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"Prudence ... will 
dictate, that gov

ernments long 
established, 

should not be 
changed for light 

and transient 
causes ... " 

CHRISTIAN PRINCIPLES (con.) 

Civil rule - The Right 
of the People to Re

sist 

Having established that 
civil rulers derive their 
authority by the consent ofthe 
people and that they are 
obliged to govern the people 
justly, the Declaration turned 
to the matter at hand. What, if 
anything, can be done about a 
ruler who has violated his 
covenant with the people? 
Must the people suffer injus
tice without recourse? Or 
may the people take up anns 
and depose a lawless ruler? 
The Declaration asserted that 
the people had the right to de
pose and to establish a new 
government: 

(W)henever any form of 
government becomes destruc
tive of these ends (i.e., secur
ing man's unalienable 
rights), it is the right of the 
people to alter or to abolish it, 

and to institute a new govern
ment, laying its foundation on 
such principles, and organiz
ing its powers in such form, as 
to them shall seem most likely 
to effect their safety and hap
piness. 

Having stated this basic 
proposition, the Declaration 
then addressed the conditions 
necessary before the people 
could exercise this right: 

Prudence .. . will dictate, 
that governments long estab
lished, should not be changed 
for light and transient 
causes... But when a long 
train of abuses and usurpa
tions, pursuing invariably the 
same object, evinces a design 
to reduce them (the people) 
under absolute despotism, itis 
their (the people's) right, it is 
their duty, to throw off such 
government, and to provide 
new guards for their future 
security. 

The Declaration claimed 

that these conditions had been 
met. It accused "the present 
King of Great Britain" with 
having committed 26 separate 
acts, "all having in direct ob
ject the establishment of an 
absolute tyranny over these 
states." Among the specific 
charges were that the king had 
interfered with the lawful ex
ercise of legislative powers 
granted by the colonial char
ters, deprived Americans of 
their rights to due process and 
jury trial, and denied to them 
other unalienable rights. 

Following this list of fac-
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tual assertions, the Declara
tion recalled the previous ef
forts made for redress of 
grievances. First, came the 
reminder that they had "peti
tioned" the king repeatedly, 
only to have been "answered 
by repeated injury." There
fore, they concluded King 
George III to be "a ty
rant, ... unfitto be the ruler of a 
free people." 

Second, came the re
minder that the colonists had 
also "appealed" to "our Brit
ish brethren" for help, but 
"(t)hey too have been deaf to 
the voice of justice and of 
consanguinity." 

All petitions having failed, 
the Declaration concluded: 

That these United Colo
nies are, and of right ought to 
be, FREE AND INDE
PENDENT STATES; that 
they are absolved from all al
legiance, to the British crown, 
and that all political connex
ion between them and the 
state of Great Britain is, and 
ought to be, totally dis
solved .... 

Did the American colo
nists have the authority to do 
this, to dissolve all political 
relationships with the Mother 
Country? And, if so, where 
did this claim of right origi
nate? 

Some have argued that the 
right to resist civil rulers to the 
point of deposing them from 
power could not possibly be a 
Christian principle. While a 
Christian may resist, and in 
some instances must disobey, 
a lawless civil ruler (Acts 
5:28-29), he cannot go so far 
as to overthrow the existing 
civil government. That is 
God's business (Ps. 2). For, 

as the apostle Paul has writ
ten, all authorities are "or
dained of God," and 
"whosoever resisteth the 
power, resisteth the ordinance 
of God: and they that resist 
shall receive to themselves 
damnation (Rom. 13:1-2)." 

This kind of argument was 
precisely the one made on be
half of kings and others who 
claimed authority to rule "by 
divine right" or, more accu-

lion." Some have called it 
"resistance to tyranny 
through lower magistrates. " 
It occurs when lower rulers -
the lower magistrates who 
have remained faithful to the 
Jaw - "interpose" themselves 
between a despotic higher 
ruler and the people he is op
pressing. Amos, Defonding 
the Declaration 132-33 
(1989). 

This idea was put into 

Calvin's development of 
the doctrine of resistance 
to wicked authorities in 

terms of the theory of in
terposition by lesser mag
istrates ... was to be one of 

his most powerful lega
cies to the history of lib

erty in the modern 
Western world. 

rately, "by divine appoint
ment." But this claim had 
been refuted by Christian 
writings dating as far back as 
the II th century. Gary Amos 
has documented this in his re
cent study of the Declaration 
of Independence, where he 
has established that the Ro
man Catholic Church, itself, 
had laid the groundwork for a 
Christian theory of revolu
tion: 

This theory of revolution is 
known by the term "interposi-

practice in the 13th century in 
England when the barons and 
the bishops combined forces 
to resist King John, giving 
birth to the Magna Charta. 
This document was presented 
by the barons and the bishops, 
as lower civil magistrates, to 
the king "with the choice of 
affirming known rights by 
means of a written compact 
and ending oppression of the 
church by the state, or face 
anned resistance which they 
themselves would lead." Id. 
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at 134. 
It took the Protestant Ref

ormation ofthe 16th century, 
however, to develop more 
fully the Biblical support for 
the idea that Christians could 
resist lawless civil rulers to 
the point of overthrowing 
them by force of arms if nec
essary. While Martin Luther 
affinned the Catholic view of 
the right of interposition, it 
was John Calvin who 
exegeted the scriptural sup
port for it. 

In his first edition of the 
Institutes of the Christian Re
ligion published in 1536, 
Calvin concluded that Ro
mans 13 denied to the individ
ual Christian the right to take 
up the sword against a lawless 
civil ruler, but it did not pro
hibit a "lower civil magistrate . 
of the people" from doing so. 
Indeed, such magistrates were 
duty bound under "God's or
dinance" to protect the rights 
of the people from the tyranny 
of a king, emperor or other 
high magistrate. Kelly, The 
Emergence of Liberty in the 
Modern World 29 (1992). 
This followed from Romans 
13:4 which designates civil 
rulers as "ministers" of God, 
with the duty to wield the 
sword against all wrongdoers, 
even those who hold higher 
civil office. 

According to Professor 
Douglas F. Kelly: 

Calvin's development of 
the doctrine of resistance to 
wicked authorities in terms of 
the theory of interposition by 
Jesser magistrates ... was fur
ther developed and spread by 
his own "Calvinist" follow
ers .... This was to be one of his 
most powerful legacies to the 
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history of liberty in the mod
ern Western world !d. at 31. 

The French Huguenots 
were the first to apply 
Calvin's exegetical defense to 
a real life situation as they 
challenged the claim of abso
lute rule by the royalists of 
France. In 1579, they issued 
the famous Vindiciae Conh·a 
Tyrannos claiming that 

officers of the kingdom 
whom the people have estab
lished ... very gravely sin 
against the Covenant with 
God if they do not use force 
against a king who corrupts 
God's Law or prevents its res
toration, in order to confine 
him to his proper bounds .... 

For as the entire people is 
above the king, so these offi
cers, although below the king 
as individuals, are above him 
when taken as a body. 
Quoted in !d. at 45. 

These principles contained 
in the Vindiciae were picked 
up by John Knox to support 
resistance to tyranny in Scot
land and were adapted by Sa
muel Rutherford in Lex Rex 
( 1644) to establish that the 
king in England was not law, 
"but rather subject to God's 
law and obligated to the 
'fountain-power' of the peo
ple, who have the right and 
duty to overthrow him for 
abuse of power they have 
delegated to him." Id at 68. 

Approximately 40 years 
later, these ideas finally bore 
fruit. In June 1688, "a group 
of Tories and Whigs ... dis
patched to William of Orange 
a request for assistance to aid 
in the restoration of English 
liberties and the delivery of 
the realm from the absolutism 
of James II (1685-1689):" 

William landed in England 
on November 5, 1688, and 
marched unopposed to Lon
don. The royal army under 
James collapsed, and the king 
fled to the refuge of Louis 
XIV's court, never to return to 
England. SourcesofOur Lib
erties 222 (R. Perry, ed., Rev. 
Ed. 1978). 

Such action was ratified 
several months later when the 
English Parliament met in 
Janaury 1689 and resolved 
that James II had "endeavored 

had acted "utterly and directly 
contrary to the known laws 
and statutes, and freedom of 
this realm." Jd. at 246. This 
recitation of grievances was 
unquestionably written in or
der to ratify actions taken by 
"lower civil magistrates" over 
a year earlier. Thus, the Eng
lish implemented the Chris
tian principle of interposition 
to defend their 17th century 
Glorious Revolution. See, 
Kelly, The Emergence of Lib
erty, supra, at 69. 

From the very beginning 
the American colonists 
were careful to work 
through their repre

sentatives, their lower 
civil magistrates, in 

their emerging dispute 
with King George Ill 

to subvert the constitution of 
the kingdom by breaking the 
original contract between 
king and people .... " !d. at 
223. A Bill of Rights was 
penned 11 months later by 
"the lords spiritual and tempo
ral and commons ... repre
senting all the estates of the 
people of this realm." 

After identifying them
selves as having assembled as 
the people's representative 
body, they set forth a list of 
grievances against King 
James II, concluding that he 

In contrast, from the very 
beginning the American colo
nists were careful to work 
through their representatives, 
their lower civil magistrates, 
in their emerging dispute with 
King George Ill. In protest
ing the infamous Stamp Act, 
colonial legislative bodies, 
created under the colonial 
charters granted by the Eng
lish monarchy (See Jd. at 122-
23), called for a general 
congress of the various colo
nies to convene, to address 
their common grievances and 
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to prepare an appropriate 
communication to the English 
authorities. Sources of Our 
Liberties, supra, at 261-66. 

Nine years later, in 1774, 
delegates from twelve colo
nies assembled as the First 
Continental Congress to re
view the grievances that the 
several colonies had with the 
British Parliament. This Con
gress's Declaration and Re
solves, issued on October 14, 
1774, emphasized the repre
sentative nature of the assem
bly to justify taking action: 

The good people oft he sev
eral colonies ... , justly 
alarmed at these arbitrary 
proceedings of parliament 
and administration, hm'e sev
erally elected, constituted, 
and appointed deputies to 
meet, and sit in general Con
gress ... in order to obtain such 
establishment, as that their 
religion, laws, and liberties, 
may not be subverted ... .Jd. at 
287. 

On July 6, 1775, in the 
Declaration of the Causes and 
Necessity of Taking up Anns 
and on July 4, 1776, in the 
Declaration of Independence, 
action was taken pursuant to 
the authority of "the repre
sentatives" of the people. 

The care with which the 
American colonists acted 
was, to be sure, no accident. 
John Adams has attested that 
the "Vindiciae was one of the 
most important volumes cir
culating in prerevolutionary 
America." Kelly, The Emer
gence of Liberty, supra, at 
132-33. The Calvinist influ
ence generally was particu
larly strong in New England 
where the Puritans dominated 
and in the Eastern Atlantic 
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A DECLARATION BY THE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED 
COLONIES OF NORTH AMERICA, NOW MET IN CONGRESS AT 

PHILADELPHIA, SETTING FORTH THE CAUSES AND NECESSITY 
OF THEIR TAKING UP ARMS 

• From the DEC
LARATION 
OF THE 
CAUSES AND 
NECESSITY 
OF TAKING 
UP ARMS 
(July 6, 1775). 

If it was possible for 
men, who exercise their 
reason to believe, that the 
divine Author of our exist
ence intended a part of the 
human race to hold an ab
solute property in, and an 
unbounded power over 
others, marked out by his 
infinite goodness and wis
dom, as the objects of a le
gal domination never 
rightfully resistible, how
ever severe and oppres
sive, the inhabitants of 
these colonies might at 
least require from the par
liament of Great-Britain 
some evidence, that this 
dreadful authority over 
them, has been granted to 
that body. But a reverence 
for our great Creator, prin
ciples of humanity, and the 
dictates of common sense, 
must convince all those 
who reflect upon the sub
ject, that government was 
instituted to promote the 
welfare of mankind, and 
ought to be administered 
for the attainment of that 
end. The legislature of 
Great-Britain, however, 
stimulated by an inordi
nate passion for a power 
not only unjustifiable, but 
which they know to be pe
culiarly reprobated by the 

very constitution of that 
kingdom, and desparate of 
success in any mode of con
test, where regard should 
be had to truth, law, or 
right, have at length, de
serting those, attempted to 
effect their cmel and im
politic purpose of enslav
ing these colonies by 
violence, and thereby ren
dered it necessary for us to 
close with their last appeal 
from reason to arms. - Yet, 
however blinded that as
sembly may be, by their in
temperate rage for 
unlimited domination, so to 
slight justice and the opin
ion of mankind, we esteem 
ourselves bound by obliga
tions of respect to the rest 
of the world, to make know 
the justice of our cause. 

*** 
Our cause is just. Our 

union is perfect. Our inter
nal resources are great, 
and, if necessary, foreign 
assistance is undoubtedly 
attainable. We gratefUlly 
acknowledge, as signal in
stances of the Divine favor 
towards us, that his Provi
dence would not permit us 
to be called into this severe 
controversy, until we were 
grown up to our present 
strength, had been pre-

viously exercised in war
like operation, and pos
sessed of the means of 
defending ourselves. With 
hearts fortified with these 
animating reflections, we 
most solemnly, before God 
and the world, declare, 
that, exerting the utmost 
energy of those powers, 
which our beneficent Crea
tor hath graciously be
stowed upon us, the arms 
we have been compelled by 
our enemies to assume, we 
will, in defiance of every 
hazard, with unabating 
firmness and persever
ance, employ for the pres
ervation of our liberties; 
being with one mind re
solved to die freemen 
rather than to live slaves. 

*** 
With an humble confi

dence in the mercies of the 
supreme and impartial 
Judge and Ruler of the 
Universe, we most de
voutly implore his divine 
goodness to protect us hap
pily through this great con
flict, to dispose our 
adversaries to reconcili
ation on reasonable terms, 
and thereby to relieve the 
empire from the calamities 
of civil war. 
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states where the Scotch-Irish 
were strong. Both groups 
held firm convictions that 
civil government was "lim
ited by divine law and based 
on the consent of the people, 
with a lasting right in the peo
ple to resist tyranny. 11 !d. at 
120-21, 131-32. 

Add to this the influence of 
Jolm Locke and his Second 
Treatise on Civil Government 
(1690), and the evidence is 
overwhelming that the Decla
ration's justification for the 
War for Independence was 
the Christian doctrine of inter
position by lesser magistrates. 
Amos, Defending the Decla
ration, supra, at 148. Sir Er
nest Barker, a leading English 
historian of the 20th century, 
studied Locke's two treatises 
and concluded that Locke 
(and the English Revolution 
of 1688 that Locke defended 
in those treatises) rested 
squarely upon "the principles 
for which the author of the 
Vindiciae had contended." 
Barker, Church, State & Edu
cation 98 (1957). What were 
those principles? Barker 
summarized them, as follows: 

The right ... of resistance of 
officers of State and ... [of the 
people's legislative bodies], 
on grounds of public trustee
ship and representation. By 
resistance kings must be kept 
within the divine law of the 
word of God; and by it they 
must be kept within the law of 
the land -a law not of their 
making, ... a law ofwhich they 
are only the servants. Such 
resistance may go to the 
length of deposition .... !d. at 
91. 

This was the Christian 
·revolutionary philosophy of 

John Calvin, mediated to 
America's patriots through 
the writings of not only the 
French Huegenots, but of the 
English theologian Samuel 
Rutherford and the English 
political theorist John Locke. 
From their opening statement 
calling for "no taxation with
out representation" to their 
closing argument that King 

answer would not resolve the 
question whether the Declara
tion rested upon a Christian 
worldview. As Gary Amos 
has so ably pointed out: 

Jefferson is a notable ex
ample of how a man can be 
influenced by Biblical ideas 
and Christian principles even 
though he never confossed Je
sus Christ as Lord in the evan-

Jefferson is a notable ex
ample of how a man can 
be influenced by Biblical 
ideas and Christian prin-

ciples even though he 
never confessed Jesus 
Christ as Lord in the 

evangelical sense. 
George III was a "tyrant...un
fit to rule a free people," 
America's founders acted as 
Christian statesmen, recog
nizing that God's law gov
erned their revolutionary 
actions, and submitting those 
actions to be judged by that 
law. 

CHRISTIAN 
WORLD VIEW 

Since America's founding, 
there has been much contro
versy over the personal relig
ious faith of the signers of the 
Declaration of Independence. 
While this is an interesting 
and challenging question, its 

gelical sense. Amos, Defond
ing the Declaration, supra, at 
9. 

And as Amos has also 
shown, even a "'born-again' 
Jefferson would not automti
cally mean that the Declara
tion contained Christian 
ideas. 11 !d. at 10. The reason 
is simple: A person's per
sonal religious faith may or 
may not inform his ideas 
about law and politics. 

What, then, determines if a 
person's faith has influenced 
his actions in the legal and 
political arenas. The answer 
is whether there is evidence 
that that person brought a 
Christian worldview to bear 
upon his decisions in the civil 
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realm. And the best evidence 
of that would be found in the 
written documents embody
ing the action taken. 

Applying this criterion to 
the Declaration, one cannot 
help but conclude that its 
signers consciously embraced 
a Christian worldview which, 
in turn, facilitated the choice 
of a Christian text and of 
Christian principles in the 
writing of the nation's char
ter. 

Truths: God created, 
not man invented. 

"We hold these truths to be 
self-evident." This opening 
statement of the second para
graph of the Declaration is 
truly remarkable. It is espe
cially noteworthy in an age 
dominated by relativism; in 
an age where the "only abso
lute is that there are no abso
lutes." 

But this was decidedly not 
the worldview of those who 
signed the Declaration They 
held "truths" like we might 
hold a hammer. They be
lieved that certain ideas were 
as real as any physical object 
could be. "Truth," according 
to Noah Webster's 1828 Dic
tionary meant "conformity to 
fact or reality; exact accord
ance with that which is, or has 
been, or shall be." 

They believed that "all 
men are created equal" be
cause that was reality, not just 
probability. They believed 
that "all men ... are endowed, 
by their Creator, with certain 
unalienable rights," because 
that was fact, not just opinion. 
"Opinion," according to Noal1 
Webster's 1828 Dictionary 
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meant "the judgment which 
the mind forms of any propo
sition, statement, theory, or 
event, the truth or falsehood 
of which is supported by a 
degree of evidence that ren
ders it probable, but does not 
produce absolute knowledge 
or certainty." 

Thomas Jefferson, Ben
jamin Franklin, John Adams, 
John Hancock, and their fel
low signers did not want to lay 
so feeble a foundation as 
"opinions," for the new na
tion. They desired more per
manence than that. Their 
faith in the existence of God, 
the Creator, provided the du
rability that they sought. For 
the Creator God was the eter
nally-existent one, Who tran
scended time and space, and 
so had created unchanging, 
absolute, and universal truths 
upon which one could confi
dently found a new civil or
der. 

This faith in a God-created 
reality followed necessarily 
from the declarants' creation
ist worldview. The very es
sence of that worldview is 
stated in Colossians 1:16 
where it states that God cre
ated "all things ... visible and 
invisible" and in Hebrews 
11:3 where it is stated that 
God created these "things" 
out of nothing. Thus, the first 
"truth" recited in the Declara
tion is that "all men are cre
ated equal." This is both an 
affirmation of the physical re
ality of each individual hu
man being and the spiritual 
reality that each human being 
"bears the image of God" 
(Gen. 2:7; 1 :27). 

This faith also followed 
necessarily from the declar-

ants' understanding of the 
person of God: 

"God is not a man, that he 
should lie; neither the son of 
man that he should repent: 
has he said, and shall he not 
do it? or hath he spoken, and 
shall he not make it good" 
(Numb. 23:19)? Thus, the 
second "truth" recited in the 

Evident Truths: God 
revealed, not man 

reasoned. 

When it was written, the 
Declaration addressed not 
only King George III, the 
English Parliament, and Eng
lishmen and Americans in 

The Declaration could 
not have made its univer
sal appeal if its authors 

had not believed that God 
had not only created all 
of reality, but revealed 

certain truths about that 
reality in the world that 

He had created 
Declaration is that the Creator 
has "endowed" - given, fur
nished, granted - the rights to 
"life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness." 

These two ingredients are 
of the very essence of a Chris
tian worldview and are essen
tial to any affirmation that 
there is a true reality "out 
there" to be discovered and 
relied upon See Holmes, All 
Truth is God's Truth 1-15,31-
38 (1977). But how can man, 
both fallen and finite, know 
such truth? Is it not beyond 
him? The answer to this ques
tion is found in the adjective 
that the Declaration used to 
explain what truths they were 
relying upon. 

general, but all "mankind." In 
order to show "a decent re
spect to the opinions of man
kind," as the Declaration 
claimed its purpose to have 
been, it had to be written in 
such a way that it could be 
understood by the whole 
world. To even begin to meet 
this standard the Declara
tion's authors had to believe 
that the "truths" upon which 
they relied to state their case, 
were truths evident to all man
kind. 

The Declaration could not 
have made such universal ap
peal if its authors had not be
lieved that God had not only 
created all of reality, but re
vealed certain truths about 
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that reality in the world that 
He had created. They were 
confident, however, that God 
had done just that, for Psalm 
19:1-4(a) attests: 

The heavens declare the 
glory of God; and the firma
ment sheweth his handywork. 
Day unto day uttereth speech, 
and night unto night sheweth 
knowledge. There is no 
speech nor language where 
there voice is not heard. 
Their line is gone out through 
all the earth, and their words 
to the end of the world .... 

Thus, the Declaration's 
authors held that the truths 
that they listed were "self-evi
dent." To be "self-evident," a 
truth must first be evident. In 
his 1828 Dictionary, Noah 
Webster defined evident, as 
follows: 

Plain; open to be seen; 
clear to the mental eye; ap
parent; mani.fest. 

What truths could possibly 
meet this criteria of "evi
dent?" Only those pro
nounced by God to be so. The 
apostle Paul claimed that all 
of "the invisible things of him 
(God) from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen, being 
understood by the things that 
are made ... (Rom. 1:20). 

Once again, the truths re
cited in the Declaration meet 
this criteria. All men are cre
ated equal in that all men bear 
equally the image of God 
(Gen. 1:27) and, therefore, 
equally have the right to life 
(Gen. 9 :6), liberty (Lev. 
25: 10), and the pursuit of hap
piness (Eccl. 3: 13). 

Even today the Declara
tion has retained its universal 
appeal. Lech Walesa, for one, 
has testified that be kept the 
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faith in his battle against com
munism in his beloved Poland 
by reading and rereading 
America's Declamtion of In
dependence. But the Decla
ration cannot continue to have 
the universal appeal that it has 
had, unless the truths it de
clared are not only evident, 
but are also "self-evident." 

Self-evident truths: 
God imposed, not 

man adopted. 

Noah Webster defined 
"self-evident" in his 1828 
Dictionary to mean: 

Evident without proof or 
reasoning; that produces cer
tainty or clear conviction 
upon a bare presentation to 
the mind; as a self-evident 
proposition or truth. That 
two and three make five, is 
se(f-evident. 

In his book on the Declara
tion, Gacy Amos claimed that 
"the term self-evident, more 
than all the others .. .is the one 
that most clearly shows the 
impact of Christianity on the 
Declaration." Amos, Defimd
ing the Declaration, supra, at 
75. Amos is right. The very 
meaning of self-evident, 
when used as an adjective to 
modify a specific truth, af
firms that such truth is true not 
because it has been proved to 
man's satisfaction. A self
evident truth is true because, 
as Amos has reminded us, it 
has been "'naturally im
planted' in men .. as a direct 
revelation from God, without 
the need of proofs." /d. at 78. 

Amos has documented that 
the idea of "self-evident 
ruths" was rooted early in 

Christian philosophy through 

the teachings of the apostle 
Paul in Romans 1 and 2. /d. 
at 75-101. Not only did God 
impress certain truths about 
the world in things external to 
man (Rom 1 :20), but upon 
each individual human being 
"who hold(s) the truth in un
righteousness; Because that 
which may be known of God 
is manifest in them; for God 
hath shewed it unto them" 

pendence. After all, a civil 
ruler has been ordained by 
God to be "the minister of 
God, a revenger to execute 
wrath upon him that doeth 
evil" (Rom 13:4). Moreover, 
the Declaration was written 
not just to men who had ac
cepted Jesus Christ as their 
personal savior. Therefore, 
the Declamtion recited self
evident truths in order to ap-

Self evident: Evident 
without proof or rea

soning; that pro
duces certainty or 
clear conviction 

upon a bare presen
tation to the mind .... 

(Rom. 1:18-19). Amos has 
summarized these self-evi
dent truths as those concern
ing "God's justice and wrath 
at sin, but...[not] the way of 
salvation which can be known 
only by hearing and believing 
in the gospel." /d. at 79. 

Because the Declaration 
concerns matters of State, not 
matters of the Church, its 
authors could confidently rely 
upon the Christian doctrine of 
"self-evident" truths, revealed 
in nature to all mankind, in 
stating their case for inde-

peal even to the "man without 
the Bible" who knew in his 
heart that such truths are true, 
because God had placed them 
in him (Rom. 2:14:15). 

The success or failure of 
this appeal to universal truths 
was staked on the faith that 
where "man's role in human 
society and civil justice is 
concerned, God's grace 
makes it possible for man to 
respond in certain limited 
ways to intuitive reason and 
the knowledge of the moral 
law." /d. at 88. This should 
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come as no surprise, for it was 
after the fall, not before. tl1at 
God created nations and dele
gated to man authority to en
force certain laws for the 
benefit of mankind (Gen. 10; 
Acts 17:26-27; Gen. 9:6). 

CONCLUSION 

Since the beginning of the 
20th century, mankind has 
observed the lawless conse
quences of revolutionary 
wars. The Bolshevik revolu
tion in Russia and the post
World War II revolutions in 
China and Cuba produced to
talitarian regimes which by 
raw power took away the peo
ple's lives, liberties, and prop
erties. Why was this so? The 
Communist revolutions, like 
the French revolution before 
them, were not governed by 
the law of God. To tl1e con
trary, these revolutions were 
inspired by men who rejected 
both God and His law. 

America's revolution 
stands apart. It was governed 
by God's law and, therefore, 
restored the rule of law and 
enlarged the liberty of the 
people. Today, many Ameri
cans are placing this great 
heritage in danger, because 
they refuse to submit to the 
"laws of nature and of na
ture's God" that governed the 
nation's founders. Unless 
America is restored to its 
Christian heritage, the law
lessness that plagues this 
great land will continue to in
crease, and the Declaration's 
legacy of life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness will be 
lost.. 
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SLAVERY 
by Marilyn J. Titus 

Slavery is a very unpopu
lar word. In my Bible the 
word servant is substituted. 
But whether it is called slav
ery or servanthood, it is very 
important to examine that 
which exists in our lives. 

We are slaves or servants 
when we owe our livelihood 
to another who uses his posi
tion to give us orders. This 
relationship can be bad or or 
it can be good. 

Generally, the worst kind 
of slavery is when people are 
bought and sold without hav
ing any part in the decision. 
They are prisoners being sold 
fora price to labor for another. 
They may have become pris
oners through a violent taking 
or an economic situation 
where they actually had to sell 
themselves to cover a debt. 
Within this category is a range 
from those who are brutalized 
to death to those who actually 
gain a better life than they 
had. This is the category that 
most people think of when 
this word is mentioned. 

More common today, 
however, is the "work force" 
kind of slavery. Men and 
women may be totally de
pendent upon the job they 
have for financial support. 
The boss is their master. 

Whatever the boss says, they 
do it. Frequently, they don't 
agree with the orders but feel 
they have no choice but to 
obey. 

In the Scriptures, whether 
the word "slavery" is used, or 
the more gentle word "ser
vant," there is an important 
lesson to learn that sets us all 
free. 

There are two spiritual di
mensions. Paul states in I 
Corinthians 7:21-22: 

Art thou called being a ser
vant? Care not for it: but if 
thou mayest be made free, use 
it rather. For he that is called 
in the Lord, being a servant, 
is the Lord's freeman: like
wise, also he that is called, 
beingfree, is Christ's servant. 

It is verse 22 that sets us 
free if we understand how it 
applies to our lives. 

Suppose you worked for a 
company for twenty years, 
had no other experience to 
qualifY you for another job, 
and were totally financially 
dependent upon your regular 
paycheck. You know that 
your co-workers are in the 
same situation. There are 
people filling out employ
ment applications every day 
with your company. Your 
boss is demanding. You try 
your best to please. Then you 
begin to receive orders that 
you know are not right. If car
ried out people would be hurt, 
damage would be done. Your 
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boss is adamant: "Do it!" 
Under these circum

stances, Christians are free to 
obey God rather than man. 
We are free to make the right 
choice. In making the choice 
not to obey a wrongful order, 
a Christian may be admired as 
courageous or simply fired. 
Either result should tum us to 
the Lord for He is the one who 
gives us this freedom with a 
plan for our lives that does not 
end with this particular situ
ation. 

The tragedy in the body of 
Christ is that so many Chris
tians do not recognize their 
freedom in Christ. They 
cower to the authority over 
them as if this person has all 
power over them. They be
come, through ignorance, to
tal slaves and often even try to 
subject others to their slavery 
through criticism or gossip. 

Now, I'm not talking about 
an employee uprising occa
sioned by a bunch of employ
ees not agreeing with the boss. 
I'm talking about that which 
is sinful and tyrannical - an 
order that you know deep 
within you that would be sin 
if you carried it out. If you 
carry out this kind of order, 
the boss becomes your "lord." 
You lose your freedom in 
Christ. 

I Corinthians 7:22 contin
ues with "likewise also he that 
is called, being free, is 
Christ's servant." In this case 
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you are the boss or the master. 
Or you may be free because 
you have been fired. 

From this position of free
dom we see that to Christ we 
are a slave or servant. We are 
"free" to obey Christ as He 
directs. In fact, obedience is 
required of us. We must obey 
Christ or we lose our relation
ship to our Lord. If we dis
obey, we will ultimately find 
we have no lord. 

Looking at contemporary 
society I see a damaged and 
weak body of Christ. So 
many people have lost their 
freedom in the Lord for they 
have lost their relationship 
with the Lord. Why? 

Inundated first with psy
chological safety tubes like 
"peer pressure" or "bad par
enting," we see that people 
excuse themselves to make 
bad choices. But this is not 
what the Scriptures say. The 
Scriptures say that it is what 
comes from the heart of man 
that defiles the man (Mt. 
15:17-20). The Scriptures 
also say that we will have to 
give an account before the 
Lord (Mt. 12:36; Rom. 
14:12). 

Whether we are the em
ployee or the boss we must do 
what the Lord would have us 
do. As Christians we must 
return to the teachings and 
warnings in the Holy Scrip
tures. 
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