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DARWINIAN TIMES 

"Survival in 
the military 

industry 
will require 
the power 

of a 
behemoth." 

T hese are Danvinian 
times in our industry. 
So announced Nor

man R. Augustine, the chair
man of Martin Marietta 
Corporation, at a news con
ference just after midnight on 
Tuesday August 30, 1994. 

Augustine had just joined 
his counterpart, Daniel M. 
Tellep of Lockheed, to forge 
a $10 billion merger of the 
two giant military contrac
tors. It was a "marriage of 
necessity," opined the ex
perts, brought about by a 
steady decline in the Penta
gon's budget for military ex
penditures. "Survival in the 
military industry will require 
the power of a behemoth," re
ported John Holusha of the 
New York Times. The Virgin
ian-Pilot D l (August 31, 
1994). 

With the two companies' 
survival uppermost in the 
minds of their chief execu
tives, "Wall Street cele
brated ... [while] stock prices 
shot up as investors antici
pated improved returns from 
the proposed combine, Lock
heed Martin Corp." Indeed, 
Lockheed stock "soared 
$10.75" per share "after its 
stockholders learned they 

would receive a premium of 
1.63 shares of the new com
pany for each that they own." 
Jd. atD6. 

But there was no celebra
tion at Lockheed headquar
ters in Calabasas, California. 
The new company will have 
its headquarters in Bethesda, 
Maryland, the current home 
base of Martin Marietta. Al
though "the executives de
clined to say how many of the 
170,000 jobs on payroll 
would be eliminated," cost 
savings through the elimina
tionof"duplication" appeared 
to be a major reason for the 
merger.Jd 

Augustine's reference to 
Darwin was, no doubt, aimed 
at those whose jobs would be 
eliminated. But his targets 
were even bigger than that. 
Invoking the evolutionary im
agery of "survival of the fit
test," he desired to deflect 
government scrutiny for pos
sible antitrust violations, and 
to pacify America's middle
class already frightened by 
earlier declines in employ
ment opportunities. 

By attributing the decision 
to merge to "natural evolu
tionary forces," Augustine 
hoped to avoid questions 

whether the merger was 
"good or bad" or "right or 
wrong." If the initial reaction 
to the proposed merger is any 
gauge, he succeeded. Only 
one expert was quoted as hav
ing any reservations about it. 
I d. 

LAISSEZ. FAmE 
BUSINESS 

Augustine's success 
should come as no surprise. 
For not only is Darwinism 
deeply entrenched in Amer
ica's business community, 
but it has become the defining 
philosophy of American cul
ture. 

With the publication of 
TheOriginofSpeciesin 1859, 
"the United States gave to 
Darwinism an unusually 
quick and sympathetic recep
tion." One of Darwin's most 
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ardent followers, Herbert 
Spencer, "was far more popu
lar in the United States" than 
in England, his native coun
tly. Hofstadter, Social Dar
winism in American Thought 
5 (1959). 

From the 1860's through 
the 1890's, Spencer's views 
dominated the formulation of 
public policy in America. !d. 
at 31-66. Armed with Dar
winian concepts like "strug
gle for existence" and 
"survival of the fittest," 
Spencer promoted a laissez
faire capitalism without inter
ference from the State. 

While Spencer claimed to 
oppose only state intrusion 
upon the natural economic or
der, e.g., state aid to the poor, 
his philosophy undermined 
even voluntary efforts to help 
the needy: 

"The whole effort of nature 
is to get rid of . .[the poor}, to 
clear the world of them, and 
make room for better." Na
ture is as insistent upon fit
ness of mental character as 
she is upon physical charac
ter, "and radical defects are 
as much causes of death in the 
one case as in the other." He 
who loses his life because of 
his stupidity, vice, or idleness 
is in the same class as the 
victims of weak viscera or 
malformed limbs.... "If they 
are sufficiently complete to 
live, they do live, and it is well 
they should live. If they are 
not sufficiently complete to 
live, they die, and it is best 
they should die." Hofstadter, 
quoting and paraphrasing 
Spencer's Social Statics in 
Social Darwinism in Ameri
can Thought 41(1959). 

Spencer's harsh evolution
my views were enthusiasti-

cally embraced by America's 
late 19th century business en
trepreneurs, including John 
D. Rockefeller who defended 
hard-fisted capitalism in this 
Sunday School address: 

The growth of a large busi
ness is merely a survival of the 
fittest .... This is ."'ot an evil ten
dency in business. It is merely 
the working-out of a law of 
nature and a law of God. !d. 

LAISSEZ.FAIRE SEX 

While conservative busi
nessmen are quick to invoke 
the name of Datwin to justify 
laissez-faire business, liberals 
embrace the same Datwinian 
views to explain and to pro
mote laissez-faire sex. 

In the August 15, 1994, is
sue of Time, the cover-page 
article heralded: Infidelity: It 

Infidelity: It may be in 
our genes. (August 15, 

1994 cover of Time 
magazine) 

at45. 
With the advent of Teddy 

Roosevelt's trust busting ad
ministration in the first dec
ade of the 20th century and 
the triumph of the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt's welfare 
state in the 1940's, political 
and economic views such as 
these fell into disrepute. 

What accounts, then, for 
their resurgence in the 1980's 
and 1990's, almost one hun
dred years after their heyday? 
Even though the laissez-faire 
economic views that social 
Darwinism first spawned 
were rejected, the underlying 
philosophy of naturalistic 
evolutionruy science was not. 

Throughout the 20th cen
twy, Datwinism as a life and 
worldview has seeped into 
evecy nook and cranny of the 
American mind. Today, evo
lutionruy thinking unites con
servatives and liberals. Their 
differences are only ones of 
application. 

may be in our genes. Draw
ing on the works of evolution
ary psychologists, Robert 
Wright, a senior editor of the 
New Republic, wrote: 

The good news is that hu
man beings are designed to 
fall in love. The bad news is 
that they aren 't designed to 
stay there .... According to 
evolutionary psychology, it is 
"natural" for both men and 
women - at some times, under 
some circumstances- to com
mit adultery.... When we see 
a couple celebrate a golden 
anniversary, one apt reaction 
is the famous remark about a 
dog walking on two legs: the 
point is not that the foat was 
done well but that it was done 
at all. Time 46 (Aug. 15, 
1994). 

Wright went on to reduce 
love to lust, likening marriage 
and the sex drive to dinner and 
hunger: 

... {/']he foeling of hunger, 
no less than the stomach, is 
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here because it helped keep 
our ancestors alive long 
enough to reproduce and rear 
their young. Feelings of lust, 
no less than the sex organs, 
are here because they aided 
reproduction directly. Any 
ancestors who lacked stom
achs or hunger or sex organs 
or lust - well, they wouldn 't 
have become ancestors, 
would they? Their traits 
would have been discarded by 
natural selection. ld. 

Thus, the human sex drive, 
like that for food, is geneti
cally transmitted from gen
eration to generation, 
tempered only by environ
mental considerations. Mo
nogamy, according to the 
evolutionruy psychologists, 
flourished in earlier primative 
times because there were 
fewer external obstacles to it. 
But modern conditions 
threaten its vecy survival. 

For example, it is harder to 
hide infidelity in a small vil
lage than in a large city. Con
traceptive technology has 
increased the number of 
childless couples, thereby in
creasing genetic pressure to 
change mates in hopes that a 
baby will be bom 

Before photography, men 
were generally more satisfied 
with "dull, monogamous de
votion." Now, with "movies, 
billboards, and magazines," 
men are smitten with wander
lust as they are exposed more 
and more to "glossy images of 
pin-ups and fashion models as 
if they were viable mates." 

Most significantly, "eco
nomic inequality" breeds infi
delity as evidenced by the 
modem phenomena "of tri
umphant men - Johnny Car
son, Donald Trump - trading 



The Forecast- September 15, 1994 

in aging wives for younger, 
more fertile models." /d. at 
49-50. 

Yet, not all of this evolu
tionary change has yielded 
evolutionary progress. The 
evolutionary psychologists 
have conceded that free and 
easy divorce has been disas
trous, especially for children, 
and if allowed to continue un
abated, may threaten the very 
survival of the human species. 
/d. at 50. 

One would think that this 
"negative fallout from mo
nogamy's demise" would 
trigger at least some doubt 
whether the "natural selec
tion" philosophy which has 
been employed to explain the 
human sex drive is really true. 
After all, such "natural in
stincts" have hardly led to 
conditions conducive to the 
survival of mankind, much 
less to the "survival of the fit
test." 

But the evolutionary psy
chologist and their apologist, 
Wright, tenaciously hold to 
the naturalistic worldview, 
dismissing any other as magic 
or superstitious: 

Given the toll of divorce -
on children, on low-income 
men, and for that matter on 
mothers and fathers- it would 
be nice to come up with a 
magic monogamy-restoration 
plan. Alas, the importance of 
this task seems rivaled only by 
its difficulty. Li.folong mo
nogamous devotion just isn 't 
natural, and the modern envi
ronment makes it harder than 
ever. /d. at 51. 

Wright makes only two 
public policy proposals, a 
mild form of income redistri
bution and a lukewarm tight
ening of no-fault divorce law. 

But his case for both is half
hearted. 

Instead, he joins the evolu
tionary psychologist in a ser
mon exhorting men and 
women to battle "human na
ture" by girding up their loins 
of self-control and waging a 
full-scale war against their 
genes. But if man is what the 
evolutionary psychologist 

of tmnsmitting genes to the 
next generation." /d. at 46. 
Rather, he was created for the 
pleasure of his Creator (Rev. 
4:11), with the duty to please 
his Creator by obeying His 
law (Mt. 3:13-17). 

Finally, contrary to the 
Darwinian premise of the 
evolutionary psychologist, 
"lifelong monogamous devo-

But man is not what Darwin and his 
followers have claimed for the past 145 

years, a creature programmed by his 
genes to behave like "birds, and four
footed beasts, and creeping things. " 

says he is, then he will suc
ceed in the battle only if his 
genes let him. 

GODANDMAN 

But man is not what Dar
win and his followers have 
claimedforthepast 145years, 
a creature progmmmed by his 
genes to behave like "birds, 
and four-footed beasts, and 
creeping things" (Rom. I :23). 
But see Time at 45. To the 
contmry, man is "created .. .in 
the image of God" (Gen. 
1 :27), with the capability of 
making right and wrong 
choices notwithstanding his 
genetic structure and environ
mental circumstances (Gen. 
3:1-19). 

As a creature in God's im
age, man was not designed, as 
the evoloutionaty psycholo
gist claims, "for the purpose 

tion" is the design of God for 
all mankind (Gen. 2:24; Mt. 
19:5-6). That foundational 
principle should govern all 
family law, with only such ex
ceptions for fault as God al
lows (E.g., Mt. 19:7-9). See 
Titus, "Defining Marriage 
and the Family", 3 William & 
Mary Bill of Rights Journal 
327 (1994). 

Upon these three founda
tional truths about human be
ings and family do the 
answers to all public policy 
questions about human sexu
ality and reproduction rest. If 
they are denied, then the an
swers to those questions will 
inevitably be wrong. 

Nowhere is this more evi
dent than in debates about 
abortion at the United Na
tions Conference on Popula
tion and Development in 
Cairo, Egypt. 

3 

The "liberal" view is that 
drastic action, including rec
ognition of a univeml right to 
abortion as a means of familiy 
planning, must be taken to 
avert a "mpid and unsustain
able growth" in human popu
lation. At the opening session 
of the Cairo conference the 
prime minister of Norway, a 
physician, issued this emo
tional call: 

Morality becomes hypoc
risy, if it means accepting 
mothers ... dying in connection 
with unwanted pregnancies 
and illegal abortions and un
wanted children living in mis
ery. Decriminalizing abortion 
should, therefore, be a mini
mal response to this reality. 
The Virginian-Pilot A 7 (Sept. 
6, 1994). 

This kind of apology to 
promote laissez-faire family 
planning is stmngely reminis
cent of John D. Rockefeller's 
analogy to the cultivation of a 
prize-winning rose, as he mar
shalled support for laissez
faire economic competition in 
the age of the "robber bar
ons:" 

The American Beauty rose 
can be produced in the splen
dor and fragrance which 
brings cheer to its beholder 
only by sacrificing the early 
buds which grow up around it. 
Hofstadter, Social Darwinsim 
in American Thought 45 
(1959). 

So, unborn innocent ba
bies, must be sacrificed, as 
Rockefeller would sacrifice 
rose buds, in order to remake 
the world in the image of to
day's liberal elite. Only Pope 
John Paul ll stands in the way. 
These are, indeed, Darwinian 
times. ~ 
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THE ESTABLISHMENT 
CLAUSE: NO RELIGIOUS 

TEST 

The prohibition 
against relgious 
tests is not de

signed to insulate 
government from 
religious influ-
ence, but is de

signed to protect 
the government 

from disqualifying 
candidates for 

civil office on the 
basis of any civil 
religious ortho-

doxy. 

Back in 1988 Harvard 
Law Professor Alan 
Dershowitz chal

lenged Pat Robertson, at the 
time a candidate for Presi
dent, to defend his claim that 
only Christians and Jews are 
fit to hold civil office in 
America. Robertson did not 
back down: 

Would you want a presi
dentwho believed that women 
should commit suttee and 
jump on the funeral pyre of 
their husbands? ... 

If you are a strong Mus
lim ... you believe that Allah 
has determined the destiny of 
all people. Therefore it is not 
necessary to alleviate the 
plight of the poor. Der
showitz, Chutzpah 336-37 
(1991). 

Robertson's point was ob
vious. One's religious faith 
does influence one's politics. 
Dershowitz's counterpoint 
was more subtle. Just be
cause one may believe a par
ticular religious doctrine does 
not mean that one will act 
upon that tenet in performing 
the duties of public office. 

Dershowitz went on to 
support his position that one's 
personal religious faith can
not be relevant because the 
Constitution forbids the use of 
any "religious test" to deter
mine if a person is qualified to 
hold any civil office. /d. at 
337. 

What Dershowitz failed to 
point out, however, is that the 
Constitution forbids the civil 
government from applying 
any religious test in setting the 
terms of eligibility for public 
office. It does not prevent the 
people, as electors, from con
sidering a candidate's relig
ious faith as one factor in 
assessing his fitness for of
fice. 

In other words, the prohi
bition against religious tests is 
not designed to insulate gov
ernment from religious influ
ence, but is designed to 
protect the government from 
disqualifying candidates for 
civil office on the basis of any 
civil religious orthodoxy. 

STATE CHURCHES 

Until 1961, it was gener
ally assumed that the United 
States Constitution offered 
such protection only to per
sons seeking a federal govern
ment position On June 19 of 
that year, however, the United 
States Supreme Court struck 
down Maryland's constitu
tional requirement that a per
sonal belief in God was 
prerequisite to holding the of
fice of notary public in the 
state. Torcaso v. Watkins, 
367 U.S. 488 (1961). 

Because the text of the 
Constitution is clear, banning 
any religious test as a qualifi-

cation for "an "office or pub
lic trust under the United 
States," the Court turned else
where to determine the consti
tutionality of the Maryland 
requirement. Relying on t11e 
First Amendment religion 
clauses, Justice Hugo Black 
ruled that such a religious test 
invaded an office seeker's 
"freedom of belief and relig
ion." /d. at 496. 

Although Justice Black did 
not rest his case squarely upon 
the Establishment Clause, he 
did note that religious tests for 
holding civil office had his
torically been associated with 
civil orders with official 
churches. /d. at 490. 

The Mary land religious 
test was a case in point. The 
oath invalidated in Torcaso 
originated in the very first 
Maryland Constitution. Arti
cle XXXV of that 1776 docu
ment read: 

That no other test or quali
fication ought to be required, 
on admission to any office of 
trust ... , than such oath of sup
port and fidelity to this 
State ... and a declaration of 
belief in the Christian relig
ion. Sources of Our Liberties 
350 (R. Perry, ed. 1978). 

To require a civil officer to 
afflrm a personal faith in Je
sus Christ, as well as fealty to 
the civil order, made sense at 
the time. Article XXXIII of 
the Maryland Constitution 
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authorized the legislature to 
"lay a general and equal tax, 
for the support of the Chris
tian religion." !d. at 349. Ar
ticle XXXIV gave to the 
legislature power to void any 
"gift, sale, or devise of lands, 
to any minister ... or preacher 
of the gospel...or to any relig
ious sect, order, or denomina
tion." !d. at 350. 

With such governing 
authority over the tithes and 
offerings to the church, how 
could one hold civil office if 
one did not profess faith in the 
established Christian relig
ion? 

And so it was in Mary
land's sister states where 
there was some form of an 
established church. For ex
ample, the Vermont Constitu
tion protected the "civil 
rights" of "any man who pro
fesses the protestant religion." 
At the same time, it provided 
that "every sect or denomina
tion of people ought to ob
serve the Sabbath, or Lord's 
Day, and keep up, and sup
port, some sort of religious 
worship .... " Article III, Con
stitution of Vermont (1777) in 
!d. at365. 

ENGLISH ORIGINS 

The religious test for office 
was rooted in English law, an 
established church order. Ac
cording to Blackstone, Eng
land united church and state 
from the very beginning: 

{I]n the time of our Saxon 
ancestors there was no sort of 
distinction between the lay 
and ecclesiastical jurisdic
tion: the county court was as 
much a spiritual as a tempo
ral tribunal: the rights of the 
church were ascertained and 

asserted at the same time and 
by the same judges as the 
rights of the laity. For this 
purpose the bishop of the dio
cese, and the alderman, or in 
his absence the sheriff of the 
county used to sit together in 
the county court, and had 
there cognizance of all causes 
as well ecclesiastical as 
civil... III Blackstone, Com
mentaries on the LawsofEng-

But the controversy did not 
end there. From the time of 
Henry VIII through the reign 
of James II (1685-89) relig
ious divisions in England 
threatened the very survival 
of the polity. King James n 
brought matters to a head by 
placing "Catholics into every 
branch of the govern
ment ... until no Protestant felt 
safe in his office unless he 

With such governing authority over 
the tithes and offerings to the church, 
how could one hold civil office if one 

did not profess faith in the established 
Christian reli ion? 

land 61 (1768). 
Blackstone extolled "[t]his 

union of power" as "very ad
vantageous" to both state and 
church: 

{T]he presence of the 
bishop added weight and rev
erence to the sheriff's pro
ceedings; and the authority of 
the sheriff was equally useful 
to the bishop, by enforcing 
obedience to his decrees in 
such refractory ojfonders, as 
would otherwise have de
spised the thunder of mere ec
clesiastical censures. !d. at 
61-62. 

This union of power was 
protested by the church in 
Rome. At first the church 
succeeded in separating the 
ecclesiastical from the civil 
jurisdiction, but that ended 
when King Henry VIII estab
lished himself "as Supreme 
head of the English church" 
(Id at 65) and "when all the 
jurisdiction usurped by the 
pope in matters ecclesiastical 
was restored to the crown, to 
which it originally be
longed .... " !d. at 67. 

was prepared to apostasize." 
To compound the prob

lem, James II issued Declara
tions of Indulgence granting 
liberty of worship to "the 
Catholic and Protestant dis
senters" and dispensing with 
religious tests for civil office. 
Sources of Our Liberties 225 
(R. Perry, ed. 1978). 

This threat to the estab
lished church order came to 
an end with James II's abdica
tion of the throne in 1688. !d. 
at 222. In 1689 William and 
Mary were proclaimed king 
and queen of England under a 
Bill ofRights that restored the 
Church of England to its pre
ferred position and barred any 
Catholic from ever occupying 
the throne. To that end, kings 
and queens of England were 
required to swear an oath of 
fealty to the Church of Eng
land and to submit to "the sac
raments according to the 
rites" of that church. !d. at 
225, 249-50. 

As for religious freedom 
for adherents to the Catholic 
faith, there was none. Protes-
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tant dissenters fared better un
der the Toleration Act of 
1689, but they faced numer
ous "civil disabilities ... , the 
principal one being that the 
Nonconformists could not 
hold public office." Id at 
240. 

COLONIAL HERITAGE 

This English heritage of 
religious conformity backed 
by civil power was brought to 
America under the various co
lonial charters. Nowhere was 
this more pronounced than in 
the colony of Massachusetts 
Bay founded by the Noncon
formist Puritans. From the 
beginning only those whose 
religious beliefs conformed to 
that of the established church 
"could hold office and take 
part in civic affairs." !d. at 78. 

As in England, the reason 
for the religious test for civil 
office was that the jurisdiction 
of the state extended to the 
governance of the church. 
Thus, the Massachusetts 
Body of Liberties of 1641 
proclaimed: 

Civil/ Authoritie hath 
power and libertie to see the 
peace, ordinances and Rules 
of Christ observed in every 
church according to his word. 
so it be done in a Civil/ and 
not in an Ecclesiastical way. 
!d. at 154 

The established Noncon
formist Puritans soon faced, 
as had the Church of England, 
religious dissenters in their 
midst. In 1635 and 1636 the 
Reverend Thomas Hooker led 
groups of settlers to Connecti
cut. While these left Massa
chusetts primarily in protest 
of the "wide discretionary 
powers of the magistrates," it 
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is also likely that the emigra
tion was prompted by "relig
ious differences."/d at 115. 

The Preamble to the Fun
damental Orders of Connecti
cut of 1639 indicate that one 
of the purposes of the found
ing of the new colony was "to 
maintain and preserve the lib
erty and purity of the gospel 
of our Lord Jesus." The Or
ders also spelled out the oaths 
of office of the governor and 
civil magistrates. Both oaths 
required the office holder to 
swear in the name of God, to 
rule in accordance with 
"God's word," and to call on 
God for help. But neither re
quired an affirmation of any 
personal belief in God or of 
adherence to any particular 
tenets of the Christian faith. 
!d. at 123-24. 

In 1636 Roger Williams 
led another group of religious 
dissenters to found the settle
ment of Providence. Relig
ious Separatists, these 
dissenters drew up a "written 
covenant... provid[ing] that 
the authority of civil govern
ment should not extend to re
ligious matters." ld at 164. 
Williams later secured a char
ter from King Charles II guar
anteeing that no person in the 
colony of Providence and 
Rhode Island would be re
quired to "take or subscribe" 
to any personal religious oath 
in order to hold civil office. 
!d. at 170, 173. 

This principle was adopted 
in 1677 in the Concessions of 
West New Jersey. Drawn up 
by William Penn, the funda
mental law of that colony pro
vided that "no person could be 
disqualified from holding 
public office because of his 
religious convictions." /d. 

182-83. 

VIRGINIA LEGACY 

Following the War for In
dependence, the differences 
over the legitimacy of relig
ious tests for civil office con
tinued. Rhode Island stood 
firmly against such tests. 
Pennsylvania watered down 
its test from a requirement of 

for Establishing Religious 
Freedom: 

Well aware that Almighty 
God created the mind 
free ... that the impious pre
sumption of legislators and 
rulers, civil as well as ecclesi
astical, who, being them
selves but fallible and 
uninspired men, have as
sumed dominion over the faith 
of others ... that therefore the 

Jefferson and Madison both main
tained that to require a religious test 

for civil office would illegitimately en
croach upon God's exclusive author

ity, and consequently upon man's 
civil liberty. 

profession of faith in Jesus 
Christ to an acknowledgment 
in "the being of a God." /d. at 
329. Contrast XXXIV of the 
1862 Frame of Government 
of Pennsylvania. Id at 220. 

The differences in the 
early state constitutions ap
peared directly proportional 
to the extent of jurisdiction 
that the new State govern
ments exercised over the 
church. The more limited the 
jurisdiction, the less restric
tive the religious test. 

In Virginia, the state had 
been denied all jurisdiction in 
matters of religion. Because 
one's faith in God and in the 
Christian religion belonged 
exclusively to God, Jefferson 
and Madison both maintained 
that to require a religious test 
for civil office would illegiti
mately encroach upon God's 
exclusive authority, and con
sequently upon man's civil 
liberty. 

Jefferson put it this way in 
his preamble to his 1786 Act 

proscribing any citizen as un
worthy the public confidence 
by laying upon him an inca
pacity of being called to of
fices of trust ... , unless he 
profoss or renounce this or 
that religious opinion, is de
priving him injuriously of 
those privileges and advan
tages to which in common 
with his follow citizens he has 
a natural right .... 

CHRISTIANITY AND 
AMERICA 

Gary North has asserted 
that Jefferson's Act "was the 
capstone of Madison's 15-
year war against religious test 
oaths" {North, Political Poly
theism 449 (1989)} and that 
Madison's opposition to such 
oaths was central to "his long
term goal of separating Chris
tianity from civil government 
- not just separating Church 
from State, but Christianity 
from civil government:" 

He knew what had to be 
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done in order to accomplish 
this goal: the severing of the 
binding power ofTrinitarian 
religious oaths that were re
quired of state officers in sev
eral states. ld. at 443. 

North is wrong. Madison 
opposed the religious test 
oaths, not because they were 
"Trinitarian," for many of 
them were not. If his goal was 
to sever Christianity from 
civil government, he could 
have accomplished that by 
simply supporting innocuous 
religious tests such as belief in 
God. 

But he opposed all relig
ious test oaths because he be
lieved them to be outside the 
"cognizance of civil power." 
That is, he believed that a 
man's opinion about Jesus 
Christ belonged exclusively 
to God, not to God as medi
ated by Caesar no matter how 
Trinitarian Caesar may be: 

Whilst we assert for our
selves a freedom to embrace, 
to pro foss, and to observe the 
Religion which we believe to 
be of divine origin, we cannot 
deny an equal freedom to 
those whose minds have not 
yet yielded to the evidence 
which has convinced us. If 
this freedom be abused, it is 
an ojfonce against God, not 
against man: To God, there
fore, not to man, must an ac
count of it be rendered. 

With this statement, Madi
son positioned himself 
squarely within the teaching 
of Jesus Christ who pro
claimed that one was to render 
unto Caesar only that which 
belongs to Caesar and to God 
that which belongs to God 
(Luke 20:25). He also took 
his stand with the early church 
which refused to bow down to 
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the "religious department" of 
the Roman empire and contin
ued to teach in the name of 
Jesus: "We ought to obey 
God rather than men" (Acts 
5:29). 

Madison demonstrated 
further that his opposition to 
religious test oaths was juris
dictional, not substantive, 
when he opposed efforts by 
Jefferson to disqualify clergy
men from holding civil office 
in Virginia: 

Does not the exclusion of 
Ministers of the Gospel as 
such violate a fundamental 
principle of liberty by punish
ing a religious profession 
with the privation of a civil 
right? does it [not] vio
late ... (Article 16 of the Vir-

ginia Constitution) which ex
empts religion from the cogni
zance of Civil power? 5 
Writings of James Madison 
288 (G. Hunted. 1904). 

The essence of Madison's 
position was this. Whether or 
not a minister of the gospel 
could legitimately serve as a 
civil officer was a matter of 
church doctrine to be settled 
by the church, not by the state. 
Otherwise, the government 
authorities would be "insinu
ating themselves in ecclesias
tical affairs or disputes." 
McDaniel v. Paty, 435 U.S. 
618, 638 (1978) (Brennan, J. 
concurring). 

Finally, the text of Article 
VI, Paragraph 3 itself demon
strates that Madison did not 

have the Machiavellian pur
pose attributed to him by 
North. That provision bans 
religious tests only in relation 
"to any office or public trust 
under the United States." If 
Madison had the purpose at
tributed to him by North, then 
he would have sought a ban 
on religious test oaths for the 
holding of state civil office as 
well.* 

The ban on religious test 
oaths was not, then, designed 
to separate the United States 
of America from Christianity. 
Nor was it designed to require 
that public policy shed its 
Biblical origins and princi
ples. To the contrary, the ban 
was dictated by Biblical law 
that one's personal faith in 

From McDaniel v. Paty, 435 U.S. 618,623-25: 

7 

God is not a legitimate object 
of civil government. tr 

*One could argue that 
even after ratification of the 
14th Amendment, state relig
ious tests have not been pro
hibited This is so because 
that Amendment only prohib
its states from abridging "the 
privileges and immunities of 
citizens of the United States." 
Holding a state civil office is 
hardly such a privilege or im
munity. Therefore, denial of 
access to such an office on 
account of a religious test 
could not constitute an uncon
stitutional abridgment. See 
Titus, "The Bill of Rights: Its 
Scope," The Forecast 7 (Feb. 
1, 1994)). 

Prior to 1776, most of the 13 Colonies had some fonn of an established, or government-sponsored, church. ... Even after 
ratification of the First Amendment, which prohibited the Federal Government from following such a course, some States 
continued pro-establishment provisions .... Massachusetts, the last State to accept disestablishment, did so in 1833 .... 

In light of this histoty and a widespread awareness during that period of undue and often dominant clerical influence in public 
and political affairs here, in England, and on the Continent, it is not surprising that strong views were held by some that one way 
to assure disestablishment was to keep clergymen out of public office. Indeed, some of the foremost political philosophers and 
statesmen of that period held such views regarding the clergy. Earlier, John Locke argued for confming the authority of the 
English clergy "within the bounds of the church, nor can it be extended to civil affairs; because the church itself is a thing 
absolutely separate and distinct from the commonwealth." 5 Works of John Locke 21 (C. Baldwin, ed 1824 ). Thomas Jefferson 
initially advocated such a position in his 1783 draft of a constitution for Virginia. (Jefferson later changed his mind.) 

James Madison, however, disagreed and vigorously urged the position which in our view accurately reflects the spirit and 
purpose of the Religion Clauses of the First Amendment. Madison's respones to Jefferson's position was: 

Does not the exclusion of Ministers of the Gospel as such violate a fundamental principle of liberty by punishing a religious 
profession with the privation of a civil right? does it [not] violate another article of the plan itself which exempts religion from 
the cognizance of Civil power7 .... 5 Writings of James Madison 288 (G. Hunted. 1904) 

Madison was not the only articulate opponent of clergy disqualification. When proposals were made earlier to prevent 
clergymen from holding public office, John Witherspoon, a Presbyterian minister, president of Princeton Universtiy, and the only 
clergyman to sign the Declaration of Independence, made a cogent protest and, with tongue in cheek, offered an amendment to 
a provision much like that challenged here: 

"No clergyman, of any denomination, shall be capable of being elected a member of the Senate or House of Representatives ... 
Provided always ... that if at any time he shall be completely deprived of the clearical charcter by those whom he was invested 
witl1 it, as by deposition for cursing and swearing, drunkenness or uncleanness, he shall then be fully restored to all the privileges 
of a free citizen .... " 

As the value of the disestablishment experiment was perceived, 11 of the 13 States disqualifying the clergy from some types 
of public office gradually abandoned that limitation .... Today Tennessee remains the only State excluding ministers from certain 
public offices. 

The essence of this aspect of our national histoty is that in all but a few States the selection or rejection of clergymen for public 
office soon came to be viewed as something safely left to the good sense and desires of the people. 
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VIOLENCE ADVOCATES 
by Marilyn J. Titus 

Since the killing of a sec
ond abortionist the American 
press has been working over
time, using verbiage to con
vince the people that abortion 
protestors are mean and vio
lent, and ought not be toler
ated The local press here in 
Virginia Beach put two arti
cles, side-by-side, labeling 
the side more favorable to 
abortion rights "mainstream," 
and the other side "radical." 
The justification? Some of 
the anti-abortionists are advo
cating or committing the kill
ing of abortionists. 

I am not writing this to ad
vocate the killing of abortion
ists. I believe that 
well-meaning people have 
become frustrated with the 
present system that rewards 
and protects evil, and pun
ishes good. And this is not 
limited to the abortion issue, 
but is extended to taxes, edu
cation, crime, land use, etc. 

The purpose of this article 
is to point to the hypocrisy 
and hopelessness offered to us 
by the "liberal" press. Mike 
Royko, in a recent column, 
comments on the killing of an 
11-year old boy who appar
ently had just previously 
killed a 14-year old girl- a boy 
whose life was already filled 

with violence. Mr. Royko 
skims over all the possible 
candidates for blame: "par
ents, courts, social service 
agencies, gangs, politicians, 
gun laws, drugs, bloody mov
ies and TV, rap music, 
schools, the economy, slavety 
and our violent and racist so
ciety." The Virginian-Pilot 
(Sept. 7, 1994). 

He concludes with a mes
sage of helplessness. Most 
significantly he asks: "Does 
violence, sex, and foul lan
guage really have a negative 
influence?" 

He acknowledges: "Well, 
if great art elevates the human 
spirit, it figures that slop will 
drag it down." But he offers 
no hope. He concludes that 
stopping all the vulgarity and 
violence from movies to T
shirt slogans would take 
"about 100 years - if evety
thing moves smoothly." 

Where has this attitude 
(under the protection of so
called "free speech") taken 
us? According to the August 
15 Newsweek homicides were 
up to 24,500 last year, not 
counting babies killed in their 
mother's wombs or set aside 
after birth to die of "natural 
causes." In the last ten years 
the numberofboys, 14 to 17, 
involved in homicides has in
creased by 161 percent. 
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Males between 14 and 24 
commit more than half of the 
nation's murders. And 
Newsweek predicts that "you 
ain't seen nothing yet - and 
it's terrifying." 

In today's newspaper 
alone I read about two young 
men, ages 22 and 16, who ap
parently killed a 79 year old 
woman in Ohio, an 86 year 
old man and his wife in Mis
souri and a 37 year old woman 
in Oklahoma. 

Several other murders and 
attempted murders were also 
reported: a drive-by shooting 
of teenagers, a man killing his 
wife and her male companion, 
then shooting himself, a man 
shot over a property dispute, 
and an attempted robbety at a 
highway toll booth. 

Then there was the report 
of an abduction of a 44-year 
old woman by a couple who 
stopped to "help" her with her 
stalled car. Instead, the cou
ple - a man and his wife -
forced her into their car and 
took her to their home where 
they sexually assaulted her for 
14 hours. Leaving her bound 
and naked in a closet, the cou
ple went out ot rent a movie 
{perhaps they needed more 
"inspiration;" the stozy did not 
mention what they rented). 
During the couple's absence 
the kidnapped woman man-

aged to get a cigarette lighter, 
burn the duct tape that bound 
her and call 911. 

Currently being advertised 
and reviewed in the Tidewa
ter area is the movie, "Natural 
Born Killers." According to 
The Virginian-Pilot(Aug. 25, 
1994) this movie is a "psycho
thriller." The female star, 
Juliett Lewis, is quoted as 
having said in an inteiView 
for the TV show, Entertain
ment Tonight: 

I have the capacity to kill. 
Fighting is about the element 
of surprise. You could be sit
ting there and I could just hit 
you with all ofmy might. I hit 
you, hit you, hit you -and then 
strangle you. 

The August 29 Newsweek 
review of the movie pictures 
Lewis in her underwear leap
ing for joy and offers this 
short synopsis of the movie's 
stotyline: " ... [H]erabusivefa
ther mugging to a laugh 
track. .. makes sexual over
tures to his daughter. Soon 
after, Dad is bludgeoned to 
death and Mom is set on fire, 
commencing the young lov
ers' 52 person killing spree." 

And Congress passes the 
"Crime Bill." 

Why are we not turning to 
the Lord and returning to His 
standards? IT Timothy 3: 16-
17 is a good place to begin. li" 
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