through destruction of moral meaning, they increasingly find themselves unable 
to relate to language, and unable to predict the outcome of their own words. 

The deterioration in the level of intelligence among liberals – even among their leading figures – is 
obvious, and it is a predictable consequence of their own ideology. Intelligence is a gift from God 
but like every gift of God it degenerates if not used according to His sovereign moral purposes. For 
several generations American liberals have done everything they could not only to deny God’s 
sovereign purposes for language, but to twist language to such an extent as to define it out of 
meaning, and out of existence. In their rebellion against God, men of superior intellect foolishly 
sought for ways to redefine words, phrases, meanings to mean whatever the current Propagandist-in-
Chief wants them to mean. But God is not mocked, and His plan is certainly not thwarted by the 
feeble attempts of men. 

The modern generation of leftists pays the price for the sins of their ideological fathers and teachers. 
More and more, their own words testify against them; their own concepts become a snare for them; 
their own ideology turns against them. Their media lose influence, their politicians put their feet in 
their own mouths, and their propaganda tactics only create more resentment, ridicule, and distrust 
among the voters. The era of total leftist propaganda is over, and not even the public schools can 
make it return. 

True American patriots must learn from that. We should not fall prey to the same temptation, to 
speak “morally neutral” words. As the example of our leftists shows, the lie of “moral neutrality” 
destroys all meaning in language, destroys mind and intellect, and turns its adherents into helpless 
fools. America can be restored and rebuilt only on the moral foundation of the Christian religion, as 
our Founders envisioned. Outside of that moral foundation we will become like Obama, Pelosi, 
Reid, and the other fools: Unable to find meaning in anything, unable to have any starting point, 
powerless to restore America. There is no neutral ground for political action – and those who believe 
in neutral ground will meet defeat. 
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 The Gypsy Summer of the American Left 174.
Bojidar Marinov, March 24 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/440/gypsy-summer-of-
american-left/  

The American expression “Indian summer” is known on the Balkans as “Gypsy summer.” It has the 
same meaning as its American counterpart, as far as the weather is concerned: a short period – 
usually two or three weeks – of relatively warm days in the late October, when the sun is shining and 
one can still enjoy a good walk outside without the nasty cold feeling of the coming winter. The 
trees are changing their colors from green to yellow to red and brown, and the winter seems awfully 
far away. 

“Gypsy summer” has an additional meaning in South-East Europe: It is the time of the year when 
those that were improvident and lazy during the summer, still have some chance to prepare for the 
harsh winter. In the continental climate of Eastern Europe and the Balkans the winters are harsh as 
those in Minnesota, and throughout the centuries the summers in the agricultural societies were 
times for preparing for the winters. Much of the folklore of the different peoples revolves around the 
wisdom and the foolishness – defined, of course, by how much time is spent in the summer in 
storing food and fuel for the winter, and in fixing the house and the barn. 

Gypsies in Eastern Europe are known as a culture that is generally short-term oriented and 
improvident, shortsighted, wasteful with their time and resources. Of course, such a stereotype is 
only a broad generalization; over the centuries there were some Gypsy “tribes” who became 
Christianized and settled, excelling in certain kinds of crafts and trades 
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 The Gospel, and the Real Conspiracy Against Christianity 175.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

These days, my newsfeed on Facebook is full with links to articles that prove in one way or another 
that there is a full-scale conspiracy in America – and in the Western world in general – against 
Christianity. The goal of that conspiracy is to decrease or completely obliterate the cultural impact of 
Christianity in America and Western Europe. The leaders and the participants of this conspiracy are 
the usual suspects: leftist politicians and bureaucrats, billionaires with socialist and communist 
views, organizations with Communist ideological background like ACLU or ACORN, dictators in 
Third World nations, leftist intellectuals and university professors, groups with special economic and 
financial interests. 

Their ideology is this: The Christian message can not be allowed to talk to culture and shape the 
culture. Christianity can remain a deeply personal religion concerned with issues of personal 
salvation and personal morals. Christians can participate in “improving” the culture and solving the 
social issues of the day but never explicitly as Christians, never based on a specific moral code from 
the Bible – but on the basis of a universal code, a “natural law” common to all people irrespective of 
their religion. Whatever that cultural participation of Christians may be, the main message of 
Christianity must remain personal, individual, strictly “religious,” concerned with “heavenly 
matters.” 

My Christian friends that publish the links to those articles have a definition for this ideology: Anti-
Christian conspiracy. 

Then most of those Christians also publish articles, sermons, editorials, etc. by Christian authors, 
pastors, theologians, seminary professors, church ministers, on the “nature of the Gospel.” They all 
explain to us, the ordinary Christians, that the “Gospel is simple: Jesus Christ died for our sins, so 
that we can be saved.” They warn us against focusing too much on social issues, or placing our hope 
on earthly things. Yes, of course, we as Christians live in this world and should work for 
improvement in this world but we shouldn’t confuse this with the Gospel. And the Gospel is only 
about our individual salvation. 

The ideology of these Christian ministers is this: The Gospel can not be expanded to talk to culture 
and shape culture. The Christian Gospel can remain only a deeply personal religion concerned with 
issues of personal salvation and personal morals. Christians can participate in “improving” the 
culture and solving the social issues of the day but never explicitly in the name of the Gospel, never 
based on a specific moral and law code from the Bible – the Bible doesn’t contain such a code for 
our day anyway – but on the basis of a universal code, a “natural law” common to all people 
irrespective of their religion. Whatever that cultural participation of Christians may be, the main 
message of Christianity – the Gospel – must remain personal, individual, strictly “relationship with 
Jesus,” concerned with heaven and the life beyond. 

Most of my Christian Facebook friends who publish these links have a definition for this ideology: 
Truly spiritual Christianity. 
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The same ideology receives two completely opposite responses from Christians. If that is not 
schizophrenia, I don’t know what is. 

The modern view of the Gospel in many churches doesn’t differ too much from the pagan view of 
the pagan religions. It in fact doesn’t differ from what pagans would want Christianity to be. When 
modern preachers confidently limit the Gospel to the salvation of individual souls only, millions of 
Christians approve and applaud. Then those same millions of Christians wonder and bemoan the fact 
that the influence of Christianity in our culture is diminishing, and that liberals succeed in banning 
Christianity from the public square. 

But what is the Gospel according to the Bible? Can we limit it to the individual salvation of souls 
only? Can we diminish the Christian message to “it’s all about having a personal relationship with 
Jesus”? Can we agree with those Christian ministers who say that Christian social action can not be 
“confused with the Gospel”? What is the Gospel, what is its proper area of operation, and what are 
its proper limits according to the Bible? And of course, what did our ancestors in the faith believed 
about the Gospel – yes, those same ancestors who left us a culture so permeated by the Gospel that it 
takes generations and billions of dollars today for pagans to eliminate this influence? 

In finding the true nature of the Gospel we need to start with the fact that there isn’t a single verse in 
the Bible that limits the message of the Gospel to individual salvation only. The Bible doesn’t say, 
“The Gospel is only this but not that.” There is no area of life for which the Bible says, “But this is 
not the Gospel,” or “The Gospel has nothing to say about this.” Any such limit, any such boundaries 
placed on the legitimate area of the Gospel message are entirely man-made and proceed from the 
personal theological prejudice of the preacher or the theologian, not from sound exegesis. 

Yes, the Bible does talk a lot about individual salvation of men’s souls as part of the Gospel 
message. But the important part individual salvation plays in the Gospel message doesn’t exclude 
the cultural part of the Gospel. There is no language of “this-but-not-that” when the message of the 
Gospel is discussed. No Biblical author limits the Gospel in any way. People are saved individually, 
that is a fact. God is in the business of bringing people to salvific faith, based on the sacrifice of His 
Son on the Cross. But that’s not where the Gospel ends. Its claims and its message are 
comprehensive, they encompass all of life. The Gospel is not defined as a “gospel of salvation,” 
except in one place only, Eph. 1:13, where it is in a way of describing what the Gospel does, not 
what it is. And even in Ephesians 1, the language doesn’t imply any limitation on the message and 
the meaning of the Gospel 

While there is no limiting language in the Bible concerning the proper boundaries of the Gospel 
message, there certainly is quite a lot of evidence for its comprehensive nature. The Bible talks about 
the Gospel using the language of universal power, universal authority, and universal jurisdiction. 
The Gospel is defined by Jesus as the Gospel of the Kingdom, thus pointing to its comprehensive 
content and intent. Jesus didn’t focus His ministry on the salvation of individual souls; in fact, in 
many places, like Matthew 13:10-17, He seems to deliberately turn down opportunities to save 
people, focused instead on a higher goal, teaching His disciples about . . . the Kingdom! The higher 
and comprehensive reality of the Kingdom of God was so central to the Gospel – as opposed to 
simply individual salvation of souls – that Jesus spent forty days of his post-Resurrection life on 
earth explaining the Kingdom to the disciples. In the last chapter of John and the first chapter of Acts 
where we learn about His post-resurrection ministry, the word “salvation” is not even mentioned. 
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The central theme there is the Kingdom, again, meaning a universal rule of Christ over every power 
and authority in heaven and on earth. 

An often quoted but misunderstood by our modern churches verse is John 3:16: 

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. 

In the ideology of the modern theologians and pastors this verse is almost universally interpreted to 
mean: God’s main goal, and therefore the Gospel’s main purpose is to convert people and save souls 
from hell. 

But this is not what the verse says. Salvation of souls is NOT the goal at all; it is only a means to a 
higher goal. The verse starts with that higher goal: “God loved the world.” God’s attention is shown 
here directed to the whole world, not just to individual souls. The salvation of individual souls is 
only subject to that higher goal, as we see from the conclusion of the passage in the very next verse: 

For God did not send the Son into the world to judge the world, but that the world might be saved 
through Him. 

The “sacred verse” of modern evangelism is not concerned with the salvation of individuals as an 
end in itself; the end is the salvation of the whole world, the kosmos, the creation of God that was 
polluted by sin and curse, and now God is restoring to Himself. And that through the salvation of the 
believers as a means, not a goal in itself. 

The language of another central passage for the New Testament evangelism – the Great Commission 
in Matthew 28:18-20 – is just as universal and comprehensive: 

All authority has been given to Me in heaven and on earth. 

The basis for preaching the Gospel is thus established: The total, comprehensive authority of Jesus 
Christ over every area of life, in heaven or on earth. Now, if the Gospel was only concerned with the 
salvation of individual souls, then such a foundation is a serious overkill; for snatching souls out of 
sin and hell Christ doesn’t need to establish the fact of His comprehensive authority. We are saved 
individually by His sacrifice on the Cross. Why does He need to mention His total power, if the 
intent, the content, and the end of His Gospel were strictly individual? Such language of 
comprehensive claims makes sense only if it is followed by a language of comprehensive 
requirements; i.e. if the Gospel He requires them to preach is just as comprehensive, covering every 
area of life, including the personal life and salvation of the believer, but not limited to it. 

And indeed, the rest of the Great Commission has only a small reference to the individual aspect of 
the Gospel: “baptize them.” And this is only as a means, in the context of a greater, comprehensive, 
world-wide focus: “disciple the nations, teach them to do everything I have commanded you.” (The 
Greek text doesn’t contain the phrase “make disciples,” the exact meaning is “disciple the nations,” 
as nations, not as individuals taken out of the nations.) The nations – as nations, as comprehensive 
entities – must be discipled to actively obey what Christ commanded, everything of it, including the 
Old Testament. The Great Commission in Matthew 28:18-20 mirrors the passage in John 3:16-17; 



 

 
1008 

the intent and the content of the Gospel message are comprehensive, addressing the whole world as 
world and as nations, and the personal salvation of individuals is only an important means to this 
goal, but never a goal in itself. 

If the Gospel was limited to only individual salvation of men, then we can’t find much sense in the 
words of Jesus in Matthew 10:18, 

And you will even be brought before governors and kings for My sake, as a testimony to them and to 
the Gentiles. But when they hand you over, do not worry about how or what you are to say; for it will 
be given you in that hour what you are to say. 

The individual salvation of men is the same for kings and for common people. Why would the 
disciples worry about “how or what” they must say to kings and rulers, if they are only to talk about 
individual salvation? What is it in the testimony to kings and rulers that is different? The only 
plausible answer to this question is in the comprehensive nature of he Gospel, the fact that the 
Gospel speaks to all of life, and therefore it speaks to every man to his specific area of authority and 
dominion under God. Kings and rulers have no problem when their subjects are concerned with their 
personal salvation; the real difficulty lies in telling a king how to rule according to “everything I 
have commanded you.” 

And indeed, we see that Christians were persecuted in Roman Empire not because they preached 
individual salvation. They weren’t the only ones to preach it as a matter of fact; Rome had a special 
Pantheon (All-Gods) were every new god or savior was duly registered and adopted in service of the 
Empire. But Christ was different. What made Him different, and why were the Christians 
persecuted? The answer is: Their message was not limited to the individual salvation or the personal 
life of the believer, but was a comprehensive challenge to the Empire itself. In the words of the 
persecutors themselves: 

...they all act contrary to the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is another king, Jesus (Acts 17:7). 

It was that comprehensive nature of the Gospel, demanding the submission of all earthly powers to 
Christ, that earned the Christians the persecutions. The sweet picture of heavenly salvation never 
produced such persecutions; the statement of Christ’s authority on the earth, over every area of life 
including politics and culture, did. 

A verse that is used to support the truncated view of the Gospel is 1 Cor. 15:1-4: 

Now I make known to you, brethren, the gospel which I preached to you, which also you received, in 
which also you stand, by which also you are saved, if you hold fast the word which I preached to you, 
unless you believed in vain. For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received, that 
Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He was raised 
on the third day according to the Scriptures... 

Indeed, this passage looks like it limits the Gospel to individual salvation. But the quote is not 
complete. The passage logically continues until Paul says about the reign of Christ: 

For He must reign until He has put all His enemies under His feet. 
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The language of universal, comprehensive application of the Gospel is present here too. There is no 
verse in the middle of the chapter to tell us, “And this is not the Gospel.” To the contrary, before this 
comment about Christ’s comprehensive victory Paul talks about the resurrection of believers which 
is in the very heart of the Gospel. After this comment Paul continues with the resurrection theme. 
Nothing tells us that Paul’s words about Christ’s total power is outside of the Gospel, a kind of 
“parenthesis” in the text. The subjection of all powers, all authorities – yes, including earthly 
political, social, economic, and other authorities – to Christ is part of the Gospel message. Excluding 
it from the Gospel means truncating the Gospel to what Rushdoony calls a “pagan mystery religion,” 
one of those that the Roman Senate would have readily accepted into the Pantheon in Rome. 

Paul talks even more explicitly about the comprehensive nature of Christ’s Gospel when he 
comments in Romans 8 on the nature of our deliverance from bondage. Explaining that the Spirit 
testifies that we are God’s sons, free and redeemed, he doesn’t miss the opportunity to remind his 
readers that this deliverance of our individual souls is not a goal in itself; it is only a means to a 
higher goal and purpose of God: 

For the anxious longing of the creation waits eagerly for the revealing of the sons of God. 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. For we know that the whole creation groans and suffers the pains of childbirth 
together until now (Rom. 8:19-22). 

Again, we are saved not just to be saved. God has a higher purpose for us: Apply our deliverance 
and salvation to the whole creation. Does that mean our social, political, and economic world as 
well? Yes. The verse says, the whole creation. In the same epistle, while explaining the practical 
implications of the Gospel message, Paul also includes the duties of the civil ruler: He must be a 
servant of God. This very claim was considered treason in the Empire; as we saw above, Christians 
were persecuted for that specific reason, claiming that Christ was a higher power than Caesar. In the 
Empire’s political constitution, Caesar was god; he couldn’t be a “deacon” of another god. The 
Gospel however did encroach on Caesar’s realm and requested his subjection to Christ in all, 
including his policies. 

Paul is very adamant about the applicability of the Gospel in every area of life, including criminal 
justice. Modern theologians and preachers to the contrary, Paul didn’t believe nor preach any 
dichotomy between the Law and the Gospel. The Gospel did include the Law, as is obvious from 
Paul’s statement in 1 Timothy 1:8-11. There, after explaining the continuing validity of the Law of 
God in matters of criminal justice, and saying that the Law is good when applied to criminals, Paul 
doesn’t hesitate to add, 

...according to the glorious gospel of the blessed God, with which I have been entrusted.  

Paul is clear here: The Gospel he preached was not limited to the salvation of individuals. It did 
include every power and every authority, including civil powers. The Gospel Paul had been 
entrusted with required the righteous use of the Law, and therefore the punishment of the crimes 
Paul listed, by the Law. Paul was faithful in obeying the Great Commission: The nations must be 
taught everything Christ had commanded, and therefore the Gospel message included the Law’s 
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provisions against civil crimes. Any truncation of the Gospel to only personal salvation would have 
been disobedience. 

The author of Hebrews also has something to say about the Gospel. He starts his epistle with making 
the parallel between the Old Testament and the New Testament revelation, also known as “the 
Gospel”: 

God, after He spoke long ago to the fathers in the prophets in many portions and in many ways, in 
these last days has spoken to us in His Son, whom He appointed heir of all things, through whom also 
He made the world (Heb. 1:1-2). 

Starting with this premise, the rest of the epistle is a theological treatise on the continuity between 
the Old Testament and the New Testament messages – the difference, says the author, lays only in 
the superior presence of the Son in the New Testament. The message – i.e., the Gospel – is the same. 
He goes to the length of declaring that the Hebrews of the Old Testament were “evangelized” just 
like us: 

For indeed we have had good news preached to us, just as they also; but the word they heard did not 
profit them, because it was not united by faith in those who heard.  

The phrase “we have had good news preached to us” is one verb in the Greek, literally “to be 
evangelized,” and it always presupposes the Gospel as we know it from the New Testament. The 
very context of the chapter also shows that the Gospel was the same to the people of the time of 
Moses and the New Testament Christians, the only difference being the lack of faith in the Old 
Testament times. Later in verse 6 the same word is used in a sentence that leaves no doubt that the 
same Gospel was preached “first” to them in the wilderness: 

Therefore, since it remains for some to enter it, and those who formerly had good news preached to 
them [literally: were first evangelized] failed to enter because of disobedience... 

But what was the Gospel “first” preached to Israel? Was it a limited truncated Gospel of individual 
salvation only? No, it was a comprehensive Gospel of total obedience, individually, culturally, 
economically, politically, to God. It was a Gospel that was supposed to make the nations admire 
Israel and acknowledge her God as the greatest God of all (Deut. 4:5-8). That same Gospel that 
“evangelized” the Israel of old, is now given to Christians, and this time we take it and enter God’s 
rest, by faith. 

Much more can be said about the comprehensive claims of the Gospel in the Bible. One thing is 
clear: Those that limit the Gospel to the individual salvation of men’s souls do not preach the 
Biblical Gospel. The Biblical Gospel is the Gospel of the Kingdom, a comprehensive declaration of 
the total authority of Jesus Christ over every area of life, including politics, culture, economics, etc. 
When we fail to make that declaration of the Gospel to the whole of life, we only serve those that 
want the demise of Christianity. 

So next time when someone sends you an article about the Great Conspiracy of the heathen world 
against Christianity, tell them to look first in the church. No need to blame the heathens for 
something our pastors, theologians, and ministers have been doing and saying for over a century 
now. If they need to track the conspiracy, they must first go to their pastor and ask him what exactly 
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the Gospel includes. If they hear him saying that the Gospel is all about our salvation, then their 
pastor is part of that conspiracy against Christianity. Then they need to read the books and listen to 
the lectures and sermons of their beloved Christian leaders, and find out what they say about the 
Gospel. If they truncate and limit the Gospel, they are part of the conspiracy too; therefore these 
Christian leaders must be confronted for their betrayal of the Gospel too. The judgment must start 
with the house of God before we blame the unbelievers for our own problems. 

Unless we first clean our own ranks of conspirators, we will keep losing the battle everywhere else. 
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 What Credit Is and What It Isn’t 176.
Bojidar Marinov, August 1, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042436/http://americanvision.org/2994/what-credit-is-and-
what-it-isnt/  

Many of the improvements in financial conditions can be traced, in part, to policy actions taken by the 
Federal Reserve to encourage the flow of credit. For example, the decline in interbank lending rates 
and spreads was facilitated by the actions of the Federal Reserve and other central banks to ensure 
that financial institutions have adequate access to short-term liquidity, which in turn has increased the 
stability of the banking system and the ability of banks to lend. — Ben Bernanke, Testimony 
before the Congressional Committee on Banking 

Gary North already commented on Mr. Bernanke’s inability to answer some big questions. He also 
showed that Mr. Bernanke’s self-confidence is a bit premature: Banks are not lending. If history 
repeats itself, then Mr. Bernanke won’t be able to answer the questions any soon, and his policies 
will be a failure for quite a while. There is a reason for it. And the reason is not the current economic 
situation, not even Mr. Bernanke’s policies. They are only a symptom of a deeper illness. And that 
illness is Mr. Bernanke’s – and his fellow economists’ and financial gurus’ - ignorance about basic 
economic truths and definitions. 

The above quote demonstrates this ignorance in the very area Mr. Bernanke is supposedly the 
nation’s expert: credit. He apparently believes credit is something that banks give to people and 
businesses. It’s all up to the banker to give or take credit away. So, if the government manipulates 
the bankers – or persuades them, I should say – they will start giving credit, and the economy will 
recover. All it takes is turn a few potentiometers up or down, and the credit flow will be assured. 
And the world economy will be saved. 

Mr. Bernanke should read some basic books on economics that my children (homeschooled) read at 
a very early age. Henry Hazlitt’s Economics in One Lesson is one of them. It can save him from 
quite a few economic fallacies that he has fallen victim to. There he can read the following basic 
economic truth: 

There is a strange idea abroad, held by all monetary cranks, that credit is something a banker gives to 
man. Credit, on the contrary, is something a man already has. He has it, perhaps, because he already 
has marketable assets of a greater cash value than the loan for which he is asking. Or he has it because 
his character and past record have earned it. He brings it into the bank with him. That is why the 
banker makes him the loan. The banker is not giving something for nothing He feels assured of 
repayment. He is merely exchanging a more liquid form of asset or credit for a less liquid form...2 

That’s it. Credit is not something fluid, and it’s flow can not be controlled by government agencies. 
Credit is a form of capital that the borrower already has. He is only capitalizing on it by exchanging 
it for a more liquid form of capital. The banker “buys” the borrower’s credit, hoping to be able to 
“sell” it back to him in the future at a higher price. If he misjudges the real value of the borrower’s 
credit, then he won’t be able to sell it back for a higher price. He might not be able to get anything 
back for it. 
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That can also explain the problems we have on the financial markets: The lending institutions have 
lost their ability to assess credit, in what it really is. They have paid exorbitant prices for credits that 
have no value (subprime). The reason can be traced back to the lack of understanding about what 
credit is and what credit isn’t. The bankers have bought into the fallacy that credit is something they 
give to people and businesses. And the results are obvious. Ideas have consequences. 

The morning after the bankers are sober and the reality is ugly. They are more willing now to 
understand what credit really is, and they can see the economy has lost its capital of credit. Therefore 
they are not willing to spend money on it. Mr. Bernanke is less willing to understand. For the banks 
to lend when there is no reserve of real credit in the economy is like spending money on fake goods. 
We can spend millions of dollars on fake cars or fake houses but in the end people will still have no 
cars nor houses; only the fake producers will be happy. 

Of course the wrong definition for credit itself is only a symptom of a deeper problem – 
philosophical and religious. It comes from a fallacious worldview, one based on materialistic 
presuppositions. In that view economy is a machine where capital, humans and institutions are 
simply impersonal factors – if we have the right mix of them at the input, we’ll get the right results 
at the output. That’s what all politicians of the 20th century believed. And most of the economists. 

The Christian worldview gives the only valid and practical foundation for understanding economics. 
Economy is not an impersonal machine, it is the sum total of the moral decisions of the economic 
participants, under the covenant law and sanctions of God. In that view Hazlitt’s definition of credit 
is the correct one: Credit is the accumulated moral capital a person or a business has, based on their 
integrity, their time-preference (long-term commitment), and their hard work – in short, on their 
obedience to the Law of God. 

This is what Mr. Bernanke needs to learn. 

 

2 Henry Hazlitt, Economics in One Lesson (Arlington House Publishers: New York, 1979), p. 43-44. 
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 Una Visión para el Mundo Hispano (A Vision for the 177.
Hispanic World) 

Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3613/una-vision-para-el-
mundo-hispano-a-vision-for-the-hispanic-world/  

“America is ungovernable. Those who served the 
revolution have plowed the sea. The only thing to do in 
America is to emigrate.” 

These words were written by Simón Bolívar, the 
Liberator of Latin America, a month before he died 
at the age of 47. At the time he was writing this letter 
he had sent several crates with his belongings to 
Europe in preparation to emigrate. His plans were 
thwarted by his final battle with tuberculosis. One of 
the most successful revolutionaries of the world, the 
only man in history who had two nations named after 
him even while he was still living, died embittered 
against his own people, and declared his political and 
military successes “plowing the sea.” Bolívar started 
his career of a revolutionary having the political ideal 
of the newly founded United States. He was himself 
an admirer of Thomas Jefferson. However, later in 
life Bolívar declared that the Jeffersonian ideals can 
not work in Latin America. The reason, he said, was 
that Hispanic America is subject to the “triple yoke 

of ignorance, tyranny, and vice.” Seldom do we see modern politicians so honest about the true state 
of their own constituents. 

Two generations later, the Mexican President Porfirio Díaz, after succeeding in turning Mexico into 
a modern nation at par with the United States and the European nations, uttered his famous words: 
“Poor Mexico, so far from God and so close to the United States.” Díaz was not a moral politician 
by any stretch of imagination; but his frankness in expressing his true opinion about Mexico’s 
problem deserves admiration. 

Both men, Bolívar and Díaz, knew the real problem of Latin America – its fundamental worldview. 
Díaz understood that “far from God” made Mexico “poor.” Bolívar knew that his country was under 
the yoke of ignorance and vice. They understood very well that Latin America had a worldview 
problem, and therefore it had a moral problem, and therefore it had political, economic, and social 
problems. They were not fooled even by their own liberal ideologies. Neither of them expected 
Hispanic America to see better times until that worldview changed. 
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And neither of them did anything about it. 

Both Bolívar and Díaz preferred political, military, and administrative means to achieve their goals. 
Neither invested time or efforts in changing the basic worldview of their peoples; both preferred to 
treat the symptoms instead of cure the sickness. While both produced outstanding institutional 
changes in their respective nations, the basic worldview of the population remained the same, and 
therefore the political legacy and ideals of both perished, to be replaced by ideologies and practices 
hostile to that legacy. 

And they are not alone. Since its liberation in the 1820s, Latin America has seen numbers of 
attempts at social reforms that only sought institutional change. The region has seen bloody 
revolutions, coups, political rivalries, and attempts at economic reforms. School systems were 
established, infrastructure was built. New slogans were adopted, or old slogans were warmed up for 
a new use. Experts were invited from the United States and Europe, to teach new methods of 
administration and implement legal structures. Nothing worked. In the final analysis, Latin America 
remained in the grip of widespread poverty and corruption. Simón Bolívar’s dream to see his 
countrymen build a society like British or Americans never came true. 

And there is a reason for it. The reason is that Britain and America were not built on the actions of 
politicians and revolutionaries but on the writings of thinkers. Thomas Jefferson didn’t create the 
liberty in America; John Calvin did. The military victories of George Washington didn’t establish 
the United States; the sermons of John Witherspoon did. In both Britain and America, it was the 
underlying comprehensive worldview of Reformed Christianity that created and sustained the 
culture. Without it, both the United States and Britain would have been only another Mexico. If 
Reformed and Puritan writers didn’t do their job in changing the very worldview of the English-
speaking world, if they didn’t lay the intellectual foundation for the Christian civilization with 
liberty and justice for all, there would be no Washington, no Jefferson, and no America. The failure 
of the Hispanic world to produce a just and prosperous society can be traced to the fact that it lacked 
Reformers – and I mean the Reformers, Luther, Calvin, and their intellectual and spiritual heirs 
today. Without their intellectual foundation, nothing can ever be changed in Latin America – no 
matter how many bloody coups and revolutions and administrative measures. 

Unfortunately, the Protestant churches in Latin America have been following the example of 
politicians. Most of the evangelical activity has been only institutional effort – planting churches, 
with very little worldview teaching. In fact, most of the missionaries to the region have had no idea 
of a comprehensive Biblical worldview. Their efforts have been short-term oriented, and their 
message has been truncated only to the salvation of the individual. As an article in Christianity 
Today noted a while ago: “If short-term mission trips produced long-term results, Mexico would be 
the most Christianized country in the world.” The new methods of “business evangelism or 
“community evangelism” may produce a few short-term fruits; but in essence, they are just another 
exercise in institutional change without real worldview change. As long as Latin America remains 
captive to the alliance of paganism – for the masses – and secular humanism – for the educated elites 
– there will be little hope for any real and lasting change. And the church isn’t doing much to 
challenge that worldview dominance of paganism and secular humanism. Again, without a 
comprehensive change in the worldview of the people, there is little hope for any lasting change in 
any other area of life. 
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But there is a better way. Like every better way it is the longer way. It may take generations. It 
certainly took several centuries in Europe before the Reformation could produce societies with 
liberty and justice for all. A culture that is “far from God” needs generations to come back to him, as 
a culture. But it won’t happen by political reforms, nor by planting more churches; and it won’t 
happen by more short-term evangelistic trips. A culture is “far from God” only because it has a 
worldview that is hostile to God. And unless that worldview is challenged and destroyed, and 
replaced with a worldview based on the Bible, nothing else is going to change. 

But where can the peoples of Latin America find an alternative worldview? 

Addressing the Congress of Angostura in 1819, Simón Bolívar admonished the delegates to 
“establish this Areopagus to watch over the education of the children, to supervise national 
education, to purify whatever may be corrupt in the republic, to denounce ingratitude, coldness in the 
country's service, egotism, sloth, idleness, and to pass judgment upon the first signs of corruption 
and pernicious example.” His call was earnest but he could point to no standard to tell them what is 
“corrupt” and what is pure, what is “pernicious example,” and he had no way to explain why 
“egotism, sloth, and idleness” were necessarily evil. Simón Bolívar himself learned from British and 
American authors. They weren’t available in Spanish. The whole body of literature that permeated 
the English-speaking world wasn’t available to his countrymen. There was no intellectual 
foundation. 

There still isn’t. 

And herein lies the opportunity for a Christian missionary. He can supply that intellectual foundation 
that will challenge the reign of paganism and secular humanism, and teach Latin America what is 
corrupt and what is pure. He can supply the worldview that will bring the region near to God. He can 
confront the ignorance, tyranny and vice with the ideas of knowledge, liberty, and righteousness. 

He must start translating to Spanish books explaining the comprehensive Biblical worldview, for 
every area of life. Make them available in a language that is native to over 400 million people. And 
use the Internet to transcend the national borders. The political fragmentation of Latin America is a 
blessing from God – it restraints tyrants. (Imagine a Hugo Chavez over all Latin America.) The unity 
of language is a blessing too – ideas can travel as far the Internet servers go. A book translated in 
Spanish and posted online will possibly reach tens of millions of people – more than any missionary 
can do, at the portion of the cost. It can’t be banned, it can’t be stopped by any dictator. It can teach 
people 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 52 weeks in a year, for hundreds of years. A book is a full-
time missionary – better than a human missionary. 

There are such books available: from Chalcedon Foundation, American Vision, and other 
organizations who in the last decades have worked to create such intellectual foundation in America. 
The Hispanic world doesn’t need to re-invent the wheel. It only needs to take what has been created 
and apply it to its own conditions. 

Such a project will take long time. It may be a project for a whole generation of Christians – to build 
the “book base” of Christianity. It will take the slow and painstaking process of translating one word 
after another, one sentence after another, one page after another, thousands of pages. It will take 
commitment that Spanish America is not used to. The solutions that have been tried so far have been 
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quick, short-term – and unsuccessful. If a Christian missionary is to challenge the world system, he 
must look beyond his own generation, and he must refuse to succumb to the temptation to look for 
quick results. Biblical worldview books translated in Spanish must be his goal, even if he sees no 
other results than just having them on a website. The books translated must cover every area of life 
from a Christian perspective – personal life, family, church, education, government, economics, 
science, international relations, business ethics, taxation, money and banking, etc. Nothing should be 
outside of the scope of the Christian civilization. Every solution must be presented according to the 
Law of God, as laid down in the Bible. 

When such a foundation is created, there will be no other place to which the peoples and the leaders 
of Latin America could look for answers. When a problem arises, there will be only one place that 
will have logical solutions within a consistent framework. No other religion or philosophy has such a 
consistent framework. Anyone who rejects the Biblical solutions will be left with nothing to offer. 
Christianity will triumph by default – for the sheer inability of its enemies to offer anything of value. 

There are some beginnings. Five titles of American Vision are translated in Spanish. They have 
already born fruit in many places. 

There is a man who started translating several years ago. His name is Donald Herrera Terán, and he 
is the Pastor of a Reformed church in Costa Rica. He has a web-site with several books and many 
articles translated: http://www.contra-mundum.org/. He is the fruit of the Spanish translation of Gary 
North’s Unconditional Surrender. His translations will produce more fruit. 

I want to conclude with a call to the Hispanic Christians who read American Vision: You have a 
unique opportunity to change a whole hemisphere and bring it to Christ. Make a commitment to 
translate a few hours a week. Take a few articles at the beginning. Learn to type fast and translate 
fast. Learn the patience of sitting in front of that screen and type the letters one by one. Every letter 
you type will stay there for decades, long after you are gone, and will instruct people in the faith that 
you will probably never meet. You have the chance to make history. 

Contact Donald Herrera Terán at domadar@yahoo.com – he is far ahead in the job – and ask him 
what must be translated. Coordinate with him, and commit to contribute to his web-site. You have at 
least 100,000 pages of Biblical worldview books that must be translated. One man can not do it in 
his life-time but 10 committed men can. One hundred committed men can achieve the goal within 
two or three years without any major commitment. When you have it all online, you will be 
surprised at the results. 

And my call is to American Christians: The time of expensive, short-term oriented, saving-souls-
only missions is over. God will not honor such efforts anymore, no matter how much money we 
pour into them. Europe in the last decades has shown the failure of that truncated, limited approach. 
The time has come when the mission field is becoming a battlefield of worldviews more than it is a 
fight for a few souls. If you care for Latin America, make wise decisions as to what you support. 
Invest in foundations for the future – and what better foundation than having books in Spanish with 
real Biblical solutions to real world problems? 

Simón Bolívar was wrong. Emigration is not the only thing to do in Spanish America. 
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 Traditions Don’t Work, Christian Relevancy Does 178.
Bojidar Marinov, November 18, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/642/traditions-dont-work-
christian-relevancy-does/  

Most American Christians will probably not hear or pay attention to today’s news from Europe. The 
news are disturbing: The European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg declared the public display 
of crucifixes in schools in Italy illegal. This was in response to a complaint filed by a Finnish-born 
mother who sued the schools for displaying the crucifixes. Crucifixes in the classrooms of public 
schools in Italy are mandatory by law, and that law is approved by the majority of the population, 
whether they believe in Christ or not. But the Court in Strasbourg decided against the democratic 
opinion of the Italian people, and declared the law illegal. 

Italy is in uproar, all politicians with the exception of the far left Communists spoke against the 
decision of the Court (you know if a politician is far left Communist by their attitude to Christian 
symbols), the Roman Catholic Church is also actively campaigning against the decision. Whether 
Italians believe in Christ or not, crucifixes are part of Italy’s identity, and removing them will mean 
removing that very identity. 

This is nothing new for us here in America. Italians will have to fight the same battles that we here 
fight. Both in Europe and in America covert or overt Communists will be working to destroy 
organized Christian religion; on both sides of the Atlantic the covert or overt Communists will try to 
subvert the will of the majorities through centralized court decisions. Italy doesn’t have too many 
active professing Christians but as many as she has will have to go back to Italy’s historical identity 
to defend Christianity and uphold the laws that made Italy what she is today. Same here in America: 
We will defend America by going back to what made America great, the Christian faith of her 
Founding Fathers and the Christian character of her institutions as they were originally founded and 
designed. 

Yes, both America and Italy have Christian roots and Christianity is part of their traditional identity. 
You simply can’t define the United States of America apart from the words “All men are created . . . 
by their Creator. . . .” and the Bible as the Word of God. And you can’t define Italy apart from its 
Roman Catholic tradition. Therefore restoring America will mean restoring Christian America, and 
restoring Italy will mean restoring Christian Italy. 

There is only one little problem with this: Traditions, once lost, can’t be restored. And they have 
never been restored in history. And that’s why the fight against the Court in Strasbourg may turn out 
to be a lost fight. And that’s why for the last 60 years American Christianity has been losing one 
battle after another for the American culture. Appealing to traditions for the sake of traditions 
themselves is a causa perduta. Traditions never won a culture, and cultural traditions invariably die 
when they become irrelevant to the problems of a culture. 

Therefore, relying on the traditional Christian roots of a culture won’t do the work. We must do 
something more. We must build a new tradition that will last centuries so that our children and 
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grandchildren won’t have to fight the battles we are fighting. A new Christian tradition that will 
restore America and Italy to what they were without the weaknesses that made them fall under the 
assault of communism, socialism, and Islam. 

We need to ask ourselves the big question: What created the Christian culture in Italy in the first 
place? And about America: What created the Christian culture that created America? 

And we need to ask ourselves today the question of all questions that every Christian today should 
be asking themselves: What is it that Christians in the 15, 16, and 17 century had that we don’t 
have? Why could they build a Christian civilization and we can’t even organize our churches? 

And when we ask that question and honestly inquire, we will get the humbling and instructing 
answer: 

Christianity of the ages past was a relevant Christianity. It was not limited to their private personal 
life and confession; it was not limited to their churches on Sunday morning. The Christianity of our 
ancestors in the faith was a Christianity that had answers for every aspect of human life and activity; 
the Gospel talked not only about the eternal salvation of men’s souls, it talked about family and 
education, about law and economics, about international relations and scientific endeavors. It gave 
instruction about business relationships and architecture, it taught about banking, insurance, and 
sculpture. It sponsored Copernicus, and it condemned rebels and thugs. It researched maps and it 
built roads, and it cut marble. It shamelessly proclaimed Jesus Christ as King over every single 
aspect of life, and in His name it tore down and built and rebuilt, and in His name it gave life and 
execute. 

Sure enough, it wasn’t perfect, and it wasn’t always Scriptural. But it had in itself the seeds of its 
own perfection, and it created mighty traditions, and these traditions are still so prevailing today that 
the enemies of Christ spend vast amounts of resources to remove even the smallest vestiges of them 
– so frightened are they of what that Christianity could accomplish. (Why else would one of the 
highest courts of Europe make special sessions and decisions about crucifixes that are just pieces of 
wood?) 

That Christianity, the relevant, comprehensive, shameless, militant Christianity, the Christianity that 
had as its goal to take the world and run it according to the Word of God, that Christianity created 
these traditions and the roots we can look back to. Remember this every time Sunday morning when 
in your prayer in the church you thank God for the freedom we have in this country to worship. We 
have it because there were Christians before us who in the name of Christ defended and established 
our freedom. When you thank God about your prosperity, it is because there were Christians before 
you who did not look down on the Biblical principles for economic and political action. You have 
what you have because there Christians that were spiritual enough to apply God’s Law to the 
material world. 

And that’s how we got the traditions and the roots that we are defending today. 

And here’s the problem today: We can not defend and sustain these traditions unless we have the 
same Christianity that created them. As long as we have limited, existentialist, passive, pessimistic, 
pietistic Christianity, we won’t be able to defend our ground. If our Christianity doesn’t have a plan 
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and ideology for action for taking the planet for Christ, we won’t have any tool to defend our 
positions. As long as we believe the culture is irreparably ruined and given to Satan and his 
followers, we won’t be able to restore our Christian roots, and we won’t be able to build a lasting 
tradition. If our Christianity talks about our souls only and never about the culture, then we’ll lose 
the culture – and in the process of losing the culture we’ll lose our souls as well, and the souls of our 
children. 

But we don’t have that same Christianity today. We have pastors and elders and missionaries and 
seminary professors who refuse to address the culture because it is “too political.” We have ministers 
and theologians who refuse to study the application of God’s Law to the world problems today 
because “you don’t polish the brass on a sinking ship.” We have millions of Christian parents today 
who deliver their children to the government schools because “our schools are different.” 

Therefore both Italy and America need most of all a revival of Christianity. A revival of relevant, 
comprehensive, world-changing Christianity. This only can save their identity, and change the 
course of history. Relying on past traditions only is a lost cause, and it will never succeed. 
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 The Two Kingdoms Theology Goes “Expert” 179.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

“An expert is one who knows more and more about less 
and less, until he knows everything about nothing.”  
- a Murphy’s corollary on Nicholas Butler’s definition 

These last several days many of my Reformed 
Baptist friends are disappointed and confused. The 
reason for their disappointment and confusion is 
Albert Mohler, the president of the Southern Baptist 
Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky. Considered 
“Reformed” by many in the Baptist churches, 
Mohler is believed to be an authority, a great 

preacher and Bible teacher, and a scholar. I haven’t met a single Baptist that would venture in any 
way to question Mohler’s conservative Biblical commitment. 

And yet, Mohler these days seems to be changing his position on a very important issue: sodomy, 
aka “homosexuality.” True, he doesn’t go so far as to openly declare that sodomy is not a sin. But 
many of his other statements about sodomy do contradict the unequivocal position of the Bible. He 
uses rhetoric borrowed from the vocabulary of the enemies of God: “homophobic.” (Would he also 
criticize those of us that are “cannibalophobic,” “murderophobic,” “sexual-offender-phobic,” and 
“thievophobic”?) He also calls it “sexual orientation.” (Theft in that case is “economic orientation,” 
and murder can be classified as “relational orientation.”) He uses arguments promoted by the 
defenders of sodomy: that “homosexuality is more than just a choice.” (Same can be said about 
murder, theft, kidnapping, false witness.) 

And then, at the end, he says that, 

...there is no way anyone in fair mindedness can be confused about what I believe about 
homosexuality... 

He is very wrong there. It is the fair minded that will be confused. Those that uncritically accept 
Mohler as a theological authority won’t care. In any case, both groups will certainly be surprised at 
the change in Mohler’s rhetoric about sodomy. As one of the major denominations in this nation, the 
Southern Baptists have always maintained a very conservative, Biblical, uncompromising rejection 
of sin, unlike Presbyterians, Methodists, or Charismatics. The surprise and concern of so many 
Baptists can not be ascribed to their supposed “lies about the nature of homosexuality” and 
“homophobia,” as Mohler would have it. Quite the opposite. It is Mohler’s position that is 
unacceptable. And we should expect many of them to be surprised. 

I am not surprised. For one, I have never accepted the claim that Mohler is Reformed, even if he 
pays lip service to Calvinism and the TULIP. Reformed Christianity is much more than TULIP, it is, 
in the words ascribed to Bucer, “the Christianization of every aspect of life”; or what was later 
proclaimed by Reformed Christians as “building a City on a Hill.” Reformed Christianity can not be 
boiled down to a few theological propositions about man’s individual salvation; it is the Gospel of 
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the Kingdom, a comprehensive cultural, historical, economic, political, etc. change based on the 
Bible and its law. The Reformers didn’t simply build churches and seminaries; they built cities and 
cultures and nations; and their preaching was directed to changing all of life, from individual souls to 
government policies and economic and cultural practices. But Mohler won’t have any of that. He is 
one of the most vocal proponents of an ideology that limits the Gospel to a small part of man’s life 
and practice: the Two-Kingdoms Theology. 

And my case here is that Mohler’s Two-Kingdoms Theology is the basis for his soft views on 
sodomy. He is consistent with his theology when he abandons the firm position of the Bible 
concerning sodomy; if one believes in the Two Kingdoms, he can not do anything else but have 
increasingly laxer views on any kind of sin, not only sodomy. My Baptist friends should examine 
Mohler’s theological views more closely; in those views they will discover the seeds of the same 
theological liberalism that is plaguing other denominations, and will soon knock on the doors of the 
Baptist seminaries and churches too. 

The Two Kingdoms theology, as explained by its own adherents, has the following tenets: 

1. Every Christian in this life is a citizen of two distinct kingdoms, the Church and the state (aka 
“the common kingdom”). 

2. The two kingdoms are under two separate systems of law. The Church is under the special 
revelation given in the Bible, and its main goal is personal salvation. The state is under the 
natural law, revealed to all men; its concern is government, not salvation, and therefore the 
Bible can not be its sole source of authority and legitimacy. 

3. Since the church derives its authority only from the Bible, and the state doesn’t, the church 
should never trample on the authority of the common kingdom institutions.1 

If we ignore the fact that “nature” contains no identifiable moral or judicial law for government, this 
looks like a very sound system, theoretically, if both the church and the state accept the theology of 
the two kingdoms and act accordingly. But here is the problem for the Two-Kingdoms Theology: 
There has been no state in history that has subscribed to a two-kingdoms theology. Civil rulers are 
always one-kingdom in their ideology. That one kingdom, if they are Christian rulers, is the 
Kingdom of Christ, and therefore they look for the source of law and justice in the Word of God, 
working to submit their kingdoms to Christ. If they are pagan rulers, their laws are the laws of men, 
and they seek to subjugate everyone in their realms – including the Church – to those laws of men. A 
two-kingdoms state is a delusion, and the deluded party are the church leaders who believe that it is 
possible to establish boundaries for the state power once the state is declared a kingdom independent 
from the revelation given in the Bible. A civil power that has been given the theological 
endorsement to be based on the vague and undefinable notion of “natural law” will always re-define 
this “natural law” to mean anything necessary for the expansion of state power. Eventually even the 
areas that the church considers its own realm will be consumed by that ever expanding state power. 
And the church will have nothing to offer to oppose it. 

Therefore, in a society where the church believes in a “two-kingdoms” delusion we should expect 
the civil government to constantly demand more and more areas to fall under its jurisdiction. Again, 
no civil government actually believes in a “two-kingdoms” ideology, and therefore the existence of 
another independent “kingdom” within its realm will always be considered a threat against the 
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official state ideology. We should expect then the church and its teachings to be the central target for 
any non-Christian government; and we should expect the civil government to use its power to make 
laws based on the “natural law” to encroach steadily onto the moral authority and the institutional 
integrity of the church. We should expect the state to “politicize” and absorb areas that were 
formerly “moral” and therefore within the jurisdiction of the church. Family, education, religious 
views, sexual morality, etc. will be gradually declared by law “political” issues, or “civil rights” 
issues, or “practical” issues; and the state bureaucracy will use the law to advance its power over 
these areas, pushing the church out of them, step by step, generation after generation. 

And if the church has a Two-Kingdoms Theology, it won’t have the theological tools to defend itself 
or to stop the civil government’s invasion. According to one of the tenets of the Two-Kingdom 
Theology I mentioned above, the church should not trample on the authority of the state. And since 
there is never a clear cut definition as to what falls under the “natural law,” the church will have to 
retreat every time the state claims an area of life to itself. Thus the kingdom of the church will go 
“expert” by the definition I gave above: It will be forced to deal with an ever shrinking jurisdiction, 
governing less and less, until it finally has absolute power over nothing. 

And indeed, what do we see when we trace the position of the civil government on the issue of 
sodomy? It used to be a punishable crime in the past, as it is according to the Gospel, as Paul informs 
us in 1 Tim. 1:8-11. Then the civil government, abandoning its Christian roots and ideology, refused 
to enforce the laws against sodomy. Then sodomy was removed from the list of punishable crimes, 
and left to the church only, as a moral transgression to deal with. It seems that here we would have 
had our perfect “two-kingdoms” situation, if the civil government stopped there. But, like we saw 
above, no civil government is “two-kingdoms”; if it hates God, it won’t stop until all its laws reflect 
that hatred. Sodomy then became a “social” issue, a “civil right.” This effectively freed sodomy from 
the moral demands of the Law of God and moved it in the realm of “natural law.” And then, of 
course, since the civil government is the guardian of that “natural law,” according to the Two-
Kingdom Theology, the protection of sodomy now became a political and judicial issue; and if it 
becomes a political and judicial issue, the government will use its power to punish those in its realm 
who by their convictions and sermons stand on the wrong – the “illegal” – side of that political and 
judicial issue. Once sodomy is a protected political issue, the church must stop preaching against it. 

What can Mohler do to oppose this development? Nothing, if he wants to remain faithful to his 
ideology. Anything he says will fall under the heading of the church “trampling” on the authority of 
the common kingdom institutions. His own ideology prevents him from openly confronting the 
government. The only option remaining is for him to gradually abandon the field to the state, as the 
church has done to many other fields – family, education, economics, etc. Mohler, while claiming to 
be Reformed, will have to look at sodomy “through new eyes,” the eyes of the “natural law,” since it 
is no longer the church’s domain, and therefore the Bible can not be the only standard there. He can’t 
do it immediately or he would lose his credibility. He must keep saying sodomy is sin. But at least 
he can start sowing the seeds – by excluding the Bible from the discussions of sodomy, and 
introducing a humanistic, “natural law” way of looking at sodomy. 

And indeed, that’s exactly what he has done when discussing the suicide of Tyler Clementi. In a 
lengthy article where Christians are accused of not doing enough to save Clementi from his suicide, 
Mohler asks if there was no one – i.e. no Christian – that “could have stood between that boy and 
that bridge.” Very emotional; and very weak as an argument. If the argument was valid, Jesus would 
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have asked if there was no one to stand between Judas and that rope; or between Ananias and 
Saphira and the Holy Spirit. Or between the Jews and the Roman legions in AD 70. Or between Paul 
and the man whom he delivered to Satan for the destruction of his flesh. The argument that 
Christians haven’t done enough to make Clementi understand that homosexuality is sin and that he 
has worth in Christ is a mere manipulation. People in foreign lands who never heard of Jesus before 
turn to Christ at one word by a missionary; Clementi lived in a land where there is an abundant 
number of Christian TV stations and radio stations and churches and Christian books etc. . . . How 
probable is it that he never heard about Jesus and God and the salvation from sin and death? How 
much is “enough” effort for Mohler? How much worth is his argument that Christians should feel 
guilty for not saving from suicide a man who knew very well he was in sin, and had ample 
opportunities to repent and turn to God? 

What is more important, in the article full of emotional arguments and tear-jerkers Mohler never 
produces a single Bible verse to support his analysis of the story. Yes, you read it correctly, the 
president of a large seminary didn’t produce a single Bible verse to support his position on a very 
important issue. While the Bible is generally mentioned as “condemning homosexuality,” Mohler is 
silent as to what exactly that “condemnation” amounts to. Had he quoted it, he would be forced to 
admit that there is only one verdict in the Bible against sodomy: Death. Had he gotten that far, he 
would have had to admit that Clementi’s suicide was God’s direct justice in a matter where the civil 
government refuses to obey God. Had he admitted that, he would have had to use the Bible to tell the 
civil government what it is supposed to do according to the Bible. And Mohler can not afford that, 
unless he wants to abandon his Two-Kingdoms Theology. 

And therefore Mohler had only one choice: Comment on the suicide of a sodomite without ever 
going to the Bible, thus following the pagan state’s agenda of freeing sodomy from the demands of 
the Law of God, placing it in the realm of the “natural law.” My Baptist friends shouldn’t be 
surprised: Mohler is only acting out in practice his theology. His theology demands that he abandons 
the field every time the civil government invades it and politicizes it. After surrendering so many 
areas of life, sodomy is the next to surrender. The task is not so difficult, given how much 
emotionalism can be employed in justifying the retreat and the betrayal against the Word of God. 

It is time for the Southern Baptists – and for the Presbyterians as well, and every one else – to 
understand that the source of the theological liberalism in the church today is the Two-Kingdoms 
Theology. As Albert Mohler’s strange change of heart testifies, the more consistent a person is with 
the Two-Kingdoms Theology, the more they will have to abandon one area of life after another to 
the pagan state; the jurisdiction of the “kingdom of the church” will have to shrink until the church 
has jurisdiction over nothing because everything will be politicized and under the control of the 
state. If this dualistic doctrine continues in our seminaries, we should expect more and more to hear 
from our pulpits sermons that do not even touch the real life, that only rely on emotionalism and not 
on the Word of God; because every mention of the Word of God will more and more become an 
open challenge to the ever expanding state, a challenge that contradicts the tenets of the Two-
Kingdoms Theology. 

Contrary to Mohler, the two kingdoms in history are the Kingdom of Christ and the kingdom of 
Satan. When a preacher doesn’t openly proclaim the law of Christ revealed only in the Bible over 
every aspect of life – including civil government, economy, justice, etc. – that preacher by default 
helps the expansion of the kingdom of Satan, however noble and good his intentions are. Only the 
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Gospel of the Kingdom – one Kingdom, in every area of life – can bring righteousness and justice 
back to our land, and give hope to the sinners. It is time for teachers like Mohler to be confronted 
and forced to stop seducing the Church with another gospel. 

 

1. I have taken the tenets of the Two-Kingdom theology from David VanDrunnen, Living in God’s Two Kingdoms 
(Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway, 2010). Al Mohler highly praises and advertizes VanDrunnen’s book. 
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 The Swiss National Bank’s Loss of Nerve Will Cost It 180.
Dearly 

Bojidar Marinov, September 14, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616205121/http://americanvision.org/5151/the-swiss-national-
bank%e2%80%99s-loss-of-nerve-will-cost-it-dearly/  

It’s a news that many Americans have probably 
missed in the chaos of what is happening here in 
America. Most Christians, because they don’t have 
a solid understanding of economics and finances, 
and they don’t care to have one, wouldn’t even 
recognize the importance of that news. But the news 
is important. It marks a new step in the development 
of the world recession caused by governments’ 
reckless borrowing and spending based on 
Keynesian interpretation of events. It also gives us 
the opportunity to see clearly the failure of two anti-
Biblical economic theories that have proven, and 
will prove very soon, to be failures: mercantilism 

and Keynesianism. 

The news – given in a short press release on September 6 [2011] – is that the Swiss National Bank 
declared that it would no longer tolerate the ever strengthening position of the Swiss Frank to the 
rest of the world’s currencies, and would put a cap on its rise. The Bank will refuse to exchange the 
frank for rates lower than 1.20 franks per euro. The language of the press release is very strong: 

The SNB will enforce this minimum rate with the utmost determination and is prepared to buy 
foreign currency in unlimited quantities. 

In other words, the Bank promises to print as much money as necessary to buy as much foreign 
currencies as necessary to keep the value of the frank down. Why? What makes this necessary? 

Because the strong frank is threatening the exports. The higher the value of the frank is, the more 
expensive the Swiss products become for buyers in other countries. They will buy less, and therefore 
the Swiss exporters will have to produce less, and have less profits, and their employees will have to 
go with lower incomes. Or some of them may have to be laid out, until the situation improves. This 
is the thinking of mercantilism: A nation’s wealth is produced by its exports, by the influx of money 
from other nations. With only one difference: When mercantilism was at its height as a practice in 
England, “money” meant “bullion.” In our present times, “money” means “worthless paper notes or 
computer blips whose quantity is controlled by governments who create more and more of it, 
bringing its value down.” And this is Keynesianism, the belief that the manipulation of the money 
supply by the government creates wealth. When the two, mercantilism and Keynesianism, combine, 
they produce a deadly mix that can easily destroy even a strong economy like Switzerland’s. 
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Now, the first obvious thing is that the frank is not getting stronger, it is the rest of the currencies and 
their economies that are getting weaker. Both Europe and the United States, the two main trading 
partners of Switzerland, are ravaged by recessions and high levels of government and private debt. It 
is this weakening of the economies in the industrialized world that leads to decreased exports. The 
growth has been negative in both regions for a couple of years now. Unemployment is reaching new 
highs, and the risk of government default in both the US and Europe makes investors unwilling to 
invest. The creation of new money by the central banks doesn’t help the economy anymore because 
most of it doesn’t even reach the economy, it only covers the ever growing government debt. Even if 
all things in terms of currencies were equal and there was no relative movement between the frank 
and the other currencies, the Swiss exporter will export less simply because the French, the German, 
the British, and the American producer have a smaller market, are forced to produce less, and 
therefore will buy less from a Swiss exporter. And the average European or American consumer has 
less money to buy, and therefore will buy less. A manipulation of exchange rates and money supply 
won’t solve this problem, except may be for just a short time, and with dubious effects. 

But all things aren’t equal. Contrary to the mercantilist theory, there is more involved in the wealth 
of a nation than simply the exporters. There are the average people on the streets who have Swiss 
franks in their bank accounts. There are also the importers. In the final account, given the 
characteristics of the Swiss economy, the very exporters are very often also importers. And what the 
export loses, is gained in other areas of the economy, just as important as the exports. 

In a world of economic recession and devaluation of all other currencies in the last two years, the 
Swiss saw their own wealth increase just by the sheer fact that their currency remained stable. Just a 
year ago 1 frank was exchangeable for 1 dollar. A little over a month ago, a person with Swiss 
franks in his hand had to pay only .72 franks for one dollar. This increase in relative value by almost 
35% made the Swiss citizen able to buy 35% more American and European goods with the money 
he had. Given the fact that most of the goods traded around the world are denominated in either euro 
or dollars, this made the Swiss the richest people in the world. Oil, for example, while increasing in 
price for everyone else in the last one year, remained stable when denominated in Swiss franks (in 
fact, the price of crude oil dropped 6 per cent measured in Swiss franks between September 2010 
and September 2011). 

In addition to it, the Swiss whose savings and retirement funds are in Swiss franks, saw their future 
value rise, compared to the retirement funds and the savings of the world around them. A Swiss 
retiree now can afford much more than their French or German counterpart. 

And let’s not forget, foreign trade has two parts: export and import. And if exports become more 
expensive because of the strength of the currency, imports become cheaper for the same reason. And 
Switzerland is not a nation that has too much of its own. Imports are an important part of its 
economy. 

In such situation, the free market could have dealt easily with the decrease in exports due to the 
world’s economic recession, provided it was backed by a stable currency that is as good as gold (as 
the frank was). First, of course, exports can’t be kept at the previous levels no matter what. But they 
could be kept at a satisfactory level as exporters reduce their prices. When the buyers are poorer than 
before, the seller must be willing to profit less from them. The decrease of import prices would have 
helped in this. A relative decrease in wages would have contributed to it too. As long as the frank 
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remained stable, the economy could rely that any calculations based on it are realistic and therefore a 
new level of export prices could be established that still produces profits and yet accounts for the 
new realities in the world economy. 

The decreased exports, combined with a strong frank and cheaper imports could help the Swiss 
industry do something other economies do not have the luxury to afford now: retool and invest in 
new technologies. Also, using the lower world prices for building reserves of raw materials – 
something the Swiss used to do in the past – is much more possible when your economy is strong 
and everyone else’s is weak. The gold reserves of the nation could be used as a cushion against the 
short-term problems that could arise, with a view of a longer term benefits. 

And what is most important, there is no short-term threat to the Swiss economy. Unlike the 
governments of the EU and the United States, the Swiss government hasn’t lived from-hand-to-
mouth, hasn’t run big deficits, and has no large debts it needs to pay back. There is no rush. All that 
was needed was business as usual, with small incremental steps, taking advantage of the lower prices 
and adjusting for some unfavorable factors in the world economy. And in the long-term, Switzerland 
would have emerged even stronger and better prepared to meet future economic challenges, as she 
has always done. 

In the final account, it all boils down to this: short-term vs. long-term. In a free economy and with 
sound money, the Swiss would have taken in some short-term loss; but would have positioned 
themselves for long-term supergains once the world’s economy stabilizes. 

The Swiss National Bank decided it couldn’t stomach the short-term loss and would try to 
manipulate the currency to avoid it. Therefore it decided to print an indefinite amount of Swiss 
franks to buy out as much foreign currency as necessary to keep the frank down and the exports up. 

Provided this keeps the exports at the previous levels, and the economy working, the Swiss citizens 
will still get poorer. May be they will have the same amount of franks in their bank accounts; but 
these franks will be worth less. As the Bank buys out more foreign currencies, more foreign 
nationals will have Swiss franks in their hands and will use them to compete for Swiss goods. This 
will drive the prices in Swiss franks up, and Swiss citizens will see themselves poorer as the 
purchasing power of their franks declines. Their savings and retirement funds will decrease in value 
too. Since the effect of the newly printed franks won’t be known or predictable, no one will know 
what the future value of those savings and retirement funds will be. This will drive more people to 
convert their savings in franks into others, less liquid but more stable assets, like precious metals or 
real estate. This will inject additional amounts of franks on the market, driving the value even further 
down. 

When this happens – as we in the US very well know – any market calculations would become 
extremely difficult and unreliable. A currency that jumps up and down, its value driven by 
government manipulations and the panic of the investors and the public, is not a good foundation for 
solid economic assessments and predictions. Everyone is a loser in such situation: the public, the 
importers, the banks, and the exporters. Especially the exporters since they depend so much on the 
exchange value of the frank; and a constantly shifting value won’t allow them to even calculate their 
profits and losses, let alone tell them if they need or can retool or invest in new technologies. A 
currency’s most foundational function is to allow comparisons of value and economic calculation. 
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When this is destroyed because a central bank has tampered with it, the currency is as good as 
nothing, and the economy suffers. 

In short, the SNB lost its nerve and decided to act to solve a short-term problem, sacrificing the 
wealth of Switzerland and its citizens in the long-term. But that loss of nerve will cost dearly. And 
the markets know it: hedge funds are already plotting to take advantage of it. The markets are not 
easily fooled by the theories of mercantilism and Keynesianism; unlike the central bankers, they 
have learned the lessons of the last two centuries and they know those two theories produce failures 
when applied in practice. Ideas have consequences, and bad ideas have bad consequences. And those 
who can tell bad ideas for what they are, can take advantage of them. And Switzerland will pay 
dearly in the long-term, unless it makes a quick turn and returns to the principles of free markets and 
sound money that have kept it economically stable and prosperous for centuries. 

Bojidar Marinov 
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 The Sweet Compromise of Neutrality 181.
Bojidar Marinov, September 21, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616205121/http://americanvision.org/5180/the-sweet-compromise-
of-neutrality/  

When Reb Bradley published his article, “Solving 
the Crisis in Homeschooling,” it deservedly 
received much attention from the homeschool 
community in the US. The article is an honest 
estimate of the blind spots in homeschooling, told 
by a homeschooling father who is looking back and 
assessing the mistakes he has made; and also the 

mistakes other people make in homeschooling. Not that such revelation is new; many people through 
the years have commented on those, and homeschoolers have been correcting the mistakes they have 
been making, passing experience, expertise, and spiritual guidance on to the next generation of 
homeschoolers. Bradley’s article’s contribution is that it compiles all of them into one 
comprehensive treatise, approaching the problem from a combination of viewpoints, especially from 
a spiritual perspective. 

There is not a single line in the whole article where Bradley uses the mistakes he has made to 
conclude that giving his children to a public or Christian school could have solved those problems. 
The whole article remains within the framework of homeschooling as the best approach to Christian 
education; it only corrects homeschoolers, it doesn’t discourage them from homeschooling. It 
doesn’t say that some fathers and mothers are not qualified to homeschool; it doesn’t say that it is 
good to give your children to strangers for education; it doesn’t say that children need “experts” to 
educate them; it doesn’t say that Bradley would have given his children to a school if he was to start 
over again. Nothing like this. The article is simply and openly a warning and correction to 
homeschoolers that there are blind spots in homeschooling. That’s it. 

This did not stop Phil Johnson, Executive Directors at John MacArthur’s Grace To You Ministry, to 
declare on his FB page: 

Here's something to chew on for those who take the jihadist approach to homeschooling: 
http://t.co/afq5NZM 

The “jihadists” are those of us who believe that (1) the Bible defines the family as the God-given 
institution for education; (2) academic education and vocational training can not be separated from 
moral and religious instruction and institutional setting, i.e. the family; and therefore (3) abandoning 
your children to strangers for several hours every day, away from the direct control of the parents, is 
a violation of the command to the parents to teach their children. 

Phil Johnson wouldn’t have any of that. In a previous comment, which I discussed in an article, he 
compared homeschooling to a mentally deranged mother who decided to circumcise her 3-year old 
son at home, leading to severe bleeding and pain. He is committed to prove that homeschooling is 
not for everyone, and that children are much safer away from the home, in the hands of “experts” in 
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public schools and private schools. Awful things happen at home, you know, mothers cut their sons, 
and homeschooling fathers honestly assess their mistakes; the children are not safe there. Such 
things never happen at neither public nor private schools, so we’ll all be safe to turn our kids to the 
“experts” and only meet them every night for a few hours after work to make sure they haven’t 
forgotten they have a “family.” Therefore Phil Johnson wages his holy war against “homeschool 
jihadists.” 

The truth is, Johnson is not the main problem. The main problem lies higher than him, with his boss 
and pastor, John MacArthur. When asked, “As parents, we struggle with the schooling issue. If we 
choose to leave our kids in public school, are we making an unwise and unspiritual choice?”, he says 
in reply: 

Is it wrong to put your children in a public school? Not necessarily. Is it right to put your children 
only in Christian schools—or home-school them? Not necessarily. 

Now, this is the same John MacArthur who a few weeks ago criticized the neo-Reformed “young 
guys” for their belief that “if you have a Reformed soteriology, you get a pass on everything else. 
You can have an Arminian ecclesiology; you can have an Arminian view of evangelism...” And so 
on. A very good critique, right on time, and right where it was most needed. 

Except that, in the answer above, MacArthur shows that for him Reformed soteriology gives a free 
pass on the issue of children’s education. As long as you have Reformed soteriology, you can give 
your children pagan education, and everything will be alright. 

How in the world can a man criticize the neo-Reformed for their immersion in the pagan culture to 
the point of being part of it, and still claim that it is okay to separate the children from the family and 
give them to that same pagan culture to be immersed in it for eight hours a day, taught by pagans, 
trained by pagans, surrounded by pagans who determine their values, regulate their behavior, and 
grade them according to their loyalty to a moral system completely hostile to the Gospel? How can 
he miss the obvious fact that the same culture he criticizes in the neo-Reformed is planted and 
cultivated in the children’s minds in those public schools, and very often in the private Christian 
schools too? How can he miss the Biblical solution to the culture of Abercrombie & Fitch shirts, 
feminized hysterical men, and liberal use of obscene language: The family and its environment of 
love and protection where children are taught that their value is not in their “mixing with the crowd” 
but in finding their unique purpose in the plan of God? 

And most important: How can MacArthur, for his claims to be a “Reformed” pastor, miss this 
foundational tenet of the Reformed doctrine, that our knowledge of the world and of ourselves can 
not be separated from our knowledge of God; that a school that removes God from its system of 
education and knowledge gives no education and teaches no knowledge whatsoever? 

Had MacArthur bothered to read at least the first chapters of that foundational book for all Reformed 
Christians, Institutes of Christian Religion by John Calvin, he would have learned that in the 
Reformed worldview, there is no such thing as morally neutral knowledge. Our knowledge of 
ourselves and of the world is interconnected with our knowledge of God. We can not learn anything 
unless our learning is immersed in God and His works in the universe. No amount of information 
makes sense without being placed in the context of God as the Creator. No matter how many hours a 
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day a child sits in a classroom and listens to a “professional” who delivers the information in an 
“expert” way, the child will come out of there uneducated and unable to understand even the 
simplest truth of life, if the “professional” rejects the ultimate truth of all; or if he teaches without 
any reference to it. Our whole thinking and knowledge and education – as well as the educational 
setting, classroom vs. the home – must flow from our knowledge of God through His Word. If we 
miss to give such comprehensive system of education to our children, we have left them uneducated, 
graduations and degrees notwithstanding. 

But MacArthur doesn’t have a comprehensive worldview, and therefore his view of education is 
fragmented and inconsistent. He thinks he can separate the moral foundation of learning and the 
content of learning. He thinks he can separate the process of learning from the institution of learning 
God has established: the family. 

In other words, MacArthur believes that there can be such thing as a morally neutral education. 

But there isn’t. MacArthur hasn’t done his homework to study the true nature of education, and 
especially the philosophy of collective education in the United States. In the forming years of this 
nation most of the education was home-based, including math and reading. The churches set up 
schools in some areas but these schools never took the children away from the family for the whole 
day; the children were expected to work and learn with their parents. It is this home-based education 
that the founders of the public school movement in the US reacted against. R.J. Rushdoony gives a 
masterful analysis of the socialist and anti-Christian philosophy of those educational collectivists in 
his book, The Messianic Character of American Education. True knowledge and education has 
never been the goal and purpose of the public school system. Its founders, faithful to their Marxist 
convictions, had as their mission to separate the children from the “crude influence” of the religious 
home; to do that, they worked to establish the schools as a substitute religion where the pack, the 
collective established the rules, and not the family. MacArthur just needs to read Rushdoony’s book 
to know that by design, public schools are not schools at all, they are temples of a rival religion. And 
since many Christian schools only parrot the public schools, they are not different either. 

In addition, had MacArthur read Bruce Shortt’s very well researched book, The Harsh Truth About 
Public Schools, he would have had all the evidence he needed that public schools not only were set 
up with the express purpose to oppose the Christian family and its faith but they are also succeeding 
in fulfilling it today. They are nothing less than seminaries of the new paganism, the same cultural 
paganism MacArthur criticizes in others. They destroy the children spiritually, emotionally, and 
intellectually. Once a child is given to the public school, he becomes a victim, or rather, a sacrifice to 
the gods of the new paganism. 

And yet, MacArthur says it is “not necessarily” wrong to send your child to an institution that was 
created to defy God, continues to defy God, and succeeds abundantly in separating children from the 
faith of their parents. And Phil Johnson wages a holy war against those of us who believe that the 
Bible has specific principles for education of children, and these principles establish the family as 
the institution for that education. They have accepted the compromise of neutrality, the belief that 
there are morally gray, neutral areas where the Law of God has no bearing at all, and we have a free 
pass for anything in those areas as long as we have Reformed soteriology. 
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This compromise of neutrality is a sweet compromise. It helps a preacher make many people happy. 
In the discussions I had with people of the MacArthur’s crowd, the first argument they always use is 
this: “Are you saying that giving your children to a public school is sin?” The underlying challenge 
in this question is: “Do you dare tell millions of parents that they live in sin for abandoning their 
children to pagans to be instructed in paganism? Are you going to really throw the gauntlet at so 
many people?” 

Well, since I don’t believe in neutrality, I have to throw the gauntlet and say, yes, abandoning your 
children to pagans for instruction is sin. There may be individual situations where “God overlooks 
the times of ignorance” (Acts 17:30) but God’s mercy doesn’t turn sin into righteousness. Sin 
remains sin, and if God has established the family as the educational institution, then abandoning 
your children to strangers is sin. 

MacArthur can’t throw this gauntlet. He has no theological nor Biblical support for his statement 
that giving your children to the pagan school is “not necessarily” wrong. But to admit that will mean 
to challenge many more people than he is willing to challenge. He prefers the sweet compromise of 
neutrality. That’s why, even though he says that “the ultimate responsibility for the proper education 
of your children rests upon you—the parents—not the school or the church,” he qualifies his 
statement by saying that, 

Those two institutions are vital to a child's overall development, but standards, convictions, and moral 
strength should be implemented at home. 

The home, in other words, is responsible for only the “moral part” of education. The rest of it is a-
moral and neutral, it has no moral standards attached to it. Whether we learn mathematics as part of 
God’s creation or as simply a random product of the highly organized matter which is the human 
mind is of no consequence; whether the children are taught that men and women were created by 
God or are evolved apes without any foundational moral origin is of no consequence. It is of no 
consequence that by sending the children to a school the parents are left with no way to control the 
moral environment where those those children spend eight hours a day; somehow the couple of 
hours in the evening when everyone is tired are the hours MacArthur expects the parents to 
implement the “standards, convictions, and moral strength.” And that after the children have had 
completely different standards, convictions, and moral strength imposed on them throughout the day. 

Such challenge to millions of Christian parents is too big for MacArthur. Many of them will stop 
listening to him if he issues such challenge. Thus a compromise is needed, and moral neutrality is 
the best possible compromise: “not necessarily.” Thus parents are left happy, confronted only with 
the “challenge” of God’s grace which MacArthur has made the central tenet of his message. 
Neutrality is a sweet compromise because it keeps the numbers big. 

But God is not mocked, and in His creation there are no morally gray, neutral areas. No matter what 
problems homeschoolers may have, and how much they need to learn and re-learn to make 
homeschooling better, the home will remain the only educational setting the Bible talks about. No 
matter how much MacArthur tries to compromise, education can not be separated into moral and a-
moral. All education and knowledge must be subject to the principles of the Biblical worldview, and 
therefore taught from the perspective of the Biblical worldview. Without the context of the Biblical 
worldview there is no education, no learning, no knowledge. Contrary to MacArthur’s claims, public 
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schools – and many Christian private schools – are pagan seminaries, and giving Christian children 
to them is wrong, just as giving Hebrew children to the surrounding nations would have been sin in 
the Old Testament. God is not mocked, and the more MacArthur and preachers like him close their 
eyes and shut their ears to the comprehensive worldview and requirements of the Bible, the more 
Christians will lose their kids to the pagan culture. Only a minister who is willing to challenge the 
sin of the multitudes is a true minister; the minister who has accepted the sweet compromise of 
moral neutrality is only an impostor, and those who follow him will discover that the price for 
neutrality in the hands of God is much higher than it looks on the surface. 
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 The Pelosi To Do List: What it is all about 182.
Bojidar Marinov, September 16, 2009  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/659/pelosi-do-list-all-about/  

These measures will, of course, be different in different countries.  

Nevertheless, in most advanced countries, the following will be pretty generally applicable.  

1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public purposes.  
2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.  
3. Abolition of all rights of inheritance.  
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.  
5. Centralization of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a national bank with state capital and 
an exclusive monopoly.  
6. Centralization of the means of communication and transport in the hands of the state.  
7. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the state; the bringing into 
cultivation of waste lands, and the improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a common 
plan.  
8. Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for agriculture.  
9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition of all the distinction 
between town and country by a more equable distribution of the populace over the country.  
10. Free education for all children in public schools. etc.1  

This is a plan. A 10-point plan for change. Complete change of society along the lines of a new 
world order. A world order that will do with the old world and create the ideal society, without any 
of the old garbage of “life, liberty and property.” A revolutionary world order of a few ideological 
fanatics against mankind. Against you and your family. 

This is the plan we have seen being developed in the United States in the last century or more. Step 
by step. Generation by generation of politicians. It is Nancy Pelosi’s privilege to be this generation’s 
guardian and executor of the plan. I can imagine the notes in her notebook on each one of the points: 

1. Accomplished through property taxes across the whole country.  
2. Accomplished.  
3. Accomplished by the use of inheritance tax.  
4. In progress – eminent domain, etc.  
5. Accomplished.  
6. Failed – due to Internet and the Ron Paul Revolution.  
7. In progress - through bailouts and government regulations.  
8. In progress – through mandatory “voluntary” service.  
9. Huh? How do you do that?  
10. Accomplished. Problems with homeschooling movement. 
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Five of the ten are accomplished. Three are in progress. One has failed so far. One is not clear as to 
how it should be implemented. You are very close to Pelosi’s dream world. 

The To Do List was written by that mentor and teacher of Nancy Pelosi, Karl Marx. He wrote it in 
his Communist Manifesto back in 1848. Marx’s other students in Eastern Europe and Asia applied it 
completely, and it lead to chaos, murder, poverty and social decay. I grew up there the first 20 years 
of my life, and I experienced it on my back. Literally, sometimes. Nancy Pelosi wants the same here 
for you who were born in America. And for your children. 

She’ll have some hard time though. Her mentor knew it wouldn’t be easy. He warned her: 

The communist revolution is the most radical rupture with traditional relations; no wonder that its 
development involved the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.1  

The traditional relations he was talking about are your family, your church, your business, and your 
“bourgeois” ideas of rights and liberty. Your faithfulness to your spouse, your aged parents and your 
children. Your work ethics and commitment to your customers and friends. Your inheritance of 
rights and liberties. He knew you would fight for your family and your rights and your liberties. So 
he gave her the tools to win: 

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected except by means of despotic inroads on the rights 
of property, and on the conditions of bourgeois [capitalist] production; by means of measures, 
therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable, but which, in the course of the 
movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old social order, and are 
unavoidable as a means of entirely revolutionizing the mode of production.1 

This explains it, doesn’t it. It’s all in there. 

This is not just about healthcare. It isn’t just about stimulus. Nor just taxes. 

It is about two legacies. Your legacy from the Founding Fathers. And Nancy Pelosi’s legacy from 
Karl Marx. 

 

 

1. All quotes are from Karl Marx, The Communist Manifesto, Chapter II. 

Bojidar Marinov 
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 The Left’s Last Gamble 183.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3762/the-lefts-last-gamble/  

In the 1980s, the Communist governments in 
Eastern Europe began to realize that they 
were losing power. The Communist grip on 
the minds of the people was loosening. The 
Communist public schools were failing to 
produce young people loyal to the Party and 
to the Marxist ideology. The populations in 
Eastern Europe were increasingly resentful of 
the dictatorships, and local bureaucrats in 
many places had trouble imposing their will 
on the reluctant people. Information about the 
West was penetrating the borders, and 
Marxism was considered a joke everywhere. 
Those more courageous were doing 
everything they could to run the blockade on 
the borders and flee to the West. The natural 

course of events was against the Communist dictators, and they knew their days in power were 
numbered. Marxism had lost credibility; and Communist governments were losing legitimacy 
everywhere. 

So they decided to try the last gamble of all dictators: Provoke their populations to anger, and 
ultimately insurrection. The ensuing chaos wouldn’t have restored the credibility of Marxism; but 
the dictators hoped that it would at least give their governments some “legitimacy,” as “restorers of 
peace and public order.” Or, if it didn’t restore their legitimacy, at least would destroy the legitimacy 
of the anti-Communist opposition. When everyone’s legitimacy is destroyed, then there are no 
absolute moral directives for action. And there is nothing that Communists do better than winning in 
a morally relativistic universe. 

So the policy of “an iron fist in a velvet glove” adopted after the death of Stalin was gradually 
reversed. The iron fist was once again clad in an ugly spiked gauntlet. The first example was the 
Afghanistan war – a senseless war that didn’t produce any benefits to the Soviet regime or society. A 
whole generation of young people of all the nationalities in the Soviet Union grew in the fear that 
they will be sent to fight in Afghanistan. The Soviet government had the resources and the 
opportunities to withdraw at any time, but the war was used for provoking the populations to anger 
and fear. In addition to it, in many places in Eastern Europe governments re-directed food supplies in 
such a way as to deprive certain cities or regions of food – creating long lines of people waiting to 
buy basic foods. Other cities and regions were oversupplied, thus creating mutual resentment 
between groups of populations. In Poland, the government pulled all meat products from the market 
and started shipping hem to the Soviet Union, thousands of tons by rail. When the Polish people 
revolted against this policy, the government imposed martial law, and requested “foreign aid” from 
other Eastern European nations, thus depleting their scarce supply of food. All throughout Eastern 
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Europe Communist secret police and special forces (gendarmerie) could be seen patrolling the 
streets. The old curfews of the WWII were revived and enforced. The author of this article was in 
Potsdam, Eastern Germany in 1986, witnessing a column of almost 200 Soviet tanks parading down 
a busy downtown street in the middle of the day, blocking the traffic for almost 3 hours. 

Faithful to its racist heritage, Communism didn’t hesitate to use the historic divisions or animosity 
between the different kins, people groups, nationalities, and races. Where such divisions existed, 
they were fostered even further by different kinist and racist theories; where they didn’t exist, they 
were created. Under the pretense of “preserving ethnic heritages,” the 80s saw the Communists 
emphasizing the ethnic differences and alternately oppressing and favoring minorities, thus 
encouraging mutual enmity and distrust between people groups. 

In many places whole regions were deliberately harassed. In Bulgaria, my home country, the 
chemical factories of Russe, the fourth largest city in the nation, were set to full production mode 
without smoke- and fume-absorbing devices. For weeks a population of 300,000+ was literally 
choked by the unbearable concentration of acids in the atmosphere. The first revolt in Bulgaria in the 
fall of 1989 started right there, in Russe, and was crushed by the police with cruelty that reminded 
everyone of the Stalin’s times. Whole populations were moved, or forced to do things repugnant to 
them. Private homes were seized for government purposes. Towns were evacuated and destroyed in 
large government projects. 

Communist propaganda became even more disgusting, brazen-faced, and insolent. Even in the times 
of the perestroyka, the more Communism failed, the more the media praised its economic and social 
achievements. Everyone knew it was lies, including the propagandists. But the goal was not 
convincing people anymore, nor changing their minds. 

The goal was to provoke them to anger, and ultimately to rebellion. The more abusive, openly lying, 
disgusting the Communist governments became, the better the chance for the people to revolt. The 
government had its human shields to protect it from such an insurrection – the police, the 
gendarmerie, the secret police. The goal was to get some of those human shields killed by those who 
couldn’t bear it anymore. Once some of the pawns got killed, the governments could find an excuse 
to use full-fledged violence against the “hooligans,” and thus destroy the opposition before it was too 
late. 

Similar tactics was used by the British in America in the 1770s. The British government felt it was 
losing its power over the colonists, so it did everything it could to provoke them to rebellion, which 
could be crushed without a loss of legitimacy. The human shields, the agents of provocation were the 
British tax-collectors. Indeed, the first victims of the Revolution were not British soldiers, but British 
tax-collectors. Other dictatorships in history, when at the end of their ability to maintain their power, 
have used the same tactics. 

President Obama, and the puppet masters behind him, are obviously resorting to the same age-old 
technique these days. 

This time the human shields are the TSA agents. The provocation is the new rules of airport 
screening. 
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Of course, there is nothing logical about it. Sexual molestation of little boys and girls contributes 
nothing to security. Porno scanners do nothing to detect explosives. It isn’t true that the scanners are 
safe, and there is no study that says that they are safe; TSA lies through its teeth when they say the 
porno scanners are safe. The humiliation of women and elderly people is deliberate – in fact, as 
becomes more and more obvious, it will accelerate to make sure more people get offended by it. It is 
obvious pilots don’t have to go through scanners – does a pilot really need explosives to crash a 
plane? It is a well-known fact that El Al offers a much better system that involves a fraction of the 
staff and an even less fraction of the cost TSA employs, with a higher level of security. It is obvious 
good decent Americans – white, black, Hispanic, Asian – don’t need to be strip-searched as 
criminals; what’s the last time a white, black, Hispanic, or Asian American blew up a plane? Or 
what’s the last time a white-haired good old lady in a wheelchair blew up a plane? It is obvious TSA 
works frantically to protect the perverts among its employees – which means all of them – from any 
legal action involving their acts of perversion. And it is obvious that the porno scanners were part of 
a big scheme of corruption, putting even more of the tax-payers’ money into the pockets of Soros 
and Chertoff. 

There is no logic in the actions of the President administration, and there is no logic in the actions 
and words of the TSA administration. 

Or, rather, there is. TSA is on a mission: Get as many Americans mad as possible. Get them to hate 
the TSA agents to such a degree as to revolt. Get a few of those TSA agents killed by those decent, 
freedom-loving Americans that can’t take it anymore. If possible, do it before the new Congress 
starts session. 

In addition to it, more and more the leftist establishment spews out disgusting propaganda and lies. 
Soros openly advises Obama to ignore the will of the American people and rule through executive 
orders, like a General Secretary of a Politburo. It goes against the very meaning of America, and it 
certainly doesn’t make Soros more popular, but his goal is not popularity anymore; he is there to 
provoke America to anger. Warren Buffett sends a “thank you” letter to the administration that 
makes the majority of the financial and business professionals in the US wonder if the old man has 
been smoking something really strong these last weeks. There is not a single point in the actions of 
the Federal government in the last two years that had any visible positive impact on the economy; so 
what is Buffett thanking for? But again, logic and truth is not his goal; it all is part of the greater plot 
to make us all angry, to make us revolt and give the Federal government that legitimacy that it is 
lacking. What’s missing is Bill Gates’ presence in the media to tell us how many millions of jobs 
were created by the closing of tens of thousands of businesses in California due to the environmental 
protection laws. 

MSNBC, CNN, and other Communist media keep saying things that are outrageously untrue, and in 
fact deliberate lies. And one of the pawns of the establishment just said the other day, publicly, that 
he wants to see FCC close FoxNews. In the name of Marx and Engels, and Lenin, he forgot to add. 

In the midst of all this Obama is silent about the porno scanners and the humiliation millions of 
Americans are going through at the airports. He is instructed by his masters to remain silent so that 
more people get angry, and revolt. 
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Their hope is that a few TSA agents will die. Then, the leftist establishment hopes to have its lost 
legitimacy back. 

But they are mistaken. TSA agents may die or not. Americans may revolt – or they may decide to 
use the peaceful political process that is so terrifying to the leftist establishment these days. There 
may be insurrection, or civil disobedience – or there may be not. But even if the hopes of the leftists 
come true, that won’t create legitimacy for their agenda. It didn’t in Eastern Europe. It didn’t in the 
American Revolution. It never does. People never forget who started the provocations. Eventually 
those that live by the sword, will die by the sword. 

The Bible tells us that no matter how powerful those earthly powers are, God laughs at them from 
His throne. As long as there are a handful of Christians willing to stand against the tyranny and 
injustice, leftists’ plots will be thwarted and defeated. Obama, Soros, Buffett, and the other leftists 
better learn their history quick, before it’s too late. 



 

 
1042 

 The Left’s Change of Heart Concerning Jesus 184.
Bojidar Marinov, December 22, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3852/the-lefts-change-of-
heart-concerning-jesus/  

You know when the Left is in trouble: They start praying 
to Jesus. Well, not exactly praying the way we Christians 
understand it; the leftist’s prayer is rather trying to recruit 
Jesus to their agenda and goals, not really ask Jesus what 
He wishes. 

This is what Mehdi Hasan has done in his article, “What 
Would Jesus Do?” in the New Statesman. Hasan is the 
senior politics editor of the New Statesman; and the New 
Statesman is a British left-wing magazine founded by 

members of the Fabian Society back in 1913. Yes, the same Fabian Society that has adopted for its 
emblem a wolf in sheep’s clothing. Socialists seem quite eager these days to embrace Jesus. Seems 
like some religion might not hurt socialism, after all. 

If the Fabian Society has any superior logical or intellectual capabilities, Hasan is not really 
passionate to exhibit them in this article. The piece is a mess of logical fallacies, ignorance about the 
facts of the Bible, and unwarranted logical leaps from one argument to another. When summoning 
his witnesses, for example, Hasan relies on Gorbachev and Hugo Chavez, and “even Quentin Letts” 
(Who’s Quentin Letts anyway?) – as if there aren’t better theologians than them in the world to tell 
us about Jesus’ political views. Because radical leftist movements were inspired by Jesus, Hasan 
claims, Jesus must be a leftie. Meanwhile, he admits that these days it is the right that is inspired by 
Jesus too; he doesn’t seem to make the same logical conclusion that may be then Jesus was right-
wing conservative. 

The use of descriptions is atrocious, logically and factologically speaking: Jesus is “the unemployed 
son of two asylum-seekers.” Well, Jesus was a toddler when Joseph and Mary were “asylum-
seekers.” What an unemployed toddler has to do with leftist ideologies, Hasan doesn’t tell us. Then 
of course, comes the typical leftist profiling: “the Jesus of the Gospels is a bearded, sandal-wearing, 
unmarried rabbi from Nazareth with all the personal traits of a modern revolutionary.” What does 
Jesus’ clothing, religion, or marital preferences have to do with the “personal traits of a modern 
revolutionary” is not mentioned. If I said, “the bearded Mehdi Hasan living in Britain, with his 
religiously significant name (the Good Prophet of God), has all the personal traits of a modern 
Muslim suicide bomber, and therefore he is a suicide bomber,” I would have committed a logical 
fallacy, and yet it won’t be as bad as Hasan’s fallacy. And even the very idea that Jesus imitated 
leftist movements that appeared hundreds of years later is preposterous to an extent that can’t be 
expected of a “political analyst” of such significant magazine like the New Scientist. 

The five “reasons” why Jesus would act a leftie today are even more preposterous. First, Jesus didn’t 
advocate “class war”: He didn’t work up the crowds to expropriate the riches of the rich man. He 
advised him to share voluntarily – the sort of free market “voluntarism” so deeply despised by 
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socialist revolutionaries in the last two centuries. Second, Jesus didn’t bash the “bankers” but the 
money-changers. The two groups were different groups – and even today in Britain a bank and an 
exchange office are different entities. And Jesus actually advised people to leave their money with 
the bankers if they have no idea what business to apply them to (Matt. 25:27). What’s Hasan 
problem with he modern money-changers? Third, in Matthew 20:1-6 Jesus doesn’t advocate “fair 
daily living wage” but the right of the employer to decide what to pay to whom. Would a leftie today 
advocate such a thing? Fourth, Jesus’ miracles have nothing to do with a national centralized 
healthcare. Not a single one of His miracles was paid by taxpayers robbed of their money by force. 
(Now, if Hasan can recommend national healthcare that performs perfect miracles at no cost 
whatsoever, I will sign up immediately.) Fifth, Jesus the “anti-war activist” was the one who said to 
the disciples to carry swords with them (Luke 22:26-28). Peter wouldn’t have had a sword in the first 
place if Jesus didn’t tell him to. 

Contrary to what Wallis says (as quoted by Hasan) the politics of Jesus constitutes no problem 
whatsoever for the religious right. Wallis and Hasan wish it did. But it doesn’t, and no verbal 
equilibristics on the Left can change this fact. Hasan, with all his effort, didn’t prove his case; he 
only succeeded in creating the suspicion that the New Scientist has very low intellectual standards 
for their editors. 

The bigger question is this: Why is the Left so eager to appropriate Jesus Christ for their agenda 
these days? After two centuries of open disdain, ridicule, denouncements of the Christian faith by 
socialists, what is the reason for this “religious revival” among them? We have heard leftist 
“prophecies” before of the imminent death of Christianity. Why is it so dear to them now? 

The answer is: Socialism is morally bankrupt. It has spent whatever moral capital it had, and now 
socialists are desperately looking for some new meaning to inject in their system to keep it alive. 

The left has a history of ideological compromises. Anytime it went bankrupt, it was eager to adopt 
the elements of the system the socialists hated so much, in order to make their system survive. 

Capitalist economy was Lenin’s way to save Russia from economic collapse. The greatest ideologist 
of Communism after Marx and Engels couldn’t think of a way to save Communism from economic 
bankruptcy except by letting back on the market private initiative, profits, and free system of prices. 
Russia recovered almost miraculously. Lenin’s “New Economic Policy” was in fact the centuries-old 
economic policy of the Christian world of free market, capitalist mode of profits and production, 
decentralized pricing. Stalin eventually abolished the policy in 1928. The next year Russia, whose 
most serious economic problem before WWI was how to dispose of the excess grain, had its worst 
famine in its history. Later, in the 1960s and then in the 1980s, the Soviet leadership again adopted 
semi-capitalist measures when the Soviet economy was before collapse. Capitalist nations were the 
solution again when it came to purchasing the necessary machinery, or technology; apparently, since 
socialism actually produced backwardness in science and technology, there was nothing wrong with 
the superior capitalist advances. 

The Chinese experiment in capitalist economy is well known, of course, to any student of the recent 
history of China. Chinese communists eventually discovered that Communism produces famine, and 
the only solution they could find is to slaughter the sacred cow of their ideology: Public ownership 
of the means of production. One could argue how much of the Marxist ideology has remained in 
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China these days. The dictatorship is certainly still there – but only to support an essentially 
capitalist economy, which is farther away from the orthodoxy of Marxism than even the United 
States or Europe today. China increasingly resembles the Chile of Pinochet rather than the ideal of 
the Communist Manifesto. Capitalism works, you know. 

Even European socialists – who seldom learn from history – in the last ten years talk about the “role 
of entrepreneurship” in Europe. The Lisbon strategy adopted in 2000 was supposed to encourage 
that entrepreneurship and restore Europe economically. It never happened, largely because the 
socialist leaders of Europe left it to the bureaucrats to revive European entrepreneurship. It never 
happened. But at least, the willingness for ideological compromise was there. 

Economic bankruptcy makes socialists willing to forget their economic ideology. Political 
bankruptcy has the same effect on them. When in the 1980s Communism in Eastern Europe had 
spent all the political capital it had, the leaders of the Eastern European dictatorships eventually tried 
to find a solution by relinquishing one of the central tenets of Marxism – the one-party system. 
“Liberal democracies” were ridiculed before by orthodox Communists; then “liberal democracy” 
suddenly became the fad of the day, and the perestroika was supposed to restore it in the Communist 
countries as a “step to a better Communism.” 

Those were economic and political bankruptcy. Socialism could survive those, as long as its moral 
sway over its followers remained strong. As long as the voters believed in the cherished socialist 
ideals of redistributing wealth, government control, political dictatorship by an “enlightened elite,” 
socialists were willing to sacrifice ideological orthodoxy in the political and economic area to remain 
in power. 

But these days socialism is facing a bankruptcy from which it may never recover: Moral bankruptcy. 
It lacks moral legitimacy. It has no new appealing message to the masses. It has no attractiveness 
anymore beyond a small circle of elitist intellectuals. It sounds pathetically old-fashioned. The 
enthusiasm is lost, and, as Mehdi Hasan rightly points out, in the US the “Christian right is in 
ascendancy.” (He knows whatever is in ascendancy in the US today, will be so in Europe in a 
decade. It’s a proven historical trend.) 

President Obama’s rise and fall is the most alarming indicator of it. No socialist has ever won such a 
victory before. And no politician in history has experienced such sharp fall in popularity after his 
victory – all because of his socialist policies. What was supposed to be the ultimate victory of 
socialism in the US turned out to be its defeat, and apparently its final defeat, judging from the lack 
of vision and ideas. The Left is in the awkward position of still wielding the political power in both 
the United States and Europe, and not knowing what to do with it. Anything they do is interpreted 
against them. The old comfortable conditions of passing laws without public scrutiny are gone. 

And what is even more disturbing to the socialist elites, the Christian right is not silent anymore. It 
has a moral indictment against every socialist policy and against every tenet of the socialist 
philosophy. And socialism has no answer. It is bankrupt. It is running out of moral legitimacy. And 
because of that, socialism is running out of manpower. And apparently, from the quality of Hasan’s 
article, it is running out of brainpower. 
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Hasan is forced to write such a stupid and illogical article about Jesus. Of course he doesn’t believe a 
word of what he himself says. For someone who marches under the banner of a wolf in sheep’s 
clothes, we know what he really believes about Christianity and Christ. (Seriously, Mehdi, do you 
expect many Christians to believe you?) Any concession to Christianity and Christ is an ideological 
compromise, just like Lenin’s New Economic Policy and the Gorbachev’s perestroika. But Hasan 
has no other option. 

His rationale is this: religion proved to survive much better than expected. It apparently not only 
survived the “age of reason” but even managed to increase in popularity. Well, it certainly worked 
well as a tool for the conservative right in gaining popularity and moral legitimacy. Why not use it as 
a tool for the left? Why not using Jesus as a tool too? 

But he has a problem there: Jesus is not a fiction. He is real. And He is no one’s tool. And He is not 
“unemployed.” He is in the business of throwing socialism on the dustbin of history. Hasan better 
make peace with Him and repent, before it’s too late. 
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 The Hopeless Crusades of Soros, Buffett, and Gates 185.
Bojidar Marinov, November 3, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3691/the-hopeless-crusades-
of-soros-buffett-and-gates/  

 “Insanity is doing the same things and expecting different results.” 
Rita Mae Brown 

When on October 10th George Soros said that he wasn’t 
contributing to this campaign because he didn’t want to “stay in 
the way of a [Republican] avalanche,” one could almost say that 
the old man finally regained his sanity. That delusion would 
have lasted for about a fortnight, until Soros declared he was 
giving money to the highly unpopular NPR for hiring more 
reporters, after Juan Williams was fired. 

Last time he publicly gave a big chunk of money to a news 
corporation was when in February 2006 he saved the bankrupt 
Air America in order to have it as a tool for the mid-term 
elections at the time. At that time, The Hill reported, while 
actively engaging in the Democratic Alliance, 

George Soros told a carefully vetted gathering of 70 likeminded millionaires and billionaires last 
weekend that they must be patient if they want to realize long-term political and ideological yields 
from an expected massive investment in “startup” progressive think tanks. 

Long-term political and ideological yields, was what Soros was looking at when giving millions of 
dollars to bankrupt media and liberal politicians and think-tanks. 

At the same time Bill Gates was spending his millions supporting the Democrat Party and individual 
liberal initiatives throughout the United States. Even as late as this last week, he contributed another 
$700,000 to defeat the Proposition 23 in California. 

Warren Buffett was known as an enthusiastic supporter of Obama, even to the point of allowing 
Obama to brag about having Buffett as his economic adviser. 

And these are not alone. The Democrat Party, believed to be “the party of the little people” by its 
voters, lives on the money of the super-rich in this country. That’s why Democrat politicians have no 
problem raising tens of millions of dollars for their campaigns: It just happens so that “liberal 
values” – whatever that thing means – are the values of the billionaires in this country. Or may be – 
just may be – it so happens that the interests of super-rich are presented as “liberal values.” 

This week the hope for “long-term” yields will go down the drain. A decade of “massive” 
billionaires’ investment came to a crash within one summer. The political yields are gone, and there 
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is no recognizable ideological capital left on the left. Hundreds of millions of dollars down the road 
the liberal establishment is back to square one. America is conservative again, this time against not 
only the Democrats but against the Republican establishment as well. And no hope of changing the 
direction in the near future. Money given to leftist propaganda turned out to be a waste. And Air 
America went bankrupt earlier this year, followed by several other smaller leftist media 
organizations. 

The fiasco of the billionaires is comparable to the failure of the massive financial support the 
Russian Bolsheviks received from Germany in 1917 to weaken Russia and make it harmless to 
Germany. Ten tons of German government gold ($440 million in today’s money) went with Lenin to 
Saint Petersburg, arranged by his friend Max Warburg (yes, the brother of Paul Warburg, the 
architect of the Federal Reserve). A year later the German monarchy collapsed; another 25 years 
later the Red Army was pillaging Germany. 

The Billionaires’ Crusade has collapsed, despite all the money poured into it. This is a good time to 
ask: Why? 

Soros, Buffett, and Gates got one thing right: Money talks. Money can change civilizations. It has 
influence. Wealth sends out signals. It attracts people’s attention. Therefore they decided to spend 
their money to change our civilization according to their own views. To have influence. To send out 
signals. To attract people to their causes. 

What the billionaires missed is that money talks in a different way. It is not money spent that talks; it 
is money made that does. It is not wealth given away that sends out signals. It is wealth accumulated 
that sends out signals. Money spent only wins allegiance for a time; it doesn’t make people identify 
with it. Wealth accumulated attracts people’s attention for life. It says, “Follow me. Identify with 
me. Imitate me. Learn to be like me. Learn to achieve like me.” Rich people inspire by their example 
of hard work, intelligence, independence; not by their spending habits. 

The ideal of the Billionaires’ Crusade is the world of socialism, where no one can receive a just 
compensation for their intellect, commitment, or skills. Everyone will be equalized. Overachievers 
will be taxed; underachievers will be sponsored. Wealth will be equal to all; healthcare will be equal 
to all, retirement will be equal to all. No one will be able to score higher than the rest. And the 
government will be there to make sure no one ever rises above the rest – except politically, of 
course. 

In other words, the vision of the billionaires is a world without them. A world where Bill Gates can 
not exist because he’ll be taxed to extinction before he even makes his first million, let alone his 50 
billions. A world where Buffett loses his money to government nationalizations before he can make 
profit on the investments. A world where Soros is equalized to everyone else and has no money left 
to contribute to any causes at all – he’ll be on a salary or government pension, like everyone else. 
There are no Soroses, Buffetts, and Gateses in any socialist country in the world; everyone is a hired 
hand there – to the government, of course. The Billionaires’ Crusade is a crusade for their own 
extinction. 

There is one major problem with this vision: The existence of Soros, Buffett, and Gates themselves. 
Their very existence and success, and the existence and success of their like-minded billionaires and 
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millionaires wars mightily against their own crusade. They didn’t make their wealth in a socialist 
environment. They didn’t become rich of welfare checks. They didn’t become rich by being 
members of trade unions. Neither did they become rich because of the generosity of social workers. 

There are too many Americans out there who want the same opportunity. May be not to become as 
rich and influential but to be free and have the opportunity to get what they deserve for their effort 
and skills. No amount of money can convince those enterprising Americans to give up their dreams 
to become independently wealthy. They can’t be bribed into dependence. They learn from the 
positive examples of the rich, and they want to get there one day. If not them, then their children. If 
the free market created Soros, Buffett and Gates, why not let it create many more like them; why buy 
into a socialist utopia that produces only dependent slaves? If no social workers or welfare checks 
were necessary to create the vast fortunes of the billionaires, why do we need social workers or 
welfare checks to create any fortune, big or small? 

All the leftist-minded billionaires with all their money can not bribe these people to give up their 
right to “pursuit of happiness.” Soros, Buffett and Gates can spend their last dollar on leftist 
propaganda; the majority of Americans will still learn from their example, and ignore their 
propaganda. 

Of course, there is and always will be part of the population that will gladly take the money of the 
billionaires to work for their causes – trade union members, welfare recipients, wide-eyed green 
activists, communist activists, etc. But they constitute another problem for the billionaires, and 
another liability for the Billionaires’ Crusade: 

These people hate the guts of the billionaires even while taking their money. They do not learn from 
the billionaires; they do not believe rich people can be an example in the first place. The whole 
ideology on the left is based on the belief that rich people are just “lucky,” “fortunate.” They do not 
identify with the super-rich; they believe the rich owe them a ride. It is an uneasy alliance, in which 
Soros, Buffett, and Gates must keep paying their field troops constantly in order to keep them in the 
battle – because without payment the troops will disperse. Even if Soros, Buffett, and Gates give 
away all their money and start living like one of those leftist-minded little people that vote 
Democrat, that won’t create a feeling of identity between them – envy will still be a stronger factor 
than camaraderie. The whole system of leftist political action is based on the principle of mercenary 
troops who leave when the cash doesn’t flow anymore. The very culture of leftism is based on 
mutual envy – because wealth is luck that happens to people, not a deserved reward for hard work 
and skill. 

The crusade of Soros, Buffett and Gates resembles the invasion of Italy by the Carthaginian general 
Hannibal in 218-203 BC. Using the money of his rich family of merchants and bankers, the Barcas, 
Hannibal was able to assemble an army of mercenaries and invade Italy. He was a brilliant leader, 
and he defeated the Romans in almost every engagement during his 15-year stay in Italy. His 
problem was that the culture of mercenaries never wins long-term against those that defend their 
own life, liberty, and property. After every lost battle the Romans – who were not paid mercenaries 
but defended their own lives, liberties, and properties – became even more resolute to resist and 
overcome. After 15 years of war Hannibal’s own mercenaries grew tired of him and abandoned him 
– there was nothing in it for them anymore. He had to return to Carthage, where his remaining troops 
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were finally defeated by Scipio. All the wealth of the Barcas couldn’t break the resolution of the 
Roman farmers and artisans to defend their own, against all odds. 

Therefore, the Billionaires’ Crusade is doomed to failure. Money talks not when it is spent but when 
it is made; influence comes from personal example of work, skill, and commitment, not from 
spending habits. The very existence and example of Soros, Buffett, abd Gates encourages more 
people to try to become like them. These ambitious enthusiastic newcomers to the marketplace will 
resist the Billionaires’ ideal of socialist equalizing, and will never be bribed into accepting it – not in 
the long-term, anyway. On the other hand, the very spending of money for leftist causes enhances a 
mercenary culture that is short-term oriented, based on mutual resentment and envy in those who 
have no purpose for their life except to be fed and cared for by others. Either way, the Billionaires’ 
Crusade is a huge waste of money, and it is doomed to failure. 
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 The Painkiller of Guilt-Manipulation 186.
Bojidar Marinov, November 10, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054334/http://americanvision.org/3715/the-painkiller-of-guilt-
manipulation/  

In the 1890s, when the chief editor of the British 
Daily Mail was asked, “What sells a newspaper?,” 
he gave a three-letter cynical reply: “War.” The 
Daily Mail was the first half-penny paper in the UK, 
specifically directed toward an audience that had no 
deeper ambitions but to be entertained. At the time, 
wars supplied the best entertainment for that public. 
Cheap stories of battles and horrors of war kept the 
readers spending their half-pennies. The paper was 
instrumental in stirring the public opinion in favor 
of war against Germany in 1910-1914. Later, during 
the 30s, Daily Mail acted as a propaganda paper in 

England for the German Nazis and the Italian Fascisti, as well as for their British counterpart, 
Oswald Mosley. Cheap entertainment, combined with political positions contrary to traditional 
Christian morality, was what sold the paper. 

These days, if the chief editor of The Daily Mail is asked, “What sells a newspaper?,” he’ll probably 
have his modern three-letter cynical reply: “USA.” Its readers are often entertained with weird, 
dubious, and very often patently untrue stories about the United States. This last week The Daily 
Mail didn’t miss an opportunity to tell one of its “stories” about America: 

The tunnel people of Las Vegas: How 1,000 live in flooded labyrinth under Sin City's shimmering 
strip 

In short, a Daily Mail photographer discovered a community of very poor people who live in the 
flood tunnels of Las Vegas, using the cast-offs of the luckier residents to “furnish” their subterranean 
“homes.” They live off scavenging the slot machines in the casinos above for left behind chips. In 
their “homes” in the tunnels, the conditions are appalling, with water leaking through the walls of the 
tunnels and the stink in the air. 

The article doesn’t make any value judgments as to the reasons for the condition the Vegas “tunnel 
people” live in. But the message is not lost on the British public, thoroughly programmed for over a 
century to think in socialist, Marxist categories. The comments under the article – over 150 of them 
– all point to the alleged shortcomings of the American society to “care for its poor.” How sad it is 
that America has so many rich, and they don’t care for their poor. Only a portion of those riches will 
help these “tunnel people.” How is it that America has such a gap between the poor and the rich. 
America is an unjust society if it treats its poor in such a way. This is what happens to a nation that 
doesn’t have a good welfare system. Witness the failure of the American way of life. And so on. 
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The editors of The Daily Mail did not make any such remarks in the article. But they know how to 
stir their readers’ emotions in the desired direction. Cheap emotions always sell newspapers. More 
than that, cheap emotions always sell ideologies. And the European newspapers are in the business 
of selling an ideology – the ideology of socialism. And The Daily Mail knows its business very well. 

Of course, any person with any logical reasoning left will note the fact that the characters in the 
article are drug addicts. The article specifically states that the family interviewed lost their house 
because of their addiction to heroine. Drugs are expensive here in the US, and it takes special effort 
to find them (this is not Amsterdam, y’know). The “poor” tunnel family made a self-conscious 
choice to spend their money on drugs. It was a moral choice. No one forced them to make it. They 
made the decision to change their lifestyle. Then they made a decision to move to Las Vegas, 
because someone told them “there were jobs available.” They knew that wasn’t exactly true: While 
jobs may be available in Las Vegas, the casino industry is very sensitive to the drug and alcohol 
history of the potential employees. The “poor” in the article made the choice to move there anyway, 
knowing that they weren’t qualified to be employed in Las Vegas. After years of unemployment they 
are still making the choice to stay in Vegas, even though it is obvious there are no jobs for hem 
there. They could have moved to Texas where there are plenty of jobs, and some industries are not 
so sensitive to the personal history of the candidates. One of the characters admits they found $900 
once in a slot machine. $900 can take a person to any place in the United States, using a train or a 
Greyhound bus. But they prefer to stay in Vegas. 

Of course, The Daily Mail and the commentaries under the article don’t mention other examples of 
desperately poor people in America. On November 11, 1620 a group of desperately poor and 
destitute people had to land on the inhospitable land of Cape Cod. There were no flood tunnels to 
live in, there were no slot machines to scavenger, and there were no food leftovers from restaurants. 
And yet, the poor people of the Plymouth Colony survived and laid the beginning of modern 
America. In the 1840s and 1850s, thousands of American families, having only a portion of what the 
modern “poor” in Las Vegas have, crossed the Great Plains to find their own land and destiny, and 
start new life for themselves and their children. They lived in houses made of mud, they worked the 
land, they barely survived, but they made history. Desperately poor people came from England, 
Scotland, Ireland, France, Eastern Europe, Greece – and within a generation or two they became 
wealthy, or middle class, using the opportunities their new country gave them. Even today, millions 
of immigrants come to America, very often having less than what the American “poor” enjoy, and 
make their living, and they don’t have to live in tunnels. 

In fact, historically, no one has ever started rich in America. Any wealth that we see is the product of 
generations of future-oriented entrepreneurs, or thrifty workers, farmers, tradesmen, and artisans, 
who worked, saved, and left inheritance to their children. Therefore, no one today has any reason to 
complain if they remain poor in America. Poverty is not a forced condition; it is a chosen lifestyle. 
Blaming the rich for the conditions of a few poor misses the fact that those rich were poor before, 
and made it. 

But the readers of The Daily Mail can not think logically. Their minds are anesthetized against the 
real world. 

The Daily Mail is a tabloid newspaper. It is commonly accepted today that “tabloid” refers to the 
format and the layout of a newspaper. In reality, the “tabloid format” became popular much later, in 
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1918; and the term “tabloid journalism” became popular 17 years earlier, when “Tabloid” was the 
trademark name for a painkiller sold in a compressed tablet. “Tabloid journalism” became the name 
for the kind of shallow, “compressed” journalism that served as a mental “painkiller” for the masses. 
Its goal was not to look at the issues of the day from a moral perspective, but to give its readers the 
escape from the “evil of the day” in entertainment and stirring of cheap emotions. Tabloid 
journalism was the way to sway the masses without ever letting them think of the deeper 
implications of what has been said. 

In the past, it was war that created those cheap emotions and sold a newspaper. Today, it’s 
manipulation through guilt. 

And that’s what the goal of the above article is: Make the American society a target to blame, create 
an imaginary guilt which the American society is supposed to bear for “mistreating” its poor and 
weak. By creating this guilt, the newspaper will stir the cheap emotions of its British readers, 
enhance their sense of self-righteousness, and draw their attention away from the real problems of 
their own society. Everyone likes to hear how other people are wicked and unrighteous – this by 
implication creates a sense of their own righteousness and moral purity. The imaginary guilt of the 
American society is used as a painkiller to suppress the awareness of the real moral problems of the 
British society. 

The Daily Mail is not the only newspaper to do that. European journalism in general likes to serve 
the image of the “bad and ugly capitalist America” as a painkiller drug to the European public – to 
the point where their readers are addicted to it. But every drug addiction comes at a price. Addiction 
to false reality eventually makes a person weak and incapacitated to meet the problems in the real 
world. Just like the characters in the article, drug addicts eventually end up living in flooded tunnels, 
eating the crumbs from someone else’s table. And European populations that once produced the 
most prosperous and moral civilizations in history, are now drugged to the point where they have to 
eat the crumbs of someone else’s table. 

Guilt-manipulation is a powerful tool for control. And the elites of Europe in the last two generations 
have been building the culture of guilt-manipulation, step by step, line upon line, precept upon 
precept. People make moral choices, and they pay for them when they live in a moral society. But 
no, the European elites say, individuals are not responsible for their own lives, it is the society as a 
whole that bears the responsibility and guilt for the individuals’ conditions of living. Therefore, if we 
have poor among us, it must be the fault of those that are rich; if we have broken families, it must be 
the fault of those that have strong families; if we have bankrupt businesses, the fault must lie with 
the successful businesses; if we have alcoholics and drug addicts, the fault must lie with those that 
exercise self-control and soberness. The successful are to be blamed for the evils in the society; and 
therefore the successful are those to be penalized if we are to “redeem” our society from its “sins.” 

The truth that people make individual moral choices and are judged for them is lost on those that are 
manipulated through guilt. The successful are helpless to justify their success. In reality, it is the 
product of their superior morality and the practical outcome of it. But in an atmosphere of guilt-
manipulation, success is believed to come from unjust exploitation or “mistreatment.” What is the 
“moral” thing to do if success is only the product of “robbing the poor”? Part with your wealth, of 
course. 
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So when the government comes knocking at the doors of those that are wealthy to confiscate their 
wealth, they have no recourse against it. More and more the European governments have 
appropriated wealth and power for the state, and the peoples of Europe have been helpless to stop the 
march to tyranny. In fact, they have welcomed that robbery of their wealth and freedom in the name 
of “righting the wrongs” they have allegedly committed against those “less fortunate” than them. 
The pain of having their wealth and liberty taken away has been killed by the painkiller of guilt-
manipulation. Europe has been drugged by the “tabloid ideology” of socialism. 

America is not completely there yet. But the attempts to drug our society with the same painkiller of 
guilt-manipulation have been going for decades now. Americans, with their ingrained belief in 
personal moral responsibility, have been more resistant to guilt-manipulation. The history of 
America has shown that the “poor” can solve their own problems by simply changing their moral 
attitudes to life, work, and the future. But we have allowed our politicians and the media to serve us 
regular doses of guilt-manipulation, and we have bought into some of it. “Industry destroys the 
environment,” and therefore we need laws to curb industrial development. “Millions of Americans 
can’t afford health insurance,” and therefore we need government confiscation of our private 
healthcare. “Farmers need support,” and therefore we have allowed our government to confiscate 
money from the majority of the population and give it to farmers. “Auto industry workers are losing 
their jobs,” and therefore billions of dollars are wasted in “stimulus packages” for the auto industry. 
“Old people deserve nice retirement,” and therefore we have poured trillions of dollars into Social 
Security that is now bankrupt and will destroy the future of a whole generation. 

We must reject all this. America’s greatness and prosperity were based on the risk of individual 
failure. The pain of individual failure, and the examples of individual failure of those that have 
wasted their time and resources is what gives the rest of us the motivation to work and produce. 
Personal responsibility is reality, and we must stick to that reality however painful it may be at 
times; the alternative – the painkiller of blaming the society – will only make us weak and dependent 
on others. The freedom to be successful only comes at the price of freedom to fail. When we try to 
redeem the failure of some, that will come only at the price of destroying the success of the many. 

If we let us and our children be drugged by the tabloid ideology of socialism, we will end up where 
Europeans are today – in the tunnels of total tyranny and dependence on their governments. The 
effect of a drug lasts only for a time. When the effect is over, the person wakes up to the harsh 
reality. After 70 years of guilt-manipulation in Russia, more than half the population there lives at 
conditions worse than those of the “tunnel people” in Las Vegas. And they have no slot machines to 
scavenge. We can not afford to leave such a world to our children. 
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 The Mother of All Wars 187.
Bojidar Marinov, October 21, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/661/mother-of-all-wars/  

No wonder the Norwegian Nobel Committee is so misguided in its decision. As with so many other 
words in our language today, the word “war” has lost its true meaning. It doesn’t even mean what it 
meant to Alfred Nobel himself. To him to “work for peace” meant to work for the “abolition or 
reduction of standing armies,” and for the “holding and promotion of peace congresses.” These 
phrases don’t seem to mean much today to the Committee itself. 

I don’t know what “peace congresses” means exactly; I remember the Soviet leaders doing “peace 
congresses” almost every year. They had one about the time the Soviet tanks were entering Prague, 
and there was another one in the early 80’s when the Soviet tanks were entering Afghanistan. Oh, 
and by the way, does anyone remember the “Peace of Our Time,” the Munich Conference of 1938? 
But whatever it means, Obama never held or promoted peace congresses. 

I do know what “abolition and reduction of standing armies” is. I know very few of the Peace Prize 
Winners have actually done something like that. Certainly Obama never have. 

But there is one more phrase that Alfred Nobel put in his will. And I think this is his worst mistake. 
Self-consciously or not, with this little phrase he limited the meaning of “war” to exclude the worst 
and the cruelest of all wars: 

“...the person who shall have done the most or the best work for fraternity between nations...” 

In other words, “war” in Nobel’s definition is a conflict “between nations.” Therefore as long as we 
promote “fraternity between nations,” we are working for peace. Very few delusions in the history of 
human thought have been more dangerous than this one. 

Even in its limited definition, war is not conflict “between nations.” World War II was not a conflict 
between the American nation and the German nation, or between the Russian nation and the German 
nation. As a matter of fact, in the first months of the war after June 1941, German officers were 
startled to find out that the Russian population believed Germans were there to liberate them from 
Stalin’s regime; hence the reason for the Soviet debacle in the first year of the war. Germans in 
Germany in 1944-45 did not look at the advancing Allied troops as their personal enemies. Nations 
do not start wars. Governments do. Therefore “fraternity between nations” can’t contribute too much 
towards peace. There was no lack of fraternity between the American colonists and the British nation 
at the time of the Revolutionary War. It was the British government that created the war, not a hatred 
between the two nations. Curb the governments is the formula for peace. The most limited civil 
government in the West has always been Switzerland; how many wars did Switzerland start? And 
Samuel warned the Israelites: Your king will love war, and he will accumulate chariots and horses 
and make you serve him in war. 

But in this limited definition, one war is excluded. It is the eternal war in history, the war that has 
tied the largest amount of resources, a war that has never stopped, and the war that claimed the 
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largest number of casualties, both in people killed and in resources destroyed. A war that remains 
outside of the official statistics but is more real than even the Cold War. 

It is the war of the governments against their own peoples. 

In a very perceptive book about the Soviet communism in its 50th anniversary, Workers’ Paradise 
Lost (1967), Eugene Lyons points to that obvious and seldom discussed aspect of the Soviet reality: 

“From the day the Bolsheviks seized control of a weakened and chaotic nation, there has been in 
effect a continuous civil war between the dictators and those to whom they dictate. In the first years, 
as we have seen, the contest was open and military. Since then it has been largely concealed and 
political, yet quite obvious to those who watched with unblurred eyes; and even bloodier than the 
military phase. Once we grasp this concept of permanent internal conflict, much about Soviet Russia 
that seems enigmatic and baffling begins to make sense.”1 

Yes, it surely does make sense. The 70 years of Soviet communism were years of constant war; the 
regime’s vocabulary from the time of Lenin until the time of Gorbachev never really changed: 
warfare, sabotage, enemy spies, final death blows, propaganda wars, etc. And it wasn’t just paranoia 
that inspired that vocabulary: The Soviet government was in a very real war against its own people. 
And no wonder: Any government committed to violate its citizens’ rights to life, liberty, and 
property, is necessarily on the war path. No individual will willingly and voluntarily give their life, 
liberty, and property to a bunch of government bureaucrats. Therefore, war is the necessary means to 
achieve the dream of submitting a nation to its government. 

What Lyons doesn’t mention is that that civil war was not and is not limited to the Communist East. 
Kings and prime ministers in Europe have always been eager to enslave their subjects, but around 
the turn of the 20th century the war began in earnest in Europe. It began in earnest in the United 
States about a decade later, in the 20’s, when the American government started it’s colossal long-
term projects of confiscating the nation’s wealth in the hands of its bureaucrats. Hitler and Lenin and 
Stalin and Mussolini in Europe were only the visible tip of the iceberg. Many “democratic” nations 
like England, Sweden or Belgium have in effect started on the road to their own mild form of 
National Socialism, where a bunch a faceless bureaucrats control the life, liberty, and property of the 
voiceless Volk. When the people did not want to part with their hard-earned wealth, they were taxed 
to extinction. When the taxes didn’t work anymore, the governments inflated the currencies. When 
the individuals learned to buy gold against the inflation, the governments put a ban on owning gold. 
And when individuals responded by starting their own businesses, large and small, to be independent 
from the governments, the bureaucrats responded by imposing feudal systems of government 
regulations, down to the minutest details of production and trade. 

The governments have their own standing armies for that war: KGB and the party apparatus under 
Communism in the East, bureaucrats, tax-collectors, police, regulatory agencies in the West. The 
actions of our own government in the last few months are very revealing as to the war activity 
against their own nation: The White House recruitment of informants for “fishy talk” is one 
example, but many other cases can be cited. The hostility against the “Town Hall Movement” among 
politicians goes beyond the acceptable personal resentment, and even the President himself sounds 
more and more like delivering war communiques in his propaganda for his healthcare plan. 
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No wonder: Like I said above, any government committed to violate its citizens’ rights to life, liberty 
and property will have to be in a war mode. People don’t give in voluntarily. Americans, more than 
any other nation on the planet, are the most resistant. There is a war going on. 

This war is not officially recognized by the political establishments and therefore there is no Peace 
Prize designated to those who work to stop this war. If there was, the Founders of the United States 
would have been its greatest winners. And Ron Paul. The Founders understood that real peace comes 
only from limited government. A lesson that we need to remember today. 

 

1. Eugene Lyons, Worker’s Paradise Lost (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1967), p. 95. Special thanks to Gary North 
for recommending this book to me. 

 
Bojidar Marinov 
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 The City of God Vanquished the City of Man (Nicaea 188.
Against the Idolization of Suffering) 

Bojidar Marinov, January 19, 2011  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/3950/the-city-of-god-
vanquished-the-city-of-man/  

There couldn’t have been a better choice for 
a place to gather the bishops for the First 
Ecumenical Council of the Church. 

The city was originally named after the wife 
of one of the Alexander’s generals, victorious 
over his rivals in the civil war after the “son 
of Zeus” died of too much drinking in Persia. 
It was one of those cities that the divine 
human Alexander the Great and his heirs 
built to be a true representation of the City of 
Man, a proud declaration of the autonomous 

man to be a god, to build the tower of Babel and reach heaven. Every inch of the ground of Bithynia 
– one of the richest Roman provinces at the time – spoke volumes about the quest of man for 
divinity. There was no place within a few days walk from the city where there wasn’t some memory 
of ancient glories, victorious battles and dramatic defeats, fabulous riches, and great civilizations. 
Just 150 miles east were the great cities of the ancient Hittite Empire, one of the earliest attempts of 
man to build a world empire. The same distance west were the ruins of Troy – the earlier Carthage, 
the mistress of the seas and trade, destroyed by the lust, greed, and vaingloriousness of the Achaean 
barbarians. Thirty miles north was Chrysopolis, one of the ancient gold depositories of the Persian 
empire, the “golden city” of Xerxes. Just south was the kingdom of Lydia with its king Croesus – for 
a time a king over Bithynia as well – whose fame for his riches outlived antiquity by two millenia. 
Just a few miles north, in Nicomedia, the last great Canaanite in history, a hero of the City of Man, 
Hannibal (Baal is my Lord) took poison after Rome demanded his surrender. Throughout its history, 
Bithynia controlled the “cross of trade” – the sealines through the Bosporus, and the land roads from 
Asia to Europe. The place had everything that excites even our modern pagans today. 

As Propraetor of Bithynia, Pliny the Younger rebuilt the city in the image and likeness of that 
ultimate City of Man, Rome, the highest achievement ever of man’s prideful attempt at conquering 
other men. His walls encircled area far larger than the population at the time. And, as a faithful 
servant of the City of Man, it is from the palace in the city that he commanded the persecutions 
against the Christians in Bithynia. Pliny knew what was at stake; he knew – better than modern 
Christians – that Christ’s goal was to make the kingdoms of the world, Rome included, His 
Kingdom. So he forced Christians to take the routine political oath of loyalty to the Empire. Those 
that refused to honor Caesar above Christ, he considered true Christians, true enemies of he City of 
Man, and therefore true ambassadors, and soldiers, of the City of God. He killed them. 
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The name of the city was Nicaea; the city of Victory. The victory of man over his fellow man; the 
victory of man over God. The ground, the history, every tree, even the names of the roads and the 
gates were laden with symbolism and witnessed to the attempt of the sinful man to rule as God. 

So when in AD 325 Constantine gathered over 300 of the Christian bishops of the Empire in his 
imperial palace – most likely the same building where Pliny had been signing death sentences for 
Christians over 200 years earlier – the place was chosen very carefully, and its name too. 
Constantine made it clear that he resided in Victory over his enemies, and he called the bishops to 
live in the same Victory with him, even if for a few weeks. But there was more: The First Council 
was not simply a gathering of theologians. It was a Victory feast, a triumphal declaration to the 
world that Christ and His Church have vanquished those that persecuted them. The world knew: 
After 300 years, the small band of one carpenter and 12 apostles forced the Empire to its knees. 
Caesar surrendered to Christ. 

So when on that summer day in June of AD 325 Constantine personally gave the opening address, he 
said three things that were a political revolution for the ancient world. Modern historians, secular 
and Christian alike, being the blind bunch they usually are, focus almost exclusively on the manner 
of Constantine’s entry and his purple mantle – as recorded by Eusebius – to prove their own bias 
against him as “vainglorious and proud” (as if the Emperor jogged to his throne in sport shoes and 
shorts, it would prove his humility or something). But they usually miss the essence of his words. 
The points of his address were (1) the peace of the Empire depends on the peace in the Church; (2) 
the peace in the Church depends on the revelation about the nature of God and Christ in the divine 
scriptures; and (3) the past is not worth mentioning, it is the future that matters. These points deserve 
much more detailed discussion in another article. Suffice to say here, from a political point of view 
they were the ultimate betrayal of everything pagan Rome stood for. Political peace (pax romana) 
was the ultimate, divine peace for the nations; the word of men was foundational, the word of gods 
was heeded only when it confirmed the goals of men; and the real meaning of the “peace” of man 
was a return to the past, to the long-lost but never forgotten mythical “golden age” of abundance, 
power, and happiness. These were the three foundations of Octavian Augustus’s ideology. 
Constantine, in his opening address to the Nicaean Council, turned the ancient world upside down, 
politically and ideologically. 

This wasn’t the first act of the Emperor in this vein. A year before the Council, right after his final 
victory over the pagan forces, Constantine started a building project: The New Rome, the City of 
God, that will replace the Old Rome, the City of Man. The site was right across from the site of his 
last victory, on the other side of the Bosporus, where the ancient Greek colony of Byzantium stood, a 
mere 40 miles north of Nicaea. A Christian empire deserved a Christian capital. And Constantine 
was in the process of building, while at the Council he was presenting the philosophy of government 
for the new Empire. 

Everything pointed to a victory of Christ over Caesar, of light over darkness, of Christianity over 
paganism. Even when the Emperor tried to influence the Council in favor of his preferred Arianism, 
the orthodox bishops revolted, and in his presence they tore to pieces the proposed Arian creed. (On 
the preference of Emperors to Arianism, see Rushdoony, Foundations of Social Order, chapter 2.) 
Constantine conceded, as did his friend, Eusebius. Purple robe or not, Christ was not retreating 
before Caesar. In the final account, when the reign of Constantine was over, it was the church that 
emerged triumphant, and in the church the orthodox Trinitarian creed that we have today. With all 
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the personal shortfalls of Constantine, with all the imperfections of his faith, his reign will remain as 
one of the greatest periods of triumph for Christianity and the Church. 

Modern American theologians, preachers, and Christians know little of these events. If they have 
anything to say, it usually is a word of condemnation. They reject what they call the “Constantinian 
model.” They believe that the church should never preach to the civil government. They believe the 
civil government has a different sphere of operation, one that the Bible doesn’t speak to, and 
therefore the church has nothing to say about. They limit the Gospel to a few propositions for 
individual salvation. The Gospel can’t and doesn’t speak to the civil ruler, they claim. The issues of 
justice are left to the Old Testament. The New Testament is strictly individual, and it never addresses 
the culture, the law of the land, or the civil government. 

They justify this retreatist ideology by resorting to the argument of “trials and tribulations.” 
According to the majority of modern theologians, the mark of a true church is persecutions. The 
more persecuted the church is, the purer it is, and therefore the better and the faster it will grow. If 
all institutions in a society and a culture are obedient to God, there would be no persecutions, and 
therefore such a “model” is unacceptable for the true Church. We can not work to change the 
culture; to the contrary, we should rejoice when the culture is farther away from God, because then 
we have persecutions, and the Church grows much faster. Christians under persecutions are by 
default much stronger, and Christians in a peaceful, righteous society are weaker in the faith. The 
“Constantinian model” therefore can not be an acceptable model for the Church. 

But in the very “Constantinian model,” there is a strong testimony against such a view. 

Theodoret and other church historians, based on the account of Eusebius, a participant in the 
Council, tell us something very peculiar about the Nicaean Council: The majority of the bishops 
present were maimed or disfigured. Some were one-eyed, others had their limbs cut off. All of them 
bore on their bodies the marks of persecution. Little is known today that the bishops present at the 
first Council had all passed through severe persecutions. Modern theologians only babble about 
persecutions and trials and tribulations from their cozy offices in churches and seminaries in 
America. (Strange how we never hear calls for more persecutions from Christians in North Korea, 
Pakistan, or Zimbabwe; we only hear babbling about persecutions from American theologians and 
preachers.) These early bishops didn’t babble about it; they saw it firsthand. They knew firsthand if 
the Church was really stronger under pressure; they knew firsthand how strong Christians were 
under persecutions. Some of these bishops were the first to voluntarily present themselves for 
mutilation of their bodies in order to save their flocks from fire, beasts, or torture. Death was the 
most merciful end of a true Christian; exile (the much condemned “persecution” in the later 
Christian Empire for heresy) was reserved only for the Christian members of the Emperor’s family. 
Most of the time Christians ended tortured for weeks, or burned alive, or crucified in a most cruel 
manner. Some persevered and yet survived. Others gave in. Thousands died. The bishops present at 
the Nicaean Council were among those who persevered and survived. But they paid the price. 

So, by the standards of the modern theologians of the “trials and tribulations” doctrine, these bishops 
were the best Christians of all. They can be taken as our standard for righteous action, since they not 
only passed through the tribulations, but they managed to grow the church to become the most 
influential community in the Empire. They knew the tribulations were a battle, a battle that would 



 

 
1060 

inevitably end in victory. They didn’t know if the victory would be in their lifetime – after all, many 
before them had died without seeing it. But they certainly expected it. 

But when Constantine not only put an end to the persecutions but also declared that the peace of his 
Empire will from now on depend on the Church of Jesus Christ, these exemplary Christians, these 
mutilated, disfigured, tortured bishops did not resist the new turn of events. They apparently didn’t 
have the ideology of our modern theologians. They didn’t start babbling about the necessity of 
persecutions for “growth” and “strength.” They had a much different idea. 

When Constantine gathered them, the men who felt the wrath of the pagan Empire now joyfully 
accepted the invitation to stay at the Emperor’s palace for over two months, discussing issues of 
theology that from now were to direct not only the Church, but the Empire as well. The persecutions 
were not an end in themselves; they were the means to victory. Not only the eternal victory in the 
final judgment, but an earthly victory as well, the victory of the City of God over the City of Man, in 
history, on earth. The persecuted Church – truly persecuted, unlike our modern theologians – 
accepted the surrender of Caesar as something normal, historically inevitable, and expected. And a 
year after the last battle on the battlefield against the Old Empire, the victorious Church in the 
persons of the formerly persecuted bishops was ready and willing to shape the future of the Empire 
and its culture and society, according to the Word of God. 

The modern theological idolatry of suffering was not part of the early Church’s doctrine. Suffering 
was the means; victory in both history and eternity was the goal. The means couldn’t be more 
important than the goal. When Constantine surrendered, the bishops accepted his sword. And when 
he summoned them to learn from them the official ideology of his future Empire, they were there to 
teach him. 

So when you hear a modern theologian talking nonsense about “exile,” “tribulations,” “by the rivers 
of Babylon” as if those are supposed to be the eternal state of the Church in history, remind them 
that they have never been through tribulations. Then set before them the example of those who have 
been, and persevered, and lived to see the victory of Christ over Caesar. Christianity accepts 
tribulations as a means, and we do not complain about them. But the idolatry of suffering is not a 
Christian concept, and the early Church’s example teaches this very well. God is not God over 
eternity only, but over history as well. 

It is time for the modern Church to prepare the ground for its future Nicaea. The City of God 
vanquished the City of Man before. God will do it again. 
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 Missionaries of the Ax 189.
Bojidar Marinov, March 3, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/664/missionaries-of-ax/  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042424/http://americanvision.org/595/missionaries-of-ax/  

Located in the very heart of modern-day Germany, in the province of Hesse, is a small humble town 
of only 15,000 inhabitants. In the middle of that town stands an imposing old cathedral built in the 
12th-14th centuries of reddish stone. Situated in front of that cathedral is the statue of a man in a 
monk’s garb on a stump of a freshly felled oak, with a huge Saxon ax in his hand. 

The humble town is Fritzlar, called Gaesmere in ancient times. It is known in Germany as the 
birthplace of two beginnings: Here began the Christianization of Germany, and here’s where the 
German Empire was born as a political entity. The statue is that of the Anglo-Saxon monk and 
missionary Wynfrith, also known as St. Boniface, the patron saint of Germany and the Netherlands. 
And the stump is the remains of the tree that belonged the highest German god, the Oak of Thor. The 
Oak of Thor was the center of the pagan religion of the local tribe of the Hessians, and the most 
pagan Germans at the time. 

In 723, on his way to Thüringia, St. Boniface stopped at Gaesmere. He had worked for five years as 
a missionary in Frisia, Hesse, and Thüringia, and he had some limited success. Unfortunately, as his 
biographer Willibald relates, those Germans that converted were never too stable in the faith; while 
giving lip service to Christ, they would secretly go back to their pagan ways, bringing sacrifices to 
the pagan gods, practicing divination and incantations, etc. Boniface decided to deal with the 
problem once and for all by attacking at the very center of their pagan religion. One morning he 
appeared at the Oak of Thor with an ax in his hand, surrounded by a pagan crowd who cursed him 
and expected the gods to intervene and kill him. He raised his hand against Thor and delivered the 
first blow. According to Willibald, immediately a strong wind came and blew the ancient oak over. 
Seeing that Thor failed to protect his holy tree and to kill Boniface, the Hessians converted to Christ. 
This event is considered the beginning of the Christianization of Germany. From Hesse, word 
spread, and other German tribes turned to Christianity. Boniface went to many places, destroying the 
altars and high places of the pagans, proving the superiority of the risen Christ over the blood-thirsty 
German deities. By 754, when he was martyred by a group of pagan Frisian warriors, Boniface was 
the archbishop and metropolitan of all Germany, with several bishoprics and other mission sites 
established by him, and all German tribes with the exception of the Saxons and the Frisians were 
converted to Christ. 

What made Boniface expose himself to the wrath of the pagan Hessians and risk being slain by them 
for violating the central shrine of their religion? 

The first five years of failures obviously taught Boniface a lesson: No matter how many personal 
conversions a missionary is able to produce, if they do not challenge the central idol of the culture, 
the new converts will fall away and go back to paganism. Every pagan culture has its central idol or 
idols. That central idol defines and determines every relationship, every practice, every institution, 
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every word and sentence, every legal rule, every scientific and educational standard. The new 
converts, even while professing faith in Christ, are forced to define and determine all their 
relationships and practices according to the central idol in their society, and that is their main battle, 
their main source of stumbling blocks to fall away from the faith. The contradiction of believing in 
Christ while living according to an idol’s prescriptions for a society is the greatest struggle for those 
new believers. 

Therefore, a missionary who doesn’t do his best to challenge the central idol of a culture is 
producing future apostates, not true believers. Boniface learned it the hard way. Therefore, he 
changed his strategy. He wasn’t a missionary to the individual souls of the Germans anymore; he 
was a missionary to Germany herself. And he challenged the central idol of Germany. To save his 
spiritual children from apostasy, he had to take on the chief adversary: Thor himself. Instead of 
breaking the twigs one by one, he laid his ax at the very root of the German pagan culture. And the 
result was the turning of whole tribes to Christ. 

Boniface wasn’t the first to understand this important principle. The earliest church, as recorded by 
Luke in Acts, was not concerned only about fixing the personal morality and the private religious 
life of the new converts. The early church was not persecuted for producing worshippers of Christ, 
neither was it persecuted for the individual moral purity of its members. It was the bold and 
uncompromising declaration that “there is another King, one Jesus” that earned the Christians the 
privilege to feed the lions and to become living torches for the Emperors’ parties. The Christian 
Gospel was specifically directed against the central idol in that society – the cult to the Emperor – in 
its declaration that Jesus Christ was the King of kings and the Lord of lords. Only in the context of 
such a comprehensive challenge against the central dogma – or idol – of the social order can an 
individual soul find the emotional fuel and the strength to remain faithful to their Lord and Savior in 
their practical daily life; and only in the context of a comprehensive worldview as opposed to the 
dominant worldview of the culture can a believer find his place in the Kingdom of God as a 
civilization alternative to the wicked parody of civilization he has around himself. A Christian with a 
theology for the salvation of his soul only, without a theology for the reformation of his culture to 
challenge the idols of the day, is a Christian living double life: His spirit will serve God while his 
body and mind and money and work and relationships will serve the idols. Eventually, if he is not 
equipped with the knowledge that will close this gap, he will be severely tempted to let his spirit 
follow his mind and body and money and work and relationships, and he will submit to idols. 

That’s what happened to St. Boniface’s spiritual children after his first five years on the field. He 
learned his lesson, and so he acted accordingly. 

Very few missionaries today understand this important truth of foreign missions. Missions today are 
not comprehensive missions to the nations, they are missions only to “save souls.” You will be hard 
pressed to find any mission organizations that train or encourage their missionaries to identify or 
confront the central idols of a culture. Very few precious missionaries ever confront cultural idols, 
most are only focused on the mantra of “saving souls.” As if it’s possible to separate the soul of a 
man from his culture, from his relationships, and from the legal, economic, and political reality of 
his culture. 

Societies today have their sacred oaks. The more developed and advanced a society is, the more 
sophisticated and refined its idols are, and more subtle and more devious their hold on men’s souls 
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is. Societies like Europe, Latin America, or East Asia – and even the United States – don’t have 
official sacred shrines anymore. They have replaced them with a more sophisticated idol: the idol of 
the welfare state. It has no sacred oaks, no visible and material shrines, no official sacrifices or 
divinations or incantations. But it has it’s invisible sacrifices and shrines. Whole cultures that 
pretend to be “rationalistic” and “scientific” are caught in the nets of this most irrational of all idols 
in history; its power is so strong over the minds of men that in those societies there is no opposition 
to it. Even when the socialist welfare state proves completely incapable to deliver even a single one 
of its promises, the men and women of these societies still keep laying their trust and hope at the feet 
of the idol, not even thinking for a moment that their faith is misguided and deceitful. 

And yet, we seldom see missionaries who challenge that central idol of societies. No wonder Europe 
– where it has taken the strongest hold on society – is believed to be “the graveyard of missionaries.” 
Missionaries would go and do evangelism, plant churches, convert souls,  and establish regular 
services. And when they went back home, it was only a matter of a couple of years before those 
churches disintegrated. And no wonder: A new convert worships Christ on Sunday morning, but 
then starting from Monday morning through Saturday night his life is shaped, defined, and 
controlled by the idol of the almighty welfare state. And because the missionary is usually silent and 
never challenges this central idol, the new believer has no ideology, no worldview, and no 
alternatives, and he is left without any means to oppose that control. 

Eventually, like St. Boniface found out, the god of Monday morning takes over, and the God of 
Sunday morning remains only an empty religious shell. A believer left without means to defend his 
faith against a powerful idol will eventually give in. And when thousands of missionaries in a culture 
see the fruit of their diligent work destroyed, they declare that culture a “graveyard for 
missionaries.” 

But such description is wrong. No culture is a “graveyard for missionaries.” The fault lies with the 
missionaries themselves. The truth is: They never even started the real missionary work. A 
missionary is not a missionary until they set their ax against the roots of the culture’s sacred oaks. 
They are not a missionary until they have issued a challenge against the central idols of that culture. 
A mission that only addresses the individual soul and never the society in which that soul operates is 
an exercise in futility. Only a comprehensive challenge, a message that proclaims Jesus Christ as 
Lord over everything – including rulers and powers – can win a nation for Christ. 

That is a lesson that modern missionaries need to learn. 

St. Boniface’s strategy to destroy the shrines of the pagan gods cost him his life. Thirty years after 
felling the Oak of Thor, the aged archbishop was attacked by pagan Frisians, whose shrines he had 
destroyed a few days earlier. His biographer claims that they only wanted the treasures he carried in 
his chests. When they opened the chests, however, they discovered only the books he carried with 
himself. 

But we’ll leave books and missions for another article. 
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 Michael Moore Is Sat On 190.
Bojidar Marinov, March 23, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/4200/michael-moore-is-sat-
on/  

 “If you are in the hip pocket of any political 
party, prepare to be sat on.” Gary North said 
it here1, concerning the two wings of the 
Republican Party, the “mainstream” and the 
Tea Party. If a politician knows you are 
voting for him no matter what, he’ll ignore 
you right after his victory is secured. And 
when he sits on the seat you’ve won him, you 
will find yourself between his behind and the 
seat. And you will spend the whole mandate 
there. Until he gets off the chair for the next 
campaign. 

The strategy, advises Gary North then, is to 
become a tack in the hip pocket – i.e. make sure a politician understands that you have the power to 
impose negative sanctions. And that power is defined properly as (quoting Gary North again): 

Sufficient votes to deliberately keep your party's candidate from winning in November if he waffles, 
and sufficient votes to elect his replacement two years later. 

Without such power to impose negative sanctions, you will be sat on. Politicians will use you and 
then ignore you. No matter how vociferous you are. No matter how principled you are. No matter 
how much influence you believe you have. 

Michael Moore just learned it this last week. He found out that after all the support he gave the 
Democrat Party and Obama particularly – over against Hillary Clinton – when Obama makes his 
decisions for action, Moore is certainly not on his desk as one of the factors in the decision-making. 
Moore realized where his place is: Between Obama’s behind and the President’s chair. The Tea 
Party, a genuine grass roots movement with large support and influence among conservatives, stands 
imposingly and threateningly as a Damoclean sword over the Republican politicians heads. Michael 
Moore, whose aspirations are to be the “grass roots” influence over the Democrat Party, found out 
his influence means nothing. Obama is just like Bush, a war-monger. And Moore made his career by 
criticizing Bush’s wars, and by supporting the Democrat Party. Which meant that Obama should 
have considered Moore’s opinion on the war. 

But he didn’t. No one considers the opinion of what’s in their hip pocket. Unless it is a tack. But 
Moore is not a tack. He is a card to be used – flat (only figuratively, of course), easy to pull out, easy 
to be sat on. Moore can not impose negative sanctions the way the Tea Party can. He can’t punish 
unacceptable mainstream candidates by withdrawing millions of votes from them. He can’t present 
alternative candidates who can win. He can’t rally anyone for a moral or political cause; he can only 
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visit a union rally after the fact and make union members clap. Given the fact that unions are in the 
hip pocket of the Democrat Party too, the threat for the Democrats from the aroused sleeping fat man 
is nil. 

Moore is mad. He thought he had Obama’s ear. He is finding out what many other “intellectuals” on 
the Left have found out before: Intellectuals are used and then abused by leftist politicians. Moore 
should be thankful he lives in the US where “abused” largely means “ignored.” Had he lived in 
Britain or anywhere in Europe, he would have been targeted for tax audits. And in the Soviet Union 
or China he would have been a possessor of a GULag inmate number by now. Intellectuals were the 
first to die or be ignored when a socialist politician came to power, anywhere around the world. 
They are a card in the leftist hip-pocket – and have always been. That’s why they were safe to 
ignore, and safe to be disposed of. 

Obama won’t listen to Moore; he has a bigger fish to fry. He is discovering that the cards in his hip 
pocket are not enough to win the next elections (possibly not even the primaries). His advisers know 
that Obama has established his reputation as the weakest president ever. So, what is better for 
building a “strong man” reputation than get in a war that seems easy to win? 

It is too late for Moore to become a tack. Not many will follow him. The political Left has never 
liked tacks – despite paying lip service to “democracy,” it has always been authoritarian and top-
down in nature. Tacks are not appreciated in the Democrat Party. Unless Moore wants to join the 
Republican Party, his voice will remain amusingly impotent, as far as the official Democrat policy 
goes. And Moore will never support anything Republican – not as long as the Tea Party is gaining 
control there. So he is forced to remain a card in the hip-pocket. 

This is the end of Moore as an influence on the American political life. And it is a good lesson to all 
leftists like him: Leftist Messiahs Lie. Keep trusting them, and you will keep spending terms 
between a behind and a chair. And you will only be let out to have some fresh air for the next 
campaign. 

 
 

1. “Hip-Pocket Politics: How To Become a Tack” By Gary North, April 10, 2010 
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 Medvedev, Just Use Your Common Sense 191.
Bojidar Marinov, September 30, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/654/medvedev-just-use-
your-common-sense/  

The political leadership of Russia has never been awfully impressive when it comes to exercising 
common sense. The history of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union has been a continuous string 
of political and economic blunders, ignorance, miscalculations and failed predictions about the 
future. Some of those mistakes are outright funny, others are tragic, and all of them make the 
observers wonder how that nation is still holding together. Of course, the tab for its survival is 
always picked up by the average Russian citizen, so the leaders of Russia don’t have a reason to 
worry too much. 

Anyway, leaving the history of Russia to historians, two months ago the Russian president 
Medvedev proposed in a public forum the creation of a new global currency to replace the US Dollar 
and the Euro. He even showed a coin minted in Brussels, representing the new currency. About the 
same time in Ekaterinburg, Russia, the leaders of several big Asian countries got together and 
Medvedev made the same proposal: Let’s bring the Dollar down from its privileged position of 
world’s reserve currency, let’s create a new currency. 

Of course, Medvedev’s goals are strictly political, and not very practical. Russia’s economic position 
in the world won’t change whether the global currency is the Dollar or a coin minted in Brussels. 
And Russia’s economic problems won’t get solved even if the ruble was made world currency. He is 
just jealous against the US and wants their Dollar demoted from its privileged status. 

His problem is, he is not using his common sense. 

If he was, he would look back in history and see what made the Dollar a global currency. He will 
look also and learn what made other currencies world currencies – the British Pound, the gold 
napoleon, the Mexican silver peso, the earlier Spanish dollar. 

They all had one thing in common: They were backed 100% by precious metals. 

If Medvedev wants to destroy the US Dollar as a global reserve currency, he doesn’t need to ask the 
other leaders. He doesn’t need to make any political steps on the international arena. He doesn’t need 
to convince anyone in the world to do anything. He doesn’t need to manipulate the public opinion in 
Russia and throughout the world. 

He needs to do only one thing: 

Denominate the ruble in gold. Make it as solid as the yellow metal that is again breaking every 
record on the world’s markets. Make it freely convertible against gold nuggets, coins, and bullions. 
Make it independent from the whims and the hangovers of the Russian politicians. 
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If he does that, within a year the US Dollar will be history. So will be the Federal Reserve. The 
European Central Bank will be dead long before that, and the euro will be a nostalgic relic. The 
Chinese yuan will be fighting its last struggle against the old silver coins that many Chinese families 
keep as family heirloom. The NYSE and NASDAQ will both have special teams researching the 
“Russian miracle.” Harvard economists will be working hard to find a way to explain why such a 
“barbaric measure” like returning to gold standard is so successful, despite their predictions to the 
contrary. 

The entrepreneurs around the world will be competing to add the stable Russian currency to their 
assets. They will sell their goods to Russia at discount due to the decreased risk of inflation – when 
you know that a specific commodity will preserve its value over long periods of time, it becomes 
your preferred store of value. That means that Russians will get European and American goods for 
lower prices than Americans or Europeans. Businesses around the world will denominate their prices 
in rubles instead of dollars because they will know they won’t have to index them for inflation every 
year. Imagine the prices for oil denominated in rubles instead of dollars or euro. 

Russian businesses will always have the higher hand in their international negotiations. They will be 
able to pick whether they want to pay in stable rubles or depreciating dollars and euro. Whenever 
there is competition between buyers for better goods or services, the one with gold in his hand will 
always triumph over the one with pieces of paper. This will force more and more Western 
companies to want to have rubles in their hands instead of dollars and euro. This alone will be 
enough to make the dreams of Medvedev come true. 

Some readers will be laughing, “There is no way for a weak economy like Russia to make its 
currency global currency.” Well, look at Mexico about a century and a half ago. Mexico had a poor 
weak economy, but its silver peso became a global currency. The strength of a currency doesn’t 
necessarily depend on the strength of its economy but on the hardness of its material. 

Of course, such measure won’t make Russia wealthier. Building a strong economy depends on the 
personal self-control of the individual participants, not on political manipulations. But if Medvedev 
wants to destroy the American dollar as a global currency, he needs to do only one thing: Make the 
ruble as good as gold. Literally. 

Praise God Medvedev won’t do that. God still protects America through the incompetency of her 
enemies. We don’t know for how long. 
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 Mario Livio, or the Poverty of Atheist Philosophy: A 192.
Review of “Is God a Mathematician?” 

Bojidar Marinov, April 20, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042359/http://americanvision.org/4333/mario-livio-or-the-
poverty-of-atheist-philosophy-a-review-of-is-god-a-mathematician/  

Since the emergence of the Enlightenment atheism and the 
idolization of scientific method as the “true path to knowledge,” 
Christian apologists have been pointing to an obvious problem: 
Neither human reasoning nor human observation can explain the 
world. The human brain can only discover new things within a 
framework of a priori presuppositions; these presuppositions must 
by necessity come by either intuition or revelation. There must be a 
God or gods somewhere in the equation, otherwise scientists are 
only discovering but not explaining. The atheist Laplace, when 
challenged by Napoleon Bonaparte about the absence of any 
mention of the Creator in his Exposition of the System of the World, 
replied dryly, “I had no need of that hypothesis.” When Napoleon 
told another great mathematician and scientist, Joseph-Louis 
Lagrange, about Laplace’s reply, Lagrange exclaimed, “Ah, but it’s 
a fine hypothesis, it explains so many things!” 

In the century after Laplace, atheist scientists gradually realized how right Lagrange was. In fact, 
more than just “explaining many things,” the “God hypothesis” turned out to be irreplaceable when 
it came to explaining the world. Science kept discovering but it could explain less and less. Worse 
than that, science couldn’t explain its own existence. Why do we as humans know what we know, 
and why do we discover what we discover, why do we understand what we discover, and why is 
everything we discover so beautifully fitted to serve man’s needs? The atheism of the Enlightenment 
had proposed that the more science discovers, the more it will explain about man and his nature, and 
therefore the less need for theology or religion. “A hundred years after my death,” boasted Voltaire, 
“the Bible will disappear from the face of the earth.” But by the 1950s even atheist scientists were 
having doubts as to the ability of science to explain anything, no matter how much it discovered, and 
no matter how many forces of nature it was able to harness to serve man and his civilization. 

And then, the decisive blow came, and it came not from a theologian or a Christian apologist, it 
came from a respectable scientist who three years later would receive the Nobel Prize for his 
contributions to physics: Eugene Wigner. In his 1960 article, “The Unreasonable Effectiveness of 
Mathematics in the Natural Sciences” Wigner stated the truth which every atheist scientist and 
philosopher knew and was afraid to tackle: Mathematics and physics, originating from two 
completely different quarters, the former from the pure speculations of the mind, the latter from the 
empirical data the physical reality feeds our experience with, have no reason to be connected in any 
comprehensible or predictable way. And yet, mathematics has been wonderfully effective in 
describing physical laws and predicting outcomes of experiments in the real world. Why, asked 
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Wigner, and couldn’t find an answer. No one can. Scientists keep using math and relying on math, as 
if they know for sure that math must be relevant to our physical experience. But they can’t explain 
why. The arrogant claim that science will explain the world more and more came to an end; science 
can’t even explain itself anymore. 

Wigner added insult to injury when he ended his article using almost religious language of 
humbleness, gratitude and faith: 

Let me end on a more cheerful note. The miracle of the appropriateness of the language of 
mathematics for the formulation of the laws of physics is a wonderful gift which we neither 
understand nor deserve. We should be grateful for it and hope that it will remain valid in future 
research and that it will extend, for better or for worse, to our pleasure, even though perhaps also to 
our bafflement, to wide branches of learning. 

Miracle. Wonderful gift. We neither understand nor deserve. We should be grateful. We should 
hope. Wigner, the mathematician and scientist, sounded like the Lutheran pastor in the church where 
his parents – converts from Judaism – took him when he was a boy. He was a stroke of a pen away 
from placing all mathematics and physics at the feet of the Creator and admit that without Him, 
nothing could be explained; and only the existence of God could account for the mysterious 
connections between the speculations of our brain (mathematics) and the laws of the real world. 

In short, Wigner committed a treason against science. He didn’t, in an Einsteinian fashion, just 
declare a personal faith in a God that had only marginal relevance to his scientific studies. He went 
farther than that: he implied that science was impossible and inexplicable without accepting a higher 
reality, transcending the mind of man and its capabilities for reasoning and experimentation. The 
short and ostensibly innocent article faced some really violent reactions; some objected to the 
conclusions in it, others to the premises, and still others refused to even deal with it, pretending it 
had never been written. But Wigner remained right about one thing: Despite the many attempts, no 
one could give a rational explanation for what Wigner described as the “uncanny ability of 
mathematics to describe and predict accurately the physical world.” 

In 2009 the Romanian-Israeli-American astrophysicist and mathematician Mario Livio took up the 
task to write a book with the purpose of neutralizing the conclusions of Wigner’s essay for the 
popular reader. Livio apparently understood very well what the conclusion of Wigner’s article is, for 
he titled his book, Is God a Mathematician? A deceptive title, to start with. Livio has no intention of 
discussing God or His relation to science. The title is only an admission that the impossibility to 
explain the connection between mathematics and physics leads to only one place – the God of the 
Bible. But the admission is only a mockery. Mario Livio has no use for God, whether He explains 
many things or not. He is heavily biased, and he doesn’t hesitate to flaunt his bias throughout the 
book. In the very first chapter, when discussing the issues about mathematics, invented or 
discovered, Livio asks the question: “Was God invented or discovered?” Or even more 
“provocatively,” in his own words, “Did God create humans in His own image, or did humans invent 
God in their own image?” Of course, the very question reveals that Livio doesn’t believe God 
created humans; the possibility that humans invented God is so illogical that a non-biased intelligent 
person wouldn’t even mention it. After all, how is it that generations of Christians of different 
cultures and geographical places continue “inventing” the same God over and over again? And why 
invent a God in the first place; what is the practical significance of this self-conscious self-deceit of 
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billions of people throughout history? And what about atheists who don’t invent any God at all? Are 
they imageless, faceless beings, or are they so desperately incompetent that they can’t even invent? 
Later in the book Livio ends the chapter on Galileo with the following pompous words: 

. . . at a time when there are attempts to introduce biblical creationism as an alternative “scientific” 
theory . . . , it is good to remember that Galileo already fought this battle almost four hundred years 
ago—and won! 

It doesn’t take a history expert to know that the “battle” Livio talks about wasn’t about to start for 
another three centuries, and that Galileo controversy was all within the framework of biblical 
creationism; it was not a battle of cosmologies but of interpretations within the same Biblical 
cosmology. After Galileo, Newton and Kepler followed his lead, and both men were convinced 
Biblical creationists, and neither of them noticed any “victory” for atheism in Galileo’s or in their 
own discoveries. The fact that Livio even wrote that in a book shows that the audience he is 
targeting is quite ignorant of history; and it also reveals his bias, against the facts of history and of 
science. 

With that bias, Livio sets out to solve the problem postulated by Wigner. Or, as he says, he “attempts 
to tackle many of these intriguing questions.” For example, is mathematics discovered or invented? 
Are there transcendental ideal forms, or is it all an invention of the chaotically moving human mind? 
The reader is left with the impression that at the end he will at least have some clarification as to 
what the solution to the dilemma is. As we will see, only disappointment lies ahead. 

Livio traces the history of the philosophical ideas concerning mathematics. He is a master storyteller, 
and he can revolve a story around his main topic, illuminating the most important moments and 
details. Plato and Aristotle, Archimedes, Galileo, Newton, Descartes, Gaus, all come to play in 
helping Livio resolve the problem – or at least lead him to some “clarification.” A student of history 
of science will learn many interesting trivia from the book’s narrative. If nothing else, the author’s 
mastery in telling the story of math is unsurpassed. With a raconteur of that magnitude, by the last 
chapter the reader’s mouth is drooling in expectation for the solution to the double dilemma: (1) is 
math discovered or invented; and more important, (2) why is mathematics – a product of the human 
mind – so mysteriously helpful in describing physical events outside of the human mind? 

The last chapter is a disappointment. 

The first dilemma is resolved through low-class dialectical evasion: Mathematics is both discovery 
and invention. Some of it is invention, like the prime numbers. Some of it is discovery, like the 
theorems about the prime numbers. Livio doesn’t explain how he reconciles both. Didn’t prime 
numbers exist even before they were “invented”? And how do we “discover” anything about 
something that isn’t more than a just mental speculation? Can we “discover” theorems and laws in a 
book of fiction, let alone expect them to have any application and practical significance in the real 
world? Isn’t the “discovery” only a part of our invention itself? How can Livio be sure that the 
“discovery” of the theorems about prime numbers is not another figment of our imagination, just as 
the prime numbers themselves? Livio’s solution is not a solution at all. 

When he gets to the Wigner’s Enigma, Livio is even more disappointing. He quotes irrelevant 
passages from other authors, and then he gets to the solutions offered to the Enigma by the computer 
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scientist Richard Hamming, most of whom rely on the evolution of humans – we just couldn’t 
survive as a species, y’know, if our brain didn’t evolve with understanding of calculus, vector 
analysis, or non-Euclidean geometries. Livio is smart enough to know that such arguments won’t fly: 
He quotes Hamming who is not convinced even by himself. And there are no other solutions, only 
conjectures. 

So, if not Hamming’s solutions, then what? And here, at the end of 250 pages of struggling to find a 
solution, the poverty of Livio’s philosophy manifests itself. He admits there is no solution. He says 
there is no guarantee that mathematical theory should exist at all. He says there doesn’t have to be a 
theory of gravity, or a theory of anything at all! If there are any theories, it is because “nature has 
been kind to us all,” but we can’t even declare with any kind of certainty whether we should try to 
have any theories or postulate any laws of nature. Livio started from an atheistic point of departure; 
the goal was to explain an enigma that has baffled atheist science for decades. His journey ended in 
agnosticism, confusion, and denial. 

To soften the effects of the disgraceful end of his philosophical quest, Mario Livio summons the 
spirit of Bertrand Russell to justify the failure: 

Philosophy is to be studied not for the sake of any definite answers to its questions, since no definite 
answers can, as a rule, be known to be true, but rather for the sake of the questions themselves . . . but 
above all because, through the greatness of the universe which philosophy contemplates, the mind is 
also rendered great, and becomes capable of that union with the universe which constitutes its highest 
good. 

Here is the sum of the atheist philosophy: We started strong and confident that through science we 
will answer all the questions and therefore won’t need God anymore; and we ended having no 
knowledge and no assurance of any kind of knowledge at all, with a naked and poor philosophy that 
has no answers at all; but at least we feel “great” in our minds because we have asked the questions, 
and of course, because unlike those Christians who superstitiously seek union with their Christ, we 
now have our own enlightened union with the “universe” which constitutes our “greatest good.” 

After finishing Is God a Mathematician? the intelligent reader will wonder, how in the world can a 
scientist and mathematician of Livio’s rank rest satisfied with such a meager result from his quest? 
Isn’t he supposed to look for answers? Do we pay scientists to settle for an unknown and 
unknowable universe in which nothing could be known and the questions will never get answers? 
How does Livio reconcile his reputation and position of a learned man with his surrender before the 
unknown? 

The answer must be found in the fact that Livio doesn’t want an answer. He knows there is a answer 
to Wigner’s enigma, as well as to all other metaphysical problems of science and knowledge. The 
answer is simple, and by the principle of the Occam’s Razor must be accepted as operative by the 
scientists, if they were unbiased. The answer is that there is a Creator God, Who has created both the 
human mind and the world. The connection between math and physics is there, in God the 
transcendental originator of all, of our thinking and reasoning, and of our environment. God is not 
“invented” nor “discovered,” He has revealed Himself, and only through that revelation of God we 
know anything about ourselves, or about the world. Mathematics is indeed both invented and 
discovered but not in the primitive dialectical sense Livio wants it; it exists in ideal form in the mind 
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of God, and we “discover” it through a process of divine revelation, as part of the larger revelation 
from God about Himself, us, and our world. Wigner was right we should be grateful for mathematics 
– because it indeed is a gift from God, a tool given to us to use for His glory. Contrary to Livio’s 
wishful thinking, biblical creationism is not defeated, it is victorious, and Livio’s atheism is an abject 
failure, as his own book demonstrates. Livio’s book is a failure itself, and its only value is to serve as 
a didactic tool to show the poverty of the atheist philosophy and science to explain anything, 
including its own existence and usefulness. 

God is not mocked. 
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 Make Money, Buy Socialism, and See What Happens 193.
Bojidar Marinov, November 4, 2009 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054427/http://americanvision.org/662/make-money-buy-
socialism-see-happens/  

December 7, 2000. I was sitting at the Greyhound Bus Station in Springfield, Missouri, waiting to 
board the bus to Detroit. My friend Will and I were watching CNN on the TV set in the lobby; CNN 
was reporting about the shortage of electric power in California, the blackouts affecting hundreds of 
thousands of people, and the governor Gray Davis’ intention to declare a state of emergency. 

Will, who had lived in California most of his life, couldn’t believe California could have such a 
crisis. “What do you think caused this, Bojidar?” 

To explain it to him, I told him a joke of the times of the Cold War, one of those that were very 
popular on the other side of the Iron Curtain, one that could send you to a concentration camp or at 
least get you a good beating by a KGB officer: 

“Two guards, Ivan and Johnny, pace their ranges on both sides of the border between a Communist 
and a capitalist country. It’s 8 pm, Johnny’s side is brightly illuminated, a small town in the distance 
shines like a Christmas tree with all the street lights and buildings and houses. Ivan’s side is dark, 
being in a constant blackout because of shortages. Johnny cheerfully shouts at Ivan: ‘You all have no 
electricity!’ Ivan is silent, he doesn’t know what to say, truth is truth, they have no electricity. 

“As soon as he is back from his watch, he approaches his commissar and asks, ‘Comrade, I want to 
be ideologically strong but I have no answer to that.’ ‘Oh, that’s easy,’ the commissar replies, ‘tell 
him, you all don’t have socialism.’ 

“The next day Ivan is on the border for his watch, ready for his ideological battle. Johnny appears 
and shouts, ‘You all have no electricity!’ Ivan replies, ‘You all don’t have socialism!’ Johnny is 
quick to answer, ‘Ha! Big deal! We have money, we can buy socialism.’ Forced to find a quick 
reply, Ivan automatically shouts back: ‘Then you won’t have electricity!’” 

That’s what happened to California. It used to be the most capitalist state in the USA, they made lots 
of money, then they bought socialism with it, and as a result they didn’t have electricity. 

These days the president of Venezuela warned his countrymen to not sing in the shower and wash in 
three minutes. The reason is power and water shortages in a country that has enormous oil reserves 
and has humid tropical climate. “I take shower in three minutes,” he said, “and I don’t stink.” 

May be he doesn’t stink. What stinks though is socialism. It stinks shortages. Every country that has 
been affected by socialism in one or other degree has experienced shortages of one or another 
commodity, or of everything. Soviet Russia, the nation with the largest area of fertile land, managed 
to have several famines and imported food during all 70 years of its existence; just 5 years before the 
Communist revolution the “backward peasants” of tzarist Russia exported more grain than all of 
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Western Europe combined. Nations like Ethiopia or Cuba had the same experience. Sweden, with 
more land per capita than any European country and stagnant population, manages to have housing 
shortages. The French healthcare system, the pride of the French governments, experiences severe 
shortages of qualified physicians. Germany has the same problem with computer specialists. My 
own home country, Bulgaria, was a net exporter of vegetables and other foods to both Germany and 
Russia in the interwar years; under Communism we had to grow our own vegetables – unless we 
wanted to spend hours waiting for the limited quantities that made it to the grocery stores. 

On the other hand, capitalism, like Karl Marx rightly pointed, has the opposite problem: 
overproduction, i.e. surpluses of goods. (I’d take surpluses over shortages anytime, thank you very 
much.) 

No matter how carefully you introduce socialism, no matter how “scientifically” you build it, no 
matter how many educated socialists there are, no matter what natural and human resources a 
country has, socialism produces shortages every time, in every place. By its nature, socialist 
ideology makes the woefully unrealistic assumption that production of goods and services remains a 
constant irrespective of economic and political systems, and therefore all that is needed is 
distribution and redistribution of the goods and services. And of course, every redistribution of 
resources has one major consequence: It discourages initiative, industriousness, courage, and long-
term planning. The result is decreased production, and shortages. Always. 

These are common sense facts and truths, and I shouldn’t have to even write about them, if it wasn’t 
for so many of our Christian brethren who have fallen prey to lies and deception believing that 
“Christian” socialism can be better than “non-Christian” socialism, and that the Bible advocates 
socialism. Supposedly our “Christian duty” to show “love” and “compassion” requires that we 
engage in a large-scale redistribution of wealth. 

What they need to learn is that this country started as an experiment in “Christian” socialism. (Read 
more about it in Gary North, The Puritan Economic Experiments.) And the Puritans’ “Christian” 
socialism ended as all other socialisms: It created shortages and famine. And shortages and famine 
never helped anyone, and certainly never helped the poor and the weak. 

Therefore, if you are serious about helping the poor, rally against socialism. Look at what admittedly 
creates surpluses: Capitalism. Work for capitalism and create surpluses. And then you’ll have 
enough to feed your poor. 

The alternative has proven a failure, every time it was tried. But if you want to try it yourself, try it 
on a local level. Get a small group of people, make money and buy socialism. And then see what 
happens. 
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 For Woody Allen, “Obama Ist Ein Famoser Kerl” 194.
Bojidar Marinov, June 2, 2010 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054402/http://americanvision.org/2668/for-woody-allen-
obama-ist-ein-famoser-kerl/  

Erich Graetz, owner and manager of the producer of kerosene 
lamps and electrical systems Ehrich & Graetz AG, had inherited 
the company from his father Max Graetz in 1936. Max and his 
two sons, Erich and Fritz, were among the critics of the Weimar 
Republic. Ehrich & Graetz AG profited much under Hitler’s 
regime. The company employed the services of about 1,100 
forced laborers during the war, one third of them Jewish. In 
1943 the SS took the Jewish workers to the concentration 
camps. Erich only complained about the loss of the labor of the 
“non-Aryans.” 

Erich Graetz is better known for his exclamation in the early 
1930’s, “Ist Hitler nicht ein famoser Kerl?” (“Isn’t Hitler a 
fabulous guy?”). He supported Hitler’s ascent to power, and he 
took advantage of the forced labor provided by the dictatorship 
government of the Nazi Party. Hitler was just fabulous, wasn’t 
he. He had to have dictatorial powers – that’s what Germany 

needed. How else would Germany be restored to power? 

Of course, we know what Hitler brought to Germany – utter devastation, destruction, and suffering. 
Erich and Fritz lost all they had. They could have foreseen as early as 1936 what was coming. But 
they were deceived by their blind worship of Hitler. After all, wasn’t he ein famoser Kerl? 

Woody Allen lived his whole life quite comfortably in a nation that more than any other nation on 
the planet had liberty and justice for all, embedded in its Constitution, and in the very fabric of its 
society. He had the freedom to make movies that most Americans resented, and also movies that 
didn’t necessarily agreed with the views of the political elite at the time. He could say things that so 
many of us disagreed with, and he could get away with it. There were no “crystal nights” at Woody 
Allen’s shop, and he wasn’t sent to a concentration camp. Even when he did most disgusting things 
with his stepdaughter, the court didn’t give him what he deserved. He got away with much. 

But these days Woody Allen is of the opinion, that Obama is just brilliant, and he must be given 
dictatorial powers. Obama just must be allowed to force the majority of us Americans to do what he 
wants. We shouldn’t be allowed to make our own decisions, or have it our own way. We should be 
under a dictatorship. Obama must be given the power to impose “crystal nights” on the rest of us, 
and send us to concentration camps. 
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In short, after taking advantage of the liberties we have in America, Woody Allen wants to make 
sure that other Americans are deprived of that privilege. Why? Because for Woody Allen, Obama ist 
ein famoser Kerl. 

The Left has always been on the lookout to find that promised Messiah of socialism, that famoser 
Kerl who is “brilliant,” who knows everything, who is by definition sinless and infallible. Every 
generation of leftists had its semi-god who would bring about the promised kingdom of complete 
government control, who knows better than the people what is good for them. Leftist American 
intellectuals have been obsessed with Mussolini, then Hitler, FDR, Stalin, Mao, Castro, Kennedy... 
The list of socialist would-be messiahs is longer than the list of the would-be Antichrists for the 
dispensationalists. 

This reveals a very interesting characteristic of the Left. Even though it generally parades under the 
banner of atheism or “anti-religion,” the Left is profoundly and hopelessly religious to the core. It is 
deeply irrational when it comes to belief in its proposed messiahs. I say “religious,” but the word 
that properly describes it would probably rather be “superstitious.” A religious faith is usually 
accompanied by a theology, an attempt to rationalize the belief, to analyze and understand the object 
of worship, to make it accessible intellectually to outsiders. A religious faith is open to consider and 
meet objections and answer them; it defends itself by presenting counter-arguments and building a 
worldview that encompasses both personal and corporate thought and action. 

The Left has nothing like it. Its faith in its messiahs is a rather primitive, deeply irrational 
superstition. It doesn’t attempt to understand or analyze them, it doesn’t attempt to defend them 
intellectually, it doesn’t attempt to understand any counter-arguments and answer them. They are 
just “brilliant,” “famoser,” the kind of god that the humanity needed all along. Anyone who objects 
to this irrational superstition is by default a taboo-breaker in the eyes of the leftists; he spits upon 
their totem. 

And of course, since the messiah of the leftists must be by default above any doubt or question, since 
he is famoser and brilliant, logically he must be given dictatorial powers. Anything less than 
dictatorial powers would be an affront to the god. The process of political representation in the 
Constitution of the United States presupposes that politicians are fallible and sinful and imperfect. 
This comes in direct contradiction with the primitive superstitious faith of the leftists. Therefore, for 
a consistent leftist, the Constitution has to go, and our famoser Kerl must be given dictatorial 
powers. 

Just like Erich Graetz 70 years ago, Woody Allen is intelligent enough to foresee what would be 
coming to America if Barrack Hussein Obama was given dictatorial powers. The Founders of this 
country warned against it, and we have the examples of so many other “brilliant dictators” in other 
countries in recent history. And just like Erich Graetz 70 years ago, Woody Allen is blinded by his 
own primitive tribal superstition that blocks his brain and wouldn’t allow him to see the irrationality 
of his own words. 

Apostle Paul says in his epistle to the Romans about folks like Woody Allen, that, 

For even though they knew God, they did not honor Him as God or give thanks, but they became 
futile in their speculations, and their foolish heart was darkened. Professing to be wise, they became 
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fools, and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for an image in the form of corruptible man 
and of birds and four-footed animals and crawling creatures (Romans 1:21-23). 

In its flight from God and His Law, the Left didn’t find freedom from religious beliefs, neither did it 
find wisdom. To the contrary, the Left left the ordered house of the Christian religion only to live in 
the jungle of primitive creature worship and superstition; and instead of wisdom, it got irrationalism 
and stupidity. Woody Allen is an end product of this process. 

Irrational superstitious creature-worshippers do not build civilizations; they can only live as parasites 
in a civilization created by those that worship the Creator. Woody Allen’s faith is dying across 
America, and his brilliant famoser Kerl will go down in history as the worst President America ever 
had. God is not to be mocked. 
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 Expediency Trumps Honesty, If One Is a Leftist 195.
Bojidar Marinov, Date Unknown [2009-2012?] 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3588/expediency-trumps-
honesty-if-one-is-a-leftist/  

There is a tradition in Eastern Europe that we 
should say only good or nothing of the dead. 
Given the ratings of Christ Matthews, decency 
requires that I say only good or nothing of his 
show on MSNBC. If it ain’t already dead, it is 
a “dimly burning wick” (Isa. 42:3) so it 
doesn’t need my help to get extinguished. 
After all, Chris Matthews is the guy who said 
that American companies are sitting idly on 
trillions of dollars and refuse to spend them, 
only to do harm to Obama at the next 
presidential elections 25 months away. (He 
never mentioned what inflation would be 
produced by trillions of dollars poured into the 

economy and how that would hurt the workers and the poor.) With such statements out of Matthews’ 
mouth, he doesn’t need critics. 

The only reason I am talking about his show is that Matthews said something that is a very important 
principle for all political action on the left, used by Communists, Nazis, socialists, and American 
Democrats. It is important to know it if we want to be informed about the real state of affairs in the 
American political life. 

Last week, Chris Matthews admitted that America is basically conservative. He didn’t say he was hit 
with this revelation in the last few days. He must have known it all along since he commented that 
Bill Clinton knew it back in the 90’s and acted accordingly to stay in power. If Bill Clinton knew it, 
Chris Matthews must have known it too. We don’t know what made Matthews admit so much. He 
may have had a road-to-Damascus experience the night before that show. Or he may have just been 
too careless and let the truth slip out of his mouth – such things happen even to Communist media 
anchors once in a while. Whatever the reason was, Chris Matthews said it: America is basically 
conservative. 

He didn’t elaborate on the moral issues of it. For example, if America is basically conservative, what 
in the world is a liberal President doing representing it? Wasn’t democracy all about “rule of the 
people”? Well, if the people are conservative, as Matthews rightly observed, they should be 
represented by a conservative President, and conservative politicians, n’est-ce pas? Isn’t that the 
very point of democracy? And if it is, isn’t the Democrat Party the one that should insist on what the 
people want, and give them conservative policies and conservative President? 
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But no, Chris Matthews doesn’t worry about the moral issue of a liberal President representing a 
basically conservative population. His problem is exactly the opposite: There is danger that the 
liberal President will lose his next elections because he wasn’t expedient enough in his words. 

Matthews praises Clinton for his approval rating. Why is Clinton’s approval rating so high? Because 
Clinton was able to tell the “middle” what they wanted to hear. Not what he believed, note that, but 
what they wanted to hear. Matthews just loves that. He elaborates in his own words: 

Scare off the middle and you lose the country. You hold the middle by hugging to their main 
concerns. You focus on the economy, yes it's the economy, stupid. You convince people that you 
want government involvement when and only when the private sector can't act. You do it out of 
necessity, not out of desire. 

Note the last sentence above: “You do it out of necessity, not out of desire.” Clinton didn’t desire to 
say the words he said; but he had to, if he wanted to stay in power. Staying in power by saying 
things he didn’t believe deserves admiration, Chris Matthews says. The voters won’t like your big-
government schemes? Lie to them. Then lie to them again. Then lie to them again, and again, and 
again. Until you are secured in your political seat. Then you can do whatever you want to do. Of 
course, that’s not where you stop, warns Matthews. The “big things” that need to be done by a 
President, also need to be “sold” to the political middle. So he advises Obama to do the “things,” and 
sell them. 

Notice that in this whole tirade there isn’t a single word about what Clinton and Obama believed. It 
is of no consequence. It doesn’t matter if what they sell to the public is what they actually believe or 
do. The important thing is to stay in power, no matter what. Political success is everything in 
Matthews’ morally twisted world. And he advises politicians to have the same views. 

Such resort to lies and fraud is not new for the socialists and other leftists. Lenin, for one, the 
founder of the bloodiest regime that ever existed in history, was a master at using political deception. 
In his first editorial in Pravda the day after the coup on October 25, 1917 he declared that, 

As a democratic government we can not disregard the decision of the people, even if we do not agree 
with it. If the peasants follow the Social Revolutionaries farther, even if they give that party a 
majority in the Constituent Assembly, we shall say: so be it. 

The Social Revolutionaries (SR) were a rival socialist party, much more moderate than the 
Bolsheviks, and they had very large following among the Russian peasants, the single largest voting 
bloc in Russia at the time. Lenin didn’t feel strong enough to oppose the majority of the population, 
so he resorted to lies. The Bolsheviks adopted the SR’s slogans, “give the land to the peasants,” and 
“the factories to the workers.” He simply did what Matthews advises Obama to do: Lie to the middle 
about your views, tell them what they want to hear, not because you desire it, but because it is 
expedient. Of course, Lenin never believed his own propaganda; in his State and Revolution written 
just a couple of months before the October coup he already declared the role of the state in the “first 
phase of Communism”: After the revolution, in a socialist society, the state will “safeguard” the 
common ownership of the means of production, will safeguard the equality in labor and in the 
distribution of goods. “Safeguard” turned out to mean “control” and eventually “own.” Any peasants 
or workers who believed the Bolshevik propaganda that the land would be given to the peasants and 
the factories to the workers were completely deluded. 
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A month later the SR’s did win the elections with a staggering 58%. Trusting the promises of the 
Bolsheviks, the SR supporters appeared in Petrograd unarmed to witness the first democratically 
elected Constituent Assembly. Lenin’s supporters were armed. By the end of the first day it became 
obvious this would be the last day of the new democracy – armed Bolsheviks disrupted the first 
meeting of the Assembly, and the next day the building was closed, and the delegates forced to go 
home. So much for Lenin’s promises. Within several years all the factories were made state property 
and all workers forced to join the only existing government-established labor union. In another ten 
years all land was made government property and the peasants were forced into collectives. The 
slogans the Communists used to get to power were just that – slogans – and they had no other 
function but to get to power. 

And Chris Matthews is advising Obama to do exactly that: Use slogans to keep being in power. 
Whether he believes them or not is of no consequence to Matthews. Honesty plays no part in the 
socialist political strategy. 

In a sense, it is unfortunate so few people actually watch Chris Matthews show. Had they watched it, 
they would see Chris Matthews eager to utilize methods of older times that are hopelessly outdated 
in the modern world of Internet. Matthews calls the conservatives the “Cro-Magnon political party,” 
and then he exposes himself as a political Neanderthal. He has completely missed the arrival of the 
new times. The Tea Party is moving America in a completely opposite direction: Conservative 
politicians are now forced to actually believe what they say, and act accordingly. The Tea Party’s 
main thrust is not even against the Democrats, it is against the RINOs, those that have used 
conservative rhetoric and votes for decades while believing and acting like leftists. The new political 
climate is not only not tolerant to politicians who say what they don’t believe; it is actively hostile to 
them, and the new conservative voting majority is actively working to remove those dishonest 
politicians. Matthews is completely out of touch with reality if he believes that the old game of “tell 
them what they want, do what they don’t want” is going to work anymore. 

But Chris Matthews has no other choice. The Bible tells us in Matt. 13:30 that in history, the tares 
and the wheat grow until harvest, which is the end of the world. Reformed theologians interpret this 
as the growth of believers and unbelievers to the logical maturity of their respective worldviews. 
Christians will grow in righteousness, non-Christians will grow in wickedness. More and more 
Christians will grow consistent with the Law of God and obey its precepts. More and more non-
Christians will grow consistent with their rejection of the Law of God and therefore indulge in 
greater and greater iniquity. Lies, theft, murder, terrorism, fraud, envy, will become more and more 
the preferred methods for action for them. Non-Christians like Matthews will see no problem in 
using immoral behavior to stay in power; in fact, as we see, they will openly call for it. Leftists will 
resort to lies more and more, as Christians will be faithful to the truth more and more. 

The problem for the leftists is that the more they neglect honesty in the name of expediency, the less 
successful they will become. Obama’s presidency is a clear example of it. Chris Matthews did admit 
in the same show that Obama won not for any quality of his own, but because of the widespread 
perceived dishonesty of Bush’s administration. Obama and his supporters in Congress and the 
Senate indulged in even greater dishonesty – only to witness the fastest fall in popularity a President 
ever had. The more lies they try to use, the more exposed they become, and the less able to stay in 
power. Times have changed, and God is not mocked. 
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And this is not a temporary change. History is moving toward the practical fulfillment of Ben 
Franklin’s maxim: “Honesty is the best policy.” (He got it from Cervantes’ Don Quixote.) Which 
means that history will become more and more hostile to Chris Matthews and the likes of him. 
Socialism has only a generation or two to live. Not more. 
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 Jim Wallis: Consistently Applying the Two Kingdoms 198.
Theology 

Bojidar Marinov, March 12, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172830/https://americanvision.org/5628/jim-wallis-
consistently-applying-the-two-kingdoms-theology/  

When Jim Wallis declares that he opposes 
“American exceptionalism,” no one should 
be surprised. Wallis’s first commitment is 
Marxism. He started his career in activism 
not as a church minister nor as a Christian, 
but as a member of the Students for 
Democratic Society, a socialist organization 
originally known as League for Industrial 
Democracy (LID). LID was started in 1905 
with significant help – financially, 
intellectually, and organizationally – from 
the British Fabian Society. While the SDS 
was rather radical in its activity, even 

experimenting with domestic terrorism (some of its members became part of the Revolutionary 
Youth Movement and the Weather Underground Organization), Jim Wallis kept closer to the 
original tactics of the British Fabian Society. He took the “religious” path, assuming the clothing of a 
Christian church minister, as was the original goal of the Fabians, presenting his radical socialist-
Marxist ideas under the disguise of Christian teachings. He, of course, continues to claim that he has 
nothing to do with the political labels of “left” and “right.” But his alliances and his political 
teachings clearly identify him as a Marxist; he is widely recognized by the liberals and the socialists 
in America as one of their own. And Democrat politicians, usually vehemently opposed to any kind 
of Christian influence in politics, willingly invite him to their meetings and have him as their 
speaker. There is no doubt about that: Jim Wallis is a Marxist wolf in a pastor’s clothing. He has 
learned to use the Bible in a way indistinguishable from the way the conservative pastors and 
theologians use it; while at the same time promoting the radical agenda of violent Marxism, 
government tyranny, and the destruction of individual liberty and private property. 

And as with all Marxists out there, America’s unique Christian libertarian heritage of freedom, 
private property, and individual liberty is a threat to Wallis. So he has to reject any notion of 
American exceptionalism. America as a nation that is unique in its original purpose and founding has 
always been an ideological threat to Communism; it has always proven that self-government under 
God produces better results than tyranny under a socialist elite. Wallis must attack that Christian 
libertarian heritage if he wants to promote his Marxist agenda. 

None of this is a surprise. The Fabian tactics of the original Fabian Socialists has been with us for a 
long time now, and we have learned to recognize it. But what is important for our analysis here is 
not so much Wallis’s agenda. It is his choice of main argument that we need be mindful of. 
Strangely enough, in order to promote his agenda, Wallis doesn’t need to devise a new theology. He 
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only need to take the existing theology of the conservative evangelical pastors and leaders, and apply 
it consistently. 

His main argument is this: 

We set this up so that it would not be a Christian nation for any religious framework. . . . Where in the 
Bible is there a special place for America? Where do we get that that’s bad theology . . . just bad 
theology. 

He gives additional argumentation: 

There is no special covenant with America here. 

And then he concludes: 

Most of us in the faith community believe in religious liberty and that we should be a diverse and 
pluralistic nation in terms of our faith traditions and want to respect and affirm and live out of that 
mutual respect and collaboration. So we’re not a Christian nation. I’ve said that on Al Jazeera, on 
Voice of America — because I want people to know this is not a Christian nation in which other 
religions should be afraid. 

Amazing, isn’t it? What would the Founding Fathers say about such claims? Would they agree that 
America is a place where all religions – including the most barbarous and bloodthirsty ones – should 
feel comfortable? Would the Founding Fathers accept a religion which sacrifices children to 
Molech? Or one that requires eating human flesh? Wallis’s claims are absurd and false, and he is 
way off the mark when he talks about how America was founded. 

But can we blame just him? 

No. Jim Wallis in fact took this main theological argument not from his Marxist books but from the 
words of some of those that are considered “conservative” theologians and pastors. In fact, he took it 
from Christian celebrities who claim to be “Reformed” but espouse the doctrine of the Two 
Kingdoms Theology. The rejection of the idea of a Christian nation is in fact epidemic among the 
“celebrities” in Reformed circles. For example, John MacArthur, considered by some to be a 
“Reformed” pastor only because he got one doctrine of the Reformation right – the doctrine of grace 
– has the following to say when he discusses “The Gospel and Politics”: 

God is not calling us to wage a culture war that would seek to transform our countries into “Christian 
nations.” 

Moreover, the next sentence sounds like coming right out of Jim Wallis’s ideological arsenal: 

To devote all, or even most, of our time, energy, money, and strategy to putting a façade of morality 
on the world or over our governmental and political institutions is to badly misunderstand our roles as 
Christians in a spiritually lost world. 
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A culture war for a Christian nation, says MacArthur, is nothing more than “putting a façade of 
morality.” In his theology the spiritual war can not be a cultural war; any cultural war is by default 
only superficial, not spiritual. 

Albert Mohler, a well-known proponent of the Two Kingdoms Doctrine, is also hostile to the idea of 
a Christian nation. Just like Wallis, he asks the question directly, “Is America a Christian Nation?” 
And he answers just like Wallis: No, it isn’t, and it shouldn’t be. Oh, yes, he admits that American 
citizens are overwhelmingly Christian. But those Christian citizens do not and should not work to 
make their nation Christian, as far as the law of the land is concerned. And just like Wallis, Mohler 
insists on religious pluralism with words that sound every bit the same as Wallis’s: 

As America recognizes and respects the diversity of the beliefs of its citizens, we should expect to see 
more symbolism representing different religions rather than less. Christians should not be offended by 
the public display of the Menorah at Hanukkah or the display of other religious symbols at other 
occasions. 

Mohler, like Wallis, doesn’t even stop to consider the question: “What’s wrong then with other 
religious traditions?” For example, that of Molech and burning little babies alive at his altar? Are we 
going to ban the Molech tradition if someone revived it? On what basis? 

Michael Horton of the Westminster Seminary West has the same advice as Wallis: no Christian 
nation, it is a dangerous thing. He says: 

The very idea of a Christian empire or a Christian nation was a serious confusion of these two cities. 

Then he continues that Luther and Calvin opposed that idea of a Christian nation – a statement that is 
so blatantly absurd and historically inaccurate that one wonders what standards exactly Westminster 
West use to hire their “professors.” Horton, like Wallis, has a negative opinion about the idea of 
America as a Christian nation: 

In our Christian circles in the United States today, we can discern a “Christendom” view, where some 
imagine America to be a Christian nation invested with a divine commission to bring freedom to the 
ends of the earth. 

And just like Wallis, who claims there is no special place for America in the Bible, Horton believes 
that that “Christendom” view he criticizes actually confuses Israel’s theocracy with modern 
America. Of course, Israel’s theocracy wasn’t a Christian nation and therefore can’t be used in this 
context; but Horton has never very careful about what arguments he uses anyway. 

The list of Reformed “celebrities” who agree with the Marxist Jim Wallis about America as a 
Christian nation can go on and on and on. After 1995, when the terminology of the “two kingdoms – 
previously the operational theology of the compromised churches of Nazi Germany – was revived by 
the faculty of Westminster West to use as a rhetorical tool against theonomy, many have adopted it, 
despite its obvious exegetical insufficiency. Wallis didn’t have to invent new theology. It was given 
to him by the conservative pastors and theologians themselves. 

Why is Wallis so happy to use the arguments of the Two Kingdoms Theology for his “social gospel” 
agenda? After all, the critics of theonomy have always accused theonomy of being similar to the 
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“social gospel” in its call for application of the Gospel every area of life. And yet, when it comes to 
the theological foundations of the Marxist “social gospel” of Wallis, and the Two Kingdoms 
Theology of the neo-Reformed, they are all based on the same principle: no national covenant with 
God, no Christian nations, no such thing as specifically Christian culture, civil government, or legal 
codes. What is there in the Two Kingdoms Theology which makes Wallis use it for his agenda? 

It perfectly fits the goals of the Marxists. 

Jim Wallis knows well one thing: The greatest obstacle to the spread of Marxism in the United 
States is not the limited, truncated “gospel” of pietism which calls for individual piety only and 
leaves the civil realm to the “natural law”; it is the consistent theology of the continuing validity of 
the Law of God for every area of life, called theonomy. If a nation is officially a Christian nation, if 
it is in a covenant with God, then it will officially acknowledge the Law of God as its legal 
foundation. And the Law of God is strongly opposed to any kind of socialism and statism, the true 
religion of Wallis. Any nation in covenant with God will apply in its legal practices and its 
government policies the Ten Commandments, and specifically the Eighth Commandment which 
prohibits theft and compulsory redistribution of wealth both by individuals and governments. Wallis 
knows there is no recourse against the Law of God once a nation is determined to apply it and obey 
it. 

All that the fallen man can oppose to the Law of God is laws of men. And laws of men always fail in 
comparison to the Law of God. But if a nation abandons its covenant with God and denies the 
validity of the Law of God in our days, then the only alternative is laws of men. And when it comes 
to laws of men, socialism has proven that it can impose its own laws much easier and faster than any 
of its competitors. All that a Marxist like Wallis needs is to get God out of the way as the Lawmaker 
for civil government and culture. Once God is out of the way, the rest is a piece of cake: socialism 
and statism triumph. 

And the Two Kingdoms Theology, with its rejection of theonomy and its reliance on “natural law” 
(as opposed to God’s Law) is the perfect starting point for him. All he needs to do is to adopt it, and 
apply it consistently. The neo-Reformed preachers and teachers like MacArthur, Mohler, Horton, 
and others have provided the tools for Wallis’s agenda. They have been inconsistent; Wallis takes 
their own theology to its logical end, to their own detriment, and to the detriment of their listeners 
and followers. Just like the churches in Germany, paralyzed by the Two Kingdoms Theology, 
surrendered Germany to Nazism, modern America churches, paralyzed by the same theology, are 
surrendering America to Marxism. 

The answer to Wallis, and to his conservative accomplices, is simple: A nation doesn’t have to have 
a special place in the Bible to be Christian, just like a person doesn’t have to be specifically 
mentioned in the Bible to be a Christian. What is important is whether the Bible has a special place 
in the heart, culture, and the legal codes of a nation. I have shown how the argument against a 
Christian nation is illogical and unbiblical (“If There Can’t Be a Christian Nation, Can There Be 
Anything Christian at All?”). But those who reject the Law of God as their comprehensive guide to 
righteous action, both individually and corporately, reject God as King, and prefer men to rule over 
them. And Wallis and his political masters are only too happy to oblige. 
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Like I said elsewhere  [“The Moral Relativism of Two Kingdom Theology”], our greatest problem in 
America is not socialism. Socialism, even if it achieves political power, eventually dies under its 
own pressure. Our greatest problem are our own Christian celebrities, popular preacher, seminary 
professors, pastors of big congregations, who by their positions of authority are empowered to give 
us false teachings concerning the Law of God, and thus dumb down our consciences concerning the 
application of the Gospel in all areas of life. While I am warning about this problem, Jim Wallis is 
taking advantage of it. And he doesn’t have to do much, for most of the work is done for him by 
those Christian Reformed celebrities I mentioned above. All he needs to do is apply their theology 
consistently. 
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 The DADT Hoax 199.
Bojidar Marinov, January 18, 2012 

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172844/https://americanvision.org/5490/the-dadt-hoax/  

A Christian friend recently told me that he wasn’t 
going to vote for a particular Christian candidate 
because “he voted for the repeal of the DADT 
provision.” In the eyes of my friend the DADT act 
was a “solid Christian law,” and he couldn’t see how 
a Christian politician could vote for its repeal. I asked 
my friend what made him believe that the DADT 
policy was a “solid Christian law.” His reply was that 
it banned sodomites from serving in the US military. 
Such is the opinion of multitudes of Christian voters 
in the US. They have made this act – and others – by 
Congress their litmus test for Christian politicians. 

What I will argue here is that far from being a “solid 
Christian law,” the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy 
was a hoax aimed at the destruction of the Republican 
foundations of our military, and therefore at the 
destruction of its originally Christian character. It was 
a fraud that was meant to (1) deceive Christians into 
accepting a new legal principle as normative, and to 

(2) pave the way for legislative tyranny by Congress. At the end, both the passing and the repeal of 
the DADT Act – and the inept opposition to that repeal – were part of a grander scheme, part of the 
paradigm shift toward more centralized government and political oppression. 

Before we go to what the DADT actually did to the legal foundations and the regulation of our 
military, we need to bust two myths: 

First, DADT did not ban sodomites from serving in the armed forces. They have always been 
banned from serving, since the very beginning of the Continental Army in 1775. Sodomy has been 
treated both as a mental state deserving psychiatrist’s care, and as a moral deviation which has a 
negative effect on the morale of the troops. The Critenden Report (a U.S. Navy study) of 1957 
declared that sodomy “is wrong, it is evil, and it is to be branded as such.” The Army Regulation 
635.89 of 1966 specifically addressed the issue of sodomy and said that sodomites “will not be 
permitted to serve in the Army in any capacity, and their prompt separation is mandatory.” The 
Regulation then listed the procedures for the mandatory separation of sodomites. There were many 
other Army, Navy, and Air Force regulations that banned sodomites from serving based on sodomy 
being either immoral or dangerous to the troops’ morale. The DADT policy, and specifically the 
extension of the U.S. Code concerning sodomites in the military, did not create a new policy or a 
new ban, it only moved the policy from the internal regulations of the armed forces to the level of 
Congressional legislation. As we will see later, this had great significance to the later development 
of the issue. 
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Second, DADT made it virtually impossible for the military to track the sodomites who entered 
service, and to separate them. The earlier regulations prescribed procedures for tracking and 
discovering sodomites, and for separating them before their sodomy was revealed in practice. Under 
DADT, only proven acts of sodomy were to be the basis of separation, and even then, there were 
multiple qualifications as to whether an act of sodomy should really lead to separation or not. The 
very name of the policy, of course, denoted its essence: the military authorities were banned from 
investigating for sodomy, and the servicemen were banned from disclosing their sexual deviations, if 
any. In other words, even though the law acknowledged that sodomy presented “an unacceptable risk 
to the high standards of morale, good order and discipline” of the armed forces, commanders and 
recruiting offices could not do anything to detect propensity to, or history of, sodomy in an 
individual who wanted to join or is in active duty. 

For all practical purposes, the DADT policy was a compromise. It actually made it easier for 
sodomites to enter and serve in the armed forces; and it banned the military from investigating 
propensity to sodomy with the goal of preventing damage to the morale, order, and discipline. 

But the compromise is the smaller problem. There is a greater problem with it. And the greater 
problem is that the DADT established a judicial precedent contrary to the very idea of Republican 
form of government; and as such, far from solving the problem with the sodomites in the military, it 
actually opened the door for the current government-enforced policies of compulsory acceptance of 
sodomy as a “normal” behavior. 

Why do I say so? 

To start with, §654 of the U.S. Code, “Policy concerning homosexuality in the armed forces,” is 
based on Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution where the Congress has the power to “raise and 
support Armies,” to “provide and maintain a Navy,” and to “make Rules for the Government and 
Regulation of the land and naval Forces.” These texts in the Constitution seem to give Congress 
comprehensive power over the military and its regulations. And yet, for over 200 years, Congress 
did not use its powers to tell the military what kind of behavior is acceptable and what is not within 
the military. For over 200 years it was left to the military command to decide their own rules for the 
internal regulation of the armed forces. 

And it made sense. The powers of Congress, even though they were not specifically limited in the 
specific text of Section 8 of Article 1, were understood to be limited to 
the legislative and political function of Congress. The Congress of the United States was not meant 
to be an administrative body but a legislative body. The loyalty of the military to Congress was not 
taken to mean that Congress will meddle into the everyday affairs of the military. Yes, Congress 
would establish the functions and the purposes of the military; and will vote to declare war when 
necessary. The question of “What the military should be used for?” is undoubtedly an issue which by 
Constitution Congress is supposed to decide on. This question is a matter of legislation and a matter 
of policy, and therefore it was to be given to the legislative body of Representatives. 

But does that mean that Congress should decide how the military should go about its business? For 
example, should we expect Congress to decide the calories content of the daily meals at the military 
bases? Should Congress decide the daily routine of the troops; or the training schedules? Should 
Congress pass laws about such things? Of course not. Common sense and good legislative practice 



 

 
1091 

requires that such affairs are better left to the specialists who know how many calories a soldier 
needs a day, or what daily routine he needs, or how much and what training he needs. For Congress 
to pass laws about such things that are better left to experts would be a serious overkill, and it would 
be bad policy. Representatives are not elected to be experts in everything from meals to training 
schedules, etc. There is a legitimate boundary to what Congress can and should pass laws about. 

In addition to it, given the political nature and function of Congress, legislating about meals and 
training practices will introduce an unnecessary political element in those meals and practices. Once 
Congress decides to intervene in these issues, they will be a matter of political decisions, and 
therefore subject to political agendas. Various interest groups will lobby Congress to pass laws that 
favor their political agendas; not to mention various corporations who would lobby to have their 
specific products favored by the new legislation. 

So, while the Constitution does seem to give full power to Congress over the government and 
regulation of the military, there are clear boundaries dictated by common sense. Crossing these 
boundaries may seem to be justified by the Constitution; but it will be only a step against the spirit of 
the Republican organization of government, toward legislative tyranny. 

In my lecture at the 2010 Worldview Super Conference, “Europe as a Mirror to America,” I made 
the following notes on the nature of the medieval European society as a republican society: 

[get_product id=”934″ align=”right” size=”small”] 

The idea of the division of powers was known long before Montesquieu, and it has been operating in 
Europe for centuries. It was the division of powers established by the Law of God, and it was a real 
division between institutions in the society: family, church, and civil government. In addition to this 
there were local provincial governments (parlements in France), trade and economic alliances (the 
Hanseatic league), there were communities like cities and cantons with their own laws and customs, 
there were universities, student’s fraternities (properly called “nations”), guilds, religious orders, 
clans, charitable institutions, chartered ports and settlements for maintenance of mountain passes, etc., 
etc. They all enjoyed what today would be called “legislative immunity” from other institutions, 
including royal authority. They owed allegiance to the church and to the civil authorities but they 
were not controlled by them; and they jealously guarded their liberties against both church and state. . 
. . 

“Res publica” was properly understood not as a form of government, but as a restraint on government; 
a “public thing,” a society where no one has the absolute power to control the society, not even the 
king. John Adams, of all people, defined the British form of government as a “republic” (imagine 
that!) because it was not a government of one man, because the King himself had to comply with the 
limits imposed on him by the Parliament. “Republic” was a negative notion, not a form of 
government. Any form of government could be a republic – monarchy, aristocracy, oligarchy, 
democracy – as long as power was not in the hands of one man or one institution only. 

In that sense, until 1993 the government and the regulation of the military was truly republican, that 
is, the military owed political allegiance to Congress who decided on matters of war and peace; but 
as far as the inner workings of the armed forces were concerned, those were to be free of political 
intervention and legislation, and therefore left to the military itself. The issue of how the armed 
forces were to achieve technically and organizationally the political goals set by Congress was left to 
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the armed forces themselves. The military had legislative immunity, protected not by law but by 
tradition and by the dictates of common sense. 

Interestingly enough, the section of the law we are talking about here does begin by acknowledging 
the validity in the matters of sodomy of that military tradition and custom established long before 
there was any official act by Congress: 

the military society is characterized by its own laws, rules, customs, and traditions, including 
numerous restrictions on personal behavior, that would not be acceptable in civilian society. 

And then again: 

The prohibition against homosexual conduct is a longstanding element of military law that continues 
to be necessary in the unique circumstances of military service. 

But what is that “military law”? There hasn’t been any law passed by Congress about that. 
Obviously, the very legislators who passed §654 admitted that the inner regulations of the military 
had the power of a “law.” The experts in the military itself knew very well what was good for the 
armed forces, so they codified it in their own “military law.” The military did not need the members 
of Congress – many of whom had no military experience whatsoever, and almost none had any 
experience with military recruiting or psychological assessment of the troops – to know what people 
and what behavior deviations would be dangerous to the morale and the discipline of the troops. 

But then they proceeded to change that precedent and establish a new precedent: That from now on, 
the decision as to who will be eligible to enter the armed forces will be made by Congress, in official 
legislative acts. Which made just as much sense as to have Congress pass laws on what soldiers 
should eat and what kind of training they should receive. While there may be some political 
considerations – like limiting the eligibility for military service to U.S. Citizens – the decisions 
concerning the morale and the discipline of the troops, and who or what behavior could be a danger 
to it, should have been left to the military law and its “longstanding elements.” Behavior, morale, 
discipline, from now on would not be a matter of professional principles but a matter of political 
decisions and expediency. And by becoming a political decision, the issue of sodomites in the 
military was open as a battlefield for political agendas, and subject to the political balance of power 
in Washington DC. And this was done by a Republican Congress. Instead of simply codifying that 
Congress will not meddle in the internal affairs of the military when they pertain to the 
administration of everyday life and practices – as is according to republican principles – the 
Republican representatives made the military entirely dependent on political agendas in a matter that 
should have been left to the experts, as common sense requires. 

The things could only go from bad to worse from there. It was only a matter of time before the 
balance of political power shifted in Washington DC and a new political agenda took over. The 
repeal of the DADT wasn’t a tragedy – in fact, the law and the policy weren’t supposed to be passed 
in the first place. The tragedy was that the DADT created a judicial precedent which is now used by 
the enemies of God to impose a new political agenda on the military – the compulsory acceptance of 
sodomy as a “normal” lifestyle and “sexual orientation.” And it was the Republicans – the supposed 
“conservatives” – who destroyed the republican principle of government and regulation of the 
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military in the first place, and gave the liberals the tools to subvert the armed forces. When tyranny 
is imposed with good intentions, it is only a matter of time before that same tyranny is used for evil. 

In his recent article, “A Constitutional Agenda for Social Conservatives,” Gary North makes it very 
clear: 

The social conservative is inconsistent. The social liberal is consistent. So, the social conservative 
politician, when in office, attempts to pass laws that set legal precedents for the social liberals to use 
in the next election cycle: extensions of federal power. Then, in some future election cycle, the social 
liberals repeal the conservative laws by passing new laws that extend the power of the federal 
government. The new laws make illegal local practices that social conservatives favor. What the 
politicians do not do in this regard, the federal courts do. In both views, the federal government 
becomes messianic. It becomes a means of implementing federal control over local practices. We 
have seen this in action ever since 1788. It has done what the opponents of ratification said it would 
do, but on a scale undreamed of by the Anti-Federalists. 

The DADT is just one example of how this works in practice. It was a hoax. We as Christians have 
been too gullible for generations to buy the lies of the political establishment, conservative or liberal. 
Time to wake up. 
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 Krugman’s Financial Perpetual Motion Machine 200.
Bojidar Marinov, January 11, 2012  

http://web.archive.org/web/20160616172844/https://americanvision.org/5481/krugman%e2%80%99
s-financial-perpetual-motion-machine/  

Do you have $1? If you do, I have an idea for you. 
You can become fabulously rich in no time. 
Actually, by the end of the day you will be a 
millionaire, and by tomorrow night you will be 
richer than Bill Gates, if only you do what I advise 
you to do. 

Lend that $1 to someone at interest. What? You are 
saying that this is stupid; interest rates are so low 
these days? Ha ha, I am not stupid, it is those people 
out there that lend money at low interest rates that 
are stupid. But why lend money at a low interest 

rate when you can lend it at a very high interest rate. How about 100%! No, not 100% a year, that 
won’t do the job. One hundred percent an hour, my man, that’s what’s gonna make you rich in no 
time! No need to tarry about with APRs, who has ever become rich from annual percentages? You 
lend a buck at a 100% an hour. An hour later you take your two bucks and lend them again at the 
same rate. Two hours later you got $4. Lend them again, and you got $8 in 3 hours. Now, have you 
done the math? Hold fast, this may come like a blow from a sledgehammer: 

In 20 hours, only 20 hours, you will have . . . $1,048,576. Yes. An in another 20 hours you’ll be 
passing $1 trillion. Do the math, man, it is so obvious! Nothing stops you from doing it. Forget about 
going to work, sleepless nights at your office, all the efforts to keep the business above the water, 
etc., etc. Two days, and you’ll be able to put the world in your pocket. 

What do you say? You can’t find a borrower that would agree to borrow money at that rate? Ha, here 
again, ingenuity comes to rescue, my friend. Your reasoning is old-fashioned, conservative, and 
therefore you can’t see all the possibilities. You’ll have to find a borrower whom you can convince. 
And who is the closest person to you? 

You! 

Lend the money to yourself! You don’t need too much convincing by yourself, do you? After all, 
you know that at the end, it is going to be your fortune. So you lend to yourself and you borrow from 
yourself and pay back to yourself every hour, 100% an hour. No need to set up shop, no need to 
open offices, no need to wait for thousands of small pesky borrowers to come to you and agree to 
borrow money from you at your preferred rate! Just lend the money to yourself, then pay back 
yourself, and in two days you have a trillion. 
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Ah, you are not convinced? You say that you will have a trillion dollars but you will also owe a 
trillion dollars. But why is that a problem? You owe it to yourself! Just as you convinced yourself to 
borrow at the high rate, you can also convince yourself to pay later. Or never pay at all. After all, 
you just owe it to yourself. You have a trillion dollars, my man, why do you need your money back 
from yourself? But even if you wanted to be fair and get the payment back, you can pay a day later. 
That is, on the second day you will have to pay yourself only a million dollars, but by that time you 
will have a trillion. And even if you have to pay the whole sum on any given day, remember, 
you have the money to pay back in case you need it. So why worry about payments? Makes sense? 

No? I am an idiot? 

But I am not alone. Paul Krugman is with me. He says, “No one understands debt.” And you know 
what, I am only a micro-idiot, I think on micro-level, individuals. Unlike me, Krugman is mega-idiot 
(that’s why he writes for the New York Times), he thinks on mega-levels, governments and nations. 
And see what he says: government debt is irrelevant, we don’t have to pay it, it is money we owe to 
ourselves. He can’t see why the big fuss about government debt. We can have as much government 
debt as we need, governments don’t have to pay it back. $15 trillion? Phew, that’s nothing. We can 
owe $15 quadrillion, same thing. 

There are only a few problems with what Krugman says. I suppose it is because he is so focused on 
the big picture that he can’t see the small picture. That’s why we have micro-people like me who can 
see the picture. 

One problem is this: 

First, families have to pay back their debt. Governments don’t… 

The man can’t see on a micro level. He is unfair to families – why should families have to pay back 
and governments not? But the solution is so obvious that one wonders why he hasn’t seen it: Convert 
all private debt into government debt! Instead of the individual families buying houses and cars and 
flat screen TVs and expensive vacations, and overborrow, make the government buy all these good 
things for everyone. The government can’t overborrow – there is no level of debt that is too much 
for the government. And the sweet part: The government doesn’t have to pay back! It is a money we 
owe to ourselves! So instead of forcing the individual families to struggle with too much debt, here’s 
the solution: the government borrows, buys for every family what they want, and we don’t need to 
worry about it anymore! And you call me an idiot? 

Krugman’s inconsistency continues immediately after that: 

…all they need to do is ensure that debt grows more slowly than their tax base. 

But why? Why do the governments need the tax base at all? They don’t need to repay that debt, 
remember? After all, he himself says that the debt from the WWII was never repaid, it became 
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irrelevant. So why is the tax base involved in the equation at all? Governments borrow, don’t repay, 
just wait for the debt to become irrelevant, and the tax base is not necessary at all. 

This lack of consistency, of course, makes him take an unnecessary rabbit trail: 

Taxes must be levied to pay the interest, and you don’t have to be a right-wing ideologue to concede 
that taxes impose some cost on the economy, if nothing else by causing a diversion of resources away 
from productive activities into tax avoidance and evasion. But these costs are a lot less dramatic than 
the analogy with an overindebted family might suggest. 

Here again, I do not understand Krugman and his deviation from his original principles. 
Governments need not repay their debt. Then why have taxes at all, and impose that unnecessary 
cost on the economy, the diversion of resources away from productive activities into tax avoidance 
and evasion? Have zero taxes, no tax avoidance and evasion, and don’t repay the government debt, it 
will become irrelevant anyway with the growth of the economy. 

The other solution is also possible: If the only cost on the economy is in tax avoidance and evasion, 
then the tax rates do not really affect the motivation of people to work and innovate. An entrepreneur 
will be just as committed to develop a business for no profit as he would be for maximum profit. 
Therefore let’s impose 100% taxes, if we have to impose them at all. Right now, the greatest cost for 
IRS is to find out how much of what a person has is legally his and how much is avoided or evaded 
taxes. But if by law the government can take everything, one unnecessary cost to the economy is 
removed: IRS won’t have to wonder whether what we have is lawful; it will be all unlawful, and 
therefore subject to confiscation. The endless litigation between tax-payers and tax-collectors will 
stop and the economy will prosper again, this time under the government; and in addition to it, there 
will be no debt problem because no private borrower will be able to borrow – what are they going to 
repay it with if all they make goes to the government? Only government debt, and we know that 
government debt is not a problem. 

So why settle for half-way solutions? Either 100% or 0% taxes, and unlimited government debt, 
which is anyway irrelevant. 

Unfortunately, Krugman is even more inconsistent when he says that we owe the money to ourselves 
but we need to pay taxes to the government. Why? I don’t need the government to pay a debt that I 
owe to myself. I can pay it myself. I need no help to pay the local grocery shop myself, nor do I need 
help to pay the payment for my house; and that’s money that goes to other people. Why would I 
need help to pay money tteao myself? Get a whole government involved to tax me and then pay the 
debt that I owe to myself? Does Krugman believe we need that bureaucratic machine for that 
purpose? No need of that, Mr. Krugman. It is money that I owe to myself, and I will gladly repay 
that money to myself, without unnecessary taxes and tax agencies. So make more government debt, 
that is, debt that we owe to ourselves, and leave us free to repay it to ourselves. It is that easy, and 
your concern about tax evasion and avoidance is solved right there. 

Ah, but the biggest inconsistency of all is this: 
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We need more, not less, government spending to get us out of our unemployment trap. And the 
wrongheaded, ill-informed obsession with debt is standing in the way. 

Trust me, I can’t see what makes the man betray his great ideas and say such a thing. He is saying 
that people can’t have jobs unless there is government spending. What does he need government 
spending for? Pay their wages? Does he mean that people can’t have jobs unless they are paid for the 
work they do? What an old-fashioned, conservative, right-wing idea! He must be a covert 
conservative, that Krugman man. If government debt doesn’t have to be repaid, and if it becomes 
irrelevant over time, and if it debt that we owe to ourselves, then there is a solution for the 
unemployment crisis that Krugman himself doesn’t see. 

Here’s the solution: 

We put these unemployed people to work. But we don’t pay them. We transform the promises for 
payment into . . . yes, you got it, it is so obvious, we transform them into government debt! Instead 
of the government borrowing from banks and investors, we make the government borrowing from 
the unemployed people themselves. It is a very logical solution that follows directly from Krugman’s 
premises. The people have jobs – that’s what Krugman wants. The government borrows from them 
their labor – and government debt is not dangerous, in fact, it becomes irrelevant over time. And you 
know what, the sweetest part of all is, because it is government debt, we don’t have to pay it back! 
It’s government debt, for crying out loud, and Krugman says that governments don’t have to repay 
their debt. And if these people complain, Krugman can explain to them that there is nothing to 
complain about, it is just money that they owe to themselves, so no need to worry about paying for 
the work they have done. It is government debt. 

But if some insist, then we can apply Krugman’s rule about debt and taxes: The debt shouldn’t be 
higher than the tax base. Well, what’s the debt in this case? These people’s wages. What’s the tax 
base? These people’s wages. The debt just can’t get bigger than their wages. The solution is simple, 
and a responsible government – which according to Krugman is a government that is “willing to 
impose modestly higher taxes when the situation warrants it” – will assess the situation rightly and 
will tax the people hired by the government “as the situation warrants it,” at 100%. Thus they have 
jobs, and they don’t get nothing because they have only repaid the debt they owe themselves. It that 
easy, and logical, if one understands debt . . . er, as Krugman understands it, anyway. 

One wonders though why Krugman hasn’t sold his advice for “debt owed to ourselves” to the New 
York Times yet, and why they have to borrow money like crazy from banks and investors to stay 
afloat. If they just understood debt as Krugman understands it, they could have borrowed from 
themselves and could have been out of the hole long ago. It’s a perpetual motion machine, and 
nothing can stop it, if one follows his logic. Apparently, he gives his advice to governments only. 
When he gets to an individual level, he refuses to be consistent. I wonder why. 

So you see, my friend, I am not the only idiot out there. There are greater idiots than me. So get to 
work, lend and borrow to yourself, and call me in two days when you get past the trillion. 
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And on a more serious note, now you know why I am saying that the Left is running out of 
brainpower. 
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 Why Your Children Must Attend the Providential History 201.
Festival 

Bojidar Marinov, June 29, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725002735/http://americanvision.org/4752/why-your-chidren-
must-attend-the-providential-history-festival/  

 “The Forgotten Highway. No one travels on it. 
It’s not on the map. And no one knows where it 
goes.” 

“Have you been there?” 

“We have; but we couldn’t explore it.” 

“A highway from nowhere to nowhere,” uttered 
Pashka after recovering from his surprise. 

“Perfect,” said Anka, and her eyes gleamed like 
little dark embrasures. “Let’s go. Can we get 
there before dark?” 

“What are you talking about? We’ll be there by 
noon.” 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a 
God, Prologue 

  

If you are the average American parent, your children are woefully ignorant about history. 
Especially if you send your children to a government school; very probably if you send them to a 
Christian school. The situation might be better if you homeschool them. But even then history is not 
very high on the list of subjects. 

Yes, the teachers can be blamed for it. And the education system. And the book publishers. And the 
parents themselves. But they are only the symptoms of a greater problem. And the greater problem is 
that the worldview behind the history education is wrong. It is an atheist worldview – yes, even in 
the Christian schools, and in many Christian textbooks. 

It is a worldview that turns history into the Forgotten Highway. It makes history come from nowhere 
and lead to nowhere. It effectively erases it from the maps of our knowledge. No one travels on it 
anymore because there is no point of reference, and no meaning in it. The fault doesn’t lie with the 
teachers, and it doesn’t lie with the educational system. It runs deeper. It is a crisis of faith. 
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They reached the Forgotten Highway earlier 
than expected… 

“Look,” Pashka said. 

A round metal sign was hanging in the middle 
of the road on a rusty wire that had been strung 
across. The paint was peeling off the sign. They 
could barely make out a yellow bar on a red 
background. 

“What is that,” Anka asked, without much 
interest in it. 

“A traffic sign,” said Pashka, “No entry.” 

“And what does that mean?” 

“You can’t go beyond the sign.” 

“So what’s the purpose of the highway then?” 

Pashka shrugged. “It’s just an old road.” 

- Idem. 

  

My friend Juan went to a summer camp for advanced math students a few weeks ago. In one of the 
lectures, a math professor from a major state university taught for about an hour on number systems 
with bases different than 10. An interesting subject for a mathematician but at this stage of 
development of science and technology there aren’t too many practical applications; for example, 
none for a number system with base 3. When at the end of the lecture Juan asked him about the 
practical use of it, the professor just shrugged, “None at all. It’s all worthless.” 

The math professor was honest. 

If modern history professors were that honest, they would have to admit the same about their own 
field. Under the presuppositions of the modern atheist academia history has no meaning at all. It’s 
just “old stuff,” totally worthless. Anyone who somehow gets on that highway won’t have any 
standard to decide where the highway is going, and what the traffic signs mean. 

“It’s just an old road.” 

No wonder the teens don’t have a clue about history. Meaningless signs on a worthless road, from 
nowhere to nowhere, if we accept the modern view of history. Why have any interest in it and why 
spend the time learning it? 
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“Anisotropic road,” Anton explained. “Traffic 
allowed one way only.” 

“The wisdom of our forefathers,” Pashka said 
pensively. “You travel a couple hundred miles, 
and all of a sudden, No Entry! You can’t go 
further; and there is no one around to ask for 
permission.” 

“Imagine what can be there beyond this sign,” 
said Anka and looked around. The deserted 
forest spread for many miles around and there 
was no one to ask what may lie beyond the 
sign… 

…. 

“Let’s follow the track,” argued Anton 
stubbornly. 

“Are you crazy,” Pashka sounded angry, “No 
conscientious person will run a No Entry sign!” 

“I don’t care about your conscientious persons. 
I am not conscientious and I will run the sign.” 

- Idem 

But the desire to go back an learn about past events is deeply embedded in every one of us. Long 
before there were computer games, Internet, or TV, boys and girls gathered at night around the older 
men in the community and listened for hours to their stories of the past, recent and distant. The older 
men kept the memory, and memory was important. Memory kept the faith, and memory kept the 
community together. There was magic in it, and no one could understand the magic, but they kept 
passing that memory to the future generations. 

It is in our very nature as God’s children to want to learn about history. We like hearing about it, we 
like identifying with the heroes or the villains of the past. Children learned history before they 
learned to read; some of them never learned to read anyway but they kept the records in their minds. 
And taught others. 

So, what has changed? Why is it that today, in an age of so much technology and available 
information we are so ignorant about history? We don’t need to gather around the older men of the 
tribe anymore; we have the stories of all the older men of all the tribes throughout history at a mouse 
click distance. Especially here in America, we can have any book in English within a couple of 
hours. We have Wikipedia, Google, Amazon, Cheapest Book Price, Barnes & Noble… A book costs 
us an hour of wages at the most; and sometimes it is completely free. And yet, we and our children 
are ignorant. Why? 
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There is no one around to tell us the meaning of history. The forest is deserted, and the highway of 
history has been abandoned. And historians have lost their ability to explain history – because they 
have lost the worldview that makes history explainable. As long as history is a highway from 
nowhere to nowhere, the forests around it will be deserted, and no knowledge can come out of a 
deserted place. Thomas Altizer defines history thus: 

The meaning of “historical” is intimately related to the idea of “historicity”; for, in this perspective, 
“historicity” means a total immersion in historical time, an immersion that is totally isolated from 
any meaning of reality that might lie beyond it. 

In other words, the highway of history exists without anyone without to explain its meaning. Even if 
it has a start and an end, no one will be there to testify of them or to give them meaning. The road 
contains its own meaning . . . or may be not, may be it’s just an old road with no meaning and a No 
Entry sign. 

On the way back home, Pashka asked softly, 
“Anton, what did you see there, beyond the 
sign?” 

“A blown-up bridge,” replied Anton, “and a 
skeleton of a German soldier chained to a 
machine gun.” He thought a while, then he 
added, “The machine gun was halfway sunk 
into the ground already.” 

“Yeah…,” Pashka said, “it happens.” 

- Idem. 

Growing on the Balkans, we lived among ruins from the past. Thracian settlements and burial 
mounds and treasures, Roman roads and bridges and baths, Slavic and Bulgar stone altars, Byzantine 
churches and fortresses, houses 2,000 years old, Ottoman courthouses and sarais. It often happened 
that we would find an old arrowhead or an armor ring if we knew where to dig – usually old battle 
sites which are abundant throughout the Balkans. We would find an old artifact, brag about it for a 
while, and then throw it away. It had no meaning to us because there was no indentifiable framework 
to place it within. Even small museums in small towns had rich collections of those artifacts for they 
were a commonplace everywhere. 

Yes, we could remember many historical facts and figures and names because we were surrounded 
by history. But did we learn from them? Did the society learn from the numberless lessons we were 
surrounded by? 

We didn’t. Long before America, Eastern Europe had lost the worldview that made history a teacher 
and the people teachable. Even with all the facts we knew and still know about history, there wasn’t 
and still isn’t much wisdom in the society. Eastern Europe keeps repeating the same historical 
mistakes with every generation. When history is a highway from nowhere to nowhere, there are no 
lessons that people can learn from it. History has no flesh and no spirit when there is no worldview 



 

 
1103 

to create the framework and the meaning for it. No matter how many arrowheads and armor rings we 
find, history would tell us nothing. 

“Anka,” Pashka said, “do you remember the 
anisotropic highway?” 

Anka knit her brows. “What highway?” 

“The one-way road, with the No Entry sign. We 
were there, the three of us.” 

“I remember. Anton said it was anisotropic.” 

“Anton went beyond the sign and when he 
returned he said he found a blown-up bridge 
with a skeleton of a German soldier chained to 
a machine gun.” 

“I don’t remember,” Anka said. “So what?” 

“I often remember that road,” Pashka said. “I 
feel there is a connection there… The highway 
was like history; you can’t go back. But he 
went back. And he found the chained skeleton.” 

“I don’t understand. What does the chained 
skeleton have to do with anything?” 

“I don’t know,” Pashka admitted. 

- Arkady and Boris Strugatsky, Hard to Be a 
God, Epilogue 

If you are a Christian parent, you can not afford to leave your child without a strong understanding 
of history. Your children must grow up with the knowledge of what everything has got to do with 
everything else, back in history. History is not an idol to be worshipped but it is a meaningful tool to 
be used. Without it, your children will be an easy prey to the enemies of your faith. 

There is no understanding of history unless the God of history is acknowledged. History is not an 
impersonal chain of events; it is the story of the works of God in His world, in and through His 
covenant people. Every little story, every event, person, and place have their significance. Your 
children must learn that significance. Leave them ignorant, and you have lost them. 

So, your task is this: Teach your children Providential History. Not the history of the pagan 
textbooks, where God is absent and history is just a highway from nowhere to nowhere. And not the 
history of the majority of Christian schoolbooks where God is only present to legitimize certain 
agenda or interpretation for a specific historical event; with Bible verses on the side. No, the history 
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they need to learn is the history where God is the constant participant in everything that happens, as 
the God of the Covenant, rewarding covenant obedience and punishing disobedience, and working in 
everything for the good of those whom He has foreknown and predestined before the foundation of 
the world, for His own glory. 

But where do you start? Given the average ignorance of most parents about history, how do we give 
our children this very important part of their equipment to serve God in His Kingdom? 

Start here: The Providential History Festival. Register, and take your children there. Meet with other 
Christian parents who have realized the need to train their children to understand history from the 
perspective of a Biblical Covenant worldview. Learn from their experience. Enjoy their 
performances. Let your children participate. History is a Story, and your family can enjoy the Story 
and learn; because God has created that Story for our instruction and enjoyment. Have you watched 
the Lord of the Rings or Narnia? Real history can be even more exciting than that. 

More than just the fun and the performances, you will learn the worldview that gives the meaning 
and the framework for understanding history. It is laid out in a short and digestible form here: Seeing 
History With New Eyes: A Guide to Presenting Providential History. You will find out that the 
Highway is not forgotten, and there is meaning to it, from a Biblical perspective. If you were worried 
where to start with when teaching your kids Providential History, you will receive thorough training 
and lots of materials, as well as reading lists for your history curriculum. You don’t have to rely on 
the meaningless “expertise” of secular historians to build your history curriculum. The Christian 
community has enough expertise to help Christian parents meet the challenge of teaching history; 
and the superior worldview to make it meaningful and exciting. 

“Great are the works of the Lord; they are studied by all who delight in them” (Ps. 111:2). 

Written on JUNE 8, 2011 AT 8:00 AM by BOJIDAR MARINOV 
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 Desmond Tutu’s Religion of Drunken Relativism 202.
Bojidar Marinov, June 8 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725095646/http://americanvision.org/4623/desmond-tutu-religion-
of-drunken-relativism/  

A man represents the ideology, character, or action 
he lauds in his own parables. Jesus’s parables, of 
course, are a prime example. The return of the 
prodigal son and the finding of the hundredth sheep 
are representations of Jesus’s character and actions. 
Likewise are the jokes and sayings of different 
nations and cultures: we can determine likes or 
dislikes by the praised characters and those who are 
degraded. A much more recent example is 
an excerpt from Desmond Tutu’s book God is not a 
Christian in which Tutu speaks of a drunken man 
staggering between the two sides of a street. This 

man asks pedestrians on the sidewalks which “the other shide of the shtreet” is. According to Tutu, 
men are like that drunk, staggering between the two sides and wondering which the right perspective 
is. Instead of noting the pedestrians surrounding the drunk, who are obviously focused and have 
direction and purpose in their lives, on their specific side of the street, Tutu identifies with the 
drunken man, wondering which is the right side. 

And here we come upon the first of many contradictions in this excerpt. If Tutu is like the drunken 
man, then who are the pedestrians, who stay on their side and insist the other side is the other side? 
Clearly these people contradict Tutu’s theology, since according to him all religions are to certain 
terms alike. If all religions have the same goal (man’s intimate relationship with the “mysterium 
tremendum”), then no opposition exists between any two religions. If I am a Christian, but Buddhism 
is essentially alike to Christianity, then Buddhism cannot be the other side of the street, because this 
would mean there is essential opposition between the two. What then is the other side of the street in 
Tutu’s parable, and why are the sober, purposeful pedestrians ignored? 

Continuing on down, according to Tutu “accidents of birth determine to what faith we belong.” In 
such case, man has no control over his own beliefs and no responsibility for his worldview or the 
effects of it. Tutu says it himself. Born in India, you’re a Hindu. Born in Pakistan, a Muslim. Born in 
India, you worship cows. Born in Pakistan, you kill American imperialists. Born in America, you kill 
Pakistani terrorists. You have no choice. A man obviously cannot affect the place of his birth, and so 
he cannot affect his beliefs or the actions which follow from them. (Not that it matters what you 
believe if all religions are essentially alike.) 

Going on to Tutu’s second point, we see yet another inconsistency. According to Tutu, we must all 
strive to learn from one another and from each one’s religions, not pretending we each “have a 
corner on God.” What then is the point of different religions? Why should religions keep their 
separate names and existences? As Tutu himself points out, religious differences have often led to 



 

 
1106 

wars. So logically, let us all forsake the different religions (for they differ mostly only in name) and 
become one great learned brotherhood. If we are all to learn from one another, let’s forsake anything 
that might cause the slightest difference and pose an obstacle to religious peace. 

And this is not all. According to Tutu we must respect each other’s religions for what they are and 
respect their method of searching for the Divine Being. Okay. Take a tribe of cannibals in the South 
Pacific. They seek to achieve transcendence by roasting and eating the bodies of their enemies. If 
Tutu must respect all people’s “conscientiously held beliefs,” how can he claim cannibalism is 
wrong? How can anyone following Tutu’s theology claim anything is wrong? As if this is not 
enough, Tutu continues: “we should be ready to learn from the techniques of the spiritual life that are 
available in religions other than our own.” Thus I can eat my enemy. I can sacrifice my children. 
Everything is up for grabs, because any action can be claimed to be a religious search for 
transcendence. This is exactly the chaotic, drunken relativism Tutu theologically defends. 

This theology allows for no moral right or wrong, and it destroys itself, because without morality or 
law there is no Divine Being, thus no need to search for the mysterium tremendum. In Christianity, 
we search to understand God and His divine will so we may ascertain the laws of morality and 
conduct by which we should live our lives. But without the necessity for any such laws, why seek to 
comprehend the divine? With this theology allowing men to do anything and everything their heart 
desires, then why search for transcendence? Just enjoy life here and now. Everything is allowed, so 
just do it. Sound familiar, anybody? 

Could there be anymore contradictions in such a short excerpt? Yup. Next is Tutu’s overly bold and 
contradictory assertion that Christians limit God if they do not assume Him to be the God of Gandhi 
and of every other person in the world. Here the problem is definitions. By saying “the God of 
Gandhi,” Tutu means the divine being Gandhi worshipped and adhered to. If our God is the very 
same God that Gandhi worshipped and Calvin worshipped and Muslims and South Pacific natives 
worship, then Tutu falls into yet another contradiction. If this God dictates to Christians polygamy is 
wrong, why is His decree changed toward Muslims? If for Gandhi war and cannibalism is wrong, 
why is it all right for Pacific natives? 

Tutu has a definite problem with definitions. He purposely misunderstands the meaning of the 
authority of God. The Christian God is the God of everyone in the earth, however, He is not a 
relative creature. Christians do not limit God, in fact, Desmond Tutu limits God by making Him 
contradictory. God is not malleable, a gracious divine being who is at the same time the God of 
Christianity and a religious role model for Mahatma Gandhi and a God of revenge for Muslims. The 
God we as Christians proclaim is the God of the universe who requires perfect obedience only to 
Himself and allows for no stepping away from His Law. It is because of this attribute of God that 
Tutu attacks Christianity with a ridiculous claim. His relativism and coexistence just cannot live with 
such divine harshness. 

Yes, God does have “narrow prejudices,” but the word for that aspect of God is different. The word 
is “divine judgment.” Tutu takes away God’s supreme power to make laws which would dictate right 
and wrong and would judge those who break the law. This naturally excludes from association with 
God all those who do not conform to Logos Dei. But this is just too harsh. Trying to keep consistent 
with his own theology, Tutu introduces his argument that Christianity limits God, and he makes God 
a malleable, contradictory being in order to fix Him into the sweet coexistence of his own religion. 
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And wait, who says God created only Christians in His image and gave His Word and Gospel only 
to them? Apparently Desmond Tutu not only messes up his definitions, but also (purposely) 
misunderstands the arguments and facts of the theology he is opposing. It is needless to repeat the 
fact that anyone may partake of the grace and spirit of God. But Tutu’s next statement is even more 
provoking. “What we call the Spirit of God is not a Christian preserve, for the Spirit of God existed 
long before there were Christians, inspiring and nurturing women and men in the ways of holiness, 
bringing them to fruition. . .” Thus the Spirit of God is not the Holy Divine Being who breathes the 
life of God in us, He is rather a sort of conscience or innate moral sense which resides in people and 
teaches them. At least according to Tutu. And does this “divine spirit” which rests in the inner heart 
of man from birth and tells him right and wrong and mysteriously teaches him sound familiar? 

All over through Tutu’s argument we see not just innate inconsistency, but appalling similarity with 
other religions. Well, of course, this is all in conjunction with Tutu’s theology, he’s just living with 
every other worldview that comes around and learning from it. One worldview is missing: The 
Christian worldview, the worldview of those of us who purposefully seek God not through the 
drunkenness of the spiritual techniques of other religions but through God’s Holy Word, the Bible. 
Tutu, like so many others, has sold his Christianity for a moonshine cocktail that may make some 
people feel good about themselves but will eventually destroy their souls and the Christendom their 
Christian fathers worked to build and expand. Far from being a “provocation,” his religion is the 
good old deception of humanism, claiming that God can be remade in the image of collective 
humanity. 

“But avoid worldly and empty chatter, for it will lead to further ungodliness, and their talk will 
spread like gangrene” (2 Tim. 2:16-17). God’s judgment on Tutu’s religion of drunken relativism 
won’t be delayed for too long. 
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 What Makes a Nation the Economic Leader of the World 203.
Bojidar Marinov, February 23, 2011 

http://web.archive.org/web/20120725042413/http://americanvision.org/4084/what-makes-a-nation-
the-economic-leader-of-the-world/  

A Samizdat political cartoon distributed illegally in the early 
1980s in Eastern Europe showed the Soviet Politburo staring 
in astonishment at John Kenneth Galbraith’s assessment that 
the Soviet economy was thriving and that it was two-thirds 
the size of the US economy, and in a few years the USSR 
would out-do the US economically. Hardly anyone could 
have been surprised by Galbraith’s estimate except the Soviet 
leaders who knew the truth. The conservatives in the US 
knew Galbraith’s profound incompetence despite his fame as 
an economist, so they weren’t too surprised when he said 
what he said. The liberals – just like today – didn’t care for 
facts and truth, as long as they heard what they wanted to 
hear. The educated readers in Eastern Europe – provided they 
had access to Western sources – knowing the gullibility of 
alleged “economists” like Galbraith and Samuelson, weren’t 
surprised either. But the Politburo knew the truth very well, 
that the Soviet economy was indeed two-thirds, but of the 

Belgian economy, not of the US economy; and they must have been quite surprised to discover that a 
man who passed for knowledgeable in the US could make such gigantic blunders in his economic 
studies. 

The fall of the Soviet Union effectively removed from the market of economic thought the names of 
Galbraith and Samuelson. One would think that this story of failed economic predictions and 
blunders of men with great reputation would teach the leftists to be more careful next time they spew 
their propaganda. 

Nope. Leftists don’t learn from either facts or experience. These days George Soros is committed to 
show the world that leftists never learn. He keeps telling the whole world that Communist China is 
growing economically and that its grip on the global economy is getting tighter. He also invests in 
China, a few dozen millions of US Dollars (strangely small numbers for a man like him, given the 
great expectations he has of the Chinese economy). 

Again, just like before with the Soviet Union, the only people surprised at Soros’s statements are 
probably the leaders of the Chinese Communist Party. They know the truth. They are aware that 
most of what is registered as “growth” in China is either distortion of books on massive scale, 
or “Potemkin’s villages” built by local provincial governments to present “growth figures” to the 
central government in Beijing. Government bureaucrats are always obsessed with statistics that show 
how much good they are doing. When the economy is under the control of the government 
bureaucrats, there is no end to what statistics can show and prove. When this is coupled with a 
Communist ideology focused on proving the “superiority” of the Communist system, statistics is no 
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longer a tool for obtaining information but a weapon for suppressing discontent at home and 
criticism from abroad. Communist leaders know very well their statistics are lying; they must be 
very surprised Soros with all his economic and financial savvy cannot see through the haze of 
government lies. 

But the more important question here is: What exactly makes a nation the economic leader of the 
world? Are there predictable trends that can help us forecast a change in the economic balance in the 
world? How does Soros determine which nation is or will become the world’s economic leader? 

Soros, of course, is blinded by his leftist ideology. His only focus is the actions of the central 
government. He bases his assessments and predictions on whether the central government of a nation 
has the power to do impose certain policies on its population; policies that agree Soros’s ideology. 
So the Chinese government, being as socialistic and tyrannical over its people as Soros wants it, 
looks promising in his eyes, since somehow the government policies will produce the productivity 
and the economic growth he wants. And since the Federal government in the US doesn’t have the 
same power over America, its businesses, and its citizens, and since apparently Obama and the other 
marionettes of Soros have failed in creating the same socialist central power in the US, he has only 
bad things to say and expect about the American economy. Just like Galbraith and Samuelson before 
him, Soros’s view of reality is seriously distorted because of his false ideology. 

Can government actions and policies really turn a nation into a world economic leader? Amazingly, 
not only Soros, many conservative commentators seem to believe such a thing. In such a view, 
individual participants on the market as just the same everywhere, China or America, and all that 
matters is what policies a government will enact to control, regulate, or direct economic output, and 
therefore achieve or lose economic hegemony over the globe. 

There is a problem with that approach: Before a government can regulate, control, or direct 
economic output, someone has to produce it. Governments don’t produce anything. Even businesses 
don’t produce anything. Both governments and businesses are dependent for both production and 
control of production on the individual workers, managers, and entrepreneurs. If these individual 
people don’t produce, there is nothing to sell, buy, or regulate. And therefore a nation can not 
become economic leader unless it has a majority of producers, at the lowest level. 

But individual people can be conscientious and productive, and they can be immoral and lazy. No 
government, and no business can achieve economic output beyond the limits of the personal self-
control and industry of their individual workers. It is work ethics that matters, not government 
control. Government control can only destroy what is created. Only work ethics can actually produce 
more and better things. Without it, no nation can become economic leader. 

But in the long-term, work ethics is not an isolated phenomenon; it depends on the faith of the 
population, on the beliefs of the people in certain truths. People won’t normally spend long hours 
faithfully working unless they have a specific view of God, man, law, profits, and time. People are 
not automatons, driven by hidden motive for profit. Even profit is a religious motive – one must 
believe profit is possible and desirable and moral before they go for it. On every stage of the 
economic development of a nation, every action of every individual – and of the majority of the 
market participants – must be driven by their faith in a higher principle that allows for economic 
efforts, commands economic efforts, and rewards – materially and spiritually – economic efforts. 
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There is only one set of higher principles that can create such spiritual commitment to economic 
efforts: Christianity. America didn’t become the world’s economic leader by chance. It was the 
Reformed faith of the Founders, remaining as a legacy throughout the nation long after their faith 
was lost, is what made America what it is today. That faith in the God of the Bible, in His 
commandments to man to be “fruitful” (including economically), in His Law that controlled men 
better than any government will ever be able to do, in His promises to reward the faithful, and in 
time as the process of redeeming the creation. No other religion could create such economic 
commitment and activity in the majority of the individual people, and therefore America’s rise to the 
position of world leader is based on its Christian heritage. 

Smaller nations like Korea or Japan were able to rise to position of economic leaders only by 
imitating America’s work ethics, which is Christian-based. On the other hand, Europe has lost its 
position exactly because the loss of the Christian culture that once defined Europe has created new 
attitudes, very similar to those of the inhabitants of the poorer regions of the world – envy, laziness, 
and entitlement mentality, which destroy productivity and produce economic backwardness. 

So before China can become the world’s economic leader Soros wants it to be, it must go the same 
way as America: (1) widespread conversion to Christianity first; (2) generational building of 
Christian culture conducive to economic productivity and effort; (3) as a result of that Christian 
culture, a change from socialist oppressive government to government obedient to Jesus Christ and 
therefore valuing and protecting the freedom of its citizens; and (4) Christian missionary influence 
on other nations that will facilitate free trade and spread of economic growth without compulsion or 
government intervention. Such a program will take generations; any short-term “growth” that is not 
generated by widespread conversion is illusory. 

Ironically for Soros, for China to become a true economic leader, it will have to become everything 
he hates about America: a Christian, conservative, freedom-loving nation. Anything less than that 
will keep China in the same spiral of poverty as it has been for centuries. Economy is based on a 
foundational faith, not on government policies; anything else is delusions and false statistics. 
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 How to Kill an Economy 204.
Bojidar Marinov, September 15, 2010  

http://web.archive.org/web/20120726054346/http://americanvision.org/3503/how-to-kill-an-
economy/  

If you are an economic adviser to the Obama 
administration, the solution to the famine in 
Ethiopia must be simple enough: Ethiopians must 
start eating. The more they eat, the more food they 
will have. And the more expensive and gourmet 
foods they buy, the more they will have. Then they 
should start buying more clothes, and clothes will 
appear in their stores. Then they should buy TVs 
and computers, and thus the production of 
electronics will appear in Ethiopia. They should 
start buying cars, travel extensively, and that will 
create an auto-industry, oil refineries, and gas 

stations. And so on. 

In short, Ethiopians must stimulate the demand. They obviously don’t stimulate it if their economy is 
in such a bad shape. They don’t want to eat, drive cars, dress nicely, and throw lavish parties. There 
is no demand. And because there is no demand, there is no economy. Someone needs to tell them to 
stimulate the demand and spend themselves out of famine and destitution. Someone like Larry 
Summers, Obama’s “top economic adviser,” must go to Ethiopia and explain reality to Ethiopians: 
“Kick start the demand, folks.” 

Someone with more common sense than Larry Summers might remark that there is no food in 
Ethiopia to start with. No one has produced it. Producers were destroyed or forced out of business in 
the last generation in Ethiopia by the Communist government and its economic experiments. There 
was a lot of demand – just as Larry Summers wants it. With government money – just as Larry 
Summers wants it. Eventually neither the demand nor the government money produced a stimulated 
economy. It all produced famine. 

In fact, it was the government spending in Ethiopia that destroyed the producers. More and more 
government money on the market did not create more production, it created more inflation. The 
producers were paid with depreciating money, and even that depreciating money was additionally 
taxed or confiscated for the government spending sprees. Eventually it didn’t make sense to produce 
– production was an exercise in futility. Ethiopia was decapitalized. The once proud empire that 
defeated Muslim and European powers and exported 80 percent of its production of food is now 
starving. 

Contrary to what Summers says, we don’t have “problems on the side of demand.” No economy ever 
had those problems. Human beings are human beings: they want more, they demand more. Their 
demand is always more than what anyone can produce. Eventually, if left to themselves, they will 
consume more than what is produced until there is nothing left. Our problems today are not caused 
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by insufficient demand. We have the opposite problem: We have consumed too much, more than we 
have produced. 

Demand that is greater than production is gluttony. And Larry Summers’ call to “stimulate demand” 
has a moral side to it: stimulate gluttony. His goal is to de-capitalize the American economy. And he 
knows that there are several ways to go about it but one is more effective than all the others: 
Stimulate gluttony. When you remove the moral and economic restraint on consumption, the 
economy becomes a huge orgy of destruction. The available capital of the nation is spent on 
producing for consumption, not on investing for the future. Less and less capital is directed toward 
innovation and building new production facilities because the increased consumption requires more 
of it going into short-term projects. 

This is where money comes in as a restrictive factor: It places checks on uncontrolled gluttony. A 
person who doesn’t produce more than he consumes eventually runs out of money. He runs out of 
means for exchange to persuade producers to sell him more goods for consumption. His gluttony is 
restrained by the increased prices on the goods. The price system both gives information about how 
much something is valued and also serves a moral purpose: It warns the society when it has fallen 
into the trap of gluttony. A society that has sound money will never go too far in its gluttony. 

But Larry and other Keynesians want to remove that obstacle. Money shouldn’t be a problem, they 
claim. The government must provide it so that the nation becomes more gluttonous and devour more 
of its capital. They are on a crusade: A socialist crusade to destroy everything that capitalism created 
in America. 

There are several ways to de-capitalize a nation. Of course, its capital can be destroyed in a war. Or 
it can be taxed to oblivion. Or it can be directly confiscated. But de-capitalizing a nation by 
encouraging its citizens to gluttony is by far the most elegant and efficient way. They believe they 
are bathing in prosperity, while in fact they are destroying it. All that needs to be done, Summers 
suggests, is to remove the obstacle of money, and let the orgy begin. After all, doesn’t every one 
want to be prosperous and have more? Why not take advantage of it, here and now? 

The TEA Party is wrong on one issue: It is not government spending that destroys the economy. It is 
private spending. The desire of individual Americans to have more and more is what is bringing the 
nation to collapse. Unless the TEA Party leaders expose this sad truth about our present reality, the 
economy is not going to recover. An economy of growing demand above savings and investments is 
an economy of destruction of capital. 

The situation was similar in the last centuries of the Roman Empire. The Empire debased the 
currency to be able to spend more. But it is not so much the Imperial government as the individual 
Roman citizens who were spending and destroying their wealth. The Roman poet Juvenal denounces 
the vices of gluttony and uncontrolled spending in his fellow-Romans in the early 2nd century. More 
and more they preferred to spend their resources on short-term pleasures than on construction, 
investment, and long-term savings. Eventually the Empire was de-capitalized, and it fell. 

In that orgy of consumption and spending, one institution arose that resisted the wide-spread 
gluttony: the Church. It preached against spending and lavish luxury, and it gave practical example. 
The first monasteries in Europe were not only centers of learning but centers of alternative economic 
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life as well. Monks and bishops and Christian nobles and ordinary Christian families withdrew from 
the economic life of the Empire and practiced restraint and self-control. Unlike the hermits in the 
East, monks in the West did not practice unproductive separation from the world. They only 
practiced separation from a wicked economic system that was destroying its own children in its 
unlimited lust for pleasures. To the contrary, the monasteries and the church itself gave example of 
life devoted to production and very little consumption. Monks and priests preserved the knowledge 
of technologies for production, and they produced, but they accumulated and didn’t spend. 

When the Empire fell, the Church had all the gold. And therefore made the rules. 

This should be our Christian response to Larry Summers and his call for stimulating gluttony. The 
church must advise its members to stop unnecessary consumption. Every one of us individually must 
learn to live at the bare minimum, and save the rest in a form that won’t perish or devalue easily; or 
be taxed to extinction. Christians must prepare to deal with the coming collapse in the same way our 
spiritual forefathers did: by effectively refusing to participate in the gluttony. We must produce but 
not consume. We must plant and sow, but wait for the future fruit. We must invest in long-term 
projects and forgo present consumption. We must refuse to take advantage of government hand-outs 
and stimulus packages. And our churches must stop spending more and more money on inessential 
decorum. And our pastors should start preaching against gluttony; it’s about time we hear some real 
preaching from the pulpits. 

The old rule that “we must live below our means” is not valid anymore. With the money so 
unpredictable and devoid of any sound basis, no one can know for sure what “our means” are. Just 
like in the Roman Empire, with the coins being debased indefinitely, no one knew how much they 
were worth, no one today knows how much his pay check is really worth. Therefore we must learn 
to live even lower than just “below our means.” We have been given to gluttony for too long. It is 
time to be on a diet. 

Resisting government spending is good and necessary. But more important is resisting our own 
temptation to spend uncontrollably. Only by effectively exercising self-control we will be able to 
resist Larry Summers, Obama, and the rest of the socialist crowd in high places. 

Otherwise, we will end up as Ethiopia did. 

 


