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FOREWORD

And further, by these, my son, be admonished: of making many books
there is no end; and much study is a weariness of the flesh (Eccl. 12:12).

This book was never intended to stand alone. It grew out of a
series of shorter appendixes that | had added to my book, Tools of
Dominion. 1 For that matter, so did my two other books, Dominion and
Common Grace (1987)2 and Is the Warld Running Down? (1988).°All this
from an economic commentary on three chapters in Exodus.

These books should be taken as a unit. It would not be a bad idea
to consider the other books in the series that | call The Dominion
Covenant: The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (1982), Moses and Pharaoh
(1985), and The Sinai Strategy (1986).' They all constitute my attempt
to offer a specifically Christian economics, and to a lesser extent, to
offer preliminary outlines of a specifically Bible-based social theory.

The reader should understand that | really do my best to live up
to the slogan that drives me onward: “You can’'t beat something with
nothing.” | am trying to lay the biblical foundations of an alternative
society to humanism’s present social order. No single book can possi-
bly accomplish such a task. No set of books can. | am trying to set an
example with my economic commentaries: verse-by-verse commen-
taries that are narrowly focused on one academic subject or one so-
cial topic. This has never been attempted in Church history, so |

1. Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1989).

2. Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1987).

3. Is the World Running Down? Crisis in the Christian Worldview (Tyler, Texas: Insti-
tute for Christian Economics, 1988).

4. The Dominion Couenent: Genesis (2nd ed.; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1987); Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion Religion vs. Power Religion (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985); and The Sinai Strategy: Economics and
the Ten Commandments (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986).

iX



X POLITICAL POLYTHEISM

know I will make mistakes. To show that such commentaries are at
least possible is one of my major goals.

What Is This Book All About?

This book must be seen for what it is: an attempt to clear the
deck of an intellectual mistake that stretches back to the early
Church’s philosophical defenders of the faith. That disastrous mis-
take was to regard Stoic natural law theory as the equivalent of bibli-
cal law. I do not deal in detail with the early Church fathers in this
book, however. I deal with more recent variations of this ancient er-
ror. Christians have made a similar compromise with Newtonian
natural law for slightly over three centuries. Isaac Newton rather
than Plato or Aristotle is the intellectual force to be reckoned with to-
day, or at least he has been until quite recently. The rise of quantum
physics in the 1920's and then, in the 1980's, chaos theory, in princi-
ple overthrew the Newtonian synthesis, but no clear alternative, so-
cially or theoretically, has been put in its place. On this point, see Is
the World Running Down?, mentioned previously.

This book should not be regarded as presenting the case for bibli-
cal theocracy, although 1 certainly believe in biblical theocracy. R. J.
Rushdoony’s Inst:itutes of Biblical Law (Craig Press, 1973) and Greg L.
Bahnsen’s By This Standard (Institute for Christian Economics, 1985)
do that adequately. Nor does this book try to spell out the details of
what such a biblical theocracy might look like. Many specifics are
found in Zoels of Dominion. What I do in this book is to present the
case, as clearly as | can, yet with all the details necessary to prove my
case, that the proposed Christian alternatives to biblical theocracy
that have been suggested by major twentieth-century Christian com-
mentators do not stand up to the rigorous test of Scripture. These
schemes are faithful neither to the Bible nor to the ethical and legal
standards of modern humanism. Thus, I classify them as way sta-
tions, either for converts to Christianity who are coming into the
faith or for neo-evangelical liberals on their way out. These pluralist
alternatives are halfway houses for the intellectually wounded. They
are halfway covenant systems.

This book shows what in principle cannot work for Christianity,
either philosophically and socially, and it shows what did not work in
the American colonial period. Other Christian historians have blamed
the excessive biblicism of our colonial forefathers for the failures of
the early experiments in Christian political order (see Chapter 5). I,
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on the other hand, blame their lack of development of the biblical
knowledge that they possessed.

There is a predictable progression in the deterioration of an es-
tablished biblical culture. It begins with the abandonment of the
concept of revealed biblical law. The implications of this moral and
judicial defection spread rapidly (perhaps even simultaneously) to
biblical philosophy. Then these errors move outward from the indi-
vidual moral will and mind to social institutions: ecclesiastical, fa-
milial, and political. In short, compromises are made in certain
areas of thought and life at an earlier stage that steadily work their
way into all the other areas. Christians negotiate away their inherit-
ance on a piecemeal basis, generation by generation, always protest-
ing that what they are doing is in fact a consistent outworking of
“Christian principles.”

This book is not an attempt to refute every modern Christian
thinker who has compromised with the humanist enemy. If it were, |
would face the writing problem described by the Apostle John: “And
there are also many other things which Jesus did, the which, if they
should be written every one, | suppose that even the world itself
could not contain the books that should be written. Amen” (John
21:25). | refer in the text and footnotes to many authors, but only be-
cause | am targeting their ideas. Only in the chapters in Part 2 do |
single out a few key thinkers as sufficiently important to warrant a
whole chapter, and in Appendix B.

I begin with a pair of premises: 1) there is no religious neutrality;
2) there are no political vacuums. Everything else follows.



Thou shah break them with a rod of iron; thou shalt dash them in
pieces like a potter’'s vessel. Be wise now therefore, O ye kings: be in-
structed, ye judges of the earth. Serve the Lorp with fear, and rejoice
with trembling. Kiss the Son, lest he be angry, and ye perish from
the way, when his wrath is kindled but a little. Blessed are all they
that put their trust in him (Ps. 2:9-12).

We cannot help but see, then, how far the infallible moral in-
struction of this psalm is removed from the pluralist political theories
of our day. By contending that civil policy should not be based upon
or favor any one distinctive religion or philosophy of life (but rather
balance the alleged rights of all conflicting viewpoints), pluralism ul-
timately takes its political stand with secularism in refusing to “kiss
the Son” and “serve Jehovah with fear.” The pluralist approach tran-
gresses the first commandment by countenancing and deferring to
different ultimate authorities (gods) in the area of public policy. In-
stead of exclusively submitting to Jehovah’s law with fear and openly
following God’s enthroned Son, the pluralist attempts the impossible
task of honoring more than one master in civil legislation (Matt.
6:24) — a kind of “political polytheism.”

Greg L. Bahnsen (1989)*

*Bahnsen, “The Theonomic Position,” in Gary Scott Smith (cd.), God and Pofitics:
Four Views on the Reformation of Civil Government (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: Presbyter-
ian & Reformed, 1989), p. 30.



PREFACE

Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fellow-
ship bath righteousness with unrighteousness.> and what communion
bath light with darkness? (I Cort. 6:14).

There is a perpetual conflict throughout history: the war between
light and darkness. The story of man’s history is the ‘story of this con-
flict. The historical question is: Which side, if either, will progres-
sively become victorious in world civilization? For almost eighteen
centuries, Christians have disagreed on the answer to this crucial
question.

There is a related question: What will be the visible marks of the
victorious civilization’s triumph over the loser’s civilization? If Chris-
tianit y wins, how will people know? If anti-Christianity wins, how
will people know? One obvious answer is: by the civil legal order goo -
erning the nations. ! This answer is deeply resisted by the vast majority
of Christians today, but it was a major foundation of world evangel-
ism in the Old Covenant — an evangelism program that the Israelites
failed to pursue. The righteousness of biblical law was designed by
God to put the pagan world under conviction.

Behold, | have taught you statutes and judgments, even as the -LorD my
God commanded me, that ye should do so in the land whither ye go to pos-
sess it. Keep therefore and do them; for this is your wisdom and your
understanding in the sight of the nations, which shall hear all these statutes,
and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people. For
what nation is there so great, who bath God so nigh unto them, as the Lorp
our God is in all things that we call upon him for? And what nation is there
so great, that bath statutes and judgments so righteous as all this law, which
I set before you this day? (Deut. 4:5-8).

1. Gary DeMar, Ruler of the Nations: Biblical Blueprints for Government (Ft. Worth,
Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).

xiil



Xiv POLITICAL POLYTHEISM

One reason why the Israelites failed to pursue a systematic pro-
gram of world evangelism is because God's program required cove-
nantal faithfulness, manifested in public justice and personal dealings
— relationships governed by God's law and enforced covenantally:
family, Church, and State. This program of world evangelism re-
quired the Israelites to obey God’s civil laws both at home and
abroad. Their failure to obey at home led to their failure to bring the
message of spiritual deliverance to the world. Instead, they were
repeatedly delivered by God into the world, as foreign invaders cap-
tured the reigns of power inside the nation, or else captured the peo-
ple and sent them into slavery abroad.

It is my contention that the failure of worldwide Christian evan-
gelism today is to a large degree the result of a similar failure of
God's people to proclaim and pursue covenantal civil standards for
their own societies. There are at least seven hundred different plans
for converting the world to Christ now in operation. *Not one of
them seems to be working well enough to offer much hope that the
whole world will be converted in time to save the souls of some five
billion non-Christian people who are already alive.

What is the problem? Here is one major problem: if the whole
world were to convert tomorrow to faith in Jesus Christ, American
Christians (where the major centers of evangelism are located in the
twentieth century) would be unable to answer the inevitable ques-
tion: What should we do, now that we believe in Jesus Christ as
Savior and Lord?” Americans have offered no explicitly biblical cov-
enantal civil model to the world. So, God withholds His Spirit. He
has suffered enough embarrassment on this score already. He waits.
He waits for American Christians to abandon their present mixed
theology: the theology of religious pluralism.

Intellectual Schizophrenia

It is clear to most people that in these final days of the twentieth
century, anti-Christianity is triumphant institutionally and interna-
tionally. In the West and the Far East, humanism controls the
media, the educational systems (especially higher education), civil

2. David B. Barrett and James W. Reapsome, Seven Hundred Plum to Evangelize the
Warld: The rise of a global evangelization movement (Birmingham, Alabama: New Hope,
1988). This is a publication of the Foreign Missions Board of the Southern Baptist
Convention.
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governments, and the economies of this world. It controls almost
every visible institution. °

Wherever humanism’s monopoly increases, it becomes ever-
more vicious. The slaughter of a few thousand unarmed Chinese
students by the military in June of 1989 was only a comparatively
mild-mannered manifestation of Communism’s long-term tactics of
terrorizing civilian populations. What was different about this mass
execution was the presence of satellite television, which made visible
to hundreds of millions of Westerners something that had been going
on quietly and systematically in Communist societies since 1917.
What the world saw take place in Tiananmen square is humanism
unchained from the restraint of Christianity.

Nevertheless, for about eighteen centuries, Christian philosophers
and social theorists have tried to smooth over the inherent religious
differences between covenant-breakers and covenant-keepers. Chris-
tian intellectual leaders have repeatedly adopted the philosophical
systems of their mortal enemies in the name of a “higher synthesis,” a
supposedly creative common ground between light and darkness.
Even those scholars who recognize clearly that Christianity and human-
ism are rival creeds based on radically different views of God, man,
law, and time, still cling to the temporarily convenient fiction that
there can be a permanent political cease-fire between the two systems.
Following Rushdoony’s lead, I call this “intellectual schizophrenia.”

Gary Scott Smith

We can see this operational intellectual schizophrenia quite
clearly in the writings of Christian historian Gary Scott Smith, who
calls himself a principled pluralist. He has pointed to the earlier in-
tellectual schizophrenia of American colonial social theorists. First,
he admits that most of the colonists were Christians, and Reformed,
Calvinistic Christians at that:

Reformed theology was carried to the shores of America by English
Puritans in the 1620s. From the founding of Plymouth to the American
Revolution, about 80 percent of the colonists were adherents of Reformed

3.0nly the Islamic Middle East is exempted. Here, a much older enemy of
Christianity rules, and in much of the Middle East, humanism has made major in-
roads. The absence of veils on Muslim women is the most visible manifestation of
this change. Not even the Ayatollah Khomeini could get young Iranian women to
put on veils. There are limits to every tyranny. A change in women's fashions, once
established, will always mark the limits of any tyranny.



XVi POLITICAL POLYTHEISM

theology who belonged to various denominations: Presbyterian, Congrega-
tionalist, Baptist, Dutch Reformed, German Reformed, and other smaller
Calvinistic communions.*

Second, he correctly observes that ‘the new American nation, as
it emerged in the late eighteenth century, was built upon an eclectic
foundation.” He identifies three cultural streams in this eclectic
political river: radical Whiggism, Enlightenment thought (several
European traditions), and “the Judeo-Christian tradition.” (His
summary rests on the implied distinction between radical Whiggism
and the Enlightenment — a false distinction — and the implied con-
nection between the ethics of Judaism and Christianity — a false con-
nection.”)

Third, he observes: “During the Revolutionary era Christians
failed to develop a distinctly biblical understanding of political
thought that differed sharply with Enlightenment rationalism.”® If
he is speaking of Scottish Enlightenment thought — the right wing of
the European Enlightenment — which | presume that he is, then he
is correct.

Fourth, he acknowledges the inherent incompatibility of the two
systems: “Christian and Enlightenment world views, though resting
upon very different presuppositions, combined to furnish principles
that guided the development of the American political system. . . .
American society has continued to blend or amalgamate Judeo-
Christian and Enlightenment principles to the present day, and this
ideological synthesis still molds our political consciousness and con-
terns.”’Note his phrase, “ideological synthesis.”

What is remarkable — no, what is utterly astonishing— is his con-
tinuing commitment to the operational validity and moral integrity
of this “ideological synthesis.” We have no choice in the matter, he

4. Gary Scott Smith, Introduction, Smith (cd.), God and Politics: Four Views on the
Reformation of Civil Government (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: Presbyterian& Reformed,
1989), p. 4.

5. Idem.

6. See Chapter 6, below.

7. That there has never been a Judeo-Christian tradition is one of those obstinate
facts of history that do not faze Christian social commentators, as well as humanistic
commentators. Jews know better. See Arthur Cohen, The Myth of the Jfudeo-Christian
Tradition (New York: Schocken, 1971). See also Gary North, T#e Judeo-Christian Tradi-
sion: A Guide for the Perplexed (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1989).

8. Smith, God and Politics, p. 5.

9. Idem.
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believes, since there is no explicitly biblical covenant model for civil
government.

Neither general principles nor specific New Testament laws teach that
Christ expects nations to be formally committed to Him. The New Testa-
ment does not even imply that God will work in special ways through indi-
vidual nations, as He did through Old Testament Israel. Instead, the gos-
pels and the epistles emphasize that God's primary agent in the world is the
church, which consists of individuals drawn from many nations. The lim-
ited New Testament statements about political life suggest that nations will
not be distinctively Christian and that they will contain mixed populations
of believers and unbelievers (see Matt. 13:24-30).10

He is a master of verbal legerdemain. “Keep your eye on the pea
under the shell,” he calls to his intended victims. “Neither general
principles nor specific New Testament laws teach that Christ expects
nations to be formally committed to Him.” He is assuming what he
first needs to prove. | challenge him to prove that the Old Testament
civil requirements were necessarily overthrown by the New Testa-
ment. He should not simply assume that the God who wrote the Old
Testament changed His mind when He wrote the New Testament.
He needs to prove it first. He needs to show us why the Old Testa-
ment is little more than a discarded first draft when it comes to the
stipulations of the civil covenant, yet still judicially binding on indi-
viduals, churches, and families. (Or does he think that bestiality —
also not mentioned in the New Testament — is now judicially beyond
biblically specified sanctions, since it is only Old Testament civil law
that prohibited it?)

He says that “God’s primary agent in the world is the church.”
Quite true. Now, what are God’s secondary agencies? Dead silence.
How about the civil government as an explicitly and uniquely Chris-
tian institution testifying to the unique nature of Jesus’ kingdom?
Never! “The Bible does not command governments forthrightly to
express commitment to Christianity or to develop a covenantal rela-
tionship with Christ.”!* Really? This seems to be what he ought to
prove, not assert. In any case, at least we may legitimately ask:
“Does the Bible expressly prohibit an explicitly Christian covenantal
relationship?” The political pluralists write as though it does; it clearly

10. Smith, “The Principled Pluralist Response to National Confession,” :b7d.,
p. 214.
11. lbid., p. 215.
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does not. The fact is, political Pluralists write as though they would rather
live under Communist tyranny than under an explicitly biblical theocracy. God
may grant them their wish, and the rest of us, too.

Dr. Smith has a fixation on the word primary. “Christ’s authority
and kingdom in this age, as described in the New Testament, are
primarily spiritual, not physical or territorial.”'2 When he says “pri-
marily,” he means exclusively. Here is the ethical and judicial dualism
of both fundamentalism and traditional mysticism: the separation of
whatever is spiritual from that which is historical. And the same im-
pulse undergirds Dr. Smith's position: antinomianism. He wants the
State to be able to avoid the authority of God's revealed law and espe-
cially its historical sanctions. This leaves the politicians and bureaucrats
without the fear of God or specific guidance from Him in His law.

He says that “nations will not be distinctively Christian and that
they will contain mixed populations of believers and unbelievers.”
Israel also contained mixed populations of believers and unbelievers
— strangers within the gate. The strangers did not serve as judges,
but they enjoyed full civil liberties. * Why should any New Testa-
ment covenanted nation be different? Dead silence.

Why such continued dead silence? Dead intellectual position, bibli-
cally speaking.

No Cultural Escalation of the Confrontation

He implicitly assumes, as do all pluralists, that there is no histor-
ical progress in the war between Christ and anti-Christ in the New
Covenant era, no cultural extension over time by both sides of their
rival religious presuppositions. What political pluralists categorically
deny in everything they write is the truth of the observation made by
C. S. Lewis in 1946: “If you dip into any college, or school, or parish,
or family — anything you like — at a given point in its history, you
always find that there was a time before that point when there was
more elbow room and contrasts weren't quite so sharp; and that
there’s going to be a time after that point when there is even less
room for indecision and choices are even more momentous. Good is
always getting better and bad is always getting worse: the possibili-
ties of even apparent neutrality are always diminishing. The whole
thing is sorting itself out all the time, coming to a point, getting

12. Ibid. ,p. 214.
13. Chapter 2, below.
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sharper and harder.” 14

Pluralists want to defer until the final judgment the appearance
of that dangerously sharp point of history. They want it to end his-
tory. They do not want to face the inescapable historical decision of
all confrontational politics: stk or be stuck. It is God's law or chaos,
light or darkness, God or Satan — manifested progressively as time
passes. They do whatever they can to deny this. Pluralists spend
their lives trying to file down that inescapably sharp historical point.
Their files are made of high quality stainless steel, but the point is
made of diamond.

A Parting of the Ways

What we find in the final decades of the second millennium after
the birth of Jesus Christ is a growing realization on both sides of the
political cease-fire line that the traditional ideological synthesis of
political pluralism is collapsing. What we are witnessing is a slow
but sure breakdown of the political cease-fire between humanism
and Christianity. On each side, the defenders of the compromise sys-
tem can no longer hold their own troops in line. Guerilla skirmishes
are breaking out continually. The humanists are beginning to act
like humanists, and a tiny handful of Christians are beginning to act
like Christians.

The confrontation over the life-and-death issue of abortion is one
obvious example of this irrepressible conflict. On the abortionist’s
table, there is no neutral position between life and death. This is why
the inescapably political debate over abortion is so frustrating for
those who want to steer a middle course. There is no middle course,
There is no reutrality. The politician’s left foot is being held to the fire
by the pro-death forces, and his right foot is being shoved in the coals
by the-pro-life forces. He has only one choice: accept the political
fact of either one burned foot or two. He, like the political pluralist,
deeply resents being forced to make this choice. He wants no burned
feet. He longs for the simpler, cooler world of yesterday, when the
common morality was implicitly Christian and officially neutral. He
is not going to get that world; it is gone forever. So are at least 25
million dead babies, all executed legally in the United States.

Another example is Christian education. The humanists on the
United States Supreme Court in 1963 banished prayer in the tax-

14. C. S. Lewis, That Hideous Strength (New York: Macmillan, 1946), p. 283.
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supported public schools. This aided the cause of the more consist-
ent Christians, who could then plausibly begin to call for the banish-
ment of all public schools. For those in the middle — defenders of
public education and defenders of government subsidies to private
education — the skies grew dark. With the government subsidy comes
the iron fist. There are no free lunches, not even school lunches.
There is no neutrality.

It is one of those historical ironies that Gary Scott Smith should
be a professor at the most famous non-cooperating college in Amer-
ica, Grove City College, whose refusal to take federal money led to
its resistance to the imposition of federal educational regulations.
The government then sued the college. The case went all the way to
the U.S. Supreme Court, which ruled that unless Congress passed a
law that specifically brought Grove City College under its regula-
tions, the school was free to resist such controls. Congress immedi-
ately passed such a law over the President’s veto, announcing pub-
licly that even the indirect acceptance of federal funds through loans
granted to students constitutes the “open door policy” to all govern-
ment regulations over education. Nevertheless, Professor Scott con-
tinues to defend the legitimacy of the eighteenth-century “ideological
synthesis.” So does his Grove City colleague, historian L. John Van
Til. 13 So deeply entrenched is the ideology of political pluralism that
most of its Christian victims cannot perceive what is happening to
them. The brainwashing by the humanists of the intellectual leaders
of conservative Protestantism has been remarkably successful.

A Warning Shot

This book is a warning shot across the bow of the aging battleship,
Ideological Synthesis. It argues that Christian defenders of political
pluralism are now trapped by the necessary and inescapable impli-
cations of their own compromise. They have bet their futures (and
yours) on the preservation of the political cease-fire between Christi-
anity and anti-Christianity. But as Christians steadily retreated from
this covenantal conflict, 1673 to 1973, turning in their weapons (e.g.,
Christian education) to a supposedly “neutral” police force, their
covenant-breaking enemies have systematically taken over that po-
lice force. This cease-fire is beginning to resemble the cease-fire of
the firing squad. It can end with one word: “Fire !I”

15. He is the great-nephew of Cornelius Van Til.



Preface XXi

There are always firing squads in life, in peace and war. Hell it-
self is a kind of cosmic firing squad. The question is: Who will do the
firing? More to the point: Whose law will govern the civil court that
issues the sentence? Will the standard of justice be God's law or
man’s? 16 It is this question which the political pluralists dare not ask
in public. To ask this question publicly is to encourage Christians to
seek exclusively biblical answers. Pluralists do not want Christians
to seek exclusively biblical answers. Biblical exclusiveness is a denial
of the religion of pluralism.

The Dilemma of Christian Pluralism

The synthesis of political pluralism is not breaking down only be-
cause of the inherent contradictions between the religion of man and
the religion of the Bible. It is also breaking down because the reli-
gion of secular humanism is itself collapsing, not only theoretically
but institutionally.

For about eighteen centuries, the foundation of the West's ideo-
logical synthesis was men’s naive faith in the existence of natural
rights and natural law principles, discoverable by unaided human
reason, or at least by “right reason.” This intellectual construct was
the invention of later Hellenistic philosophers who were trapped by
the collapse of the Greek polis and its religious and philosophical
underpinnings. They saw that the collapse of the polis and the simul-
taneous rise of empire made necessary a new philosophical outlook.
Natural rights theory was their suggested solution. 17

This intellectual construct served Christian apologists as the
epistemological foundation of a synthesis, a common-ground philoso-
phy of justice. It was on the basis of supposedly shared philosophical
first principles that the discovery of a shared moral universe was
thought to be possible. From Justin Martyr to Gary Scott Smith,
Christians have had faith in this shared universe of discourse. What
we forget is that Justin was indeed a martyr, and a martyr under the
rule of that most Stoicly philosophical of emperors, Marcus
Aurelius. The hoped for common moral ground with Christianity did
not exist in the eyes of the Emperors. This fact should have sent
warnings to Justin’s successors down through the centuries. Unfor-

16. Greg L. Bahnsen, By This Standard: The duthority of God’s Law Today (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985).

17. Sheldon S. Wolin, Politics and Vision: Continuity and Innovation in Western Political
Thought (Boston: Little, Brown, 1960), ch. 3.
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tunately, political pluralists never take seriously such warnings, from
ravenous lions to ravenous government bureaucrats with the Depart-
ment of Education or the Department of Justice. They prefer to face
the lions than to rethink their presuppositions regarding natural law
philosophy. When it comes to political theory, their slogan is: “Better
the lions of the Colosseum than the Lion of Judah.”

The Self-Destruction of Humanism

Charles Darwin destroyed natural law theory in biological
science. Evolution through natural selection replaced the older,
Christianity-influenced humanist vision of fixed life forms moving
steadily toward a harmonious ecosystem. His successors destroyed
natural law theory in social science. 8 In the 1920's, quantum physics
destroyed natural law theory in the subatomic world. This immedi-
ately began to undermine modern legal theory. As Harvard Law
School’s Dean Roscoe Pound said in 1940, “Nothing has been so up-
setting to political and juristic thinking as the growth of the idea of
contingency in physics. It has taken away the analogy from which
philosophers had reached the very idea of law. It has deprived politi-
cal and juristic thought of the pattern to which they had conceived of
government and law as set up. Physics had been the rock on which
they had built.”*®

The shattered foundation of natural law theory, like Humpty
Dumpty, can never be put together again. Natural law theory is
dead. Rigor mortis has set in. Like Lazarus after several days in the
tomb, it stinketh. Unlike Lazarus, it cannot be resurrected. History
does not move backward. But this means that a new theory of cosmic
order must be found, if man’s social and political order is to be pre-
served. This new discovery is needed immediately in order to prevent
social collapse and war, yet it also is hoped by most social theorists
that this radical ideological change will somehow not be revolution-
ary or violent. Only one event can meet these two requirements: a
rapid, massive, international revival of a single religion, to which
men will voluntarily give their allegiance, either Christianity or anti-

18. Most notable was Lester Frank Ward, whose Dynamic Soczalogy (1883) set forth
the political worldview of modern political humanism. All Christian political pluralists
should be required to read this book.

19. Roscoe Pound, Contemporary Juristic Theory (Claremont, California: Clare-
mont Colleges, 1940), p. 34. Cited by R. J. Rushdoony, “The United States Consti-
tution,” Journal of Christian Reconstruction, X11 (1988), p. 35.
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Christianity. Without this international revival, men and nations will
go to war in the name of their respective creeds and non-negotiable
judicial demands. In either case, pluralism will at. last be given a
public burial.

This book is a public autopsy of a dead system. Several opti-
mistic physicians are still hovering over the body, trying to breathe
new life into the corpse. They will not appreciate my report on their
patient’s condition, for it points to their own monumental failure in
both diagnosis and treatment.

I do not believe in zombies, but whenever | examine the philoso-
phy of political pluralism, | wonder if my prejudice can be sup-
ported. “It never sleeps, it walks, it crashes into things, yet it's brain-
dead. Nothing has stopped it in eighteen hundred years. Unchained,
it has now gone berserk!” There are only two ways to stop a zombie
in the movies: smash its skull or decapitate it.

What Christian political pluralists steadfastly refuse to discuss is
what the new foundation of political pluralism can possibly be, now
that natural rights and natural law are intellectually dead concepts,
and very nearly dead culturally. First, Christian scholars baptized
Plato; then they baptized Aristotle; then they baptized Newton. Will
they also baptize Heisenberg, Sartre, and Camus? If so, we can then
expect the next public baptism: Nietzsche. What is the basis of the
“grand ideological synthesis” between Christianity and anti-Christi-
anity now that the very foundations of that ancient synthesis have
collapsed from the erosion produced by the acids of modernity?
They refuse to say, and their silence testifies to the intellectual bank-
ruptcy of their position.

Conclusion

In this book, I survey the writings of Christian scholars who have
been unwilling to face the implications of the death of natural law
theory. | use them as representative examples. What | argue is that
they have been intellectually schizophrenic, a fact revealed by their
own diagnosis of the modern religious crisis. They have remained
unwilling to choose between their commitment to the Bible and their
commitment to political pluralism. They refuse to cross over into
biblical covenant theology because of that great, immovable barrier
that separates the political religion of man from the civil covenantal-
ism of the Bible: biblical law. They prefer to dwell in the theocracy of



XXiv POLITICAL POLYTHEISM

self-proclaimed autonomous man rather than seek the sanctuary of
biblical law.

Like the Hebrews who did not believe that God could deliver
them from the Egyptian army because of the barrier of the Red Sea,
so are Christian defenders of political pluralism today. Worse; they
are like men who, seeing the waters parted by the power of God, are
still afraid to cross. “The walls of water will fall on us, and we will
perish!” The waters will indeed fall, but it will not be God's covenant
people who drown in the Red Sea. It will be only the Egyptians, who
will have already decapitated those Hebrews who sat at the shore-
line, too fearful to march forward.



These things need to be pondered by Protestants to-day. With
what right may we call ourselves children of the Reformation? Much
modern Protestantism would be neither owned nor even recognised
by the pioneer Reformers. The Bondage of the Wil fairly sets before us
what the y believed about the salvation of lost mankind. In the light
of it, we are forced to ask whether Protestant Christendom has not
tragically sold its birthright between Luther’s day and our own. Has
not Protestantism to-day become more Erasmian than Lutheran?
Do we not too often try to minimise and gloss over doctrinal differ-
ences for the sake of inter-party peace? Are we innocent of the doc-
trinal indifferentism with which Luther charged Erasmus? Do we
still believe that doctrine matters? Or do we now, with Erasmus, rate
a deceptive appearance of unity as of more importance than truth?
Have we not grown used to an Erasmian brand of teaching from our
pulpits —a message that rests on the same shallow synergistic con-
ceptions which Luther refuted, picturing God and man approaching
each other almost on equal terms, each having his own contribution
to make to man’s salvation and each depending on the dutiful co-
operation of the other for the attainment of that end? — as if God ex-
ists for man’s convenience, rather than man for God’s glory?

J. I. Packer and O. R. Johnson (1957)*

*Packer and Johnson, “Historical and Theological Introduction,” Martin Luther,
Bondage of the Wil (London: James Clarke, 1957), p. 59-60.



INTRODUCTION
(to be read)

For from the least of them even unto the greatest of them every one is
given to covetousness; and from the prophet even unto the priest every one
dealeth falsely. They have healed also the hurt of the daughter of my peo-
ple slightly, saying, Peace, peace; when there is no peace. Were they
ashamed when they had committed abomination? nay, they were not at
all ashamed, neither could they blush: therefore they shall fall among
them that fall: at the time that I visit them they shall be cast down, saith
the Lorp. Thus saitk the Lorb, Stand ye in the ways, and see, and ask
for the old paths, where is the good way, and walk therein, and ye shall
Jind rest for your souls. But they said, We will not walk therein. Also |
set watchmen over you, saying, Hearken to the sound of the trumpet. But
they said, We will not hearken ( Jer. 6:13-17).

Men want peace. Peace is a gift from God. Political peace is also
a promise of Satan, who cannot deliver on this promise, but it is be-
lieved by professionally naive Christians, generation after genera-
tion. Moses warned the Israelites against any attempt to gain peace
apart from faithfulness to the stipulations of God’s covenant (Deut.
29:18-28). Any other peace is a false peace. It cannot last. It does not
last, as the bloody twentieth century reveals. ! But humanism's false
peace is supported politically by its targeted victims, the Christians.

The Threat of God's Negative Sanctions

For a little over three centuries, Protestant Christians have not
taken Moses’ warning seriously. Throughout the Western world,
men have substituted other gods and other explanations of the origin
and destiny of man — not ancient gods of wood and stone, but mod-
ern gods of their own imagination. God’s warning to His covenanted

1. Gil Elliot, Twentieth Century Book of the Dead (New York: Scribners, 1972).

1



2 POLITICAL POLYTHEISM

society is nevertheless the same: take care, “Lest there should be
among you man, or woman, or family, or tribe, whose heart turneth
away this day from the Lorp our God, to go and serve the gods of
these nations; lest there should be among you a root that beareth gall
and wormwood; And it come to pass, when he heareth the words of
this curse, that he bless himself in his heart, saying, | shall have
peace, though | walk in the imagination of mine heart, to add drunk-
enness to thirst: The Lorb will not spare him, but then the anger of
the Lorp and his jealousy shall smoke against that man, and all the
curses that are written in this book shall lie upon him, and the Lorp
shall blot out his name from under heaven” (Deut. 29:18-20).

The threat of God's negative covenantal sanctions hangs over all
Christians who are citizens of any nation that has ever been formally
covenanted to the God of the Bible, but which has been captured
from within by covenant-breakers. These sanctions are real. In or-
der to remove the perceived threat of such sanctions, one of the most
important doctrines of “the gods of these nations” today is the denial
that a biblically covenanted society is possible — that no such society
has legitimately existed since the demise of Old Covenant Israel in
A.D. 70. Therefore, all societies that have ever claimed to be Chris-
tian have necessarily been fraudulent: examples to be shunned by
Christians, not imitated. The priests of the religion of autonomous
man cannot get all of God’s people to abandon their faith in the God
of heaven, but they can and have succeeded in getting them to aban-
don the belief that this God makes national collective covenants in
the New Covenant era.

The priests and academic Levites of God’s covenant people have
also adopted this same covenant-denying doctrine in the name of
biblical theology. *The humanists cry “peace, peace,” despite the bib-
lical fact there is no possibility of permanent covenantal peace be-
tween covenant-breakers and covenant-keepers. The Christians cry
“cease-fire, cease-fire,” despite the biblical fact there is a real possibil-
it y for progressive earthly victory on God’s judicial terms, however
imperfect due to sin's effects. The result of both views — “peace,
peace (on autonomous man’s terms)” and “cease-fire, cease-fire (on
autonomous man's terms)” is the same: a refusal by Christians to call
for national repentance, a repentance manifested by taking a formal

2.Cf. Mark A. Nell, Nathan O. Hatch, and George M. Marsden,The Search for
Christian America (Westchester, Illinois: Crossway, 1983). See Chapter 5, below.
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oath re-confirming God'’s national covenant and its required civil laws
and negative sanctions. Christians refuse to press for social peace on
God's terms. They deny the need for national covenant renewal.

And so we face God’s negative historical sanctions.

Terms of Surrender

The Bible teaches that there can and will be a progressive mani-
festation of peace in history,® but only as a product of covenantal
faithfulness in Church government, family government, and civil
government. ‘God’s people today have almost universally assumed
that peace in the third covenantal institution — civil government — is
possible only on the “neutral” legal terms set forth by God's enemies.
Christians have surrendered conditionally to covenant-breakers na-
tionally, on the promise that Christians will be left in peace in the
first two covenantal categories, family and Church. °Covenant-
breakers have in the past promised this conditional peace, but now
they are making it increasingly clear that this was a lie, a politically
necessary deception. They want unconditional surrender in all three
areas. Thus, to defend God's covenantal standards in the first two
realms, Christians must now seek long-term victory in the third:
civil government. But they are then told by their own spiritual
spokesmen that such a quest is either wrong in principle or at least
impossible to achieve in history. Political Polytheism: The Myth of Plu-
ralism is a sustained attack on three representative variations of this
familiar compromise.

The theological root of our present political crisis is this: God de-
mands unconditional surrender of all His enemies at the final judg-
ment, and also the progressive, conditional, external surrender of
Satan’s people to His people in history,® while Satan demands uncon-
ditional surrender of his enemies in history, for he cannot gain this in
eternity. There is a war going on, and it will not end until judgment

3. Roderick Campbell, Israel and thz New Covenant (Phillipsburg, New Jersey:
Presbyterian & Reformed, [1954] 1981).

4. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant (Tyler, Texas: Insti-
tute for Christian Economics, 1987).

5. | capitalize “Church” when | refer to the general institution. | do not when |
refer to a local church.

6. Gary North, Unconditional Surrender: God’s Program for Victory (3rd ed.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1988).
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day. Each side is required by its respective covenantal head to seek a
victory over the other side in every area of life. There is no neutrality.

Christians, however, for the most part no longer believe that con-
tinual conflict between mutually exclusive covenantal standards is in
fact inevitable in the civil realm, so they have signed a temporary
cease-fire which they hope will last until the final judgment. They
hope and even occasionally pray that this will be a permanent cease-
fire in history. They have voluntarily surrendered the fundamental
principle of the sovereignty of God, as revealed by His covenantal
law, as this law and its specified sanctions apply in the civil sphere.
(Incredibly, this is frequently done in the name of the sovereignty of
God. "These people are masters of deception.) Having surrendered
the doctrine of the sovereign y of God in civil government, they are
now in the process of surrendering it in the first two areas, family
and Church, piece by piece. The rise of “Christian” counseling
courses in our Bible-believing seminaries — courses based on pagan
psychology texts and principles — is one example, and the practice of
registering churches with the government in order to receive tax-
subsidized mailing permits is another. “Peace, peace” in fact means
‘surrender, Christians, piece by piece.”

The Abandonment of Casuistry

Political Polytheism deals with the process of piecemeal intellectual
surrender. It will not win me academic friends or influence tenured
people. Books by watchmen never do. It presents a case-by-case
study of what | regard as representative intellectual compromises
with humanism by contemporary Christian scholars. These intellec-
tual compromises within the English-speaking Calvinist community
have been going on for over three centuries, and within the rest of
Christendom for at least eighteen centuries. From time to time in re-
cent years, it has looked as though this systematic program of intellec-
tual compromise was about to cease in some key Christian commando
units, but each time, senior officers have put down their battle flags
and have signed cease-fire agreements with the enemy. This is dis-
couraging for those of us who remain on the battlefield.

7.Cf. Gary Scott Smith, Introduction, in Smith (cd.), God and Politics: Four Views
on the Refermation of Civil Government (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: Presbyterian & Reformed,
1989), pp. 2, 12.
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| have taken Calvinist scholars as the representative cases. Why?
For one thing, | am more familiar with modern Calvinist philosophy
and social theory. For another, those closest to you are always the
greatest threat. You have to answer their criticisms and expose their
deviations before you get on with the war for civilization. °Far more
important, however, is the fact that the other Protestant traditions
have been generally less devoted to the academic areas of philosophy,
social theory, and historical studies. Calvinists believe in the absolute
sovereignty of the Creator God over every aspect of the universe,
and they are therefore the only biblical theological movement that
can sustain serious scholarship, generation after generation. What
the Calvinists have written (and | include here Augustine)’has es-
tablished both the intellectual standards and the targets. When the
Calvinists get philosophically “squishy,” we can be reasonably confi-
dent that their imitators and critics in the other Protestant traditions
are even more squishy, and surely no tougher.

Casuistry, 1673-1973

The problem facing the West today is that for three centuries,
1673 to 1973, Protestant Christians abandoned the intellectual disci-
pline of casuistry — applied biblical morality — and thereby abandoned
the crucial task of developing an explicitly and exclusively biblical
social theory. 1 In the seventeenth century, English casuists had writ-
ten their works in English, aiming their message at the general pop-
ulation. ** They provided elaborate discussions of the general biblical

8. This is why cults, revolutionary organizations, and other hard-core ideologi-
cal groups tend to excommunicate or purge heretics and apostates more readily than
attack ‘the “heathen” outside the camp. One must consolidate the center before
spiraling outward. The same screening strategy is used in Christian academia to
remove all those who are not committed to the program of epistemological com-
promise. For instance, why are there so few six-day creationists teaching in the
science departments of places like Wheaton College and Calvin College, not to men-
tion in 90 percent of the Bible-believing seminaries?

9. Benjamin Breckenridge Warfield, Calvin and Augustine (Philadelphia: Presby-
terian & Reformed, 1956). This is a collection of his journal articles published be-
tween 1905 and 1909.

10. Some might date the end of casuistry with Samuel Willard's massive com-
mentary on the Larger Catechism of the Westminster Confession of Faith, A Com-
pleat Body of Divinity (1726).

11. Thomas Wood, English Casuzstical Divinity in the Seventeenth Century (London:
S.P.C. K., 1952), p. 47.



6 POLITICAL POLYTHEISM

and moral principles of action, using particulars as illustrations .12
Their publicly announced goal was self-government underlap: “Unlike
the Jesuits, they were not concerned primarily to provide an ever
more efficient confessional technique by which judgement might be
passed upon the consciences of men. Their ideal was not to remove
from men the exacting duty of probing and resolving their own
moral difficulties, but rather to train them in self-reliance as the re-
sponsible and consecrated servants of God in Christ .” 13

In the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, ethical
dualism raised its Janus-faced head. * Christian moralists defaulted
enthusiastically to the covenant-breaking enemy in the name of phi-
losophical rigor and a universally valid methodology: Newtonian natu-
ral law. Charles Darwin and Thomas Huxley destroyed whatever re-
mained of that intellectual pipedream over a century ago with their
doctrine of evolution through impersonal natural selection,’5 but
most Christians have spent the last hundred-plus years trying to
devise ways to accommodate this self-confident (but now rapidly
shifting) Darwinism to the orthodox faith. The result, predictably,
has been an increase of heterodox Christians. 16

Without biblical guidance from God's covenant people, the
whole world is now adrift in the rapids with a shattered rudder and a
conked-out engine. That growing roar we now hear is ominous.
Thus, a handful of Calvinist scholars and activists are today trying
to make up for lost time and to recover lost intellectual territory be-
fore the turn of the millennium. 7 We perceive that the whole world
is in the throes of a massive religious, social, and philosophical
upheaval, and the dominant ideologies of the last two or three cen-

12. Ibid., p. 49.

13. Ibid., p. 65.

14. Luther had succumbed to dualism a century and a half earlier. See Charles
Trinkaus, “The Religious Foundations of Luther’s Social Views,” in John H.
Mundy (cd.), Essays in Medieval Life (New York: Biblo & Tannen, 1955), pp. 71-87.
Cf. Gary North, “The Economics of Luther and Calvin,” journal of Christian Recon-
struction, |1 (Summer 1975), pp. 76-89.

15, Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (2nd ed.; Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1987), Appendix A: “From Cosmic Purposelessness to Hu-
manistic Sovereignty.”

16. The archetype example is Bernard Ramm, today a semi-Barthian, but in
1954 the author of The Christian View of Science and Scripture (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans), which did justice to neither science nor Scripture.

17. Gary DeMar and Peter J, Leithart, The Reduction of Christianity (Ft. Worth,
Texas: Dominion Press, 1988).
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turies are no longer able to hold together the fragmenting center.
What will be the new center? We know what it had better be: Jesus
Christ. It does no permanent good to swing back from left-wing En-
lightenment thought (socialism and social revolution) '8 to right wing
Enlightenment thought (capitalism and social evolution). ° (It will,
however, increase per capita economic productivity and therefore
per capita income.) We do not need a perpetual humanistic pen-
dulum; we need a progressive manifestation of the kingdom of God
in history. 20

Paradigm Shifts

In the midst of social and intellectual revolutions come major
paradigm shifts. 2! Entire worldviews change, and they can do so
within a single generation. 22 Judging from the extent of the visible
turmoil today, as well as the intellectual turmoil, the next paradigm
shift ought to be a whopper. We know that whatever philosophies to-
day undergird world civilization are slipping rapidly. In fact, we are
seeing serious attempts by scientists and social theorists to make sizp-
ping the basis of the next dominant worldview.?* The question is:
What will be next? When the shift begins in earnest, Christians had
better be in the paradigm marketplace with a table full of books and
strategies containing principles for solutions to every major prob-
lem. A few manuals on direct action wouldn't hurt, either.”

Before this task can be accomplished, however, Christians must
jettison the last three centuries of philosophical compromise. Bap-
tized humanism has produced muddled thinking and worn-out, dis-
carded humanist solutions to major social problems. It is time for a
change. Let us pray that this change will be in time.

18.F. A. Hayek, The Counter-Revolution of Science: Studies on the Abuse of Reason
(Indianapolis, Indiana: Liberty Press, [1952] 1979); Hayek, The Fatal Conceit
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989).

19. Hayek, The Constitution of Lsberty (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1960); Hayek, Law, Legislation and Liberty, 3 vols. (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1973-79).

20. Campbell, Israel and the New Covenant.

21. Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Sezentific Revolution (2nd ed.; Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1970).

22. See, for example, Paul Hazard’s book, The European Mind, 1680-1715 (New
York: Meridian, [1935] 1963).

23. Cf. James Gleik, Chaos: Making a New Science (New York: Viking, 1987).

24. Cf. Gary North, Backward, Christian Soldiers? A Manual for Christian Recon-
struction (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984).
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Cornelius Van Til

The major break with this long-term epistemological comprom-
ise came with the writings of Cornelius Van Til (see Chapter 3). Yet
even Van Til was unwilling to “go the distance” in this race. He dem-
onstrated what is wrong and has been wrong with Christian philoso-
phy for almost two millennia — the compromise with Greece’s phi-
losophy of autonomous man- but he did not offer a workable
positive alternative.

Analogical Reasoning

Van Til’s analogies are marvelous. He convinced me that analogies
can be very helpful in communicating difficult concepts. So let me
use four of them to describe what he did, and what he failed to do.

First, it is not sufficient to blow up humanism’s dikes when you
live in epistemological Holland, for these are the only dikes in place
today. You need a new structure in place to keep out the North Sea
before the explosives are detonated. Van Til, however, went ahead
and lit the fuses anyway. The best you can say for his plan is that he
used slow-burning fuses. Most of the dikes are still intact.

Second, Van Til showed that the humanist Emperor and his sub-
jects have always worn clothes stolen from Christians, and only the
existence of these clothes has kept everyone even tolerably warm in
the freezing winters. Furthermore, the Emperor is now requiring
Christians to produce only Emperor-designed clothing, a sure sign
of looming frostbite. But Van Til then steadfastly refused to recom-
mend an appropriate Christian clothier for Christians whose ward-
robes have been depleted.

Third, Van Til created an ethical and epistemological vacuum
by his successful extrusion of the Greeks from Christian philosophy,
but then he insisted privately that nothing specific should be allowed
to rush in to fill it. Creating a physical vacuum takes special instru-
ments and a lot of energy. So, too, with epistemological vacuums. To
create such a vacuum, you must first force out bad ideas with good
ideas. When you then withdraw the plunger of good ideas from the
intellectual flask, but without allowing bad ideas to return, you
create a vacuum. Vacuums are, artificial creations; they cannot be
sustained, long term. They are not very useful outside the labora-
tory, either. Scholars resent an epistemological vacuum in the same
way that nature abhors a physical one on earth. The valves cannot
hold tight forever; something will inevitably fill it: if not biblical law,
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then something else. As | show in Chapter 4, one of Van Til’s early
students rushed in to fill it. What he filled it with was a variation of
the same old impure mixture that Van Til had expelled in the first
place: one-third Bible, one-third natural law philosophy, and one-
third verbal gymnastics to explain why there really is no underlying
conflict between the two except, of course, in those cases where there
is. This is the problem. This has always been the problem.

Fourth, Van Til forgot rule number-one in all warfare: “You
can't beat something with nothing.” Adopting military metaphors,
we can say that Van Til wrote a multi-volume theory of war. It took
him all his life to write it. He never really finished it. It just got
longer and longer. Unfortunately, he never offered an overall strat-
egy showing how his general theory of war could be applied to a
strategy of conquest in history. His theory showed only that all past
Christian strategies have failed because of improper military
alliances and disastrous treaties. Problem: knowing what failed to
work before is not the same as knowing what strategy will lead to vic-
tory in the future. Van Til did not believe in the possibility y of a visi-
ble victory by Christians in history. He therefore never wrote a
grand strategy or even any tactical manuals, which is what new
recruits and newly commissioned second lieutenants need.

Now What Should We Do?

Van Til steadfastly refused to tell anyone what to do with his phi-
losophical discoveries. He did not encourage his disciples, such as
R. J. Rushdoony, who were attempting to apply his discoveries to
other fields of thought, including social theory. Privately, he actually
discouraged such attempts; they made him nervous. He carefully
avoided venturing outside of the academic specialization of apolo-
getics — a narrowly philosophical defense of the faith — and even
when he did (e. g., The Psychology of Religion), he concealed the fact by
writing as if he were dealing strictly with apologetics. The result of
his reticence has been confusion: hardly anyone claims to be his dis-
ciple today — he actually discouraged disciples® — and those who do
claim to be his disciples are scattered all over the philosophical and

25. For example, he would not assign his own books in his apologetics classes. It
was as if John Calvin or Luther had remained content to assign Summa Theological to
his students, hoping to clear up their confusion with rambling, disjointed lectures.
Let me assure you, Van Til specialized in rambling, disjointed lectures.
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political landscape. %6

So here | come, trying to rally the troops, scattered though they
may be. | think Christianity’s biggest battles are still to be fought in
the future; what we have seen so far is simply a series of “boot
camps” for God'’s people, a long period of wandering in the wilder-
ness. | think we are at last being called to invade Canaan. But | may
be like Joshua and Caleb when they returned from their recon-
naissance assignment; | may be premature in my recommendation.
Judging from the number of stones that I see people in the camp col-
lecting (Num. 14:10), I am beginning to suspect that my timing is off
by a generation.

What, then, is the proper tactic today for calling God'’s people to
begin making preparations for a gigantic offensive operation? My
solution: to risk being regarded as offensive.

Tactics in a Time of Reformation

In 1492, Columbus sailed the ocean blue. In 1493, he and his
crew returned, bringing tales of a new world. Some of them also
brought back something else: syphilis. By 1497, it had spread
throughout Western Europe. By 1507, it had reached China. 27 An in-
visible army of tiny creatures began to undermine the foundations of
European civilization. Physicians soon realized how this army was
being transmitted, but biological education alone was not sufficient
to stop it. It never is. This mortal disease contributed to a wide-
spread loss of confidence within the Renaissance world, just as the
bubonic plague had undermined the self-confidence of the late-
medieval world. 28 Then came the Protestant Reformation.

The Protestant Reformation was launched by a doctor of theol-
ogy in 1517. He was a university man (Martin Luther). His major
public opponent was also a doctor of theology (John Eck), but in this
case, the gentleman was also in the pay of Europe’s leading family of

26. For example, I am his disciple, and so is economist and would-be philosopher
Douglas Vickers. For my opinion of Vickers’ work, see my Foreword to lan Hedge,
Baptized Inflation: A Critique of “Christian” Keynestanism (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1986).

27. Fernand Braudel, Civilization and Capitalism, 15th-18th Century, 3 vols. (New
York: Harper & Row, [1979] 1981), I, The Structures of Everyday Life: The Limits of the
Possible, pp. 81-82.

28. Barbara Tuchman, A Distant Mirror: The Calamitous 14th Century (New York:
Knopf, 1978), ch. 5.
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international bankers (the Fuggers). 29 To Luther's cause came
another academic man, one almost literally dragged out of academia
into the pulpit (John Calvin). And organizing the shock troops of
the academic opposition was a former classmate of Calvin's at the
University of Paris (Ignatius of Loyola).

Erasmus and Luther

Sitting on the sidelines of this historic battlefield with a pile of an-
cient manuscripts on his desk was Erasmus of Rotterdam, another
University of Paris product. *® Erasmus knew that Luther was cor-
rect in many of his criticisms of the Roman Church, but Erasmus re-
garded himself as a man of peace, a man of the Roman Church.
Erasmus did not want to make a frontal assault against the Roman
Church’s concepts of justification, the sacraments, and hierarchy.
“His spirituality inclined him to agree with the more radical refor-
mers,” writes historian Roland Bainton. “Nevertheless Erasmus
refused to join the radicals because of his regard for concordia and
consensus. He would not have these disrupted by constraint from
either side .”3!

At first, he avoided going into print against Luther. After all, his
goal was “peace, peace.’ Luther finally forced Erasmus out of his
academic complacency when he publicly defended the doctrine of
predestination. Erasmus was aghast. Predestination? In this day and
age? And so the two doctors of theology fought it out: free will vs .
God'’s absolute sovereignty.”Luther’s classic reply to Erasmus, The
Bondage of the Will (1525), stands as one of the most important
defenses of predestination ever written. He was true to his Augusti-
nian heritage. (He regarded this work and his catechism for children
as his only works worth preserving; only they were “right .“) 33

Melanchthon
But then, as also happened to Augustine’s predestinarian legacy

29. Benjamin Nelson, The Idea of Usury: From Tribal Brotherhood to Universal Other-
hood (2nd ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969), p. 25.

30. The College de Montaigu.

31. Roland H. Bainton, Erasmaus of Christendern (New York: Crossroad, 1982), p. 220.

32. Luther and Erasmus: Free Will and Salvation, edited by E. Gordon Rupp and
Philip S. Watson (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1969).

33. Letter to Capito (9 July 1537); cited by J. I. Packer and O. R. Johnson,
“Historical and Theological Introduction,” The Bondage of the Will (London: James
Clarke, 1957), p. 40.
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after he died, the academic dog returned to its epistemological
vomit. Augustine had battled against Pelagius, for the latter had
dropped the doctrine of innate human depravity. Pelagius had
adopted free will doctrines as a direct result. Augustine won the in-
tellectual battle, but his heirs surrendered anyway. So it was to be
with Luther’s heirs. Luther’s close associate Philip Melanchthon
never adopted Luther’s view of predestination, calling it “Stoic fatal-
ism.”®* Melanchthon was a classicist at heart, and he wanted peace
with Greece. Writes C. L. Manschreck:

At first Melanchthon joined Luther in heaping invectives on Aristotle
and philosophy in general, for both recognized that certain modes and prin-
ciples of reasoning were injurious to the evangelical religious insights, but
Philip soon came to feel that philosophy might be a valuable auxiliary in the
propagation of truth. Melanchthon’s changed view toward Aristotle, espe-
cially after 1525, did not represent a desire to give up the fruits of the Refor-
mation but a more mature understanding of philosophy and its usefulness
in education and the Christian community. Luther went along. %

And so Melanchthon called a mighty ecclesiastical army away from
a direct frontal assault against Greece and Rome — not the Roman
Church, but the far more ancient enemy, classical Rome. That army
has never returned to the front. Lutheran apologetics to this day is
basically the Thomistic apologetics of the Roman Church, which is
also true of Protestantism in general. 3

A Study i Irrelevance

Through all this turmoil, Erasmus stayed calm, cool, and col-
lected. He did not break with Rome. He did not leave his study ex-
cept to lecture at a university or return a book to the library. He read
his Greek manuscripts, wrote his prevaricating but clever academic
essays, and kept his wits about him. No fiery pamphlets in the ver-
nacular from his pen! Also, no fiery stakes for his sensitive flesh. He
was, after all, a cultivated man. 37 A fully accredited man. A tenured
man. A man for mild seasons.

34.Clyde Leonard Manschreck, Aelanchthon: The Quiet Reformer (New York:
Abingdon, 1958), p. 293. See Chapter 22 of Manschreck’s book for a detailed treat-
ment: “The Word, the Holy Spirit, and the Will.”

35. Ibid., p. 96.

36. Cornelius Van Til, A Surzey of Christian Epistemology, vol. 2 of In Defense Of Bibli-
cal Christianity (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: Presbyterian & Reformed; den Dulk
Foundation, 1969), chaps. 6, 7. This series is also called In Defense of the Faith.

37.Bainton, Erasmus of Christendom, ch. 10: “A Cultivated Man.”
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What was Erasmus’ position? “He had merely asserted the right
of men to be uncommitted, where doctrine had not been thoroughly
and formally defined by the Church .”3® That was surely good
enough to satisfy the Church! It kept him out of serious trouble. It
brought him external peace. It also made him irrelevant to the
titanic religious struggles of his age. Luther’s response describes him
to a T: “Erasmus is an eel. Only Christ can get him.”3® The sad fact
is that most of those in the pulpit today take Erasmus as their model.
The result is slippery sermons.

The typical Christian liberal arts college is even worse. There the
eels have tenure. The ideal American academic is also modeled on
the career of Erasmus. So is the Christian academic, to the extent
that he has a separate existence. (Not British academia, however, by
the grace of God and the example of A. J. P. Taylor). One is ex-
pected to conduct oneself as a cultivated man. No pamphlets, please.
No use of incendiary language. No departing from the accepted eti-
guette of professional academic discourse. Above all, there must be
no calling to the attention of uncertified laymen (who pay all the bills
with their donations) the unpleasant fact that there has been a sys-
tematic sell-out of Christian civilization by its officially accredited in-
tellectual and political defenders. This is Erasmus’ legacy, and it is
staunchly defended today by those inside the halls of ivy. They much
prefer In Praise of Folly to The Bondage of the Will. Anyone seeking
acceptance within these halls of ivy must either conform or be
thrown out, thereafter to spend his days wandering in the wastelands
of the business world or high school teaching.

Erasmus was illegitimate by birth, but his heirs are self-made men.

Fighting to Win

| prefer Luther’'s model. Luther was courageous enough not only
to break ranks with the Church of Rome, but also with the etiquette
of Erasmus. He took his criticisms of the Roman Church to unor-
dained people in their own language, both linguistically and stylisti-
cally, and he thereby broke the Church’s sacramental monopoly. He
was hated for this. He changed the face of Europe, and he was hated
for this, too. He conducted himself not as a gentleman and a scholar,
but as a man of war who understood that eternal souls were hanging

38. E. Gordon Rupp, ‘Introduction: The Erasmus Enigma,” Luther and Erasmus,
p. 2. C
39. Cited by Rupp, ibid., p. 2.
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in the balance, not to mention Western civilization. He was hated
for this, perhaps most of all. His contemporaries wanted peace.

This gave Luther an enormous advantage. He wanted victory,
and he developed his tactics accordingly. Luther was the pioneer of
the pugnacious pamphlet, as well as the vicar of vitriol and the rector
of ridicule. He adopted Augustine’s rule: anything that is ridiculous
deserves to be ridiculed.*® His spiritual heirs have conveniently for-
gotten about the scatological cartoons of the Pope that Luther put in
his pamphlets. Had he restricted his expressions of theological oppo-
sition to the Roman Church by the accepted rules of discourse with-
in the academic community, there would probably have been no
Reformation in his day. He would have been burned at the stake.
Instead, the authorities had to content themselves with burning his
pamphlets.

Luther’s academic peers wanted peace. So do most of his spiri-
tual and institutional heirs today. Well, they won't all be able to get it

. at least not while I'm alive and have a word processor in front of
me. And not while AIDS is spreading, either. C. Everett Koop's sol-
ution to AIDS is condoms. This will not work. My critics’ solution to
me is public silence and private murmuring. This will not work,
either. There is only one strategy that can possibly shut me up, or at
least remove me as a serious combatant: prove in print, point by
point and verse by verse, that my theology is dead wrong and so is
my analysis of the long-term compromise with humanism; commu-
nicate this in language that literate Christians can understand; and
then spend as much time and money as | spend in getting this message
to the as yet undecided troops. My prediction: not very likely;

Erasmus lost the polemical battle — though not the academic eti-
quette battle — because he viewed the battlefield of the Reformation
in terms of the scholar’s study. He decided to avoid engaging in pro-
tracted conflict. He refused to face the fact that protracted conflict is
all that the followers of Jesus Christ have ever been promised on
earth, even during the millennium. Christians are told to find inter-
nal peace in the midst of a raging battle. This is no doubt difficult,
but however it is to be accomplished, surrendering the battalion’s
battle flag is not the proper way.

Luther won at least the preliminary phase of the theological and
institutional battle because his opponents could not match his theol-

40. See The City of God, XV111: 40, on those who oppose the six-day creation,
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ogy, his pamphlets, his vitriol, and his incendiary language. He
humiliated his opponents in public and in print. He ridiculed the ri-
diculous. I am at best a pale imitation of Luther. But at least | know
this much: | cannot hope to lead anyone to victory in my assigned
sector of this battle for civilization by imitating Erasmus’ reputed
strengths. I have at least a possibility of contributing to the victory of
Christ's kingdom in history by adopting what many of his heirs re-
gard as Luther’s embarrassing weaknesses.

There is, however, one important difference between my style
and Luther’s. The confrontation between Erasmus and Luther has
been described as “a duel in which the two participants got up at the
crack of dawn, one armed with a rapier, the other with a blunder-
buss. . . .”# Erasmus wielded the rapier, Luther the blunderbuss. I
do much better with a rapier.

Creationism, Neo-Evangelical Style

This book is designed to clear the deck ideologically. I show what
cannot work biblically and has not worked for over three centuries,
By attacking Christian political pluralism, I am attacking a sacred
cow which is in fact a long-dead mule. It is an intellectual system
which cannot be successfully defended by an appeal to the Bible, and
which is regarded by humanists as intellectually peripheral to the
concerns of the non-Christian world. Christian political pluralism is
to modern political theory what theistic evolution is to modern bio-
logical science: a sell-out of Christianity to the humanists who run
the academic world. The irony is that the humanists regard the
whole charade of theistic evolution as either a crude intellectual joke
or else a self-serving fraud deserving of contempt.*? Christian politi-
cal pluralism is not much better respected in the world of humanist
scholarship. We should not be surprised to learn that the same
undergraduate Christian academic institutions and publishing houses
support both forms of this ideological sell-out. I call this the Wheaton-
Westchester-Downers Grove-Grand Rapids-Wenham-Toronto com-
plex. Wheaton College is the model.*

41. Rupp, ep.cit., p. 2.

42. See, for example, George Gaylord Simpson, This View of Life: The Weorld of an
Evolutionist (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1964), ch. 11: “Evolutionary
Theology: The New Mysticism.”

43. If you can locate a copy, | encourage you to read Wilhelm E. Schmitt's self-
published book, Steps Toward Apestasy at Wheaton College (1966). Schmitt was a
Wheaton student, class of 1954.
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There is a reason for their opposition to both six-day creationism
and political pluralism: liberalism, both theological and political.
These people want the fruits of Christianity without its Bible-
revealed limits and responsibilities. They proclaim God's creation in
general, hoping thereby 1) to retain donors’ support and a stream of
young Christian students to capture; 44 and 2) to avoid the radical
despair of modern humanist science.”By refusing to affirm six-day
creationism, they hope to accomplish at least three things: 1) retain
their accreditation from humanist accrediting agencies; 2) retain the
approval of other neo-evangelical academicians, who have long since
abandoned orthodoxy for Barthianism or liberation theology; and 3)
leave the door open to just about any kind of theoretical compromise
with the “latest finding of modern science ,” meaning the scientific
views of a decade ago that are now working their way into the text-
books. They want the benefits of orthodoxy with none of the liabilities.

Similarly, they affirm something called God’s “creation or-
dinances .“” Sometimes, they call this a “creation ethic.”*’ This
sounds so very biblical. But they simultaneously deny that Old Tes-
tament law in any way provides the definitions, specific content, and
intellectual limits of these ordinances. Their goals here are much the
same as with their affirmation of creationism, but not six-day cre-
ationism. First, they can still sound as though they affirm the Bible,

44. North, Foreword; Hedge, Baptized Inflation, pp. XX-xxii: “The Academic
Seduction of the Innocent.”

45. Gary North, 1s the World Running Down? Crisis in theChristian Werldview (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1988), ch. 2: “The Pessimism of the Scien-
tists.”

46. “Natural law theories are essentially secularized versions of the idea of crea-
tion ordinances.” Gordon Spykman, “The Principled Pluralist Position,” in God and
Politics, p. 91. Ironically, Spykman rejects natural law, yet he also denies that Old
Testament laws provide the required content of these definitionless “creation or-
dinances.” This leaves everything conveniently open-ended. That is the heart and
soul of neo-evangelicalism: intellectually and morally open-ended. T. M. Moore is
correct: “Ultimately, Spykman exalts God's revelation in nature above the Bible. He
insists that the meaning of Scripture can only be unlocked by first understanding the
meaning of God’s word inherent in the creational norms around us.” Moore, “The
Christian America Response to Principled Pluralism,” ibid., p. 110.

47. See A. Troost's response to my criticism of his antinomian call to medieval
guild socialism in the name of the Bible. Troost titled his essay, “A Plea for a Crea-
tion Ethic,” International Reformed Bulletin (Oct. 1967). This journal was edited at the
time by Paul Schrotenboer, who also has an essay in God and Politics, pp. 54-60. For
my response to Troost, see North, The Sinai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Command-
ments (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), Appendix C: “Social
Antinomianism .“
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keeping suspicious donors and parents perpetually confused. Sec-
ond, they can then read the latest (i. e., decade-old) fads of political
liberalism into these “creation ordinances.” They get the benefits of
God’s doctrine of creation without any of the restraints of God’s
Bible-revealed law.

These scholars are like unmarried couples who live together
under the protection of common law marriage precedents. If these
unions can survive for five consecutive years, they become techni-
cally legal marriages for purposes of ownership and inheritance. Un-
til then, however, the door remains open for leaving and switching
partners. During the first five years, they can reassure themselves
and their potential in-laws with the convenient excuse, We're still
moving toward common-law status .” In fact, they are fornicators.
This is modern neo-evangelicalism in a nutshell: at best a movement
of theological common-law marriages; at worst, a movement of
theological fornicators.

White Uniforms and Sinking Ships

The doctrine of Christian political pluralism rested from the be-
ginning on the doctrine of natural rights and natural law. That com-
forting faith is now forever dead, buried by the spiritual heirs of the
pagan Greeks who invented it in the first place. This loss of faith in
natural law is admitted even by defenders of Christian political plur-
alism. *® Nevertheless, they stubbornly refuse to admit publicly that
without this key epistemological®® assumption, political pluralism
becomes a visibly drifting ship with a hole in its side.

The Leaking Ship

This ship is taking on water fast. It is already 2,000 miles out to
sea, with no radio on board and very little dehydrated food re-
maining. A huge storm is on the horizon. There is only one hope
available: a motorized lifeboat with a good set of maps, a compass,
and enough fuel to get a few hundred miles. It even has an emer-
gency sail. But there is one catch: its name. The former owner of the
shipping line — who still holds a second mortgage on the company,
and the present owners are several payments behind — named it the

48. Cf. Gordon J. Spykman, “The Principled Pluralist Position,” God and Politics,
pp. 90-91.
49. Epistemology: “What men can know, and how they can know it.”
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Covenant Theocracy. Because of this, no ship’s officer is willing to get
into it; they are all graduates of the Erasmus Naval Institute. Further-
more, they are all doing whatever they can to keep the growing
number of alarmed passengers from launching it on their own. They
keep announcing the following message over the ship’s intercom:
“The ship is fine. No problem. Don’'t worry; be happy! Be calm, be
cool, and be collected.” Meanwhile, the storm clouds keep getting
closer, and the ship is listing to port.

Question: Should the passengers rearrange the deck chairs one
more time or head for the lifeboat? I have made my decision; what
about you?

There are a lot of passengers who still take the ship’s officers seri-
ously. They still have faith in what they are being told rather than
what they can clearly see. After all, these officers are so . . . so offt -
ctal ! They are all dressed in clean, white uniforms. Could they really
be wrong? Could a man in a white uniform be unreliable? (See
Chapter 4.) They were certified by the authorities back on shore.
Could the authorities have been wrong? The thought never crosses
the passengers’ minds that the authorities back on shore had cut a
deal with the ship’s owners: We will certify your ship and your crew
if you continue publicly to support our right to certify everyone. And
we promise to prohibit any uncertified rival entrepreneur from start-
ing a rival cruise ship line .”

In the world of business this is called licensing. In the academic
world, it is called regional accreditation and classroom tenure. What
this system of certification invariably produces in the long run is a
fleet of high-priced leaking ships and a new generation of white uni-
formed officers who don’'t know how to navigate. But they do look
impressive.

The purpose of this book is to show what does not work, and then
to offer an alternative. Like an informed passenger on that leaking
ship, | need to alert my fellow passengers to the problem before | can
expect them to head for the lifeboat. I have confidence that the life-
boat is sea-worthy. 50 | also’ have confidence that the ship is sinking.
The time has come for me to call, “Abandon ship!” The problem is,
not many people will believe me initially. My diagnosis sounds so

50. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes Of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973); Greg L. Bahnsen, Theonomy in Christian Ethics (2nd ed.; Phillipsburg,
New Jersey: Preshyterian & Reformed, 1984).
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grim, and my prescription sounds so unpalatable. After all, the ship
has done so well in the past, and nobody likes to eat dehydrated food.

The Risk of Being Premature

The Puritan Revolution of 1638-60 was premature. The people
of England were not ready for a world without king or bishops, and
Calvinist intellectual and military leaders soon found that they could
not control the social forces that their pamphlets and their cavalry
had unleashed. The growing reaction against “the rule of the saints”
during the 1650's, and especially after the restoration of Charles 11 to
the English throne in 1660, devastated English and Scottish Calvin-
ism. The y never recovered. English and American colonial Calvin-
ism became pietistic and antinomian within a generation. 5! So did
Holland’s Calvinism during this same period. Few traces of postmil-
lennialism can be found in Dutch Calvinism after 1700. Radical En-
lightenment ideas and clandestine political organizations had been
released as a side-effect of the Puritan Revolution in England; they
spread rapidly to Holland in the 1690’s, and from there to the whole
of Europe.s2So did the Christian-Newtonian synthesis and its
accompanying Arminianism and Socinianism. 53 It does not pay to
be premature.

It is not my intention to encourage the repetition of that seventeenth-
century mistake. Productive social transformation takes time and
lots of it. Great religious and social discontinuities are inevitable in
human history, but in order to produce beneficial results, they must
be preceded by and followed by long periods of patient and disci-
plined thought, investment, and work.” In this sense, | am a conser-
vative social theorist. | see an enormous discontinuity looming, and

51. The testament of this morbid introspective pietism is William Gurnall’s two-
volume treatise, The Christian Irn Complete Armour; A Treatise Of the Saints’ War against the
Devil (London: Banner of Truth, [1655-62] 1964). A study of the American Puritans
is Gary North, “From Medieval Economics to Indecisive Pietism in New England,
1661-1690,” Journal of Christian Reconstruction, VI (Summer 1979), pp. 136-74.

52. The writings of historian Margaret C. Jacob are important studies of how
this took place. See the detailed annotated bibliography in Jacob’s book, The Radical
Enlightenment: Pantheists, Freemasons and Republicans (London: George Allen & Unwin,
1981), pp. 1-19.

53. Margaret C. Jacob, The Cultural Meaning 0f the Scizntific Revolution (Phila-
delphia: Temple University Press, 1988).

54. Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion Religion vs. Power Religion (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), ch. 12.
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I want to encourage Christians to begin their patient labors. It is
easy to tear down a society; it is not easy to rehabilitate one.

Free Grace and Good Works

The road to the comprehensive peace of God begins with the
transformation of the covenant-breaking heart. Personal regenera-
tion must precede comprehensive social reconstruction. This has
always been the position of Christian Reconstruction. “The key to
social regeneration is individual renewal,” wrote Rushdoony in
1973.*But we must begin this process of reconstruction with confi-
dent faith in the gospel; we must be confident that God's salvation is
as comprehensive as sin is. % Rushdoony is correct: “To limit salva-
tion to man’s soul and not to his body, his society, and his every
aspect and relationship, is to deny its Biblical meaning.”5’

The process of spiritual renewal should be the Christians’ model
for institutional renewal: a realization of sin and its disastrous conse-
guences, a definitive judicial break with the power of sin, a lifetime
of progressive subduing of the sinful tendencies of the heart, and a
steady maturing in the faith over time. It is a matter of faith and its
inevitable product, good works. Our faith, Paul writes, is not of good
works but ¢ good works.

For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is
the gift of God: Not of works, lest any man should boast. For we are his
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God bath
before ordained that we should walk in them (Eph.2:8-10).

It is true, no doubt, that criticism of the existing social system
will tend to undermine it. But criticism is not the primary cause of
the destruction of any social system; God’s historical sanctions
against it — internal and external® — are the cause. To return to the
analogy of the ship: there is a hole in its side and a storm on the
horizon. We should not quibble over the negative effect on the
passengers of a private call to abandon ship; the real question is
whether the'ship’s crew will do anything constructive in time, either

55. Rushdoony, Institutes, p. 122.

56. North, 1s the Werld Running Down?, Appendix C: “Comprehensive Redemp-
tion: A Theology for Social Action.”

57. Rushdoony, Institutes, p. 48.

58. The economist would say endogenous and exogenous. Economists talk funny.
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to repair the ship or at least to get the passengers into the lifeboat.
But the ship’s officers will blame all their troubles on those who
shout, “Abandon ship !” To do otherwise would be to blame the leak-
ing ship and their own incompetence. Better to blame the alarmists
on board.

What | am proposing is a social transformation that will take
centuries to develop. The problem is, the storm clouds are looming
now. We may not have much time to begin the process. By “we,” |
mean Christians in general. What we need to do is get experience in
the little things of social life: establishing private Christian schools;
beginning local social welfare programs, funded by voluntary dona-
tions; launching local political campaigns; starting Bible studies. We
must prove that the gospel works before we can expect non-Christians
or pietistic Christians to trust the Bible for the larger things.

The problem is, we — a minority, Christian activist “we” — may
find ourselves under the spotlight before we are ready. The interna-
tional financial system could collapse overnight, and the response of
frightened politicians could create an international economic col-
lapse to m-atch the financial collapse. In such a scenario, will
churches be ready to exercise leadership locally? If not, they will get
a lot of “on the job training” in the middle of a massive international
crisis. (If this crisis does turn out to be a debt-created crisis, it will be
fitting and proper. The rise of the Enlightenment was closely con-
nected to the rise of central banking, with the Bank of England as the
model. 59 That experiment in private inflation, bureaucratic expan-
sion, and political control — so popular with economists and his-
torians — began in 1694 and remains with us today.)

Case Laws and Communion

If society in general can begin to see, case by case, that the case
laws of the Old Testament really do bring positive visible results,
people will be far more ready to replace a dying pagan civilization
with a comprehensively, covenantally Christian civilization. Unfor-
tunately, very few Christians have ever heard of the case laws of Ex-
odus and Deuteronomy.  Thus, a great educational program must

59. P.G. M. Dickson, The Financial Revolution in England: A Study in the Development
of Public Credit, 1668-1756 (London: Macmillan, 1967).

60. James B. Jordan, The Law of the Covenant: An Exposition of Exodus 21-23 (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984); Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The
Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1989).
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begin. Christians must regain faith inthe Bible asa Wide to social
transformation. They must regain confidence in the Holy Spirit as
the agency of social change in New Covenant history. They must
also regain confidence in weekly communion, the place where God
meets with His people judicially. All of this may seem unlikely today.
What is likely, however, is that the ship really is sinking. We have to
do something.

Christians must regain confidence that God exercises power in
history, and that our Bible has the answers. Our God is not a loser,
in time or eternity, nor are His representatives, regenerate Chris-
tians. Triumphalism is a legitimate biblical attitude, but it must first
be tested in the trenches of life. Christians must adopt what | call the
toilet bowl strategy. Until we are willing to scrub toilets, and do it
better than the competition, we are not fit to be civil engineers.5 We
must build high quality, cost-effective tree houses before launching
skyscrapers. We must do a lot of good before we can legitimately ex-
pect to do very well.5?

Conclusion

This book presents the case against any compromise with politi-
cal pluralism. With respect to Christzan political pluralism itself,
there is no Bible-based case. From Milton’s Areopagitica (1644) to
Richard John Neuhaus’ 7he Naked Public Square (1984), there has
been no case. There has not been a single, well-developed, self-
consciously biblical exposition of the case. We have waited patiently
for well over three centuries. Christian political pluralists still have
yet to produce the equivalent of Rushdoony’s Institutes of Biblical Law.
Yet they write as though the dogma of democratic pluralism had been
etched on the back side of the original tablets of the law, as though
Moses presided over an incipient Rhode Island. They write as though
they were sitting upon a mountain of supporting literature. This
reminds me of the gambler's wad: a roll of thirty one-dollar bills with
a fifty dollar bill at each end. It looks impressive when you first see it,
but watch carefully when he peels off that $50.

61. According to European scholar and former U.N. official Ernst Winter, Chris-
tian women in the Soviet Union for many decades have been assigned this unplea-
sant but necessary task. They are the toilet bowl ladies of Russia.

62. Colonel V. Doner, The Samaritan Strategy: A New Agenda for Christian Activism
(Brentwood, Tennessee: Wolgemuth & Hyatt, 1988).
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The heart of the question of politics, Lenin said, is the question
of “Who, Whom?” Writes Neuhaus: “Every system of government,
no matter what it is called, is a system by which some people rule
over other people. In every political system, political legerdemain,
which is to say political success, requires that people be kept from
recognizing the elementary fact that in any society there are the rul-
ers and there are the ruled .”®® The question is: Who rules, and who
is ruled? The question of legitimate rule also is: In whose name, by
whose authority, by what standard, with what sanctions, and for
how long?

Christian political pluralists have promised that they can supply
us with the answers, if only we remain patient. | am hereby calling
their bluff. It is time for Bible-believing Christians to stop comprom-
ising with the humanists who are the beneficiaries of the system, and
stop listening to their paid agents in the Christian college classroom.
We need to make a clean break ideologically, and then patiently
work out the practical implications of this break over many, many
years.

What we have seen for over three centuries is a stream of
compromises: in late seventeenth-century England, late eighteenth-
century America, and late nineteenth-century Holland. Let us end it
in late twentieth-century America. We are asked generation after
generation to sell our birthright for a mess of pottage. Each genera-
tion complies. We keep selling it cheaper. Let us reclaim our birth-
right from those who have bought it with counterfeit money. This is
the visible legacy of humanism: counterfeit money from privately
owned fractional reserve banks.® It is time for a change — theologi-
cally, politically, and monetaril y.%

63. Richard John Neuhaus, The Naked Public Square: Religion and Democracy in
Amenica (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1984), p. 30.

64. Elgin Groseclose, Money and Man: A Survey of Monetary Experience (Norman
Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1961).

65. Gary North, Honest Money: The Biblical Blueprint for Money and Banking (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1986).
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And when the queen of Sheba heard of the fame of Solomon con-
cerning the name of the Lorb, she came to prove him with hard
guestions. And she came to Jerusalem with a very great train, with
camels that bare spices, and very much gold, and precious stones:
and when she was come to Solomon, she communed with him of all
that was in her heart. And Solomon told her all her guestions: there
was not any thing hid from the king, which he told her not. And
when the queen of Sheba had seen all Solomon’s wisdom, and the
house that he had built, And the meat of his table, and the sitting of
his servants, and the attendance of his ministers, and their apparel,
and his cupbearers, and his ascent by which he went up unto the
house of the Lorb; there was no more spirit in her. And she said to
the king, It was a true report that | heard in mine own land of thy
acts and of thy wisdom. Howbeit | believed not the words, until |
came, and mine eyes had seen it: and, behold, the half was not told
me: thy wisdom and prosperity exceedeth the fame which | heard,
Happy are thy men, happy are these thy servants, which stand con-
tinually before thee, and that hear thy wisdom. Blessed be the Lorp
thy God, which delighted in thee, to set thee on the throne of Israel:
because the Lorp loved Israel for ever, therefore made he thee king,
to do judgment and justice. And she gave the king an hundred and
twenty talents of gold, and of spices very great store, and precious
stones: there came no more such abundance of spices as these which
the queen of Sheba gave to king Solomon. And the navy also of
Hiram, that brought gold from Ophir, brought in from Ophir great
plenty of almug trees, and precious stones. And the king made of the
almug trees pillars for the house of the Lorp, and for the king's
house, harps also and psalteries for singers: there came no such
almug trees, nor were seen unto this day. And king Solomon gave
unto the queen of Sheba all her desire, whatsoever she asked, beside
that which Solomon gave her of his royal bounty. So she turned and
went to her own country, she and her servants (I Kings 10:1-13).
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But sanctyfy the Lord God ¢z your hearts: and be ready always to
give an answer to ezery man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in
you with meekness and fear: Having a good conscience; that, whereas they
speak evil ofyou, as of evildoers, they may be askamed that falsely accuse
your good conversation in Christ. For it is etter, if the will of God be so,
that ye suffer for well doing, than for evil doing (I Pet. 3:15-17).

When | first wrote Chapter 3 on the Christian philosophy of
Cornelius Van Til, | sent a copy to John Frame of Westminster
Theological Seminary. He was gracious enough to evaluate it. He
complained about one aspect of my critique, my accusation that Van
Til was an antinomian. By any standard definition in the history of
the Church, Frame said, Vari Til was not an antinomian. He asked:
Why did | insist on using a word that has a very different meaning
for most Christian readers?

Good question. | hope | can supply a good answer. My view of
law — biblical law — is now governed by the five-point biblical cove-
nant. ! This five-point model defines the nature of biblical law as
point three in a covenant structure. It is not enough, biblically
speaking, to insist on belief in biblical law as the sole criterion for es-
tablishing a Christian’'s commitment to, or opposition to, the “nom-
ian” position. It is necessary that a person affirm all five points. As
surely as Calvinist Van Til and Calvinist Frame would insist that a
definition of “Calvinist” include all five points of Calvinism — total
depravity, unconditional election, limited atonement (i.e., particular
redemption), irresistible grace, and the perseverance of the saints —
so do | demand that “antinomianism” be defined in terms of the five
points of the biblical covenant model. (I would also suggest that the

1. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosger: Dominion By Covenant (Tyler, Texas: Insti-
tute for Christian Economics, 1987).
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five points of Calvinism have a suspicious resemblance to the five
points of the biblical covenant model.)

In Chapter 1, | define antinomianism and pro-nomianism in terms of
the covenant's five points. | realize that | am departing from the ac-
cepted definitions offered by the historical Church. This is neces-
sary; | am also departing from the Church’s long-term reluctance to
define and apply the covenant. '

Once we see what this covenant model is, we can then pursue its
proper application in the area of civil government. What is a citizen
in a biblical commonwealth? What is a stranger? What is the legal
authority of each? Why was Old Testament Israel’s system of sanc-
tuary closely connected to its system of political exclusion of
strangers? Only when we see what the Old Testament model of the
citizen is can we begin to discuss the question of the restoration of
the holy commonwealth in New Testament times.

It is the unwillingness of Christian commentators and social
theorists to return to the biblical record of Old Covenant that is the
heart of the problem. Because they will not look at biblical law as the
model, Christians are left without specifics for organizing society.
This leaves them in the difficult position of denying the continuing
validity of judicial standards set forth in the Old Testament, yet
simultaneously claiming that “the Bible has answers for all of life,” a
claim which disintegrates on contact as soon as someone asks a spe-
cific political or judicial question regarding civil government.

Christian social theorists have recognized their vulnerability in
this regard for many centuries. Their solution is always about the
same: find some prevailing humanist program or worldview in con-
temporary society which has been “proven” to be valid by someone
who claims he is using natural law, and then baptize it with a few °
Bible verses. This is “we, too” Christianity. This approach does not
change covenant-breaking culture; it sinks or swims with it. Usually
the former.

In modern times, even this natural law approach has failed.
With the collapse of natural law theory under the onslaught of Dar-
winism, existentialism, and modern quantum physics, the anti-
nomian Christian social theorist is left utterly de