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Foreword 


It is appropriate to begin a book like this one with some clarification regarding my intended audience. In large measure, this is a book about economic policy. But it is also a book about what the Bible says about public policy. Consequently, the reader will find many Bible passages cited in this book.

1



Indeed, I have presumed upon my reader some considerable background knowledge of the Scriptures. Thus, for many people, completing these pages will require a substantial commitment of time for reflection and analysisnot only on account of the economic and public policy theory but also because of the requisite level of Bible knowledge. Accordingly, I desire an audience among academics and theologians. However, I also hope that the book will be useful to a wider audience of seri-

1 Unless otherwise noted, all Scripture quotations in this book are taken from the New King James Version of the Bible.
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ous students of the Bible and public policy, even in the more general ranks of Christian college students or homeschoolers who take courses in economics, theology, history, or philosophy. I think that Seminary students, pastors, and atypical Sunday school teachers, who want to take on current topics in the Christian life for their class, will also find it challenging. This book could be an intriguing and provocative topical text for an exceptionally adept adult class. (Note: the book’s price is set relatively low to encourage such classroom use.) Nevertheless, my target of a more academic audience is deliberate, and I trust prudent, since in the “intellectual pyramid of society” scholars (or other idea generators) are rightly recognized as having the greatest influence on the “climate of opinion” over time. Correspondingly, I hope this book will play at least a small role in reversing what Mark Noll bemoans as the scandalous modern “Evangelical inattention to intellectual life” and “anti-intellectual attitude”. He warns Christians of the perils of this disposition: “If the history of Christianity shows how fruitful it can be to cultivate the mind for Christ, it also indicates how dangerous it can be to neglect such activity”.

2



I should also say something about my use of the Bible, since there are bound to be some readers of this book from outside the pale of Christianity.

2 Mark A. Noll (1995), The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind, W. B. Eerdmans & Co.: Grand Rapids, Michigan, pp. 4, 12, 46).






xi



While this book contains considerable research and scientific propositions, the Bible is taken as authoritative. In other words, biblical evidence is taken to be divinely inspired truth, inerrant and infallible. (Thus, it is not subject to being discredited by the supposed logical or empirical scrutiny of scholars and scientists.) I make no attempt to “prove” that what the Bible says is truth and fact. I simply assume such in my analysis. Consequently, while this book may be of considerable profit to Evangelicals, other readers who reject the Bible as authoritative might stumble at points along the way. They might suppose that my thesis is thus merely “weak conjecture” or perceived advocacy that is merely based on alleged divine Revelation. On such matters we will have to disagree. Notwithstanding such criticisms, I make no attempt to defend or justify the authoritative nature of the Bible here, nor need there be such an attempt; that work is left to theologians better suited to the task. I make no apology for the fact that my intended audience includes thinking, Biblebelieving Christians. I stand firmly with the Apostle Paul in his persuasion: “For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, for it is the power of God to salvation for everyone who believes” (Rom. 1:16a).
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For them who are the called according to His purpose

 (Rom. 8:28)
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Introduction






Action by government, or public policy, continues its rise in prominence for Evangelicals. Almost every day, public policies affect Christians all over the world. The foremost aspects of public policy that concern Christians include taxes, executive orders, regulations (or legislation in general), cultural dynamics, and non-defensive warfare. First, Christians, like other people, are required to pay national, regional, and local taxes. Taxes are levied against property, income, retail purchases, imports, travel, home building, and other production. Furthermore, taxes are often euphemistically given other, less distasteful names. They are often called “contributions”, “permits”, “duties”, “fees”, “tariffs”, “fines”, “medallions”, “tolls”, or “citations”, which tend to disguise their true nature. While such rubric may fool some Christians, the reality is that all of these items are taxes. They all fund public policy and conse-
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quently have moral implications. Significantly, taxes usually entail the single largest category of household expenditure. Yet, unlike other expenditures, it is probably not too far of a stretch to suggest that the vast majority of Christians (as well as other people) have difficulty seeing how the benefits received from paying taxes exceed the costs imposed on their household budgets. Second, executive orders from presidents, governors, prime ministers or other heads of state impose privileges and responsibilities (in rapid fashion) upon special interest groups and individuals. The dynamic (or perhaps flaccid) nature of these policies is notable. While they can be quickly implemented they can likewise be quickly repealed, causing a sort of political heartburn for many Christians. Some of the most visible executive orders include pardons and military draft decrees. But perhaps no orders are more disturbing to Christians than those that foster heinous activities such as partial birth abortion, those which promote moral agendas pertaining to lifestyle issues (e.g., permitting homosexuals in the military), those that cater to the demands of environmental activist groups, those that enforce limits on a citizen’s right to bear arms or defend himself, or those family policies which curtail homeschooling or child discipline. Of course, the implementation of such policies is not limited to the executive branch. They can also be effected by legislation, although
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the legislature is typically occupied with policy issues like taxation, budget, and other regulation. Third, Christians are obligated to comply with national, regional, and local regulations that have been enacted by legislatures or mandated by bureaucrats. These regulations are often costly for Christians, and often involve restrictions on personal freedom, especially as they relate to property ownership, the family, and the workplace. For instance, zoning policy, spanking prohibition policies, immigration policies, and policies mandating hiring quotas for minority groups or homosexuals are often irksome. Such policies usually impose increased costs on those affected by them in terms of time, money or missed opportunities, or they force people to incur costs (i.e., grief of “conscience”, cf. Rom. 13:5) as they become “lawbreakers” by not complying with the aggravating policy. In addition, Christians are not particularly enamored by the fact that these restrictions often result from the actions of others who do not necessarily embrace a Christian lifestylewhether they result from mischief done by terrorists or drunken drivers. Fourth, from a Christian perspective, there is a plethora of annoying cultural dynamics that result from policy stricture. These dynamics influence the way that people think about work, charitable giving, liberty, nationalism, medical and other kinds of insurance policies, retirement savings,
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transportation, energy, school curricula, hiring practices, and many other significant areas of life. Much like the Israelites in Egypt, Christians at times feel penalized by the blanket restrictions or obligations imposed on them due to the mischief or misdeeds of people lacking Christian values. Fifth, governments are at times involved with non-defensive warfare that is onerous or grievous to Christians. In general, Christians are not opposed to self-defense, even at a national level, but much greater concern is raised when tax dollars are used to fund assaults in foreign lands especially under the auspices of the United Nations. Moreover, even domestic military or police actions can cause great concern for Christians when abuse is involved, as was evidently the case in the United States during the 1990s at Randy Weaver’s mountain home in Ruby Ridge, Idaho and at David Koresh’s religious “compound” in Waco, Texas. Questions Christians raise about public policy  All public policy does not have to be troublesome for Christians. Certainly, government action for national or domestic defense typically is not problematic. Such action would ostensibly be used to ensure security and protect people from predators. Yet most public policy is problematic precisely because it has a different, non-defensive, character
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in both its formation and implementation. Indeed, it often entails bothersome proactive decrees or involves the replacement of market goods and services with bureaucratic “public enterprise”. Modern public policy is both expansive and expensive. The proliferation of public policies continues to impose greater costs on people, which is oftentimes offensive to Bible-believing Christians. This social phenomenon naturally leads Christians to ask some crucial questions. •What kind of civil government should Biblebelieving Christians support? •What public policy must be obeyed? •When, if ever, should Christians revolt? •To what extent is the Christian’s submission to the state qualified? These are evidently questions of great concern to Christians, who are often polarized over reactions to public policies. For instance, in the late 20th Century, Operation Rescue strived to abolish abortion—even through “illegal” means, including trespassing on private property in order to inhibit abortion services and other, more serious infringements. Moreover, the mission and actions of other policy-related groups like the Christian Coalition and the Family Research Council surely raised concerns within Christian groups that prefer a stronger separation from the world’s political systems. Even Christian legal defense organizations, such as the Home School Legal Defense Associa-
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tion and the Rutherford Institute, are not immune from scrutiny by Christians who do not share the policy prescriptions they advocate. Terminology: “state” and “government”  In this book, the distinction that some classical liberals make (e.g., Albert Jay Nock in his famous book Our Enemy the State) between the “state” and “government” is not overlooked. In Nock’s estimation, the state is a malignant contrivance while government can be a benign and even useful institution. In one of his more candid remarks, Nock says: “Taking the State wherever found, striking into its history at any point, one sees no way to differentiate the activities of its founders, administrators, and beneficiaries from those of a professional criminal class”.



3 Agreeably, the biblical concept of governance, stemming from the family or tribe, may indeed exist without a state. So government and state may be differentiated. Nevertheless, the terms are used interchangeably in this book to apply to the biblical doctrine of civil government as comprehended in the Scriptures. Public policy can be actions by either the state or by government actors. Accordingly, the definition

3 Albert Jay Nock (1989 [1935]), Our Enemy the State, Libertarian Review Foundation: New York). The text may be read online at http://www.demagogue.net/nockian/thestate.htm.
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of Ludwig von Mises is preferred in this book. “State or government is the social apparatus of compulsion and coercion. It has the monopoly of violent action…The state is essentially an institution for the preservation of peaceful interhuman relations”. In his estimation, the state exists to protect the operation of the free market (e.g., private property and market institutions), to quash or impede criminal behavior and recidivism,



4 and to sustain public peace.



5 Prominent Christian philosophies about policy  Among Evangelicals, it seems that three predominant philosophies of biblical public policy have emerged. On the one hand, theonomists (or Christian Reconstructionists) would tend to allow civil government action that assists in the establishment of the postmillennial golden age. Rather than the policy and cultural confusion currently caused by competing religious orders, they would likely commend government’s promotion of biblical law to regulate societyincluding the policies of the civil law of the nation of Israel under Moses.

6

4 I.e., relapse into antisocial or criminal behavior.

5 Ludwig von Mises (1996 [1966]), Human Action: A Treatise on Economics, fourth revised edition, The Foundation for Economic Education: Irvington-on-Hudson, New York, pp. 149, 397, 419, 431.

6 For further discussion of this view online, see Jay Rogers (2000), “Two Views of Government: Puritanism vs. Pietism”, Words, Reel 2
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On the other hand, the Anabaptists (Amish and Mennonites), and perhaps some Fundamentalists, maintain a hands-off or separatist approach to civil

Real Ministries: Cantonment, Florida, http://www.r2rministries.com/ civilgov/X0064_Two_Views_of_Governm.html. He says that theonomy is, “The belief that the moral laws of the Old Testament are still binding in the New Testament age. God's law is a standard for personal, family, ecclesiastical and civil righteousness. Civil governments are obligated to follow the moral laws outlined in the Bible. Theonomy asserts that only laws which are specifically fulfilled or changed in the New Covenant - such as dietary laws, agricultural laws, sabbath [sic] laws and ceremonial laws - are non-binding in the New Covenant age. Moral laws, such as the Ten Commandments and other commandments, are still the ethical standards for governing individuals and society”. In another article by Rogers (entitled “What Is Theonomy?” http://www.forerunner.com/theofaq.html) he says “Theonomy means literally, “God's law”, or the belief that the moral laws of the Old Testament are still binding today. This idea states that only Old Testament laws specifically fulfilled in the New Testament are nonbinding (such as sacrificial laws, ceremonial laws and dietary laws). The moral Law of God is still the ethical standard for governing individuals and society”. Jay Rogers is the editor of The Forerunner International, a theonomist newspaper dealing with Christian worldview. B. A. Robinson (2002), “Christian Reconstructionism, Dominion Theology, and Theonomy”, Ontario Consultants on Religious Tolerance:  Wellesley Island, New York, provides a critique of theonomy at http://www.religioustolerance.org/reconstr.htm. He notes: “All religions other than Christianity would be suppressed. Nonconforming Evangelical, main line and liberal Christian institutions would no longer be allowed to function. Society would revert to the laws and punishments of the Hebrew Scriptures. Any person who advocated or practiced other religious beliefs would be tried for idolatry and exterminated. Blasphemy, adultery and homosexual behavior would be criminalized; those found guilty would be executed. To our knowledge, this is the only religious movement in North America in which many of its members advocate genocide for followers of minority religions. Ralph Reed, the executive director of the conservative public policy group the Christian Coalition has criticized Reconstructionism as ‘an authoritarian ideology that threatens the most basic civil liber- ties of a free and democratic society.’” Samuel Waldron, a leading Reformed Baptist pastor and scholar, has also criticized Theonomy in his 2002 article, “A Reformed Baptist Assessment”, The ReformedReader, http://www.reformedreader.org/tc/tarba.htm. He notes, “It is certainly true that civil authority is subject to the Word of God, but this does not mean that it is the duty of the civil authority to enforce every part of God's Word with his own authority”.
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government. While most Anabaptists view the civil government as ordained by God to bring social order (which is ironic given the widespread persecution of Anabaptists in Europe for decades), they also advocate non-participation in most civil government offices. A minority of Anabaptists view civil government as essentially evil and part of the kingdom of Satan.

7



Still a third perspective, popular among many Reformed Baptists, seems to offer a revitalized vision of the divine right of kings. This doctrine, though still more of an oral tradition than an express part of theology, seems to suggest that if God ordains the state, then nearly all of what it decrees must be obeyed as if God Himself had issued the order. Even somewhat arbitrary (non-moral) legislation and rules regarding road signs, building

7 See the Canadian Mennonite Encyclopedia Online articles by John H. Redekop (1989), “Government, Theory and Theology of”; and Harold S. Bender (1958), “Church-State Relations” searchable at http://www. mhsc.ca/index.asp?content=http://www.mhsc.ca/encyclopedia/content s/P6545.html [revised in 1989 by Ted Koontz], adapted from the Mennonite Encyclopedia, vol. 5, pp. 349-351; vol. 4, pp. 611-617; and vol. 5, pp. 159-162. The position is also delineated in the Anabaptist Confessions of Faith (http://www.bibleviews.com/Confessions. html), including the Schleitheim Confession of Faith (1527) and the Brief Statement of Faith of 1963. Theonomist Jay Rogers deems this view to be “Pietistic”. He says, “The Pietist historical view of government is conspiratorial. Government is a part of the world system which is controlled by Satan and his cohorts. The conspiracy will end in a oneworld government ruled by an anti-Christ figure who will control the hearts and minds of men for a dispensational time period. The only job for the church is to preach the gospel so that some may be saved. The job of Christians in civil government is limited since politics is evil. Christians have to wait until Christ returns to the earth with cataclysmic judgment before they can rule as the elect”. Rogers, loc. cit.
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codes, spitting on the street, zoning, jaywalking, leaf-burning, roller skating on the sidewalk, and a plethora of relatively trivial things must be complied with as if God Himself had enacted them. Conformably, many Christians in America equate any kind of rule breaking with sinfrom speed limits to hiring illegal aliens and more. In recent years, much thinking about government and the Christian’s relationship to it (particularly in the Reformed or Calvinistic tradition) has been advanced by theonomists. Alternatively, this book offers another Reformed perspective. Reformed Christians want to “transform” culture and earthly institutions in order to make them useful for God’s kingdom. Indeed, this is a commendable and desirable objective. But even Christians recognize that certain institutions and things in the earth are so corrupted or inherently evil that they are beyond redemption. Accordingly, such evil institutions should be shunned and avoided. For instance, there can be no such thing as Christian pornography, Christian abortion, Christian euthanasia, Christian racketeering, or Christian prostitution. Is the civil government, or at least some part of it, likewise beyond the pale of worldly things that can be transformed? Maybe civil government can be transformed, at least in part, but those who advocate its transformation must provide some credible evidence as to why and to what extent such a transformation is
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plausible. The presumption among many—if not most—Reformed Christians seems to be that civil government is a redeemable and, hence, a potentially useful institution that may be placed in the service of God’s kingdom as a restraint against what God sees as evil in the world. Such thinking is asserted with an understanding that government may be a useful servant but it is also a fearful master. Yet the idea of beneficial government seems to have some glaring shortcomings in light of history, economics, and the Bible itself. I Samuel 8:4-20  4 Then all the elders of Israel gathered together and came to Samuel at Ramah, 5 and said to him, “Look, you are old, and your sons do not walk in your ways. Now make us a king to judge us like all the nations”. 6 But the thing displeased Samuel when they said, “Give us a king to judge us”. So Samuel prayed to the Lord. 7 And the Lord said to Samuel, “Heed the voice of the people in all that they say to you; for they have not rejected you, but they have rejected Me, that I should not reign over them. 8 According to all the works which they have done since the day that I brought them up out of Egypt, even to this daywith which they have forsaken Me and served other godsso they are doing to you also. 9 Now therefore, heed their voice. However, you shall solemnly forewarn them, and show them the behavior of the king who will reign over them”. 10 So Samuel told all the words of the Lord to the people who asked him for a king. 11 And he
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said, “This will be the behavior of the king who will reign over you: He will take your sons and appoint them for his own chariots and to be his horsemen, and some will run before his chariots. 12 He will appoint captains over his thousands and captains over his fifties, will set some to plow his ground and reap his harvest, and some to make his weapons of war and equipment for his chariots. 13 He will take your daughters to be perfumers, cooks, and bakers. 14 And he will take the best of your fields, your vineyards, and your olive groves, and give them to his servants. 15 He will take a tenth of your grain and your vintage, and give it to his officers and servants. 16 And he will take your male servants, your female servants, your finest young men, and your donkeys, and put them to his work. 17 He will take a tenth of your sheep. And you will be his servants. 18 And you will cry out in that day because of your king whom you have chosen for yourselves, and the Lord will not hear you in that day”. 19 Nevertheless the people refused to obey the voice of Samuel; and they said, “No, but we will have a king over us, 20 that we also may be like all the nations, and that our king may judge us and go out before us and fight our battles”. Obviously, the prophet Samuel had some consternation over the Israelite’s desire to have civil government. Granted, he lived under a theocracy, a luxury that modern believers do not have. For us, not having a civil government would mean living under anarchysomething less comforting than living under a true theocracy would be. Nevertheless, we can glean a couple things from the passage that might have some relevance to our inquiry into public policy.
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First, man’s heart was then, just as it seems to have been ever since, inclined to idolatry especially statism. Second, we can see that certain predictions about the Israelite king would be characteristic of civil governments generally. For instance, the onslaught of government power then brought along with it conscription, involuntary servitude, confiscation or conversion of property, and taxesjust like Samuel prophesied. When we compare those public policies with our current experience, is modern civil government really any different? Has it changed fundamentally? Civil government is a lethal institution  Government has been the most lethal institution in human history. Professor Rudolph Rummel has demonstrated in his book Death By Government that in the twentieth century alone, civil governments around the world were responsible for the killings of at least 170 million of their own civilian, non-combatant populations.



8 The more accurate count could be somewhere around 350 million slain, and this figure does not count the millions more slain by sanctioned abortion or warfare. Clearly, civil government has been more lethal

8 The data on the murders by civil government and a plethora of other information on what he calls “democide” can be found on Rummel’s website: http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/. Rudolph J. Rummel (1997), Death By Government, Transaction Publishers: Somerset, NJ.
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than any infectious disease, plague, or religious inquisition in the history of mankind. In a 1997 interview with Ideas on Liberty, Rummel made the following remarkable observations. His comments about civil government are so shocking that they are worth including at length.



Concentrated political power is the most dangerous thing on earth. During this century’s wars, there were some 38 million battle deaths, but almost four times more peopleat least 170 millionwere killed by governments for ethnic, racial, tribal, religious, or political reasons… Lord Acton insisted government officials be judged by the same moral standards you apply to ordinary people, and I do that, often to the discomfort of my political science colleagues. For instance, at one conference where I delivered a paper, I could see people wince when I referred to the late North Korean dictator Kim Il-sung as a murderer. He [probably] was responsible for about 1.7 million deaths. A lot of us can talk about an individual killer as a murderersomebody like “Jack the Ripper,” who killed about a half-dozen peoplebut in polite society you don’t usually hear a famous “statesman” described as a murderer…Soviet Communists top the list [of twentieth century mass murderers], having killed almost 62 million of their own people and foreign subjects. I figure Stalin was responsible for nearly 43 million deaths. Most of them, about 33 million, were the consequence of lethal forced labor in the gulag. Chinese Communists were next, murdering about 35 million of their people. More than a million died during Chairman Mao’s “Cultural Revolution” alone. In addition to all these killed, 27 million died from the famine resulting from Chairman Mao’s insane economic policies. Per-
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centage-wise, communist Cambodia was the worst. Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge murdered about 2 million people, almost a third of the population, between 1975 and 1979. They murdered Muslim Chains, Cambodian, Vietnamese, Buddhist Monks, military officers, anybody who was fluent in a foreign language, anybody who had a college education or professional training, and certainly anybody who violated their regulations. The odds of an average Cambodian surviving Pol Pot’s regime were about 2 to 1. Millions more people were murdered by communist regimes in Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, East Germany, Hungary, Laos, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Poland, Romania, Vietnam, and Yugoslavia. All told, I estimate communist regimes murdered more than 110 million people. Another 30 million people died during wars and rebellions provoked by communist regimes. There were plenty of other murderous twentieth-century regimes, too. Between 1900 and 1920, Mexico murdered about a million poor Indians and peasants. After World War II, the Polish government expelled ethnic Germans, murdering about a million. Pakistan murdered about a million Bengalis and Hindus in 1971, Japanese militarists murdered about 6 million Chinese, Indonesians, Koreans, Filipinos, and others during World War II. Chiang Kaishek’s Nationalist Chinese murdered nearly 10 million people between 1928 and 1949. Although most people have heard that Hitler murdered almost 6 million Jews, few people seem to be aware that Hitler murdered a total of 20 million peopleincluding gypsies, homosexuals, Dutchmen, Italians, Frenchmen, Balts, Slavs, Czechs, Poles, Ukrainians, and others. During the twentieth century, 14 regimes murdered over a million people [each], and it would be hard to find a scholar who could name half these regimes. I was shocked to find that govern-






16



ments kill people to fill a quota. For instance, in the Soviet Union under Stalin and China under Mao, the government would set execution quotas. They would decree that perhaps 5 percent of the people are counterrevolutionaries, so kill 5 percent of the people. Writers, entrepreneurs, you name itkill 5 percent. In retrospect, I can see that murder by quota was the natural thing for these regimes to do, because they had central planners direct production of iron, steel, wheat, pigs, and almost everything else by quota. I was shocked to discover how officials at the highest levels of government planned mass murder. The killing they would delegate to humble cadres. So much for the notion of government benevolence. Powerful governments can be like gangs, stealing, raping, torturing, and killing on a whim. Another shocking thing, for me as a political scientist, was to see how political scientists almost everywhere have promoted the expansion of government power. They have functioned as the clergy of oppression.

9 



Biblical doctrine is not dependent on political boundaries. Its truth was the same in Rome in



AD57, the Ukraine in AD1945, as well as in the modern United States. But American experience with civil government has been nothing short of an

9 Excerpted from the interview with Rudolph J. Rummel (1997), Ideas on Liberty, no. 47, July, pp. 396-403. The article is available online at http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/FREEMAN.INTERVIEW.HTM. Rummel also inserts in the website version of the interview: “Many people are aware that some 60 million people died during World War II. What’s much less well known is that only about 16 million of the World War II deaths involved combatants. [Most of the remaining dead were killed in cold blood by one government or another. The Soviet Union alone murdered about 10 million of its citizens during the war.] When you have a very powerful dictatorship, it doesn’t follow automatically that a country will be violent. But I find the most violent countries are authoritarian or totalitarian”.
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anomaly (i.e., rare) in the history of the world. Thus, American Christians must be careful to not subsume or include in any general doctrine of civil government only an Americanized, nationalistic view of public policy and civil government, without regard to other cultures, nations, or past eras. For most Christians during the last 2000 years, civil government and public policy have been extremely lethal. They have also proven to be destructive to property and a great nuisance to the church and gospel preaching. One only need to look at the former Soviet Union to see the latter facts exemplified.

10



Difficulties in doing Christian policy analysis  The bizarre and odious record of civil government is not the only thorny hurdle facing those who want to formulate a believable and useful Christian public policy paradigm. The dynamic nature of public policy itself poses some difficulties. All policy is not of the same substance. Each policy is singular, and needs to be classified and scrutinized on an individual basis. In this book, designating policies as reactive, inefficient provision, or proactive is suggested as a useful basis for

10 With respect to the catastrophe in the former U.S.S.R., see R. J. Rummel (1996), Lethal Politics: Soviet Genocide and Mass Murder Since 1917, Transaction Publishers: Somerset, NJ, and see the shocking articles (with photographs) in National Geographic (August 1994) regarding the environmental destruction that occurred there.
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analysis. But such a classification scheme does not eliminate every analytical challenge. What might be a bad policy at one time might later become a benign one. For instance, some (but not all) student loan programs might begin as bad policies but might be transformed over several decades into benign policies as essential program criteria evolve. In addition, certain policy-specific subtleties might make analysis arduous. At any rate, suffice it to say at this juncture that certain aspects of a policy cannot be generalized into a formula for deciding whether or not all policies with similar features are good or bad. Subtleties between policies matter too, and it is plausible that prison policies might be found acceptable while public schools be found unacceptable. Or, both might be found acceptable or unacceptable based on the package of attributes that each policy comprises at any particular point in time. One thing that is clear is that Christians (theonomists excepted perhaps) do not yet have a well-developed paradigm for dealing with tough policy questions or making consistent policy recommendations.



Toward a new Christian perspective  This book challenges popular notions about government by examining the biblical accounts of public policy, as well as biblical passages that per-
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tain to the role of government, in order to ascertain a practical theology for Christians living in the modern age. While many of the policies scrutinized in these pages pertain to the United States, it should be relatively easy to make application to their policy counterparts in other countries. This book is not merely a reiteration or an extension of other contemporary theories of government popular in Evangelicalism. Instead, it is a fresh look at the biblical, historical, and economic evidence that provides an essentially new understanding of the role of civil government and Christian living under modern public policy. In this new perspective, many suppositions of the several leading alternatives are rejected. Thus, if accepted, this new perspective would likely change the prevalent Evangelical understanding about public policy, and perhaps considerably change certain attitudes toward civil disobedience and civil government authority. Christians may find new criteria to guide the way in which they react towards public policy, including when to obey, when to revolt, and to what extent may derive their livelihood from government jobs. Hopefully, the reader will have a charitable willingness to consider the new ideas in this book with an open mind. Proposing a substantially different understanding of policy than what is popular is a daunting and awkward task. However, let us bear in mind that just because something is new or dif-
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ficult does not necessarily imply that it is unorthodox or dangerous. It might provide something beneficial, providing the impetus for a crucial change. Rest assured, the practical theology about public policy presented in this book is both congruent with biblical orthodoxy and, hopefully, useful for daily Christian living and thinking. Having said that much, it should be noted that it is not the goal of this book to “solve” the problems of government and public policy by suggesting pragmatic means of achieving “better” governance. Likewise, it is not an attempt to provide a systemic and absolute ranking of possible government systems (although some general inferences will be drawn). The primary objective of this book is to provide a fresh analysis of the institution of civil government itself—no matter how it is organized. In sum, this book challenges popular presuppositions and assumptions about civil government and public policy. Using biblical, historical, and economic evidence, a new and different perspective is derived. An attempt is also made to provide answers to some difficult but important concerns that are bound to emerge as a result of developing any such theory.
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1 Public policy







Certainly in the new earth (or “the age to come”), there will be neither sin nor want. God will be King unrivaled, and the church will collectively enjoy abundance without limit (cf. Rev. 21:6-7; 22:1-2). One might say that there will be a perfect civil government, or a perfect theocracy. But in this age, human government institutions are not perfect and must be judged by the amount of detriment (bad) or amelioration (good) they dispatch upon men, relative to other systems of governance. Four categories of public policy In order to facilitate an inquiry into public policy, we will need to make use of some analytical tools from economic and public policy theory. Public policy generally means government action, although it is better to distinguish policies by the categories of (1) reactive policy, (2) the inefficient
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provision of genuine market goods and services, (3) proactive policy aimed at changing behavior, and (4) proactive policy that is dedicated mostly or wholly to redistribution. The bulk of this chapter will deal with each of these four categories. But before we can understand these categories, we must know something about the rights theories that support the bulk of them. Positive and negative rights Many policies have to do with the implementation of some positive right, which is a right granted to people by government that they do not have naturally and for which other people are required to pay to sustain. Sometimes they are couched in terms of “social justice” or sublime “public interest” planning objectives. Examples of positive rights include rights to minimum standards of health care, food or nutrition, income, and a “decent” education. These rights may be found in statements like the United Nations 1945 Declaration of Rights, as well as in Marxian writings and elsewhere. These rights can also include things like a “livable” wage (a minimum wage or greater), a crimefree and unpolluted environment, and even “reasonable air conditioning” in a rental unit.



11 Again,

11 For instance, the Virginia Residential Landlord and Tenant Act was amended in 1987 to provide for “reasonable air conditioning “ if air conditioning is provided in the unit. Va. Code 55-248.13(a)(6).
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positive rights obligate one class of people to provide benefits for another. Hence, they are artificial. Conversely, negative rights are fundamentally natural rights that people have to life, liberty, and property. This sort of rights-bearing has been extolled by political philosophers such as John Locke and Thomas Jefferson, and one could make a strong argument for negative rights by substantiating them in the Scriptures. For instance, we find prohibitions against murder and support for capital punishment, in various places in the Old Testamenteven before the law was given (Gen. 9:6). The Ten Commandments (of course) prohibited murder, theft, and fraud, with penalties spelled out for them, and related crimes, in other parts of the Decalogue. Moreover, we find throughout the Bible references to selfdefense and warfare, especially under the theocracy, but also for self-preservation against predators and intruders. Jesus praised the great faith of a Roman centurion in Capernaum (Matthew 8:5-13; Luke 7:2-10) and did not rebuke him for being in the profession of warfare. (Neither did John the Baptist rebuke the soldier for being a soldier in Luke 3:14.) In Luke 14:31, Jesus says “Or what king, going to make war against another king, does not sit down first and consider whether he is able with ten thousand to meet him who comes against him with twenty thousand?” One could probably make a






24



case that Jesus Himself was not wholly opposed to warfareeven if he did tell individuals to turn the other cheek when wronged (Mt. 5:29; Lk. 6:29), and even though he warned that “all who take the sword will perish by the sword” (Mt. 26:52b). Jesus also told the Apostles in Luke 22:36, “But now, he who has a money bag, let him take it, and likewise a knapsack; and he who has no sword, let him sell his garment and buy one”. This statement seems to indicate that self-defense would become a necessity after His time on earth was over. At any rate, one would be hard pressed to make a case that the Bible opposes negative rights, or self-defense, and probably only with considerable difficulty make a case for pacifism as biblical policy. Negative rights theory mandates that people restrain themselves from acting against the natural rights of others in society. Yet, unlike positive rights, they are costless; no person has to pay to maintain the negative rights of other people. That is why they are often said to exist naturally. Reactive policy Reactive policy is action by government designed to provide a social service that the market cannot provide well. There are really only three “pure” reactive policy categories: national defense, the establishment and enforcement of legal rules to facilitate social certainty and commerce (which are
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based on the law of property, contract, and tort), and criminal justice. Domestic defense against any predatoreven infectious microorganisms would qualify as well. These policies are reactive in the sense that they react to, or become effectual when there is, a violation of someone’s negative rights by a clearly nonconsensual act. Conformably, Federic Bastiat in his famous book The Law terms these kinds of actions defensive policies, because they are designed to defend people from others who would harm life, liberty, or property.

12



Such policies are devoid of behavior modification objectives or schemes, but instead provide safeguards that are perceived to be collective or public goods. Of course, there is a “proactive” byproduct in these policies, namely that predators are deterred from bad behavior. But only through such an abstraction (i.e., where the policy inadvertently ends up changing bad behavior) may they be considered proactive. Nevertheless, since the operation of such policies only becomes effective after a rights violation occurs, they may reasonably be maintained as being essentially reactive. The government is called upon to provide these collective goods either because the market fails to provide them well or, perhaps, because such collective action is itself the result of market provision. Accordingly, minimal state libertarians or

12 Frederic Bastiat (1990 [1850]), The Law, The Foundation for Economic Education: Irvington-on-Hudson, New York, p. 28.
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“minarchists” and political conservatives typically argue that reactive policies are the only necessary and just forms of government action. Many of them would restrict policy to defense from predators, together with lethal or noxious microorganisms perhaps, and criminal justice. Markets could provide civil procedure services and courtrooms, as well as local rules or laws to facilitate commerce. Policies of inefficient public provision It is often possible for government to provide a genuine good or service that is normally provided by the market. However, following economic theory, such provision will likely be inefficient since (1) bureaucrats face different incentives than managers or entrepreneurs in competing firms and (2) bureaucrats are protected from the discipline of the market. Thus, public enterprises tend to focus less on quality improvement and cost cutting, and often are over-staffed with over-paid employees (especially at higher levels of government). This predicament ends up driving up prices that consumers must pay for those goods and services, which in turn lowers social welfare. Such policies are usually neither proactive nor reactive, but they might be either proactive or reactive in some instances. Most tariffs, quotas, and “dumping” laws probably fall under this policy category, since the pro-
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tectionism they foster promotes inefficient provision in a nation’s private sector.



13 However, such “hidden taxes” on consumption are complicated, and must be judged on a case-by-case basis as to what category they belong. Examples of professions that devolve from these policies include the county recorder, postal service workers, mechanics who repair city vehicles, building safety inspectors, workers in dams and public utilities, road construction crews, public defenders, and the staff of a nation’s central bank. (Note that when taken generally, the actions of a central bank, along with legal tender laws, deposit insurance, and currency monopolization may comprise proactive policy during its course of facilitating indirect taxation by inflation.)  Proactive policy aimed at changing behavior The first division of proactive policy is action by government designed to alter people’s behavior. These policies are not usually implemented because the targeted behavior is harmful to other people as much as it is antithetical to some lofty philosophical meta-goal. Proactive policy seeks to alter behavior that would otherwise be common-

13 See James Bovard (1991), The Fair Trade Fraud: How Congress Pillages the Consumer and Decimates America’s Competitiveness, St. Martin’s Press: New York. He demonstrates how consumers are harmed by tariffs, quotas, and dumping laws. The beneficiaries of such policies are political actors and industry special interests.
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place, normal, typical, and not harmful to others. The targeted behavior is simply designated as something naughty by a legislature or by some state bureau, usually upon the expert advice of academics, policy pundits, or pressure groups (lobbyists). Conversely, curtailing most recidivistic or criminal behavior (e.g., murder, assault, etc.) would more likely be a function of reactive policy rather than this species of proactive policy. Sometimes such proactive policies are derided as “big brother” actions. They are so-called because people are compelled to behave in a manner not of their own choosing (as if an older and wiser person were providing direction for a child). In this sense, someone in government and/or academia has determined that certain behavior is detrimental to the individual, society, or both. Accordingly, proactive policies can be actions that aim at changing social institutions based on the suggestion of some academic theory (e.g., Marxism) or the wrangling of some activists (e.g., protesters from the Sierra Club, the Audubon Society, Greenpeace, the National Organization for Women, etc., or Ralph Nader). Examples of proactive policies include seat belt laws, penalties for drug and alcohol use, “sin” taxes on cigarettes and alcohol, regulation requiring “fairly” priced and decent housing, environmental regulations, protection of certain species or the ozone layer, prohibition of alcohol or drug use, mandatory primary
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education, and constabulary or offensive military operations. Note that a proactive policy may also include minor reactive elements. For instance, protecting others from “second-hand smoke”, shielding society from ozone depletion, and defending potentially innocent victims from intoxicated drivers all have (arguably) reactive qualities. Nevertheless, the central tenets of such policies remain purely proactive, aiming at coercing change in specific behavior. Also included in this proactive category are policy projects and institutions designed to serve higher social goals or “the public interest”. Items that are deemed to be “public goods” or that result from the occurrence of “negative externalities” are used to rationalize public interest policies. A “public good” is a good or service which is characterized as non-excludable and non-rival in consumption. That is, if a public good is provided to one person, it may be provided to all at no additional cost, such that people who do not pay for it cannot be prevented from consuming it (i.e., a positive externality). Examples of public goods often include national defense, law and order, pollution abatement, flood control, and perhaps building safety and quality. It is common for government to either provide (or at least regulate) such goods, based on the rationale that markets do not make adequate provision of them, and that it is not fair or efficient that some people should be free riders (leading to underproduction
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of the public good). Thus, some scholars contend that such market “failure” obliges government intervention.

14



A negative externality occurs when a person who is not involved with the beneficial market exchange of others ends up bearing some of the costs of that bargain without receiving any of the benefits. The classic example is a woman who bears the cost of having her laundry soiled by the smokestack of a near-by factory but gets no benefit from the factory’s production. Another example, although it is not usually recognized as such, would be a person who pays taxes for the education of children when he has no school-age children. He pays for the costs of “production” without directly receiving any of its benefits. He probably does receive indirect benefits from the production, such as living among a literate population, but that does not disqualify the policy from being a negative externality in theory. The woman with the laundry might also have indirect benefits from the smokestack because it creates jobs for others. Yet the smokestack is still considered in theory to be a negative externality. If the smokestack would cease production, there would be more jobless (and poorer) men, which might increase robberies. Instead, men working at the factory improve her community as their spend-

14 John M. Cobin (1997), Building Regulation, Market Alternatives, and Allodial Policy, Avebury Press: London, pp. 81-82.






31



ing bolsters the quality of local commerce. Accordingly, some public policies can be considered, at least abstractly, to be negative externalities too. The idea of market failure due to the widespread existence of negative externalities or the observance of non-defense public goods provides a rationale for public policy. (Note that there is significant debate, particularly among Libertarians, over whether or not there are any non-defense public goods, but this question is beyond the scope of this book.)  Table 1: Policy types and their philosophical bases



Type of public policy Rights basis

A. Reactive (defensive)



Negative

B. Inefficient public provision Negative, positive, or neither C. Proactive





(1) to change behavior



Positive (typically)

(2) to foster redistribution



Positive Proactive policy aimed at redistribution  The other major division of proactive policy is redistributive policy. It entails proactive action by government designed to coercively transfer the wealth of one or more individuals (or segments of society) to others in conjunction with a higher or meta-social goal. In other words, government uses its power to extort money from (typically) “the haves” against their will and to give it to “the
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have-nots” in a sort of modern Robin Hood role. Moreover, a socially detrimental payoff is also often available to quasi-government agencies, politicians, bureaucrats, regressive entrepreneurs, or private suppliers who participate in the transfer processwhat economists call “rent seeking”.

15



Such legal extortion policies are typically based on a positive rights theory, if not outright socialist theory. They are often described as “welfare state” policies. They have an overarching societal or moral meta-goal, rather than just a goal of improving lifestyle risks, ensuring “fair” prices and information, providing public goods, or alleviating negative externalities. Like all proactive policies, this species is accomplished by direct taxation, indirect or hidden taxation (e.g., inflation), or by regulation (e.g., restricting the use of private property and thus lowering its value—also known as “takings”). Examples of redistributive policy programs include food stamps, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (welfare), Social Security, subsidies to farmers or other groups, most unemployment “insurance”, subsidized housing, public

15 Rent seeking diverts useful resources into activities to redistribute surplus from exchange. Gordon Tullock defines rent seeking as “the manipulation of democratic [or other types of] governments to obtain special privileges under circumstances where the people injured by the privileges are hurt more than the beneficiary gains”. Gordon Tullock (1993), Rent Seeking, The Shaftesbury Papers, 2, Edward Elgar Publishing Co.: Brookfield, Vermont, p. 24, cf. p. 51.
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education, university-level grants, and many student loan programs. Clarification of often misunderstood welfare policies Perhaps some further clarification is in order since some proactive policies of redistribution are frequently mistaken as simply being policies of inefficient provision, in particular Social Security (or old-age) benefits, unemployment insurance, and university student loans. This fact should come as little surprise since government actors always seek to enact policies that involve the least political cost to them. Therefore, using obscure taxation and redistribution methods is popular. For instance, in passing legislation for the collection of Social Security (and unemployment) “contributions” or taxes, government may mandate that the employee and the employer each pay onehalf. However, the reality is that the employee pays the tax in its entirety.



16 When employers hire their employees they evaluate the labor services they expect to receive against the total cost they expect to have to pay for those services. By implication, an employee’s wages would likely be higher if the firm did not pay his Social Security and unemployment “contributions”. One thing is certain: firms do not calculate their labor cost first and then cooperate with legislation by acquiescing

16 See, for example, Eric Schansberg (1996), Poor Policy: How Government Harms the Poor, Westview Press: Boulder, Colorado, p. 74.
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to pay welfare state taxes out of their profits. Accordingly, firms do not pay taxes; they only collect taxes. Yet the public perception is often that firms do pay their “fair share” out of their profits, making corporate and payroll tax legislation more popular among voters. Social Security and unemployment benefits A similar fallacy that is common among citizens of welfare states is that Social Security and unemployment tax contributions are used to create a savings or insurance fund that individuals can draw upon when in need. Thus, they feel justified when accepting Social Security and unemployment benefits



17 since they think that they have “paid in” to the program for many years. However, this misunderstanding is usually derived from a ruse of public policy. In general, these programs are effectively redistributive. That is, the beneficiaries receive benefits from current contributors rather than from a fund of accumulated past contributions. It is a redistributive transfer between those who are working to those who are not working via a bureaucracy. As political scientists William Mitchell and Randy Simmons note:

17 There may be some unemployment policies that actually are savings or true insurance plans, just as in Chile the national social security plan is privatized. But these are exceptions rather than the rule.
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Although Social Security was originally envisioned as a social insurance program that workers would pay for in exchange for later benefits that would vary according to the level of contribution, it evolved into a system for transferring wealth from those who work to older, retired persons, regardless of the personal wealth or income of the retired person or of the younger, working person.

18



Economist Walter Williams argues: “the Social Security system is a legalized Ponzi scheme. It’s a method of intergenerational holdup”.



19 Similarly, in an amusing essay, P. J. O’Rourke enlivens this frank assessment, unmasking common misperceptionsnotably the myth that there is a real trust fund where retirement money is kept for contributors. “The federal government has taken this surplus revenue, spent it and given the Social Security trust-fund IOUs in return”. But “unfortunate people who scrutinize the Social Security trust fund discover two facts: It’s not there. It’s not theirs”.

20

18 William C. Mitchell and Randy T. Simmons (1994), Beyond Politics: Markets, Welfare, and the Failure of Bureaucracy, Westview Press: San Francisco, California, p. 17. Also cf. pp. 56, 114, noting USA Social Security is “possibly the world’s largest Ponzi scheme” (p. 139). Also cf. Henry Hazlitt (1979 [1946]), Economics in One Lesson, Crown Publishing: New York, p. 209.

19 Walter E. Williams (1993), The Legitimate Role of Government in a Free Economy, The American University: Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania, p. 33.

20 P. J. O’Rourke (1999), “The Great Ponzi-Scheme Rescue Act of 1999: The Last Social Security Story You’ll Ever Have to Read”, CATO Institute article in its Social Security Privatization project, April 15. See http://www.socialsecurity.org/pubs/articles/pjo-04-15- 99.html. It was also printed in Rolling Stone, April 15, 1999.
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Yet while most citizens remain “rationally ignorant” of the tainted scheme, it would behoove Christians to take a closer look. It should be important for them to act justly. A little research will provide the curious inquirer with proof that most of the funds paid into a Social Security system end up in the general budget often to be spent on current government expenditures other than Social Security. By using special refinancing or an accounting sleight-of-hand (such as trading all the funds in the Social Security account for a special government IOU) the civil government accomplishes this conversion of funds. The resulting debt instrument (IOU) typically has no other collateral other than the full faith and credit of the government and is not marketable like other government debt. Thus, while “on paper” there may be something “invested” in the Social Security trust fund, in actuality all payments to retirees are made from current tax receipts and the system is inherently redistributive. Moreover, Christians should be aware: governments have an extensive history of defaulting on such quirky and ambiguous debt. Indeed, many people who receive Social Security or unemployment benefits would be shocked to find out that they are actually receiving welfare. Regrettably, many well-meaning people who do learn about the true process are still loath to give up their benefits. They end up using equivocations
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(perhaps as a form of denial) to justify receiving benefits. They cite reasons like “That’s just the way the system works here” and “Regardless of how the government has abused things, I paid into the system for many years and I deserve to get something back”. But if that sort of sentiment were valid, it would likewise provide justification for taxpayers receiving any kind of welfare benefitsor stealing anything for that matter. Once again, recipients are not really getting back any of their own money; they are getting money from other people who are currently working. Student loans Educational loans for university study are frequently misunderstood by Christians to be justifiable because money is paid back to the state with interest. However, upon closer analysis, it is clear that many student loans are a form of welfare for two principal reasons. First, the “government”—viz. taxpayers—is forced to pay the interest on the loan while the student is at the university. For example, if a student gets a $10,000 student loan at 8%, then government must extort $800 per year from taxpayers until the time that the student must begin making repayments. Second, student loans usually carry subsidized interest rates that are well below market rates. Thus, given an interest rate of 8%, the recipient student forces others to pay the difference.
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A typical college student (who has yet to find professional employment) is not the best credit risk—especially on a signature loan. In the market, if he can get credit at all, it will not likely be for 8%, and he will not likely get a large credit limit without a cosigner. Indeed, he might do well to obtain a credit card at 16%. So, implicitly, we could say that in the example above that there could be another 8% cost (16%–8%=8%) through assuming greater risk—or another $800 per year— that government compels taxpayers to bear. From an economic point of view, such assistance requires that these implicit (but real) interest costs be extorted from taxpayers. Without a doubt, an implicit cost is just as much of a cost as an explicit one. It should be noted, however, that there are some student loan programs in certain states that defer repayment of both principal and interest. Thus, the student must eventually pay both parts back. Moreover, some student loan programs require a creditworthy cosigner to apply with the student in order to process the loan. Certainly, depending on the details of the case, one or both of these features would dramatically change one’s analysis of the merits and character of the policy. It might even cause one to reclassify a particular student loan program from being a malignant proactive policy to a more benign one of inefficient provision. A case of this type exemplifies the mutable nature of
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policies and the importance of constant, vigilant analysis to determine whether a policy is good or bad.



Ready to use the policy analysis toolkit  The reader should now be prepared to distinguish reactive, inefficient provision, and proactive policies based on their leading characteristics. Some policies will be easier to distinguish than others because many policies have mixed objectives. Nevertheless, useful classification is still possible. For instance, public health policy might have a reactive component, such as staving off infectious disease, while the rest of public health policy is proactive. Thus, when classifying the policy, one can split it into two parts: (1) public health for infectious disease control—reactive and (2) public health for behavior modification—proactive. Accordingly, powerful biblical analysis of public policy will be easier with this theoretical toolkit in hand. A Christian can utilize public policy theory to help him determine what policies are just and what policies are unjust or immoral. And it will help him formulate a well-reasoned and appropriate response to most policies he encounters.
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2 Modern public policy in biblical perspective










Government is not inherently good 




It may come as a surprise to many readers that the Bible never suggests that the institution of government is in and of itself good. Conversely, in both the biblical record and other history, government has tended to be an evil institution, the result and consequence of a sinful society. That is not to say that all public policy is of necessity absolutely evil at all times—or evil by definition—as some libertarian anarchists suggest. Even if policies are more likely to be bad than good, that statistic does not preclude the appearance of good policies now and then. There is no perfectly good institution or plan of action in a sinful world. Relatively few institutions do more good than bad in a definitive sense. Civil government is no exception. Just as all earthly institutions, it is corrupted by sin and evil. Furthermore, Western (and especially American) Christians must avoid concluding that the anomaly
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of their civilization is the norm for most societies. In fact, most people have lived under tyranny and government oppression. Biblical principles about public policy must apply equally to all these societies with their tyrannical states. There is no special interpretive principle that applies only to Western or American governments. Civil government has been the greatest single evil that humanity has ever faced. However, when we consider the theory of government, it is really only useful to consider whether or not government is more or less evil relative to an alternative system of collective action. Simply saying, “everything is imperfect” does not facilitate a means for Christians to decide what can be transformed and what cannot be transformed. Given that civil government has a significant influence on so many things today (including the church), a critical and well thought through analysis of it is necessary. Regrettably, even for Christians, many cultural dynamicssuch as nationalismtend to debilitate careful analysis. The peccadillo of nationalism  The Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary defines nationalism as “loyalty and devotion to a nation; especially: a sense of national consciousness exalting one nation above all others and plac-
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ing primary emphasis on promotion of its culture and interests as opposed to those of other nations or supranational groups”. There can be little doubt that many citizens, especially in the United States and other Western nations, feel a strong sense of national pride. Judging only from anecdotal evidence of testimonials, news reports, political speeches, etc., one can easily be left with the impression that robust elements of nationalism also persist in those nations. Nevertheless, now that there is no longer a theocracy, the Scriptures clearly stand out against nationalism. Christians are “strangers and pilgrims” in this world and are comprised of brethren who have come “out of every tribe and tongue and people and nation” (Heb. 11:13; Rev. 5:9b). Our King is Jesus and our “country” is a heavenly one where race is not important and all speak the same, delightful language of “Beulah” (Heb. 11:16b; Is. 62:4b). In short, nationalism is a prideful sin that is deleterious to Christian thinking, to missionary endeavors, and to personal sanctification. There is nothing wrong in feeling some national “pride” over certain national virtues or accomplishments. However, Christians must be careful to not let such national pride grow into nationalism. Christians also need to be wary of priding themselves in nations with high levels of virtue like generosity and volunteerism (such as in the United States), along with economic prosperity,
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while overlooking the lurid atrocities in the same nationabortion being a leading example. It is hard to see how Americans can be proud of their nation on the whole when so many millions of innocent unborn human beings have been slaughtered. Another related danger is for Christians to become statists, or advocates of statism. Statism, meaning “concentration of economic controls and planning in the hands of a highly centralized government” (according to the Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary), is an evil that must be shunned by Christians. Christians have no business advocating enslavement of the masses to the state. No matter what role one finally assigns to the civil government, surely there can be no biblical justification for blundering socialist or Marxian ideals. The Bible is replete with commandments that Christians must flee from idolatry (Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25, I Jn. 5:21). Accordingly, whatever role the civil government ultimately has, it must never be to replace God in the hearts of people or to replace the institutions of family and church for providing for the needs of people. In addition, Christians have no business encouraging extortion by public policy. In Romans 13:10a, the Apostle Paul instructs us that, “love does no harm to a neighbor”. How can we love our neighbor when we support a proactive government policy that plunders him?
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A third related danger is the platitudinous notion of “my government right or wrong”. Christians not only have a right to question the state’s policies, they must do so. Civil government is comprised of sinful people and, as Professor Rummel reminds us, it has been the most lethal thing to human civilization that the world has ever known. Thus, one should never assume that its policies are just. In fact, one would be safer assuming the opposite. While it is arguably better for citizens to be held innocent until proven guilty, it would be better for us to consider the state guilty until proven innocent. Ultimately, Christians are to stand by their King Jesus and maintain a loose hold to all earthly loyalties. Indeed, the tightest loyalty a Christian should have in this world is to other believers—no matter what political jurisdiction they are found in. The moment a believer is more American, British, Chilean, etc. than he is a Christian, he is guilty of nationalism. At any time a Christian favors his “own people” in his nation (e.g., fellow Americans) more than Christians in other nations he is guilty of the sin of nationalism. Are we loyal to Jesus and His church first and to our fellow citizens only secondarily? Or have we succumbed to nationalism? Loyalty matters to Jesus (Mt. 6:24; Lk. 14:26; 16:13; Jn. 13:35; I Cor. 6:2; Gal. 6:10). In Luke 6:45, Jesus says: “A good man out of the good treasure of his heart brings forth good;
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and an evil man out of the evil treasure of his heart brings forth evil. For out of the abundance of the heart his mouth speaks”. A person’s real heart tendencies and desires regarding nationalism are best sampled during times of war and in debate surrounding the formulation of foreign policy. For instance, attitudes about the twin tower attacks in New York were very telling on that fateful day, September 11, 2001. Anger and resentment rose quickly—and were widespread. In some moments of rashness during the ensuing days, even Christians were caught up the frenzy of obliterating the enemy by using a powerful and decisive reactive policy. The notion of using nuclear bombs to obliterate Arab or Muslim population centers became more than a mere passing thought. While self-defense is certainly justified, as is bringing terrorists to justice, how could Christians possibly support the annihilation of large populations of people who had nothing to do with the attacks? How can Christians be any better than the basest of sinful men if they are willing to kill millions of innocent people while pursuing (i.e., trying to kill) only several dozen guilty ones? What about the Christian’s duty to other believers and to the poor that would be killed in such an offensive response? We are commanded to “do good” towards other believers and to “remember” the poor (Gal. 6:10; 2:10). Or would we warn American missionaries to leave prior to launching the mis-
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siles to “protect our own”, while the native church members are left to be obliterated? Clearly, we would not be “doing good” to a person by killing him. Yet, sadly, that is precisely what swelled up from the hearts and out of the mouths of many Christians once nationalism or some related sin got the upper hand. They were Americans first and only Christians afterwards. Lamentably, Christian opinion about foreign policy often shows a similar disregard for biblical principles. Some have made statements like, “Who cares about those other people? I am an American. Why should I care what they think about our foreign policy?” But we should care. We should not support any policy that harms the church or other believers anywhere. We should not support any policy that breeds statism, that kills innocent people, or that promotes “legal” extortion. In considering American attitudes, note what commentator Lew Rockwell perceptively pointed out shortly after those appalling terrorist attacks. …the Wall Street Journal and the New York Times are both whooping it up for bombing anything and everything, on the theory that yet another display of rampant imperialism will deter future attacks and not actually have the reverse effect. By pursuing this course, we are made less secure, of course. What, then, should the government do in this time of crisis? Less, not more. It was the US foreign policy of unyielding empire that incited these attacks in the first place. It’s hard to say when the turning point was. It might have been 1990, when the US






47



gave tacit approval to Iraq to invade Kuwait and then bombed Iraq back into the stone age [sic] for doing so. It might have been the war on Serbia, or the bombs in Sudan, or the destruction of the Chinese embassy, or any number of other foreign adventures. Most likely, the turning point was May 12, 1996, when Madeleine Albright, then US ambassador to the UN, explained to Lesley Stahl of CBS that 500,000 dead Iraqi children, killed by US sanctions, was morally justified to get Saddam. “We think the price is worth it,” were her exact words, words that were mostly unreported here but which rang out throughout the Arab world. She was then made Secretary of State. That was five years ago. We continue to bomb Iraq, often on a daily basis, and the sanctions are still on. We should not do unto others what we do not want them to do unto us.

21



As a sort of statism litmus test, it might be interesting to ask ourselves some pensive questions. Would we feel differently if a meeting place of the civil authorities were attacked instead of the twin towers in New York? Should we feel differently? We might say that those slain in the Pentagon were in the profession of arms and thus they had to be ready for war at any moment. But what if “innocent” people in the World Trade Center towers were spared and instead the fully occupied White House, Capitol building, and sundry bureau headquarters (IRS, Health and Human Services, Education, etc.) were destroyed?

21 See Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr. (2001), “The DC Horror Show”, LewRockwell.com, September 15th column. The article may be read at http://civilliberty.about.com/gi/dynamic/offsite.htm?once=true&site=h ttp://www.lewrockwell.com/orig/hill1.html.
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Are the government agents who work in such places equally “innocent” people like those in the twin towers were? Or would we feel that justice was in part being done? Or would we feel angrier because civil government is so important to us, as well as our national pride, that attacking government’s core would be something very heinous to us? If so, how do we reconcile the fact that many civil government agents would not be completely innocent since they support with extortive public policies, abortion, euthanasia, etc.? What should Christians think about attacking Madeleine Albright and her cronies if, indeed, they were responsible for the deaths of 500,000 innocent Iraqis? What about attacking abortion doctors, abortion industry leaders or lobbyists, and the government agents that support abortion rights policy? Would financial supporters of Operation Rescue’s illegal activities also be justified in financially supporting the “illegal” operations of international terrorists groups who are targeting the vile elements of America’s civil government? Policy that can be justified biblically  The exact extent to which a policy may be justified from the Scriptures can be difficult to determine. However, the four categories outlined in chapter one provide at least some formative backing in any
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policy analysis. The remainder of this book is dedicated to dealing with this matter and the Christian’s appropriate response to public policies. Looking ahead, it must be very difficult to justify any non-reactive policy given biblical teaching—proactive policy in particular. Yet, even if policies of inefficient public provision are done righteously, both types of proactive policies would still be evil and voluntary participation in them would surely be sinful. They establish unjust and evil things, as well as tend to promote statism and welfarism.



22 Redistributive policy is particularly malevolent because God’s word condemns theft, fraud, and extortion (Ex. 20:15; Rom. 2:21; Eph. 4:28). The Bible also strongly reprimands those who want to live without working or who have a disposition to laziness (II Th. 3:10; I Ti. 5:13; Pr. 12:24,27; 13:4; 19:24; 24:30). Furthermore, proactive policies are problematic because in a pluralistic society there is no reason to believe that government will coerce people to do the right things. In fact, it is more likely that government will proactively coerce people to do many things contrary to the word of God—just as Nebuchadnezer commanded the people to violate the first and second commandments by worshipping the golden statue (Dan. 3:3-6).

22 Other Evangelical scholars have noted the evils of economic proactive policies. For instance, see Herbert Schlossberg (1983), Idols for Destruction: Christian Faith and Its Confrontation with American Society, Thomas Nelson Publishers: Nashville, Tennessee, chapter 3.
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As we will see, the Bible does not teach that God usually establishes modern states to enforce all or part of His law. Alternatively, the church has a responsibility to mandate the kingdom of God. It is called on to uphold righteousness among its membership by means of faithful preaching, counseling, and discipline. The church —rather than civil government—is to be salt and light to the world. Proactive policy is categorically evil. But what should we think about policies of inefficient provision? Some might argue that policies of inefficient public provision are not bad (or are at least benign). They might even be justified as permissible, arguing from biblical silence (i.e., the Bible does not directly say that government must not provide goods and services). Granted, policies of inefficient public provision are not as odious as the two proactive policy varieties. However, they still compel taxpayers to consume resources inefficiently, leaving them with fewer resources to buy other things or make donations to charitable causes. Accordingly, they are justly denounced by sound economic reasoning even if they are not condemned by direct biblical premise. Of course, the Scriptures would at least indirectly censure such policies, since good stewardship of earthly resources is clearly warranted (Pr. 27:23-24; Mt. 25:14-30; Lk. 19:12-27).
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These policies also tend to reduce the amount of business opportunities for men who wish to work in certain occupations. Other men who have secured government monopoly privileges (e.g., the post office) for themselves “crowd out” any others who would like to do the work. Plus, the inefficiencies they produce must ultimately be paid for by consumers, or be extorted from taxpayers, which in turn leads to other economic distortions on account of lower levels of saving, consumption, and charitable giving.



Biblical principles regarding welfare statism  The Bible does provide pertinent, general principles that pertain to proactive policy, especially to the redistributive policy of the welfare state. According to the Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary, the welfare state is “a social system based on the assumption by a political state of primary responsibility for the individual and social welfare of its citizens”. This doctrine is akin to statism. The roles of God, church, and family are supplanted by the state, effectively making it an idol. Correspondingly, welfarism is “the complex of policies, attitudes, and beliefs associated with the welfare state”. Both the welfare state and welfarism are equally contemptuous for the Christian. In forming a critique of welfarism, consider the following six biblical motifs. Note both their spe-
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cial application to public policies and their general insight into civil government. Regrettably, these themes are often overlooked in formulating a Christian perspective of public policy. First, idols, i.e., things that displace God in the heart of man, are to be eschewed by Christians (I Jn. 5:21). The welfare state and statism have become idols for many people on at least three accounts, and thus should be shunned by Christians.



•People tend to fear civil government and its agents more than God (cf. Mt. 6:24; 10:28). •People tend to look to government and its agents to provide for and protect them rather than God (cf. Ps. 60:11; 118:9; 146:3; Is. 30:1-10; 31:3; 36:6; Jer. 17:5-8; Amos 6:1). •The government has clearly set itself up to provide improper and illicit functions (i.e., proactive policies of statism and welfarism).



Second, any idol, or other thing that “exalts itself against the knowledge of God”, is not to be coddled by Christians (II Cor. 10:3-5). Indeed, Christians must vigorously oppose proactive public policies, from food stamps to gun control. Christians should become instrumental in pulling down and destroying them, thereby transforming their culture (cf. Gen. 1:28). Third, Christians are only to “buy the truth” (Pr. 23:23). The welfare state is a crooked avenue inside Vanity Fair, whose merchants continually ask
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Christians, “What will you buy?”



23 It ought to be avoided by Christians because the redistribution of wealth is an act of racketeering or receiving stolen funds. The programs available from the welfare state (as well as from rent seeking) are an unjust means of supporting one’s ends in this world. Using proactive policy to gain some market advantage at another’s expense is wrong. Fourth,  Christians are to be slaves of God and not slaves of men. Jesus said “the sons are free” (Mt. 17:26c). Paul says that if a man has the option to become free from the slavery of men, then he must choose freedom (I Cor. 7:20-23). He says, “Were you called while a slave? Do not be concerned about it; but if you can be made free, rather use it…You were bought at a price; do not become slaves of men”. Proactive and especially redistributive policy can become a ruthless and ungodly master. Thus, a Christian may not voluntarily benefit from and support (or stay within and serve) the welfare state, without becoming culpable of theft and perhaps idolatry (cf. Pr. 27:12). Fifth, Christians are to exercise wisdom and diligence in being good stewards over the temporal assets with which they are entrusted (Pr. 27:23-24; Mt. 25:14-30), and not to rely on governmental placebos or fictitious guarantees for security of capital (e.g., the FDIC that supposedly “guaran-

23 Alluding to the town in John Bunyan’s The Pilgrim’s Progress.
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tees” bank deposits up to $100,000 in America). The Christian must not rely on the state for things which he should rely on God or other institutions like the family or the local churchor the wisdom God gives him to do financial planning with private insurance and investments. Sixth, Paul asserted his Roman citizenship when it was prudent to do so (Acts 16:37-38; 22:25-29; 23:27; 27:3). There is some similarity between his rights as a Roman citizen and the rights that citizens have in many Western societies today. Therefore, it is God honoring to wisely assert and apply political rights at appropriate times both for selfpreservation and God’s glory. For instance, he might avail himself of his voting powers when it is practical or useful to do so, sit on a jury when his principles can be manifested in public, or appeal to a higher authority (e.g., his constitutional rights) when there is a temporal benefit to do so. The perpetual problem of man’s sinful nature   The amillennialist rightly contends that there is a sense in which history repeats itself, under the Providence of God, because the heart of man never changes. Truly, the transformation of society by the church leads to some improvement, but the amelioration falls short of attaining a pervasive standard of righteousness. While history is con-
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trolled by God’s Providence and moves toward its decreed culmination, man ceaselessly tends:



•to do what is “right in his own eyes” (in a moral sense, cf. Jud. 17:6; 21:25), •to refuse to bother cutting down his “high places” (Lev. 26:30; I Ki. 3:2-4, etc.), and •to stray after dumb idols and other worthless or unsatisfactory things (Jug. 2:11, 3:7; 8:33; 10:6; Is. 55:2; Jer. 9:14; Ho. 2:13; Gal. 3:1).

24



Civil government agents have not proven themselves to be better than other men in this regard. In fact, if anything, they have shown themselves to be far worse than average. Western culture may have more sophisticated (and subtle) moral anarchy, high places, and idols than the Israelites had, but the defiled core is alike in both civilizations. The devil directs his kingdom by sophisticated and crafty counteraction to stop the advances of God’s kingdom. As we will see, the state can beand often has beena primary means of satanic counteraction against what is good. Alternatively, the role of social betterment does not fall to the inherently compromised state. The duty to work against social malignancy, and to improve society, primarily falls on the church and individual believers. The church seeks to transform society by advancing the kingdom of God.

24 This theme is continued in chapter six.
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The Bible impels Christians to continually work against social malignity and evil. Malevolence is always the result of man’s inherent and latent defects—the result of his sinful nature. Yet, far from being a cure, the state often represents the epitome of man’s inherent and latent defects. In modern societies, therefore, Christians (1) should pay close attention to the public policy arena—lest they be victimized by some objectionable policy, (2) should not be surprised when a bad policy comes along, and (3) should not usually expect social betterment by the working of public policy. Sin problems always cast doubt on the potential achievement of civil government and its public policies—even reactive ones. There are demands and limitations placed on government on account of the sinful nature of man. Since men are prone to harming their neighbor’s life, liberty, and property, there is a perpetual need for collective defense. In other words, the sinful nature necessitates the defensive functions of government. But there can be little certainty of success in applying such reactive policies. At least one alternative argument further tempers any confidence in reactive policy. The fact that men have a sinful nature suggests that the last thing they should be entrusted with is government power. If sinful men are bad, will not sinful men with political power be worse? As widely quoted humorist P. J. O’Rourke remarks in his book Par-
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liament of Whores (1991), “Giving money and power to government is like giving whiskey and car keys to teenage boys”. He also quips, “A little government and a little luck are necessary in life, but only a fool trusts either of them”. Surely, concerns such as these ones were in the forefront of the minds of the American Founders when they designed the American system of government. But has America succeeded in sustaining a good government? It is not clear that the shortcomings of being governed by sinful men would be worse than having no government at all. Indeed, it is not clear that having a society where everyone does what is “right in his own eyes” (in the political sense of having no government authority, Jud. 17:6; 21:25) must necessarily be harmful in the long run. Nevertheless, the clear propensity of human civilization throughout the ages has been to establish some collective action. The formation of at least a minimal state seems to be an equilibrium point. But the propensity toward collective action begs the question. Does it reflect the heinous sinfulness of man in continually desiring to inflict injury on others by government coercion? Or is it a manifestation of common grace, which gives a marketgenerated means of defense and criminal justice that is better than anarchy would provide? If we accept the idea of a little government being a means of common grace, the optimal choice for
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governance could plausibly be attained through strict constitutional restraints. Besides being supportable through economic, philosophical, and historical reasoning, it would also seem congruent with key theological tenets of the Bible. Many anarchists view government as the essential reason why there is a preponderance of evil in the world. But the Bible indicates that evil has its primary source in the heart of man. Thus, simply eliminating the state would not do away with most evil from a biblical point of view. As an aside, speculation about how men might attain optimal governance may be entirely futile (an insight that will be addressed in the ensuing chapters). What God ordains in terms of government, man cannot hope to direct otherwise, seeing that God will cause his purposes to come to fruition. Psalm 115:3 declares: “our God is in heaven; He does whatever He pleases” (cf. Ps. 135:6). Particular ways God uses government  Civil government carries out certain, special designs of God. These designs often comprise a determined judgment against a particular cohort or group of men for their sin. They may entail other purposes too, including the sanctification of God’s elect.
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When government exceeds its “proper” role (i.e., enacting and applying reactive policies), God is probably raising up the state as a means of judgment. State coercion rises commensurate with the degree of prominent and persistent individual, social, and “national” sins (Pr. 14:34; Pr. 31:3-5; Eccl. 10:16-17; Is. 3:4-5; cf. II Chr. 7:14). Christians who live in a particularly sinful nation or segment of society are not granted immunity from any judgment or “plague” that might come by means of God’s minister the state. Sometimes God warns His people to flee (Mt. 24:15-16) or rescues them from impending judgment (Gen. 19:15-16), but at other times He permits them to experience some of the trouble that befalls their wicked neighbors (Ex. 7:14–8:31). The Christian thrives and receives good things from God whether by trials in the catacombs or flourishing in a nation that fosters the Great Awakening. Accordingly, government generally exists “for good” to believers (as used in Rom. 13:4), in the sense of general sanctification. And if there is a norm for Christians, it would be the catacombs. There have been relatively few times in history that civil government has done more good than evil, thus benefiting the church in civic ways. Indeed, government has not generally been “for good” (temporally or materially) for God’s people. One need only consider that civil government as-
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sailed Jesus, the Apostles, and innumerable Christians.

25



It may be argued that public policy is good in that it helps to fulfill the purposes of God in the world. This fact is certainly true. All actions sinful or righteous, human or angelicmust fit into the designs of a sovereign God. However, just as we would not want to call sins, the devil, or nefarious men “good” generally on account of the fact that they somehow fit into God’s plan for good, we must be careful not to imbue the state with a goodness it does not merit. Doing so would inevitably debase the word good (and by implication enervate or weaken the word evil). Hence, government may be “good” for Christians only in the sense of Romans 8:28, where Paul reminds us that “all things work together for good” for God’s elect. Indeed, a compelling case can be made that the state has generally been a mechanism of Satan to assail the church. Believers in all ages have faced persecution from “our enemy the state” (to borrow Nock’s phrase). The Bible teaches that the state is a device the devil uses to make “war with the rest of her [the church’s] offspring, who keep the commandments of God and have the testimony of Jesus Christ” (Rev. 12:17b). 


25 See Fox’s Book of Martyrs (1967), Zondervan (Clarion Classics): Grand Rapids, Michigan.
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The proper role of government Looking at the biblical record, it seems that the main purpose for government is to serve as God’s minister for judgment. Thus, public policy typically advances the judgment of God. As well, if God specially designs civil government’s proper role, it would not be a proper object of the dominion mandate (Gen. 1:28) or of Christian transformation. How can we transform something that has no good purpose that human beings can control? If the state’s main purpose is to bring God’s judgment, then it is already transformed into precisely what God wants it to be and it serves Him. Usually, public policy merely manifests the rottenness of its underlying foundation. To the extent that the evils in government can be checked, it is possible, at least in theory, to have government perform well for a society by enacting reactive public policy. However, the most troublesome aspect of applying constitutional bounds for government is determining a means to restrain Leviathan (cf. Job 3:8; 41:1; Ps. 74:14; 104:26) from growing beyond its minimal state size and keeping its realm restricted to reactive policies. (Seventeenth century philosopher Thomas Hobbes used the term Leviathan to describe the state.) Establishing such constitutional restraints is very different from trying to form a “Christian government”. While there may still be some advantages
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for hoping for or even championing a relatively benign stateif for no other reason than “that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and reverence” (I Ti. 2:2b)—we have no reason to believe that we will be successful in our endeavor to get one. The historical fact remains that God has permitted numerous persecutions of the church at the hands of the state. Nevertheless, the blessings of liberty, accomplished by maintaining a limited state that protects people from predators, might be inferred from the Scriptures as a general motif for a good society. However, the coherent prowess of free-market and conservative Western scholarship provides a more compelling reason to laud limited government.

26



Accordingly, Ludwig von Mises notes that liberty is most compatible with a minimal state:

26 See, for example, Milton and Rose Friedman (1979), Free to Choose, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich: New York; Bruno Leoni (1991), Freedom and the Law, Expanded Third Edition, Liberty Fund: Indianapolis; Russell Kirk (1993), The
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Government is essentially the negation of liberty. It is the recourse to violence or threat of violence in order to make all people obey the orders of the government, whether they like it or not. As far as the government’s jurisdiction extends, there is coercion, not freedom... government is repression not freedom. Freedom is to be found only in the sphere in which government does not interfere. Liberty is always freedom from the government.




The ultimate end that men aim at by establishing government is to make possible the operation of a definite system of social cooperation under the principle of the division of labor.




Government means always coercion and compulsion and is by necessity the opposite of liberty. Government is a guarantor of liberty and is compatible with liberty only if its range is adequately restricted to the preservation of what is called economic freedom. Where there is no market economy, the best-intentioned provisions of constitutions and laws remain a dead letter.




But the state is usually not so benign, as economist Walter Williams cautions: The benefit of the free enterprise system is that private ownership and control of property minimize the capacity
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of one person to coerce another. Additionally, the coercive powers of the state are minimized… [yet] Through numerous successful attacks, private property and free enterprise are mere skeletons of their past. Jefferson anticipated this when he said, “The natural progress of things is for government to gain ground and for liberty to yield”.




George Washington, not our most radical Founder, said “Government is not reason, it is not eloquence. It is force. Like fire, it is a dangerous servant, and a fearsome master”.




If Christians accept any proper use of collective action by civil government, then public policy must (arguably) be limited to reactive policies of defense and justice. This idea is not foreign to Christians. For instance, C.S. Lewis concurs with this notion in his famous work Mere Christianity. The State simply exists to promote and to protect the ordinary happiness of human beings in this life. A husband and wife chatting over a fire, a couple of friends having a game of darts in a pub, a man reading a book in his own room or digging in his own gardenthat is what the State is there for. And unless we are helping to increase and prolong and protect such moments, all the laws, parliaments, armies, courts, police, economics, etc., are simply a waste of time.
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However, considering the practice of many centuries, governments have only occasionally provided such functions well. Instead they typically become predators themselves and, as the Bible teaches in Daniel 4:17, they are often led by the “basest” or “lowest of men”. It is the officials in civil government who usually become the greatest beneficiaries of the welfare state or a rent seeking societyat the expense of their constituents. (It should be noted, however, that many officials are unaware of the economic injuries that they cause.) Surely, Western nations, especially those influenced by the Reformation, have tended to produce the most ideal (or better) governments, at least insofar as the church is concerned. The gospel and church growth have thrived during periods of heavy persecution of Christians, when people of are eager to find freedom in Christ. Yet, it seems that advances in theological work are usually hindered when life, liberty, and property are not sufficiently protected. Most scholarly writing and thinking about Christianity have been produced during these prosperous and free periods rather than times of widespread persecution. The same is true for well-organized missionary endeavors. Thus, from a non-postmillennial Christian perspective, we may assert that the most useful and proper role of civil government in a pluralistic society is to protect its constituents from predators with reactive public policy. Whether that task is
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best accomplished by plutocracy, aristocracy, autocracy, democracy, or another system is moot, and may vary according to the circumstances. God can judge people (or provide common grace to society) by means of a variety of government systems. No single system of government may be made absolutely and at all times superior to another system in terms of best fostering the Christian lifestyle. At best, we might be able to conclude from history that governmental forms like a constitutional republic (or perhaps a constitutional plutocracy) often do the best job. Benevolent kings or dictators may occasionally rise who serve to reduce the chaos that might devolve from anarchy. But, generally, those regimes with strict constitutional restraints and severely limited policies seem most likely to minimize chaos in society. Notwithstanding this conjecture, the focus of our analysis must be directed toward the results produced by a system rather than the system itself. First we must attempt to categorize each policy being analyzed. Then we must answer some technical questions about its efficiency, effectiveness, and morality. In particular, we might ask what kinds of public policy a particular political system tends to proliferate. Next, to properly analyze the merits of each policy, we should raise several scientific questions. What social knowledge is needed to put a policy
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into effect? What incentives do the government actors who create it and who will carry it out face? What consequences will result from it? What kinds of institutions will be generated by it? The answers to these questions will help us both to scrutinize a policy and to determine its moral framework. Usually, proactive policies and policies of inefficient provision will fail to serve the public interest on account of what economists call “the knowledge problem” and “public choice problems”.




Like socialism, these policies do not stand a chance to do good for society. Instead they tend to reward those in the political process (e.g., congressmen, bureaucrats, lobbyists and their companies, etc.) at the expense of taxpayers. They also proliferate many new institutions or expand current ones that defy biblical principles. Consequently, Christians can hardly support them on account of both the inefficiency and immorality they entail.
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The mere fact that a public policy exists does not make it just or right. Christians must strive to promote good things based on biblical principles. For instance, they should earnestly contend for activities and policies that promote stewardship, thrift, economic efficiency, justice, goodwill, and equity. But there will be many other policies that they should reject and disdain. If categories of human activities or government policies can be identified that do not promote such principles, then making recommended responses or behaviors will be made easier. Yet, Christians are often trapped by their cultural context. They cannot imagine a state of the world that is different than their own experience. They cannot conceive how life would be without certain institutions or practices—proactive policies being a prime example. Thus, it will behoove Christians to ponder some of the history of public policy (and how God has acted in history) in order to gain an improved perspective.
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3 Public policies in the Bible and history



The legitimacy of government policy According to the Bible, the state is the servant of God. Paul tells us that government is His “s” or servant. The Bible speaks of past instances where God has “stirred up” civil government for His service (see Ezra 1:1; Rom. 13:1- 7; Deut. 17:14-20). Therefore, we might conclude that it is a valid or a legitimate—and perhaps even valuableinstitution. Evidently, this conclusion would be plausible and veritable, even though government promotes and practices wickedness. But is there an inconsistency in this sentiment? We have already seen how lethal civil government has been and that many of its policies tend to be extortive and idolatrous. However, there need not be any inconsistency between God’s word and reality, so long as the terminology for “legitimate”, “servant”, “good”, “evil”, etc. (and the application of these terms) is specified correctly.
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Before proceeding, it should be noted that the adjective legitimate might be used in several ways with respect to the noun government. For instance, “it is a legitimate government” may indicate that a government has been established according to proper channels coinciding with cultural or political norms (rather than by an act of revolution or conquest). However, attempting to be careful in applying the term to the biblical accounts of civil government, the adjective legitimate will be used in this book, e.g., “Rome’s legitimate government”, simply to signify that all government, despite its origin, is ultimately and appropriately ordained by God. How should Christians view a legitimate but typically wicked servant of God? Surely, the use of the term s to describe the state is curious because it turns our thoughts to the local church deaconate, even tempting us to equate their functioning in some way. Is God establishing or at least implying another office in His kingdom via such terminology? Does the legitimacy of government normally manifest itself in the promotion of God’s kingdom? In order to answer these questions, some insights from the study of public policy need to first be considered. As a result, it should become apparent that the answer to both questions is unmistakably “no”. 
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Public policy in history  With few exceptions over the course of human civilization, civil government has been relatively evil insofar as mankind’s temporal well being is concerned. Furthermore, in an individualistic sense, civil government is always evil to someone. Certainly, Uriah would not have thought King David’s treatment of him to be a nice or a good thing (II Sam. 11:4,15). Accordingly, any suggestion that government must always be good merely because it is ordained by God is simply inane—a denial of reality and history. Anarchy, chaos, and liberty Popular thinking that government is always a lesser evil than the extreme case of political anarchy is mistaken. Proponents of such thinking fail to reckon with the brutal record of civil government. For instance, those who have faced extermination at the hands of communists might not agree that the tyrannical government that dominated and oppressed them was better than anarchy. The first definition of anarchy in the Merriam- Webster Collegiate Dictionary is simply the “absence of government”. This definition is the technical and proper definition of anarchy as used in public policy and economics. The second definitiona state of lawlessness and disorder due to a
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lack of civil governmentis probably the more common meaning when the word is spoken. Indeed, in the common vernacular, anarchy has become an inflammatory and loaded term denoting fearful derision or chaotic disorder and fighting. But the first definition, absence of government, is the way the word is used in this book. Moreover, the existence of anarchy does not imply that society has neither rules nor order. On the contrary, all rules and laws (as opposed to legislation) emerge apart fromand antecedent tothe state. They may come directly from God or from customs and traditions (as in at least part of the period of the Judges in Israel). In sum, it is conceivable to have an anarchic society that is characterized by the rule of law and social order. One need not be an anarchist to realize that the anarchic paradigm has heuristic (or analytical) value in public policy theory. That is, the archetype can actually be an aid to learning or problem solving. In theoretical models, anarchy is a useful paradigm because taxes and transactions costs due to regulation are known to be zero. There may be (unknown) increases in other social costs, but that is not entirely clear. What is clear is that there would be no taxes, no mandated licenses, and no permit fees. Regrettably, most Christians probably make short shrift of the idea of anarchy, jettisoning even its valuable use as a heuristic, largely on account of the term’s Hollywood connotation.
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Perhaps in the common vernacular people use the word anarchy clumsily, without considering its context. What they really mean by statements such as “some government is always better than anarchy” is that civil government is always preferable to chaos. This sentiment is more understandable, although it is still not clear that the chaos caused by communist and totalitarian regimes has been any less than anarchy would presumably cause. Anarchy is simply the absence of civil government, where the market provides a social order. Chaos might reign under anarchy, but there is no necessary condition that it must. On the contrary, it is entirely plausible that anarchic conditions would be wholly more stable than totalitarian ones. Centralized criminal activity, like murder, can create more mayhem over a wider scale, and for a longer period, than loose bands of rogues. This fact is compounded when the state is responsible for the crime. Its resources are relatively unlimited, it has the power to tax, it has the advantage of propaganda, it can outlive its victims, and, above all else, it has the power to make its crime legal. There have been examples of more or less successful anarchical periods throughout history. It has been argued that in periods of Iceland’s history,



34 as well as in the Eastern European city of
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Novgorod



35 (about 100 miles south-southeast of modern St. Petersburg) from AD1200 to AD1450, and perhaps in certain areas in pre-Norman England,



36 one can find examples of “successful” anarchical and allodial



37 periods. These examples of peaceful, orderly civilization often had little or no organized civil authority. Apparently, these societies still maintained secure property rights (perhaps absolute ones). There were also significant anarchical periods noted in the book of Judges. The quality of life for the faithful was fair under the Judges (cf. Ruth)but was surely not unblemishedfor perhaps a period of four hundred years. Seven verses in the book of Judges tell us that the people “did evil in the sight of the Lord” (Jud. 2:11; 3:7, 12; 4:1; 6:1; 10:6; 13:1). During forty percent of that period “the land had rest” (Jud. 3:11, 30; 5:31). During twenty-five percent of the period a man had been raised up who “judged Israel” (Jud. 3:10; 10:2-3; 12:7-14; 15:20; 16:31).
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It is not entirely clear how much of this twentyfive percent is subsumed in the forty percent, but it is clear that there was no man presiding as judge for at least a third of the period. There was then, in a word, much anarchy. Nevertheless, this frequent lack of policy (i.e., anarchy) fostered a standard of morality that surpassed most (if not all) of the regimes of the evil kings that followed over the course of the next five hundred-years. There are over two dozen verses in I Kings and II Kings that remind us that the people “did evil in the sight of the Lord” (I Ki. 11:6; 14:22; 15:26, 34; 16:7, 30; 22:52; II Ki. 3:2; 8:18, 27; 13:2, 11; 14:24; 15:9, 18, 24, 28; 17:2; 21:2, 6, 20; 23:32, 37; 24:9, 19). One need only consider the wickedness of Manasseh, Ahab and Jezebel, and Jeroboam the son of Nebat, Athaliah, Jehoram, and Johoiakim to comprehend just how heinous was the period of the kings. Idolatry (and the building of “high places” for idol worship), witchcraft, soothsaying, sexual immorality, pride, and persecution of the prophets were the currency of sins during this period. All of the kings of Israel and about half of the kings of Judah were described as evildoers. Moreover, the Bible says in many places that the wicked kings were held responsible for “making Israel sin”. They not only practiced these sins themselves, they drew many others along with them.
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Therefore, history seems to supports the general thesis that lower doses of civil government yields less social evilnot just in Novgorod, Iceland, and pre-Norman Englandbut everywhere that government power has been strictly limited (e.g., antebellum America). On many occasions government has created and sustained more chaos than there would have otherwise been under anarchy. Yet, because of man’s fallen nature, we must be careful not to conclude that anarchy is better than government. It may be that public policy, like medicine, is beneficial only in limited quantities, beyond which anarchy becomes increasingly attractive. Indeed, limited doses of government might be beneficial. (A discussion of the best way to organize civil government follows shortly.) As we have seen from Professor Rummel and elsewhere, a strong historical case can be made that civil governments have been characteristically malignant and could thus be considered evil, relatively speaking. Any good government that might be found in history is certainly anomalous and remarkable. The vast record of malevolent public policies found in the Bible bolsters this view. The history of the world is largely the history of governments coercing people into slavery, idolatry, immorality, and war. While there may be some bright spots in the West over the last 3,000 years, the instances of “good” Leviathans are dwarfed by the amount of bad ones.
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The end of the romantic view of the state In recent decades, economists and political scientists have begun analyzing government by discarding the traditional romanticized view that the state is at best a benevolentand at worst a benigninstitution. Instead they are adopting the view that participants in the political process suffer from the same incentives, interests, venality, and selfish (or non-altruistic) desires as other men. Economic policy…can not [sic] be modeled with the assumption that government is operated by a benevolent despot. Recognition must be made of the fact that politicians, like the rest of us, are purposive actors pursuing their own self interest [sic].




Political leaders have their own success foremost in their minds, and they are eager to find ways of justifying their existence. As Plato noted, “A tyrant…is always stirring up some war or other, in order that the people may require a leader”.




government is by nature a parasitic organism that requires a victim (host) to thrive. We may deduce principles about government from the Bible that demonstrate such phenomena.
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First, in the biblical record, the appearance of more civil government seems to be a means of judging sinners. Ironically, it usually embodies ample wickedness itself, which impels it to carry out castigation in a vicious and severe manner. Moreover, the Bible indicates that a civil government will tend to exponentially imbibe more extortion, murder, social engineering, and other evils during the course of its parasitic existence. Consider these supporting texts. • Proverbs 28:15-16 “Like a roaring lion and a charging bear is a wicked ruler over poor people. A ruler who lacks understanding is a great oppressor, but he who hates covetousness will prolong his days”. • Proverbs 29:2,12 “When the righteous are in authority, the people rejoice; but when a wicked man rules, the people groan…If a ruler pays attention to lies, all his servants become wicked”. This degeneration tends to cause greater oppression, misery, and social degeneration, as was the case, for instance, during the Roman Empire. Second, evil men will “reap” what they sow since God will not be “mocked” (Gal. 6:7). Despite the fact that God raises up government to judge the world and sanctify His church, he still holds it accountable for its sin. He destroys the haughty Herods who mock Him (Acts 12:23; Pr. 1:26). Thus, history (including biblical history)
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often chronicles the gory, sudden, and decisive destruction of civil governments, as was the case with Eglon and Belshazzar (Jud. 3:21; Dan. 5:30). But can governments, especially the most malevolent ones, be a means of sanctification for God’s people? Truly, in the same way that God ordains and has used Satan for “good” in Job’s life, and in the lives of others, He is able to use civil government for the good of His people today. The fact that God can so turn evil on its head and confound its purposes is not so extraordinary. After all, if God is able to get water from a rock, or make an axe head float, then He is surely able to get good things from bad creatures or institutions if He so chooses. But even in such cases, the utility or expediency of an evil thing should not make the evil thing admirablemerely because God uses it for some higher good or for His glory. Legitimate types of governance and anarchy Every society exists at some point along a continuum between liberty and absolute coercion, and every point is legitimate since God ordains (permits) it. Thus, anarchy, or the absence of government, should not be eschewed or dismissed out of hand. As noted earlier, there is a difference between political anarchy, the sense in which the term anarchy is used here, and moral anarchy (or
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social chaos). Moreover, exorbitant moral anarchy is not a necessary condition of political anarchy. For instance, it is not clear that morality was relatively worse during the time of the Judges, ancient Iceland, pre-Norman England, or Novgorod. There can be law and order without government enforcement, especially in local communities with smaller populations. In these situations, families often function as local governance in a limited senseat least if we use a very broad definition of governance. But public policy relates to collective action formed by not just a few but many family units as a nation. Thus, anarchy would neither be precluded by a local “government” of fathers, nor by informal leadership in small tribes (as is arguably the case in Somalia today). As a hypothetical digression, one might wonder whether, given a sinless world, anarchy would actually be superior to any government. If that case can be made, then it might follow that the best forms of government are smallest—especially for nations or groups of people who are less prone to overt violence than others—and would correspond to a minimal state. Such governments would surely be more comparable to anarchy than socialism. Conversely, there may be nations with immense civil governments that cower under moral anarchy. Its people would be either overtly wicked and/or the government is so evil that it exponentially magnifies evil in society (e.g., Manasseh’s promo-
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tion of idolatry, child sacrifice, harlotry, witchcraft, and murder—II Ki. 21:1-16). Consider the incidence of abortion, acceptance of sexual perversion, and redistributive policies in contemporary Western culture. In light of all the evil condoned or coddled by governments, ancient and modern, the apparent fear of moral anarchy is hollow—hardly more than a chimera. It is an imaginary monster held out by powerful rulers and favor-brokering bureaucrats to instill fear in their constituents. It is a ruse recurrently used by rent seeking pressure groups in democratic nations to preserve their success or power. Although anarchy may not be as desirable as a constitutional republic, a constitutional monarchy, or a constitutional plutocracy (i.e., rule by the rich or property owners), it is certainly better than any instance of totalitarian government. For example, people in the Ukraine or China during the decades of terror under Joseph Stalin or Mao Tse-tung, who together were responsible for the murder of over 70 million people, would have been better off living under anarchy. The killing could not have been as widespread without such centralized regimes. The undeniable fact is that anarchy would have been a preferable “system” for many (if not most) people during the last three thousand years. In short, a government that promotes order, liberty, and certainty in exchange is usually preferable to anarchy. Other forms of government that
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destroy social mores, harm the family unit, and cause general disorder through terror and murder are inferior to anarchy. Consider throughout history, for instance, the ghastly rule produced by many Babylonian and Persian kings, the dreaded Pisistratids (who tyrannized Athens with much murder and mayhem), many brutal and cruel Caesars of Rome, Attila the Hun, Genghis Khan, Bloody Mary, the tyrants of the French Revolution, American despots Lincoln and Stanton, Stalin, Hitler, Mao Tse-tung, Castro, Idi Amin, and Pol Potjust to name a few. In light of history, who can doubt that anarchy would have been more or less preferable to civil government in the broader scheme of things?



Social Malfeasance and Chaos





Figure 1: Social injustice or chaos under public policy



Therefore, Christians would do well to realize that anarchy could be a valid state of the world for a nation or community, during a given period, if God were not pleased to sanction government to “exist” at that time (Rom. 13:1; cf. Jud. 3:30b). Christians should not glibly dismiss anarchy out of hand as
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the worst of all possible options. Indeed, it is ironic that they tend to do so. Instead, governmental systems should be judged in light of the continuum in Figure 1. Governments most amenable to Christian practice are typically minimal states with strict constitutional restraints, nearer the right side of the continuum. The state would thus serve as a “night watchman”, limited to reactive policies that would restrain malfeasance, evil, injustice, and social chaos. As we move left on the continuum, the benefits of the state are lost and the political system would be bettered by anarchy. Chaos increases but anarchy is still preferable to points further left. As we continue left on the continuum, government retains its reactive role but it also adds inefficient public provision and eventually proactive behavioral and redistributive policies (interventionism), creating various shades of a welfarist, rent seeking society. Continuing the left on the continuum, one will achieve totalitarianism or communism, along with its high dose of social chaos. From left to right, the scale might read totalitarianism or communism, socialism, fascism, social democracy, aristocracy, anarchy, constitutional monarchy, constitutional plutocracy, and then constitutional republicanism. Of course this ordering is moot, and others might make some alterations, like advancing aristocracy to the right of anarchy. Nevertheless, it is probably at least accurate to say
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that most governments in the last 3,000 years would have to be placed to the left of anarchy on the continuum, having been relatively more deleterious than the brighter examples in the history of human governments. Government is a minister of judgment When studying the subject of civil government in the Scriptures, one is soon confronted by the fact that government is usually a minister of judgment ordained by God (cf. Is. 3:4-5,12-15). To varying degrees, in each judgment situation, the state becomes “the rod” of God’s “anger” and “the staff” of His “indignation” (Is. 10:5). It receives a “charge” from God to punish the people who are objects of His terrestrial “wrath” (Is. 10:6). Civil government is often a judgment against the people over which it rules (particularly outside of the theocracy in Judah), although God also used civil government power to judge foreigners during the Old Testament theocratic kingdom. Sometimes a government is more evil than the people it afflicts (Is. 10:10, Hab. 1:4-11) but God uses it for judgment nonetheless. One only needs to reflect a little about the roles of the kingdoms of Assyria, Babylon, Persia, and Rome to see that this is the case. In these instances, as well as in Israel’s work of annihilating the Canaanites under
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Moses and Joshua, government is used as an instrument of God’s judgment. Where does governmental power come from? Good Protestant hermeneutics mandates that doctrine should primarily be derived from didactical parts of Scripture such as the law, the parables of Christ, and the epistles or decrees of the Apostles. Other revelation should be either supportive or secondary in forming doctrine, having its best purpose to clarify, enhance, or bolster principles. The book of Revelation is an inspired portion of the Scriptures with this kind of supportive role. It contains many passages that relate to civil government, and thus it will be helpful in forming a biblical understanding of public policy. Since there is no general doctrine of civil government laid out in any single place in the Bible, the passages in Revelation have somewhat greater prominence in supporting or interpreting those passages in the epistles and the gospels. Elsewhere, the Bible just has snippets of teaching on civil government, and most of these fragments are parenthetical to some other idea. Thus, considering Revelation’s teaching about the nature of government is valuable. Revelation 13:1-8 1 Then I stood on the sand of the sea. And I saw a beast rising up out of the sea, having seven heads and ten
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horns, and on his horns ten crowns, and on his heads a blasphemous name. 2 Now the beast which I saw was like a leopard, his feet were like the feet of a bear, and his mouth like the mouth of a lion. The dragon gave him his power, his throne, and great authority. 3 And I saw one of his heads as if it had been mortally wounded, and his deadly wound was healed. And all the world marveled and followed the beast. 4 So they worshiped the dragon who gave authority to the beast; and they worshiped the beast, saying, “Who is like the beast? Who is able to make war with him?” 5 And he was given a mouth speaking great things and blasphemies, and he was given authority to continue for forty-two months. 6 Then he opened his mouth in blasphemy against God, to blaspheme His name, His tabernacle, and those who dwell in heaven. 7 It was granted to him to make war with the saints and to overcome them. And authority was given him over every tribe, tongue, and nation. 8 All who dwell on the earth will worship him, whose names have not been written in the Book of Life of the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.



Accordingly, we find some interesting supporting indications about government power in the book of Revelation. Indeed, Revelation 13:2 makes very clear that the “dragon”, or Satan (cf. Rev. 12:9, 20:2), empowers government. “Now the beast which I saw was like a leopard, his feet were like the feet of a bear, and his mouth like the mouth of a lion. The dragon gave him his power, his throne, and great authority”. In the historical context, the “beast” mentioned in the first ten verses of Revelation 13 surely refers to the Roman
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government, with its royalty, sovereignty, glory, puissant sword-bearing, war-making, and so forth. Domitian was probably emperor of Rome when the Book of Revelation was written. He was akin to the “beast rising up out of the sea” which had a “blasphemous name” on his heads (Rev. 13:1), and which was clearly empowered by Satan. Like this beast, Domitian wore a golden headband inscribed with “Dominus et Deus”, meaning that he (Caesar) was to be regarded as lord and god.




Furthermore, the fourth verse indicates Satan’s goal of fostering statisman idol that “exalts itself against the knowledge of God” (II Cor. 10:5). “So they worshiped the dragon who gave authority to the beast; and they worshiped the beast, saying, ‘Who is like the beast? Who is able to make war with him?’” Satan, whether depicted as beast or dragon, constantly assails the church during this age (Rev. 11:7; 12:17; 13:7). The Bible also says that the devil himself throws Christians into prison (Rev. 2:10). But how would Satan accomplish this exploit apart from his comrade the civil government (or an ecclesiastical civil authority)? Interestingly, Satan here is directing a reactive function of governmentcriminal justice. Thus, even reactive policy can be evil at times, in the same way that the judiciary was used to con-
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demn the Apostles Peter and John for preaching the gospel in Acts 5:17-29. The text says that they were put into a “common prison” (verse 18), which no doubt had a legitimate use in reactive policy, as well as the evil use against the Apostles. Government’s satanic nature  In its judgmental function, civil government is linked with the evil regime of Satan. Biblical data support the idea that government is actually part of Satan’s kingdom, which is called upon by God at times to accomplish His special purposes in temporal judgment. He allows Satan to raise up rulers and then He cuts them down. The apparent bestial depiction of civil government in Revelation 13:1-4 manifests its satanic nexus. The connection is also manifest in Revelation 16:14 where demons are sent to earthly kings in order to rally them against God (Rev. 19:9). In Revelation 17:11-14 the nexus between great civil governments and the figurative beast is made plain, where the beast is identified as the eighth successive king. These beasts stand against the kingdom of God and will be cast into hell (Rev. 19:20-21). Therefore, civil government can be generally viewed as an agent of the kingdom of Satan and empowered by the devileven if it is ultimately ordained by God in the sense of Romans 13:1. The state’s most intimate relationship
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is with the devil (Rev. 18:9), and it has generally served his evil purposes in history, even if God ultimately directs it and does with it as He wills. The satanic nexus with civil government is also described or implied in Daniel 10:13, Ezekiel 28:12-19, and Revelation 17:1-7. In these passages, Satan is called “the prince of kingdom of Persia” and the “King of Tyre”. So once again we find a direct link between Satan and at least some earthly rulers. The devil certainly controlled these men, assuming they were historical figures, and may have actually possessed them. The “kings of the earth” are described as having an intimate and illicit relationship with Satan by way of his “scarlet beast” and the “woman” who is carried by it. Accordingly, we have more evidence to suggest that civil government may credibly be considered part of the kingdom of Satan, and only ordained by God in the sense that the devil himself is ordained by Godto fulfill His purpose and glorify Him. Of course, in the end God will destroy evil and “twisted” government, the beast from the sea, as He says in Isaiah 27:1. “In that day the Lord with His severe sword, great and strong, will punish Leviathan the fleeing serpent, Leviathan that twisted serpent; and He will slay the reptile that is in the sea”. Indeed, the Bible teaches that hell (Tophet) was “prepared” for the king (Is. 30:33), and Revelation 19:20 intimates that the lake of fire is the ultimate end of earthly kings who defy God.
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A new perspective of civil government  Without a doubt, the foregoing view of civil government is likely to be new and surprising for most Evangelicals. However, the newness of something should not cause Christians to recoil in apprehension. It may be that a change in thinking is in order. Perhaps the church has succumbed to certain delusions and fallacies of history, economics, and scriptural evidence that have prevented them from seeing civil government in its true light. One striking question arises from the preceding analysis: “If civil government is part of the kingdom of Satan, and has a satanic nature, then how can government ever do anything good?” The answer is simply that while the vast majority of what government does is evil, it does not mean that all of what it does must be evil. In other words, in spite of its satanic nature, there may well be public policies that are actually useful and good. (That point is something to be proven rather than assumed of course.) But it follows that more believers in government will tend to make government better. Moreover, why would Satan not want some good things to come out of government? If there were never any good policies, then government’s evil nature would be obvious to all. Another related question is: “If civil government is essentially satanic, then how can Christians ever have anything to do with it?” Some of the things
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that government does are transformable. For instance, most reactive policy would be demanded in the market anyway, especially national defense and criminal justice. In other words, even without civil government, people will spontaneously get together to form a common defense against predators (as was the case with wagon trains in the old west). Thus, believers should be permitted to take up certain reactive functions within the civil government. Positions in the military, justice system, and public health are noteworthy examples, as well as the required tax collecting and administration that are limited to those functions. Of course, one must be cautious even in these roles. There can still be wicked military operations and bad actions by the Department of Justice and public health departments. In such cases, Christians working in those jobs would have no choice but to conscientiously object and not perform their duties. Christian involvement in the political process If we accept that the state is part of the kingdom of Satan, and always directed by Providence to meet His ends, then Christians must be ultimately passive with respect to the formation of government. This fact will be especially counter-intuitive to Christians who have grown up in democratic republics and have been trained since childhood that
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they play an important role in the political process. This notion is compounded for Christians who live in countries where they are compelled to vote. Yet it is Providence that puts desire into the hearts of men (cf. Pharaoh, Darius, et al) to create a government (or a policy). And the reason for permitting the establishment of civil government has often been for the purpose of enacting some judgment against sinners. Christians do not have any assurance of a decisive earthly victory in the political process (as if they can somehow compel those in society—saved and unsaved—to conform to God’s moral law). Nevertheless, some of them may have a special calling from God to be involved in the political process—or in researching public policy. The Lord will determine the nature and duties of such a calling, and others must be careful to not judge them inappropriately. However, it is not clear that Christians in general have any obligation to participate in the political process whatsoever. At least two concerns should give them pause. First, the expected benefits from casting one’s vote are unlikely to exceed the costs becoming informed about the issues and actually voting (since the probability of one vote changing an election’s outcome is effectively zero). Second, the satanic origin of government, and its use by God for special judgmental purposes, might preclude regular, optimistic participation in politics by most Christians.
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Just because most civil governments have been evil in general, does not mean that Christians are forbidden from any participation in it. Indeed, even the most malicious governments probably did a few good things along the way, especially by fostering at least some reactive policy. As noted previously, there would be room for Christians to be involved in government jobs that provide national defense, police protection, criminal justice, and public health serviceswhether directly or in a supporting role. Christians can hold these useful jobs and still not aid in the promotion of proactive policies or policies of inefficient provision. We might say that Daniel, Esther, and Nehemiah in large measure held such positions. Of course, some might contend that their nexus with the theocratic era makes less compelling any relationship between their offices and those in modern society. Joseph is a hard case too since he held a position that could have been on the whole beneficial and good. But he chose to engage in bad, proactive economic policies where people were effectively swindled out of their land by the state (Gen. 41:33- 44). The state profited handsomely by the craftiness of Joseph. While it is interesting to note how God could bring good out of that bad policy, it is also worth noting that Joseph could have done better for society and God’s people to not participate in such activities. Does the drive to save one’s life by obey-
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ing and pleasing Pharaoh justify swindling others? Joseph became culpable by behaving proactively. Who is to say that there was no other nonfraudulent means of helping his brothers in their time of need? Does the fact that God foretold it would happen mean that God sanctioned Joseph’s methods? Such a conjecture is dubious.




Creating civil government is a poisoned process 



History shows that Satan’s preferred method of creating government is through human endeavor. That is, Satan guides men to create civil government rather than acting independently. Hence, it is usually unbelieving men who create or sustain civil governments. Throughout history, these men have typically been malevolent and often cruel. Some have been hedonistic, while others have been sadistic. Some have been masterful ideologues or demagogues, while others have been rapacious conquerors. These are the mottled traits of power and authority throughout history. In the modern age, this reality is especially evident when we consider the carnage from the totalitarian and communist regimes of the twentieth century. It is likewise evident from the poisoned and baneful redistributive policies of the welfare state, the confiscatory taxation used to accomplish proactive policy, and many moral blights (such as the condoning of manic abortion or the excesses of the Clinton administration in America). God has
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surely permitted much grief and suffering by the hand of the state during the last century. Assuredly, the Bible indicates that the state is always created according to God’s permissive will. Consider some passages in support of this thesis:



• Proverbs 21:1 “The king’s heart is in the hand of the Lord, like the rivers of water; He turns it wherever He wishes”.



• Proverbs 8:15 “By me [God’s wisdom] kings reign, and rulers decree justice”.



• Daniel 4:34-37 “And at the end of the time I, Nebuchadnezzar, lifted my eyes to heaven, and my understanding returned to me; and I blessed the Most High and praised and honored Him who lives forever: For His dominion is an everlasting dominion, And His kingdom is from generation to generation. All the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as nothing; He does according to His will in the army of heaven and among the inhabitants of the earth. No one can restrain His hand or say to Him, ‘What have You done?’ At the same time my reason returned to me, and for the glory of my kingdom, my honor and splendor returned to me. My counselors and nobles resorted to me, I was restored to my kingdom, and excellent majesty was added to me. Now I, Nebuchadnezzar, praise and extol and honor the King of heaven, all of whose works are truth, and His ways justice. And those who walk in pride He is able to put down”.



However, from a temporal point of view, civil authority is often pervaded by evil policies and prac-
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tices. The lust for greed and power, as well as pride, gives government actors an incentive to foster an increasing number of opportunities for rent seeking, not to mention conscription, taxation, and oppression—just as Samuel prophesied in I Samuel 8:11-18 (cited in the introduction). Regrettably, such rent seeking and power brokering harms society far more than it benefits the relatively few beneficiaries. Indeed, governments end up becoming a noose for men’s necks on account of its regulations, prohibitions, confiscatory taxation, conscription, loss of property rights, etc. Economic history provides a wealth of evidence to bear up this tragedy. Government actions in the Bible  Biblical examples of policy clearly indicate that government actions in the Bible were mostly evil, concurring with other historical manifestations over the last few thousand years. That is to say, public policies recorded in Scripture are usually perverse or opposed to God’s law and righteousness, or are directed against God’s people. (See the appendix for a recounting of these passages.) In sum, by reducing the evidence to a simple and manageable form, we find that there are one hundred and eighty-eight recorded acts or manifestations of public policy in the Bible. (Seventy-three
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of these acts—about 39%—occurred under the theocracy,



41 making them rather special cases.) On the whole, only forty acts (or policies) were “good” and admirable, and of those only eleven occurred outside of the theocracy. Three of the policies were ambiguous, or hard to classify as either good or bad. The remaining one hundred and forty-five recorded acts of civil government in the Bible—about 77%—were “bad” (if not nefarious). One hundred one of these incidents occurred outside of the theocracy while forty-four occurred within it. Implications of the biblical evidence Some simplifying method is needed in counting and evaluating so many manifestations of policy in the Bible—especially because of the incomplete or varied nature of the evidence. Thus, in the analysis, each good theocratic judge, king, or ruler was presumed to have done only one good act, without taking into account any evil they might have done, while each bad king (whether theocratic, eradicated by the children of Israel, or otherwise bad) was presumed to have done only one bad act, without taking into account any good they might have done. (While this method may not be flaw-
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less, it is at least fair.) Plus, twenty evil government acts were supposed against the Apostle Paul, which is merely a conservative guess (see II Cor. 6:5; 11:23-26). Under this structure of analysis, the evidence is clear. Summarizing the biblical data, we can conclude that non-theocratic government policy actions were evil 90.2% of the time. Theocratic ones were evil 60.3% of the time. Overall, government acts were evil 78.4% of the time. Furthermore, we do not know if the “good” governments were generally good most of the time or whether the recorded good act was exceptional (e.g., as with Ninevah’s king, Cyrus, Artaxerxes, Gedaliah, et al). And there is little evidence to support the opposite: that the evil acts of government were exceptional. Moreover, we do not know how many times the righteous people before Abraham, the prophets, Jesus, and the Apostles (along with their associates) were assailed by the state; but we have little reason to believe that governments ever helped them. Thus, it may be that the governments of biblical times were even more evil than these results suggest. Accordingly, we can have some degree of confidence, at least, that these statistics are not exaggerated. While such statistics are not conclusive in and of themselves, they certainly permit us to reject the hypothesis that the Bible generally holds out civil government to be a good institution.
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In the final analysis, the Bible does not support the popular notion that civil government is generally a benign, if not benevolent, upholder of social order. Government is not the mainstay of an arbitrary selection of the moral law. The Bible would hardly support the notion that men have learned to govern themselves better over time, so that the evils of the past are unlikely to be replicated in the future. On the contrary, the Bible teaches that the heart of man is the same in all ages. Indeed, history illustrates the fact that twentieth century governments have been the most evil of all time in terms of loss of life and property, and in the persecution of the church. The record of civil government abuses indicates that social learning has hardly improved government—from the Roman Empire to the Dark Ages to the present. Indeed, the state remains the foremost enemy of humanity. Attempts to revitalize a divinely ordained state Nevertheless, there still might be some reason to establish a role for the state if the proliferation of public policy could be kept in check. For instance, certain Scripture proof texts and scholarly conjectures might be used to contend that civil government is God’s ordained means of order. Some argue that the civil government is God’s appointed means of enforcing the second part of the Ten
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Commandments—so-called horizontal violations. But this narrow selection seems a bit whimsical. Indeed, such an arbitrary construction raises many doubts. Historical governments rarely ever conformed to a standard of upholding part of God’s law, especially outside the high points of Judah’s theocracy. On the contrary, the state has been more naturally comprehended as a vile nuisance. The psalmist seemed to recognize this fact when he wrote: “Shall the throne of iniquity, which devises evil by law, have fellowship with You?” (Ps. 94:20). The state usually reigns by iniquity, stimulating and fomenting evil schemes. As a consequence, those who wish to view the state as God’s colleague to uphold part of His law are faced with a double dilemma. First, the Bible indicates that civil government is generally evil, having a satanic origin, and serves God by bringing judgment upon people. Second, it is rare to find historical examples of states that have ever come close to upholding God’s law in the world. The postmillennialist may avoid the second difficulty by relegating Romans 13:1-7 to a golden age, claiming that Paul was not writing about then present circumstances. But they cannot escape the biblical evidence that shows the true nature of government. Therefore, with some degree of certainty, we might predict the failure of any scheme wherein a state whose role is to establish the law of God on earth is revitalized.
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How much virtue is needed to justify the state?  Another argument in favor of a revitalized state might suggest that societies with many Christians will have better governments. Thus, having relatively good government might be possible during periods of revival or, of course, if there were ever any postmillennial golden age. This line of reasoning is true almost by definition. If nearly everyone were converted in government, then there would be less evil public policy. However, let us be careful not to presume too much, since regenerate King David also enacted some wicked policies, at least toward Uriah. Indeed, all the good kings of Judah had their foibles and shortcomings. So regeneration is no guarantee of good public policy. Furthermore, we must be careful not to conclude that civil government generally promotes God’s righteousness on account of some rare good policy it enacts, especially since theocracy is no longer an option. Indeed, most public policy has been evil. Yet the tendency, at least given the anecdotal evidence from interviews with conservative Christians, is for Christians to overlook the massive evil of the state on the account of a few “good” things that it does. That does not mean that Christians are unwilling to march in peaceful protests or to “vote their conscience”. But it does mean that most Christians tend to view the modern state as a boon
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to society overall without really thinking about how much actual good the government does. For example, some people have said, “Well, I appreciate the roads that government builds for me to drive on”. Yet these same people are appalled by the moral precepts of the state regarding abortion and homosexuality, extortive taxes, and the infringement upon personal liberties such as gun ownership. If the person is asked to list in two columns the things he likes and dislikes about public policy, there is little doubt that the policies disliked column will dwarf the opposing column. Certainly, it would not be correct to say that the Mormons are part of the kingdom of God because 5% of their doctrine is right, or that the Greek Orthodox Church is helping to expand the kingdom of God since maybe 40% of its doctrine is orthodox. On the contrary, these institutions are false religions and are thus part of Satan’s kingdom. Good institutions bear some resemblance to God Even though Mormon and Greek Orthodox theologians claim to have some allegiance with the God of the Bible, we have good reason to doubt their claims because their doctrine and practice do not correspond to biblical Christianity. In the same way, even if civil governments claim some allegiance with God’s ways, we may doubt their
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claims if their doctrine and practice typically do not correspond to God’s ways. Even the best earthly institutions will be laced with sin and evil. Consider that the few good things done by degenerate families would not overcome their stigma of being ungodly. Consider that the relatively “good” ante-bellum American government still did evil things. It is regrettable that incessantly degenerate families and governments do not automatically disband. Instead, the opposite thing often occurs in reality. Indeed, the mere fact that God has ordained an institution, whether a family or a civil government, does not necessarily make it godly. Furthermore, divine ordination of an institution surely does not indicate that it is helping to promote God’s Kingdom. The fact is that the earthly institutions of God designed to expand His kingdom must at least resemble His ways and serve His cause. Civil government, which is eminently wayward, cannot fall into this category. Moreover, there is no unclaimed “territory” in the spiritual world. If a government is not in God’s realm then it belongs to Satan’s as a matter of simple logic. And, as we have already seen, this conclusion has been born out in both the evidence from history and the biblical accounts of public policies, as well as the Scripture passages that teach us about the satanic nature of government.
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When is a policy or institution appalling? It would not be farfetched to claim that civil government policies are only “good” 1% of the time. The other 99% of the time they are promoting evil and building the kingdom of Satan. Now someone might object to such a low percentage (1%) since reactive policies are “good” things. Moreover, the state builds and maintains national defense, and this function might be 20% or more of the civil government’s budget. How then may one say that so much of our reactive policy is bad? The answer is that good things cannot be considered exemplary at any price. How much of the ostensibly reactive policy is actually used for military offense (i.e., a proactive policy)? How much inefficiency exists? While it may be good for a company to sell beef for $2 per pound and thus satisfy its customers, we would not consider it to be a good thing if the state produced beef and forced consumers to buy it for $100 per pound. The beef produced is a good thing but consumers would be unhappy because of its excessive price. In other words, the fact that rightful public goods are produced and maintained by government does not in and of itself make such government action beneficial, efficient, or even desirable. Certainly, public choice economic analysis has demonstrated that most government production can hardly be considered “good”. Perhaps markets are not able
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to produce public goods like national defense and criminal justice very well. That fact would make reactive public policy a necessity. More than likely, there will be an ongoing opportunity to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of any reactive policy, and taxpayers should frequently question how it is being provided. For example, why should American taxpayers be forced to buy military equipment from a monopolist like Northrop-Grumman or Lockheed-Martin, when the same amount of defense could be bought for far less elsewhere? Instead of spending $5 billion for one new aircraft carrier, the same money could be used to buy (and retrofit if necessary) perhaps 200 Russian MIG fighter jets on the world market. Which option would provide the most defense for the dollar? Just because a policy is reactive does not mean it is efficient. Furthermore, the percentage of good things government does is further diminished because of the amount of violent crime it permits to go unpunished. If a country murders 1.5 million unborn babies each year by abortion and the state condones the acts as “legal” or simply looks the other way, while during the same period the state executes 2,000 criminals who murdered born people, then the amount of good done by the state pales by comparison to the amount of unpunished evil it permits. Thus, the aforementioned 1% figure is not entirely unreasonable. The state may feasibly be
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said to promote evil 99% of the time, especially when catastrophes like abortion are considered. If government was usually right and produced good things most of the time, then it might be appropriate to classify it as an imperfect element of God’s kingdom despite its occasional waywardness. For instance, Evangelicals generally concede that a certain amount of “minor” doctrinal disagreement is acceptable with other Evangelicals. The differences are not great enough to divide ranks as brethren. But that is not true with all religious groups. Mormons and Greek Orthodox people are not going to be admitted into the universal church (as it is conceived by Evangelicals) since they are wayward. No one doubts that they might do some good things at times, but good deeds make them neither orthodox nor admissible in the church at large. How then is it possible that Christians would admit the state into God’s kingdom for the pittance of good it may occasionally do? The modern Evangelical mindset is glaringly inconsistent in this regard. Appendix: policies recorded in the Scriptures The following listing of passages makes rather cumbersome reading. Therefore, they are included here especially (1) for those that desire to do more
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in depth study about public policies in the Bible and (2) so that the reader may quickly review (and grasp) the plentiful accounts of public policies in the Scriptures. Good policies As previously noted, out of 188 recorded acts or manifestations of public policy (73 of which occurred under the theocracy), only 40 acts were good and admirable, and of these only 11 happened outside of the theocracy. The passages recording these “good” policies include: Gen. 20:2, 26:10-11 (Abimilech); Gen. 42:6, 45:26, Acts 7:10 (Josephnote: a questionably good action); I Ki. 10:1,4, II Chr. 9:1-12, Mt. 12:42, Luke 11:31, (Queen of Shebapresuming that going to listen to Solomon’s wise teaching was good); II Ki. 25:24; Ezra 6:6,7,12, 8:36 (Decree of Darius); Ezra 6:14 (Cyrus/gold); Est. 2:17, 4:4, 7:3-9, 8:7, 9:29- 31 (Esther); Est. 8:9—9:3 (Ahasuerus); Jer. 40:5,7 (Nebuzaradan); Jon. 3:6 (king of Ninevah); and Heb. 7:1-12 (Melchizedek). The remaining 29 cases occurred during the theocracy, and are surely anomalous because of God’s direct and special intervention. The passages recording these policies include: Jud. 2:16- 19, 3:7-11 (Othniel), 3:12-30 (Ehud), 3:31 (Shamgar), 4:1-24 (Deborah), 6:11-27ff (Gideon), 10:1-2 (Tolah), 10:3-18 (Jair), 11:1-33 (Jephthah),
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12:8-10 (Ibzan), 12:11-12 (Elon), 12:13-15 (Abdon), 13—16 (Samson), cf. II Sam. 7:11, II Kings 23:22, I Chr. 17:6,10; II Sam. 12:13 (David); I Ki. 15:13 and II Chr. 15:16 (Asa and the queen mother); I Ki. 15:11 (Asa), 22:43 (Jehoshaphat); II Chr. 19:5-6 (Jehoshaphat/judges); II Ki. 12:2 (Jehoash/Joash), 14:3 (Amaziah), 15:3 (Azariah), 15:34 (Jotham), 18:3 (Hezekiah), 22:2 (Josiah), II Chr. 26:4 (Uzziah), 36:22-23 (Cyrus—who is included as a theocratic case but he may not have been—depending on one’s perspective); II Ki. 23:8 (Josiah/idols); Ezra 2:63 (governor); Neh. 2:7-9, 3:7, 5:14, 7:65,70, 8:9, 10:1, 12:26 (Nehemiah); and Hag. 1:1,14-15, 2:2,21 (Zerubbabel). Ambiguous policies Three manifestations are ambiguous (or perhaps a few more depending on one’s perspective): Lk. 2:1-3 (proclamation to tax the world); I Ki. 1-11 (Solomon’s reign and mixed life); and Mt. 5:25; Lk. 12:58 (the parable where Jesus warns about being delivered over to the judge). None of these accounts are included in the accounting as good or evil. Also note that the government of Sodom and Gomorrah and the rulers during Noah’s time (and many beforehand like under Cain and Canaan) probably did evil acts, but are not counted in this analysis, since no specific public policy decrees by
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them are recorded in Scripture. Moreover, the land policies of Joseph in Egypt might be counted as bad because they were confiscatory, although the alleviation of famine might be a case where some could argue that the end justified the means, making the overall policy good. Thus, for sake of argument, it is not counted as either good or bad. Bad policies The remaining 145 recorded acts of civil government in the Bible range from bad to nefarious. The first 101 instances, pertaining to the incidents outside the theocracy, are recorded in these passages: Gen. 14:1-12 (the kings capture Lot and his possessions); Gen. 39:20 (Potiphar/Joseph); Ex. 1– 6 (Pharaoh’s acts); the 49 non-theocratic evil kingdoms conquered by Israel (each case is counted as only one evil manifestation in the total of 145 incidents, even though each kingdom surely enacted many evil policies) in Num., Deut., Josh., Jud., I Sam., II Sam. (Edom, Arad, Amorites/Heshbon, Moab, Bashan, Jeshurun, Jericho, Ai, Jerusalem, Jarmuth, Lachish, Eglon, Gezer, Hebron, Debir, Libnah, Hazor, Madon, Shimron, Achshaph, Geder, Hormah, Adullam, Makkedah, Bethel, Tappuah, Hepher, Aphek, Lasharon, Shimron Meron, Taanach, Megiddo, Kedesh, Jokneam, Dor, Gilgal, Tirzah, Caanan, Shechem, Ammon, Amalek, Gath, Geshur, Zobah, Syria, Philistia, Zo-
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bah, Hamath); II Ki. 25:25 (Jer. 41:2,18, II Ki. 25:24-26, nobles kill Gedaliah); Ezra 5:3-6 (governors oppose wall rebuilding); Neh. 5:14-15 (governors robbed people); Est. 3:12 (Ahauerus’s decree); Eze. 21:25 (Babylon a wicked prince); Eze. 28:2 (Prince of Tyre); Dan. 3:2-27 (fiery furnace); Dan. 6:2-17 (lion’s den); Dan. 5:1-3 (Belshazzar); Amos 2:3 (evil judges in Moab); Mt. 2:1-22 (Herod/infants); Mt. 10:18 (government persecution foretold); Mt. 27:2-27 (John 19:2,15, Pilate); Mt. 28:14 (Jewish rulers); Mk. 3:6, 12:13 (rulers plot against Christ); Mk. 6:17-26 (Mt. 14:1-6, Luke 3:19, 9:7-9, Herod); Mk. 8:15 (leaven of Herod); Lk. 13:31 (Herod the “fox” wants to kill Jesus); Lk. 18:2-6 (the unjust judge); Lk. 20:20 (Jewish rulers); Lk. 23:11 (Herod mocks Jesus); Acts 4:1-22, 5:20-28 (rulers imprison Peter/John); Acts 12:1-4 (Herod persecutes church); Acts 6:15, 7:54-60 (Stephen); Acts 23:24—24:7 (Claudius, Felix and Festus); Acts 24:1 (Ananias and the elders); II Cor. 6:5, 11:23-26 (Paul’s many encounters with government—counted as 20 instances); II Cor. 11:31 (Damascus governor to arrest Paul); Rev. 1:9 (John banished to Patmos); Rev. 18:3 (Acts 4:26, kings of the earth committed fornication, cf. Ps. 2:1-2; 107:40; 110:5-6). The remaining 44 bad cases occurred during the theocracy. They are recorded in the following passages: I Sam. 8:1-3 (Samuel’s sons were perverse civil “judges”); I Sam. 8:11 (prediction of a bad
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king); I Sam. 11 (David/Bathsheeba/Uriah); I Sam. 15:10ff (Absalom); I Ki. 18:4 (prophets killed but some were hidden in a cave); I Ki. 19:2 (Jezebel/Elijah); I Ki. 22:26-28 (Ahab imprisons Micaiah); Israel’s 20 bad kings: I Ki. 11:26-40 (Jeroboam), 15:26 (Nadab), 15:34 (Baasha), 16:13 (Elah), 16:19 (Zimri), 16:25 (Omri), 16:30 (Ahab), 22:52 (Ahaziah); II Ki. 3:2 (Jehoram/Joram), 9:34 (Jezebel), 10:31 (Jehu), 13:2 (Jehoahaz), 13:11 (Jehoash), 14:24 (Jeroboam II), 15:9 (Zechariah), 15:16ff (Shallum), 15:18 (Menahem), 15:24 (Pekahiah), 15:28 (Pekah), 17:2 (Hoshea); Judah’s 12 bad kings: I Ki. 12:8,15 (Rehoboam?), 15:3 (Abijam), II Ki. 8:18 (Jehoram), 8:27 (Ahaziah), 11:20ff (Athaliah), 16:2-4 (Ahaz), 21:2 (Manasseh), 21:20 (Amon), 23:32 (Jehoahaz), 23:37 (Jehoiakim), 24:9 (Jehoiachin), 24:19 (Zedekiah); Jer. 18:18, 20:2-3 (Jeremiah persecuted—but let the reader note that inferences about other prophets being persecuted are not counted in the 145 total bad acts); Mic. 3:11, 7:3 (rulers seek bribes, etc.); Mic. 6:5 (Balak’s bad intention); Zep. 3:3 (Jerusalem’s judges are “evening wolves”).
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4 Public policy in view of Romans 13:1-7 and I Peter 2:13-17



Romans 13:1-7 1 Let every soul be subject to the governing authorities. For there is no authority except from God, and the authorities that exist are appointed by God. 2 Therefore whoever resists the authority resists the ordinance of God, and those who resist will bring judgment on themselves. 3 For rulers are not a terror to good works, but to evil. Do you want to be unafraid of the authority? Do what is good, and you will have praise from the same. 4 For he is God’s minister to you for good. 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. 5 Therefore you must be subject, not only because of wrath but also for conscience’ sake. 6 For because of this you also pay taxes, for they are God’s ministers attending continually to this very thing. 7 Render therefore to all their due: taxes to whom taxes are due, customs to whom customs, fear to whom fear, honor to whom honor. 
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I Peter 2:13-17




13 Therefore submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake, whether to the king as supreme, 14 or to governors, as to those who are sent by him for the punishment of evildoers and for the praise of those who do good. 15 For this is the will of God, that by doing good you may put to silence the ignorance of foolish men 16 as free, yet not using liberty as a cloak for vice, but as bondservants of God. 17 Honor all people. Love the brotherhood. Fear God. Honor the king.




Titus 3:1-2




1 Remind them to be subject to rulers and authorities, to




one, to be peaceable, gentle, showing all humility to all men.




Understanding these key parallel passages Obviously, the content of these three passages is so similar that by commenting on one passage, one is already commenting on the others. All supply the same motif. Since Peter’s treatment is more abbreviated, as is Paul’s statement to Titus, Paul’s longer explanation in Romans has become the archetype. Accordingly, Romans 13:1-7 is perhaps the single most comprehensive and significant passage in the Bible about civil government (or at least the passage which is most often cited with re-
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spect to it). However, when we thoughtfully approach Romans 13:1-7, we are immediately confronted with a dilemmaat least those of us who believe in the divine inspiration of Scripture. If Paul is saying that civil government is “good” as God defines good, or at least usually considerably more good than bad, then his doctrine is manifestly at odds with history and economic reality including the history and reality of his own time. Alternatively, Paul might be telling the Romans about some earthly government in a future golden age (a notion which might seem sensible, perhaps, to some postmillennialists and theonomists), and thus it had little practical relevance to their present condition. The one thing that seems clear is that Paul could hardly be saying that civil government in Rome was upholding the law of God, or that governments in general around the world at that time were promoting God’s kingdom. Those states condoned sexual immorality, brutality, infanticide, paganism, Caesar-worship, and persecution of Christians. Likewise, it is very hard to believe that Paul is referring to the civil governments prior to Rome that were similarly atrocious. Granted, Paul could be describing a theoretical (or ideal) model of what government should be. If so, then proponents of such a view would have to admit that the model has only very rarely (if ever) appeared in reality. Moreover, this abstraction is
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doubtful simply because it would represent an abrupt detour mid-way through a very pragmatic section of Paul’s epistle. Therefore, for both exegetical and historical reasons, it is unlikely that Paul in Romans 13:1-7 is making a general, normative theoretical construction of what civil government should be at all times, but has rarely ever been. (The same is true of Peter’s affirmation in I Peter 2:14.) Paul is not raggedly jumping out of a lesson in practical theology in his treatise to the Romans in order to deal with an abstraction about what civil government would act like in some golden age. Surely, one may seriously doubt that Paul merely intended to give the Roman believers a general theory of what civil government should strive to be. He was dealing with the Christians’ struggles under the reality of life in Rome. Instead, a different and better interpretation is possible. It seems reasonable that Paul was giving the believers at Rome some practical lessons about civil government that were particularly relevant to Roman Christians at the time. These exhortations would have surely been of considerable practical value to his contemporaries, just as they are today. Consequently, it would be an error to think that Paul’s teaching was intended as a paradigm for how to evaluate (or to determine whether to obey) all modern public policy. It was not meant to be a static guide for how a Christian must behave him-
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self while living under the authority of any type of civil government for all ages. Like technology, policy changes over time, making specific Christian response somewhat dynamic. Is it really plausible to believe that Paul was envisioning the modern state and all its public policies? Was Paul making generalizations that bound believers in all agesno matter what the particular policy issues they face (e.g., hiding Jews from Hitler, trespassing on abortion clinic property, or other acts of civil disobedience)? It seems unlikely that these questions would be answered affirmatively because even in Paul’s day submission to the state was qualified. Remember, Peter and John both disobeyed civil authority by continuing to preach the gospel (Acts 5:29). And they were willing to suffer the consequences for their actions. Divine right: a popular but errant view  The original doctrine of the “divine right of kings” was formulated during the seventeenth century. This theory essentially postulated that kings ruled because they were chosen by God to do so and that these kings were accountable only to God. In his speech to Parliament on March 21, 1609, King James I of England (who was also King James VI of Scotland) promoted the theory as follows. The state of monarchy is the supremest thing upon earth...Kings are justly called Gods, for that they exer-
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cise a manner or resemblance of divine power upon earth. For if you will consider the attributes to God, you shall see how they agree in the person of a king. God has power to create, or destroy, make, or unmake at his pleasure, to give life, or send death, to judge all, and to be judged nor accountable to none: to raise low things, and to make high things low at his pleasure, and to God are both soul and body due. And the like power have Kings; they make and unmake their subjects: they have power of raising, and casting down: of life, and of death: judges over all their subjects, and in all causes, and yet accountable to none but God only.




Of course, this is the king who “authorized” the translation of the Bible, with the result being the Authorized or King James Version. Not surprisingly, Paul and Peter’s writings were utilized to reinforce this theory. Nevertheless, while people may differ as to which particular policies of government are appropriate, it is dubious to say that
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Romans 13:1-7 and I Peter 2:13-17 must not be all-encompassing texts that mandate unqualified obedience to the state. Errant views of these passages have also spread to some knowledgeable and erudite atheists, including the famous classically liberal economist Ludwig von Mises. To Mises, the Apostle Paul saw the state as a collectivist entity that enslaved its underlings, where Creator-granted individual rights are trounced by “the alleged divine right of the anointed kings”. According to Mises, Paul’s view suggests that: “Individuals are wretched and refractory; their obstinacy must be curbed by the authority to which God or nature has entrusted the conduct of society’s affairs”.



43  But Mises’ interpretation is mistaken. And Christians who want to revitalize the divine right idea, and thereby give undue allegiance to the civil government, likewise fall into the same error. Of course, when dealing with the authoritative source for truth—the Bible—the analysis produced will tend to be normative (i.e., what policy should be or should do)



44 rather than positive. However, considering the sentiment of Mises and many
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Christians, it seems that popular normative thought about civil government (from atheists and Christians alike) should itself be altered. Indeed, encouraging such a change is a central objective of this book. Christians should change their view of the nature of the state, as should atheist readers of the Scriptures change what they perceive to be Pauline doctrine regarding civil government. Accordingly, the ensuring sections recommend that a Christian should usually obey because it is pragmatic and expedient to do sorather than on account of a moral expedient due to an authority’s divine right. Surely, Christians would be misguided to think that the kingdom of God or higher levels of social morality could be successfully promulgated by public policy. Granted, it is plausible to say that the only justifiable function of government is to protect its constituents from predators via reactive policy. Yet, given the popular perception of the state as the benign or benevolent (even if imperfect) patron of justice, it follows that many Evangelicals have greater expectations of the state than they should have, given their erroneous interpretation of Romans 13:1-7.  Definition of ‘good’ and ‘evil’ in the passages 




This error seems to stem from the faulty assumption that the words good and evil contained in Ro-
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mans 13:3-4 refer to good and evil as defined by God, in all or part of His law. With such errant definitions, one could conceivably justify any kind of public policy that is developed by the civil government under which he lives.  The source of government’s moral code Conversely, the passage must indicate that each government determines what it thinks is “good” and “evil” (Rom. 13:3,4; I Pet. 2:14) by its own cultural, political, or other standard. By the same token, we are told, “it is an abomination to fools to depart from evil” (Pr. 13:19b). This standard may be (and typically is) antithetical to biblical principles. We have already seen that there is a close nexus between Satan and the civil government. It is entirely possible that these words good and evil refer to the twisted values and understanding of right and wrong found in the devil’s kingdom.  Etymology of the word ‘evil’ in the passages Etymologically, the premise finds additional support from the word translated “evil” in the Greek text. When Christ tells his disciples “not to resist an evil person” (Mt. 5:39a); to pray “deliver us from evil” (Mt. 6:13a KJV); when he says that “an evil man out of the evil treasure [of his heart] brings forth evil things” (Mt. 12:35b); or when he healed those with “evil spirits” (Lk. 8:2), he uses the Greek word ó, which means wicked or evil. Paul
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also uses this word when he commands believers to “abhor that which is evil” (Rom. 12:9), to put away “that wicked person” (I Cor. 5:13), and mentions “evil men” and “every evil work” (II Ti. 3:13; 4:18); as does James when he writes about becoming “judges with evil thoughts” and says “all such boasting is evil” (Jas. 2:4; 4:16); or John when he teaches that “the whole world lieth in wickedness” (I Jn. 5:19 KJV) and says “he who greets him shares in his evil deeds” (II Jn. 11). In these cases the word ó is used emphatically to mean evil or wicked. The Greek word occurs 76 times in the New Testament. However, in Romans 13:3-4, Paul selected the weaker and more general Greek word ó (meaning bad deeds or harm) to note government’s role in punishing “evil”. Paul also used this root word in the last verse of the previous chapter, “Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good” (Rom. 12:21). In I Peter 2:14, the related word ós is used, meaning malefactor or criminal, when describing government’s role in “the punishment of evildoers”. These Greek words are used 53 times in the New Testament. In sum, ó refers to a destructive or wicked essence, influence, malignancy, or attribute, while ó refers to useless or base actions, choices, or deeds. Indeed, ó can mean evil (as it is often translated in the New Testament) in a






122



milder or looser sense than ó, but a better translation of it in the context of Romans 13:1-7 might justifiably be “misdeeds” or “bad behavior”. Public choice issues in translating the Bible As an aside, it is remarkable that ó was translated the same as ó without qualification. Why? Well, apart from any latent or subtle linguistic reasons, there may have been a hidden public choice economics problem. A king commissioned the translation of the King James Version  after all. Is it not plausible that he was motivated to have a translation that better supported the divine right of kings idea (and thus his own power)? The king had something to gain by presenting himself as the agent of God to uphold His law in the world. Of course, there might be other exegetical reasons why those experts translated the words ó and ó with the same English word. We may leave discussion of that issue to others. Nevertheless, the word choice of the apostles in the original Greek was intentional and still remains significant.



The apostolic choice of words Paul and Peter’s deliberate choice of words suggests that neither apostle had in mind that civil government is ordained to punish those who do evil as defined by God’s law, but to punish those who act badly in society according to the government’s cultural, political, or
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other standard. Conformably, Paul could have used ós as he did just beforehand in Romans 12:9, but he did not do so because that word would indicate something more than the pragmatic doctrine he gives in Romans 13:1-7. The Apostles’ pragmatic doctrine The tone of Paul’s plea in Titus 3:1-2 is even more pragmatic than in Romans 13:1-7. Paul wanted believers to be free of the earthly turmoil that comes from being embroiled with the civil government. He would prefer that a Christian live a “quiet and peaceable life” (I Ti. 2:2), being noticed only on account of his good works, love and faith. Insulting speech was to be replaced with “humility” (Tit. 3:1) and gentleness so that the fruit of the Spirit would be manifested to others. In another practical passage, Paul tells the saints in Thessalonica to live in such a way that attention is not drawn to themselves as meddlers, but rather on account of their love. “[A]spire to lead a quiet life, to mind your own business, and to work with your own hands, as we commanded you” (I Thes. 4:11). Note that there are other instances of pragmatic advice regarding civil government and political authorities in the Bible. Consider a few examples. • Proverbs 23:1-3 “When you sit down to eat with a ruler, consider carefully that which is set before you;
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and put a knife to your throat if you are a man given to appetite. Do not desire his delicacies, for they are deceptive food”.



• Ecclesiastes 5:8 “If you see the oppression of the poor, and the violent perversion of justice and righteousness in a province, do not marvel at the matter; for high official watches over high official, and higher officials are over them”.



• Ecclesiastes 8:2-5 “I counsel you, keep the king’s commandment for the sake of your oath to God. Do not be hasty to go from his presence. Do not make a stand for an evil thing, for he does whatever pleases him. Where the word of a king is there is power; and who may say to him, ‘What are you doing?’ He who keeps his command will experience nothing harmful; and a wise man’s heart discerns both time and judgment”.



• Matthew 17:27 “Nevertheless, lest we offend them, go to the sea, cast in a hook, and take the fish that comes up first. And when you have opened its mouth, you will find a piece of money; take that and give it to them for Me and you”. 




Hence, it is not odd to find practical instruction about civil government in the Bible. On the contrary, it is surely appropriate to expect to find more such pragmatic advice in places like the second half of Romans—especially given the dire circumstances of that period of the Roman Empire. Accordingly, the command to “honor” all people and the king in I Peter 2:17 does not have to be tantamount to the “honor” of parents required by the Fifth Commandment (Ex. 20:12; Deut. 5:16;
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Eph. 6:1-3) but solely has pragmatic significance. That is, in order to avoid being needlessly harassed by civil government (which could be suicidal), a Christian should conduct himself wisely, showing at least superficial respect to government leaders. Thus, the Christian’s attitude should be as meek as Daniel’s. He appeared in the king’s court and took his gifts (without wanting them). He never cursed the king or mocked the people who could have harmed him (cf. Eccl. 10:20). Even when a Christian chooses to not respect the policies and ideas of a government leader, he can still manifest outward respect for him, while inwardly giving him no higher place or greater respect than other workers of iniquity.




Paul gives a similar pragmatic teaching in Romans 13:1-2,5 where Christians, facing threats from government, are told to “be subject” as a matter of practical wisdom, realizing that “the government authorities” are “from God” and are in His control. Rebellion would cause needless terrestrial “judgment”, or at least anxiety of “conscience” (cf. Mt. 6:27-34), complicating and debilitating the more important elements of Christian practice. Paul was not requiring unqualified submission to the state. No act of submission is ever without
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some qualification—even in marriage. The Christians at Rome who entered the catacombs certainly did not think submission was without qualification. They preferred to submit to God rather than to Rome’s proactive public policies and therefore suffered the consequences of their rebellion. Those Christians understood that Paul wrote as one who was cognizant of the dire circumstances they faced under their civil government (just as Peter would write to them later). They comprehended the practical nature of the instruction. Paul and Peter knew that the Roman government upheld fewif anybits of biblical law. Rather, it sets standards of good and evil, right and wrong, according to pagan religious, cultural, or political principles. Surely, it is a relatively rare artifact of history to find a government that has helped to secure and uphold biblical principles and ethical standards of conduct. Without doubt, both Paul and Peter were well acquainted with this fact. The historical setting of Romans 13:1-7 and I Peter 2:13-17 Something needs to be said about the historical setting when Paul and Peter wrote their important passages about Christians and government. Paul and Peter’s doctrine of civil government in Romans 13:1-7 and I Peter 2:13-17 would have likely
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been stated and qualified quite differently if there were a systematic welfare state (proactive public policy) in Rome. But the welfare state, so well known to us in modern times, did not exist then. Nonetheless, while both of these passages deal directly with Roman Christians,



46 they remain important today because of the dynamic and transcendent nature of God’s word. And, as we have seen, they comprise the basis for much of the doctrine of civil government held by Christians today. Dating the passages and their historical context Paul wrote Romans early in AD57,



47 a year in which “Rome experienced famine and riots”.



48 This fact seems very significant, especially since Paul directs the Christians at Rome to not to participate in
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the “envying”, “rioting”, and “strife” around them (Rom. 13:13). Consequently, the Roman Christians were in need of the pragmatic counsel that this passage provides. There is apparently little dispute about the AD57 date among scholars, being settled from both internal and external evidence. The date of Peter’s writing of I Peter is “uncertain” although it seems to have been later in his life, perhaps AD63 (although it might have been earlier).



49 Paul’s pragmatic remark in Titus 3:1, which seems to parallel Peter’s, was made at about the same time, perhaps in the autumn of AD60 or AD64.
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Would the apostles have ignored welfarism?




Given the historical situation of the period, and the need to make application of the passages to the present day, a cardinal question arises. Would Paul or Peter require modern Christians to obey welfare state (proactive policy) edicts that fly in the face of God’s requirements for the church and family? Would they require it, knowing that the state displaces God by becoming an idol that people trust in and rely on more than Him? If not, then it is likely that dramatic implications can be drawn that should significantly change Christian practice and the political course of Evangelicalism. There was no Roman welfare state




Rome’s welfarism (particularly the corn dole) did not begin in full force until AD123 with the law of the tribune Gaius Gracchus. True, there were minor distributions as early as AD46, and a commissioner of corn was appointed in AD57 commencing free corn distributions in AD58. But there was no systematic welfare system with people depending on the state at the time Paul and Peter wrote these passages. On the contrary, historians tell us that the Roman focus was on the welfare of government officials (via control of the citizenry) rather than general welfare in the modern sense.



51 Thus,
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neither Paul nor Peter had a cultural acquaintance with the welfare state or for any social provision based on positive rights ideology. Even the later welfare developments in Rome were categorically different than the practice of welfare states beginning with Chancellor Otto von Bismark of Germany. He utilized welfarism in the 1870s to quell dissent by the burgeoning Socialist Party. Roman welfare practices demonstrated “the desire to reign over men’s minds, and not merely to be obeyed”, and were devised with a political rather than an ideological motive. Furthermore, Roman roads, aqueducts, sewage systems and other public works would be best classified as part of Rome’s national defense, or at least policies of inefficient provision, rather than proactive or welfare state policies. Therefore, the minor early Roman distributions were not important influences on apostolic thinking about governmentcertainly not in AD57 when Paul wrote. A satanic plot to promote welfarism? Could it be that the devil, upon reading Paul and Peter, developed an insidious plot to use their words to snare Christians in the welfare state? Perhaps the scheme began at Rome in AD123 and later advanced through Marx, Bismark, Lenin, and
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other world leaders, especially since the middle of the nineteenth century. We may only speculate about such queries. But we can certainly see that Christians have been captivated by the welfare state (or are at least widely acceding to its policies). Thus, if there has been a satanic contrivance, it has been effective so far. Therefore, appropriate analysis of proactive public policy and welfarism must be undertaken. Modern Christians can use some practical guidance. The modern church faces a complex system of public policies, and Christians need more than simplistic directives (such as divine right theories) to cope with or direct their responses. There is no divine right of kings The popular notion that Christians ought to bow to virtually every public policy has dominated the Evangelical mindset. There are exceptions to this notion of course. Christians are instructed to rebel against any policies limiting gospel preaching or edicts that promote blatant violations of the Ten Commandments. However, because such policies are rare, the norm is to obey and to only scrutinize when there is clear evidence of violation. This notion revitalizes, at least for the most part, the ancient divine right of kings theory. The state be-
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comes the God’s means of establishing His justice in the world, and Christians must support it. One needs to only listen to the frequent demands by preachers to obey traffic, tax, licensing, and a host of other proactive legislation, to realize that this thinking is popular among modern Evangelicals. The idea suggests that we are obligated to comply with nearly any whimsical policy that the state thrusts upon us (especially when it comes to money). A few policies may permit a posture of “passive resistance”, where noncooperation and intentional lack of participation is utilized—a refusal to engage the civil authorities. Pacifism, refusal to comply with government vaccination programs, and rejection of marriage licenses are just a few examples. But preachers seem to require compliance with most government policies. Of course, modern public policy is rarely crafted in such a way that it prohibits gospel preaching or blatantly violates one or more of the Ten Commandments. Both Satan and politicians are cleverer than that. There is an economic rationale why policy will only rarely violate the Ten Commandments too. Vote-seeking tendencies dominate the motivation of politicians. They want to minimize the political consequences (costs) of their policies. Further, in an odd sense, politicians have been able to capitalize on the popular yet errant understanding of Romans 13:1-7 and other passages in Scripture. Remarkably, the idea that the normal
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Christian posture is to bow to virtually all public policy is truly a victory for the state. They have succeeded in revitalizing the divine right doctrine. As before, the doctrine is based in ignorance and stems from an ulterior motive in its inception. Its continuation today does not provide a better basis for social order. Its practical impossibility In addition to the biblical evidence against such a doctrine, we might also consider its practical impossibility. For instance, if it is a Christian’s duty to obey almost every edict of government, then he must apprise himself of what the law says. However, the “law” (i.e., legislation) in America and elsewhere comprises dozens of volumes of legalese, the understanding of which is, in effect, limited to expert, erudite scholars and legal pundits. A typical Christian could hardly be expected to know what the law says or be expected to make the massive investment in time it would take to learn it. Legislation often changes when political boundaries are crossed. For example, a highway driving procedure that may be perfectly legal in one American state may be illegal in another. Even if a Christian mastered the traffic statute of his state, he may unwittingly violate the statute of another state when driving there. While a driver might glean much of each state’s traffic rules by
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reading its road signs, assuming they are written in a language he can understand, he can hardly know all the rules by reading road signs. The only remedy for a Christian who wants to avoid “sinning” by not disobeying the rule would be to learn the driving statutes of each state before he enters it. But how much time should Christians spend apprising themselves of legislation? When does it become sinfully imprudent to do so? Paul tells us that Christians should be “redeeming the time, because the days are evil” (Eph. 5:16) and that they should “Walk in wisdom toward those who are outside, redeeming the time”. (Col. 4:5). How can we at once obey what Paul says and at the same time try to keep up with all the bits of legislation changing around us? Is legal ignorance bliss? Some might respond to the foregoing inquiry, “Christians can hardly be morally culpable for what they do not know. All they can reasonably be expected to do is try their best to know the various legislations”. But can ignorance really excuse Christians under the divine right theory? Indeed, the fallacy of the divine right doctrine is manifested in light of the inane proposition, “ignorance of the law is bliss”. If a Christian may be relieved of his duty to obey laws he is ignorant of, then, logically, a Christian could make himself to-
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tally ignorant about legal matters. Thus, he would obey or disobey legislation unintentionally and yet remain right before God. Even those who hold the revitalized divine right of kings doctrine would have to include a general exception for ignorant, but well-meaning individuals. Otherwise, Christians would be frequently sinning by unwittingly breaking government rules. Consequently, the force and exactitude of the doctrine is shattered. It is naïve and impracticable for daily living. If it were ever taken to its logical conclusion, its implementation would also lead to the diminution of gospel work. Christians would have to use excessive amounts of time learn legal dogma and would afterwards have to reckon with Paul’s requirement that they be “redeeming the time” (Eph. 5:16; Col. 4:5). Not all authority must be obeyed without question God indeed ordains government, at least by His permissive decree. But this fact does not give any tyrant who seizes authority the right to do anything, with unqualified allegiance from Christians, any more than allegiance must be given to a robber who seizes authority after breaking into a Christian’s home. Thus, it is wrong for Christians to claim “my government right or wrong”. An alternative view is possible. Because of the evil nature of the state, and the tyrannical history






136



of civil government, Christians should always have a jaundiced eye towards public policy. They should frequently question, scrutinize, and criticize governmental decrees and policies. Above all other people, they should know that there are no truly altruistic sinners, even after they are elected to serve as governors or appointed to be bureaucrats. All men are capable of doing evil. Thus, Christians must not unquestioningly prize government agents—or even their church elders for that matter—and their policies. The fact that a man holds an office does not necessarily mean that he will do rightly, or that he must be obeyed and trusted as a child would trust and obey his father. Similarly, God’s special anointing of theocratic kings like Saul and David is not transferred into a general anointing by God of all government leaders at all times. The Westminster Larger Catechism




 errs when it suggests that the Fifth Commandment incorporates the civil government. Correspondingly, Christians supporting just wars like the American War for Independence and the War Between the States should not be condemned. Christians may even justly consider some rebellions or protests against government or policy as deeds of righteousness (as godly Stonewall Jack-
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son did).



53 Let no one judge such believers to be evildoers because of their willingness to resist the civil government (Mt. 7:1; Rom. 14:4). Debility of Evangelical teaching on government  Needless to say, much scholarly work about government by Christians seems simplistic, naïve, and wrongly judgmental. With little support other than crass assertions that civil government has been mandated by God to preserve order and punish a select class of things God sees as evil, Christians are required to give plenary obedience to most public policies, and they are often told to scorn revolting.



54 Difficult issues are glibly glossed over or avoided in alleging such a deference doctrine.
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Yet, this revitalized divine right view is based on a manifest ignorance of the Bible, history, and economics. It tends to ignore the fact that government actions have been more often evil than good by biblical standards. Critique of the standard Reformed Baptist view Reformed Baptists seem to be among the leading proponents of the revitalized divine right of kings view. Thus, it would be appropriate to single out a scholar from their ranks in forming a critique. Note that the rather sharp criticism of Pastor Sam Waldron’s views that follows is not an attempt at casting any aspersion upon his person. Indeed, he is a dear brother in Christ, and it would be wide of the mark to doubt his motive to expound the Word of God correctly. As a teacher, Waldron must promote a proper interpretation, but his reasoning and conclusions regarding civil government are simply erroneous. Ironically, he, as a baptist, seems to fall prey to the error of Presbyterianism expressed in the Westminster Larger Catechism. Like the Catechism, Waldron assigns an incontrovertible sphere of authority to the “commonwealth” or state. In his Exposition of the 1689 Confession, Waldron correctly asserts that Paul is not speaking about ideal government in Romans 13:1-7. But he seems to have little idea what the Roman govern-
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ment was actually like. Incredibly, he asserts that Paul thought the Roman state upheld the second table of the law. Astoundingly, Waldron says that the Roman state was not a threat to Christians. “Paul is not speaking ideally in Romans 13, but of the actual conduct of the Roman government as it ruled during his life. Without doubt, the Roman emperors were not a cause of fear for religious evil behavior”.




It is not entirely clear what Waldron means by “religious evil behavior” but there is certainly reason for us to “doubt” his claim. We have historical evidence of Rome’s intolerance, not the least of which is the fact that the Roman government of Paul’s time killed and harassed countless believers, including Jesus Christ and the Apostles. Indeed, the history of Roman Empire provides examples of some of the nastiest public policy edicts of all time (e.g., starting with Nero’s burning of Rome c. AD64 to AD67). John Foxe, in his famous Book of Martyrs, gives the following account of how Peter, Paul and countless other believers were killed under Nero’s persecutions.
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The First Persecution, Under Nero, A.D. 67 The first persecution of the Church took place in the year 67, under Nero, the sixth emperor of Rome. This monarch reigned for the space of five years, with tolerable credit to himself, but then gave way to the greatest extravagancy of temper, and to the most atrocious barbarities. Among other diabolical whims, he ordered that the city of Rome should be set on fire, which order was executed by his officers, guards, and servants. While the imperial city was in flames, he went up to the tower of Macaenas, played upon his harp, sung the song of the burning of Troy, and openly declared that ‘he wished the ruin of all things before his death.’ Besides the noble pile, called the Circus, many other palaces and houses were consumed; several thousands perished in the flames, were smothered in the smoke, or buried beneath the ruins. This dreadful conflagration continued nine days; when Nero, finding that his conduct was greatly blamed, and a severe odium cast upon him, determined to lay the whole upon the Christians, at once to excuse himself, and have an opportunity of glutting his sight with new cruelties. This was the occasion of the first persecution; and the barbarities exercised on the Christians were such as even excited the commiseration of the Romans themselves. Nero even refined upon cruelty, and contrived all manner of punishments for the Christians that the most infernal imagination could design. In particular, he had some sewed up in skins of wild beasts, and then worried by dogs until they expired; and others dressed in shirts made stiff with wax, fixed to axletrees, and set on fire in his gardens, in order to illuminate them. This persecution was general throughout the whole Roman Empire; but it rather increased than diminished the spirit of Christian-
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ity. In the course of it, St. Paul and St. Peter were martyred. IX. Peter Among many other saints, the blessed apostle Peter was condemned to death, and crucified, as some do write, at Rome; albeit some others, and not without cause, do doubt thereof. Hegesippus saith that Nero sought matter against Peter to put him to death; which, when the people perceived, they entreated Peter with much ado that he would fly the city. Peter, through their importunity at length persuaded, prepared himself to avoid. But, coming to the gate, he saw the Lord Christ come to meet him, to whom he, worshipping, said, "Lord, whither dost Thou go?" To whom He answered and said, “I am come again to be crucified”. By this, Peter, perceiving his suffering to be understood, returned into the city. Jerome saith that he was crucified, his head being down and his feet upward, himself so requiring, because he was (he said) unworthy to be crucified after the same form and manner as the Lord was. X. Paul Paul, the apostle, who before was called Saul, after his great travail and unspeakable labors in promoting the Gospel of Christ, suffered also in this first persecution under Nero. Abdias, declareth that under his execution Nero sent two of his esquires, Ferega and Parthemius, to bring him word of his death. They, coming to Paul instructing the people, desired him to pray for them, that they might believe; who told them that shortly after they should believe and be baptised at His sepulcher. This done, the soldiers came and led him out of the city to the place of execution, where he, after his prayers made, gave his neck to the sword.
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Waldron seems to believe the incredible illusion that the state was (and is) something different than evidence sustains. Seemingly, he wants to revise history so that it complies with his theory. No doubt, he has commendable intentions in trying to deal with a difficult passage that, at least without careful reflection, seems to indicate a pious and laudable role for the state. However, in spite of his desire to be true to the word of God, he has arrived at a superficial interpretation. Despite immense historical evidence to the contrary, he has accepted a rather naïve understanding of the apostolic doctrine, riddled with discrepancies. Waldron concludes that government has a role to punish horizontal violations of the law of God (i.e., the second table). By so doing, he was led to also conclude that Paul used a unique definition of evil insofar as it pertains public policy. He supports this claim only by asserting that enforcing proper horizontal conduct must be the state’s proactive “job” and the fact that Paul quotes the second table soon afterwards (in Romans 13:9). But should we accept these conjectures, especially in light of massive historical and biblical evidence to the contrary? Also, how would Waldron propose that the civil government enforce the Tenth Commandment to not covet (since Paul includes it in Romans 13:9)? Coveting is an act of the heart that is usually not observable. Would Waldron condone a policy of heart-police to make
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sure that people do not covet? If not, then his argument that civil government is supposed to uphold the second table of the law falls apart. Further, how would civil government practically monitor, try, and convict adulterers and liars, except perhaps for the most crass and blatant offenders? If it did not get most of them would it be failing? Would Waldron advocate a police force to monitor what goes on in bedrooms and in every social situation where a lie or bearing false witness might occur? Or would he simply abridge his theory so that only the bigger offenses would become the object of government policy? Surely, Paul never explicitly says or implies such an abridged understanding of lawlessness. Likewise, there is no obvious or necessary nexus or tie between his discussion in Romans 13:1-7 and his quoting of the second table of the law in Romans 13:9, which seems to be used to support Paul’s new pragmatic theme regarding debt (introduced in Romans 13:8). There are only two consistent ways to understand the definition of evil in Romans 13:3-4. The first way is set forth in chapter four of this book. The second (albeit incorrect) way is to say that Paul is making and idealistic statement about what civil government would be like in a golden age. Waldron’s strained interpretation is lacking. He may not by simple assertion determine that historical governments have actually performed the “job”
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of enforcing the second table of the law. He also gives no paradigm for how he expects nontheocratic states to succeed in this task. He makes no attempt to suggest how government might have (or has) punished casual lying or slander, heart sins like covetousness or hatred, or private adultery, fornication, and homosexuality. Plus, Waldron eschews defining what the penalty for such violations should be. Perhaps the Old Testament penalties should be used? Or should we permit each civil government today a divine prerogative to devise its own penalties for such violations? In trying to justify his intent to maintain the role of the state as God’s minister to punish evil or uphold His law (i.e., public, blatant violations of some abridged version of what God hates), Waldron’s view becomes inconsistent and spurious. Therefore, Reformed Baptists and others who hold a divine right view should reject it in favor of the alternate, consistent view presented in this book. The inane ‘holy grail’ perspective of authority  Sometimes, while listening to views about public policy from modern Christians in the West, one gets the impression that they believe there is an amorphous lump of authority to which Christians owe allegiance. Apparently, the notion—albeit bankrupt—is that bits of this lump are capriciously distributed among men as sorts of holy grails, i.e.,
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invisible but powerful relics that compel Christians to unequivocal obedience. Surely, God permits and sometimes directs authority figures to rise or fall. But the fact that someone garners authority does not mean he has a divine right to it. Christians should usually be respectful (at least superficially) before authority so that the ruler does not become a “terror” to them (Rom. 13:3). Such pragmatic doctrine is what Paul and Peter teach. As Proverbs 20:2 reminds us, “The wrath of a king is like the roaring of a lion; whoever provokes him to anger sins against his own life”. But the Apostles did not teach that all authorities have a divine right to reign over men with any kind of policy they choosesimply because God permitted them to gain power. Similarly, it is nonsense to conceive that parents can delegate their authority (i.e., pass the holy grail) to another person. The responsibility and authority of parents always resides with them, despite the fact that agents are hired to perform certain tasks for them. Children are to obey babysitters and teachers because their parents have told them to do so, not because these agents have some holy grail. Further, a husband cannot delegate his authority and responsibility to provide for his family to someone else or to the civil government. Those who possess authority cannot mystically duplicate it for (or transfer it to) another person. It is Providence that holds all authority, rather than
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human agents who wield it. Surely, that is one of the main lessons in Romans 13:1-2. Similarly, church elders have authority from God (via congregational approbation) to minister the Word of God, shepherd the flock, instruct, reprove, rebuke, and exhort. However, they must be wary of the snare, akin to the Romish notion, of thinking that they possess a holy grail of authority that can be transmitted to others at will.



57 They can easily fall prey to the specious idea that their authority is transferable and thus they have some extraordinary power over men’s lives. Many Reformed churches, especially Reformed Baptist ones, are divided over authority issues. Much of the discussion stems from this root error of holy grail thinking, and it has led to many errant or even spurious conclusions about authority. Waldron’s view of civil government is one such example. Is getting a good government possible? Theonomy is a proactive policy that would seek to coerce individuals to conform (at least superficially) to the Ten Commandments and the civil (or judicial) laws, under penalties akin to those given to Israel in the Old Testament. Plausibly, it could
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be a valid public policy, as it once was for the nation of Israel (cf. Deut. 17:14-20). But it is not clear that the Scriptures indicate that a paradigm like the theocracy will recur until the return of Christ, with the ushering in of the eternal state. Perhaps it is more credible to assert that on occasion (e.g., in antebellum America)—although it is surely not commonplace—it is possible for public policy to be a means of common grace. It may curtail the sinful “deeds” or “works” of men and thus lessen the “stripes” in hell which they are “treasuring up” (Lk. 12:20-21,47-48; Rom. 2:5-9; II Chr. 20:20), and even be a means of spreading the gospel (Mt. 10:18, Lk. 21:12; Acts 26:28, etc.). Or, perhaps government coercion could be a means of temporal (pre-hell) judgment upon sinners to further fill up the “vessels of wrath” with more anguish, misery and grief (Jer. 25:12; cf. Rom. 9:21-22; Ex. 6:13, 7:3; Gen. 19:24; Acts 12:23; Rev. 6:16; Jud. 2:20-23, 3:14; II Sam. 22:48). Nevertheless, as history has born out, any occurrence of good government is the exception rather than the rule. Surely, any common grace or incidental good that might come from the Cromwells and Jeffersons of history are likely to be shortlived and anomalous, if history and the biblical record are reliable predictors.
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5 The Christian’s response to public policy


Summary of insights on Christian duty At this point, five novel premises about civil government have been established. First, all governments are legitimatefrom totalitarianism to anarchy to constitutional regimesin light of Romans 13:1. Hence, Christians should appreciate all forms of government organizations, and weigh the relative merits and drawbacks of each without rejecting one or another out of hand with a knee-jerk reaction (e.g., “Anarchy would be the most dreadful situation”.). Second, Christians should be aware of the various forms of public policy: reactive, inefficient provision of genuine goods and services, and proactive for behavior modification or for redistribution (welfare statism). They should also know how to categorize policies and evaluate whether they are good or bad. In general, only reactive policy
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may be considered good, although policies of inefficient provision are likely to be objects of pragmatic submission. While government systems are typically evil, there have been (and may yet be) rare exceptions where certain ones have actually benefited the church or society. Third, government determines for itself what is “good” and “evil” (rather than complying with or upholding God’s law). This notion has special significance when interpreting Romans 13:1-7 and I Peter 2:13-17. Yet the state is ultimately controlled by God and for His purpose, usually as a judgment against sinners. Until the return of Christ, government remains one of the principal agents of the kingdom of Satan, and it is important in every age for Christians to be aware of its crafty, subtle, and mutable devices. Nationalism and welfare statism are two such devices that should not be condoned by Christians. Fourth, Christian submission to government and much policy is merely pragmatic and superficial, unlike submission to a parent or husband. As was the case for the Christians in Rome, we should especially submit to reactive policies and usually tolerate policies of inefficient government provision. At times, submission to the authorities will require Christians to allow themselves to be annoyed by proactive policiesespecially proactive policies aimed at changing behavior. In order to avoid harassment by government (cf. Pr. 20:2), Christians
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should conduct themselves wisely and show rulers superficial respect to such policies. Rome had no welfare state in apostolic times, and it is inconceivable that Paul and Peter would condone submission to the state by means of voluntary participation in the modern welfare state. Thus, Christians should never participate by either voluntarily paying for or receiving redistributive benefits of the welfare state. All welfare state taxation is theft and its redistribution is racketeering in, or the receiving of, stolen funds. Recipients are guilty of receiving stolen funds and, in many cases, indolence. Those who have true needs would, apart from the welfare state, be obligated to turn to private charity and the church for help. Before the advent of the welfare state, poor people and those with disabilities turned to private charities for help. Now, welfare state institutions have crowded out these organizations. This reality is a disaster. The welfare state is an improper function of government that displaces God, church, and family in their respective proper roles. Hence, Christians should not willingly and willfully request to receive welfare state redistribution, including welfare, food stamps, Social Security benefits, or educational grants. Furthermore, Christians should not work in the welfare state or in any way support it. Fifth, it is not immoral to resist the evil practices of the governmentwhether the insidious evils in
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Rome or those in the modern welfare state. (Although resisting the county recorder, sheriff, or other officials who merely provide services inefficiently would likely pose a moral problem.) Accordingly, some tax protest actions may be legitimate, especially actions against welfare state taxes. But such protesting is not mandatory, since it is not a sin to be stolen from, provided that Christians have been wise stewards of their resources and constantly try to avoid being extorted by the civil government. Thus, while a Christian involuntarily pays some taxes for pragmatic reasons, resisting the state is not always immoral. The pragmatic reason for paying taxes is to not get harassed. There are usually more important things in life than battling with the state. But such a pragmatic posture must indeed simply be a practical means of avoiding difficulty rather than voluntarily support of the welfare state. Furthermore, that fact that it is not normally possible to separate the tax bill into reactive, inefficient provision, proactive, and redistributive policy categories, in order to only pay for some or all reactive policies availableand perhaps some inefficient provision policiesdoes not mandate that one pay for every item in the civil government’s agenda. Let us be careful about judging others on this point. The course of action each believer pursues must be a matter of liberty of conscience, accord-
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ing to each person’s circumstances in life. Two general principles are: (1) that Christians should never voluntarily support proactive policies of behavior modification or redistribution and, (2) that Christians should not inappropriately judge the behavior of their brethren with respect to what may be justifiedincluding attempts at revolution or in principled tax protesting. The Christian’s duty to the welfare state Welfarism has made serious inroads into the Christian mind and it is worth reemphasizing the nature of the problem it poses to Christians and how they should respond to it. There was certainly no welfare state in Rome. Consequently, Paul and Peter did not obligate Christians in Rome to participate in the welfare state, and their teaching does not obligate contemporary Christians to any similar duty. By the same reasoning, it is not inherently wrong or immoral to attempt to avoid or otherwise evade unjust, improper, and extortive welfare state taxes. They are taxes used for wicked causes and Christians have no mandate to participate in such wickedness. But even beyond that, they involve extortion. How can it be sinful to choose not to participate in an evil scheme? How can it be sinful to protect one’s property from the hand of the thief? Should we rebuke those who choose to underreport some-
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thing (or “lie”) on their income tax return, or who choose to not declare some items to the customs agent? If a robber enters our home and commands us at gunpoint to disclose where we have hidden our money, should we lie to him and deceive him so that he cannot take it? If we are willing to lie to the robber, then why not also lie to the government? Both are extorting money from us. In Reformed circles, there has been quite a debate over lying, with champions of the faith like theologians John Murray and Charles Hodge on opposite sides of the issue. It is beyond the scope of this book to delve into this subject. Suffice it to say that many policy issues lead us to ask questions about the legitimacy of lying, primarily when dealing with proactive policy. For instance, after Hitler decreed a proactive policy against Jews, should Christians have lied to his soldiers at their door if in fact they were hiding a Jew (Hodge)? Or should they have said nothing (Murray)— relying on Providence—making the guards suspicious and then risking the lives of the Jews if found. The Apostle Paul says, “love does no harm to a neighbor” (Rom. 13:10). So how may we love our neighbor (the Jew) and not lie? Is it not the worst presumption to put another man’s life in jeopardy (or euphemistically stated as “in the hands of Providence”) by remaining silent or, worse yet, by telling the assailants the truth? Good men will differ on this issue but let us remember two admoni-
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tions from the Apostle Paul. “Who are you to judge another’s servant? To his own master he stands or falls” (Rom. 14:4a) and “Let each be fully convinced in his own mind” (Rom. 14:5b). These questions about lying and deceit are indeed difficult ones. But perhaps more irksome is the inconsistent attitudes that Christians have on such issues. Surely, we must not conclude that God compels His people to participate in welfarism—which is clearly sinful. If a Christian pays taxes for a welfare state policy, he must always do so passively, under protest and under duress. We must not voluntarily participate in something evil like welfarism. Nevertheless, actively resisting every welfare state policy may not be wise. Such active resistance is not a requirement, since it is not a sin to be stolen from (via taxation), so long as a man is trying to be a good steward of his possessions. But if a man believes he has a certain calling to such resistance, acts prudently, and resists in such a way that does not require an inordinate amount of time be taken away from necessary activities, then let no one prohibit him. Moreover, active resistance is difficult since the state has unlimited resources relative to the policy resistor. Those who choose to resist do so at their own peril. In sum, Christians should not pay for or receive welfare state benefits voluntarily, since the welfare state is antithetical to biblical teaching about the






155



responsibilities of church, family, and individuals, as well as its commandments prohibiting theft and extortion Regrettably, while Christians rightly discredit paganism, Caesar worship, infanticide, abortion, confiscation, and homosexuality, they have little trouble participating in anti-biblical and evil welfare state programs such as Social Security, student assistance, public education, and other welfarist programs. At times, too, they are (sadly) infected with nationalism. Perhaps the devil’s use of modern government policy is subtler than in Roman times. But that only makes it more delusive and spiritually detrimental since it is harder for Christians to combat. Insidious problems caused by welfarism All proactive policies, and especially redistributive ones, are insidious both because of their subtleties and their deranging affect on the faithful. Christian attitudes toward giving, charity, working, and stewardship are poisoned by welfarism. One of the saddest testimonies a modern Christian can have at retirement age is to say, “I see the evils of welfarism but now I am compelled to receive a government pension lest I suffer impoverishment. Instead of disciplined saving, I relied on the government’s promises for my retirement during my working years, and now I would have nothing if I did not take a Social Security check”. A similar sad testimony would
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be, “Against my principles, I am forced to accept welfare checks and food stamps now because my husband died prematurely. We were so busy, and we never took the time to buy life and disability insuranceeven though it was offered to us on multiple occasions”. Here then are two common cases where modern Christians receive state welfare benefits, which are made available by extorting funds from working people. These are heartbreaking cases where Christians end up being responsible for harming their neighbors. Again, welfare money is not sitting in some cauldron in Washington, waiting and available for those who are clever enough to get it. Instead, it is wrested from working people, the vast majority of which do not want to pay such a large chunk (e.g., 15%) of their income into the “program”. The amount confiscated is highly correlated, of course, with the number of people who receive these welfare transfers. Applying for “benefits” strikes a direct blow to the taxpaying victims. Welfare transfers are legalized extortion. Consequently, welfarism may become as evil and equally damaging as other grim public policies, being deleterious to righteous living just like Caesar worship, abortion sanctions, money confiscation, and homosexuality aggrandizement are. But how can Christians mend their ways if they haveperhaps out of ignorancethus far dealt inappropriately with the welfare state? What
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is the proper response for a Christian over the age of fifty-five who will find himself “compelled” to live off Social Security benefits (due to a lifetime of ineffective savings)? If he were to retort that he could not save well due to government oppression or economic depression, would that justify him participating in extorting others? In seeking to answer these pertinent (and regrettably common) questions, we would do well to ponder these Scripture passages. •Proverbs 6:30-31: “People do not despise a thief if he steals to satisfy himself when he is starving. Yet when he is found, he must restore sevenfold; he may have to give up all the substance of his house”. •Ephesians 4:28: “Let him who stole steal no longer, but rather let him labor, working with his hands what is good, that he may have something to give him who has need”. •I Timothy 5:3-5,8-9,16: “Honor widows who are really widows. But if any widow has children or grandchildren, let them first learn to show piety at home and to repay their parents; for this is good and acceptable before God. Now she who is really a widow, and left alone, trusts in God and continues in supplications and prayers night and day…But if anyone does not provide for his own, and especially for those of his household, he has denied the faith and is worse than an unbeliever. Do not let a widow under sixty years old be taken into the number, and not unless she has been the wife of one man…If any believing man or woman has widows, let them re-
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lieve them, and do not let the church be burdened, that it may relieve those who are really widows”.  •James 1:27 “Pure and undefiled religion before God and the Father is this: to visit orphans and widows in their trouble, and to keep oneself unspotted from the world”.  •Galatians 6:10 “Therefore, as we have opportunity, let us do good to all, especially to those who are of the household of faith”.



We may glean several principles from these verses. First, people in general (including Christians) are not going to “despise” the person who “steals” from others by taking Social Security or other welfare benefits, when it is clear that their very survival is in question. (Note that using Social Security benefits to make a payment on a pleasure boat, to drive a nicer car, or to eat out more often would not qualify.) Second, there are still consequences from any act of thievery. Those who take welfare state benefits should expect to settle up in some way, even if only by means of something like sorrow for their sin. The bottom line is that extortion should be avoided. Even if it causes them some economic hardship, Christians must cease from legal stealing. Third, instead of taking Social Security or other welfare benefits, Christians should be industrious and hard working. There is no biblical principle that guarantees a person the (positive) right to re-
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tire. If he does not have sufficient savings, then he should continue working until he dies. Moreover, Christians should always be looking for ways to give to those in need out of the abundance of what they can earneven during the so-called retirement years. Fourth, widows are to be important objects of Christian charity. Thus, by implication, there is less “justification” for a widow to take Social Security or other welfare benefits than a couple or a single man. Her believing children or grandchildren are obligated to care for her. Moreover, the church is to provide for the widow when she has no means and no children or grandchildren. Thus, the children and grandchildren, or the church, share in the widow’s sin by permitting her to take Social Security or other welfare benefits. Fifth, Christians have a similar obligation to children, although to a lesser extent, which have no means of their own or who have derelict parentsespecially children who are connected to the community of faith. Indeed, the obligation seems to extend to all believers in the church who are disabled or who cannot find work. The primary obligation would seem to fall upon relatives (especially if they are members of the same church), and then to the local church body itself. While deacons should encourage able recipients of church charity to find jobs, they have no excuse
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for condoning the use of unemployment or welfare benefits to help the needy. Sin has consequences, and some cases in life are bound to be hard on account of sin. One clear example of a hard case is cultural polygamy. The early church confronted it, as do missionaries today. What should we do with a polygamous family that (wholly or in part) converts to Christianity? Surely it would be unjust and even cruel to oblige the man to divorce all but one wife. While it may be sinful for the man to have more than one wife, it would be perhaps more sinful for him to do away with his excess wives. So thus he will live out his life in a tainted and soiled state. (But he may still be saved.) The Apostle Paul deals with the issue by simply prohibiting a polygamist from being an elder or a deacon (I Ti. 3:2,12; Tit. 1:6). Thus, although he is not excluded from salvation by his previous sinful lifestyle, he must be excluded from church leadershipat least while his excess wives remain alive. Likewise, taking this reasoning to its logical conclusion, Christians who choose to receive Social Security or any other kind of welfare benefits (especially if it is a consequence of the prior sin of poor stewardship) should likewise be excluded from holding any church office. This position could be particularly hard for Christians living under communist regimes. They must take great care to only receive state benefits
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that result from their labors (i.e., in either policies of inefficient provision or reactive policies) rather than welfare. Of course, even if pragmatic means must be sought to accommodate the conversion of polygamistsor to maintain church membership in good standing for recipients of welfare state benefitsthere can be no justification for continuing in sin. Many Christians who receive welfare state benefits will find it difficult to stop the bad practice. But doing so will be easier for believers that are determined to be ruled by biblical principles. At least American pastors who are beginning their ministries have some facility in avoiding welfarism. According to United States tax law, they may, and should, “opt out” of participating in the Social Security system.




There is, however, a possible, tenable exception to the general principle noted above. It is based on the fact that Christians are called upon to be wise stewards with what God has entrusted them. Surely, part of stewardship entails avoiding having one’s goods stolen. Thus, one might justify taking a Social Security check if the money is entirely used to pay his current tax bill, or the taxes of his children or grandchildren (since they are charged
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to care for him). In this case, he could plausibly argue that he is being a good steward by minimizing theft (i.e., taxes). Certainly, if one did take this view, he would have to be careful to make sure that current taxes due are actually paid with the money so that the result is truly just a paper shuffle. He could hardly justify saving these (stolen) funds to pay for his expected future losses due to government tax theft. Restitution cannot be justly required until there is actual damage. Moreover, he may not fancy himself with the notion that he would be recuperating money that was extorted from him in the past via taxes. It is not equitable to recoup losses from prior theft by stealing from other victims today. But if the funds are immediately used to pay (or pre-pay) taxes for himself or his children, a justifiable position may be made. Such a case might exist when a retiree pays his children’s taxesin spite of the fact that they are providing his financial support. That support might offset the money received from Social Security. Nonetheless, he who holds this view still might have a moral dilemma, since he is commanded to “not touch what is unclean” (II Cor. 6:17). But that would be a matter for his conscience to determine. In conclusion, it is wrong for a Christian to take Social Security or welfare benefits merely to upgrade his lifestyle. As a general rule, there is no biblical warrant that necessitates obedience to pro-
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active policies or the cultural norms that sustain them. Christians should generally not support or voluntarily participate in the welfare state or any other proactive policies, because to consent to them would be to consent to participate in an evil practice. Further, Christians should certainly not take jobs in welfare state occupations, no matter how lucrative they might be. Doing so merely helps to advance the devil’s kingdom. Inefficient provision is preferable to welfarism Yet policies of inefficient government provision of goods and services are far less insidious. Certainly, such policies are bad since the market would provide goods and services better—and more cheaply. However, these policies are certainly separated from the badness of grim proactive public policies by a degree of magnitude. Accordingly, reactive policies and policies of inefficient provision are especially the realms to which the pragmatic and superficial submission teaching of Paul and Peter applies. It is often impossible to escape the influences of public policy in commerce and defense. After all inefficient government provision does produce genuine goods and services, and the Bible even seems to condone government-run military occupations. In Luke 3:14, John the Baptist does not tell the soldier to change his occupation. “Likewise the soldiers asked him, saying, ‘And what shall we
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do?’ So he said to them, ‘Do not intimidate anyone or accuse falsely, and be content with your wages’.” Therefore, we might conclude that it is likely to be moral for Christians to work in government military occupations and to collect taxes to support them. Maybe it is also allowable to produce genuine goods and services (e.g., as a city mechanic, a county clerk, a postal employee, a road construction worker, a fireman, a lifeguard, or even a university professor). Likewise, it is not necessarily wrong to work in a government-benefited industry. And this principle should be true generally. Otherwise Christians living under communist regimes would have been unable to avoid sinning when working in virtually any occupation. A Christian’s relationship to civil government  Christians may only obey government so long as it does not command them to break God’s law or His principles (Acts 5:29; Lk. 12:4-5). Improper but not anti-scriptural edicts should be obeyed (Rom. 13:5; Tit. 3:1, I Pet. 2:13-17) for the “Lord’s sake”, so long as Christians are always mindful of the subtle entanglement that high places or idolatrous institutions can bring (I Jn. 5:21). Each Christian must be persuaded in his own mind as to when a government action violates God’s Word.
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He must undertake careful examination of the Scriptures and rely on the influence of the Holy Spirit when determining the appropriate action that he ought to take with respect to a public policy (e.g., rescuing the unborn, etc.). Again, other Christians must take care to not be judgmental of the motives or actions of their brethren (Rom. 14:4). Policy to be desired and prayed about Christians must pray that God would grant to them a minimal state that is less antagonistic toward biblical principles and peaceful existence (I Ti. 2:1-2; Dan. 6:28; Jud. 8:28). It would not be wrong for Christians living under more oppressive regimes to pray for marginal improvements too—even anarchy. They may even pray that governmental notions of good and evil become congruent with biblical norms, although they must realize that this has not usually been the determined will of God revealed in history. Further, Christians may pray for and support proper coercive, reactive government actions, viz. actions against domestic or international predators, as well as actions that secure private property and liberty. But they must also pray against and disavow wholly unjust and proactive coercion (I Ki. 10:8-9; II Sam. 23:2-4), especially policies that foster welfarism, statism, and nation-
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alism. As discussed earlier, Christians must not have any voluntary participation in (or support of) proactive policies, including the taxes and administration that support them. No right to make demands or hurl insults Christians have no right under the dominion mandate (Gen. 1:28) to demand that government behave in a biblical manner, if God has not created it so (Pr. 21:1). Indeed, postmillennialism has led to much erroneous thinking and action on the part of Christians. However, individual Christians (not the church as a whole) living under more democratic conditions may support the most righteous laws and leaders, so long as they are wary of the perils wrought by ideological sects (Pr. 24:21-22; Acts 5:37). Christians must also shun hurling nasty personal insults at government officials, considering that they too were once in darkness (Tit. 3:1-3; Col. 4:5-6), although rebuke, scholarly criticism, and derision of evil policies and institutions must never be forsaken (Eph. 5:11; Pr. 26:5; 27:5). Taxes and the Christian The Bible does not give a general policy toward taxes by Paul’s affirmation in Romans 13:6-7, the temple tax matter in Matthew 17:24-27, or the render to Caesar teaching in Matthew 22:15-22, Mark
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12:13-17, and Luke 20:20-26. Like all public policies, each taxing situation must be evaluated on its own merits. The implication of Luke 3:12-13 is that there might be a rightful tax imposed by the government. John the Baptist said, “Then tax collectors also came to be baptized, and said to him, ‘Teacher, what shall we do?’ And he said to them, ‘Collect no more than what is appointed for you.’” Yet we also see that Christ paid the temple tax for pragmatic reasons rather than out of a sense of moral duty. Jesus did not seem worried about completing His tax return carefully and promptly. Matthew 17:24-27 24 When they had come to Capernaum, those who received the temple tax came to Peter and said, “Does your Teacher not pay the temple tax?” 25 He said, “Yes”. And when he had come into the house, Jesus anticipated him, saying, “What do you think, Simon? From whom do the kings of the earth take customs or taxes, from their sons or from strangers?” 26 Peter said to Him, “From strangers”. Jesus said to him, “Then the sons are free. 27 Nevertheless, lest we offend them, go to the sea, cast in a hook, and take the fish that comes up first. And when you have opened its mouth, you will find a piece of money; take that and give it to them for Me and you”.  Note that Jesus does not say that the ecclesiastical, quasi-civil tax should be paid lest God be offended. They paid it in order to avoid offending men. Jesus was not afraid to offend men when it
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served His purposes. But at this point in time they were on another mission besides confronting the civil government. We also note from the passage that Jesus did not think that paying this kind of tax was wrong, but that fact does not mean by extension that He thereby endorsed paying any kind of tax. He might have reacted differently if a welfare state tax were in view. We cannot say with any certainty. Instead of making a general discussion about Christians and taxes, He took the opportunity (precipitated by Peter’s assurance of paying the tax) to instruct Peter about tribute and the believer’s individual liberty.  The “Render therefore to Caesar” passages The “render therefore to Caesar” passages (Mt. 22:15- 22, Mk. 12:13-17, and Lk. 20:20-26) do not provide a general doctrine of public finance or compliance with tax policy. Instead, they focus on whether it is permissible for believers to live under ungodly authority (i.e., submission via paying tribute, a special tax collected from conquered “foreigners” rather than “sons”, Mt. 17:25). It is not a linchpin decree directing that all taxes in general must be paid unquestioningly or that revolt or tax protest (e.g., the Boston Tea Party, cf. Luke 23:2) should not be associated with Christianity. The passages are so often cited by Evangelicals with regard to tax policy that it is worthwhile citing them below and doing some further exegesis.
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Matthew 22:15-22 15 Then the Pharisees went and plotted how they might entangle Him in His talk. 16 And they sent to Him their disciples with the Herodians, saying, “Teacher, we know that You are true, and teach the way of God in truth; nor do You care about anyone, for You do not regard the person of men. 17 Tell us, therefore, what do You think? Is it lawful to pay taxes to Caesar, or not?” 18 But Jesus perceived their wickedness, and said, “Why do you test Me, you hypocrites? 19 Show Me the tax money”. So they brought Him a denarius. 20 And He said to them, “Whose image and inscription is this?” 21 They said to Him, “Caesar’s”. And He said to them, “Render therefore to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s”. 22 When they had heard these words, they marveled, and left Him and went their way. Mark 12:13-17 13 Then they sent to Him some of the Pharisees and the Herodians, to catch Him in His words. 14 When they had come, they said to Him, “Teacher, we know that You are true, and care about no one; for You do not regard the person of men, but teach the way of God in truth. Is it lawful to pay taxes to Caesar, or not? 15 Shall we pay, or shall we not pay?” But He, knowing their hypocrisy, said to them, “Why do you test Me? Bring Me a denarius that I may see it”. 16 So they brought it. And He said to them, “Whose image and inscription is this?” They said to Him, “Caesar’s”. 17 And Jesus answered and said to them, “Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s”. And they marveled at Him. 
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Luke 20:20-26 20 So they watched Him, and sent spies who pretended to be righteous, that they might seize on His words, in order to deliver Him to the power and the authority of the governor. 21 Then they asked Him, saying, “Teacher, we know that You say and teach rightly, and You do not show personal favoritism, but teach the way of God in truth: 22 Is it lawful for us to pay taxes to Caesar or not?” 23 But He perceived their craftiness, and said to them, “Why do you test Me? 24 Show Me a denarius. Whose image and inscription does it have?” They answered and said, “Caesar’s”. 25 And He said to them, “Render therefore to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s”. 26 But they could not catch Him in His words in the presence of the people. And they marveled at His answer and kept silent. The word “spies” (v. 20) in Luke’s account is telling. In their plot to trap Jesus in His words and thus destroy Him, the Jews had evidently arranged a formidable catch-22. The idea was to bring the ideology and wrath of two powerful but opposing factions within the Jewish community to bear upon Christ. One side would pose the question “should we pay taxes to Caesar” and both would publicly hear His answer. One group, known as the Herodians, was composed of nominally religious Jews who held their allegiance to Rome in high regard. They were, effectively, Romans first and Jews secondthe great nationalists of the day. The other group, the Phari-
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sees, was composed of just the opposite sort of persons. They were zealous for the nation of Israel but not for Rome. They were orthodox Jews who superficially held their orthodoxy in high regard. They would never voluntarily—out of principle and conviction—come under submission to pagan Rome. The true motive of both groups was feigned with the final objective being to have Jesus executed by the civil government. Their question was well thought out and, they thought, could not be answered by Jesus without perjuring Himself. On the one hand, if he said “no” publicly, the Herodians would accuse him of sedition and treason, thus enabling them to bring up charges against Him before the civil authorities. On the other hand, if he said “yes” publicly, the orthodox Pharisees would have reason to bring charges against Him in their own powerful judicial system. (That same system would eventually arraign Jesus, with Judas Iscariot bringing the chief testimony against Him.) They could argue that Jesus was voluntarily submitting to Rome when His true allegiance should be to God alone (Ex. 20:3). As a covenant breaker He would be worthy of death under the Law of Moses (Ex. 22:20; Deut. 13:1-10; 18:20). Surely, the Herodians and Pharisees were disingenuous. They were hardly interested in obtaining Jesus’ opinion on taxation policy, and Jesus was hardly interested in giving it to them. They only
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used the tribute money as the focal point because it allowed them to delve into what they were really after. They wanted to put Jesus into a position that He could not get out of, but to do so by means of a policy issue that would carry severe consequences for Him. If they would have merely asked Him His views on the resurrection, they would not have obtained anything useful in making a charge against Himat least not one that would be punishable by death. They needed a policy that would interest both the zealots of Israel and the Jewish statists at the same time. They found it in the issue of tribute. Notice that it was not about taxes in general but rather about one special tax: the tribute money. Paying tribute brought up more than just stewardship and extortion issues. It raised a question about one’s allegiance to God. Jesus, of course, knew about their wicked plot. And He gave them the perfect answer in order to confound their ploy. The Herodians and the Pharisees went away flabbergasted and Jesus continued His ministry until the appointed time. As a result, Jesus neither gave us a full doctrine about taxation policy in general, nor did He intend to. On the contrary, Jesus tells us that we may live under the authority of a pagan regime and still be right with God. The second commandment is not violated if we have an earthly allegiance to an ungodly ruler, nor is it compromised if tax (tribute) money is paid to him. That was His point. The Pharisees incor-






173



rectly viewed their subordination to Rome as ungodly. Jesus dispelled that idea. Therefore, Christians err if they use these passages to draw general a doctrine about paying all taxes. Discussion about the tribute money A brief abstraction about tribute should be useful at this point. A theologian or policy pundit might argue that tribute (i.e., the kind of tax considered in the “render therefore to Caesar” passage) is the worst conceivable tax, because it involves both extortion and submission to an unrighteous regime. If so, it would follow that any tax levied on men by government could be no worse than tribute. Thus, although taxation may not be the main view of Christ here, His obvious implication is that the tribute can indeed be rendered unto Caesar without sinning and, consequently, so can all other taxes in all other societies for whatever purpose. It might be further argued from this premise that Christians do not need to distinguish between the kinds of taxes they pay (classifying some as rightful and others as illicit). If Jesus paid tribute, following the logic, then the duty of Christians is simply to render what tax is demanded of them with impeccable honesty. However, this argument is as spurious as the demand that Christians (when confronted by authority) ought to render Jews they are hiding to the Nazis, or that they ought to render to the burglar
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all that he desires. A government must be in its proper reactive role (as opposed to improperly usurping the roles of other biblical institutions like the church or the family via proactive policy) in order for its taxes to be just. Determining what taxes are just and must be paid Granted, when a government is raised up as a judgment against sin, it may impose confiscatory taxation against all people, including Christians, for disdainful social engineering programs. In such instances, Christians may choose to pay the tax as a matter of procedural or pragmatic prudence but not as a matter of Christian duty, and certainly not voluntarily. Thus, the issue is not one of the severity of the tax but of the propriety of the tax. Furthermore, Caesar does not rightfully own people, property or money; God does (Ps. 24:1; 50:10; Eze. 18:4; Hag. 2:8; Rom. 14:8). So too the government does not have a final claim to all wealth in its realm by either decree or legislation. Positively, a rightful tax can only be one that supports a rightful function of government. The government cannot unilaterally, arbitrarily and capriciously determine what is its “due” (Rom. 13:7) or if a tax is truly just. Similarly, if the government uses its guillotine to execute a murderer, it is just; but if the same guillotine is used to execute a man for gospel preach-
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ing, the government is committing murder. So it is with taxation. The government may rightfully collect what it genuinely needs for its proper reactive policies, and perhaps for policies of inefficient provision. Other taxation must be accomplished by extortion. Finally, even if government is doing “good” things with some tax money (i.e., reactive public policy)even as much as 20% of the timeit does not follow that all taxing activity is purified. Tax monies for evil purposes are not laundered by adding some legitimate taxes to the mix. Further, the fact that no taxpayer can designate how he wants his tax dollars to be spent does not somehow obligate him to pay for 100% of the policy programs just so he is sure to pay for the good ones. The Salvation Army might agree to pick up a load of household goods, knowing that it will have to discard many of the items. They hope to get the good stuff. But the taxpayer is in no position to pay for the whole load of policies and then discard the bad stuff. He cannot pay his tax bill, fund only the good policies and discard the remaining 80% that are devoted to promoting evil and building the kingdom of Satan. Conformably, the fact that governments combine or otherwise aggregate taxes for reactive functions with taxes for other policies does not necessitate that Christians pay for proactive policies. In other
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words, just because it is impossible to make a distinction as to where tax money goes (i.e., to choose to pay only for reactive functions) does not mean that Christians must pay for proactive policy. Indeed, it may as well be just to pay taxes for none of the policies when faced with such a mixture. Would Paul mandate support of the welfare state? Paul tells us to pay taxes for pragmatic purposes. But it is doubtful that he would have so directed if the tax collections in Rome for reactive policy were small bits mingled with large provisions for proactive policy taxes. That fact does not change the general principle laid down by Paul. It merely indicates that the Bible must be reapplied in order to take into account the prevalent sins and issues of each age. While it still may be wise and pragmatic to pay welfare state taxes, the moral implications are vastly different than the taxes envisioned by Paul. Our interpretation must be dynamic in the sense that room must be left for social change. Any argument that Christians are forced to pay for proactive policy taxes since they are required to pay the reactive policy taxes that are intertwined with them is errant and specious. In such cases, personal wisdom and conscience must direct the proper course of action, and may God be pleased to grant Christians the wisdom they need (Jas. 1:5- 6). Christians should strive to pay only appropri-
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ate taxes, i.e., for reactive functions, but doing so is certainly far from easy. Emigration by Christians There may be times when it is fitting for Christians to emigrate. Thus, they may provide a boon for their lives while they “occupy” their world (Lk. 19:13 KJV), as they see fit (cf. Rom. 14:4); or may “free” themselves from servile conditions (I Cor. 7:20-24) imposed by government, viz. the welfare state, totalitarianism, or communism. Despite cultural and political myths to the contrary, the welfare state in America (and other Western nations) today has transformed strict constitutionalism into social democracy. If this leftist trend continues, these nations will become less conducive to Christian practice and thus many Christians may opt for emigration to freer societies. On several occasions, the Scriptures condone fleeing from persecution (Mt. 10:23; 24:16). Political boundaries are arbitrary. They are often determined as a result of wars or proactive public policy. Yet, God’s people are “out of every tribe and tongue and people and nation” (Rev. 5:9b) and His electing grace is not subject to the whims of public policy or altered by the snare of nationalism. A Christian may still be righteous and move to another nation than the one he was born in.
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Ultimately, a Christian’s only citizenship must be in the kingdom of God. Thus, emigration for any good reason is acceptable, even for reasons such as wanting to improve economic circumstances. The fact that a prospective country’s proactive policy makes immigration illegal may complicate a situation but does not make emigration to that country immoral. The only reason immigration laws may be despised by Christians is on account of the welfare state, by which immigrants are able to secure redistributive policy subsidies at the expense of the present citizens. But this is not a problem with immigration per se but a problem with the welfare state. For many Christians, fleeing from economic or political oppression are important considerations. Certainly, devotion to emigration should not replace evangelism, which is of paramount importance, but such concerns may remain a fitting use of a Christian’s time and energy. Christian allegiance and tribulation  Christians must stand their ground against all proactive policy, including policies prohibiting spanking, immigration,



59 homeschooling, and so forth, as well as affirm just protests against evil taxation
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and regulation. It matters little what the state may threaten to do to believers when they stand for what is right, since they should “rather fear Him who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell” (Mt. 10:28). It is not the business of Christians to harm their brethren or most other people. As Paul says, “let us do good to all, especially to those who are of the household of faith” (Gal. 6:10). Christians have no right to harm their neighbors, especially not for the sake of some indoctrinated or concocted allegiance to a local or national government that presides over their land. If the early church wanted to minimize getting in trouble from the state, they could have done so by abandoning preaching and the sacraments, since there were often proactive prohibitions against them. But they did not. They kept the state at arm’s length at best. Moreover, any speculation that Peter, John, Paul, and the other believers corroborated with the government that assailed them, by turning over believers and other people for infractions of proactive policies that might have existed, is surely ludicrous. Instead, the early church chose to not comply with the civil government. Modern Christians should also choose to keep God’s commands—in spite of the fact that doing “bad” things like harboring some “illegal” immigrants or political “radicals” in the congregation might cause adversity for the rest of the church. Oftentimes, if Christians strive to live humble,
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quiet, and peaceable lives, their personal and collective (i.e., church) deviations from public policy strictures may well go unnoticed by the civil government. In addition, Christians must be careful to not become overly compliant with public policy edicts in general. A church at peace with its culture, because it complies unquestioningly with all policy, must be a suspect church. Jesus said, “in the world you will have tribulation” (Jn. 16:34b) and Paul said, “all who desire to live godly in Christ Jesus will suffer persecution” (II Ti. 3:12). General compliance with public policy may bring security and temporal peace, but it may also bring spiritual tragedy along with it. Policy evaluation and the Christian A Christian may determine some aspect of government to be repugnant to the purposes of God and therefore voideven if others disagree with him. The policy determinations and judgments made by a Christian are matters of individual liberty of conscience. Apart from the pragmatic doctrine of the Apostles, there is no absolute standard set forth for the proper way to react to adverse proactive policies in all cultural or political situations. Although individuals may persuade others to act as they do, there is no universal proscription for
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group (church) action against a particular policy given in the Bible. John Calvin circumspectly notes that there is a difference between the decree of God in an ultimate sense and in a proximate sense. That is, while it is true that God ordains everything that comes to pass, the practices and institutions of government may be scrutinized by the word of God.



60 And so each Christian is left with the responsibility of evaluating public policies for himself according to the biblical record. An aside regarding professional work in public policy is apropos at this juncture. Considering the benefits that may accrue to the church especially, there is nothing sinister or insidious about Christians wanting to earn their livings as professional policy pundits or scholars when such opportunities exist (cf. Phil. 2:15)—provided that they do it outside of proactive bureaucracy. As economist Walter Williams reputedly remarked once, the best government job he ever had was one in which he received no salary. Consequently, he continued, he “did not have to receive stolen funds”. In professions that deal with public policy, Christians serve in an informational and instructional capacity
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that provides a wide array of benefits to the church. But they should embark on this profession without taking a tax-funded salary. Evaluating policy is not easy and at times Christians may make mistaken judgments. These errors can be costly to them, but the benefits of a clear conscience or integrity from obeying God rather than men are both real and lasting. Congruently, Christians have no biblical obligation to “turn in” brethren to government who conscientiously violate an edict. On the contrary, such judgmental behavior is wicked, as it is unloving and harmful to their neighbors. Revolution and the Christian When is it fitting for Christians to take part in revolutions against their government? There are a wide variety of answers depending on one’s basic view of government. Thomas Jefferson’s personal motto was “Resistance to tyrants is obedience to God”. Jefferson was not likely to have been a true Christian, but many of his views may still be congruent with Christian principles. Theonomists might say that any revolution that overthrows an ungodly state and has the promise of advancing toward a theocracy is good. Absolute anarchists would justify revolution at any time. Those inclined to the divine right of kings would tend to shun any revolutioneven the War
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for American Independence and the War Between the States. But should Christians slight the philosophy of the American Founders? Consider a few of the Founder’s comments.



•Thomas Jefferson: “I hold it, that a little rebellion, now and then, is a good thing, and as necessary in the political world as storms in the physical”.




of resistance to government is so valuable on certain occasions that I wish it to be always kept alive. It will often be exercised when wrong, but better so than to not be exercised at all”.




without such a rebellion [as the Shay Rebellion]…The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time to time, with the blood of patriots and tyrants. It is their natural manure… God forbid that we should ever be 20 years without such a rebellion.




be purchased at the price of chains and slavery? Forbid it, Almighty God! I know not what course others may take; but as for me, give me liberty or give me death!”




•George Mason: “Government is, or ought to be, instituted for the common benefit, (protection) and security
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of the people, nation or community; …and that whenever any government shall be found inadequate or contrary to these purposes, a majority of the community hath an indubitable, unalienable, indefeasible right, to reform, alter, or abolish it, in such manner as shall be judged most conducive to the public weal”.




What should Christians think about these comments? The answer depends upon the paradigm of civil government that one has adopted. If civil government is part of Satan’s kingdom, and God permits its overthrow, then Christians may e satisfied that revolution may be permissible. In that case, the comments of the Founders have an agreeable tone. Surely, any view of revolution should be consistent and founded on non-arbitrary premises. If we accept the opinions the American Founders, then a somewhat objective line should be drawn that indicates what the civil government must not do lest it endanger its existence. That line is crossed when its public policies become overtly and pervasively proactive. Yet, even if revolution is permissible, it may not be wise. As a general prescription, at any time a government regularly does more than reactive policy, there is justification for revolution. And, yes, modern governments have already crossed the line because of their proliferation of proactive policy.
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It is not clear that the existence of policies of inefficient government provision alone is sufficient cause for revolution, especially in light of Paul and Peter’s pragmatic teaching about submission to the state. But even if some justification for revolution over these policies may be found, care must be taken to utilize wisdom in the process. What is clearer from the biblical evidence is that proactive policy, especially redistributive policy and extreme proactive policies of genocide and confiscation, are contrary to the word of God and justify revolution. Further, the existence of any chaos-sponsoring regime that assails negative rights would justify revolution. But great care must be taken, especially in the alliances one must make to accomplish such a feat; one must carefully “consider whether he is able” to achieve a successful outcome (Lk. 14:31) and whether such activity is a prudent use of time and resources. It is not clear, for example, that the South exercised proper prudence in the manner in which it decided to challenge the North during America’s War Between the States. The South had relatively fewer resources and virtually no naval capabilities. They had better generals, and perhaps better soldiers, but they lacked what was needed to win the war. 
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A special note for Christians in America America holds a special place in the history of governments, and American Christians have an unusual responsibility as citizens. American civil government was unique in its inception. The ultimate earthly loyalty of American Christians is supposed to be to the Constitution, (which is theoretically the government) rather than to civil servants like the President. Thus, American Christians who believe that the civil government is operating in violation of the Constitution might justifiably “honor” the Constitution as their surrogate “king” (I Pet. 2:17) over against the civil servants that supposedly support and administer it. However, such action may be justifiable only until such time that the Constitution is formally repudiated. Of course, the prudence of any action taken on account of such rationale must be weighed carefully. As Jesus reminds us in Luke 14:31, “Or what king, going to make war against another king, does not sit down first and consider whether he is able with ten thousand to meet him who comes against him with twenty thousand?” Miscalculation in one’s revolting will lead to personal disaster, just as it did for the South in the 1860s. Even “successful” and well thought through revolutions are lethal for the instigators at times. One only need consider the terrible blight that befell most of
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the signers of the American Declaration of Independence to see that somber reality. Responsibility of pastors Given the principles outlined in this chapter, a few words to the church leadership is in order. Pastors must not condone government theft or encourage their members to participate in nefarious welfare state programs. They should expose ill-conceived government placebos and facades that lead men astray (spiritually or temporally), rather than encourage Christians to participate in them with various equivocations and euphemisms. The same exhortation applies to any proactive policy. Christians must never trust in the state, nor fear it, more than God (Mt. 10:28). Conversely, they should hate and expose all the evil deeds of men, not sharing “in other people’s sins” (I Ti. 5:22). Pastors ought to encourage Christians to be slaves of God but not slaves of men. They should, perhaps, encourage Christians to only support a proper (limited) government. Yet beyond this limited scope of rightful government power, they ought to encourage men to desire to fear God only and to look to Him to be their only Protector and Provider (not forsaking the practice of diligence, wisdom, and understanding, and certain institutions of God such as the church and the family).
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In the following chapter, an analysis of the American public school is provided. This institution that is one of the pernicious proactive public policies ever devised—a notion that is supported by both the Biblical principles and theoretical tools presented in earlier chapters. As with all proactive policies, Christian involvement in any social engineering agenda must be involuntary. The public school is no exception, and pastors should be at the forefront of excoriating it.
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6 Policy analysis: the Christian and the American public school






Purpose and scope of discussion  It may be a worthwhile endeavor to temporarily separate the individuals who work for or use the public (government) school from its character as an institution. In so doing, one may facilitate some useful biblical scrutiny of the public school without concern for possible injury to any person. Accordingly, this chapter analyzes the American public school as a proactive policyand in some respects as a welfare state institution. However, the analysis presented here is intended to be, more or less, applicable to public primary and secondary education worldwide. It would be quite difficult, perhaps impossible, for a student to attend public primary and secondary schools in the United States and still emerge unscathed by the radical agendas rooted in them. If we are to accept the criticism of a host of conser-
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vative and classically liberal scholarship, from William Bennett to George Roche to Thomas Sowell, we must conclude that the public school has at once been both the greatest, most pernicious threat to liberty and American Christianity. It has also been a despicable tool of oppression, immorality, failed education, and the negation of private property rights (not only because of what is taught, but because of the confiscatory property taxes and threats of foreclosure required to support the policy).




The institution is perpetuated by proactive policy based on positive rights ideology. Children are compelled to attend and learn what the state has prescribed (the behavior changing policy aspect), and taxpayers must pay for them to be there and even provide the children meals in some cases (the redistributive policy aspect). Moreover, a huge bureaucracy of teachers has devolved from the policy. The National Educational Association ostensibly represents these teachers, which is perhaps the largest single rent seeking and lobbying organization in the world. Note that the institution of public colleges and universities is not in view in this chapter. Those institutions are not as insidious because they merely represent policies of inefficient provision.
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They have a different purpose than primary and secondary schools. Although molested by many similar defects, they remain voluntary research institutions. There is no compulsory attendance, and often no property taxes required to support them. Their curriculums also contain no overt national goal for propagating politically correct and multicultural ideasalthough these themes may surely be found in themand it is possible to avoid courses that are stricken with such ideology. Indeed, an adult college student may choose from among various electives and majors (i.e., nursing, education, economics, pre-med, accounting, engineering, etc.) to comprise his education. Consequently, it is possible for him to avoid most offensive courses. Even if he did encounter some disagreeable subject, he would hopefully have a firm enough grounding in his own principles (being an adult) to counter the barrage of intellectual or social malevolence hurled at him there. Furthermore, at the college level, it is sometimes desirable to take courses from people with different views in order to establish stronger personal convictions and competency in refuting them by biblical axioms. Consequently, public higher education is categorically different than public primary and secondary education. As a (less malignant) policy of inefficient provision principally, it is excluded from examination here. 
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The founding of the government school No human being has an inherent or unalienable positive right to be educated. Beyond the responsibility of parents and ecclesiastical teachers, the Scriptures make no provision for educating children. The Bible does assert man’s right to life (Gen. 9:6, etc.) but it does not assert that people have a right to be educated. Yet it is popular in contemporary society to talk as if people do have such a positive right, coupled with the assignment of a financial and moral obligation to others to provide it. Such sentiment seems to stem from subtle Marxian reasoning. Furthermore, the proactive policy is designed to counteract the erroneous thought that a person does not need a formal education. Therefore, the state is given a role in coercing people to be educated, lest they be impeded by opiates of superstition, ignorance, or lack of financial resources. Obviously, American political regimes benefit by ensuring that its citizenry are at least somewhat indoctrinated with (1) propaganda on Americanism, (2) notions of social dependency and conduct, and (3) nationalism or even statism (what some might call American civil religion). And all the better if the citizenry can learn some basic skills too (i.e., reading, writing, and arithmetic) in order to minimize the negative externalities they might impose on other members of society.
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According to Robert L. Dabney, a Reformed Presbyterian pastor and writer in nineteenth century Virginia,



67 the purpose of the public school was oppressive from its inception. It was an institution cloaked with a pseudo-righteous mission and purpose. Protestants, in some areas at least, sought mandatory public education in order to indoctrinate the papist minority. The Roman Catholics responded by forming a network of parochial schools.



68 In a “prophetic” manner, Dabney recognized over a century ago the philosophical shallowness of a system of education devoid of biblical religion. Dabney keenly points out that public education must of necessity be anti- Christian education, considering the impact of pluralism, forced objectivity, and relativism. Education may not be divorced from principle and virtue without ending up as the appalling debacle that public education has become today. In some sense, the founding of the government school was similar to Prohibition. Its promoters sought to proactively coerce others into outward conformity with what they thought was best for them. But the resulting condition was worse than the initial problem. Today, conservative scholars describe the public school as a regime controlled
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by hoards of bureaucrats, social Leftists, and utopian ideologues. Furthermore, the same coercive foundation laid in Dabney’s day remains today, but with more sweeping and pernicious consequences as society becomes more secularized. Today’s government school, like all collectivist efforts, offers a high cost, low-quality product. According to mid-1990s research in Cascade News,




public education in Oregon, for example, cost nearly $6,500 annually per student, versus about $1,500 annually per student for private education. Yet private schools typically produce a superior product (i.e., better educated students) than their collectivist institutional counterparts.



70 If one also takes into consideration the relative costs in Oregon for home-schooling (perhaps $200 annually per student typically, plus the time of the parents), coupled with the manifest enhancement of student achievement, the overall contrast showing the costly ineffectiveness and inefficiency becomes well-nigh nauseating. (Note that both urban government schools and rural ones are similarly afflicted by inefficiency and underachievement.) Some readers will be aware of the fact that public education is the tenth tenet of the 1848 Communist Manifesto of Karl Marx and Frederick Engels. It simply demands, “Free education for all
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children in public schools”. But what may be surprising is that socialism (or “market socialism”) is still popular in the academy today. Perhaps that fact partly explains why intellectuals are willing to overlook the high costs and poor results of public education. They have a “higher” ideological view of it in the progress of secular society. They have what Thomas Sowell calls “the vision of the anointed”.



71 Many ideologues realize the paramount importance of employing new ideas—and their gradual encroachment into social trends—to be successful in transforming society into conformity with their ideology. In a cartoon in The Conservative Chronicle,




Gorrell once pointed out that the “three-Rs” of modern public education are “radicalism, relativism, and reverse discrimination”. Times have changed, and the old three-Rs: reading, writing and arithmetic, have taken a back seat to these more important or urgent agendas. If Gorell’s satire is close to reality, and concurring criticisms by contemporary conservative and libertarian writers about public education are correct, then it should come as no surprise that the empirical results of government education are as appalling as they are.
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Note that many students, especially in inner-city public schools, graduate from high school without being able to functionally read and write. Programs like “outcome-based education” have the ostensive purpose of improving the quality of education. However, many parents and scholars believe that such programs are actually spawned to strengthen the control that institutional demagogues have over public school children. Is education quality really improving? Some schools have even stopped giving grades of F (failing), making education more feasible for the so-called culturally disadvantaged. There have been so many other criticisms




eled at government schools because of their poor
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educational results, and cognizance of this ineffectiveness is so widespread, that it is not necessary to repeat them here. However, Christians must momentarily distance themselves from these empirical problems, in order to consider the nature of the policy and institution of public education itself. Looking beyond anecdotes, Christians need to decide whether the institution of public education is good or bad from biblical axioms and the public policy toolkit presented in chapter one. Phyllis Schlafley points out that, “...the farreaching goal of the public school system [is] to bring under its jurisdiction all children beginning at birth..”.



74 Accordingly, Christians need to scrutinize the appropriateness of this goal. If she is
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right, then the policy may be more insidious than most other proactive policies. Biblical principles of education Theologians have done considerable and comprehensive work in developing the Biblical principles for the education of children. For the purpose of this book, a cursory overview of some of the more salient features of this literature will be sufficient. There is clearly a role assigned to parents by the Scriptures to educate their children (Deut. 6:2, Pr. 1:8, Eccl. 12:12-14, Tit. 2:3-5, etc.). The church is assigned the role of theological and ethical instruction of children (Mt. 28:19-20, I Ti. 5:20, II Ti. 4:2, Tit. 2:6-10, etc.). But God has not ordained civil government to provide education. Does God appreciate the civil government trying to usurp His purpose, or the functions of the church and family? Consider, for example, Israel’s hardship because they sinfully preferred a human king over God (I Sam. 8:8-20) and Herod’s grisly death on account of his vain glorying, and his notoriously pompous improvidence (Acts 12:20-24). Usurping the glory of God is a perilous thing. Likewise, supplanting the institutions of God’s choosing is precarious. Evil is anything contrary to God, who is good in His essence. But what is an evil institution, viz. an
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institution contrary to God? An institution is simply an organization for the promotion of a particular object comprised of a collection of persons with similar purposes. Of course, it is likely that an institution will carry the character of the individuals that formed it and sustain it. As perhaps a general “litmus test”, Jesus says of individuals, which comprise institutions, “You will know them by their fruits” (Mt. 7:16a). Correspondingly, in discerning whether an institution is inherently evil or good, it is useful to answer two sets of questions. 1. Is the institution transformable (redeemable) for God’s Kingdom per the cultural or dominion mandate (Gen. 1:28)? That is, is there a place for such an institution in God’s world along with His other institutions? 2. In spite of any ancillary well-meaning components, is the main impetus for the institution’s existence bad? Is it a result of proactive policy? A bad tree brings forth only bad fruit, and is thus destined to be cut down and burned (Mt. 7:17- 19; Lk. 6:43-45). Proactive public policy is bad seed. Did its founders intend to supplant the roles of the family, the church, or God himself? Moreover, even if the original founding is shown to be neutral or benign, did other men come along later to make the mission of the institution






200



evil (e.g., to use it for purposes of oppression, extortion, immorality, or tyranny)?  An evil or nefarious institution is one for which the answer to the first question is “no” and the answer to the second question is “yes”. Another related, but not necessarily conclusive question is:  3. Do many people make an idol of this institution? That is, do people honor (or fear) it more than God, and do they trust in it more than God? If the answer to this question is “yes”, the institution is at least a potential problem. (Of course, just because one person makes an idol of something does not necessarily make it evil in general.) There is substantial reason to believe that government school egregiously conforms to the definition of an evil institution, judging from these three criteria (i.e., #1: no, #2: yes, #3: yes). Today’s public school clearly exists for the purpose of social engineering. Its godless philosophy has led it to condone sexual promiscuity, biological macroevolution (Darwinism), and other evils. Good alternatives to public schooling already exist—including homeschooling and private schools. Research indicates that these alternative institutions provide students with a much higher quality education with far fewer deleterious aspects than the public school supplies.
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In some esoteric discussion, public education is seen as a savior of society (akin to Marxist claptrap). Moreover, it has successfully achieved social apotheosis with the masses. That is, the public school has been elevated to a socially divine status. Indeed, for many people the government school has become an idol; the pinnacle of objectivity and virtue, and one of the brightest hopes for mankind. However, this notion must certainly be rejected by Christians, which see the only hope for man in Jesus Christ and God-ordained institutions. Moreover, the government school is not redeemable under the cultural mandate since God has assigned a monopoly role to parents to educating their children, notwithstanding any theological and ethical instruction disseminated via the church. And parents may not abrogate this responsibility to government any more than they could call upon the government of Babel to erect an escalator to heaven for them. The government school is a bad tree that abundantly and unabashedly brings forth bad fruit. Consequently, it is an institution destined for the lake of fire with the rest of spiritual Babylon (cf. Rev. 18). Its institutional progenitors plainly intend to supplant the roles of the family, the church, and God himself (in spite of any subterfuge to the contrary). The public school is a proactive policy aimed at both changing people’s behavior and redistribution. Its mission is ordained for purposes
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of sustaining the kingdom of Satan. (Let the reader notice, however, that these criticisms are aimed at the savant leadership and not all local employees generally.) Moreover, Christians must not recoil before claims that the government school does some good things. Some might object, “Many kids do learn reading, writing, and arithmetic there”. Indeed, but Satan is a master of synthesis. Ever since the Garden of Eden, he has been mixing some truth with every lie. Certainly Satan finds it useful that some of his progeny learn reading, writing, and arithmetic along with the standard course of statism, mistrust, disobedience, immorality, relativism, condom use, degradation of language and dress, drug abuse, crime, and oppression, plus popular social malarkey like “multiculturalism”, and drivel about being “politically correct”. Furthermore, government school policy, like all satanic ventures, is accomplished through tyranny. In effect, the state says, “We own your lands and houses. You must pay for the operation of our schools or we will relinquish your right of possession”. This proactive policy represents redistribution at its worst. In the final analysis, the government school is an inherently evil institution that was spawned and is supported by proactive policies. Thus, Christians should shun it. It is not any more transformable or
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redeemable for God’s kingdom than food stamps and educational grants. Analogies from other evil institutions In Old Testament Israel, people grew so accustomed to the high places (cf. II Ki. 14:4, etc.) that talk of cutting them down became onerous. “Why bother cutting them down?” One can almost hear them say, “These high places have been standing for so long and are no bother to anyone. So what if a few use them for worship; why take up precious time to demolish them? After all, our lives are relatively unaffected by them”. So it is with the public school. People are so used to this “nice” institution that for someone to think of it as plainly evil is absurd. Perhaps such a suggestion would be deemed insensitive or even radical. Moreover, it is repugnant to some people to speak of institutions in inflammatory terms such as evil or nefarious. They might consider using such words as belligerent or rude, not to mention obnoxious. Nonetheless, the incessant craving to be nice has time and again meant the decline of standards in the church. Pastors fear that such frank speech might offend members of their congregations (cf. II Ti. 4:3-4) and the whole body suffers on account of it.
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In some places it is even fashionable for a pastor to have his wife employed by a public school (since her work schedule fits nicely with her children’s school schedule). After all, the family needs the income supplement. But it is time for Christians to cast off such frivolous allurements (Pr. 27:5-6) and recognize that the institution of the public school is plainly nefarious. The Scriptures teach that “a little leaven leavens the whole lump” (I Cor 5:6; Gal. 5:9). The fact that some public schools may do some good things, like teaching most children how to read and write, does not make the institution as a whole good or even tolerable. For illustration, an employee of a gay-rights lobbying organization earns his pay, which is a good thing. (The Scriptures laud work, saving, and providing for one’s dependents—I Ti. 5:8; II Thes. 3:10; Eccl. 11:1; Mt. 25:14-30; Pr. 19:15, etc.) But does this fact make his occupation tolerable? The devil, of whose wiles we are not unaware, almost always mixes some truth with every lie, or some good with the bad, to make the lie more palatable, reasonable, or tempting. But Christians must rank public school policies among the most reprehensible. Indeed, the little good that it may do amounts to little more than a fine coat of lacquer on a cow-pie. Furthermore, this analysis has a logical succeeding step. There are pragmatic issues to be dealt
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with, including employment in the public school. When, if ever, is a Christian justified to work in the public school? Consider the following occupations. •Abortion Clinic Secretary. •Typist for the Hemlock Society, which promotes physician-assisted suicide and euthanasia policy. •Representative for the National Organization for Women (NOW), the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), or the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA), which has extolled sacrilegious and offensive artwork. •Shipping Manager for a home-video pornography firm. •Bookkeeper for a gangster. •Doorman for a brothel. •Vice President of Playboy Enterprises, Inc. •Manager of a “gay” or lesbian night club. Next, add to the analysis the presumption that a proactive policy forces taxpayers to pay for the institutions that provide the above jobs (just like taxes are levied for the public school). For instance, let’s say a tax was levied against someone’s land and home in order to subsidize one or more of the above activities, on threat of the property being confiscated for nonpayment of the tax. Any God-fearing person should be uneasy about such a scheme. Christians must not support what is






206



overtly evil, even if they themselves are not participants in creating the evil. They also must not support confiscation of property from others. Accordingly, he should be wary of the institution of the public school for the very same reasons. Some institutions are clearly not transformable and mostly produce sinful or evil things. Consider, for example, the businesses that created the above listed positions. Granted, none of the jobs listed need necessarily be involved with the production of evil things. It is conceivable that a person holding such a position could distance himself from the institution’s evil to the point where his job is transparent, tractable, and ancillary. He might even contend that he does not agree with the goals of the institution that employs him. In fact, he might further contend that, after hours, he works against some or all of the ideals of the institution that employs him. He might even claim that his job provides an opportunity for testimony among the other workers and consumers who see him. Perhaps they will ask, he hopes, “What makes you so different?” Yet it is for good reason that Christians ought to be disturbed by such sentiment. The employee is helping to support an evil institution, in the same way that an auto parts house supports a mechanic. The institution itself would be less productive without the employee.
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Are there any parallels with public school employment? Indeed, holding a position as a public school teacher or worker is analogous to any of the positions listed above. It makes no difference that the government school employee may well be an (otherwise) “good guy”. Therefore, it is not a person or a job description that makes a job bad, but the nature of the institution that provides the job. This critical vocational examination could render some rather somber ramifications for the church. If Evangelicals accept this perspective, the circumstances in the modern age would be serious enough to disqualify public school employees from the ministry or eldership. That office requires that a man be “blameless”, “of good behavior”, “a lover of what is good”, and “holy” (I Ti. 3:2; Tit. 1:7-8). Disqualification would similarly apply if the elder or ministerial candidate’s wife is a public school employee, or his children attend public school, because of the added requirement of being “one who rules his own house well” (I Ti. 3:4-5). Furthermore, comparable rigor and scrutiny applies to the office of deacon (I Ti. 3:10-11). Compromise and hypocrisy in the church If the forgoing critical analysis is accepted, the institution of the government school should be viewed as nothing less than a devouring lion from
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Satan’s lair. Henceforth, why should Christians be so quick to stroke the lion that seeks to devour them? Why should Christians so readily sacrifice their children on the altar of Baal or let them pass through the modern fire of Molech that the government school has become? No doubt many euphemisms and “spiritual” platitudes can be given in response to these questions. But if the public school is a despicable institution, then Christians should have no voluntarily association with it. On the contrary, they should actively oppose it just as they should any other proactive public policy. Jesus said, “a city that is set on a hill cannot be hidden” (Mt. 5:14b). But consigning children, especially unbelieving ones, to a public school is like casting them into a pit of tar. Children who are most likely to shine as beacons on a hill are homeschooled or the product of excellent Christian schools. It is hardly arguable that many bright, well-behaved, and socially adroit children are produced by such arrangements, often in conjunction with regular church attendance and limited television viewing. For the Scriptures warn us: “Do not be deceived: ‘Evil company corrupts good habits’” (I Cor. 15:33). Other than by accident, there is probably little or no positive influence that can come from the government school today. The best a parent of a government-schooled child can do is to teach his child
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what is right at home and hopefully remove (or at least diffuse) the corruption that has been poured upon him by his educational institution. That double-duty is both an unwise use of time and an ineffective way of educating. It is analogous to boiling water first before using it to make ice cubes, or intentionally soiling clothing before washing it. A lesson from Judges Yet many Christians hold an inconsistent view regarding the public school. Similarly, consider the inconsistency (and hypocrisy) of Israel in Judges 17 through 20. This passage records Micah’s (and the Danite’s) idolatry, followed by the abuse and murder of the Levite’s concubine, and the subsequent offensive war against Benjamin. Although the exact chronology is not clear, most scholars believe that these events occurred early in the period of the Judges. Even if they were not precisely coeval, they probably did occur at around the same time. Apparently, the Israelites considered it trifling to break the first and second commandments. Tribal leaders became envious of private operator Micah’s monopoly profits derived from idolatry, and they nationalized his business (confiscating his assets). Yet when the Levite’s concubine is abused, killed, and mutilated in the very next chapter, the Israelites (perhaps even these same idolaters) be-
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come incensed by the unrighteous deed. Declaring war on the Benjamites, they nearly annihilate the tribe in retribution for its sin. In this brutal and offensive war, it appears that many thousands of guilty and innocent Benjamites of all ages (and both genders) were put to death—all except six hundred men (Jud. 20:47). Consider an analogy from the story for the contemporary church. Could it be that some modern Christians are likewise hypocrites, so enamored with their government idols, yet so furiously opposed to abortion and homosexuality? Why do Christians and some preachers often coddle welfare state institutions that supplant Providence? In America, as noted earlier, these institutions include welfare, food stamps, housing and farm subsidies, unemployment benefits, student aid, and Social Security, among other policies. If an idol is defined as being something that displaces God in the heart of man, then many public policies have become American idols (cf. the third analytical question above). Is such idolatry so prevalent today, as it was in the time of Micah, that contemporary Christians (unlike Dabney) no longer notice the institutional evil? This question seems to be particularly germane to the proactive institution of the government school.
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Difficulties in seeing the teacher as missionary  Many Reformed Christians, notably baptistic and non-postmillennial ones, are uncomfortable with compulsory elements of certain policies. For them, and perhaps for most Christians generally, the thought of using government action to compel people to fill church pews or attend evangelistic meetings is completely repugnant. They are interested in encouraging voluntary participation. Likewise, requiring children to attend public (or other) schools by way of threatening their parents with penalties can be similarly loathsome. Yet while some Christians would never condone the use of public policy to augment the number of hearers on Sunday morning, they at the same time have little difficulty considering it a “ministry” to teach in a public school, in spite of the fact that the audience they get to “witness” to has been, by and large, coerced to attend. Sure, the pupil’s parents had a choice to use a private school or homeschool instead, but they did not elect that option on account of money cost or time considerations. The enduring fact remains that many kids go to a public school only because they are forced to do so. This sort of inconsistency of thought among (especially non-theonomic) Evangelicals exemplifies a rabid schizophrenia in how Christians deal with public policy. Perhaps the reasons for this sort of problem are (1) a lack of proper analytical tools to






212



analyze public policy biblically, (2) the subtle character and changeable nature of public policies, and (3) the deceitfulness of sin and the subtle craftiness of the devil. Of course, one might pose a counterargument that penitentiaries too mandate compulsory attendance. Should that fact preclude prison ministries? Some analysis of the two cases will quickly evince the policy student that compulsory participation is not the only element that makes a policy repugnant when we think of either the public school or the penitentiary as a mission field. First, prisoners do not have to participate in the evangelistic services. They voluntarily choose to attend the meetings, even if they have nothing better to do with their time. (There might well be other criticisms to level at the idea of a penitentiary in the first place, but that is a separate matter.) Second, prison ministry workers are not generally paid for their work while public school teachers generally are paid. It is not entirely clear that the motivation for working in public schools is merely to reach the lost souls that attend there, while it presumably is the motive in the case of prison ministry. It would be interesting to see just how many men and women would continue their interest in evangelizing the school children in their role as teacher if they had to raise support from their local
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churches instead of getting paid by the state. Would their concern for the kids be so strong that they would be willing to forgo their salaries to reach them, just as the prison ministry volunteers generally do? Would they be willing to work in other occupations for pay and only work as volunteers in the school system part time? What would their elder boards think if they desired to be full time in the public school mission field? (Would, perhaps, the elder board welcome indirect financial help from the state in preaching the gospel?) Would they have to be ordained? Would the elders want to have binding input over what was said by the supported teacher in the public school setting? Would para-church organizations be willing to sponsor such activities just as they sponsor tent-making ministries and English as a second language programs in foreign countries as a means to reach the lost with the gospel? What should Christians do about it?  Christians are to be slaves of God and not slaves of men (I Cor. 7:21-24). Furthermore, if Christians have inadvertently let themselves become slaves of men, but they can still become free, they must do what it takes to be free (I Cor. 7:21b). Although this advice is stark, Christians ought to at least recognize the logical consistency of the
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analysis. If its tenets are accepted, then Christians must not voluntarily participate in the public school as teacher, staff, or pupil. Moreover, there are four essential things that a Christian should do to disassociate himself from it. •Christians should homeschool their children. It is the most effective and perhaps the most biblical course of action. Many options are now available which can suit even the most timorous parents. It is the least expensive form of private education in terms of money. The industry has boomed, which has resulted in a wider, better-quality variety of products at relatively low prices. (However, as a second-best option, some parents might consider using a good Christian school.) •Christians should not be employed by a public school. For all the forgoing reasons presented in this chapter, a Christian’s only proper course is to shun this nefarious institution. However, some may suggest that a possible exception to this proscription exists. A person ought not to be judged a deviant who believes he is called by God to serve as a “mole” or perhaps a “mercenary of God” to go in and undermine the government school at an opportune time. However, such a remarkable person would have to be a non-
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career employee (at least privately)—but an employee nonetheless. This clandestine role seems to be the only justifiable reason to pursue work in this proactive institution. Perhaps his calling would be even more agreeable if he refused to receive stolen funds (i.e., his pay). •Christians should oppose property taxation. It is the backbone of government school power and vitality. Given the implications of the present analysis, the county tax assessor serves a function similar to that of the prostitute’s pimp. Like other funding for proactive policies, public finance for public schooling is accomplished by extortion. At least in theory, government schools are ideologically opposed to biblical doctrine and mandates, and those people who oppose this nefarious institution will be confronted with a threat of property confiscation for noncompliance with oppressive taxation schemes. •Christians should not offer platitudes, euphemisms, or other nonsense about the possibility of children being “salt and light” in the government school. The issue is not a matter of being “in the world but not of the world” (cf. Jn. 17:11-16; I Cor. 5:10) in order to witness to the world. Otherwise, by the
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same logic, parents might as well send their sons to seedy nightclubs to witness. Christians do not need to join or attend evil institutions in order to effectively witness (or to assist neglected, abused, or needy children for that matter). Satan has a plan for educating his own people. The analysis in this chapter suggests that the centerpiece of his plan is the institution of the government school. If Providence permits, by abandoning the government school Christians will possibly bring its demise faster and, therefore, cultural amelioration sooner. In this way, Christians can deal a tremendous blow to Satan’s purpose in the world and truly transform their culture. But even if amelioration does not come right away, at least Christians can step up their own sanctification by not participating in the public school or any other proactive public policy. 
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7 Concluding remarks







This book suggests that Evangelicals should adopt a new paradigm for arriving at a biblical understanding of public policy. This paradigm is different than competing views offered by theonomists, Anabaptists, and the assortment of Evangelicals advocating a revitalized divine right of kings doctrine. Each of these theories, in turn, suggest (a) that civil government can or should be used by Christians to cultivate or usher in a golden age, or (b) that Christians should have little or nothing to do with government, or (c) that Christians should bow to virtually every whim of government. Analytically, these conclusions result from the general consistency of each paradigm. The new theory of civil government presented in this book adds a fourth Christian perspective. There is another way to view the Christian’s relationship to civil government and to evaluate public policies. On account of the biblical, historical, and
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economic policy reasons presented in this book, the other three theories ought to be rejected by Christians. They should instead recognize civil government’s divine ordination, judgmental purpose, evil (satanic) nature, and the pernicious problems associated with things like welfarism and nationalism. There is no single passage from the Bible that delineates the whole doctrine of civil government, public policy, or how Christians should behave under the state. Instead, the doctrine is fragmented throughout the Scriptures. Nine of the most important single passages considered (and cited in their entirety) in this book were:



• I Samuel 8:4-20 • Matthew 17:24-27 • Matthew 22:15-22 • Mark 12:13-17 • Luke 20:20-26



• Romans 13:1-7 • Titus 3:1-2 • I Peter 2:13-17 • Revelation 13:1-8



Eighteen of the most important supporting passages cited in this book were:



• Genesis 41:33-44 • Psalm 94:20 • Proverbs 8:15 • Proverbs 20:2 • Proverbs 21:1 • Proverbs 23:1-3 • Proverbs 24:21-22 • Ecclesiastes 5:8 • Ecclesiastes 8:2-5



• Isaiah 27:1; 30:33 • Ezekiel 28:12-19 • Daniel 4:17, 34-37 • Daniel 10:13 • Luke 3:12-14 • Acts 5:17-29, 37 • I Corinthians 7:20-24 • Revelation 17:1-7, 11-14 • Revelation 19:9, 20-21
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Taken on the whole, these passages form the bulk of “the whole counsel of God” (cf. Acts 20:27) regarding public policy and the nature and role of civil government. Christians who study public policy would do well to reflect on the principles contained in these passages. Accordingly, principled inferences were drawn about how Christians ought to behave while living under state authority. These recommendations and principles are summarized in Table 2.




Table 2: Public policy paradigm for Christians



Policy type What may a Christian do?






Reactive Yes Yes Yes Yes




provision Maybe Yes No Yes



Proactive No No No No




Nevertheless, when it comes to public policy, there must not be a hard and fast rule or a bright line whereby Christian reactions may be judged. Liberty of conscience must be permitted in a variety of responses to government action, especially because it is not always easy to classify a particular policy as reactive, inefficient provision, or proactive. Politically, Christians ought to champion the principles of limited government and individual liberty embodied in reactive public policy. In
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so doing, they should also generally reject proactive policies, especially welfare state redistributive policies, and oppose policies of inefficient provision. Even if exceptions to this rule are found in certain cases, for instance, where a Christian’s use of proactive policy benefits would be justifiable, they must remain exceptions rather than the rule. Some generalizing is possible—even if there are exceptional situations—by utilizing the theoretical framework found in this book. There is usually no moral problem caused by disobeying a policy. For instance, it is not immoral to drive over the speed limit or to evade taxes, but it is usually unwise to do so. Moreover, it might be disobedient to God to defy a given policy since pragmatic submission is clearly required under normal circumstances. Table 3 categorizes some specific policies that Christians often face and suggests some appropriate reactions. Of course, there may be exceptions to the recommendations below. Nonetheless, the table at least does serve as a good starting point for how the principles delineated in this book may be applied. Some policies are complex, making them difficult to categorize. For instance, taxation policies seldom fall neatly into categories of proactive or reactive. The same is true with public health policy and most licenses. These policies have an inefficient public provision component but might have reactive or proactive ones too.
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Table 3: Christian reactions to specific policies



Policy and type Christian’s Response if Affected








Abortion rules P Yes No Yes No Birth control P Maybe No Yes No Building code M Yes Maybe Yes No Car inspection P Yes No Yes No Copyrights M Yes Maybe Maybe No Disease control R Yes Yes Maybe No Defense / war R Yes Yes Maybe No Environmental P Yes No Yes No Farm subsidies P Yes No Yes No Food and drug I Yes No Yes No Hiring quotas P Yes No Yes No Immigration P Yes No Yes No Import rules I Yes No Yes No




Yes No Yes No business M Yes No Yes No concealed gun M Yes No Yes No driving M Yes No Yes No fishing M Yes No Yes No hunting M Yes No Yes No insurance M Yes No Maybe No marriage M Yes No Yes No pollution M Yes No Maybe No



L i c e n s e s restaurant M Yes No Maybe No Military draft M Yes No Yes No Money controls P Yes No Yes No Patents M Yes Maybe Maybe No Postal service I Yes No Yes No Preaching rules P No No Yes No
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Prohibition P Yes No Yes No School, public I Yes No Yes No Seat belt use P Yes No Yes No Social Security P Yes No Yes No Speed limits R Yes Maybe Yes No estate M Yes No Yes No income M Yes Maybe Yes No




P Yes No Yes No property M Yes No Yes No



T a x e s sales M Yes Maybe Yes No Welfare P Yes No Yes No Zoning rules M Yes No Yes No




 The complexity or mixed nature of some policies requires additional analysis in order to decide whether jobs within the bureaucracies they create are suitable for Christians. For instance, looking at public health policy again, a Christian might work in a job that facilitates the reactive aspect of the policy, such as combating infectious disease. However, he would likely have to avoid occupations that stem from its proactive aspect, including propagating population control and abortion services. Similarly, taking a job in the Department of Justice is not automatically justifiable for a Christian. If the job wholly involves carrying out a reactive policy, it is probably acceptable (e.g., investigating terrorism or prosecuting criminals). But if the job entails a proactive role, such as curtailing gospel
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preaching or harassing potential revolutionaries, it is likely inappropriate. Tax collecting might be entirely off limits, unless a Christian could find a job that somehow only collected taxes to support reactive policies or possibly policies of inefficient provision (e.g., highway tolls). Intellectual property rights (i.e., patents and copyrights) also pose difficulties. While some contend that the granting of these artificial monopoly privileges by government are reactive in that they protect property rights, there is much dispute over their validity or necessity in the academic literature. They may also be viewed as either inefficient provision or proactive policy. Thus, a Christian would have to respond to such policies based on his own informed opinion, and be careful to not judge the actions of other Christians who do not agree with him. Indeed, there is by and large little or no justification for reporting a brother to the authorities because he has violated some policy. Finally, it cannot be emphasized enough that the main objective of the church (and each Christian) should be the expansion of the kingdom of God in the world. Transformation of culture and of redeemable things can and should occur along the way, but mainly as a by-product of pursuing the main objective. Hopefully, this book will serve as a tool to promote these ends. Ultimately, our goal in life is not to attack or defend public policies, or to be involved in politics.
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Such activities can become idols and diversions just as many other things do. Instead, it is hoped that the reader will be able to profit from what has been said in order to promote his own personal sanctification and the overall holiness of the church in the modern world. To that end, having a cogent Christian perspective of public policy is crucial. Let us hope that the church will not be culpable for the sins of our age, and that we will not be unaware of the wiles of our enemy. As the Apostle Peter reminds us, “Be sober, be vigilant; because your adversary the devil walks about like a roaring lion, seeking whom he may devour” (I Pet. 5:8).
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