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Introduction: The Great Renewal

			I. The Storm

			The indignant crowd, waving flags and gripping their weapons, gathered around the barriers and gates, pushing and shouting amidst smoke and furor. The guards of the building—a towering symbol of civil authority and sanctity—struggled to decide what to do, as an insurrection or worse seemed imminent. Suddenly, the mob rushed a courtyard, and some protestors began climbing onto buildings. A gate was opened, and the most fanatical of the crowd surged to enter, as if it were a planned assault. The guards shouted at them to leave, but in all the excitement many interpreted the guards’ gestures to be welcoming them in. Gunfire broke out and several were killed, including officers. An observer might have heard cries of “liberty” from one side, “equality” from the other, then also “fraternity.” But another sinister sound could be heard: “or death.” The fighting continued and calls for ceasefire were rejected. The building was taken, and the victors declared, “Thus we take revenge on traitors.” This day changed everything, and we live in its consequences. 

			One famous writer later called it a “turning-point of modern times.” This day—that is, July 14, 1789, the storming of the Bastille in Paris, France—marked the “secularization of our history and the disincarnation of the Christian God,” as Albert Camus wrote in The Rebel. This day sparked the French Revolution, the instigators of which sought to “overthrow the principle of divine right.” Camus continues:

			God played a part in history through the medium of kings. But His representative in history has been killed, for there is no longer a king. Therefore, there is nothing but a semblance of God, relegated to the heaven of principles. The revolutionaries may well refer to the Gospel, but in fact, they dealt a terrible blow to Christianity from which it has not yet recovered.1

			The regicide (or tyrannicide) of Louis XVI was a sort of deicide—not that God was killed, of course, but that in the king’s execution the revolutionaries sought to establish political atheism. The seculum was secularized, and the recognition of God and his will for man—both the principles and purpose of life—were set aside, relegated to heaven or to religious institutions. The children of the French Revolution, both Christian and non-Christian, are still with us and continue the revolution. 

			The explicit absence of God in public life is now normal, and this new normal hardly needs official enforcement. With weakness of will and self-abnegation, Western Christians gaze at the ravishment of their Western heritage, either blaming themselves or, even worse, reveling in their humiliation. Christians today live in and fully embrace the conditions of deicide. We have not simply tied our own hands; we’ve handed over, without much fuss, the divine powers ordained for our good. The people of God have become accustomed to a life without them, even learning to love abuse from God-granted authorities that he ordained for their good. 

			The chief philosopher of the French Revolution, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, was wrong in his understanding of Christianity, but he did accurately capture the tendency of Christians to take pleasure in their oppression. His comments are so remarkably recognizable that they are worth quoting in full. He writes, 

			Christianity as a religion is entirely spiritual, occupied solely with heavenly things; the country of the Christian is not of this world. He does his duty, indeed, but does it with profound indifference to the good or ill success of his cares. Provided he has nothing to reproach himself with, it matters little to him whether things go well or ill here on earth. If the State is prosperous, he hardly dares to share in the public happiness, for fear he may grow proud of his country’s glory; if the State is languishing, he blesses the hand of God that is hard upon His people. . . . If the power is abused by him who wields it, it is the scourge wherewith God punishes His children. There would be scruples about driving out the usurper: public tranquility would have to be disturbed, violence would have to be employed, and blood spilt; all this accords ill with Christian meekness; and after all, in this vale of sorrows, what does it matter whether we are free men or serfs? The essential thing is to get to heaven, and resignation is only an additional means of doing so. . . . Christianity preaches only servitude and dependence. Its spirit is so favourable to tyranny that it always profits by such a régime. True Christians are made to be slaves, and they know it and do not much mind: this short life counts for too little in their eyes.2

			Sound familiar? You see it daily in Christian think-pieces. Rousseau is indeed right, in a way. Christianity is often used as a coping device for inaction, even when under tyranny and slavery. It is a theological means to psychologically endure one’s gnostic unwillingness to struggle against earthly abuse. At its worst, theology is wielded to find pleasure in one’s humiliation. Many Christian leaders today are children of Rousseau in this regard, actively undermining Christian political action that opposes political atheism. They advance a sort of Stockholm syndrome theology.

			Such Christians—who separate God from public institutions—have even adopted Rousseau’s “civil religion,” though likely unwittingly. Instead of establishing Christianity, Rousseau called for a “civil profession of faith,” consisting of “social sentiments without which a man cannot be a good citizen.” Violators are declared to be “anti-social.” These “dogmas” must be “few, simple, and exactly worded, without explanation of commentary.”3 After the January 6, 2021 riot, Christians leaders expressed dismay that our “democracy,” which affirms universal “tolerance” and “pluralism,” was attacked by a mob that rampaged through the “sacred halls” of Congress. Their commitment to these modern norms should not surprise us. For decades, theologians have developed theologies that exclude Christianity from public institutions but require Christians to affirm the language of universal dignity, tolerance, human rights, anti-nationalism, anti-nativism, multiculturalism, social justice, and equality, and they ostracize from their own ranks any Christian who deviates from these social dogmas. They’ve effectively Christianized the modern West’s social creed. The Christian leaders most immersed in the modern West’s civil religion are those who loudly denounce the “civil religion” of “Christian nationalism.”

			This book challenges the social dogmas of our time—the secularist civil religion—by offering a positive account of Christian nationalism. In addition to justifying the institutionalization of Christianity, I offer reasons and exhortations for Christians to act in confidence for that institutionalization. The problem we face today is not simply the absence of arguments but the lack of will for our political objectives. I hope to enliven in the hearts of Christians a sense of home and hearth and a love of people and country out of which springs action for their good. 

			II. Definition

			Past Usage

			The term Christian nationalism is in our time a word of derision used against groups of white evangelicals and Pentecostals in America. Few agree on what it means, though all agree that whatever it means, it is most certainly bad. Indeed, “it is bad” is ultimately all that matters for those who use it. It is a “plastic word,” to use Uwe Poerksen’s expression: “The precise meaning of plastic words cannot be discerned. . . . But, through context, an author can be precise about which connotation of the word is being used.”4 Since anti-nationalism is a social dogma, connecting “Christian” and “nationalism” is effective for wielding social power or the public ire against dissident Christian groups—whether these groups are real or imagined. It is no surprise that “Christian nationalism” is used in the context of the 2021 riot at the Capitol Building in Washington, DC. Associating the term with a widely condemned event gives the accusation of Christian nationalism tremendous weight in rhetoric. The term has socio-rhetorical power. The connotation is far more useful than its possible denotations.

			But this negative connotation and lack of denotation is new to the term. Well back into the 19th century, Christian nationalism was used almost exclusively in a positive sense. Indeed, there were self-described Christian nationalists. For example, William Henry Fremantle, a well-respected and accomplished Anglican priest, published a lecture in 1885 on Christian nationalism. He affirmed the belief in the “divine character of political rule, and in the unity of the sacred and the secular in the Christian nation.”5 Opposing those who wanted “the system of public worship [to] be held apart from the general life,” he argued that 

			the whole life of man is essentially religious; and politics, the sphere of just relations between men, especially become religious when conducted in a Christian spirit. Nothing can be more fatal to mankind or to religion itself than to call one set of things or persons religious and another secular, when Christ has redeemed the whole.6 

			Thus, for Fremantle, we should not compartmentalize the “Christian religion” to an instituted church and clergy. All of life, including public life, ought to be Christian. The institutional church simply fulfills “one function of the great community [or nation] which itself, and as a whole, possesses this divine sanction.”7 In other words, the institutionalized ministry that ministers to a Christian people springs from the people, which itself originally possesses this ministry.

			A few decades later the Chinese theologian, T.C. Chao (1888–1979), wrote in 1927 about Chinese Christians “wanting a Christian nationalism.” He reasons this way:

			Chinese Christians are Christians; but they are also citizens of China. According to them, nationalism and Christianity must agree in many things; for if there are no common points between the two, then how can Chinese citizens become Christians and how can Chinese Christians perform the duties of citizens?8

			In 1972, Albert Cleage published Black Christian Nationalism in which he calls for a redefinition of salvation along black Christian nationalist lines: “Black Christian nationalism . . . calls men to a rejection of individualism, and offers a process of transformation by which the individual may divest himself of individualism and submerge himself in the community life of the group.”9 

			The most recent discourse around Christian nationalism is both negative and almost always ascribed to white Americans. Indeed, it is often called “white Christian nationalism.” Philip Gorski and Samuel Perry recently published The Flag and the Cross: White Christian Nationalism and the Threat to American Democracy. Their definition is a “constellation of beliefs,”10 which is technically not a definition, and the unstated point of the book is certainly to secure the term’s negative connotations by associating it with heretical social views. Since it is largely a work of (activist) sociology, its content is mostly irrelevant to the content of this book. They disregard and dismiss the reasons for Christian nationalist beliefs and instead rely on racial explanations, such as “whiteness,” to account for Christian nationalism. My intent here is neither to defend nor reject what they consider Christian nationalism, nor to denounce or distance myself from its alleged connotations. This is a work of Christian political theory, not sociology. If the social scientists wish to critique my book, they must step out of social science, suspend their belief in social dogma, and enter rational inquiry. 

			Definition for This Book

			One of the oddest aspects of Christian nationalism discourse is that, despite its “great threat to democracy,” few people in recent years have self-identified as Christian nationalists. Thus, very few have explicitly argued for it in recent years.11 Recent attempts to define the term begin with some idea of the people they want to capture with it. Hence, they define it by their desired extension, that is, based on the things or people they want the term to refer to. 

			My definition, however, begins not with the term’s extension but with the intension of the words. That is, I proceed from the meaning or denotation of the words involved, particularly nation and nationalism, and I then consider nationalism modified by the term Christian. Here is my definition:

			Christian nationalism is a totality of national action, consisting of civil laws and social customs, conducted by a Christian nation as a Christian nation, in order to procure for itself both earthly and heavenly good in Christ. 

			The purpose of this book is to show that Christian nationalism (as defined) is just, the ideal arrangement for Christians, and something worth pursuing with determination and resolve.12

			The reader likely had a different definition in mind, but this may not indicate substantive disagreement. Maybe (like Gorski and Perry) you list a set of beliefs—perhaps something about “national obligations to God.” I agree that nations have obligations to God. My intent is to define Christian nationalism according to the denotation of the two words in relation to each other. Whether you like my definition or not is largely irrelevant to the arguments that follow, since I likely affirm at some point what you include in your definition. 

			Since parts of my definition may be unclear or unexpected, I devote some space in this introduction to explicating the definition. I break this down carefully and in detail because the discussion on Christian nationalism today lacks the sort of precision and care that early generations of Reformed writers brought to Christian political thought. What I say below and in the following chapters might be difficult and complex, but my intent is to continue in (or perhaps help resurrect) the Reformed political tradition’s commitment to complete, analytical, and demonstrative argumentation. 

			III. Explicating the Definition

			Christian nationalism is nationalism modified by Christianity. My definition of Christian nationalism is a Christianized form of nationalism or, put differently, a species of nationalism. Thus, I treat nationalism as a genus, meaning that all that is essential to generic nationalism is true of Christian nationalism. Whatever I ascribe to nationalism in this work is ipso facto ascribed to Christian nationalism. My definition of nationalism is similar to that of Christian nationalism, though with less content:

			Nationalism refers to a totality of national action, consisting of civil laws and social customs, conducted by a nation as a nation, in order to procure for itself both earthly and heavenly good. 

			Absent from this definition is Christianity—the Christian nation and the sole, post-fall means of obtaining heavenly good, namely, in Christ. As we’ll see in the following chapters, the addition of these words in Christ matters a great deal. Nevertheless, the Gospel does not supersede, abrogate, eliminate, or fundamentally alter generic nationalism; it assumes and completes it.

			Modern Christian political theorists often call nationalism an ideology, usually assuming that all ideologies are bad and idolatrous. I see no use in disputing whether it is an ideology. “Ideology” is usually either loosely defined or defined according to its abuse rather than according to what it is. Whether my conclusions classify Christian nationalism under “ideology” has no relevance as to whether those arguments are sound. The reader will also have to keep in mind that I am not necessarily affirming any supposed connotations of nationalism, whatever those might be, and thus they cannot be ascribed to my definition or positions prima facie. In other words, the reader should not assume that I’m trying to justify or explain away any historical example of nationalism, or any of the various moral qualities often attributed to nationalism.

			“a totality of national action”

			A totality of action is not as difficult to comprehend as it might first appear. I’ll begin with an example. Though a soccer team wins its match by individual players scoring goals, we say that the team won the match, not the individuals who scored the goals. This is because, although the individual action of scoring is the key to winning, these actions were supported and made possible by the actions of the other team members, including the defensive players. So we say that the team won and that winning is a “team effort” because each player has his role with regard to winning. Thus, a totality of action can be defined as a set of actions that are interrelated such that their effect (e.g., winning the match) is a product of the whole (e.g., both defensive and offensive actions), not any particular part of the whole.

			A totality of national action, being the formal cause of Christian nationalism, refers to all the actions that a nation expects of its members for their overall, national good. These range from great acts of sacrifice to mundane, everyday things, like caring for one’s children. It is a “totality” because although each action has a good unique to it, together each strengthens, supports, or makes possible other actions to form an organic whole. A mother nursing her child has the child’s immediate good in mind, but that action—as part of a totality of action in the nation—is also for the national good, for well-nursed children grow up to be healthy, productive, and sacrificial participants in the nation. In this way, the nursing of children is a national action, and the good of nursing is not only the child’s good directly but also the nation’s good. In other words, the good of the mother in nursing her child transcends the immediate good of child nourishment. National action, therefore, is not merely extraordinary or heroic action but also includes the ordinary and mundane. One can hardly expect anything extraordinary in a nation where the ordinary is absent.

			These actions are interrelated such that each depends on the others to do them well. One cannot expect mothers to care well for their children when they exist in poor conditions, where fatherly affection, productive activity, good civil governance, social discipline, manners, and religion are absent. Thus, national actions compose a totality of action—each relying on the others for its possibility, support, and perfection; and together those actions procure for the nation its national good. Or, to put things simply, you typically cannot do anything well unless conditions are set for you to do it well, and those conditions are established by other actions conducted both by you and others. Subsequently, by this mutual support, a nation achieves its national good. 

			“. . . consisting of civil laws and social customs . . . ”

			Civil laws and social customs are the material cause, or content, of Christian nationalism. These are rules of action that determine what you ought to do and ought not to do. Civil law commands action explicitly, while social customs implicitly predispose people to action. These rules are often very general, allowing people the freedom to choose among different options (e.g., choosing one’s vocation). Now, since the end of Christian nationalism is the nation’s good (which I discuss in more detail below), rules of action are proper only if they conduce to the nation’s good. Thus, civil law and social customs, when proper, order the Christian nation to their earthly and heavenly good. Being a totality of action, law and custom form an interrelated and oftentimes redundant web of obligation that orders everything ultimately to the national good. For example, tossing trash from cars is illegal in the United States, but it is clear that social opprobrium must assist those laws to keep the streets clean. Furthermore, there are many desired rules of action covered by custom that civil law cannot effectively command.

			“. . . conducted by a Christian nation as a Christian nation . . .”

			In Christian nationalism, the nation is conscious of itself as a Christian nation and acts for itself as a Christian nation. Christian national consciousness is the ground and animating principle of its action. This is the efficient cause of nationalism, for it speaks of who is acting and also of the impetus of action. It is analogous to a man with faith in Christ who, understanding himself to be a Christian man, acts as a Christian man for the good of body and soul. Or it is like a family of Christians who, seeing themselves as a Christian family, act as such for their earthly and heavenly good (e.g., family worship). Christian nationalism is a Christian people acting for their own good in light of their Christian nationhood. 

			Viewed as a whole, the Christian nation acts for itself by a three-step process: (1) It achieves a national will for itself; (2) that will is mediated through authorities that the people institute; and (3) the people act according to the dictates of that mediation. That is, the national will for its good establishes civil authority and constructs a social world—both of which prescribe concrete duties and norms—which the people then act on. Thus, the entity that causes Christian nationalism is chiefly the people, not Christian magistrates, though magistrates are necessary to direct the will of the people into concrete action.

			“. . . to procure for itself both earthly and heavenly good in Christ.”

			The purpose or final cause of Christian nationalism is to establish the best possible conditions for the procurement of what I call the “complete good”—the goods of this life and of the life to come. 

			In my generic definition of nationalism, I delineated earthly good and heavenly good. I did this because, as I argue in the next chapter, ordering people to heavenly life is a natural end for even the generic nation; that is, it is neither a new command nor something introduced by the Gospel. Had Adam not fallen, the nations of his progeny would have ordered themselves to heavenly life. Thus, heavenly good is an end of the nation. Since the Gospel is now the sole means to heavenly life, nations ought to order themselves to the Gospel in the interest of their heavenly good. “In Christ” modifies “earthly good” as well. The Gospel adds no new principles of earthy life, but earthly life is restored because of sanctification, which is the infusion of Christ’s holiness in us. Furthermore, all earthly goods ought to be ordered to Christ. Thus, the totality of Christian national action orders the nation to procure the complete good in Christ. The specific difference between generic nationalism and Christian nationalism is that, for the latter, Christ is essential to obtaining the complete good. Pagan and secularist nations are true nations but they are incomplete nations. Only the Christian nation is a complete nation. 

			I am not saying that a nation as a nation can receive eternal life, strictly speaking. Rather, a nation as a nation can act for itself (by social and civil power) so that, externally, heavenly goods are made apparent and available to all and so that each person is prepared and encouraged to take them for eternal life. Hence, a Christian nation would, for example, support the spiritual administration of Word and Sacrament. A nation has no power in itself to bring anyone internally to true faith—to realize heavenly good in individuals. But nations have the power to ensure that outwardly the things of salvation—the preaching of the Word and the administration of the Sacraments—are available to all and that people are encouraged, even culturally expected, to partake and be saved unto eternal life. 

			As a concise summary, we can think of Christian nationalism as a Christian nation acting as such and for itself in the interest of the nation’s complete good.

			IV. Method 

			This is a work of Christian political theory. It is not, overall, a work of political theology. I say this both to manage expectations and to explain my method. There are two main reasons why I consider this a work of political theory. 

			Assuming the Reformed Tradition

			The first is that I assume the Reformed theological tradition, and so I make little effort to exegete biblical text. Some readers will complain that I rarely appeal to Scripture to argue for my positions. I understand the frustration, but allow me to explain: I am neither a theologian nor a biblical scholar. I have no training in moving from scriptural interpretation to theological articulation. Francis Turretin, the great 17th-century Reformed theologian, spoke of “supernatural theology” as “the system of saving doctrine concerning God and divine things drawn from the Scriptures.”13 In this sense, “theology” can be understood systematically, that is, as a systematic articulation of revealed truth taken from Scripture (e.g., the doctrine of the Trinity). Instead of drawing from Scripture to prove the Reformed system of doctrine, I’ve chosen to assume this system and work from it. I am unable to exegete better than the Reformed exegetical tradition anyway, and I frequently cite theologians whose work, to my mind, demonstrates the soundness of the Reformed system. All arguments have to begin somewhere. To my knowledge, my theological premises throughout this work are consistent with, if not mostly taken directly from, the common affirmations and denials of the Reformed tradition. To be sure, some of my conclusions are expressed differently than this tradition. After all, Christian nationalism was not used in the 16th through the 18th centuries. But none of my conclusions are, in substance, outside or inconsistent with the broad Reformed tradition. And, of course, I would certainly welcome any work of political theology in favor of Christian nationalism that can stand side-by-side with this work of Christian political theory.14

			If the reader does not have Reformed theological commitments, then I cannot guarantee that you share many of my theological assumptions. This is a work of Reformed Christian political theory, to be more precise. My desire for systematic argumentation led me to pull from a robust tradition within the Christian tradition. But since I pull mainly from the 16th and 17th centuries, in which Reformed theology was very Thomistic and catholic,15 many of my theological premises are widely shared among Christians.16 Furthermore, when I cite non-Protestants (e.g., Francisco Suárez) or pre-Reformation theologians (e.g., Thomas Aquinas), I am not opposing or correcting Reformed Protestantism but recognizing and pulling directly from the catholic sources in the Reformed tradition.17 

			Proceeding from Natural Principles

			The primary reason that this work is political theory is that I proceed from a foundation of natural principles. While Christian theology assumes natural theology as an ancillary component, Christian political theory treats natural principles as the foundation, origin, and source of political life, even Christian political life. The nation, for example, is not merely a necessary component of Christian nationalism; it fuels that nationalism; it enlivens a Christian people for Christian nationalism. Whereas Christian theology considers the Christian mainly in relation to supernatural grace and eternal life, Christian political theory treats man as an earthly being (though bound to a heavenly state) whose political life is fundamentally natural. 

			I call this a work of Christian political theory because I rely on both natural and supernatural propositions—i.e., from what is true from nature and from revelation—and I integrate them in my arguments. My method seeks not to prove the same proposition from reason and revelation separately but to integrate natural and supernatural truth into a systematic political theory. So throughout this work I use mixed syllogisms, referring to syllogisms in which one premise is known by reason and the other known only by faith. For example, assuming that civil leaders ought to order the people to the true God (a natural principle), we can conclude that civil leaders ought to order the people to the Triune God. Why? Because the Triune God is the true God (a supernatural truth). I integrate natural principles and supernatural truths such that nature is applied and fulfilled by means of supernatural truth.18 In this way, revealed theology serves to complete politics, but it is not the foundation of politics.

			Complexity

			Academically, my world is that of the early modern period (the 16th through the 18th centuries). What I love about this period is that authors made serious attempts to persuade using rational demonstration, and they were deeply conscious of the systemic nature of truth and the necessity of internal coherence. Unfortunately, the expectation for demonstration and coherence is largely absent in the Christian world today, especially in books and articles on politics. Instead, Christians resort to rhetorical devices, tweetable shibboleths, and credibility development to assert disparate principles and applications.19 I’ve decided to return, as best I can, to an older style, though I am an infant in comparison to their learning and abilities. As a result, my arguments are often not simple. I try to prove my most important conclusions such that if you accept the premises, you would have to accept the conclusion by the force of logic. Whether I succeed in that is up to the reader’s determination. In any event, that was my intent. To be sure, at obvious times, I grant myself some liberty to speak freely.

			My account of Christian nationalism is a Presbyterian Christian nationalism. It contains all the essential features of Christian nationalism, so it shares much with other forms of it. Thus, even if I cannot convince my readers of Presbyterianism, much of my argument remains applicable to their own tradition. And one might come to agree with the justness of Christian nationalism but not follow me in my Presbyterianism. Given the state of our world today, I will consider that a success.

			V. Summary of Argument

			General Summary

			In this section, I summarize the arguments of the book. The reader should consult the chapters to see my complete arguments, but I want to explain their general structures first. Chapters 1 and 2 show the theological possibility of Christian nationalism through a discussion of theological anthropology (i.e., the study of man in theology) and how it shapes social and political life. The several chapters that follow (chapters 3–7) explicate the definition of Christian nationalism, working through the concepts and its elements. These chapters complete my defense of Christian nationalism. I include chapters on two important related matters (revolution and liberty of conscience) and one chapter that provides sources for a resurgent American Christian nationalism. The conclusion is a series of thoughts on our current situation and how Christian nationalists can begin thinking about and acting for national renewal. 

			What follows is a slightly expanded summary of this structure. 

			What is Man?

			In chapters 1 and 2, I discuss man in his three states: the state of integrity, the state of sin, and the state of redemption (or restoration). These follow the familiar Reformed schema of creation, fall, and redemption. (The state of glory is crucial to my argument, but it does not get its own section.) I describe man in each state and how the events of creation, fall, and redemption affect and change man. The purpose is to establish the continuity and discontinuity between the three states. I first argue that man has always had two ends—earthly and heavenly. Adam’s original task, his dominion mandate, was to bring the earth to maturity, which served as the condition for eternal life. His work did not itself bring heaven to earth but rather was the divinely prescribed condition for God to bestow eternal life on him and his progeny. Adam was equipped with all the skills and natural drive to accomplish this task. Indeed, fulfilling the dominion mandate was natural to him, as his telos or natural end. The rule to this end was the natural law, and obedience to the natural law is manifested in dominion. 

			If Adam had not fallen, he and his progeny would have multiplied on the earth. They would have formed communities, for no man can live well when alone and when not in combination with others. These communities would have been distinct, or separate nations, because even unfallen man would have had natural limitations and been bounded by geography, arability, and other factors. Furthermore, each community would have been culturally distinct, since they would have been at least somewhat separated from others and would have developed their own way of life and culture, though without any sin. Though the principles of culture are natural and universal, the particular expressions of culture are not in themselves natural. For this reason, although all cultures distinguish men and women with differences in clothing, the manner of distinction varies from culture to culture. Thus, cultural diversity does not necessarily reflect differences in natural principle. It follows that Adam’s progeny would have formed many nations on earth, and thus the formation of nations is part of God’s design and intention for man. 

			The fall of man placed man in a state of sin. The state of sin, or total depravity, is misunderstood, even in Reformed circles. The fall’s principal effect concerned man’s relationship to God and the promised heavenly life, for it removed man’s highest gifts (those that drew him to heavenly life). Man retains his earthly gifts, those that lead him to the fundamental things of earthly life, such as family formation and civil society. Thus, man still has his original instincts and still knows the principles of right action, which incline him to what is good. But the loss of his heavenly orientation affects his whole being such that he sins not only in relation to God but also toward his fellow man. The question is, what is the extent of discontinuity from prelapsarian (or pre-fall) Adam? I argue that postlapsarian social organization—viz., as human society has manifested in post-fall history—reflects true and good principles, but in every time and place there is some degree of abuse of those principles. Thus, the formation of nations is not a product of the fall; it is natural to man as man. But the evil in nations and caused by nations is the abuse of what is intended for man’s good. Neither is civil government introduced by the fall, for civil government would have been necessary for unfallen people to coordinate action for the common good. The fall required civil government to be augmented to restrain sin, though it still retained its same original principles and end. 

			The redemption of man brings him into a state of grace. This takes us to chapter 2. It is crucial to affirm that grace does not destroy, abrogate, supersede, or undermine nature but rather affirms and completes it. The instinct to live within one’s “tribe” or one’s own people is neither a product of the fall nor extinguished by grace; rather, it is natural and good. In the state of redemption, grace secures for man both a title to eternal life—the same life promised originally to Adam—and the restoration of his gifts. That is, salvation grants eternal life in Christ and a sanctified life in Christ. Having the same gifts as Adam, man is able to do (at least in form) what Adam could have accomplished in his work, which is to form nations under the true God. The people of God on earth are a restored humanity. Restored man ought to be naturally drawn to dominion, for dominion is the natural end or purpose of these gifts.

			Pursuing Christian dominion is not seeking to bring heaven to earth, nor is it seeking to earn heaven by works. One does not place himself back under the covenant of works by seeking to establish Christian civil communities on earth. As I said, even prelapsarian Adam could not bring heaven to earth through his labor; he could only order earthly life to the promised heavenly life. That is precisely what restored humanity does in his labor—order earthly life to heavenly life. The difference is that since Christ is the sole means to heavenly life, earthly life is ordered to Christ, mainly by supporting his visible church. 

			Nation and Nationalism

			Having established the theological possibility and some background theology for the project overall, I move on to directly discuss Christian nationalism. Chapter 3 is on the nation and nationalism. Everything I affirm of the nation and nationalism I can also affirm of Christian nationalism, as I stated earlier. My approach to the nation is different from that of others. Instead of relying on a bird’s-eye view of the concept, I mainly appeal to the reader’s own experience with people and place to reveal to them their own belonging to a people and place. That is, I appeal to what I hope is common experience. I can do this because the previous chapters demonstrated that neither the fall nor grace eliminated the natural instinct for an attachment to people and place. Grace does not destroy natural affection, and our basic experience with regard to people and place reflects the way God created us. I show that we operate in our everyday lives according to a background sense of familiarity, allowing us to relate to others with common understanding and mutual expectations. These are based in particulars, as opposed to universal things, being unique to us as a people. With these, we can complete civic projects and other collective ends. Shared norms, customs, and meanings of places make possible the highest acts of earthly life. Language, for example, is a particularity (for there is no universal language), and sharing language is necessary for most meaningful civic activities. Since those who share a culture are similar people, and since cultural similarity is necessary for the common good, I argue that the natural inclination to dwell among similar people is good and necessary. Grace does not destroy or “critique” it. Choosing similar people over dissimilar people is not a result of fallenness, but is natural to man as man. Why? Because we are drawn by deep instinct to our good. Indeed, one ought to prefer and to love more those who are more similar to him, and much good would result in the world if we all preferred our own and minded our own business. Furthermore, since shared culture is necessary for living well, nations have a right of exclusion in the interest of cultural preservation. 

			The Christian tradition recognized three types of love: benevolence, beneficence, and complacence. The first can be universal and equal, since one wishes the good of all. Beneficence, however, can only be directed practically at some, because one can help only so many people. The Christian tradition has recognized that one cannot love all people equally, and indeed one should not. Each of us ought to prioritize those who are closest and most bound to us. But beneficence, to my mind, does not fully explain why we actively labor for the good of those closest to us—for the good of our children, for example. It is too rationalist of an explanation; something pre-rational is at work. The Christian tradition has only hinted at this underlying motivation—which I call “complacent love.” Complacent was once used positively as a sort of delightful love for something. In my usage, it refers to the pre-rational preference we have for our own children, family, community, and nation. We have complacent love for our own children because they are most similar to us and most intimately come from us. We also have complacent love for our parents, extended family, and, as Johann Herder would say, the “family writ large”—the nation. In this way, the background impulse to love some over others is a sort of complacent self-love, for the ground for the preference is similarity. Calling it “complacent self-love” won’t preach, to be sure, but it is an accurate label for the position I’m advancing. Anyone concerned about “self-love” will find an extensive Christian tradition that affirms it. 

			As for nationalism, the reader might expect that I follow the trend in treating it as a historical phenomenon. But I offer a more conceptual defense. Nationalism is the nation acting as a nation for its good. This is the ism of nationalism, in my account. I do not appeal to historical examples of nationalism, nor do I waste time repudiating “fascist nationalism.” Indeed, in chapter 3, I do not spend much time on nationalism at all, except to argue that nations can exclude others in the interest of cultural particularity. Since Christian nationalism is a species of nationalism, much of my discussion of the former applies to nationalism considered generically and vice versa. 

			Christian Nation and Christian Nationalism

			In chapter 4, I discuss the Christian nation and I address one major feature of Christian nationalism—the civil support for true religion. The Christian nation is a nation of Christians in which their everyday life is infused or adorned with Christian practices and Christian things. Christianity has not replaced their particularity, nor does Christianity undermine it. Though Christianity is a universal religion—a religion for all nations—it does not eliminate nations, nor does it create one global alternative nation, nor does it provide a universal “gospel culture.” Rather, Christianity assumes nations (as previously described) and completes them. Thus, we can speak of Christian nations. The Christian nation is a perfected nation in form, though no Christian nation is materially the same as another. Each one’s shared and unique culture makes possible the nation’s collective pursuit of the highest good.20

			The second half of this chapter begins my discussion on the things that Christian nations do for their good, which continues for two more chapters. These are the actions of Christian nationalism. A major component of Christian nationalist action is the civil government ordering the people to true religion. This is a natural duty of civil government, for civil government was always intended to order man to his complete good, which includes heavenly life. I offer several arguments, each of which concludes that civil government ought to direct its people to true religion. This is a natural principle of civil government. Throughout the book I rely on this important point of logic: A supernatural conclusion can follow from a natural principle when it interacts with supernatural truths. Thus, given this supernatural truth that Christianity is the true religion, it follows from the above principle that civil government ought to direct people to the Christian religion. So civil government fulfills a natural principle when it directs its people to revealed religion, and thus the secular and sacred are not confounded but properly ordered—the lower serving the higher. 

			As we shall see, an important question is whether a Christian nation can refuse to allow the immigration of fellow Christians from foreign lands. I argue that they can. The argument is that a spiritual relation—something that Christians share regardless of nationality—is different in kind from a civil relation and therefore cannot serve as the ground for flourishing civil society. Sharing the highest good—a title to eternal life—does not mean that all Christians share what can provide the complete good, and indeed the journey to eternal life in this world requires cultural particulars for that journey. A common language, for example, is necessary for the highest form of encouragement in one’s spiritual life. Imagine Christian and Faithful in Pilgrim’s Progress being unable to communicate; how far would they get? So a unity in at least some particular things is a necessary condition for pursuing the highest good together. Thus, relying on conclusions from chapter 3, I argue that a Christian nation may exclude foreign Christians from immigrating when immigration would harm their ability to pursue their good. Nations ought to be hospitable, but they are not obligated to be hospitable to their detriment, just as a household ought to practice hospitality but not to such an extent that it harms it or leads to its destruction.

			Cultural Christianity

			In chapter 5, I defend cultural Christianity. Instead of defining it by its abuse, I define it as a supplemental mode of religion, which means that it supplements the work of spiritual ministry. It implicitly orders people to the Christian faith, though it cannot bring anyone to faith. Though not a spiritual force, it does remove hindrances to faith by making Christianity plausible, and it socializes people into religious practices in which one hears the Gospel. I use the term social fact in this chapter as a way of describing how cultural Christianity operates in a community. It refers to social norms that are not centrally enforced but still act as a sort of authority over the community and upon individuals in that community. It delineates what is normal and abnormal, and people proceed into these norms and expect others to do the same. All societies have these, and we too are thoroughly socialized into the norms of our society. My argument is that cultural Christianity, as the normalization of Christianity in civil society, sets social conditions that aid in the reception of the Gospel and people coming to faith. It is akin to the Christian norms of the Christian family, which requires certain practices and forbids others in the interest of spiritual formation. 

			Many are concerned with the hypocrisy that arises from cultural Christianity. I offer several reasons against this concern, though I fully admit that cultural Christianity by itself cannot produce anything but hypocrites. But it is not meant to stand alone. It ought to be one part of an organic whole that orders man to true religion (viz., family, civil government, and the instituted church). Furthermore, cultural Christianity is not limited to explicitly Christian things, for what perfects something is not a mere addition but affects the whole of it. It shapes the totality of action for a nation’s good. I argue that since cultural Christianity permits people in society to relate to each other as Christians, they are able to achieve a commodious (or just) earthly life together that exceeds what would otherwise be possible.

			In this chapter, I discuss the Christian nation’s Christian self-conception. A people can say we are Christian and call themselves a Christian nation. Out of this self-conception comes the national will for both earthly and heavenly life in Christ. This national will for itself is channeled through implicit and explicit authorities and results in a particular way of life. One role of this Christian way of life is socializing or discipling its people, especially younger ones, in the faith. 

			Civil Law

			Though civil law can seem like a topic for lawyers, its philosophical and theological foundations are important for a range of questions and issues in Christian nationalism, from civil justice and civil power to justifying civil resistance and revolution. Civil law is an explicit ordering of communities, and every civil law reflects a particular judgment of civil rulers for public action. This is the emphasis of chapter 6.

			Only God can bind the conscience; fellow man cannot, except by divine sanction, command you to do this or that particular thing. Man, as a moral being, is bound only by the natural law (or God’s moral law) as the rule for his action. But the natural law in itself does not prescribe specific action—it must be applied. Applications are necessary in every sphere of life: the civil sphere, the family, and the individual. For the civil sphere, God ordained civil power as a mediator of divine civil rule, authorizing civil rulers to determine applications of natural law for the public good. This was necessary because individuals cannot always determine appropriate public action for the common good. Civil leaders, having the whole in view, determine suitable public action. Being mediators of God’s civil rule, civil rulers issue civil commands—expressed and promulgated as civil law—that are ordinances of God and bind the conscience, though only when they are just (viz., follow rationally from natural law). Thus, the true power of civil rulers is limited by justice, and any commanded injustice is not an ordinance of God and therefore does not bind the conscience. This becomes more relevant when I get to the chapter on revolution.

			Civil law is the chief means by which civil rulers order their people to their good. The emphasis in chapter 6 is on civil law as a determination of the civil lawgivers and on how their determinations must reflect what is righteous and what conduces to good. A civil law is righteous if it flows rationally from the natural law, but this does not necessarily make it a good law. Each law must be suitable, given the circumstances and characteristics of the community. Thus, deliberation about civil law requires two things: a consideration of what is just in itself and a consideration of whether the law in question would conduce concretely to the good of a community. So civil law is not mere philosophical reflection, nor should it be the rubberstamped Mosaic civil code. 

			Civil law can direct men only outwardly; it cannot command the soul. The conscience is free from coercion. Still, civil law can outwardly order people to that which is good for the soul. Thus, Sabbath laws are just, because they remove distractions for holy worship. Laws can also penalize open blasphemy and irreverence in the interest of public peace and Christian peoplehood. The justification for such laws is not simply that God forbids these things in the First Table of the Ten Commandments, but that they cause public harm, both to the body and the soul. 

			The Christian Prince

			Chapter 7 investigates the chief agent of Christian nationalism, the Christian magistrate. I chose to use “Christian prince” because prince connotes a great man, not a bureaucrat or policy wonk. Our time calls for a man who can wield formal civil power to great effect and shape the public imagination by means of charisma, gravitas, and personality. 

			The civil power of the prince comes immediately from God as the root of civil power, but the people, by their consent, are the instrument or mode by which God confers it on him. The people need civil authority because the national will for its good is insufficient to order the nation; it needs some intermediating authority between the national will and national action. The prince has his authority precisely because of this national will, and thus he is charged by the people to order them concretely to the end of that will, namely, to their national good. 

			The second half of chapter 7 concerns the prince’s relationship to the visible church, which I frame with a Presbyterian view of two-kingdoms theology. I will not go into specific details here, but I will offer some principles and conclusions. In my view, the visible church in itself—referring to things that materially conduce to a supernatural end (pastorship, profession of faith, preaching, Sacraments, exercising keys of the kingdom, etc.)—are outward manifestations of the spiritual kingdom of God. As such, these things are outside the prince’s (civil) jurisdiction. For example, while the pastor as man is under civil jurisdiction, he is not under it as pastor but immediately under Christ, the only Head of the Church. The Christian prince can, in principle, remove error and reform the visible church, because no error is actually in the visible church in itself, for no error can exist in the kingdom of God. Error has only the appearance of proceeding from the visible church, and thus it is not (properly speaking) of God’s visible kingdom. As such, it is subject to the jurisdiction of the civil magistrates. Furthermore, the prince can also approve of ministers as an expression of finding no fault with them. I also argue that the prince can institute religious days that, though not holy in themselves or necessary for the true worship of God, become relatively holy on account of their relationship to holy things. These are national celebrations or lamentations that conduce to national solidarity, a national Christian self-conception, and spiritual good unto heavenly life. Thus, even though the prince cannot institute sacred ceremonies, he can institute national events that facilitate and support these ceremonies, which also strengthen the nation as a nation. 

			The end of chapter 7 marks the end of my direct discussion of Christian nationalism itself. The next few chapters concern important related issues.

			Revolution

			Whether Christians may violently resist tyrannical authority was once debated among Christians. Hoping to reignite this debate, in chapter 8 I argue that Christians are morally permitted to violently remove tyrants. The right to revolution follows from the civil ruler’s mediatorial role and the fact that his power was ordained by God for the good of civil communities. It is not ordained for evil. Thus, any civil command to do evil or abstain from what is good is not a command of God, nor is it backed by divine power; it is a command of men, and no man by his own power can bind another man’s conscience to action. To resist such power is not to resist God but to resist tyrannical men. 

			When refusing to obey an unjust command of a civil ruler, one can still recognize him as the true and legitimate civil ruler, having a right to command what is just by the power ordained of God. Thus, Nero was certainly a tyrant and ought to have been resisted when he commanded what was unjust, but his tyranny did not itself dethrone him. Christians ought to have obeyed him, for he could and did in many cases command what was just, even though he was a tyrant. Just disobedience is directed at the civil ruler as a man or as a person, not at the civil ruler as civil ruler. One can honor the man in his formal capacity but disobey him as man, for any civil ruler commanding what is unjust commands as a mere man, not as civil ruler. 

			There is a difference between resistance to specific commands and resistance by means of revolution to dethrone and replace an existing ruler. A tyrant is one whose habit of tyrannical actions strikes at a fundamental good of human society; his actions are akin to an unprovoked war against the people. Thus, he is a man warring against the nation, and since any nation can defend itself against national threats, the nation can conduct war against him. A just, violent revolution is a type of defensive war. 

			Revolution itself is the forcible reclamation of civil power by the people in order to devolve that power on just and more suitable political arrangements. I offer several arguments that justify deposing civil rulers. Generally, they rely on the conditional nature of rule—that the people installed or consented to his rule, and they can withhold their consent, if he acts to their detriment. Remember, the civil ruler mediates the nation’s will for its good by determining concrete national action. If his commands harm them, they can depose or remove him and enact better arrangements. National harm can include oppression against true religion, and thus the people can conduct revolution in order to restore true religion. I also argue that the people can forcibly remove rulers who act to the detriment of their particularity (viz., when he undermines their way of life), for particularity is necessary for a people’s good. 

			Liberty of Conscience

			Since my argument seeks to justify the political and social privileging or exclusivity of Christianity, questions naturally arise about the liberty of conscience, religious liberty, and religious toleration. These are legitimate and serious questions, for I affirm that the conscience is sacred and free and that no civil ruler has jurisdiction over the conscience. But there are many misunderstandings today concerning what Protestants once believed about the role of civil government with regard to false religion. Chapter 8 seeks to address those issues and misunderstandings. 

			Much of the chapter involves a process of determining precisely what is at issue between modern religious liberty advocates and the classical Protestant position. Everyone agrees (1) that the civil magistrate cannot compel things that are properly internal, such as belief or feelings; (2) that he must not punish one for simply holding a false belief; (3) that he must not punish in order to reform an errant mind; and (4) that he must not punish someone whose false religion causes no outward harm. The classical Protestant position is that the civil magistrate can punish external religion—e.g., heretical teaching, false rites, blasphemy, and Sabbath-breaking—because such actions can cause public harm, both harm to the soul and harm to the body politic. Thus, the civil restraint of false external religion is not punishment for offending God but the prevention of public harm. The role of civil government is to act upon society to remove what outwardly prevents or hinders man from achieving his ends, including his supernatural end.

			But even if civil rulers may in principle act against false religion, can they determine what is true and what is false? I provide several arguments demonstrating that they can know both the general duties of natural religion and the truths of Christianity. Here is one argument: We generally agree that civil magistrates know, at least in principle, the natural duties captured in the Second Table of the Decalogue (the fifth through tenth commandments). Knowing these commands as law, the magistrate can conclude that there is a divine Lawgiver. But if he knows of the Lawgiver, he can know (at least logically and in principle) the First Table commands, since those follow logically from God as God. Thus, there is no principled barrier to him knowing the duties of natural religion. In addition, the magistrate can know revealed truth, because a Christian civil ruler is installed from and by the people of God, who originally possess the Scriptures. So in principle he can know both natural religion and revealed religion, and therefore he may act against false religion and can in principle distinguish it from true religion.

			But will he in fact do that? What about the prudential questions? Can we trust that civil rulers will not attack true religion? Doesn’t history prove otherwise? And what about sectarian conflict? These questions are difficult to answer, for there is precedent in Protestantism of bloody conflict, especially in the first two centuries after the Reformation. One might ask, “Haven’t we learned from experience to leave government out of religion?” I agree that we’ve learned much, but we should also learn from our own time that governmental and societal “neutrality” are impossible and that secularism is pervasive and relentless. It has evolved into a sort of pagan nationalism, in which bizarre moralities and rites are imposed upon all areas of life. Let us learn from all our experience. It seems to me that experience teaches us that established Christianity is better than its secularist alternative. 

			Anglo-Protestant Experience

			Recognizing the importance of experience, I include a chapter on Protestant experience in early America. The purpose of this chapter is to show, first, that the political thought between the Puritan settlements and the American founding is coherent, at least with regard to the government role in religion, and second, that the apparent discontinuities between those eras are products of experience, not indicative of changes in principles. Thus, chapter 9 shows that the religious toleration in the founding era was rooted, not in Enlightenment thought or liberalism, but in good Protestant principles applied in light of Anglo-Protestant experience. Early America is a Protestant resource for an American return to Christian nationalism. 

			At least in their own telling, the New England Puritans applied the same principles of conscience that I outlined above. In every famous incident, they claimed that their action to suppress dissenting religion was in the interest of the community, often to quell suspected sedition and civil disruption (e.g., Roger Williams, the Antinomians, and the Quakers) or to maintain the unique and particular characteristics of the community (e.g., Baptists). One 17th-century minister, Increase Mather, affirmed that it is not wrong in itself to extend toleration to Baptists (to erect their own churches), and it would be appropriate in England. But he denied that New England ought to do it, given their unique composition, fledgling status, and the original intention for settling. By the early 18th century, things had changed, and Increase’s son, Cotton Mather, was preaching an ordination sermon for a Baptist in Boston. Increase was likely in the audience, and he approved of his son’s actions. What changed was not principles or the injection of the Enlightenment. Rather, experience demonstrated the possibility of a pan-Protestant civil order in which brothers in the Lord, though not sharing any formal institutional alignment, could live together in peace and even cooperate in a civil project. 

			Jump to the founding era and we see continued discussion on religious liberty and institutional changes. I argue that the two opposing positions on religious liberty in that era assume explicitly Protestant principles and that the majority position is the same as that of the New England Puritans and virtually indistinguishable from Cotton Mather’s. Experience taught them that suppressing false religion is counterproductive—that it both encourages false religion and causes cycles of war and conflict. Contrary to what many scholars have concluded, the founding era assumed Protestantism as the background condition for religious liberty. 

			Thus, American religious liberty in the early American Republic was a people-specific development. Though its foundation was something universal—Protestant principles—the application of these principles was Anglo-Protestant. As such, religious liberty in the founding era was a cultural product from the self-reflection of a particular people. American Christian nationalists can pull from this part of the American political tradition, and so they do not need to reject the American founding or the entire American political tradition. In other words, American Christian nationalist is not a contradiction in terms but rather an appropriate label for those who identify with the old American Republic. 

			VI. Foreword

			Christian nationalists seek the instauratio magna—the Great Renewal. We struggle for the instauration of our homeland and the revitalization of our people. We are not “conservative,” nor are we “traditionalist.” We do not merely look to the past or to some past golden age. This is not an ideology of nostalgia. Still, we do not repudiate the past, nor do we desire to progress from some “checkered” ancestry. Rather, we look forward: we strive to take the future because we love our past; we love our homeland and its people. 

			The desire of the nations must be a national desire, and the hope of the nations must be a national hope. The work of the Christian nationalist is convincing his Christian nation to be a nation for itself. A Christian nation ought to seek its good, both earthly and heavenly. This book justifies the Christian national will for its good, and it shows how that will properly manifests in natural, social, and civic relations and authorities. I pray that it also cultivates in the reader a love of home and a will for its renewal. 

			Instaurabunt civitates desertas dissipatas in generationem et generationem. (Isaiah 61:4)

			

			
				
					1. Albert Camus, The Rebel: An Essay on Man in Revolt, trans. Anthony Bower (1956; New York: Vintage Books, 1991), 120.

				

				
					2. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Social Contract and Discourses, trans. G.D.H. Cole (New York: E.P. Dutton, 1950), 136. 

				

				
					3. Ibid., 139.

				

				
					4. Emphasis added. He continues, “In contrast, authors have no powers of definition over plastic words; they are general, autonomous, vague and toneless.” Uwe Poerksen, Plastic Words: The Tyranny of Modular Language, trans. Jutta Mason and David Cayley (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1995), 8.

				

				
					5. W.H. Fremantle, The World as the Subject of Redemption (1885; New York: Longmans, Green, 1901), 209.

				

				
					6. Ibid., 222–23.

				

				
					7. Ibid., 220. Being Anglican, Fremantle held to the view that “the principle of Royal Supremacy . . . that the Christian community as a whole, represented by its Sovereign, is to be supreme over all its parts.” His view is consistent with the “national church” ecclesiology in classical Anglican theology.

				

				
					8. Quoted in Jun Xing Chun Hsing, Baptized in the Fire of Revolution: The American Social Gospel and the YMCA in China, 1919–1937 (Bethlehem, PA: Lehigh University Press, 1996), 132. 

				

				
					9. Albert Cleage, Black Christian Nationalism: New Directions for the Black Church (New York: William Morrow, 1972), 73.

				

				
					10. The Flag and the Cross: White Christian Nationalism and the Threat to American Democracy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2022), 14.

				

				
					11. While I was in the later stages of editing this book, Andrew Torba and Andrew Isker published Christian Nationalism: A Biblical Guide for Taking Dominion and Discipling Nations (Clarks Summit, PA: Gab AI, 2022).

				

				
					12. Not all examples of Christian nationalism that meet the definition are desirable, just, or perfect. The central conclusion of this work justifies Christian nationalism in principle. Moreover, my account in the following chapters advances a more Presbyterian form of Christian nationalism, but the definition above has its Anglican and Lutheran forms (and others). I would disagree with features of those forms but still affirm that they are equally Christian nationalist with regard to the definition.

				

				
					13. Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology (IET), ed. James T. Dennison and trans. George M. Griger (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishing, 1994), 1:1.2.7.

				

				
					14. The reader is free to cite Scripture against my arguments. This is, of course, a valid method of refutation. In citing Scripture against me, you’re seeking to support some proposition that opposes one of my propositions. Again, this is fine. But keep in mind that your theological propositions must fit into a coherent system of doctrine. In affirming any proposition, one affirms also what is logically antecedent and consequent to it: propositions come from and lead logically to other statements. Too often, Christians use Scripture to support theological statements and ethical claims without considering their logical implications in a systematical way (e.g., whether it leads to absurdity or heresy, or contradicts other beliefs). I am not claiming that anyone who disagrees with me is theologically, ethically, or politically incoherent, but I do think that much disagreement could be avoided and the discourse improved if we thought more logically and systematically and with a view to coherence. Even in theology, one cannot affirm a contradiction. 

				

				
					15. By “Thomistic,” I mean that Reformed theologians in these centuries were heavily influenced by Thomas Aquinas. This is less evident in Calvin’s work, though clear in the work of Peter Martyr Vermigli in the 16th century and many in the 17th century (e.g., Franciscus Junius and Francis Turretin). I use “catholic” as the Reformers used it—referring to the fundamental articles of faith taught by and since the Church Fathers. See, for example, A Reformed Catholic (1597) by William Perkins.

				

				
					16. One important resource is Thomas Achord and Darrell Dow’s Who is My Neighbor? An Anthology in Natural Religions (n.p.: Thomas Achord, 2021). 

				

				
					17. Francisco Suárez, for example, despite being anti-Protestant, was often cited by Protestant thinkers (themselves critical of Roman Catholicism), particularly for his work on law and politics. 

				

				
					18. This method is in stark contrast with much political theology today, since political theologians typically treat Christian political life as if it were, fundamentally speaking, a matter of grace and of supernatural truth. This misunderstands the role of grace and supernatural truth in politics, which I explain thoroughly in the next chapter. 

				

				
					19. By “credibility development,” I mean that they do not rationally demonstrate their conclusions, but develop their credibility to assert things. They might give their professional credentials (or another’s), provide their socio-political identity, personally attack those who would disagree, praise the sort of people who would hold such a position, appeal to common prejudice or sentiment, or create a nice, genuine, and “good faith” persona.

				

				
					20. We can speak of two men as being the same in form (since both are men), but they are still different in a variety of ways (e.g., personality and skills), even if they are equally virtuous. 

				

			

		

	
		
			
1   
Nations Before the Fall: What Is Man? Part I: Creation

			“‘Tribal behavior’ is what makes human beings human. Take it away from ‘man’ or ‘humankind’ and what you get is not ‘pure man’ or ‘liberated man’ but dehumanization, and from that, tyranny.” —Samuel Francis1

			I. A Rational Animal

			The great political theorists in the Western political tradition often began their political thought with an account of human nature. They first asked, “What is man?” and they asked this with good reason. How we understand the nature of man determines how we understand human social organization. We observe that some animals are solitary creatures; others are social and communal. Among the latter, we find a variety of hierarchal arrangements and instinctive rules of cooperation that ensure survival and flourishing. But what works for ants does not work for apes. Each species has its peculiar behaviors that constitute its social relations and its use of space. The human animal is a rational animal—the only earthbound creature with a reasonable soul and capable of acting in accordance with a moral law. But rationality, despite being what distinguishes man in essence from beasts, does not capture all the constitutive characteristics of the human being. Man is a rational animal after all, and hence the question “What is man?” is not answered fully with a description of his rationality or highest faculties. 

			What can we say of man’s animality? It seems possible that a rational animal could also be a solitary animal. But the human animal is not solitary; we are social creatures. And what sort of social creatures are we? It is not enough to say that we are social. What are the distinctively human principles of our social nature that enable us to live well? To answer the question “What is man?” requires us to inquire not only about man’s rationality but also about his distinct social nature. It requires us to ask, “What is this rational animal in its totality?” 

			Inherent in human nature (and all creatures) is an end or purpose toward which his nature leads him, and in this end he finds his happiness and completion. Now, any end requires some means to attain the end. A painter completes his portrait by means of skill, materials, instruments, etc. Any inquiry into man’s ends must include an account of the means to those ends. Since man cannot achieve his earthly and heavenly ends when solitary, man congregates (by instinct and reason) into familial, social, and political groups for mutual support, cooperation, and protection. This is not controversial.2 But acknowledging this alone does not tell us which particular social arrangements are most suitable given his nature.

			The Christian narrative of man’s creation, fall, redemption, and glorification complicates this question. When we say that by nature man is social, are we assuming a state of integrity, a state of sin, a state of pre-glory redemption, or a state of glorification? And how does each state affect our nature, our manner of living, and how we arrange our communities? These four different states raise important questions concerning the continuity and discontinuity of social life as one passes from one to the next. How does fallen social life differ from unfallen social life, and what is the role of grace, the Gospel, and redemption? Surprisingly, no Christian writer (of which I’m aware) has sought to provide a systematic treatment of human sociality that shows continuity and discontinuity between these states. The result has been significant confusion and incoherence in Christian political theologies. One purpose of this chapter is to provide clarity along these lines. 

			Since this book is not intended to be a complete work of political theory, my account of man in each state is not exhaustive. I include only what grounds my defense of Christian nationalism, though I chose some of the content specifically to challenge modern-day prejudices that hinder the reception of it. I offer a classical Protestant understanding of man and his relations, and I rely heavily on the classical Protestant tradition. Despite some Protestant distinctives, however, my account is largely catholic: I rely on a broad Christian theological and political tradition. Admittedly, I assume much from this tradition, as a complex argument involving theology, philosophy, and politics must start somewhere. For those who reject this tradition or understand it differently, I trust that my argument at least shows that distinctive theological systems matter to these debates. “Evangelical” or “Christian” political theology (though certainly broad in market appeal) is far too vague and imprecise to reach actionable conclusions and to produce a systematic political theory or theology. 

			My presentation in this chapter and the next uses a familiar schema: creation, fall, and redemption. I describe the pertinent features of man in each of his corresponding states—integrity, sin, and redemption—highlighting the continuity and discontinuity of features between these states. Along the way, I provide much of the relevant theology that grounds the rest of the book. I do not discuss the state of glory in detail, but its qualitative difference with the state of integrity is crucial for the logic of this work. In this chapter, I focus on creation.

			II. The Ends and Dignity of Man

			The Two Ends of Man

			For our purposes, the most important distinction in Reformed theological anthropology is the distinction between the two ends of man. God created Adam with both earthly and heavenly ends. The latter refers to eternal, heavenly life, which God would grant to Adam and his progeny upon their meeting a divinely instituted condition. The condition was obedience in man’s earthly duties, which involved fulfilling the “dominion mandate”—multiplying, filling, and subduing creation as the vice-regents of God on earth. Fulfilling this mandate is not a process of progressively bringing heavenly life to earth by human effort. Man cannot bring ultimate rest by the work of his hands; he cannot transform the state of integrity into the state of glory. The state of glory—the promised heavenly life—is a gift of God’s grace; man can neither merit it (as if it were a wage due to him) nor bring it about in his work. Adam’s task was indeed to work, even to build, mature, and perfect the earth to God’s glory and man’s good. But the best he could achieve was a complete life according to the standards of the state of integrity—a sort of lower perfection. A matured earth by the hands of man remains below that of glory; it is qualitatively less excellent. As Herman Bavinck said, “The state of integrity is not yet the state of glory. . . . [It] is a preparation for eternal glory, when God will be all in all.”3 The maturing of earthly life is the condition for the divine bestowing of heavenly life, which requires a divine act.4 Adam and his progeny’s work on earth was always penultimate;5 it was subordinate to a higher end obtained only by a divine act of grace. 

			This two-ends theological anthropology, though questioned in some Neo-Calvinist circles today, was held almost universally by classical Protestants and the Christian tradition. Francis Turretin states that “[t]he received opinion among the orthodox is that the promise given to Adam was not only of a happy life to be continued in [earthly] paradise, but of a heavenly and eternal life.”6 Martin Luther wrote, 

			[M]an was created to another and a higher end than any of the other living creatures. . . . Adam was created by an immortal and spiritual life to which he would assuredly have been translated and conveyed without death after he had lived in Eden and the other parts of the earth to his full satiety of life, yet without trouble or distress.7

			Scottish theologian John Brown of Haddington states that “Reason itself suggests that God would promise to Adam and his seed something better than that happiness which he enjoyed;—and that after his state of service, there would probably happen one of reward.”8 By reason, one discovers that he cannot “obtain on earth his full felicity, but must be gifted with it at length in heaven where he can enjoy the fullest and most perfect communion with God,” argues Turretin.9 Adam’s life on earth was but a foretaste of heaven, as he looked forward (through the eyes of faith) to a future heavenly bliss.10 Indeed, the maturation of earthly life would likely intensify one’s desire for something higher, as earthly life is disclosed as lower, even uncanny, and unable to fully satisfy. People would increasingly feel like strangers and aliens in this world.

			To complete his task, Adam required two distinguishable and complementary sets of gifts (or abilities), each suitable for one of the two ends of man. Reformed theologians often identified these as natural and supernatural gifts, though both were native to and “concreated” in Adam at creation. The natural gifts are constitutive to man as man and include knowledge of what is good, free will with regard to natural things, the faculties of reason and understanding, and natural sociability (among other gifts). They are essential to man, meaning that without any one of them, the thing ceases to be a human being. Calvin says that these gifts pertain to “earthly” things, enabling man in “matters of policy and economy, all mechanical arts, and liberal studies.”11 In other words, they chiefly concern the principles, means, and ends that guide life in this world and the substance or essence of outward action. These gifts, however, concern man not merely as an animal but also as a rational animal. Reason elevates the dignity of man above beasts in the order of being. But while these gifts are sufficient for life as an earth-oriented rational being, they do not supply what might properly orient man in knowledge, desire, and action to anything higher than earthly life. For this reason, as Reformed theologian Franciscus Junius writes, “It is necessary that other principles above nature be inspired and infused by God so that we may know that end beyond nature to which we have been ordered, and the truth that would certainly lead to that end.”12

			Supernatural (or spiritual) gifts, which Calvin identifies as knowledge of “true righteousness and future blessedness,” pertain to “heavenly” things. Many theologians have called this “original righteousness”13 and also the image of God.14 Though these gifts are relevant to outward life on earth, man exercises them primarily internally—as acts of the mind and heart in orientation to God and eschatological life. With these gifts, man can set his mind on the things above and fix his mind on his heavenly end. In ordering the soul, they ensure that one follows the proper internal principle, mode, and end of action: as to principle, proceeding from a pure heart; as to mode, performed with internal obedience to the spiritual demands of God’s law; and as to end, performed to God’s glory as the ultimate end. Original righteousness is, therefore, not that which enables one to perform right outward action or to do what is good in substance. Rather, original righteousness perfects works that are good in substance with theological good—ensuring that they are performed well before God with the eyes of faith fixed on heaven.15 In other words, the higher gifts are necessary to perform good works well, for with them one performs with a good conscience inwardly before God and to his glory, but such gifts are unnecessary to perform good works outwardly. This distinction becomes very important in the section on fallen man.

			The Moral Law

			The divinely instituted condition for heavenly life is often called the “covenant of works.” It is variously described by Reformed theologians, but it is simplified as the following: If you do this, you will live; if you fail to do this, you will die. “This” refers to the moral law as a rule or standard of action. It is also called the natural law or the law of nature. Simply put, this law in itself states, Do this; don’t do that, but more specifically it is a rule by which man fulfills his nature. The moral law can be viewed separately as a rule or as a covenant of works—as a rule for man’s happiness, according to his nature, or as the divinely prescribed condition for eternal life. These are interrelated in that obeying the moral law as a rule is the condition of the covenant. In other words, if you obey the moral law as the rule of life, you meet the condition for eternal life. Nevertheless, it is important to maintain the distinction between the moral law as a rule and the moral law as a covenant. If one fulfills the moral law as a covenant on your behalf, the moral law does not thereby cease to be the only rule of righteousness. That is to say, even if the covenant is fulfilled for you by another, the law remains binding to you as the only rule of life.16 This distinction is very important for the section on man in a state of redemption. The key takeaway here is that man is bound to obey the moral law regardless of his covenantal status before God, for obeying the moral law is the sole means to his happiness and the fulfillment of his nature as man.

			Let’s examine the moral law in more detail. Samuel Willard, a second-generation New England Puritan minister, defines the moral law as “a divine unchangeable rule given to man, and accommodated to his nature, as he was created by God, obliging him to serve to God’s glory as his last end.”17 God gave to Adam this “law of nature” immediately at this creation in order to “regulate life and action.”18 Since it binds rational creatures—i.e., those who know their duty and must choose to obey it—it is a moral law. Humans are moral beings only because they exist under moral duty, which requires that they obey the natural law consciously, by choice, and above mere instinct. Willard goes on to explicate his definition. It is divine, because God himself “imprinted on the heart of man in his creation, and [man] was able to read [these laws] by the light of nature.”19 It is unchangeable, for it is the immutable standard of righteousness. Reformed theologians universally agreed that the natural law was not eliminated at the fall of man, nor was it abolished, superseded, added to, or modified by the Gospel. Willard states that Christ “came not to abolish the moral law, or law of nature . . . but confirmed it.” He continues: 

			the moral law took place as soon as man was made, and continues to the end, without any alteration. The same that it was, when given to Adam in integrity, the same it was when renewed on Mount Sinai, and is still the same in the days of the gospel.20 

			Willard then states that the moral law is a rule, for it “direct[s] us in our action by showing what is right and what is wrong.”21 And it is a rule of man, being the universal and exclusive means to human happiness and way for life.

			Next, Willard says that the moral law is accommodated to human nature, being “adapted to his powers” as a “suitable medium to his great end”22 and is “fitted for the regulating of man in all the actions of his will.”23 It is important to emphasize that the powers, desires, and order required for Adam and his race to meet the demands of the moral law were innate to him. The moral law is not arbitrary; it is not a system of morality distinct from, opposed to, or indifferent to man’s nature. As Willard states, “The law of nature, or those rules imprinted on the natures of things, was most harmonious and agreeable to their natures.”24 Their natures were “put into the things themselves by the God of nature.” In other words, God as creator put his will for man in man’s very design. Therefore, God cannot rescind any requirement of the moral law (including dominion), for to do so would pit God against God; viz., he would command us to go against our nature in which the divine will already inheres.

			Lastly, Willard says that this law obliges man to act to God’s glory as his last [ultimate] end. This refers to internal obedience, as I described. Perfect obedience to the natural law is not merely a matter of outward action but requires the best part—a pure heart before God. 

			Image of God and Human Dignity

			The ways that 16th- and 17th-century Reformed theologians discussed the “image of God” are largely foreign to us today. Calvin and generations of Reformed theologians after him distinguished between the “chief part” of the image and what is ancillary to it, which respectively correspond to the supernatural gifts (i.e., original righteousness) and the natural gifts discussed above. Calvin states, for example, that “the chief seat of the Divine image was in [Adam’s] mind and heart.”25 Similarly, Willard writes, “Man had God’s image on him at first, which was necessary, not so much to enable him to do the matter of duty, as to do it graciously; there must be holiness attending it.”26 The divine image “shines forth” from every part of man, including from his body,” says Calvin, but this indicates a “suitable correspondence with . . . internal order.” So the image of God chiefly concerns our inward faculties that orient us to heavenly things. But in perfecting our being, the image of God puts the whole in order. As Calvin writes, the divine image ensured the “perfection of our whole nature” and that Adam “had right judgment, had affections in harmony with reason, had all his senses sound and well-regulated, and truly excelled in everything good.”27 It also, in consequence, elevates us in dignity above the rest of creation. Zacharias Ursinus writes that the “dignity and majesty of man” elevates him above the rest of creation, and from this position he “excels and rules over all other creatures.”28 Put differently, in form the “image of God” ensures rectitude, integrity, purity, and order of body and soul, but in consequence to this dignity, man can exercise dominion well. In other words, while dominion is one purpose of the divine image, in itself the divine image concerns rectitude, integrity, and order. 

			This might seem to be an unimportant distinction, but it allows us to conclude that the right to rule over creation follows from human excellence. The dominion mandate cannot be a bare divine command that is disconnected from human nature and the sort of gifts God gave us. Taking dominion is not an adventitious duty or a divine positive command.29 It proceeds from the very nature of man, and so it cannot be rescinded, even by God, without violating the fundamental nature of man. The right to rule creation as vice-regents is derived naturally and necessarily from divinely-granted majesty. And since grace assumes nature (as we see in the next chapter), it does not rescind or abrogate the dominion mandate, and taking dominion well is one result of sanctification. 

			Human dignity is grounded in the image of God. But having dignity is not uniquely human, for (contrary to the modern notion) dignity refers to something’s station within a hierarchy. Indeed, without hierarchy, dignity is meaningless. Plants have higher dignity than stones due to their possession of life.30 In human social relations, dignity is ascribed to magistrates, nobles, or anyone with eminence in the social order. Indeed, until perhaps the influence of Immanuel Kant, dignity was typically used to denote elevation in a social hierarchy.31 When dignity was ascribed to all mankind, it referred to the distinctive gifts and qualities that elevate us above the rest of creation. We share materiality with rocks, life with plants, and animality with beasts, but only humans have rationality, moral duty, choice, and the ability to acknowledge and worship God. The image of God, and therefore human dignity, is not some fiat stamp of value, but refers to the possession of distinctive faculties the completion of which is found in noble action.32 To be a complete human—to fully express human dignity—one must exercise those gifts for their penultimate and ultimate ends; it is a matter of faculty and action. In short, human dignity refers to divinely inscribed properties that elevate man above all other earthly creatures and have inherent ends that require noble action.33 Moreover, when lacking any of these properties, or when possessing them and failing to exercise them, a human being remains distinct from beasts (for he retains bare rationality), but he is lower in dignity compared with those who possess and exercise them.34 Human dignity is far more than a status we can enjoy passively; it is a call for the dignified to act in ways that are worthy of his elevated station in the cosmic order.

			III. Civil Fellowship

			Prelapsarian Social Relations

			How would Adam’s progeny have arranged themselves had Adam not sinned? Would nations have existed in a pre-fall world? Though answering this question requires many counterfactuals and could lead to vain speculation, most notable Christian thinkers have ventured to theorize about the social life and civil organization of an unfallen world. Thomas Aquinas, for example, repeatedly discusses social arrangements in the state of integrity, as we see below. Many people indirectly and perhaps unintentionally describe prelapsarian life. For example, affirming that some institution exists only because of the fall (e.g., slavery) entails that it would not exist in a sinless world. Similarly, when one states that some action or relation is good in itself (e.g., friendship, parental love, and worship), he must by logical consequence affirm that this good would exist in a sinless world. 

			Also, in asking whether this or that good thing would be in the state of integrity, we have to reflect on how we relate to that thing—whether tragically (i.e., that it is good relative only to our fallen state) or inherently (i.e., that it is good in itself). So, for example, is the effort required in mastering some craft or trade a tragic good or an inherent good? We (typically) relate to it as an inherent good—that the struggle to master something is itself a human good. Therefore, we might conclude (as I do below) that in the state of integrity specific craftsmanship skills are acquired, not innate. 

			Since we can affirm or deny whether something would exist in the prelapsarian state (or at least conclude things above mere speculation), we might be able to construct some robust theory about prelapsarian social life. But even if we can, what purpose does it serve? I contend that providing an account of human society in the state of integrity is essential to Christian political theory. Only then can we determine continuity and discontinuity between the four states of man. For example, if the formation of distinct nations is natural to prelapsarian man and grace affirms and restores nature, then the nation in principle is not a consequence of the fall and grace does not undermine it. The same is true of the natural and civil relations that exist in nations and the relations between them. Below, I demonstrate that prelapsarian people would form geographically and culturally distinct nations. 

			The Natural Family

			Men and women were created for monogamous and perpetual heterosexual union. We call this the natural family, which forms the “domestic society” (from the Latin for house—domus). This society consists of man and wife with children or the anticipation of children, and it is maximally communal; that is, its relations are non-transactional and characterized by sharing, common possession, and sacrifice. Each person’s chief duty, as it concerns earthly relations, is the communal good of the household. Genesis 2:18 tells us that the wife is the “help meet” for the husband, which (whatever else that relation entails) logically implies that the monogamous man-woman union is the basic unit of human society; the basic unit is not individuals but teams of husband and wife. Herman Bavinck writes, “[T]he manner in which the woman received her existence serves to place her in the kind relationship to the man such that she is inseparably bound to him.”35 She assists him in his divinely ordained work, as one “who does not stand above him to dominate him, nor beneath him as one degraded to the status of a tool for pleasure, but one who stands alongside him, stationed at his side and therefore formed from his side.”36 The man does not exist to empower the female, as if his role is merely to bring resources home. Rather, the man governs the household, orienting it to the divine mission he received from God, which he is responsible to see fulfilled. The wife is a necessary support for the man as he meets his obligations to the civil community and the broader mission of humanity. Hence, the divine task given to Adam and his race is reducible not to the efforts of individuals but of domestic teams—of husband and wife. The household is the basic unit composing civil society; it is a society of households.37 We speak more properly, therefore, of households filling the earth rather than individuals filling the earth.

			Households combine to form distinct civil societies for these main reasons: man is by nature a gregarious being, and he is naturally limited. I discuss each in the following sections.

			Gregariousness

			That man is a gregarious (or social) animal is affirmed universally in the Christian tradition. Man cannot live well by “living alone as wild beasts do, nor wandering about as birds . . . [nor as] stateless hermits, living without fixed hearth or home,” writes Johannes Althusius.38 He continues, “[M]an by nature is a gregarious animal born for cultivating society with other men.”39 Many have spoken of an “instinct” that draws people to society,40 which points to a philanthropic (as opposed to misanthropic) drive to be with and for others. This is a feature of human animality, a sort of pre-rational or pre-reflective passion that we share with other animals. But humans form civil societies to satisfy distinctively human desires and needs as well. As Willard writes,

			He is πολιτικον; man was made a sociable creature, and has a natural disposition to hold converse with his own kind. Nor does this inclination arise merely from the necessity of his lapsed estate for mutual support and defense, though that has augmented the necessity of it; but it was put into the constitution of man, and he sought it, not only by instinct, as brutes so with their kind; but the exercise of reason, and the consideration of the relations which God at first constituted between mankind, and the affection put into them towards their correlates therein. It is therefore a brutish opinion of those, who would have men, if their integrity had remained, to have lived in the fields and woods after the manner of wild beasts, whereas it is evident that men do seek familiarity with such whom they have the least necessity for. 41

			We form societies to provide what I will call “civil fellowship.” This fellowship extends not only to what serves bodily, material, and security needs, but to what serves higher needs as well. In civil fellowship, man can exercise his distinctively human faculties to love his neighbor as himself. He can converse with and serve moral beings as a moral being. 

			By reason and experience, man knows that the set of earthly goods necessary to live well in this world are available only in civil society. Concerning material goods, no man or household has the skills necessary to produce the full range of material goods. As Althusius writes, 

			God distributed his gifts unevenly among men. He did not give all things to one person, but some to one and some to others, so that you have need for my gifts, and I for yours. And so was born, as it were, the need for communicating necessary and useful things, which communication was not possible except in social and political life. God therefore willed that each need the service and aid of others in order that friendship would bind all together, and no one would consider another to be valueless. . . . Every one therefore needs the experience and contributions of others, and no one lives to himself alone.42

			A prelapsarian world is a world of diverse vocations, each vocation being distinct in its art and end-product, and excellence in any vocation is made possible only by that diversity. One can achieve excellence in some productive art only if he is among others pursuing excellence in other productive arts. Althusius calls this relations of production a “symbiosis”—a living-together of “co-workers who, by the bond of an associating and uniting agreement, communicate among themselves whatever is appropriate for a comfortable life of soul and body. In other words, they are participants or partners in a common life.”43 This symbiosis is an interdependent relation of whole and parts. That is, each part depends on the whole for its existence, for no carpenter (for example) can achieve mastery without living with and depending on the service of farmers (and vice versa). Thus, for mastery one is dependent on a particular whole—on a particular group of people. 

			Regardless of man’s state, excellence in any given vocation is not a trait of birth or something innate. Practical knowledge is acquired. If it were innate, then vocation would be an innate calling, not one by choice, circumstances, or family relations. But one’s vocation, though a providential calling, is not a purely natural calling. It is similar to choice in marriage: while one should seek a naturally fitting spouse, one is not bound by his or her nature to marry a specific person. Likewise, one’s vocation should be naturally fitting given his endowments, but his vocation is not, on that account, innately natural to him, as if doing any other trade or craft is fundamentally contrary to his nature. Furthermore, it is hard to separate excellence in some art from the time one gave to acquire it. Time spent mastering something creates a sort of intimacy with the material involved. As an early 20th–century author on craftsmanship said about wheelwrights, they “were friends, as only a craftsman can be, with timber and iron. The grain of wood told secrets to them.”44 Knowledge of the material assumes time spent with it. Mastery assumes that one underwent a process of mastering, and this is a large part of why we celebrate such people. If mastery were innate, then we would have to see the process of acquiring mastery as a necessary evil, and thus our efforts to improve in some skill is a product of the curse. Since this conclusion violates our basic instincts about self-improvement and the experience of mastering, we can safely affirm that vocational skill, even in the state of integrity, is acquired by instruction, time, experience, and practice.45 This means that maturing in skill would have been a feature of life and also that people-groups would pass on these skills to new generations—no doubt inflected with each group’s particular way or style of exercising this skill.

			This system of mechanical arts takes on a higher, more distinctively human quality than mere material interdependence. After all, even non-rational animals group together in a sort of symbiosis, each member having its role for a well-functioning whole. For civil societies, the “communication of gifts” (as Althusius put it) involves consciously working for the common good. One aims at the common good through his productive activity. This act is above mere instinct and animality; it is self- and others-conscious and falls under a moral relation. The products of our labor embody our will for another’s good—the sort of communication that non-moral animals cannot perform. In receiving these products for use (either through exchange or gift), one can recognize the producer’s good will by means of the product. For example, when you make something with your own hands and give it to another, you want her not only to enjoy that gift but also to recognize that you made it for her enjoyment. There is a sort of reciprocation at work here: the good of your productive activity is completed in another’s recognition of your excellence in it for them. 

			A similar reciprocation can occur in civil society. Since all aim at the common good in their work and all receive these products in recognition of that collective good will, all work for and receive from all. The combined products of labor manifest a common will for the common good. Hence, the production and enjoyment of products are thought in terms of the first-person plural—we made this for all, and we recognize it as our will for our good. In this sort of bounded, particular community, one most intensely loves his neighbor as himself.

			Civil fellowship extends beyond a relation of production. It includes place-making, aesthetic judgment, conversations on contemplative things, expression of wonder, and ordered liberty (some of which I discuss in subsequent chapters). We desire to do all these things with others. Sacred fellowship, which is another type of fellowship, is an otherworldly, heaven-oriented fellowship for worship and the good of the soul, and it also draws people together. Hence, we come together not only to secure bodily protection and needs, as many animals do, but for reasons distinctive to man, which are suitable for our higher dignity. The satisfaction of these needs requires a certain boundedness that constitutes a particular people and place.

			Natural Limitedness

			Man by nature, even when having full command of his faculties, is not only an earth-bound being but a place-bound being. He dwells in a particular place and can move long distances only with great trouble. Everyday interactions with others are limited by a locale, and he is ignorant of events and individuals in faraway places and even in the next town over. The fall did not cause this. The fall did not eliminate some faculty through which man receives knowledge of all happenings and individuals on earth. We are limited beings by design. One’s presence is delimited by the body and sense-experience, being the only means for immediate knowledge of our surroundings. All other knowledge of the world outside this experience is mediated knowledge, communicated by another in some way. All this is commonsense, of course, but it is not trivial. Our natural limitedness entails that individuals mature within a delimited space of interaction, and communities develop from these interactions and are themselves partly independent from other communities. Individuals and communities mature and develop in a localized space. 

			Once a group leaves a developed community and establishes a community elsewhere, it begins to take on its own unique characteristics, largely through spontaneous coordination, deliberation, and collective judgment. In many if not most cases, the community would be relatively independent from others, since not all places on earth are suitable for human dwelling. There would be geographic separation and uninhabited space between them. Thus, the culture and institutions that develop in these new places would be distinct vis-à-vis other communities. Would each community produce the same style of dance, music, dress, stories, food, manners, games, and productive specialties? Would the language remain exactly the same? Likely not. The particularities of culture, language, and literary arts are not innate to man. They flow from common principles, but localized interaction shapes their application and generation. 

			Thus, an unfallen world would host diverse ways of life. But diversity is not merely a consequence of geography interacting with epistemic limitedness. Man’s limitedness is also expressed in the natural need for a sort of directed gregariousness. That is, he is close at heart with a particular, bounded people, who ground and confirm his way of life in the world and who provide for him his most cherished goods. Unfallen man is benevolent to all but can only be beneficent (i.e., act for the good of) to some, and this limitation is based not merely in geographic closeness but in shared understanding, expectations, and culture. I describe boundedness in greater detail in chapter 3. 

			Cultural diversity is, therefore, a necessary consequence of human nature, and so it is good for us. It is good that particular practices are made habitual by localized socialization and are “owned” in a sense by a particular place and people. It is good that the particularity of each community distinguishes it from the others. Even the in-group/out-group distinction is good, since it establishes who “we” are in relation to “them”—effectively bounding particular expectations and preserving cultural distinctives. Man’s limitedness was not a divine mistake; neither is cultural diversity, separated geographically, an error. It was God’s design for man and thus a necessary feature of his good.

			Human gregariousness and limitedness lead us to constitute civil governments for our good. I demonstrate this in the next section. But in this section we should note that civil governance drives cultural diversity. Since civil rulers are men, they have natural human limitedness, restricting the extent of their governance in terms of geographic space. They can only govern so much and only so many people. This consideration led Samuel Willard to conclude that 

			as the world had began to be peopled, there would of necessity have been a multiplying of civil societies, and these distinct, for the upholding of civil commerce and amity. They are therefore in a great error who tell us that so many kingdoms or commonwealths as there are in the world, so many testimonies of divine displeasure.46

			Thus, civil governments, having necessarily bounded jurisdictions, will promote cultural distinctives, not only through official promotion of these distinctives but by binding people to one another under a particular set of laws in a particular place. 

			I have more to say about nations, ethnicity, and cultural diversity in the next few chapters, including the argument that man, by his nature, requires particularity and must dwell among similar people to live well. But my account here at least prepares us for the following chapters. 

			IV. Civil Order and Civil Virtue

			Hierarchy, Civil Subjection, and Inequality

			The egalitarian spirit of our age leads us to imagine that the state of integrity would be one of perfect equality. But this is fairly novel in the Christian tradition. Indeed, inegalitarian principles are so common and foundational in the Christian political tradition that one might call inegalitarianism a catholic political doctrine. Inequality in bodily stature, beauty, knowledge, virtue, domestic authority, and civil authority were regularly affirmed as good and not due to the fall. Aquinas states, for example, that “some would have made a greater advance in virtue and knowledge than others.” On bodily disparities, he states that differences in food sources, climate, and other factors would make some “more robust . . . and also greater, and more beautiful, and all ways better disposed.”47 Here, he has in mind not only individual difference but also differences between groups. Of course, the inferior are not ascribed some natural defect; good things of the same class can differ in excellence.48 As Calvin states, “[T]here would have been, I allow, a difference of endowments had nature remained perfect,” though all “would be alike in their integrity.”49 Herman Bavinck also speaks of “disparities” in the state of integrity:

			The history of the human race did not begin atomistically, with a group of isolated individuals, but organically, with a marriage and a family. . . . The disparity, which we presently observe everywhere in human society, is in principle and in essence not a result of sin, as many people thought in earlier and later times, but it existed from the beginning, even before sin entered the world.50

			Now, those who are subject to superiors are (theoretically speaking) either slaves or free subjects. Slaves are not only instruments of a master, but are also instruments whose “good” is nothing but the good of the master. As Aquinas states, “[E]very man’s proper good is desirable to himself, and consequently it is a grievous matter to anyone to yield to another what ought to be one’s own.” Thus, slavery violates a principle of human nature and so is forbidden in the state of integrity. Free subjects, however, submit to an authority that, as Aquinas says, directs him “towards his proper welfare, or to the common good.”51 The wife is subject to her husband, children to their parents, and citizens to their civil rulers. Instead of speaking of superior or inferior gifts (or skills, talents, etc.), it is more precise to say that the possession of certain gifts makes one suitable for a position of superiority and others suitable for obedience.

			Hierarchy is, therefore, not some postlapsarian necessity. But neither is it morally neutral. It is good in itself, even of higher worth than egalitarian arrangements. Many in the Christian tradition would speak of the divine wisdom emanating from a diverse, hierarchical whole. For example, John Winthrop, in his famous sermon “A Model of Christian Charity,” said, 

			God Almighty in his most holy and wise providence, hath so disposed of the condition of mankind, as in all times some must be rich, some poor, some high and eminent in power and dignity; others mean and in submission . . . [in which he was] delighted to show forth the glory of his wisdom in the variety and difference of the creatures, and the glory of his power in ordering all these differences for the preservation and good of the whole.52

			In his City of God, Augustine (borrowing from Cicero) used an analogy of musical harmony, which Christian political theorists repeated for centuries up through the Reformation. Petrus Gregorius (quoted by Althusius) stated it succinctly: 

			Just as from lyres of diverse tones, if properly tuned, a sweet sound and pleasant harmony arise when low, medium, and high notes are united, so also the social unity of rulers and subjects in the state produces a sweet and pleasant harmony out of the rich, the poor, the workers, the farmers, and other kinds of persons. If agreement is thus achieved in society, a praiseworthy, happy, most durable, and almost divine concord is produced.53 

			The goodness of creation is not found in each part obtaining equality with every other part, nor is the completeness of humanity achieved by eliminating superior/inferior relations. The diversity of ranks in human society, each performing its function for the whole, is society’s perfection. Hence, by nature the perfection of human societies assumes an inegalitarian principle. 

			Civil Government

			Civil governments would have existed in the state of integrity. I am aware that important figures in the Christian tradition, such as Augustine and Martin Luther,54 explicitly denied the necessity of civil government for an unfallen world. Others affirmed the necessity, and I am with this latter camp for the reasons I offer below.

			Since each community has a diverse set of members—each member contributing his gifts to the whole—it would contain a multiplicity of interests, pursuits, and ends. All would share in ultimate ends, such as the good of the whole (i.e., the common good) and the glory of God, but penultimate ends would vary. Vocational diversity and complexity produce potentially clashing interests, which (absent some organizing agent) would destroy liberty and the health of the community itself. Clashing interests occur not from ill-will or from the neglect of neighbor, but from natural epistemic limitations: we cannot know in every case how our actions might hinder or frustrate others in pursuit of their ends. We can mutually affirm collective ends (viz., the end of the whole), but we lack access to knowledge of all individual ends. Clashing interests include externalities in production or in community development. For example, the construction of a dam might harm those living downstream. Conflicts in land-use and materials might occur as well. The interest of one trade might conflict with another’s. In such cases, the absence of rules hinders liberty. Shared rules coordinate diverse activities and provide order and a well-functioning symbiosis.55 

			Not all rules require a rule-maker; rule-making is often spontaneous and decentralized. People interact with others and observe which actions have worked for mutual benefit. Subsequently, they self-sort, form hierarchies, and adopt effective practices and mutually understood rules with little deliberation and centralized decision-making. But not all problems are easily resolved in a decentralized way, especially in complex communities; and many inconveniences arise when there is no authority that guides the whole. Civil communities, therefore, require governors—those who direct, guide, and coordinate the many to their common end. As Althusius writes, “It pertains to the office of a governor not only to preserve something unharmed, but also to lead it to its end.”56 And as Willard writes, “Mankind cannot live like men, unless they combine in societies, who must mutually support each other. Civil societies cannot uphold this combination comfortably without government, but must become a mere rout and either disband or be a continual plague one to another.”57 

			The ordering agent of civil society, even in a prelapsarian world, is civil government. Its original function is not to restrain sin, since it orders an unfallen people. Its purpose is positive: it reconciles the diverse interests of families and vocations in order to establish and maintain civil peace. Civil government accomplishes its end with deliberation, and by enacting and promulgating civil law. Unfallen subjects would willingly submit to these laws, trusting that the laws are for their good and will assist them in loving their neighbors. As I’ll argue in chapter 6, laws do not require civil penalties by definition, but such penalties are effective in a fallen world to shore up societal law-keeping. What motivates individuals to obey the law is the end of the law: one’s good and that of one’s neighbor, toward which the laws order.

			The necessity of civil government also follows from the inequality of gifts. Aquinas argues that it would not be “fitting” for one to possess great gifts if not for the “benefit of others.”58 That is, egalitarian social arrangements leave no means for those suited for command to govern others, and therefore nature would be in contradiction, if egalitarianism were natural. Thus, the necessity of civil hierarchy, and the denial of egalitarianism, follows from the existence of unequal civil virtue by nature. We can also conclude that a natural aristocracy would arise in each community to rule, establishing a rule by the best. And while these leaders would possess humility and magnanimity, they would nevertheless assume their rank with proper dignity and self-respect. This would be naturally fitting, for as Althusius says, “[I]t is inborn to the more powerful and prudent to dominate and rule weaker men, just as it is also considered inborn for inferiors to submit.”59 Still, all civil rule is by consent of the ruled, as I show in chapter 7. Consent remains the efficient cause of civil society and is expressed when one pledges his service to the whole by participating in and benefiting from the symbiosis under the direction of government. 

			Since civil society is a composition of households and men are the head of households, the public signaling of political interest (whether through voting or other mechanisms) would be conducted by men, for they represent their households and everyone in it. Vocational associations (or collegia) would likely be male-dominated as well, because households as productive operations would participate in them, and men would represent their households in them. This would be ubiquitous around the world, as it follows logically from the divinely ordained (and hence universal), hierarchical arrangement of the household.60 

			Lastly, I’ll briefly address the relationship of Adam to civil leaders in a state of integrity. Adam is the head of the human race, but not in a civil sense. He is the covenantal head, meaning that he represents his progeny in all that pertains to the covenant, and the covenant is binding through him to all his progeny. Whatever special acts are required in the covenant, I suspect he would have to perform them (e.g., killing the serpent). He is also owed supreme paternal reverence by all his progeny, though he doesn’t rule over all in a civil sense. Adamic civil rule would not be possible or practicable anyway. Whether I’m right or wrong about Adam’s right to rule, local civil authority would in either case be far more consequential in everyday life, since these authorities would intimately know the circumstances, characteristics, and needs of their communities.

			Self-Preservation and Martial Virtue

			The Reformed tradition broadly affirms that the duty of self-preservation is inherent to human nature. It is a property natural to all animals, including rational animals, though in addition to his body, man must preserve his soul. Self-preservation might seem to be postlapsarian, since we speak of it typically when countering violence with violence. But self-preservation would have been essential to the state of integrity. For one thing, man was to preserve his integrity through obedience. But another type of self-preserving is required, one that takes into consideration a world where sinful man is possible and adversaries roam (e.g., the serpent and fallen angels). Indeed, many theologians believe that one of Adam’s covenantal tasks was protecting the garden and killing the serpent (and other creatures) that threatened its peace. This would seem to demand also that households and civil societies identify, resist, and defeat threats to both soul and body. 

			Threats from one’s fellow man must be kept in consideration, for all were capable of sinning in ways other than eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.61 Thus, physical violence was always a possibility, both from sinful individuals and groups. Countering such violence with violence is the ordinary means to preserve one’s life and the lives of those under your care. All life is a gift of God, and so self-defense protects a divine gift. The duty to conduct violence to preserve the good was not divinely authorized after the fall. It is a duty for man in all possible states, except the state of glory.62 Since the ability to repel violence with violence requires martial virtues, martial virtue and training in martial excellence would have been a feature of life in the state of integrity. 

			But we should not limit martial virtue to repelling violence. It refers more generally to skills by which one subdues an opponent, and so it extends to subduing untamed beasts in the wilderness (viz., lands outside the Garden of Eden)63 and perhaps to hunting game, especially megafauna.64 It might surprise people but, as Bavinck states, “most Reformed theologians were of the opinion that eating meat was permitted to humans even before the flood and the fall.”65 Martial virtue was not, therefore, a sort of virtue in reserve in the case that sin might enter the world. It was an essential and active element of dominion and living well. 

			Since martial virtues involve physical strength, men would typically have this duty, and some degree of martial skill would be required of all men, as a necessary feature of their masculinity.66 This is the case not because all would hunt or necessarily take part in military drills, but because each would need to protect his household. Martial virtue is, therefore, a necessary feature of masculine excellence, and effeminacy is no less a vice in a state of integrity than in a postlapsarian world.67 

			Civil Magistracy and Spiritual Ministry

			In the state of integrity, the same people in civil fellowship are also in sacred fellowship. Membership in these fellowships is co-extensive, for each person is properly ordered toward both earthly and heavenly ends, and each fellowship aids in meeting one or the other end. But despite being co-extensive, we must not conflate the two fellowships. They are different species of fellowship, each serving directly only one aspect of man. They are different, because the two ends (as discussed above) are different in kind—one being otherworldly and seen by the eyes of faith (trusting in the promises of God for heavenly life), and the other being earthly and a matter of external works. Just as the body and soul of man are immutably distinct, so too are the fellowships that serve man, regardless of his state. 

			Civil fellowship exists under civil magistracy (or secular authority), which can touch only the external forum or body. By nature, the magistracy has no jurisdiction over the conscience, the inward part of man. Magistrates direct the public by means of civil command (promulgated as law), obligating people to particular outward actions. They cannot make laws concerning inward action, and hence they cannot command people to act according to the proper inward principles, such as exercising faith.68 God alone is Lord of the conscience; nature supplies no mediator between man and God. Civil authority, for this reason, lacks the power to direct conscience, for civil law is in essence human command, and only God commands the conscience. 

			Spiritual fellowship, however, falls under spiritual ministry, which serves spiritual things to the soul, the inward being, in which one acts to the glory of God and is oriented to the promised heavenly life. The definite form of this ministry in the state of integrity is not clear to me—whether it would be institutional or not, with official ministers or not—but, for our purposes, determining the definite form is irrelevant. Spiritual ministry, under natural religion, would have been the same in principle and end as we see in the instituted church in the state of grace: by this ministry, God is worshipped and man is exhorted to keep God as his ultimate end, to remember the covenant and God’s promise of heavenly life, and to keep his law.69 The means of administration would be similar as well, being primarily exhortation and remembrance, for fellow man (by nature) can address the soul only aurally. Perhaps, (as many have suggested) there would have been instituted prelapsarian Sacraments as well. Spiritual ministry was not created when God instituted the Church in the postlapsarian world; rather, upon instituting that church he deposited and entrusted that pre-existing ministry in it and to it.

			What is most important is that, by the nature of man, civil magistracy and spiritual ministry are separate but complementary, and they are independent with regard to office but not opposed.70 These two species of administration are distinguishable by their means (secular law and sacred things), their direct objects (body and soul), and their immediate ends (civil peace and right conscience before God), but they have the same ultimate end—eternal life. Hence, both are ultimately oriented and subordinated to this higher end, and both are necessary for man to achieve his ends. Spiritual ministry is, in a sense, the soul of the community, not because it dominates secular magistracy, but because it serves the soul, which reigns over the body. Well-ordered individuals make well-ordered households and civil communities. Magistracy, for its part, serves the body, that it might in part facilitate the operations of the soul. Therefore, the two fellowships or relations, which fall under magistracy and ministry, are mutually supporting and serve to guide man to his earthly and heavenly ends.

			The fact that civil government does not wield a spiritual sword or administer spiritual things for eternal life does not preclude it from erecting public religious displays (e.g., monuments), incorporating religious elements into civil events (e.g., evocations), or publicly supporting spiritual ministry. These functions fall under its outward jurisdiction that serve to encourage man in his inward worship and his outward work of dominion. Civil government cannot command people to contemplate heavenly things, but it can create the best outward conditions for such contemplation, which serve as visible reminders of the highest purposes for which man was created.

			V. Conclusion

			More could be said about the state of integrity, but this suffices to describe the nature of prelapsarian man and his potential social life. Adam’s race, as it spread across the earth, would have formed distinct civil communities—each being culturally particular. The nation, therefore, is natural to man as man, and the matured earth would be a multiplicity of nations. I now turn to discuss how the fall and redeeming grace affect the nature of man and his social relations.
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					56. Althusius, Politica, 21 [1.13]. Aquinas writes, “[B]ecause man is naturally a social being, and so in the state of innocence he would have led a social life. Now a social life cannot exist among a number of people unless under the presidency of one to look after the common good; for many, as such, seek many things, whereas one attends only to one. Wherefore the Philosopher says, in the beginning of the Politics, that wherever many things are directed to one, we shall always find one at the head directing them.” ST, I.96.4.

				

				
					57. Willard, Body of Divinity, loc. 38495.

				

				
					58. Aquinas, ST, 1.96.4.

				

				
					59. Althusius, Politica, 26 [1.38]. There is a sort of natural equality between all men, which I discuss in chapter 7.

				

				
					60. One might try to deny this conclusion by insisting on an individualist basis for civil society. But if one affirms male-headship in households and individualism, then household representation is an empty title (lacking a distinct outward-facing end), for the woman (the non-head) would have just as much access to political participation. It is contradictory or at least creates an empty title. One could affirm non-gender-specific household headship and a corporatist foundation for civil society. In this case, women could be the head of households. But this, (1) is still exclusionary (of those not deemed head) and (2) contradicts both the creation narrative and the Christian tradition. Whether or not unmarried people (both men and women) and widows (in a fallen world) can participate in politics is a matter of prudence and subject to the determination of each community.

				

				
					61. Being under the natural law, Adam (and so his progeny) was bound to more commands than the prohibition on eating from this tree. Adam and his descendants could have violated any of these commands and brought sin into the world. Since any individual could sin, it follows from the principle of self-preservation that communities would prepare for the possible encounter with sinful individuals and even sinful groups. 

				

				
					62. This is not intended as a proof against Christian pacifism but rather is intended to argue that the duty of self-preservation is natural and hence extends into the prelapsarian state.

				

				
					63. Thomas Aquinas denies that all beasts would be tame in the state of integrity. He writes, “In the opinion of some, those animals which now are fierce and kill others, would, in that state, have been tame, not only in regard to man, but also in regard to other animals. But this is quite unreasonable. For the nature of animals was not changed by man’s sin, as if those whose nature now it is to devour the flesh of others, would then have lived on herbs, as the lion and falcon. . . . They would not, however, on this account have been excepted from the mastership of man: as neither at present are they for that reason excepted from the mastership of God, Whose Providence has ordained all this.” ST, I.96.1.

				

				
					64. Aquinas affirms that man has a “natural right” to hunt wild beasts. He writes, “Therefore it is in keeping with the order of nature, that man should be master over animals. Hence the Philosopher says (Polit. i, 5) that the hunting of wild animals is just and natural, because man thereby exercises a natural right.” Ibid. 

				

				
					65. Bavinck, RD, 2:575. Bavinck directly addresses the objections to this position, including those that reference Genesis 9:3 [RD, 2:575–76]. He cities Calvin, Heidegger, Voetius, Coccejus, and others for support. 

				

				
					66. Militaries today have women service-members partly from egalitarian ideology; partly due to the bureaucratic, technical, service-based, and clerical nature of modern warfare; and partly due to an abundance of resources that permit inefficient allocation. Since man in a state of integrity would not have such resources—and would exist under conditions of scarcity and of necessity—I doubt that women (ordinarily) would take an active role in conducting the sorts of tasks for which martial skills are employed.

				

				
					67. Heinrich Bullinger writes, “Dainty fools and effeminate hearts will not hazard the loss of a limb for their religion, magistrates, wives, children, and all their possessions.” The Decades of Henry Bullinger, ed. Thomas Harding and trans. H.I. (1587; Grand Rapids: Reformation Heritage Books, 2004), 1:277 [Second Decade, Sermon v].

				

				
					68. See chapter 6 for a discussion on how civil law and civil command relate to the conscience. 

				

				
					69. This sameness does not diminish the “in Christ” nature of the New Covenant but simply recognizes that natural religion—both its principles and chief end—remains fully operative and assumed by New Covenant ministry. 

				

				
					70. I see no reason why (in the state of integrity only) the same person could not rightly exercise both magistracy and ministry, though he would do this through two separate offices. He could not exercise both functions through the same office, for each has its own office. Nor does one office arise or receive its power from the other; they are independent, separate, and equal.
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Redeemed Nations: What Is Man? Part II: Fall and Redemption

			“The Adamic human race perverts the cosmos; the Christian human race renews it.” —Albert Wolters1

			I. State of Sin

			Having discussed man in his state of innocence, we now turn to the states of sin and grace. The intent is to identify the theological basis for continuity and discontinuity in social relations between the three states. In other words, what changed and what stayed the same in human society before and after the fall?

			Total Depravity

			The fall of man led to total depravity. In the 20th century especially, there has been considerable confusion, even in the Reformed world, over what this means. Total is not to be conflated with utter depravity, as if sinful man sins in every respect. Rather, sin affects every aspect of man’s being—his intellect, will, desires, heart, etc. Corruption is thorough. But the Reformed doctrine of sin, as classically stated, did not assert the doctrine of natura deleta, as several Roman Catholic authors have alleged about Reformed doctrine.2 That is, no Reformed theologian claimed that the fall of man separated man entirely from knowledge of the natural law and the ability to perform it. Nor did man lose the faculty of reason or even civil virtue. Indeed, the Reformed doctrine of sin as articulated by post-Reformation Reformed theologians is not unlike that of Roman Catholic Thomists.3

			Recall that we distinguished the two species of gifts that God gave to man—natural and supernatural—or, perhaps better put, constitutive and perfective gifts. I said that the former (e.g., reason, body, understanding) are essential to man as man and principally concern earthly things. The perfective gifts are non-essential to man as such, but necessary for his perfection and his knowledge of, desire for, and ability to strive after eternal life and to worship God rightly in the heart. These latter gifts are primarily inward, since they provide the ability to perform theological good—a good conscience before God in all one’s works. These are the highest gifts and the principal part of the divine image. The two sets of gifts were necessary for man to be righteousness, in both his being and his actions. Hence, the loss of the perfective gifts alone makes man unrighteous in being and worthy of condemnation. 

			It might be surprising to discover that Reformed theologians, including Calvin, affirmed that man lost only the supernatural gifts at the fall. The natural gifts were corrupted but not lost. Calvin writes, for example, that man’s natural gifts were corrupted by sin, and his supernatural gifts withdrawn; meaning by supernatural gifts the light of faith and righteousness, which would have been sufficient for the attainment of heavenly life and everlasting felicity.4 The devastation of the fall is found in man’s inability to worship God in heart to attain his ultimate heavenly end. Man can no longer choose spiritual things or achieve theological good. He can no longer perfect outward action with proper inward spiritual obedience.5 Man lost his chief good—the divine image that ensured his righteousness and holiness. As Jonathan Edwards wrote, “For immediately his image, his holy spirit, and original righteousness, which was the highest and best life of our first parents, were lost; and they were immediately in a doleful state of spiritual death.”6 

			Thus, the chief effect of the fall concerned what is invisible to man and visible only to God. The natural or constitutive gifts remain, though “corrupted,” because such gifts could not be “polluted in themselves,” states Calvin. Indeed, “reason, by which man discerns good and evil, and by which he understands and judges, is a natural gift, [so] it could not be entirely destroyed [by the fall].”7 Turretin argues that in losing original righteousness “nature indeed remains mutilated and depraved (since it has lost what perfected it) but is not destroyed as to essence.”8 The absence of original righteousness, however, introduces an active and efficacious inclination toward evil. 

			Civil Virtue

			Since the fall did not eliminate the natural gifts, it follows that man did not lose the knowledge of the principles and the faculties that most concerned his outward, earthly life.9 He retained his basic instincts for social relations. Reformed writers, for this reason, have used remarkably positive language when describing man’s capabilities and actions with regard to civil virtue.10 Althusius wrote, for example, that “in political life even an infidel may be called just, innocent, and upright.”11 Calvin states that “all men have impressions of civil order and honesty.” They “comprehend the principles” of civil law and have “universal agreement in regard to such subjects, both among nations and individuals” and “their ideas of equity agree in substance.”12 The “consent of all nations” on “principles of equity and justice” is the “voice of nature.”13 Turretin states that “the consent of the nations . . . [shows that] even without a teacher they [pagan nations] have learned that God should be worshipped, parents honored, a virtuous life be led and from which as a fountain have flowed so many laws concerning equity and virtue enacted by heathen legislatures, drawn from nature itself.”14 Fallen man cannot please God in his works, but his actions can be good as to outward duty, and, generally speaking, fallen man’s actions reflect knowledge of natural principles (even when he errs in applying them).15 

			It follows that the fallen world, though very different from what could have been, is not radically different from the state of integrity with regard to the principles of social relations. Bavinck writes, 

			All the essential components existing today were present also before the fall. The distinctions and dissimilarities between men and women, parents and children, brothers and sisters, relatives and friends; the numerous institutions and relations in the life of society such as marriage, family, child rearing, and so forth; the alternation of day and night, workdays and the day of rest, labor and leisure, months and years; man’s dominion over the earth through science and art, and so forth—while all these things have undoubtedly been modified by sin and changed in appearance, they nevertheless have their active principle and foundation in creation, in the ordinances of God, and not in sin.16

			Certainly, the effects of sin are all around us: Man rebels against God and commits varieties of moral offenses against his fellow man. Polygamy was prevalent; domestic and civil tyranny is common; people defraud their fellow man; nations unjustly dominate others. But these are abuses of these relations. The fundamental relations of man—domestic, kin, national, international, civil, and spiritual—are ubiquitous among fallen man, because natural law, reason, and instinct remain operative. As Charles Hodge wrote, commenting on Romans 9:3, “The Bible recognizes the validity and rightness of all the constitutional principles and impulses of our nature. It therefore approves of parental and filial affection, and, as is plain from this and other passages, of peculiar love for the people of own race and country.”17 Thus, the basic, near-universal structures of our fallen world—and the instincts we have for these structures—help us to imagine what an unfallen world would be like. Our fundamental instincts—say, a mother’s preference for her own children—are reliable; they say something about our nature as created. The same is true of our instincts or “biases” for our own people and country. These are natural to us by design. We can further conclude that the diversity of nations throughout history is not a product of the fall but of human nature.

			Augmentation of Institutions

			In the state of integrity, civil government is necessary to direct well-intentioned, though inherently uncoordinated, individuals to the common good. However, the introduction of sin causes social disharmony. To achieve its purpose, civil government now must be augmented with the power to suppress sin “else all would certainly run into confusion and end in ruin,” writes Willard.18 Augmentation is not the same as modification. An augmentation extends the functions of what is augmented to new objects with expanded means in order to enable or strengthen the original whole for its original end. Thus, even after augmentation, civil government continues to apply the same principles (natural law), use the same fundamental means (civil law), and retain the same end (civil peace), but now (by divine authorization) it uses coercion and targets public vice. The end of civil government has not changed, because its end is subordinate to the ends of human nature, and human nature in itself has not changed. Civil government is not, in origin, a post-fall ad hoc institution intended only to preserve sinful mankind. It is necessary by the nature of man and serves man for his good. Hence, even after the fall, civil government must enact the best possible outward conditions for man to pursue his proper ends. Indeed, this is precisely why civil government must be augmented—to shore up its ability to achieve its original role in relation to man. If something is natural to man, then civil government must provide conditions for people to freely and harmoniously pursue it. This includes suppressing the things that hinder man in achieving his full humanity. 

			The nature and degree of augmentation of civil government must be sufficient for civil government to shore up its role in ordering civil society. The means must always be suitable for its ends. Thus, if politics is the art of establishing and cultivating necessary conditions for social life for the good of man, then post-fall political order must have what is necessary to enact and enforce those ends. Civil rulers must have sufficient license to fulfill their calling. I am not saying that the ends justify the means, but that any justified means must be suitable for its end. A set of political principles that are ineffective for governance and inadequate to shore up civil order for man’s complete good is not from God, no matter how lofty or “moral” those principles might appear to be.

			Nevertheless, civil government in a postlapsarian world is limited on how well it can establish and sustain conditions for good. It must prioritize its objectives. The first objective is the preservation of civil society, and so civil government is rightly called a “kingdom of preservation.” But this does not imply a modification or fundamental change of purpose, for preservation was always essential to its end. Nor is a bare preservation its only objective. Again, civil government was necessary, from the beginning, to establish and preserve social relations for our good. Civil government in a postlapsarian world must implement and preserve the best possible conditions for man to pursue his good. In other words, the fall of man did not rescind functions of civil government in principle, but it practically limits the degree to which civil government can achieve its original purposes. Furthermore, given the sinful state of mankind, civil magistrates must make difficult decisions between options that have competing goods. Choosing for some good x means losing some good y. Though this type of choice is itself not due to the fall, for it is based in natural scarcity, the fall introduced choices between greater and lesser goods that might cause or result in harm. Hence, crafting policy (and ethics generally) in a fallen world requires us to consider unpleasant trade-offs, and magistrates must have the fortitude to enact and enforce the greatest good, despite unfortunate costs involved, and Christians should recognize the necessity of such choices and shun the moralism that limits action. 

			Lastly, we should recognize that, on account of the fall, natural hierarchical power is now abused. Checks on authority are therefore required to ensure good behavior, and these typically inject a degree of egalitarianism into the socio-political system. This might include free, frequent, and regular elections and other egalitarian institutions and norms, such as universal suffrage, civil rights, and anti-discrimination labor laws. These are, however, all postlapsarian institutions and norms, intended only to prevent the abuse of power, and they are not purely natural to humankind.19 The right to vote or hold office, for example, are not natural or human rights. Indeed, many such institutions, norms, and rights, which today we consider essential to civil justice, are merely checks on abuse and would be unnecessary if abuses were absent. Thus, they are positive rights, not strictly natural, and are a particularity of a people—an inheritance from ancestors—not things owed by “inviolable dignity.” It follows that the more righteous the community, the fewer required egalitarian institutions.

			Conclusion

			Since the principal effect of the fall was the loss of man’s perfective gifts, which oriented him to heaven, man’s outward sins with regard to earthly life are largely abuses of natural principles of social relations. We see these underlying natural principles manifesting almost universally in human society. Civil government, which would have been a necessary feature of unfallen life, is augmented (not modified) to shore up its role in human relations, though it retains the same principles and end. The question for us becomes, “What is the role of grace in relation to nature?”

			II. State of Grace

			The Moral Law as Covenant and as Rule

			Civil life, indeed nature itself, cannot remedy man’s sinful state. God as the creator did not include in creation an inherent means to reconcile sinful man and a holy God. Salvation required a gracious act of God as redeemer. By trusting in the person and finished work of Christ, one is reconciled to God (i.e., justified) and enters the covenant of grace. Obtaining a title to eternal life is no longer conditioned on working; rather, one possesses a title to eternal life by faith in Christ. The substance of this eternal life was not introduced in the Gospel: it is the same life promised to Adam. As Bavinck states, “The covenant of grace differs from the covenant of works in method, not in its ultimate goal. It is the same treasure that was promised in the covenant of works that is granted in the covenant of grace.”20 Redeemed man is not only restored to Adam’s state of integrity; he is given a full deposit of the glory promised to Adam.

			It is crucial to recognize that though having a title to eternal life rescinds our relationship to the moral law as a condition of works for eternal life, the moral law still remains our only rule for duty and happiness in this life. Or, as New England theologian Cotton Mather states,

			We are not under the law as a covenant of works: our own exactness in performing good is not now the condition of entering into life; (wo be to us if it were) but still, the covenant of grace holds us to it as our duty: and if we are in the covenant of grace, we shall make it our study to perform those good works which were once the condition of entering into life.21

			Thus, whatever was required of the covenant in terms of its moral content remains required of the Christian. The content of duty has not changed. Working is no longer about obtaining eternal life; good works—which accord with the moral law—are “the way appointed to eternal life,” says John Davenant.22 This is more evident in the Reformed view of sanctification. 

			Definitive Sanctification

			The state of grace in Reformed theology involves both the pardoning of guilt (i.e., justification) and the sanctification of moral pollution. Sanctification most concerns us here. Recall that total depravity means that the fall affects every aspect of man’s being, though not to the same degree (some gifts being entirely lost). Now, just as depravity was total, sanctification is total as well. It affects the whole being. Theologians have called this “definitive sanctification.” The sanctified on earth are not perfect, but all the gifts that were either eliminated or corrupted by the fall are restored. Grace restores nature and thereby completes man with the full complement of prelapsarian gifts. As Bavinck states, “Regeneration . . . restores to us what we, in keeping with the design of our being, should have but lost as a result of sin. In principle it restores us to the likeness and image of God.”23

			Just as the principal effect of the fall was the utter loss of supernatural gifts, redemption is principally the restoration of these gifts. In particular, total sanctification restores the divine image. Calvin states, for example, that “spiritual regeneration is nothing else than the restoration of the same image [given to and lost by Adam].”24 Turretin writes that the “renewed” image of God is “the spiritual image (as to supernatural gifts)” (IET, 1:5.10.2). The restored image is the same in substance as that which Adam possessed before his fall, which oriented his heart to heavenly life.25 Again, Bavinck clarifies: 

			Hence, though these are new qualities that regeneration implants in a person, they are nevertheless no other than those that belong to human nature, just as health is the normal state of the body. They are “habits,” dispositions, or inclinations that were originally included in the image of God and agreed with the law of God.26

			Thus, definitive sanctification principally restores one to true dignity by re-infusing the perfective features of prelapsarian man: the knowledge of and desire for eschatological life; the proper internal principle, mode, and end of action; and the true worship of God. These renewed gifts are not fictive; they are a real possession. The believer is a complete human being, restored to integrity. The state of grace is a state of restored integrity. Reformed theologians of the 17th century were not scared of the term inherent righteousness. Turretin writes, for example, that “we are renewed because we derive the Spirit from our head, Christ, who renews us after the image of Christ and bestows upon us inherent righteousness.”27 Willard states that we have “holiness in us”:

			Christ is not our sanctification by way of imputation, as he is our righteousness, but as he is the author of our holiness in us, and the subject in whom all those graces are laid up which are requisite for our sanctification, as in a treasury, from whom they are to derive unto us, that so we may be sanctified by them; so that virtue proceeds from him to us for this end. And what is this communicated unto us for, but that we may hereby be enabled again to perform true obedience to the law or command of God, which we were before altogether incapable of doing? And this is by restoring of the Image of God again to us.28

			Since man is restored to integrity, rectitude, and purity as to his faculties, he is capable of pleasing God in soul and body. Definitive sanctification, therefore, restores us to true obedience to the law of God, and progress in sanctification is not a process of transcending the law of God or of escaping it or fulfilling a new law.29 Rather, we progress in conformity to the original and immutable law of God.30 

			Therefore, since grace restores to us the same gifts that Adam possessed, we are equipped for the same sort of works. Whatever tasks Adam had, Christians too have those tasks, for those tasks are the only telos of those gifts by their nature. Adam’s original tasks were not simply a matter of divine command; these tasks are the ends of human nature as restored by grace. The tasks are inherent to the gifts as their natural ends.

			Adam’s Original Task

			A brief critique of David VanDrunen will help clarify my argument. He writes, 

			Christians will attain the original destiny of life in the world-to-come, but we do so not by picking up the task where Adam left off but by resting entirely on the work of Jesus Christ, the last Adam who accomplished the task perfectly. . . . This is absolutely essential for issues of Christianity and culture! If Christ is the last Adam, then we are not new Adams. To understand our own cultural work as picking up and finishing Adam’s original task is, however, to compromise the sufficiency of Christ’s work. . . . [Christ] achieved the new creation through his flawless obedience in this world. He has left nothing yet to be accomplished.31

			VanDrunen’s main target is neo-Calvinist transformationalism. I reject transformationalism too, since I reject the idea that human work can—whether by Adam or restored humanity—bring the “new creation” to earth. As I stressed in chapter 1, human work can mature the earth, but that work, apart from a divine act, will remain below the state of glory. VanDrunen is correct in this sense: if Adam’s original task was to bring the world-to-come to earth by human effort, then Christians “picking up and finishing” this work would seem to deny Christ’s sufficient work. That task—achieving the condition for eternal life—was accomplished by Christ. But, as I argued in the previous chapter, the premise is false: Adam’s task—as to the content of his task—was not to immanentize ultimate rest on earth, or to build the heavenly kingdom of God on earth, or to transform earth into heaven. The world-to-come was always a divine gift, not a work of man. The work of dominion for Adam would not itself immanentize the state of glory, nor would it be sufficient to merit eternal life. The natural end of his work was not eternal life. Rather, by grace, God declared that Adam’s obedience would meet the condition for bestowing blessed life upon him.

			Christ’s work is sufficient to provide his people a title to eternal life and to sanctify them, even in this world. No one “compromise[s] the sufficiency of Christ’s work” by taking up Adam’s “original task” with regard to his moral requirements. One can rest from trying to merit eternal life and still labor according to the restored gifts that Adam originally possessed but lost. That is, one can and ought to mature earthly life for the good of oneself and one’s fellow man. Indeed, in having these gifts restored to man, man ought to use them according to their inherent purpose. In doing so, Christians order earthly life according to natural principles to support their journey to heaven. Christians cannot bring heaven to earth, for Adam never had that ability in the first place, and Christians are not given any gifts beyond what was given to Adam. He could only order earthly life to the promised heavenly life.

			VanDrunen falsely assumes that Adam’s “original cultural responsibilities” were entirely bound up in the covenant of works.32 He fails to recognize that heavenly life was the gracious end of Adam’s obedience, not the natural end of it. Maturing the earth by his labor was natural to him, according to his nature,33 and this was natural to him even when considering Adam apart from the covenant of works. The natural end of his gifts was dominion under God, earthly maturity, and an ordering of this world to the next. Again, heavenly life was a gift of grace, not a natural consequence of Adam fulfilling his work, and thus the direct end or purpose of these gifts remains the same when one is no longer under the covenant of works. Thus, VanDrunen is simply wrong when he entirely couples Adam’s task with the attainment of a state of glory. Being in Christ restores us to Adam’s moral responsibilities, including taking dominion under God, not as a matter of achieving eternal life, but as a matter of sanctification and of exercising the gifts restored to us. 

			To state things differently for clarity: Since a Christian—having restored integrity—possesses the same gifts as Adam, he is equipped and drawn, by his nature, to exercise the same sort of dominion—to mature earthly life according to its principles and to order this world to the next. Christians are empowered and obligated to act according to Adam’s original task, though not to meet any gracious condition for eternal life. The intent of the work is not to obtain a title to eternal life or to transform earthly life into the kingdom of God, but to order this life to the next. The Christian work of dominion in this world, like the task given to Adam, matures the earth such that it points to that heavenly rest to come and supports the goods of that heavenly rest offered primarily through spiritual administration (viz., the instituted church).

			Moreover, Christian dominion relies on natural principles, which were the same for Adam, but the Christian applies them in light of revelation. As I’ve said, the heavenly end promised to Christians is the same heavenly kingdom that was promised to Adam. But in the state of grace, that heavenly kingdom is known to be Christ’s kingdom, and thus all of life, including the institutions that serve human life, ought to be ordered to Christ and his kingdom. So Christian dominion does not bring the heavenly New Jerusalem to earth but rather orders life to it. 

			To avoid problems, VanDrunen would have to adopt either a neonomian or antinomian view of righteousness in a state of restored integrity: either Christians follow a new or modified law of God or obedience is obsolete in the state of grace. Neither, of course, is a Reformed position. The only consistent Reformed position is this: Restored integrity entails that Adam’s task in terms of moral content is part of Christian obedience. That is, Christians take up the task of true and complete humanity. Thus, ordering this world to the next is not only justified but part of Christian duty. VanDrunen might deny that fulfilling Adam’s original task flowed from his nature. He might say that it as an adventitious duty—an addition to natural duty. But it is widely held in the Reformed tradition, as I demonstrated in the previous chapter, that dominion follows necessarily from man’s nature, particularly in his having the divine image.

			Another problem in VanDrunen’s work is that he arbitrarily rescinds certain elements of man’s original duty, presenting a dubious view of the Noahic covenant that limits Christians to “ordinary cultural activities,” or those they can share with non-believers.34 His position is simply incoherent. Logically, the Noahic covenant cannot rescind what was natural to prelapsarian man. It would mean that God commands against the very things that man’s nature calls for him to do. God is then opposed to God, who gave man his nature. To be sure, there is important commonality between the redeemed and unredeemed, both being human. But restorative grace sets the redeemed apart on earth—constituting a restored humanity on earth—and, on that basis, Christians can and ought to exercise dominion in the name of God. 

			It is evident that VanDrunen’s positions logically lead to a form of antinomianism. In his most recent work, he replaces “grace perfects nature” with “(common) grace preserves nature, and (saving) grace consummates nature.”35 So, it would seem, for VanDrunen, saving grace only provides eternal life. But does not saving grace also sanctify man and restore him to God’s law? Does the believer in his outward duty operate only by common grace, the same sort of grace as his unredeemed neighbor, and by the same grace that he himself had before conversion? Wouldn’t this mean that salvation in Christ has no effect on one’s obedience to God’s law and that no one is restored to obey it? “Grace perfects nature” is preferable because it allows one to acknowledge both the primary and secondary (or subsequent) effects of grace: one is perfected for heavenly life but also restored in their perfection for obedience in earthly life. VanDrunen’s view is not consistent with the Reformed doctrine of sanctification, and I do not see how he avoids antinomianism. Thus, rejecting antinomianism (following Reformed doctrine) entails rejecting VanDrunen’s view of grace and indeed much of what is distinctive to his political theology. Grace both redeems and restores, making man fit once again for man’s work on earth under God. 

			The Gospel and Natural Relations

			Since grace restores nature and natural law contains all the moral principles concerning social relations, the Gospel does not alter the priority and inequality of loves amongst those relations. A Christian should love his children over other children, his parents over other parents, his kin over other kin, his nation over other nations. The instincts that lead one to these unequal loves are reliable. Grace did not, despite what is popularly suggested, introduce equal love for all, or an overriding duty to the abstract “marginalized” or to the abstract “outcast” or to “identify with the weak.” There are no “Gospel duties” that undermine duties to those who are closely bound to you. Grace affirms these natural hierarchies of love. Matthew Henry rightly said that “the highest degrees of divine affection must not divest us of natural affection.”36

			The influence of neo-Calvinism has led many Reformed churches to assume that the Gospel ushered in a social and political revolution and is the basis of a full-scale “critique” of the fundamental structures of our world. Philosopher Nicholas Wolterstorff, for example, argues for a “world-formative Christianity” in which the Christian “struggle” for social reform is “among the very motions of Christian spirituality.” He rejects the idea that the social world is an “order of nature,” arguing instead that it is a matter of “human decision.” What medieval Christians considered the natural order is actually a “fallen structure.”37 The Gospel inaugurated a social program that strikes at the fundamental constitution of all pre-Gospel social relations. 

			Is the Gospel world-formative? I distinguish. First, the Gospel is primarily about eternal life, and eternal life is obtained not by works but by faith. This is why Luther states, for example, that “the Gospel does not trouble itself with these matters [of civil affairs]. It teaches about the right relation of the heart to God.”38 His fellow reformer, Philip Melanchthon, wrote, “For Christ did not come into the world to teach precepts about (civic) morals, which man already knew by reason, but to forgive sins, in order that he may give the Holy Spirit to those who believe in him.”39 Willard states, “Christ did not come to procure for us earthly favors only, which had been little things in comparison, but a crown and a kingdom, a title to life eternal, and inheritance among those that are sanctified.”40 The Gospel did not inaugurate a social program that rejects the basic structure of pre-Gospel social life. But the Gospel did inaugurate a new means to eternal life; and thus all social structures, which were originally designed to support man in his pursuit of eternal life, should point to and be formed to support this new means to it. This is world-formative, but more in the sense of direction and adornment than replacing structures. It is world-formative with regard to applications of principles, not with regard to principles themselves. Thus, Christians are not required to conduct a thorough critique of the “order of nature” reflected across time and nations but rather to consider that order as indicative of man’s natural needs in social organization. Reflecting the broad Christian consensus, Richard Hooker writes, 

			The most certain mark of goodness is the general conviction of all humanity. . . . The general and perpetual voice of mankind is as the judgment of God Himself, since what all men at all times have come to believe must have been taught to them by Nature, and since God is nature’s author, her voice is merely His instrument.41

			Second, Christian spirituality and worship are, properly speaking, about eternal life, not political struggle. Religion should be mainly about the Gospel, that is, about the means to eternal life. And so corporate worship ought primarily (though not exclusively) to address souls and administer sacred things for heavenly life. Thus, pastors should not, in their official capacities at least, be social activists or political coordinators, especially from the pulpit. Althusius rightly said, “Sacred and secular duties are distinct, and ought not to be confused. For each demands the whole man.”42 Classical Protestantism, and by extension Christian nationalism, affirms this sacred/secular distinction. The sacred is always in reference to the things of God that address or relate to man’s highest gifts—those that make possible the knowledge of and desire for heavenly life. These are things that materially conduce to a supernatural end. The secular are temporal things pertaining to the life of this world. Pastors should concern themselves mainly with sacred things. But Christians in general, as restored human beings, have obligations to sacred and secular things. The sacred, being higher, ought to be sought above all lesser things, but the lesser things are essential to our complete good and ought to be ordered to the sacred. Thus, Christians ought to correct, direct, and adorn social life with Christianity not only as a matter of obedience but also to order mankind to sacred things and his highest good. Indeed, the chief aim of Christian nationalism is ordering the nation to the things of God—subordinating the secular to the sacred in order to orient it to the sacred.43

			The claim that the Gospel is mainly about eternal life does not preclude the Christianization of civil institutions and laws or the improvement and correction of civil life by appealing to Scripture. Nor does it preclude the civil support and protection of true religion. It means, rather, that the Gospel does not eliminate, undermine, or “critique” the basic principles that have structured societies and relations of all ages and peoples. Indeed, the fact that the Gospel is mainly about eternal life makes it possible to direct and adorn the “order of nature” to Christian ends without conflating nature and grace, earth and heaven, and the secular and the sacred. 

			Nation and Grace

			Since the nation and the affections of nationhood are natural to man as man, grace does not undermine, subvert, or destroy them. Augustine, in his commentary on Galatians (3:28–29), states that “The difference of nations [gentium] or condition or sex is indeed taken away by the unity of faith, but it remains embedded in mortal relations, and this order is to be preserved in the journey of this life.”44 Here Augustine makes a fundamental distinction between spiritual unity in Christ—a unity that takes no account of gender, class, nationality, or other earthly difference—and the inequality and differences necessitated by earthly life in accordance with natural principles. 

			Calvin followed this Augustinian tradition quite closely. In a sermon on 1 Corinthians 11:2–3, he writes, 

			[R]egarding our eternal salvation it is true that one must not distinguish between man and woman, or between king and shepherd, or between German and Frenchman. Regarding policy however, we have what St. Paul declares here; for our Lord Jesus Christ did not come to mix up nature, or to abolish what belongs to the preservation of decency and peace among us.45

			The Reformed tradition affirms that all who have true faith in Christ—who are thereby members of the invisible church—are equally justified; their social station, sex, and nationality have no relevance. But, at the same time, their obligations in earthly life are based on outward earthly qualities and circumstances. Here we see two-kingdoms theology at work. As Calvin said, “[T]he spiritual kingdom of Christ and civil government are things very widely separated. . . . [The civil] government is distinct from the spiritual and internal kingdom of Christ, [which] begins the heavenly kingdom in us.”46 The two are “widely separated” in the sense that the spiritual leveling and unifying consequences of the Gospel have their own place and are kept from mixing up nature and thereby subverting the natural order. The state of glory, in other words, has begun in the hearts of believers, but believers still must outwardly act in accordance with the principles of this world.47 

			Calvin criticized those who balk at this separation, saying that they want to subject the “whole world” to a “new form”—a world with “neither courts, nor laws, nor magistrates.”48 It is quite common today for Christians to speak of “gospel politics,” but the application of the Gospel to their politics is entirely ad hoc, lacking a clear and coherent principle. By what principle do they permit the realization of some aspects of glory and not others? Is marriage now rescinded because there is no marriage in the state of glory? Two-kingdoms theology—keeping the spiritual kingdom of Christ and the outward socio-political order separate—follows logically from Reformed theological anthropology and is necessary for theological coherence. 

			It follows that the grace of salvation, which brings one into the spiritual kingdom of Christ, does not sever one from his distinct, national way of life—far from it. Indeed, the glory and honor of nations was destined to be in the state of glory. As Bavinck writes, 

			In that community, which Christ has purchased and gathered from all nations, languages, and tongues (Rev. 5:9; etc.), all nations, Israel included, maintain their place and calling (Matt. 8:11; Rom. 11:25; Rev. 21:24; 22:2). And all those nations—each in accordance with its own distinct national character—bring into the new Jerusalem all they have received from God in the way of glory and honor (Rev. 21:24, 26).49

			The Gospel gives us a title to the state of glory and reconciles us to the principles of the state of integrity, and so we ought to act in the world according to those principles and not “critique” them by appealing to the state of glory. Christians should affirm the nation and nationality and even seek to order their nations to heavenly life. 

			The Church and the People of God

			The failure to distinguish the various meanings of “church,” and the frequent conflation of them, has resulted in a number of errors and problems in Protestant political commentary. In Protestant theology, “church” can refer to the “invisible church,” which is a mystical communion of all true believers (i.e., the elect). The invisible church is known only to God, for true faith is an active, inward trust of conscience. This is the spiritual kingdom of Christ in essence.50

			“Church” also refers to the “visible catholic church,” which is well-defined by the Savoy Declaration (chap. 26):

			The whole body of men throughout the world, professing the faith of the gospel and obedience unto God by Christ according to it, not destroying their own profession by any errors everting the foundation, or unholiness of conversation, are, and may be called the visible catholic church of Christ; although as such it is not entrusted with the administration of any ordinances, or have any officers to rule or govern in, or over the whole body.

			The Westminster Confession of Faith states that the “visible church” is “catholic or universal under the gospel (not confined to one nation, as before under the law) . . . and is the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ.”51 The visible church, therefore, is composed of men who profess Christ, considered apart from (or prior to) any ecclesiastical and civil institution. Outward unity in the visible church is not based on any institutional alignment or in a common subordination to an earthly ecclesiastical or civil head. Nor does the visible church, as a whole, share common cultural and national similarities. The visible church is an outward thing but refers to the outward manifestation of a spiritual relation—a common orientation to its heavenly life. I discuss this with more precision in chapter 7.

			We should distinguish between the visible church and the “people of God.” The distinction here is subtle but important. Both refer to the same people, but “people of God” refers to Christians as restored humans—not only to their common profession of faith in Christ for heavenly life but also to their earthly life in Christ. The visible church, in my use of the term, refers only to the spiritual, heavenward aspect of those who profess Christ. It refers to the sharing in and common pursuit of the highest good. But “people of God” refers to restored men in their completeness, pursuing not merely the highest good but the complete good. The people of God are like what Adam’s race would have been, only they are under the Final Adam—Jesus Christ. They remain human and, by grace, are fully human, having been sanctified and having received the divine image. They constitute a restored humanity on earth. “When men betake themselves to God, the world, which was formerly disordered, is restored to its proper order,” says Calvin.52 They are what Adam and his race could have been and as such are equipped to form and constitute commonwealths for their complete good. In sum, the term people of God recognizes that Christians are not simply heaven-oriented but are also restored to the principles of earthly life and thus can order earthly life to heavenly life in pursuit of the complete good. 

			This distinction helps us avoid the claim that the church that Christ founded, which is one church both visible and invisible, has in and from itself a worldly mission and focus; it was, after all, founded in grace principally for heavenly life. While all members of the visible church are also the people of God (with regard to the extension of these terms), these people have their mission of dominion not from the visible church but on account of their status as restored humanity. The church is a kingdom of grace for eternal life, but in consequence of grace, man is restored to nature and thus is restored to the original mission of Adam with regard to dominion. This is the mission of the people of God. 

			Civil and Ecclesiastical Administrations

			“Church” also refers to the instituted church. The instituted church is a divine order designed for the particular local administration of sacred things to a particular assembly of the faithful. The ministerium or spiritual ministry, which I described in the previous chapter, is deposited in the instituted church. Since civil magistracy and spiritual ministry are different and separate, the instituted church, having spiritual ministry only, principally administers to the soul for salvation and eternal life. The instituted church, therefore, does not replace, undermine, or create necessary tension with civil order. It does not form an alternative polis or civil community. It complements civil administration by ministering to the soul. 

			The civil and ecclesiastical orders are two species of order. Franciscus Junius defines and juxtaposes the two: “[T]he ecclesiastical administration is nothing but a divine order of the faithful for sacred fellowship around sacred things. . . . But we define the political administration as a human order of men for human fellowship around civil things.”53 Since each principally serves one aspect of man—the body or the soul—the same people can belong to both with perfect harmony. New England Puritan John Davenport put this best: 

			[Christians] are considerable under a twofold respect answerable to the twofold man . . . the inward and the outward man. Whereunto the only wise God has fitted and appointed two sorts of administrations, ecclesiastical and civil. Hence they are capable of a twofold relation, and of action and power suitable to them both; viz. civil and spiritual, and accordingly must be exercised about both in their seasons, without confounding those two different states, or destroying either of them, while what they transact in civil affairs, is done by virtue of their civil relation, their church-state only fitting them to do it according to God.54

			Membership in the instituted church does not itself negate, undermine, or even alter what is fundamental to one’s natural and civil relations. And how could it? Having the role of spiritual ministry, its principal role is administering what concerns heavenly life, the kingdom of God, and performing deeds with a pure conscience. The instituted church is not a nation in a nation or a heavenly embassy for an alternative political order. It is not even the primary place in which Christians learn about citizenship. It is an institution that serves the spiritual, heavenward needs of the people of God.

			Given this ecclesiology, the people of God on earth, being both an earthly- and a heaven-bound people, are capable of a complementary civil and spiritual relation; and thus the same people, in appropriately sized groups of similar people, can constitute and submit to twin institutions—civil and ecclesiastical—for their earthly and heavenly good. 

			III. Dominion and the Divine Image

			Before moving to discuss the nation in detail, we should consider the role of the restored divine image in dominion. As I’ve said, Adam’s right of dominion was originally based in his possession of the divine image. Willard calls this a “spiritual right,” for God “first put man in possession of these things [i.e., the earth and its outward benefits] as his tenant.”55 It is spiritual because one’s claim for what he subdues is recognized by God (by grace)—that is, God has bound himself not to override anyone’s claim. But at the fall, all men broke the terms and were subject, by divine right, to ejectment. This is evident when God commanded Israel to dispossess the nations of Canaan. However, God forbade Israel from dispossessing any nation outside of Canaan. These nations possessed the land by God’s forbearance and by a civil right granted to them. Willard repudiates the “error” of those who “pretend [that] dominion is founded in grace” and who thereby “usurp the possession of his ungodly neighbor.” He writes that “so long as they [the ungodly] keep within the bounds of civil righteousness, their claim ad hominem is as good as that of the godly. And God may, yet men may not, lawfully make a seizure of their estates on the score of their being pagans, idolaters, or strangers to the gospel covenant.”56 Turretin writes that “the usurpation of another’s possession cannot but be a grievous sin, repugnant to natural right.”57 

			The re-possession of supernatural virtues has two effects in relation to dominion. First, the redeemed are able to exercise dominion well—to build truly just households and civil communities that practice civil righteousness and worship the true God. Second, we should follow Calvin in affirming the following:

			God has appointed to his children alone the whole world and all that is in the world. For this reason, they are also called the heirs of the world; for at the beginning Adam was appointed to be lord of all, on this condition, that he should continue in obedience to God. Accordingly, his rebellion against God deprived of the right, which had been bestowed on him, not only himself but his posterity. And since all things are subject to Christ, we are fully restored by His mediation, and that through faith; and therefore all that unbelievers enjoy may be regarded as the property of others, which they rob or steal.58

			Now, this may seem to contradict Turretin and Willard, but Calvin elsewhere distinguishes the “use” of good things and the “right to them.” Unbelievers, by the mercy and providence of God, can use the good things of this world. As for believers, Calvin writes, “Christ, by whom we are admitted into this family, at the same time admits us into a participation of this right, so that we may enjoy the whole world, together with the favor of God.”59 We can enjoy the things of this world with a true and good conscience, for they are truly ours in Christ. Also, our disposition toward all good things, even those possessed by unbelievers, should be informed by the fact that they are ours in Christ. To be sure, we have no license to seize these things for ourselves, but by this disposition we can stand over the world as the true heirs of the world, even this world, for (as Bavinck states) “substantially nothing is lost” in the final reformation of all things.60 This world is not eradicated in substance but made more excellent.

			Finally, Christian nations should regard themselves as nations of true dignity, being a people of the true God on earth. This status should give them confidence and even boldness in their national and international affairs. They can and ought to use their resources and influence to spread the Gospel in non-Christian nations and to support fellow Christians in establishing and maintaining Christian political orders. This dignity also places domestic obligations on them to uphold national holiness and righteousness; they ought to act in a way befitting their dignity. What this entails fills much of this book. 

			IV. Conclusion

			This and the previous chapter established the background anthropology and theology for the rest of the book. We can now move safely into a description of the nation, knowing that any true description of its fundamental features is true in all three states of man. Neither grace nor the unity of faith, nor the spiritual kingdom of God, nor the instituted church undermines or subverts the nation. Grace does not destroy what is natural but restores it. Grace also perfects nature, and thus nations can be Christian nations and commonwealths can be Christian commonwealths. 
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Loving Your Nation: The Nation and Nationalism

			“I think love for one’s country means chiefly love for people who have a good deal in common with oneself (language, clothes, institutions) and is in that way like love of one’s family or school: or like love (in a strange place) for anyone who once lived in one’s home town.” —C.S. Lewis1

			I. Method

			One of the conclusions from the previous chapter is that neither the fall nor grace destroyed or abrogated human natural relations. The fall did not introduce the natural instinct to love one’s own, and grace does not “critique” or subvert our natural inclinations to love and prefer those nearest and most bound to us. The fall introduced the abuse of social relations and malice towards ethnic difference. Grace corrects this abuse and malice, but it does not introduce new principles of human relations. The instinct to love the familiar more than the foreign is good and remains operative in all spiritual states of man.

			Having established these conclusions, this chapter explains how human social relations make and sustain nations. My method of approach is different from most. Instead of unfolding the nation as a concept or analyzing it with historical examples, I use a phenomenological method to uncover and reveal the nation as we exist and dwell in it.2 I attempt to bring to consciousness the fundamental relations of people and place—relations so familiar to us that we are largely unaware of them. For many, this unfolding will help to clarify one’s people-group. For all, it explains and justifies our preference for some people (family, kin, countrymen) over others. Additionally, this chapter shows (1) that each of us has a people-group (i.e., an ethnicity), (2) that each people-group can be conscious of itself, and (3) that each people-group has the right to be for itself. These last two elements are essential to nationalism, which I discuss briefly at the end. 

			One might accuse me of assuming and norming the “Western European male” experience in this chapter. I am not worried about this, since I am male, and am rooted ancestrally in Western Europe, and am speaking largely to a Western European male audience. I fully acknowledge that my goal is to reinvigorate Christendom in the West—that is my chief aim. The question for most of my audience is, “Which way, Western Man—the suicide of the West or its revitalization?”3 

			The intimate connection of people and place as described here undermines the so-called creedal nation concept, which is popular in the United States among neo-conservatives, mainstream Republicans, and left-liberals. The creedal nation is a nation united around a set of propositions that creedalists consider universally true or at least practically advantageous for all and so readily acceptable by all. Creedal statements usually include egalitarian themes and rights-talk: human and civil rights, equal protection under the law, equal opportunity, etc. These propositions sufficiently transcend cultural particularities, so creedalists contend, making possible and preferable a multicultural social project. The most striking creedal statement is found in Justice Anthony Kennedy’s opinion in Planned Parenthood v. Casey (1992): “At the heart of liberty is the right to define one’s own concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, and of the mystery of human life.” This statement is the inevitable conclusion of a liberal creedalist project. But, as I hope to show in this chapter, neutrality between contrary conceptions of existence in the same space is impossible. There is always a norm by which all others judge themselves.

			To be sure, my argument in this book does not preclude political or social creeds that serve to unite a people. The statement “Jesus is Lord,” which is a universally true statement, certainly serves to unite the people of a Christian nation. However, propositions do not and cannot serve as the foundation for nations, even Christian propositions.4 Our sense of familiarity with a particular place and the people in it—the sense of we—is rooted not in abstractions or judicial norms (e.g., equal protection) or truth-statements. Rather, the nation is rooted in a pre-reflective, pre-propositional love for one’s own, generated from intergenerational affections, daily life, and productive activity that link a society of the dead, living, and unborn. Concrete action—past, present, and future—which enlivens space to the benefit of generations, is what grounds the nation. Political creeds are ancillary or supplemental, but not fundamental. 

			II. People, Place, and Things

			Space and Place

			The key to uncovering the nation in lived experience is the notion of “place.” I’ll begin with some foundational thoughts about place and then move to higher-order considerations.5 

			Place is a spatial term, though it is not synonymous with site or generic space. In my usage, place is meaning-invested space, generated by human activity, whose meaning is entirely dependent on a human relation to it. For example, we designate some space to be a “house” because we relate to it as a place for human dwelling. The meaning for that space depends on the particular demands of human dwelling, and hence its meaning exists entirely in the human relation to it. Viewed apart from our relation to it, that space lacks inherent meaning; it is bare space. Likewise, we designate some spaces as “marketplace” and “school” and “church” due to particular relations we have with the structures and activities of these spaces. Place is a sort of adorned space, having invested meaning based in a human/space connection. In this way, the meaning of some space is not merely a projection of meaning by man, nor merely something inherent to the object independent of man. The meaning is irreducible to subject or object; it is inherent to the relation of man to the object. 

			It is challenging to imagine space as bare and meaningless. An example will help to clarify. If a time-traveling Celt happened upon a 21st-century empty parking lot, he would be bewildered by the painted lines on the surface. He would have no background context or experience to understand their order and purpose. The readily accessible meaning that we (unconsciously) ascribe to them would be, at least at first, utterly incomprehensible to him. After all, the lines themselves do not manifest the meaning that we give to them; their role in our daily lives relies entirely on a meaning we bring to them. We might also imagine non-human, sentient beings with no concept of permanent dwelling who, upon seeing houses, become utterly bewildered. 

			My point is that the space we inhabit is invested with meaning that depends on the nature of the human being (e.g., the need for dwelling) and on cultural particularity (e.g., parking lots). This is true for everything in our social world, from parking lots to houses to ballparks to civic monuments. Thus, our world in experience is thoroughly placial; our world is one of places, each place having meaning that exists only in our human or cultural relation to these spaces. In this sense, our world is a sort of life-world, having been enlivened for and by us in a subject/object relation. 

			It would be a mistake, however, to limit the meaning of places to their basic functionality or their universal meaning. All can recognize a house as a house, but only some can call it home. Of course, as a concept, “home” is universally understood. But, for any given house, only some can relate to this house as home—only you have this higher particular relation to it. This distinction—between house and home—is crucial for our purposes here, and I discuss it further below. We should not demote these particular meanings in comparison with universal ones. Relating to a house as home (a particular relation) certainly matters more for our well-being in this world than simply our relation to a house as house (a universal relation). 

			Socialization and Meaning

			Much of the meaning of our world was handed down to us, and we adopted it through socialization. Parenting consists largely of socializing children into the meaning already invested in spaces. Take the “street,” for example. When our children are very young and newly mobile, we command them not to enter or even get near the street. In this simple act, we are distinguishing places for them: the “street,” as opposed to say the “driveway,” is a no-go space. This no-go rule is not inherent to the space we call “street” itself or even to the material used to make it. “Street” designates a certain human activity or meaning for that space, one that comes with particular rules for both drivers and pedestrians. Like innumerable other designations, street refers to a space brought into the human social world and, in this case, for a particular human function. 

			But places such as streets embody more than rules for us. We take on dispositions in relation to them. Knowing that our children are not machines or computers but creatures of habit, we train them to have a cautious disposition toward the street. We want them to feel something in relation to it, to have a sort of habitual, pre-rational response of caution. The tone of our voice in denying them access to a street communicates the seriousness of that place. In effect, we create a subject/object relation such that the street discloses itself as a place of danger to the child. That is to say, we are not just attempting to develop an emotional or psychological response or trigger; rather, we are building the child’s world—a subject/object relation—in which that space is a place of danger. 

			Another example of the dispositional nature of place is our relation to libraries. Most of us at a young age were quieted by our parents or teachers when in a library. In adulthood, whispering in a library is second nature to us, and it is a rule most fitting for a library. But the rule is the conscious articulation of a pre-reflective disposition we have to the space. In adopting quietness, we make ourselves fitting to the place; we are conforming ourselves to it, as if it commands us to act properly. The place embodies the commands of our parents and teachers, and hence it serves as an authority over us. Their commands have become lodged in these places. It informs us as to our proper disposition towards it. And we feel these commands the moment we enter the place. Places are means through which duty is communicated and embodied. These place-lodged commands make possible confident action, for by them we know the ways of being, or the manners, dispositions, and rules of these spaces. Put simply, we know what to do; we know the expectations of ourselves and of others. Without them, we are lost, disoriented, and clash with others. Places prevent collective-action problems; they not only facilitate collective action but also provide the anticipation that people will sufficiently comply with the rules and not hinder others. The stability of community requires that the people have a common relation to the space they inhabit. 

			Sacred spaces are good examples of both communicated duty and lodged sentiment as well. Grave sites are treated as sacred places, embodying an array of sentiment and memory, typically for individuals and families. Civic memorials embody the same, though they embody the sentiment of communities. These places are unique in that one can disrespect and desecrate them. While on a bike ride with my young children, we came upon a small firefighters’ memorial. We stopped to look, and after a few minutes one of my children decided to climb on one of the displays. I stopped her and in that moment was able to explain the meaning of this place: that it is a place of remembrance and reverence for past sacrifice. I created in her world a new sort of place and began socializing her into the appropriate posture and rules for such places. 

			Innumerable examples could be provided, and certainly the reader can supply with his or her own experiences what might be lacking here. By aid of our parents and others, we were socialized into a social world—a world of places, each with its rules, appropriate disposition, and lodged sentiments. According to a naturalistic stance, we could explain this with neuroscience or psychology, but those explanations do not describe lived experience, and, despite the naturalistic biases that prevail in our time, it is by the everyday mode of life that we dwell in this world. 

			Memory and Sentiment

			Memory is an essential element of place, creating sentiment between people and place. Sentiment here is a sort of affectivity that is generated by time and activity and intergenerational love. To understand the relationship of memory, sentiment, and place, let us return to house and home. The house of one’s youth is not merely another house among houses; it is your childhood home. As the place of your time and activity, it is set apart from the other houses. Even after moving out, that house remains unique; it is distinct to you from the rest of the houses on the row. And this is not your choice, as if one can freely ascribe this unique relation to any dwelling. It is an unavoidable product of your activity in that space—an activity that generated familiarity and lodged memory. If one’s childhood was generally positive, he relates to that space with positive affection.6 It is elevated with an affective value—a value that is neither transferable nor exchangeable, nor marketable; and yet this value is real for you and for others who were with you. I recently heard one man speak fondly of his grandparents’ front porch, where they and he would sit, talk, and eat. The grandparents are gone now, and a stranger owns the house, but when he drives by and gazes at the porch, he thinks of them and reflects on his memories. That house has captured these memories for him and his love for his grandparents. We all have lodged memories like this, which speaks not merely of a common emotion but of the power of place to enliven our world. 

			Other places besides houses are spaces of memory. Indeed, any space, even those outside the built environment, can bear these features. My father and I backpacked into the backcountry of Yosemite and camped at a site by ourselves several miles from the nearest road. We were standing around a campfire talking about my future (I was a teenager) when a black bear behind us crashed to the ground, taking with it our food, which we (stupidly) suspended from a tree. The bear proceeded to eat our food as I threw rocks and my father wildly banged pans to scare it. The bear ran off, after finishing all our food. Neither of us has returned to that site, though it lives on as a setting for our “bear stories” (we encountered others) that we tell my children. That site, which I will return to with my children (God willing), is a place with deep, significant memory for me, though it is nothing but dirt, grass, and trees (and maybe a bear). 

			We all have unique places like this. But I should emphasize that spaces of memory are typically mundane places for common everyday activities. The town square, high school, local park, shopping mall, and Little League ballparks are such places. Indeed, one’s hometown or even a wider region (e.g., county) is a place—a space of memory. 

			Time and Intergenerational Love

			Memory temporalizes place. That is, embodied memory in places generates a connection between the past, present, and future. Our activity with loved ones elevates sites to places of intergenerational love such that through them we experience these places as deposits of familial affection. A trace of love remains. Cicero once said that “[w]e are somehow moved by the places in which the signs of those we love or admire are present.”7 Our love for others is re-presented in places and things, effectively linking the past with the present. The result is that the world is enlivened as a gift for us. It is not a mere representation of love but a medium of love that endures after a loved one’s death. And our response to that gift is something more than gratitude; we conserve and improve upon it for future generations as our gift to them. Dante was right when he said in De Monarchia that “[a]ll men on whom the Higher Nature has stamped the love of truth should especially concern themselves in laboring for posterity, in order that future generations may be enriched by their efforts, as they themselves were made rich by the efforts of generations past.”8

			This connection between the dead, living, and unborn once animated the ideals of aristocracy. As historian Ellis Wasson wrote, “It was not unusual for a landed proprietor [i.e., aristocrat] to plant trees in his park that would not mature for more than a century. He was laying down pleasure for the eye and money in the bank for his great-great-grandson.”9 The trees are gifts to future generations, as enduring conduits of love; and they communicate his duty to give something to his progeny. His enjoyment of these trees is based in the future enjoyment they will provide, which affectively unites him with those whom he will not meet in this present life. The trees are mediums of affection for the unborn. The man experiences these trees as if he were (and will be) the dead ancestor channeling his love for the living. Thus, the dead-living-unborn connection refers not to any given snapshot in time but to a sort of timeless linkage or, what Edmund Burke calls the “eternal society.”10 Each individual, in relation to intergenerational love, is simultaneously the dead, living, and unborn. Place, as spaces of memory, makes this possible. 

			Since many people today lack this intergenerational experience of inherited land, I’ll focus for a moment on things. Family heirlooms are, by their nature, objects with high affective value, though they often have little market value. For example, people value their grandfather’s military discharge documents from WWII. The value of such documents is confined to the affective, since their abundance in society and familial relevance make them worthless in the market. Still, they serve a vital function in uniting the past, present, and future. The love for the dead is embodied in the document, a love that is then shared with the next generation. It also connects a family to the past, documenting a loved one’s participation in great national events. Other heirlooms include pocket watches, jewelry, and cars. Furniture, in particular, can embody the affections from and for those who have passed away. My wife and I have a chair that once belonged to her grandfather, and on it we read bedtime stories to our children. 

			The things that people make and/or maintain are the conduits for intergenerational love as well. Such objects owe their existence to human labor and come to communicate intention, care, craft, and time. They embody the expenditure of life and the imbuing of personality. Upon completion, the product manifests for others the life of the producer. But this manifestation appears only if others have knowledge of and affection for the producer. That is, this higher, particular meaning manifests not from the material of the object considered objectively; it manifests only on account of familial affection, which adorns it. Our cheval mirror, made by the hands of my wife’s father (a labor that my wife remembers), is an enduring means of affection between generations. It manifests the will of its creator—a will for her good and that of future generations. Products of our natural relations adorn our world and enliven our dwelling place; they are potential means by which the dead, living, and unborn are connected. Lord willing, this mirror, with its full array of meaning, will continue to manifest affection in one of my children’s homes.11

			Returning to place as a conduit of intergenerational love, consider Cicero’s insightful exchange in his work On the Laws, in which he includes a discussion on affection for one’s “native land.” It perfectly captures what I’m trying to describe. Cicero asks his friend Atticus whether he would prefer to continue their discussion on an island formed by a river. Atticus says that the place is a “delicious retreat . . . delightfully ornamented by all the decorations of art.” Cicero agrees, saying that he often goes there “on account of the beauty of the scenery.” So far the two have spoken only of what both can recognize about the place—the beauty of it and its suitability as “a place for undisturbed meditation, or uninterrupted reading or writing.” But Cicero adds something exclusive to his relation to the place: “There is one reason, however, why I am so fond of this Arpinum, which does not apply to you . . . .”12 Cicero explains:

			Because, in truth, it is my own and my brother’s real fatherland. Here is the most ancient origin of our stock; here are our family rituals and our family; here there are many traces of our ancestors. In brief: you see this house? It was made larger and fancier by our father, who spent most of his life here in study, because of his poor health; but on this very spot, while my grandfather was still alive and it was a small house of the old style . . . I was born. And so something abides deep in my mind and feelings which makes me take all the more pleasure in this place. . . .13

			Cicero explicitly attributes his deep love for this place to the imprint left behind by his natural relations, whom he loves. It is not merely a place of residence but also, and more importantly, a place of his loved-ones’ activity. They left behind “traces” of themselves. His relation to this place is unique to him because they are his relations. This place is his familial home. 

			Atticus calls this an “excellent reason . . . for loving this place” and adds that he is now “more fond of that house and this whole land in which you were born and raised.”14 What was once to Atticus only a beautiful place is now, as result of Cicero’s brief story, elevated in affection through his friend’s relation to it. Atticus experiences this fondness through his friend. “I cannot tell you how this affection arises,” says Atticus, “but certainly we cannot behold, without emotion, the spots where we find traces of those who possess our esteem or admiration.”15 In this brief exchange, we see that places can take on a highly particular kind of affection, one based exclusively in our relation with others. These places are means by which we re-encounter loved ones—places enlivened in experience by the traces of the dead.

			Given its particularity, the affections embodied and communicated via places are fragile. They depend on a particular human relation, and so the adornment of meaning is lost when that relation ceases. That is not to say that such meaning is ephemeral; it can endure across generations. But, as we saw with the parking lot and the cheval-mirror examples, meaning is not imprinted such that anyone at any time will comprehend it. If there is significant good and necessity in having a world adorned with affection, developed across generations, then this fragile adornment must be an object of conservation and protection. The stories of people, places, and things—whether of familial or national importance—must be told to future generations.

			Familiarity

			More needs to be said before we can talk directly of the nation. Most of the examples above involve a conscious articulation of one’s relations to things and places. But in everyday life, in a pre-reflective mode, place is experienced as familiarity. Familiarity is the background condition of our ease of activity and confidence of action, and our sense of home and self-fittingness in a place. The house/home distinction is again a helpful example. Your house is a home because your activity in it has made it a sort of extension of yourself. You are “at home” when home because in a sense you are at home with yourself when in it. Entering a friend’s house reveals the stark difference between types of familiarity. Though you might be familiar with his house and with houses generally, his home does not have the higher-order familiarity of your home. What distinguishes the home from the house is not the comfort and security provided by it but the higher-order reality imbued in it through care and activity with loved ones.

			Familiarity is not limited to the private sphere, however. One’s neighborhood and town, the marketplace, playgrounds, a landscape, and many other places are places of familiarity. At the most basic level, familiarity is the background condition for action—you know what to do, how to do it, what the proper disposition and posture when doing it are, whom to do it with, etc. For this reason, familiarity of place is essential for living well because it coordinates action with others and permits predictability of success in our daily endeavors. But higher-order familiarity makes possible a public home to which we belong with others. The familiarity of place as a public home transcends utility; it is our homeland, a place worthy of our sacrifice.

			But since we are regularly enmeshed in familiarity, we dwell in it almost fully asleep to its significance. We fall back into our everydayness, carrying out our business, failing to see consciously our-selves in, on, and around it. While there is a peaceful aloofness in this, it is also tragic: people are too late to become fully conscious of their homeland, and it disappears from neglect. A people’s will to live comes too late. Like coming to appreciate a loved one only when he or she is gone, we don’t feel the love of home until that home is distant from us or has changed. Victor Hugo, in Les Misérables, captures this beautifully when speaking of the Paris of his youth, and it is worth quoting in full: 

			So long as you go and come in your native land, you imagine that those streets are a matter of indifference to you; that those windows, those roofs, and those doors are nothing to you; that those walls are strangers to you; that those trees are merely the first encountered haphazard; that those houses, which you do not enter, are useless to you; that the pavements which you tread are merely stones. Later on, when you are no longer there, you perceive that the streets are dear to you; that you miss those roofs, those doors; and that those walls are necessary to you, those trees are well beloved by you; that you entered those houses which you never entered, every day, and that you have left a part of your heart, of your blood, of your soul, in those pavements. All those places which you no longer behold, which you may never behold again, perchance, and whose memory you have cherished, take on a melancholy charm, recur to your mind with the melancholy of an apparition, make the holy land visible to you, and are, so to speak, the very form of France, and you love them; and you call them up as they are, as they were, and you persist in this, and you will submit to no change: for you are attached to the figure of your fatherland as to the face of your mother.16

			The lesson for us today, being in a time of radical and hostile change, is that we must become consciously aware of home, of those latent affections that we naturally leave in the background of life. These affections now need to be articulated, affirmed, and protected. 

			III. Nation

			The idea of nation is notoriously difficult to define, and identifying true nations is equally challenging. This is especially true in an age of the nation-state, which tends to conceal difference under a homogenizing state project. My interest, however, is not to discuss and identify nations and nationhood as if trying to sketch a map of cultural geography from a bird’s-eye view. My goal is to provide reflections on lived experience such that one’s own people-group is brought to conscious articulation (i.e., we become consciously aware of it). Here, I assume what I’ve shown above, namely, that what is most meaningful to our lives and what is required to live well are particularity and sharing that particularity with others. Particularity is distinctive to a people not only with regard to the people but also to a people in place. The place of a people is not necessarily co-terminus with state jurisdiction, as should be clear by this point. It refers more to a sort of phenomenological topography in which one dwells with others in shared meaning, which could in principle extend across political boundaries. 

			In the West, people-groups have become either concealed and suppressed or celebrated and purified by an ideology of universality, partly through the homogenizing forces of state capitalism and capitalist statecraft and through the ethnic privileging of woke capitalism—all in the interest of a cosmopolitan, super-rich elite of “nowheres.” This chapter critiques that ideology of universality by showing that each person has an ethnicity with a delimited people-group and by insisting that each people-group ought to self-affirm and act for itself. This for-itself posture is necessary to combat globalism, homogenization, sanctified ethno-narcissism, and the weak collective will that prevails in our time. More importantly, it provides an important premise for my justification of Christian nationalism: a Christian people, whose good is found both in cultural particularity and in a universal religion, can and must be for itself as a distinct people in the interest of earthly and heavenly good, for itself and its posterity.

			I do not argue here for the sort of 19th-century nationalism that homogenized the socio-economic classes of peoples. My principal interest is a reinvigoration of a collective will that asserts and stands up for itself. Prerequisite to such self-regard, at least today, is a conscious articulation or sense of one’s people as distinguished from others.

			I use the terms ethnicity and nation almost synonymously, though I use the former to emphasize the particular features that distinguish one people-group from another. Since every people-group has internal differences (e.g., class-based differences), nation is used to emphasize the unity of the whole, though no nation (properly speaking) is composed of two or more ethnicities. 

			Ethnicity

			When most white Americans assign themselves an ethnicity, they typically point to some distant European ancestry. I might say that I’m Italian, German, and English. Ancestry tests give us the mixed origins present in our DNA. But while these origins are not entirely irrelevant, they say little about who you are, at least with regard to your everyday life. They make your ethnicity some distant relation who is practically foreign to you and usually serves as some mildly interesting fact you use in small-talk. 

			Ethnicity, as something experienced, is familiarity with others based in common language, manners, customs, stories, taboos, rituals, calendars, social expectations, duties, loves, and religion. These permit the ease of action and communication, the efficient completion of common projects, clarity of mutual understanding, and the ability to achieve the highest ideals and works of civil life. Put differently, the members of a people-group have the same world—sharing the same or very similar topography of experience—which makes possible the full range of human cooperation, activities, and achievements, and a collective sense of homeland. 

			Reflecting on familiarity and foreignness helps us to see our true ethnicity and who belongs to it. Think of the people with whom you feel at ease conducting your daily life; with whom you share similar expectations of conduct, aesthetic judgments (viz., beauty, taste, decorum), and recreational activities; whom you can effectively rebuke or offer sufficient justification for your actions to; and with whom you can join in a common life that achieves the highest ends of man. Think of those people. With such people, you can cooperate in things above mere material exchange and consumption and common defense—above a mere alliance of households or individuals. There is mutual trust, not based in some procedural, social contract, but in a shared sense of we, centered around particularities that elevate the people in, as Edmund Burke said, “a partnership not only between those who are living, but between those who are living, those who are dead, and those who are to be born.”17 These are the people to whom you are naturally drawn, bearing similarities by which you can complete activities and care for your common dwelling place. 

			In our everyday mode of life, familiarity is very much left in the background. But the experience of foreignness typically discloses the familiar to us. A foreign place is not necessarily frightening; indeed, it is often thrilling and fascinating, even life-changing. Nevertheless, a foreign place is strange and exotic; it is not home. Such places are enjoyable only because you can leave them and return to what is familiar. Even when you’re in a foreign land, the familiar remains operative as the background condition for the experience of foreignness. This is why your thrill of foreignness would quickly change to anxiety, or worse, if you were suddenly forced to stay past your expectation. You can enjoy foreignness because you have a plan to leave it and return to what is familiar. More importantly, the experience of foreignness discloses the familiar and its importance to us. In Homer’s Odyssey, Odysseus says,

			So nothing is as sweet as a man’s own country,his own parents, even though he’s settled downin some luxurious house, off in a foreign landand far from those who bore him.18

			Language barriers, spatial disorientation, and confusions over laws, manners, and how to complete basic activities reveal to us the importance of familiarity for life and that each of us belongs to a bounded “we,” a people, who do things differently. Reflecting on this should demonstrate that everyone has a people, an ethnicity. Everyone has “ethnic” distinctives. 

			Blood relations refers to natural relations that originate several generations back, often emphasizing ancestry known in story and myth among one’s kin. In the Old Testament, Moab has blood ties with the Israelites, because Abraham and Lot were uncle and nephew. It was once widely accepted that old blood relations generate special duties. For example, God chastised the Moabites in Jeremiah 48 because they, as Calvin comments, disregarded their connection “by blood with the Israelites.” He continues: “They ought then to have retained the recollection of their brotherhood, and to have dealt kindly with them. . . . [N]ature itself ought to have taught them to acknowledge the Israelites as their brethren, and to cultivate mutual kindness.”19 

			Nations today are not built around bloodlines stretching back to arch-patriarchs. But blood relations remain relevant to nations, when referring to one’s ancestral connection to a people and place back to time immemorial. The originating source for one’s affection of people and place is his natural relations—those of his kin.20 But the ties of blood do not directly establish the boundaries of one’s ethnicity. Rather, one has ethnic ties of affection because one’s kin conducted life with other kin in the same place. Christian philosopher Johann Herder was correct in saying that the volk is a “family writ large.” This is an apt description not because everyone is a cousin by blood but because one’s kin lived here with the extended families of others for generations, leaving behind a trace of themselves and their cooperation and their great works and sacrifices. Blood relations matter for your ethnicity, because your kin have belonged to this people on this land—to this nation in this place—and so they bind you to that people and place, creating a common volksgeist.

			We should not, however, disregard the work of intermarriage over time in creating bonds of affection, as Aristotle argues. Out of marriage form various brotherhoods and tribes and shared or public pastimes. “This sort of thing is,” writes Aristotle, “the work of affection,” making possible the highest civic virtues.21 The same people living in the same place for many generations can see each other as cousins of a sort, since all are connected to a core ancestry.

			My intent here is not to discount or dismiss the importance of blood ties in ethno-genesis—a dismissal that is fashionable, politically correct, and could save me some trouble. It simply is the case that a “community in blood” is crucial to ethnicity. But this should not lead us to conclude that blood ties are the sole determinate of ethnicity, as if all we need are DNA tests. Ernest Renan says it well:

			A nation is a soul, a spiritual principle. Two things that, in truth, are but one constitute this soul, this spiritual principle. One is in the past, the other in the present. One is the possession in common of a rich legacy of memories; the other is present consent, the desire to live together, the will to perpetuate the value of the heritage that one has received in an undivided form. Gentlemen, man cannot be improvised. The nation, like the individual, is the culmination of a long past of efforts, sacrifices, and devotion. The cult of ancestors is the most legitimate of all; our ancestors have made us who we are. A heroic past, great men, glory (I mean the genuine kind), this is the capital stock upon which one bases a national idea. To have common glories in the past, a common will in the present; to have performed great deeds together, to wish to perform still more, these are the essential preconditions for being a people. One loves in proportion to the sacrifices to which one has consented, and to the ills that one has suffered. One loves the house that one has built and passes down. The song of the Spartiates—“We are what you were; we will be what you are”—is in its simplicity the abridged hymn of every fatherland.22

			Principle of Similarity

			Members of ethnic groups share similarities that are distinct to them. They possess similarities not only with regard to their common humanity but also in particulars. By “particulars,” I refer to what one cannot ascribe to all mankind; or, to put it positively, it refers to features (e.g., culture) that can be ascribed only to some people. The classical world and the Christian tradition prior to the modern era widely recognized similarity as essential for the highest fellow feelings. Aquinas, for example, argued that “likeness causes love of friendship or well-being. For the very fact that two men are alike, having, as it were, one form, makes them to be, in a manner, one in that form.” For Aquinas, similarity in animal species is, for man, a cause for universal love, but he takes the principle of similarity further. Similarities in particulars is the ground of greater love for some over others. He reasons this way: “Since the intensity of an act results from the principle of action, and the principle of action is union and similarity, we ought to love in a higher degree and more intensely those who are more like us and more closely united to us.”23 Bishop Lancelot Andrewes said that “nearness of nature, or kindred” is one of three “motives to loves.”24 David Hume, with his usual eloquence, argues in effect for the principle of similarity:

			Nature has preserv’d a great resemblance among all human creatures, and that we never remark any passion or principle in others, of which, in some degree or other, we may not find a parallel in ourselves. . . . There is a very remarkable resemblance, which preserves itself amidst all their variety; and this resemblance must very much contribute to make us enter into the sentiments of others, and embrace them with facility and pleasure. Accordingly we find, that where, beside the general resemblance of our natures, there is any peculiar similarity in our manners, or character, or country, or language, it facilitates the sympathy. The stronger the relation is betwixt ourselves and any object, the more easily does the imagination make the transition, and convey to the related idea the vivacity of conception, with which we always form the idea of our own person.25

			Particulars make possible the highest form of social life, for through them one knows another as he knows himself. One is able to love another as himself. 

			The human instinct to socialize and dwell with similar people is universal, though for many today, especially Westerners, this instinct is understood as evil or pathological. Of course, such people typically denounce this “evil” when found among Westerners, while celebrating the ethno-centrism of others. But this instinct in itself is good actually, even universally good. Your instinct to conduct everyday life among similar people is natural, and being natural, it is for your good. To use a Thomistic framing of the good, since man is drawn to the goods made possible in social life, he is naturally drawn to the necessary conditions for that good, which includes in-grouping according to a principle of similarity. That is, by nature (which grace does not destroy) people are led to create and maintain societies of similar people, for only in societies of similar people can people achieve the complete good. Hence, the preference for those who are similar is natural and arises not necessarily from maliciousness toward those who are dissimilar. Similarity enables you to exercise the highest love to your fellow man and to receive the highest love in return.

			The clearest example of this enablement is having a common language. How can two people who lack any verbal means of communication cooperate in a productive, common life or even share deeply and widely in affection? Calvin writes that “by language, we know, not only words, but also feelings are communicated. Language is the expression of the mind, as it is commonly said, and it is therefore the bond of society.”26 This echoes Plato, who wrote, “When a single people speaks the same language and observes the same laws you get a certain feeling of community.”27 Augustine argues that the absence of a common language leads not only to frustrated collective action but to conflict:

			if two men, each ignorant of the other’s language, meet, and are not compelled to pass, but, on the contrary, to remain in company, dumb animals, though of different species, would more easily hold intercourse than they, human beings though they be. For their common nature is no help to friendliness when they are prevented by diversity of language from conveying their sentiments to one another; so that a man would more readily hold intercourse with his dog than with a foreigner.28

			Several ethnicities can share the same language, of course. But since language is a particular and is necessary for civil fellowship, it follows that a least some particularity is a prerequisite for civil fellowship. Hence, sharing only what is universal—viz., common humanity—is wholly inadequate for a complete social bond. And even a cursory reflection on one’s daily habits and everyday life reveals that more extensive unity in particulars is necessary for living well.

			Since the familiarity of everyday life operates in the background of life, we often fail to see the work of particulars in our daily lives—the little rules, expectations, manners, and meanings of things, actions, expressions, etc. That these are all comfortably in the background means that familiarity is working. Only when one violates or acts contrary to our expectations does our expectation for them come to consciousness. But if we take a deliberately reflective stance towards our collective particularity, we can see firstly how much of our everyday life is necessarily taken up in particularities, and secondly how these things make possible a mutually beneficial and loving relationship with others. We do not, and indeed cannot, live (let alone live well) according to universal rules. Nor can we live well among contrary particulars; there must be a normal to which all conform or assimilate, at least in order for people to live well together. Thus, an instinct for a suitable normal is a good instinct; so too is the moral expectation that people conform to that normal or else face some degree of social separation. 

			The Principle of Difference 

			If some set of goods are made possible only in conditions of similarity, then a similar, multi-kin people—i.e., an ethnic-group—must be a self-conscious in-group. Only then are they able to conserve the conditions of similarity when confronted with encroaching difference. An in-group, by definition, has out-groups—a distinction of us and them that excludes others. Exclusion follows not necessarily from maliciousness or from the absence of universal benevolence, but from a natural principle of difference that recognizes for oneself and for others the goods provided by similarity and solidarity in that similarity. To exclude an out-group is to recognize a universal good for man—a good made possible only by respecting and conserving difference. Since it is a universal good, you and your people are entitled by nature to a right of difference. This is a natural right, because particularity is necessary to live well according to the nature of man. 

			One expression of this principle of difference is the citizen/alien distinction—a distinction once widely held by Christians. For example, Althusius writes,

			The rights (jura) of the city, its privileges, statutes, and benefits, which make a city great and celebrated, are also communicated by the citizens. They are shared with the people in the suburbs, outposts, and surrounding villages, but not with travellers and foreigners. For citizens enjoy the same laws (leges), the same religion, and the same language, speech, judgment under the law, discipline, customs, money, measures, weights, and so forth. They enjoy these not in such manner that each is like himself alone, but that all are like each other.29

			The civic designation of “foreigner” is not necessarily arbitrary, prejudicial, or based in suspicion. Rather, it recognizes that particularity is necessary for civic fellowship and living well. Dissimilar people have trouble forming and sustaining a political community. When foreigners enter in mass, they undermine and disrupt the host people’s civil fellowship and symbiosis, generating hostility and antipathy. The idea that “diversity destroys unity,” as Althusius wrote,30 was well recognized in the Christian tradition. Indeed, Althusius explicitly affirms that cultural diversity produces conflict:

			[A]s the customs of regions often express diverse interests and discernments, so persons born in these regions hold diverse patterns in their customs. Accordingly, they are unable to come together at the same time without some antipathy toward each other, which when once aroused tends to stir up sedition, subversion, and damage to the life of the commonwealth.31

			Antipathy between ethnic groups is a consequence of sin, but conflict between such groups is itself a natural consequence of contrary customs. Even good customs can prescribe opposing expectations of conduct, duties, and manners, which lead to frustration in collective action and to misunderstanding, hesitance in relations, and avoidance due to the inefficiency of interaction. Aquinas even asserts that regular interaction with foreigners is harmful to civil life: 

			A city which must engage in much trade in order to supply its needs also has to put up with the continuous presence of foreigners. But association with foreigners, according to Aristotle’s Politics, is particularly harmful to civic customs. For it is inevitable that strangers, brought up under other laws and customs, will in many cases act as citizens are not wont to act and thus, since the citizens are drawn by their example to act likewise, their own civic life is upset.32

			In his poem “The Stranger,” Rudyard Kipling captures the difficulties and limitations when interacting with a foreigner.

			The Stranger within my gate, He may be true or kind,But he does not talk my talk— I cannot feel his mind.I see the face and the eyes and the mouth, But not the soul behind.

			The men of my own stock, They may do ill or well,But they tell the lies I am wonted to, They are used to the lies I tell;And we do not need interpreters When we go to buy or sell.

			The Stranger within my gates, He may be evil or good,But I cannot tell what powers control— What reasons sway his mood;Nor when the Gods of his far-off land Shall repossess his blood.

			The men of my own stock, Bitter bad they may be,But, at least, they hear the things I hear, And see the things I see;And whatever I think of them and their likes They think of the likes of me.

			This was my father’s belief And this is also mine:Let the corn be all one sheaf— And the grapes be all one vine,Ere our children’s teeth are set on edge By bitter bread and wine.33

			People of different ethnic groups can exercise respect for difference, conduct some routine business with each other, join in inter-ethnic alliances for mutual good, and exercise common humanity (e.g., the good Samaritan), but they cannot have a life together that goes beyond mutual alliance. As Aristotle said, “[A] city [polis] is not a community sharing a location and for the sake of not committing injustice against each other and conducting trade. . . . [T]he city is the community [κοινωνία] in living well both of households and families for the sake of a complete and self-sufficient life.” Community is not “for the sake of living together” but “for the sake of noble action,” he states. And, as Aristotle makes clear, noble action is possible only when “affection” binds the people.34 

			To be sure, I am not saying that ethnic majorities today should work to rescind citizenship from ethnic minorities, though perhaps in some cases amicable ethnic separation along political lines is mutually desired. What I am saying is that in-group solidarity and right of difference along ethnic lines are necessary for the complete good for each and all; and, therefore, even in multinational civil arrangements (e.g., the United Kingdom), national distinctions must be prudently upheld, and each person ought to (in normal circumstances) prefer their own people over others.

			IV. Loving the Neighbor

			Degrees of Love

			The in-group/out-group distinction, which prioritizes concern for one’s own people and native soil, troubles many in the West, at least when Western ethnic-groups begin to distinguish themselves in this way. Christians will ask, “Aren’t we called to love all equally?” assuming the affirmative answer is obvious. But despite modern Christian sentiment, a quick glance at the Christian tradition (and mild reflection on one’s own relationships) reveals the almost ubiquity of the opposite view—that the intensity of love varies by degree according to similarity and the extent that another is bound to you. Augustine writes, for example, that “[s]ince one cannot help everyone, one has to be concerned with those who by reason of place, time, and circumstances, are by some chance more tightly bound to you.”35 Of course, Christians are to love their neighbor, which includes all people, but the Christian moral tradition has distinguished near and far neighbors. Samuel Willard writes, for example, that though the “word neighbor comprehends in it all mankind. . . . [I]t [also] involves all the several relations, natural, civil and religious that men may bear to each other.” We are not, therefore, “to love all equally alike,” an idea that “flows from the ignorance of the relations which God has fixed among men; unto which he has annexed those special duties, which are to be discharged by a special love one to another. . . . There are some whom we ought to be more concerned for than others.”36 There is a difference between a basic love for all and greater love for those nearer to you. As Cicero states, “There is a nearer relation of race [gens], nation, and language, which brings men into very close community of feeling.”37

			No one questions that we ought to love our own children over other children and our own family over other families and our own church over churches. Thus, the equal-love doctrine is false, at least with regard to those relations.38 We do not question this, because we feel natural affection for these people (and not for others) and we clearly see the good of preferring them over others. That is to say, we know by instinct and reason that we ought to prefer some over others. It is also evident, from both instinct and reason, that we ought to prefer our own nation and countrymen over others. This instinct is not from the fall or due to sin; it is natural and, therefore, good. We are naturally drawn to what, in principle, is necessary for our complete good. If the reader lacks this instinct, consider the good in it. Aquinas states that “we love more those who are more nearly connected with us, since we love them in more ways.”39 As I argued above, a community of similar people provides the best social conditions for the communication of gifts and achieving collective goals. Dissimilar people together can achieve the basic goods of humanity, but not the complete good. Similarity is a necessary prerequisite to well-functioning symbiosis in and by which a people come to live well. The common good is a bounded common good, and the whole is best served by individuals preferring the common good to which they are bound. One ought to give his people priority in his heart and action. As Aquinas said, “In matters pertaining to . . . relations between citizens, we should prefer our fellow-citizens.”40 

			Types of Love

			The Christian tradition recognized three types of love: benevolence, beneficence, and complacence. Benevolence, or wishing and desiring the good of another, is love for all people simply on account of shared humanity.41 Beneficence is the actual doing of good, which is universal in principle (viz., all people ought to be potential objects of love) but is practically delimited by means and opportunity.42 Generosity with resources, for example, requires that you have resources and a suitable means of transferring those resources. The absence of either resources or means precludes the act of beneficence toward another. Similar people have more opportunities for acts of beneficence for several reasons, including (most importantly) that similar people share a commitment to certain particular or cultural goods. Thus, there are more ways to love similar people in concrete action.

			Beneficence would seem to fully explain the degrees of love described above; similarity effectively expands the opportunity for beneficence. But beneficence leaves out an important feature of experience. A parent is generous toward his child not simply because the parent-child relation offers an easy means of generosity. Rather, a parent is generous because the child is his child. Furthermore, the love that a man owes to any female non-spouse and the love he owes to his wife are certainly different, not only as to the kinds of love but also as to the disposition in his love. The sort of delight one has in loving his wife, if directed to any other woman, would violate the seventh commandment. Similarly, we wish not merely for the good of our friends or simply for our delight in seeing their good; we delight in the presence of our friends, as an end in itself. In all of these examples, love is not merely a matter of opportunity or ease of doing good, but something about the person in relation to you. Thus, there must be something higher than the practical opportunity for beneficence that explains such love. 

			Perhaps, counterintuitively, the missing element is self-love. Though not itself a type of love, self-love was for centuries and across theological traditions regarded as the ground of love for neighbor. After all, Christ said, “Love your neighbor as yourself” (Matt. 22:39, niv). Augustine ranks self-love as the second of the four necessary loves (second to loving God) and considered it so obvious that “there is no need of a command that every man should love himself and his own body.”43 Aquinas states that “a man ought, out of charity, to love himself more than he loves any other person.”44 Willard reflects the classical Protestant view, saying, “Self-love is the rule of our loving our neighbor.”45 English Puritan Stephen Charnock writes that self-love is “a rule to measure that duty we owe to our neighbor, whom we cannot love as ourselves, if we do not first love ourselves.”46 Thus, as Willard writes, “[E]very man owes the first and principal of this love [of neighbor] to himself. Every man is his own next neighbor.”47

			Self-love, with regard to beneficence, is the fulfillment of duties to oneself, which are the same duties one owes to others. Since one has the duty of beneficence toward others, that they might live well, one has a duty of beneficence toward himself, that he might live well. Now, living well requires shared cultural particularity. Thus, cultural particularity is an object of self-love—one ought to have both a positive regard for his cultural distinctives and ought to act to secure them in the interest of his own good.48 But since cultural particularity is necessarily something shared with others, the duty of self-love with regard to cultural particularity requires the conservation of the common life of which one is a part. We can conclude, then, that the object of this duty is not merely a matter of private good but also a matter of the common good. Securing particularity is simultaneously an act of self-love and an act of love for others. The good of one cannot be separated from the good of all. Though again this would seem to explain the particular love we have for some, it doesn’t fully explain something deeper in our relation to others. There must be something more pre-reflective and instinctive, something that operates in the background. 

			Complacent Self-Love

			I want to propose that what explains the degrees of love is the third type of love: complacent love. The love of complacency is rarely mentioned today, though it was a common term in discussions of love and in theology in the medieval and early modern periods. Far from referring to indifference or smugness, complacent love refers to “pleasing assent” or “delighting” in some person or thing on account of something in or about the person or thing. In theology, it refers to God the Father’s love for his Son, through whom he loves the Church; and Protestant theologians once argued that the church deserves our love of complacency on account of God’s love for it. I want to develop this love of complacency to explain and justify the sort of love for people and place that is irreducible either to well-wishing or doing good. Indeed, complacent love, in my view, is necessary to direct our priorities of beneficence and is the natural mechanism that leads us to the complete good.

			Complacent love is difficult to describe in terms of experience because it operates in our familiarity. To give a preliminary definition: complacent love (with regard to human relations) is a delight in dwelling among your people on your native soil. Calvin captures this love when he writes, “Delightful to everyone is his native soil, and it is also delightful to dwell among one’s own people.”49 Complacent love for one’s country is not simply delighting in its virtues, for all countries have virtues. Complacent love is a bounded love by principle, reserved for one’s own people and place. In view is not simply delighting in good, but a delight bound up with oneself in relation to his country and countrymen—a sort of union of affection.

			Here is a more refined definition: complacent love with regard to one’s nation is a kind of self-love in which one delights in the totality of himself—a totality that extends to people and place. One might appropriately call it “complacent self-love.” In other words, among these people and in this place, one encounters himself, for a part of himself (phenomenologically speaking) is invested here. The delight in people and place is simultaneously a self-delight. This definition is, admittedly, difficult and novel, so I’ll take some time for clarification. 

			Recall Marcus’s delight in his familial home and how through it he encounters himself, his father, and his grandfather. They left a “trace” through their activity on the place. We can see traces of past activity anywhere in the world. A European can visit the Great Wall of China, for example, and see what these distant and (to him) very foreign people built, and anyone can marvel at the achievement. But Marcus’s case is different. Since Marcus has a sort of natural union with his natural relations, what manifests from his ancestral land is not simply a generic trace of human activity but Marcus himself. His delight in the place, therefore, is self-delight on account of his natural, affective union with his family. 

			The “self” is not some abstract or purely inward thing. It is not reducible to the mind or soul or even the body and soul together. In saying “I exist,” the “I” for you is not some vacuous or arbitrary identifier, but rather it assumes a concrete reality. You are your relations. Thus, the self has an extension beyond the inward. Your unique concerns and love for certain people, places, and things are self-concern and self-love. The parent-child relation, for example, is part of the extended self—a union of persons based in natural generation—such that the parent feels intense delight in that child to the exclusion of the others.50 Thomist scholar David Gallagher states that for Aquinas, “the basis for the extension of one’s self to the other is similitude or likeness (similitudo).” This is a “unity of affection” (unitas affectus)—“a unity at the level of affections or will by which one person affectively takes the other to be part of himself.”51 Complacent self-love, therefore, is not an inward delight only but delight in and arising from the relation itself—from the unity of affection. 

			As I’ve argued, ethnicity is largely a product of sharing particulars—the sharing of customs, pastimes, and traditions; and the union of someone in relation to his fellow countrymen is based in those particulars.52 Thus, to encounter a countryman is to encounter oneself—to be, in a sense, with one’s self. As Hume said, with similar people we can “always form the idea of our own person.”53 Hence, one’s self is extended to others, according to the degree that they are similar to you, bringing some people into a unique sphere of concern and extending self-love to a particular people.

			One might say that this is too romantic. Who goes about his daily life consciously delighting in those around him? My answer is that although the conscious delight in one’s people typically occurs only on special occasions, these occasions simply disclose what operates in the background of experience. Experiences of foreignness and patriotic celebrations, for example, do not generate delight but reveal it to consciousness. Familiarity is, in this way, pre-reflective delight—something concealed in everyday life. Your delight in your wife or children is not sporadic and occasional; rather, your delight in them is constant, but it surfaces on special occasions. The same is true with regard to one’s countrymen. 

			Though complacent self-love is not in itself an act for the good of others (which is the love of beneficence), it operates as the background impulse that orients action for good. It directs you to love your children more than others and to love your people more than all other peoples. Being in the background, it doesn’t require reflection for its operation; it is implicit in action and often revealed in action in retrospect. It is a reliable and essential instinct for human good. A parent does not first reflect on his complacent love for his child to prefer his child over others and act in love for her. The same is true of one’s countrymen. 

			Action and Extending the Self

			The role of action in extending the self is rarely acknowledged today, though it is embedded in much of Western thought. John Locke was onto something when he argued that mixing one’s labor into the earth generates a claim of ownership.54 One can deny his account of property rights and still see the principle at work: that such activity creates a relation between the actor and the thing acted upon such that the subject and object are united and the self of the former is extended into the latter, even into inanimate objects.

			John Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath contains several insightful accounts of this connection of self and land. Here is one:

			The tenant [farmer] pondered. “Funny thing how it is. If a man owns a little property, that property is him, it’s part of him, and it’s like him. If he owns property only so he can walk on it and handle it and be sad when it isn’t doing well, and feel fine when the rain falls on it, that property is him, and some way he’s bigger because he owns it. Even if he isn’t successful he’s big with his property. That is so.”55

			The property is not merely his; it is him—an extension of himself. He feels with it; he is well when it is well. He is bound to and in it. He is bigger with it, because it concretizes his self into the world. This is not simply an “emotional” connection; it is the actualization of the self into the world through our activity in it. 

			We have intense connections with the land on which we and our natural relations have labored. We encounter it as mastered land—land that has come under one’s dominion through self-mastery. Self-mastery is not merely the control of our faculties and desires; it extends to things and places, as an extension of our dominion. Just as we master our minds and bodies with care and love, so too do we master the world with care and love.56 Out of this activity, we come to a sense of ownership—of owned space—and come to see the objects of our activity as images of ourselves, and we include them in our sphere of concern. 

			Steinbeck includes this sense of ownership later in his narrative. He writes of farmers who were illegally cultivating “secret gardens” on uncultivated land: 

			A sheriff comes along and says to them, “I had my eye on you. This ain’t your land. You’re trespassing.” The man responds to the sheriff, “The land ain’t plowed, an’ I ain’t hurtin’ it none.” The sheriff replies, “You goddamned squatters. Pretty soon you’d think you owned it. You’d be sore as hell. Think you owned it. Get off now.” . . . The little green carrot tops were kicked off and the turnip greens trampled. And then the Jimson weed moved back in. But the cop was right. A crop raised—why, that makes ownership. Land hoed and the carrots eaten—a man might fight for land he’s taken food from. Get him off quick! He’ll think he owns it. He might even die fighting for the little plot among the Jimson weeds. Did ya see his face when we kicked them turnips out? Why, he’d kill a fella soon’s he’d look at him.57

			The land that comes under one’s mastery is worth dying for. An offense against it is an offense against the man, for he and it are united on account of his activity on it. The offense is based not merely in the loss of food or in the wasted labor, but in the sheriff’s flagrant attack on something that the farmer himself, by his own activity, mastered and thereby brought into a relation of delight. 

			The labor of your ancestors is also brought into your relation of delight. Your kin acted on this ground, leaving traces of their activity; and being united affectively, their activity is your activity. The son of a construction worker will point to a building in his hometown and say, “My father built that.” In saying this, he expresses far more than the indicative and even more than pride in his father’s accomplishments; he’s expressing delight in the building. It is not just one building among others. His loved one expended life for its creation. Likewise, one delights in his hometown, because this is where his natural relations conducted their daily lives, completing their mundane tasks here and there. One is delighted by this place, for it has traces of those in whom he delights.

			Broadening this analysis to nations, we can see that through a people’s dominion-taking and dominion-sustaining activity, the people as a corporate entity has owned space. This owned space is not simply a combination of individual legal ownership. It is a whole that transcends its parts. The people have a sense of collective ownership—that this is ours—because they and their natural relations have mastered it (i.e., brought it under dominion) and thereby have affectively united a people and place. “The sweetness of [one’s] native soil holds nearly all men bound to itself,” said Calvin.58 The people’s homeland is both an object of delight for the people and a basis for self-delight as a people. As Johann Herder said,

			Everyone loves his country, his manners, his language, his wife, his children; not because they are the best in the World, but because they are absolutely his own, and he loves himself and his own labors in them.59

			Idolatry

			One expected objection to this understanding of complacent self-love is that it constitutes idolatry or ethno-narcissism. It is difficult to respond to an accusation of idolatry today because the term is lazily deployed against those who love something “too much.” I will simply say that complacent love explains one’s deep, instinctual preference for his own children, his kin, and his countrymen. Such preferences are not the result of a bare divine command or purely from human choice, but arise from God’s design of man. By nature, we have an instinct to prefer some over others, and we are rarely conscious of it. This instinct is not arbitrary, nor is it a product of the fall, nor is it a holdover from millions of years of evolution; rather, it is fundamental to our natural constitution, drawing us to form and sustain the necessary social organization in which man can achieve his complete good, according to his nature. Benevolence and beneficence—though essential to fully understand human love—are not enough; there must be something else. The delight in complacent self-love provides an explanation for our instinct for belonging. Each person is not some independent agent of beneficence to undifferentiated others. One’s belonging, as a background union of affection, directs one’s preferences in order to achieve the complete good. Nothing that is natural to man, according to his design, can in itself be idolatrous.

			Complacent self-love is not so much a delight in your child’s or your county’s virtues. Nor is it some means of excusing bad behavior or blaming it on others, or for propagating fantasies and self-destructive myths about one’s people. You still love your child even when he or she is being disobedient; indeed, your great disappointment in their disobedience is because of your love and preference for your child. The same is true for you and your people. This explains why the apostle Paul had “great heaviness and continual sorrow in [his] heart” for his “kinsmen,” who had rejected Christ (Rom. 9:2–3).

			Conclusion

			The nation is not a people united around propositions alone; no nation can be so disembodied and dis-embedded from concrete things. In ancient times, people-groups often explained their origins by claiming to have sprung from the ground they lived on. This says something about the human relation to place—people enliven it with their activity; their culture is a sort of cultivation of space. The people and place are one, for the adorned meaning of space depends on the people, and the people, taken as a whole, are the place. This people-place symbiosis is held together by ties of affection, based fundamentally on natural affection toward kin. One loves a particular people in a particular place because his family did so too, and through his connection with his family and their activity with others, he has a home-land and a people. This love, though it motivates the love of beneficence, operates in the background of experience, as pre-reflective familiarity with people and place, drawing us (by instinct) to prefer particular people. The instinct for distinct nationality is good and reliable. 

			V. Nationalism

			Nationalism is typically treated as a historical phenomenon, even in normative accounts that praise or denounce it. Given its 20th-century manifestations, theorists in favor of nationalism have an uphill battle, often having to repeatedly and tiresomely disclaim and denounce any hint of “xenophobia” and “racism.” Despite its past, however, people on both the right and the left have favored forms of nationalism. From the right, Yoram Hazony, who expounds its virtues in his much-discussed Virtue of Nationalism, points to Protestantism as a crucial source for the rise of the nation-state in late 16th century. From the left, Yael Tamir argues in Why Nationalism that nationalism’s roots in the French Revolution and 19th-century liberalism show that nationalism is useful for the popular support of center-left causes and policies (e.g., egalitarianism and redistributive policies). Both of these accounts assume the modern nation-state model of the nation, which requires each nation to be geographically bounded, separated, and equal—that is, each is under its own national government.60 

			Though I favor Hazony’s account over others, nationalism in this book follows conceptually from my account of the nation, and so I do not describe nationalism by appealing to historical examples or historical development. Thus, I have no need to celebrate or defend or denounce past “fascist” regimes or “populism” and other socio-political phenomena. Nor do I call for ethno-states in the modern sense, though I do affirm that each nation ought to seek and have sufficient political and social autonomy to order and secure themselves according to their particularities. In a postlapsarian world, existing under an empire of nations can provide better conditions for national life than being a wholly independent nation contending with anarchic international conditions. Still, nations must have and ought to fight to secure law-making authority, even if that authority is subordinate to a higher imperial law. 

			I defined nationalism in the introduction in this way:

			Nationalism refers to a totality of national action, consisting of civil laws and social customs (e.g., culture), conducted by a nation as a nation, in order to procure for itself both earthly and heavenly good. 

			Put simply, nationalism refers to a nation acting as a nation for its national good. Considered apart from specific accounts of the nation, this definition captures something fairly uncontroversial and trivially true. We expect nations (however one defines it) to seek their national good, and most would affirm that this is good and right, in principle. Shouldn’t the people of the United States seek their national good? Even the Americans who denounce the “America First” slogan will generally affirm the primacy of American interests, at least publicly. Thus, despite the -ism of nationalism, it is not itself an ideology. It certainly can carry an ideology, but nationalism itself is simply the nation acting for its national good.

			What makes my view of nationalism controversial is my account of the nation and, more specifically, the Christian nation: the nation, properly understood, is a particular people with ties of affection that bind them to each other and their place of dwelling; and thus nationalism is the nation acting for its national good, which includes conservation of those ties of affection. That, I suspect, is controversial at least to liberal and left-wing nationalisms.

			My discussion of nationalism in this chapter is fairly brief, mainly because the content of the definition is the subject of the next few chapters, which cover Christian nationalism directly. Christian nationalism is a species of nationalism, and thus it assumes and relies on everything essential to nationalism. Furthermore, I already discussed each part of the definition in the introduction. Still, I will address a few things here. 

			Though the nation is essential to nationalism, a nation can be incompletely nationalist. The essential conditions for complete nationalism are (1) a national self-conception, and (2) a national will to act for itself. A nation can exist implicitly. In this situation, the people implicitly act as a nation—being drawn to each other by natural instinct and similarly—but the people lack explicit consciousness of their nationhood. Hence, a nation can exist even if the people are not fully cognizant of their nationhood, and that nation can be implicitly nationalist, for the nation unconsciously acts for its good. A nation with explicit awareness of itself has a national self-conception (i.e., a collective recognition of nationhood) and can openly deliberate about its national good, and it wills that good explicitly. This is complete nationalism—a nation in itself has become a nation for itself. Thus, the steps to perfect nationalism begin with a nation moving from implicit to explicit knowledge of itself and then, on the basis of that self-conception, acting for itself by willing its national good. The national will is deposited in civil and social institutions as mediums for national good, which determine concrete actions.

			The national will presupposes a positive and protective national disposition toward the nation and the place in which the nation dwells. The people affirm that this place is ours. They have a collective sense of owned space. It follows that the principle of exclusion is a necessary object of the national will. A nation for itself (when rational) is actively exclusionary, for it recognizes its own concrete and fragile particularity, based in intergenerational customs, material culture, and adorned meaning. Since particularity is universally necessary for human good, the nation’s particularity is necessary for its own human good.

			As a matter of moral principle, nations by means of civil law would deny the universal reception of foreigners. For as theologian Alastair Roberts affirmed, 

			Mass immigration [from culturally alien nations], in the form it is practiced in the liberal West, is a profoundly socially destructive force, antagonistic to historic modes of life. It fractures the foundations of society upon which liberal institutions and freedoms are built. . . . It is less a matter of welcoming the stranger into our society as a guest and much more typically a matter of a host people being steadily dispossessed of their land by a liberal polity to which all are slowly subjected as an ever more atomized and amorphous mass of people.61

			The principle of exclusion does not preclude the reception of foreigners absolutely. Nations ought to be hospitable. At the individual and familial levels, hospitality demands generosity to strangers, especially to those in need. A nation, as a sort of corporate person, can and ought to be hospitable as well. But hospitality is subordinate to higher duties: no individual, family, or nation is duty-bound to welcome strangers to the detriment of the good of those most near and bound it. Furthermore, guests have duties toward their hosts. Foreigners who are granted residence thus have unique duties. As Althusius writes, 

			Differing from citizens, however, are foreigners, outsiders, aliens, and strangers whose duty it is to mind their own business, make no strange inquiries, not even to be curious in a foreign commonwealth, but to adapt themselves, as far as good conscience permits, to the customs of the place and city where they live in order that they may not be a scandal to others.62

			The foreigner’s fundamental principle is conformity, to the greatest extent possible; they are not at home but guests in another’s home. Their posture or disposition to the place must be respect, humility, deference, and gratitude. They must have no attitude of “mine” in relation to space except to what is allotted to them. Nor may they subvert or exploit the commonwealth for their own gain. The foreigner should mute his own customary ways. His ways are not necessarily bad, evil, barbarous, or inferior in any way. Indeed, his customs might be superior and more refined than the host country’s. But the foreigner has a duty not to disrupt the host people’s way of life, and the hosts have every right to hold such people to these duties, even to the point of deportation. 

			Moreover, nations have every right to make strict conditions for receiving people into civil fellowship (e.g., conferring citizenship). Aquinas, following Aristotle, suggested that newcomers should not receive citizenship until the second or third generation of residence.63 This ensures that those granted civil fellowship have an intimate, natal connection to people and place. 

			VI: Conclusion

			The talk of ethnicity as something fundamental to everyday life makes many in the West, especially in America, very uncomfortable. But the modern West is weird. Its strangeness is most acute in its dogmatic commitment to an ideology of universality. The modern West sees its values of openness, tolerance, and liberty not as products of the Western experience and thus its particular inheritance, but as universal values and easily accessible to all. For this reason, its habitation is, in its mind, a place of this universality—a space fit for all people. A universal space has a place for universal humanity. This explains in part why Western peoples are so willing to receive masses of non-western immigrants. It should come as no shock to outside observers that these newcomers, far from assimilating to this ideology of universality, often end up transforming neighborhoods into their own particular cultural image. 

			Western man is enamored of his ideology of universality; it is the chief and only ground of his self-regard. His in-group is all people—it is a universal in-group. Everyone is an object of his beneficence. But in perverse fashion he is his own in-group’s out-group. The object of his regard is the non-Westerner at the Westerner’s expense—a bizarre self-denigration rooted in guilt and malaise. Loss and humiliation is the point, however. It is euphoric to him; his own degradation is thrilling. This is his psycho-sexual ethno-masochism, the most pernicious illness of the Western mind.

			Ultimately, the modern Westerner resides in another’s land. This is true not because he stole it centuries earlier but because he keeps and maintains it for the taking of outsiders, whom he invites and who ultimately dispossess him. Indeed, his own dispossession has become the Westerner’s only good. Thus, Western man, whose birthrates have plummeted, creates well-ordered spaces and civil institutions not for himself and his natural progeny but for his replacements.

			Repeatedly, in the face of ethnic identity politics, we see Western man retreating to this universality—to the universal values of the Declaration of Independence, for example—not realizing that these values come from the collective experience of a cluster of European nations. In this retreat, he perpetuates the conditions for ethnic identity politics. The promise of universality, and its accompanying “inclusive” space, includes a guarantee for equal group outcomes. But since Western values lack universality in reality, equality is never achievable. Most immigrants know this; they experience the non-universality of the West; they know the foolishness of Western claims of universality. Hence, identity politics has become a group strategy—an exploitation of the promise of Western values in order to secure group advantage in the face of unequal background conditions. This is why the rhetoric of “equity” requires institutions to actively discriminate against the “privileged.” Most left-wing social movements exploit Western universality and Western guilt, leveraging the bizarre tendency of Western man to out-group himself.

			You would think that Western man would come to his senses. But universality is so ingrained in him and is so strongly enforced that he psychologically cannot reject it, even in the face of its absurdity. Thus, he gets caught in a feedback loop: universality promises equality; it fails; Western man blames himself; he reaffirms the promise; he offers restitution or reparation at his own expense; he receives more immigration; equality fails again; there is further balkanization and dispossession; and it repeats over and over. It ends with his dispossession. Western man is trapped in a cycle of universality, unable to wake up into and embrace his own particularity. 

			The Western mind needs to be critiqued in order to free it from exploitation and self-disparagement. The key is having the moral and psychological fortitude to endure the psychological discomfort that arises from affirming the truth and denying the false and absurd. Indeed, you must critique and deliberately decline to act on certain mental habits designed to extinguish this discomfort, such as accusations (whether against oneself or others) like “racist” or “fascist” or “xenophobe”; appeals to universality; and ascribing altruism. This last one—altruism—refers to the Western assumption that all non-Western peoples in the West have universalistic aims, not ethno-centric ones. That is, we tend to impute Western altruism to all people, concluding that their first love is humanity, not their ethnicity.64 But this is obviously false and foolish. We must train the mind to resist the psychological inclination to affirm error. This is not the tug of conscience but a product of psycho-social conditioning, triggering discomfort and then a mental habit that returns us to the euphoria of fantasy and absurdity. 

			I say all this because, in my estimation, the primary obstacle for the embrace of nationalism is modern Western psychology. If you do not eradicate or suppress the habits of the mind that (at best) suppress natural aspirations for national greatness or (at worst) project your aspirations on the other (to whom you toss your national birthright), then you’ll never fully embrace nationalism; and ultimately your people will self-immolate in national suicide. 
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4   
Perfecting Your Nation: The Christian Nation

			“The Christian religion was only ever able and meant to permeate everything.” —Johann Herder1

			We move now from the nation and nationalism to the Christian nation and Christian nationalism. The Christian nation is a species of nation, meaning that the “Christian” qualification does not destroy, eliminate, or preclude the features of the nation described in the previous chapter. Christian nationalism, likewise, is a species of nationalism, denoting a Christian nation acting for itself to secure both earthly good and heavenly good. I begin with a discussion of the Christian nation.

			I. The Christian Nation

			The Nation Christianized

			A Christian nation is a nation whose particular earthly way of life has been ordered to heavenly life in Christ, having been perfected by Christian revelation as grace perfects nature, without undermining that particularity but rather strengthening it so that the people might achieve the complete good.

			The people of God on earth are a renewed people—definitively sanctified and restored to integrity—and now possess all the native gifts once given to Adam. So, as to form, they can achieve all that Adam was commanded to do with those gifts, though materially their achievements will be imperfect. Being complete in dignity, they are capable of civil fellowship before God, and thus they can relate to each other as fellow human beings and as God’s children, or simply as Christian human beings. The Christian nation is a nation in accord with nature and grace—nature supplying the principles (e.g., the principle of similarity) and ends (e.g., earthly and heavenly good), and grace supplying the only means to man’s ultimate end (viz., the Gospel). The Christian nation, therefore, is the nation perfected, for Christianity makes possible the national ordering of all things to the complete good, thereby fulfilling the ends of the nation. Just as grace clarifies for sinful man his true end and supplies the means to attain it, Christianity completes the nation by ordering the law, customs, and social expectations to heavenly life. Nations have always, even for prelapsarian Adam, had the duty to acknowledge God and orient themselves collectively to his heavenly kingdom; indeed, this is the chief end of nations. The Christian nation, therefore, has not transcended the nation according to nature but has fulfilled it; it is complete in form. 

			Now, the Christianity of a nation is not something superadded to it, as if it were merely a new set of distinct and higher practices. Rather, the Christianity of a nation is best understood as an adornment or infusion of Christianity into the national way of life such that Christianity and national particularity are inseparable. Nations express Christianity like they express gender through dress—a universal is expressed in a particular way. Of course, there will be universal features of all Christian nations, such as the priority of worship and resting on the Sabbath. But my point is that the national way of life as a whole is both Christian and particular. For this reason, if we were to assume that America is a Christian nation, then to say “Christian American” is redundant; Christianity is assumed in “American,”2 and the American flag implicitly symbolizes the Christian flag. Christianity perfects the whole but not by eliminating earthly particularity, just as any man who comes to Christ does not lose his personality and other unique characteristics. The Christian nation is still a nation as described in the previous chapter, having intergenerational memory and love, the degrees and types of loves, and a delight in people and place. Grace sanctifies sinners, but it does not homogenize personality; likewise, Christianity sanctifies nations but not does not eliminate national distinctness. 

			The Christian nation is analogous to the Christian family. The Christian family is the natural family Christianized. That is, it is fundamentally natural as to its principles, being a society of a man and a woman with (or expecting) children, all bound to each other with familial relations. But it is Christianized, for it conducts family worship in Christ, forgives one another in Christ, and has a collective vision for itself that is oriented to heavenly life in Christ. These Christian features are universal in a way, for all Christian families ought to have them. But this universality does not eradicate the particularity of each family. Grace does not make us all the same; it does not eradicate difference. Each family has its own personality and particular activities, pastimes, traditions, and place. No Christian child could seamlessly join another Christian family without discomfort and disorientation. The same is true of Christian nations. Their members are not seamlessly interchangeable. The universal truths of Christianity do not nullify national particularity. Each Christian nation has a distinct way of life. 

			A Holy Nation

			A Christian nation is not a holy nation in the sense that Israel was holy when under the Mosaic Covenant. No nation today is God’s nation by some special divine command or by exclusive divine favor. The Christian nation acknowledges God as the author of nations in general and as the providential author of their particular nation. Such nations are indeed set apart or holy in relation to non-Christian nations, though not by divine national election or new principles but because the nation has brought itself, by grace, under God as nations ought to do by nature. Becoming or maintaining itself as a Christian nation, in an explicit sense, is an act of national will. An implicit Christian nation is an unfaithful nation, one that lacks the will to explicitly place itself under God, to conceive of itself as a Christian nation, and to will for its Christian good. Thus, the complete Christian nation comes into being synergistically—by the grace of God and the will of man. 

			Being a holy nation and under God, the Christian nation may look upon national prosperity as a divine blessing and national troubles as divine displeasure. They may attribute prosperity to their national obedience and troubles to their national disobedience. Nations as such, like individuals, may learn humility, righteousness, and discipline in times of divine displeasure. They can also celebrate their national good as a providential gift of God. Nations are analogous to individuals in this way because nations are real entities, not ad hoc creations of man. They exist by nature to be under God and thus are subject to the blessing and disciplining of God. As Vermigli wrote, “Where outward discipline is kept [in civil polities], God often grants many blessings, not for the merit of the deeds but in the order he established in nature. For God wants to preserve the good order of things, so that certain consequences should follow from others.”3 I’ll leave the criteria for discerning divine pleasure and displeasure to the theologians (for we should not say that all national troubles are due to national disobedience or that national flourishing is always a divine blessing for national obedience), but we should affirm that we may in principle attribute national flourishing and national troubles to God’s directed countenance and discountenance. 

			Moreover, Christian nations may consider their governing documents or established laws as products of God’s good providence. These are neither holy writ nor divine law; but since they are monumentally important for their good, the people can see them as unique blessings of providence and special expressions of his loving-kindness. Likewise, the people may look upon the architects of these laws as great men, inspired by God as instruments of God’s will for his people’s good.4

			Christianity, People, and Place

			In a Christian nation, the people relate to each other and their place of dwelling as Christians. In the previous chapter, I spoke of a man who encounters his love for his grandparents when looking at their old porch. Since they taught him about Christ on that porch, it is not only a place of natural intergenerational love but a place of eternal significance for him. There he learned earthly and heavenly wisdom for the good of both body and soul. That place has both natural and supernatural significance for him. In a way, it is a place of grace, a sort of sacramentalized site that, upon encountering it, works for his spiritual good. A guitarist friend of mine plays hymns on his porch with his cello-playing son, no doubt generating life-long Christian and familial meaning in that place for his children. All sorts of activities can generate Christian significance in places, serving as conduits for spiritual communication for future generations. I’m not justifying superstition (though it does make some pagan superstitions understandable) but simply describing what lodged memory does in our social world. We encounter the Gospel when we experience the places made spiritually significant by our Christian loved ones. 

			The place of a Christian people is a Christian land—a homeland preparing them for a better home. Being a place of their activity and of their ancestors, this land is their Christian country, their Christian homeland. Their Christian ancestry speaks through it, as a mode of discipleship in Christian faith and life, and only they can hear it. Their Christian homeland is not suitable for all Christians, let alone all mankind. The land itself is a means of intergenerational national love for both earthly and heavenly good.

			The Christian indeed has a hierarchy of loyalties—a lesser loyalty to his earthly home and a higher loyalty to his heavenly home. But these are not “dual loyalties” in the sense of being separate from each other. No Christian homeland is itself the heavenly kingdom of God, but one’s loyalty to his Christian homeland is loyalty to the work of the kingdom of God. Christian homeland is a mode of true religion; it directs you to your ultimate home. Thus, serving one’s Christian homeland is serving the kingdom of God.

			Objection

			Many today reject the possibility of the Christian nation, claiming that only individuals and churches can be qualified as “Christian.” God redeemed individuals and established the church to serve Christians, they might claim. But don’t we have Christian colleges, Christian seminaries, Christian publishers, Christian businesses, Christian charities, Christian coffee shops, and more? Yes, but these are voluntary associations, I suspect they would say. But what then about the family? Can the family be Christian? It would seem that if nations cannot be Christian, then the family cannot be Christian. After all, the family, as an entity, is not redeemed by the work of Christ, nor is it an institution of grace.5

			But of course there is such a thing as the Christian family—the natural family Christianized. Its natural principles are fulfilled in light of grace. The family worships God in Christ, exhorts and forgives one another in Christ, and adorns their collective lives with Christianity. In short, the entity as a whole is oriented to eternal life. And in doing so, it does not become a micro-eschaton. It is not “redeemed” as individuals are redeemed. Rather, the Christian family is a complete family, according to nature and grace. It is the natural family of restored integrity.

			Now, if the family can be Christian, then so too can the nation, for the Christian nation is similar in form: it is a complete nation according to nature and grace. It is not the New Jerusalem on earth. It is a nation Christianized, and, like the family, it has not immanentized eternal life but has ordered itself to eternal life.

			II. Christian Nationalism

			The concept of Christian nationalism contains the concepts of the nation, nationalism, and the Christian nation, as described above. What is distinctive to Christian nationalism in relation to generic nationalism is that it expresses a Christian nation’s will for heavenly good in Christ and that all lesser goods are oriented to this higher good. Thus, Christian nationalism is a Christian nation acting to secure and protect itself as a distinct Christian people and to direct itself (via Christian leaders) to procure the complete good, including heavenly life in Christ. Or, as I defined it in the introduction,

			Christian nationalism is a totality of national action, consisting of civil laws and social customs, conducted by a Christian nation as a Christian nation, in order to procure for itself both earthly and heavenly good in Christ. 

			Much of the discussion so far in this book has pertained to the nation and the Christian nation. As we can see from the definition, there is much more to discuss. In this section, I give arguments for why the nation can act for its heavenly good through civil government. This is the chief act of a Christian civil government. Any Christian nation that is capable of self-government or has sufficient political autonomy will establish civil laws for its good.6 Thus, this section justifies one essential part of Christian national action, namely, civil direction in true religion.

			Civil Power and Spiritual Things

			First, I will briefly outline the limits of civil power in relation to spiritual things. I speak to this issue in detail in chapter 7, but addressing it here will clarify my positions below and in the next few chapters. Civil power cannot directly bring about spiritual good. No civil magistrate can command or exercise dominion over the conscience. Civil power cannot legislate or coerce people into belief; it can only command outward things—to outwardly do this or not do that. No classical Protestant has ever claimed that civil action can itself bring about assent to, let alone true faith in, the Gospel. Though the ultimate purpose of civil action can be the spiritual good of the people, the direct object cannot be the conscience. Spiritual good is a matter of the heart before God in Christ. Thus, civil action for the advancement of the Gospel only indirectly operates to that end. 

			The classical Protestant position is that civil authorities ought to order outward goods to this highest good or, put differently, to establish and maintain the best possible outward conditions for people to acquire spiritual good. Their objects of action are things circa sacra—around sacred things. This can include the funding of church construction; ministerial and seminary financial support; the suppression of public blasphemy, heresy, and impious profanation; obligating Sabbath observance; and other things. The extent and nature of such policies will vary with circumstances.7 In accepting these limitations, civil authorities recognize a distinction or separation of church and state. The instituted church is the God-ordained order that administers spiritual things for the good of the soul; it offers the highest good. Having the office of the Word, it wields the spiritual sword to change hearts for eternal life. Civil authorities do not have this sword. Nevertheless, civil authorities can serve the body politic by making it outwardly fit for receiving what is good for the soul. 

			Religio est summus politicae finis8

			One important principle of this work is that a supernatural application can follow from a natural principle, or put differently, that a natural principle can be fulfilled by a thing of grace. Many today assume the opposite. They claim something like the following:

			Civil action to protect the instituted church violates the limits of civil authority. If civil authority is natural, then how can it act, even indirectly, for supernatural good? Its objects are natural and earthly, pertaining to the body, not the soul. Civil power was established by God the Creator, not God the Redeemer. Since the means to heavenly life are supernatural, not natural, heavenly life is outside the purview of the state and civil society. Civil power cannot act properly to secure supernatural, heavenly ends. 

			So, at least, they might claim. I recognize the force of this objection. But it fails to recognize that natural principles can have supernatural conclusions.9 Consider the following syllogism: 

			(1) Civil government ought to direct its people to the true religion. 

			(2) The Christian religion is the true religion.

			Therefore, (3) civil government ought to direct its people to the Christian religion.

			The major premise is, in my view, a principle of nature, meaning that its truth is creational. I provide several arguments below for this major premise. The minor premise is supernatural (viz., known from Scripture by faith), and all Christians affirm this statement. The syllogism is valid.10 Since one premise is natural and the other supernatural, it is a “mixed” syllogism. This fact has no effect on the regular operations of logic, but it does make the conclusion supernatural (or theological), for the subject “Christianity” is of revelation. Thus, we see a supernatural conclusion from a natural principle.11 

			One might prefer a less controversial syllogism:

			(1) You ought to obey all that God commands.

			(2) God commands, “But of the fruit . . . ye shall not eat of it.”

			Therefore, (3) you ought to obey, “But of the fruit . . . ye shall not eat of it.”12

			As in the first syllogism, the major premise is a principle of nature (based on the Creator-creation relation), and the second is supernatural (or adventitious to nature). The conclusion that follows is not disputed. Thus, we see that a supernatural truth can interact with a natural principle and soundly produce a supernatural conclusion. And, more importantly, this supernatural conclusion, flowing from a practical syllogism, is actionable; and thus in obeying this supernatural conclusion, one obeys the natural principle from which it is derived. This is precisely how nature and grace interact in Christian politics and Christian ethics.

			One might object to the first syllogism, claiming that “true religion” is equivocal—one refers to natural religion at creation, and the other to revealed religion in Scripture. But this concerns only the referents (or extension) of true religion, not to its sense (or comprehension). The national park ranger who must protect the wildlife in the park from poachers is not obligated to protect only the animals present in the park at the time of his commissioning. The referents of wildlife change over time. That is, the park ranger’s commission was to protect anything within the park that would fall under the term wildlife. The same is the case with true religion. And in this case, every truth of natural religion (expressed in the First Table) remains fully operative and binding in the Christian religion. Thus, if civil government ought to direct its people to true religion, then it ought to direct them to the Christian religion, for that is the true religion.13 

			The fact that natural principles can have supernatural conclusions is crucial for my argument throughout this book. It permits me to claim that natural principles ground the Christian nation and Christian nationalism, and so I am not confounding nature and grace, the two kingdoms, earth and heaven, the secular and the sacred, and temporal life and eternal life. The Christian nation is not the spiritual kingdom of Christ or the immanentized eschaton; it is not founded in principles of grace or the Gospel. Propositions of faith (e.g., “Christianity is the true religion”) are essential to Christian nationalism but are not the ground of it. Affirming both the principles of nature and the truths of grace necessarily leads to Christian nationalism or, if you prefer different terms, to the traditional claims of Christendom. The universality of natural law does not lead necessarily to a purely “common” kingdom, as some have recently claimed.14 Nor do truths that are exclusive to Christianity—viz., truths contained only in Scripture—ground Christian political order. Rather, the things of God as creator (natural principles) and the things of God as redeemer (supernatural truths) interact such that a Christian political order is grounded in natural principles that are fulfilled by the truths of grace.

			Let us turn now to a set of arguments for the first premise, namely, that civil government ought to direct its people to the true religion. If this premise is true, then the syllogism is sound and so the conclusion is true—that civil government ought to direct its people to the Christian religion. These arguments do not depend on each other. They are independent, each separately demonstrating the same conclusion.15

			
					Since the people of God are prior to civil government16 and since any particular group of them may institute a civil government that is of and for the people, they can establish one that (a) is cognizant of true religion (since this institution is of them and they possess knowledge of true religion), and (b) is for their spiritual good (since the establishment is for their good). Hence, they can enact civil policies through civil government that direct them to true religion and its principal site for the administration of spiritual good (viz., the instituted church). And since they can, they ought to do this, for a people ought always to act for the highest good to the fullest extent of their power. 

					(a) Since civil government is entrusted with directly securing and ordering goods that are subordinate to the highest good (viz., outward goods), it must be cognizant of these goods as subordinate (or inferior) so that it can order them properly. If civil government were to lack cognizance of this, it must act as if earthly goods are the highest goods and constitute the complete good. Therefore, in the eyes of any civil government that lacks in principle any knowledge of the highest good, earthly goods must be the chief and highest good of man. 

			

			(b) But since earthly goods by themselves do not constitute the complete, chief, or highest good, any such government would necessarily order its people to their earthly detriment; its ordering must necessarily be disordering. Why? They would encourage feverishness for earthly things. Civil government could do nothing else in principle, for earthly good is the only good of man in its eyes. But inferior goods, when not ordered to their highest good, must necessarily take on corruption and so corrupt man. The good we ought to pursue for its own sake—heavenly good—orders lesser goods, assigning them their proper place.17 It follows that civil government in this situation cannot even serve man for his earthly good; it fails to meet its natural end or telos. This leads to a contradiction: Though the natural end of civil government is serving the people with regard to earthly good, it can only harm the people by encouraging feverishness for earthly things. In other words, its design contradicts its end, for its design precludes it from meeting its end. But since God does not make mistakes, civil government must, by its design, be capable of knowing man’s higher end so that it can order man properly to earthly good. Only then can it fulfill its natural end. Therefore, civil government has principled cognizance of man’s highest end (viz., heavenly life).

			(c) Now, since the people best attain earthly good only when they are ordered to heavenly good, civil government ought also to direct its people to the highest good within the limits of its power. Thus, even if one were to assume falsely that civil government’s chief end is earthy good, it may still in principle (and ought to in practice) direct man to his heavenly good in the interest of his earthly good. 

			
					Civil government ought to regulate outward things for the complete good of the people. Heavenly good is one part of the people’s complete good. Therefore, civil government ought to regulate outward things for the people’s heavenly good. Since some outward things directly promote man’s heavenly good (e.g., Sabbath observance), civil government ought to direct the people in them.18

					Civil government, as a prelapsarian institution,19 was necessary to order man to all his original ends. The principles and ends of civil government arise from and are subordinate to the nature of man,20 for civil government is an instrument for man’s good according to his nature. It is not an arbitrary or ad hoc institution but is necessary by nature to meet man’s natural needs; its design flows from the nature of man. Since the fall did not change the good or fundamental nature of man, the fall did not alter the design of civil government; and hence, civil government in a postlapsarian world can and ought to order man to all his original ends. It should, therefore, direct its people to true religion, for true religion is an original end of man. 

					Human civil society, conceived apart from civil government, is a community of mutual cooperation, arising naturally by man, for procuring things earthly and heavenly. That is, the natural telos of civil society—with regard to its function for man—is both earthly and heavenly, and its ultimate end is directing people to eternal life. Why, after all, would man come together to form society if not for mutual support in procuring all good things? Now, civil government is subordinate to society in the sense that it acts upon it (as a means) to order society to these good things. As a means to society’s ends, it can act for those ends, including for things heavenly, within the limits of its power, which includes directing the people to true religion. 

					Civil government has an interest in directing the people to anything that contributes to the safety of the people and its administration of law, justice, and good order and discipline. A citizenry of well-ordered souls contributes to this administration. Therefore, civil government has an interest in directing people such that they have well-ordered souls. Well-ordered souls are made possible only by true religion. Thus, civil government has an interest in directing people in true religion.

					In his Law of Nations, Emer de Vattel writes, “In order to conduct [the nation] to happiness, it is still more necessary to inspire the people with the love of virtue, and the abhorrence of vice.” Since “nothing is so proper as piety to strengthen virtue and give it its due extent . . . a nation ought then to be pious.”21 Since civil government must encourage the civic virtue of its people, it must be able in principle to direct the people in true piety (i.e., true religion), for piety is necessary for civic virtue. Since civil government is able, it ought to direct people to true piety.22

					(a) Since the principles of natural law were not eliminated in the fall of man but remain operative (though poorly applied) in fallen man, the patterns of civilization throughout the ages manifest the principles of nature. Now, since most civilizations instituted some means of support for religion (though usually erring in practice), this indicates that such support is, as to its principle, permissible in natural law and part of the telos of civil communities.

			

			(b) This argument is an appeal to the “consent of the nations,” an appeal that is ubiquitous in classical Protestantism. Christian theologians, political theorists, and jurists regularly appealed to pagan sources to support their position that civil authority ought to direct man to true religion.23 They cited Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Plutarch, and others. All of these philosophers believed that civil support for religion was necessary for civil solidarity, law-keeping, and order.24 Since these pagan authors reasoned apart from special revelation, their conclusions concerned natural principles. Thus, the classical Protestant appeal to these authors was used to support natural principles. Civil support for true religion is a principle of nature, not of grace. And thus neither grace, nor the Gospel, nor the New Testament, nor anything subsequent to creation could destroy or abrogate this principle. Pagan support is not decisive proof, to be sure, but most early modern authors considered it good evidence for their position.25 And despite recent Western trends, instigated by those whose social dogma has replaced traditional religion, the pagan testimony remains a good indicator of natural principles. 

			Having supported the major premise above, it follows that civil government can and ought to direct the people to the Christian religion. 

			III. Objections

			Redemptive Kingdom

			One common objection to civil government supporting true religion (and to Christian nationalism in general) comes from those who hold the modern version of two-kingdoms theology. They stress that the instituted church is the redemptive kingdom, and so it alone is the site of redeeming grace. Hence, the Christian’s duty (so they say) is not to “redeem” or transform creation (including human institutions), for it is not an object of redemption in the Gospel.26 Limiting the redemptive sphere to the visible church and its administration is an old position in the Protestant tradition, which I consider to be the classical Presbyterian view. I affirm it in this work. That is, I affirm with the modern two-kingdoms advocates that the principal scope and purpose of the redemptive kingdom concern eternal life, not temporal life, and that the instituted church administers the sacred things of that kingdom. But limiting the scope of redemption in this way does not preclude the thorough and comprehensive restoration of earthly life. In chapter 2, I distinguished between redemption and restoration, the latter concerning the goods of earthly life and their orientation to heaven. Thus, the question between me and the modern two-kingdoms advocates concerns this conception of restoration, viz., whether Christians ought to seek the Christianization of the family, civil society, and civil government. 

			In chapters 1 and 2, I distinguished the two ends of man: earthly and heavenly. Heavenly life was always the ultimate end of man, but Adam’s task was not to bring heaven to earth by his labor. His work was one of obedience in earthly life in light of heavenly life. He was required to order earthly life to the promised heavenly life and thereby fulfill the natural principles of earthly life. Now, the Gospel supersedes the original condition and grants all believers a title to heavenly life by faith. Thus, because obtaining a title to eternal life is by faith, working is no longer (for the believer) the condition for eternal life. But this does not rescind the work itself; ordering this world to the next remains natural to man, especially to restored man. It is something that neither grace nor the Gospel, nor a title to eternal life can abrogate, supersede, or undermine. 

			Most importantly, this work of ordering does not redeem earthly life, properly speaking, for redemption concerns man’s original ultimate end, namely, heavenly life. Instead of being a work of redemption, the Christian’s work in the non-redemptive realm is a work of renewal. It restores this realm according to its nature and ours. To use two-kingdoms language, we do not redeem the civil kingdom; we order the civil kingdom to the redemptive kingdom. New England minister John Cotton said it best:

			When the Kingdoms of the earth become the kingdoms of the Lord (Revelation 11:15) it is not by making Christ a temporal king, but by making temporal kingdoms nursing fathers to his church. . . . The church and the commonwealth are still distinct kingdoms, the one of this world, the other of heaven, and yet both of them from Christ; unto whom the father hath committed all judgment (Job 5:22).27

			An earthly kingdom is a Christian kingdom when it orders the people to the kingdom of heaven. Limiting the redemptive kingdom to eternal life does not preclude the Christianization of the civil kingdom.

			Distinguishing “redemption” and “restoration” is not a distinction without a difference, nor are they unrelated.28 The work of restoration is not akin to that of a church minister, whose work is sacred and involves sacred things directly for a world-to-come. The redemption of souls principally concerns eternal life, and the instituted church administers the things of that redemption. But the effect of that redemption is the restoration of earthly life, for the believer is definitively sanctified. Since the Christian possesses restored integrity, his work follows the same principles that directed Adam. It is the work of true and complete humanity. And although redemption is monergistic, restoration is synergistic. The former is the principal end of salvific grace; the latter is an outgrowth or secondary effect of salvific grace. It follows that restoration is a work of human will. It is a matter of striving; man cooperates with grace to restore the natural world for his good. 

			Relatedly, people will claim that the principal mission of the (instituted) church is not to transform the world. I agree. But must everything “Christian” flow from or out of the instituted church and its leadership? Should a Christian father not order his household to Christ? If he should, why shouldn’t civil ruler order the civil realm to Christ and his kingdom? The fact that the instituted church serves the soul does not preclude Christians from ordering the things of the body to the soul.

			Exile, Sojourner, Stranger

			Another objection is the exile argument. Appealing to 1 Peter 1:17, some claim that, due to their heavenly citizenship, Christians are exiles in this world; heaven is our home, not earth. They conclude that Christians should not Christianize civil and social institutions. Christians can and should participate in politics, they claim, but only for a basic civil peace—one rooted in modern notions of tolerance and legal conceptions of freedom (e.g., freedoms of religion, expression, assembly, and speech).29 On its face, this objection appears to be highly historically conditioned, for the Reformed tradition prior to the 20th-century would not recognize it, and to my mind, it reflects the post–World War II consensus of values.30

			In substance, however, the exile argument strikes me as deeply confused, particularly in its anthropology. As I’ve said, the Gospel not only grants a title to eternal life apart from works, but it also restores humanity for works. The restored man is reconciled to nature, and as such he is set apart not from earthly life or from natural principles, but from the fallenness of the world. He is a stranger to this world because he is reconciled to nature, not because grace has elevated him above nature. He is restored to the true way, which runs contrary to the false way; and the principles of the true way are nothing but those original to Adam. A Christian is a foreigner in relation to fallenness—to a world in “bondage to decay” (Rom. 8:21)—but fallenness itself is foreign to nature.

			Furthermore, the Christian feeling of foreignness is natural to restored man. Even Adam in the state of integrity, as he grew in maturity, would have felt as if he were a stranger in this world, not because of any defect in creation, but because his ultimate end was always heaven—where he would find his true rest. Thus, we can imagine Adam and his progeny feeling out of place on earth, ready and eager for heavenly life, though without sin and apart from any fallenness. Adam before the fall was a sort of pilgrim, passing through to a higher life. Since a Christian already has a title to eternal life, wouldn’t we expect this world to feel foreign to him? Both our possession of eternal life and the fallenness of the world intensify this natural feeling that this world is not our ultimate home. But that feeling does not undermine our work in this world. 

			Triumphalism

			I suspect that people will label my position a “triumphalist” theology or a “theology of glory” as opposed to a “theology of the cross.” I’ll simply say that I’ve laid out my premises and my argument, and I welcome anyone to refute them or demonstrate my argument’s invalidity. Simply labeling my view a “theology of glory” proves nothing. If you want to claim that the cross and the resurrection revealed new universal and binding principles of outward human action, then explain their place theologically. Explain how these principles of grace cohere with those of nature. Explain how adventitious heavenly duties conduce to natural earthly goods. That is to say, do more than assert disparate ethical principles; provide a coherent system. 

			The Christianization of the civil realm is a necessary consequence of natural principles. If civil societies ought to be under the true God by nature, then they ought to be under the Triune God, for the Triune God is the true God. Just as Adam was to acknowledge God in all his works, so too must Christians acknowledge God as further revealed in all their works. In doing so, Christian human beings are not following some positive divine command (i.e., a supernatural duty above nature); they are following the law of nature and nature’s God. The Gospel neither rescinds man’s nature nor suppresses it; it restores and strengthens it. The relationship of nature and grace necessarily entails Christian nationalism. 

			IV. Excluding Fellow Christians

			Since the Christian nation is not merely a nation of Christians, we have to address the issue of foreign Christian immigration. On what grounds can a Christian nation exclude fellow Christians from their land?

			As I’ve stressed, nationalism is firstly concerned with a nation’s good, and the good of any nation is in part found in its particular features. The particularities of a people are those things that could be otherwise; they are not in themselves natural, and so they are not universal. Nor can you separate particularity from the place in which that particularity occurs; the culture is part of the place, as a territorial cultivation. The necessity of particularity leads to the principle of difference, by which peoples derive a right to difference. From this right comes the necessity of exclusion in civil policy. My view is that the principle of exclusion, which is necessary for a people’s complete good, morally permits a Christian nation to deny immigration to Christian foreigners. Christian nations are not required to exclude them, but they can in principle. 

			To demonstrate this, we should first recognize that fellow Christians, regardless of nationality, are united spiritually, as fellow members of the kingdom of God. This is chiefly a heavenly or eschatological relation, made possible by grace, not nature. The spiritual kingdom, after all, is in essence invisible or yet-to-be-revealed. Thus, all Christians share in the highest good—all being spiritually united to Christ—and thus have a spiritual brotherhood. But this brotherhood—being fit for a heavenly kingdom—is wholly inadequate as to its kind for cooperating to procure the full range of goods necessary for living well in this world. Spiritual brotherhood is a common salvation in Christ, an orientation to heaven, a common interest in the sacred things for eternal life, and spiritual unity in the worship of God. But something as basic as a common language, by which we could cooperate and belong together in the same place, is absent from spiritual brotherhood. Unity in Christ does not entail or provide unity in earthly particulars, which are necessary for living well in this world. Though the people of God share the highest good, that does not make any random selection of them mutually suitable for civil fellowship. Thus, it is a categorical error to make unity in Christ the sole basis of civil fellowship. We cannot ground civic brotherhood on spiritual brotherhood. It simply doesn’t work, no matter how much modern sentiment you place on spiritual unity. 

			Indeed, civil fellowship is what makes strong church fellowship possible, because people do not lose their particularity when they pass through the doors of a church building. Spiritual unity is inadequate for formal ecclesial unity. People do not suddenly speak some Gospel language and then assume a Gospel culture. The people’s way of life permeates the visible church, and it serves as an ancillary feature that makes possible the administration of sacred things (e.g., preaching in the vernacular). The administration of the Word and Sacraments require, at a bare minimum, a common language; and church fellowship requires at least a core culture serving as the cultural norm for social relations.

			Culturally distinct groups of Christians could, of course, start their own churches, and this would solve one problem. But it remains the case that cultural diversity harms civil unity, for it undermines the ability for a community to act with unity for its good. The community will have trouble ordering themselves through law and especially through culture. The consequence of multiculturalism is secularization (i.e., “neutrality”), open conflict, or civil action that suppresses the activity and status of the newcomers. One key factor is the limitation of social power among a diverse population: an individual from one culture cannot easily correct one from another, nor can one people-group offer clear reasons for its behaviors to the others. Most likely the injection of diversity, if on a mass scale, will result in a community of strife, distrust, discord, apprehension, and misunderstanding. A disordered body politic is not conducive to a well-ordered soul. As I’ve argued, the most suitable condition for a group of people to successfully pursue the complete good is one of cultural similarity. This is a natural principle of civil communities. Thus, receiving masses of people who are similar with regard to faith and dissimilar in other ways is generally bad policy. This is evident in the fact that the chief practical argument against Christian nationalism in Western countries, especially in the United States, is that cultural diversity renders it politically impossible.

			Of course, the issue of restricting Christian immigration is neither simple nor outside the realm of prudence and generosity. Christians ought to help fellow Christians, including those who are culturally dissimilar. Christian nations in the Reformation era received Christian refugees—the Marian exiles to Geneva, Strasbourg, and Frankfurt; the French Huguenots to England; and other refugees, such as the Italians who settled in Basle. Though Christians typically praise these receptions of refugees and point to the good that came out them, these cases offer important insights and examples of how mass migration causes civil disruption and strife between Christian natives and Christian foreigners. The city of Basle, for example, after receiving numerous Italian Protestants, had to deny entry to refugees in 1555, in part due to overcrowding and the unavailability of housing.31 Historian Christina Garrett states that the English refugees, not knowing the native tongues of their host countries, became “isolated and segregated” and unable to become an “integral part” of their host societies.32 She continues:

			Thus the peculiar segregation of the English, due in part to a native distaste for foreigners . . . was in even greater part the result of sheer inability to hold speech with their neighbours, or their neighbours with them.33

			In most places, with the exception of Aarau and (possibly) Geneva, English craftsmen were not allowed to practice their craft, since native artisans disliked the competition and accused Englishmen of unethical and unlawful commercial practices.34 Concerning Frankfurt, historian Maximilian Miguel Scholz has argued that the refugees “transformed the society they entered” and “destabilized the power structures in Frankfurt.”35  He writes, “[T]he encounter between refugees and native Frankfurters ruptured Protestantism in the city and led to the construction of two distinct confessional camps, Lutheran natives and Reformed foreigners . . . [which] fractured Protestant fraternity.”36 Refugees in Frankfurt also served as a wedge between the city’s nobility (who generally supported the refugees) and the native clergy and native artisans.37 Reformation history is replete with examples of Christian refugees in foreign Christian countries causing public disturbance, civil strife, and social segregation; and in most cases, these conditions led to official action to secure civil peace and stability, such as shutting the city gates to foreigners, suppressing commercial activity, and restricting voting rights.

			A self-confident Christian nation will be hospitable to its spiritual brothers and sisters, but they will not be self-destructive or easily manipulated. No Christian nation is obligated to do what will destroy itself or undermine its long-term ability to provide the complete good to its people. New England Puritan statesman John Winthrop rightly said,

			If we are bound to keep off whatsoever appears to tend to our ruin or damage, then we may lawfully refuse to receive such whose dispositions suit not with ours and whose society (we know) will be harmful to us, and therefore it is lawful to take knowledge of all men before we receive them. . . . A family is a little commonwealth, and a commonwealth is a great family. Now as a family is not bound to entertain all [new]comers, no not every good man (otherwise than by way of hospitality) no more is a commonwealth.38 

			The nation’s first duty is to its own people, including its future generations—a duty that is grounded in the nature of man. It is the nation’s right to factor in cultural suitability and the potential for successful assimilation when determining immigration policies.

			Let us remember that universal benevolence does not permit universal beneficence. The good in this world is not achieved by will alone but in concrete conditions; and those conditions for good are based in the nature of man as created. It is not due to sin that dissimilar people cannot (ordinarily) achieve together what similar people can achieve. It is not sin’s fault that “diversity destroys unity,” as Althusius said.39 There are trade-offs in this world, and those who want to be radically selfless should return to their instincts lest they harm people for generations. Sentimentality and untethered empathy are the modern killers of nations. Grace does not destroy what God created, and thus to adopt a “radical” principle of inclusion is to oppose God, as the creator of man. 

			The best way a Christian nation can help another Christian nation is by aiding it in flourishing as a people in their own place. It is not by importing that people. Just as families help families while maintaining healthy separation, nations ought to help other nations while maintaining separation. 

			V. Conclusion

			This chapter demonstrated the possibility of a Christian nation and that Christian nations can act through civil government for their heavenly good. The next three chapters complete the discussion of the definition. The next chapter on cultural Christianity discusses both the national action of culture as a means of directing people to eternal life and the Christian self-conception as the original ground of national action. The following chapter is on civil law, focusing largely on its divine source and character. Lastly, I discuss the civil magistrate—the one entrusted by the people to act concretely and resolutely on their behalf for their good. 
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5   
The Good of Cultural Christianity

			“Religion is a way of life, involving customs and ceremonies that validate what matters to us, and which reinforce the attachments by which we live. It is both a faith and a form of membership, in which the destiny of the individual is bound up with that of a community.” —Roger Scruton1

			I. Mode of Religion

			The primary mode of religion is found in the instituted church—where the Word and Sacraments are administered by means of a spiritual power to the faithful for eternal life. But in a Christian nation there are two supplemental modes of religion: the civil power of civil magistrates and the social power of cultural Christianity. Neither is a spiritual power and so cannot of itself produce a spiritual effect. Each is an indirect mode for spiritual things.2 

			Social power is natural to man in community, serving as the principal, implicit director in social behavior and thought-patterns, though there is no seat of power or centralized decision-maker. It shapes a wide range of action, both outward and inward, even ordering people to ultimate things, like religion. In a Christian nation, social power is placed in the service of the Christian religion. I call this use of social power “cultural Christianity,” a term that has become an object of derision. But the errors identified under that term are, in my view, abuses of something vitally important for Christians. The Christian religion as delivered through culture prepares people to receive the Gospel and encourages them to stay on the path to eternal life. It is even necessary for a just, commodious civil society.

			II. Definition and Explication

			I begin with a definition of cultural Christianity and proceed with an explication of the definition: 

			Cultural Christianity is a mode of religion wherein social facts normalize Christian cultural practices (i.e., social customs) and a Christian self-conception of a nation in order (1) to prepare people to receive the Christian faith and keep them on the path to eternal life, (2) to establish and maintain a commodious social life, and (3) to make the earthly city an analog of the heavenly city. 

			Cultural Christianity is a “mode of religion” because it orders people to eternal life in Christ. It joins civil administration, paterfamilial authority, and ecclesiastical administration as a distinct mode for this end.

			This mode uses a certain species of ordering—an ordering of prejudice.3 Though the modern connotation of prejudice treats it with suspicion, this is an example of defining something according to its abuse. Prejudice is simply habituated thought and action in which one feels, by cultivated instinct or second nature, that some thought or action is true, good, necessary, or proper. As Edmund Burke wrote, prejudice complements reason: 

			[P]rejudice, with its reason, has a motive to give action to that reason, and an affection which will give it permanence. Prejudice is of ready application in the emergency; it previously engages the mind in a steady course of wisdom and virtue, and does not leave the man hesitating in the moment of decision, skeptical, puzzled, and unresolved. Prejudice renders a man’s virtue his habit, and not a series of unconnected acts. Through just prejudice, his duty becomes a part of his nature.4

			Prejudice is an instinctive, pre-reflective judgment on particular thoughts and actions. It is not in principle opposed to reason but perfects it, for in prejudice the heart owns what the mind can decide upon. Cultural Christianity, as a mode of Christian religion, is pre-reflective, prejudicial judgment on the rightness of Christian belief and practice.

			While Christian magistracy as a mode of religion relies on law, cultural Christianity relies on societal prejudices or what I’ll call “social facts.” As Émile Durkheim put it, a social fact “is capable of exercising an external constraint on the individual; or, which is general throughout a given society, whilst having an existence of its own, independent of its individual manifestations.”5 Put simply, social facts are the norms or customs into which members of a people-group are socialized, such as what is decorous, suitable, appropriate, and right. Social facts set the cultural parameters of the cultural in-group; the deviant is a misfit and outsider. Durkheim stressed that social facts are external authorities over individuals. Their existence does not rely on any individual or an identifiable and centralized enforcer of these norms. They are not rules issued by some “ministry of culture.” Yet, like civil authority, social facts are both from the people and above the people. That is to say, they are simultaneously theirs and something over them. 

			The term social fact captures a general social phenomenon that is natural and universal to human society. All societies, even non-conformist ones, are thoroughly normed with social facts. Indeed, chapter 3 was in part an examination of social facts, though I did not use the term. Social facts exist because they supply something vital to human social life: we are designed to receive and adopt as second nature a “habitual practice of ethical living . . . [in which] the soul of custom permeat[es] through and through” as Hegel wrote.6 Social facts ground social customs and expectation, permit ease of interaction, and provide confidence that one’s actions and judgments are suitable, fitting, and appropriate. Our everyday life requires a certain common sense, a common judgment. If the social facts are good, then they lead us to the common good.

			Inherent to social facts is a certain force—social power. Unlike civil power, which operates explicitly via law (viz., law is officially promulgated and overtly enforced), social power operates implicitly. It is an authority felt more than beheld and embodied in the people, not in an official. Social power is to social facts what the civil magistrate is to civil laws: social power enlivens these social facts with force and life. It is a sort of collective social pressure to conform to a common way of life and a common self-conception. This power, however, is not necessarily coercive. It operates most effectively through socialization and a learned sense of expectation, informing a felt sense of what is right and proper. It is fundamentally a formative power. It habituates the will, provides incentives to act a certain way, and even shapes structures of thought that make some ideas more plausible than others. In short, social power normalizes the concrete content of social facts. Still, social facts in a postlapsarian world are backed by threats of punishment, exacting social costs for deviancy.

			Social power works both behind and alongside civil power. It encourages law-keeping and shapes the people in areas of life that civil law cannot touch (e.g., manners). Both social power and civil power, therefore, are necessary for a complete ordering of society. Social power is not evil in itself or a result of the fall. It arises naturally and necessarily in human relations, and it directs people to act in ways that are necessary for living well but that nature does not directly supply. Its abuse can direct one to sin, of course, but the force itself is good, for it serves a necessary function in human society. 

			Cultural Christianity is social facticity in the service of the Christian religion. A Christian nation as a nation has social power and as a Christian nation, this power is directed to Christian ends. Thus, Christian nations have a social force that prejudices the people for Christian belief and practice.7

			Christian Culture

			To help clarity what I mean by cultural Christianity, we should distinguish it from Christian culture. Christian culture refers to concrete Christian practices, or the normalized Christian content of social facts. Here is a definition: 

			Christian culture is a public culture in which a people presume a Christian relation between themselves and adorn their collective, everyday life with Christian symbols, customs, and social expectations in order to mutually orient one another to worship God and love one’s neighbor in Christ. 

			Cultural Christianity, in contrast, refers to the force that normalizes Christian culture. It warms the people’s heart to Christianity, making them receptive to Christian belief and practice. Hence, Christian culture is a necessary element of cultural Christianity. It refers to the concrete set of beliefs and practices by which cultural Christianity, as a mode of religion, achieves its ends. To put it plainly, cultural Christianity produces the felt rightness of one’s Christian culture. 

			This distinction between cultural Christianity and Christian culture allows us to emphasize that cultural Christianity cannot itself bring about anyone’s salvation. It is a preparative mode. Like civil power, it lacks the means to save, for social power is not spiritual power. Cultural Christianity internalizes the felt duty to perform Christian practices; it engenders a heightened sense of one’s sin and need for salvation; and it forms structures of plausibility that lead people to assent to Christian belief. But neither conforming to its direction nor existing in or under it can save someone. 

			Christian culture, however, is both preparative and persuasive, for the content of Christian culture communicates the Gospel. The prayer before a Little League baseball game, for example, can communicate the Gospel. Festivals, feast days, and civic observances—though not in themselves holy or administered by spiritual authority—are occasions for spiritual good. They can be means of faith, sanctification, repentance, and spiritual reconciliation. These can be means of grace because they speak truth, and faith comes by hearing. All believers are priests, in a way, and we can communicate truth to one another for eternal life and to mutually strengthen our journey to the Celestial City. We can say, therefore, that while cultural Christianity itself, as a social power, cannot bring about spiritual good, it directs people to activities wherein they can procure the things of eternal life, both inside and outside the instituted church. 

			Consider the Dutch Reformed cultural practice of family Bible reading after dinner. Every day, upon finishing dinner, the father reads from the Bible. This simple practice was once widespread in Dutch Protestant culture. It is cultural, and the felt appropriateness to conduct it after dinner is an instance of cultural Christianity. The father has internalized a duty to provide informal spiritual ministry to his family. So, while the social force that led to its widespread practice cannot generate true faith or sanctification, the activity itself creates an occasion for it, for the Word of God is read.8

			We see in this example that cultural Christianity provides what no ecclesial institution can fully provide—social direction to perform Christian practices in every area of life. Church ministers often assume that they can effectively exhort church members to adopt such practices, and perhaps they can persuade some people to do them. But, as Burke said, reason is typically not enough, and it is no surprise that ministers have largely failed to engender longevity in such practices. In our day, with the erosion of cultural Christianity, family worship and family Bible reading—all of which were once common Protestant practices—have almost vanished. Catechizing children has likewise disappeared. Such practices are no longer parts of the rhythm of life, nor are they felt to be part of parental duty. The blame should not be entirely placed on ministers, however. They lack the means to accomplish what only society can achieve. We expect far too much of pastors and the pastoral office. The church can and should admonish you to conduct certain extra-ecclesial practices and explain why you should do them, but society is, by its nature, most effective at ensuring that the people’s heart owns it. Neglecting culture and the cultural mode of religion upsets the natural order of things and increases the challenges and burden of spiritual ministry (and the family). The combined efforts of ecclesiastical, civil, familial, and social forces—each having a unique species of power—provide the complete conditions that order Christians to perform good Christian practices and encourage them to embrace the Gospel unto eternal life. 

			Christian Self-Conception

			Cultural Christianity arises out of the people’s Christian self-conception. Having a Christian self-conception, the nation is aware of itself as a Christian nation, and from this awareness flows the ordering of social and civil powers for the nation’s earthly and heavenly good in Christ. Christian peoplehood does not refer simply to a people who are submitted to both the church and the state. In a fundamental sense, the people are prior to both, as those who established these public administrations for their good. The instituted church is a divine order, of course, and its power and elements of worship come immediately from God; they are not devolved from the people to ministers. But the formation of this or that local assembly and the installation or designation of this or that man as minister are actions of the people in the interest of their good.9 Likewise, civil government, though arising from the instinct of man, is established voluntarily, since no man is king over another by reason of pure nature.10 These administrations in their local establishment are made “Christian” by the will of the people constituting them. Hence, the designation of “Christian civil government” originates from a nation that is conscious of itself as a Christian nation and acting for its Christian good. In order to have a totality of national action to procure earthly and heavenly good in Christ, the national will for action must be a Christian national will for action. There must be an antecedent Christian national will for action that conduces to the national good. 

			A Christian self-conception unites a people and the Christian religion, making the Christian religion fundamental to who they are as a nation. It is a normalized social fact. To be a good member of the people, one must be a Christian (at least outwardly), and anyone who denies Christ in word or deed is subject to social separation or other social costs. The unity of peoplehood and Christianity will also produce civil religion as expressions of civil piety. This follows the reasoning of Aquinas: 

			The principles of our being and government are our parents and our country, that have given us birth and nourishment. Consequently man is debtor chiefly to his parents and his country, after God. Wherefore just as it belongs to religion to give worship to God, so does it belong to piety, in the second place, to give worship to one’s parents and one’s country.11

			One pays homage to his country out of gratitude for the various modes of religion that have directed him in what is good. This is expressed with national celebrations, loyalty oaths, pledges, and other acts of national solidarity. 

			Moreover, a Christian self-conception permits national self-reflection without disempowerment. Days of fasting, national days of prayer, and special services in response to national calamity or national sins neither stifle action nor resign the people to dissolution, nor pacify the spirit of action, nor allow any exploitation for material gain, nor turn “men of action” into managers of national decline, as we see prevalent today. Rather, a Christian self-conception permits a confident Christian people to seek God’s blessing through special and temporary acts of humiliation and then, subsequently, to carry on in their duty with self-regard. They do not suffer the indignity of perpetual humiliation.

			Baptism

			Many readers may by now be frustrated that I have not mentioned the issue of baptism. My hope is that my arguments so far have appealed to a pan-Protestant audience. But I should say here that paedobaptism (i.e., infant baptism) is the position most natural to Christian nationalism, for baptizing infants brings them outwardly (at least) into the people of God. When the body politic is baptized, all are people of God. All religious expectations are then social expectations, and the socialization of children is the socialization of young Christians. Baptism is both a social and spiritual event, for society treats that child as a full member of their Christian peoplehood. But credobaptism likely creates problems for Christian nationalism. It is no accident that Baptists tend to be advocates for near absolute religious liberty, and this is not only due to their tradition of dissent. Their theology of baptism restricts Christian obligation to the credobaptized, and thus the mass of society, at least in people’s formative years, do not (in principle) have Christian obligations. It is difficult to see how cultural Christianity, as I’ve described it, could operate effectively with that theology. Paedobaptism is consistent with Christian nationalism because it makes possible a society that is baptized in infancy and thus is subject to Christian demands for all of life. 

			Since I am not credobaptist myself, I don’t have any great personal interest in reconciling Baptist doctrine and Christian nationalism. Such reconciliation might be possible, and I hope that it is. But I’ll leave that to Baptist thinkers. In any event, Baptists can join with non-Baptists in a Christian nationalist project as equal members, though I suspect that paedobaptists would be the most stabilizing force in a pan-Protestant political community. 

			III. The End of Cultural Christianity

			The end of cultural Christianity is threefold: eternal life, commodious earthly life, and imaging heavenly life. I discuss each below.

			Eternal Life

			Eternal life is the ultimate end of cultural Christianity. As I’ve emphasized, social force cannot directly achieve this end, but this end determines its direct objects—concrete Christian practices and beliefs. Its chief object is church attendance, where the ordinary means of grace are administered for eternal life. 

			Commodious Life

			The next end is a commodious life together. I might have used “happy” or “just” instead of “commodious.” But happiness is a consequence of commodious living, and justice is a precondition of it. A commodious life is a fitting life, one in which people are in their proper places, according to their gifts, and each receives the full measure that providence allots him. There is mutual respect and mutual expectations of conduct among one’s fellows, and each is granted space and encouragement to perfect his gifts through his household for the good of himself and his community. In this way, the individual does not collapse into the collective, nor does the collective erode on account of excessive self-interest.

			Cultural Christianity does not import abstract theories of justice to critique the “systems” that govern our world. Rather, it is a force for the perfection of organic communities, not subverting the foundation of them, but strengthening the natural ties that bind people together in a common life. It does this in three ways. First, it strengthens the nation by ordering people to eternal life, which sets the soul in order and thereby orders one’s concerns for earthly things. Stated negatively, it undermines the disordered, feverish desires for material things. Second, presuming a spiritual relation, the people consider one another special objects of love and service, as fellow members of the household of faith (Gal. 6:10). Each could be expected to fulfill his or her duties and not to exploit another’s beneficence. Third, social discipline is strengthened, for people can confront bad behavior in the name of Christian faith and practice. Together, these generate a high degree of social trust. 

			The recent interest in Christian social ethics, particularly welfare for the poor and the “marginalized,” shows a curious lack of interest in the unique social-spiritual relations in which poverty relief was conducted in the medieval and early modern periods. These were Christian communities, regulated closely by both church and state. Today, people mistakenly assume that the degree of generosity that is made possible by a Christian society is viable in modern, secularist, and diverse societies. To see this mistake, let us consider the virtue of generosity. Generosity is giving a proper gift to a proper receiver when it is proper to do so. The virtue itself does not prescribe the appropriate amount or type of gift, nor who is worthy of the gift. These are matters of prudence, requiring one to discern his circumstances. A generous gift in one set of circumstances might be wasteful or destructive or exploited in another. Without networks of trust and authorities, many will take advantage of people’s beneficence. A Christian community with high social trust and overlapping authorities permits greater generosity, for people can expect that generosity is put to good use and not exploited or wasted.

			But today Christians presume a “radical” command of poverty relief, following a principle divorced from prudence and context. The object of Christian beneficence in modern Christian thought is simply the abstract other. The other has no relation to you beyond common humanity and bare proximity. You do not share a particular context or a particular culture, nor do you belong to overlapping authorities. You are nothing but two image-bearers, two abstract humans with human needs. Your “radical” duty is a placeless duty, fit for a placeless, contextless (pseudo)love—a love springing from an otherworldly and flattened benevolence operating on bare geographic space. It is a Christian ethic flowing from “exile” theology, telling us that Christians are not to belong, or fit in, or have robust earthly loyalties. Modern Christian ethics tends to reject the idea that love springs from an organic unity, from similarity, out of a shared and particular civil project. We are left with a mechanical ethics without heart, without a people and place. Every person is a Very Special abstract human. Thus, “radical” Christian ethics today is a prodigal ethics, harming both the giver and the receiver, and failing to prudently exercise virtue for the common good. What are Christians for? They are to love, but not according to abstraction or outside of context and particularity, and not without reference to social relations, shared authorities, and shared particular loves.

			Christian social ethics is captured beautifully by John Winthrop, the great statesmen of Puritan New England. He spoke these words to those who landed with him at Massachusetts Bay in 1630:

			We must be knit together, in this work, as one man. We must entertain each other in brotherly affection. We must be willing to abridge ourselves of our superfluities, for the supply of others’ necessities. We must uphold a familiar commerce together in all meekness, gentleness, patience and liberality. We must delight in each other; make others’ conditions our own; rejoice together, mourn together, labor and suffer together, always having before our eyes our commission and community in the work, as members of the same body. So shall we keep the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace. The Lord will be our God, and delight to dwell among us, as His own people, and will command a blessing upon us in all our ways, so that we shall see much more of His wisdom, power, goodness and truth, than formerly we have been acquainted with.12

			Few people know that the entirety of the sermon was about the relations of rich and poor. Fewer know that the pinnacle of Christian ethics for Winthrop was not aiding the poor or the “marginalized.” Rather, it was an ethics for an organic whole, a hierarchical community with a variety of stations, duties, and gifts. Such communities do not follow an abstract morality or one singularly focused on the lowest members of society. As a community of “regenerates,” God “exercise[es] His graces in them, as in the great ones, their love, mercy, gentleness, temperance etc., and in the poor and inferior sort, their faith, patience, obedience etc.”13 The ethics of mutual aid requires a collective, symbiotic life—the powerful showing an abundance of love while the lowly show an abundance of trust and service. In a community of grace—one where all parts are perfected in form by grace—the virtue of generosity is perfected, allowing what many would call “radical” generosity today, though without violating the natural principles of generosity.14

			Imaging the Heavenly City

			“Respublica est documentum & imago vitae aeternae,” wrote Johann Alsted.15 Alsted points to the people’s subjection to magistrates, which images the people of God’s submission to Christ, but Christian culture also images heavenly life. Christian culture expresses the people’s spiritual relation; it is a foretaste of life in the world to come. And indeed the glory and honor of the nations—that is, “whatever is excellent and valuable in this world,” said Matthew Henry—will enter into the New Jerusalem.16

			Many today want to call the instituted church a “colony” or an “outpost” of heaven, but this conflates the principal image of heavenly life (viz., public worship) with the complete image of heavenly life. The Christian nation is the complete image of eternal life on earth. For in addition to being a worshipping people, the Christian nation has submitted to magistrates and constitutes a people whose cultural practices and self-conception provide a foretaste of heaven.

			IV. Celebrating Decline

			I am often bewildered by the wholesale rejection of cultural Christianity among evangelicals. Concerns about hypocrisy are legitimate, and I address this below. But wouldn’t you prefer to live in a community where you can trust your neighbors, having mutual expectations of conduct, speech, and beliefs according to Christian standards? Wouldn’t you prefer to have neighbors with Christian standards of decency, respect, and admonishment, even if it is merely cultural? Wouldn’t you prefer some common and good standard of living by which one neighbor can confront and correct another? 

			Perhaps you, being a strong, independent adult, can withstand the moral degeneracy of our time. But try raising kids in today’s social environment. Or perhaps you are exceptional at protecting your children; you can afford to send them to a Christian school, effectively paying an ideological security service. But most people are not exceptional; most people are average; and most cannot pay to secure their kids from society’s ideology. Oh, if only they bought your parenting book or sat through your church seminar or sermon series or listened to all your ideas. If only they put their kids in all your church programs . . . 

			Regardless of wealth, all Christian parents today have to stay wearingly vigilant to protect their children from some “authority,” or television show (or commercials), or even neighbor kids from pushing the latest progressive moral agenda. Conscientious parents are exhausted from the embattlement, and increasingly they must separate their children from basic programs, services, and events. Think of all the well-meaning, though ill-equipped, parents who still trust the nightly news and are unaware of what their kids face everyday. What is the fate of these kids? Left-wing ideology is now the norm; it is the social fact of our society, impressed upon the minds of us all. What is most worrisome is not the moral anarchy but the moral ideology. We’re not entirely in a state of moral free-for-all. Our problem is not moral relativism, as we were told for decades. Our problem is a regime-enforced moral ideology as the standard of moral respectability. 

			Why would one desire our current situation? How could one thank God for secularism and celebrate the decline of Christian culture? How could the demise of cultural Christianity in America be good?

			Remarkably, some have celebrated its downfall. Russell Moore, the former president of the Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission (ERLC) and now a “public theologian” and editor-in-chief at Christianity Today, published an article on his blog in 2015 titled “Is Christianity Dying?”17 He writes, 

			Bible Belt near-Christianity is teetering. I say let it fall. For much of the twentieth century, especially in the South and parts of the Midwest, one had to at least claim to be a Christian to be “normal.” During the Cold War, that meant distinguishing oneself from atheistic Communism. At other times, it has meant seeing churchgoing as a way to be seen as a good parent, a good neighbor, and a regular person. It took courage to be an atheist, because explicit unbelief meant social marginalization. Rising rates of secularization, along with individualism, means that those days are over—and good riddance to them.18

			I was dumbstruck when I first read this. The Southern Baptist Convention’s leading ethicist prefers a society in which hostility to Christianity is normal and acceptable. Moore celebrates the loss of those mild social norms that led to safe and commodious neighborhoods and engendered social trust and that brought people to gospel preaching on Sundays. “Good riddance,” he says. He continues,

			In the Bible Belt of, say, the 1940s, there were people who didn’t, for example, divorce, even though they wanted out of their marriages. In many of these cases, the motive wasn’t obedience to Jesus’ command on marriage but instead because they knew that a divorce would marginalize them from their communities. In that sense, their “traditional family values” were motivated by the same thing that motivated the religious leaders who rejected Jesus—fear of being “put out of the synagogue.” Now, to be sure, that kept some children in intact families. But that’s hardly revival.

			Moore acknowledges the social benefits of cultural Christianity, but then, with remarkable callousness, shrugs his shoulders: “[T]hat’s hardly revival.” As an outsider to the SBC, I often marveled at Moore’s ability to maintain his good standing as an official in his denomination; he explicitly rejoices in social atomization, deracination, and the elimination of American Southern culture. It gets worse. After calling it “good news” to “have more honest atheists,” he tells us 

			We don’t have Mayberry anymore, if we ever did. Good. Mayberry leads to hell just as surely as Gomorrah does. But Christianity didn’t come from Mayberry in the first place, but from a Roman Empire hostile to the core to the idea of a crucified and resurrected Messiah. We’ve been on the wrong side of history since Rome, and it was enough to turn the world upside down.

			Mayberry is the fictional North Carolinian town of The Andy Griffith Show. That show depicts a Southern form of commodious life: a community of few and small concerns, high social trust, and an ease of life. The residents had common songs and customs, often singing them together on porches, at times for consolation. They all went to church on Sundays. The children, known by all, ran around town perfectly safe, being protected and watched by the community. Any American who watches that lighthearted, heartwarming show cannot but feel nostalgia for an America lost by negligence and malevolence. But as Moore says, it was “hardly revival.” He prefers “a Roman Empire hostile to the core to” Christianity. In other words, Moore wants a society and government that actively destroy communities like Mayberry and use every means to manipulate your children to reject Christ. He doesn’t want mere liberal neutrality, but active hostility. 

			Moore’s influence is considerable in evangelicalism. Few evangelical elites today will defend cultural Christianity, even if they (silently) cringe at Moore’s comments. But I must ask: How is the loss of cultural Christianity going for you? How much effort and time do you and your Christian friends devote to protecting yourselves and your children and grandchildren? How much space in your church bookshop is taken up with resources to resist the evil in modern secularist life? The absence of cultural Christianity has brought hostility, not religious neutrality. The social power that might have helped convert your parents or grandparents is now actively wielded against orthodox Christianity, against your children. Christians have abandoned this God-ordained power to the enemies of Christ. 

			Consider the strange incongruity at work in the rejection of cultural Christianity. In Moore’s view, the Gospel flourishes when the enemies of God have social power, and it flounders when Christians have this social power. Thus, a God-ordained natural power—a means of ensuring social solidarity—aids the church when this power is hostile to Christ. The God of the Gospel turned something that he ordained, as the God of nature, against the Gospel so that it would advance. Bizarrely, social power remains a means to faith, but only when that power is abused. This is patently absurd. What is the basis for this nature/grace disharmony? Why is God the creator opposed to God the redeemer? How can the proper use of a natural power harm the Gospel but its abuse support it? We should affirm what is most obvious: the ordinary operations of nature and grace ought to cooperate for eternal life, and therefore social power ought to be put in the service of true religion. 

			V. Preparation and Hypocrisy

			The most common objection against cultural Christianity, and one Moore has used repeatedly, is that it makes “fake Christians” or hypocrites. Indeed, cultural Christianity is usually defined precisely along these lines, making it bad by definition.19 But this is a bad definition. It identifies not cultural Christianity itself but one of its possible effects, condemning it according to what it cannot do, namely, save souls. I readily admit that cultural Christianity cannot save souls and that it often produces hypocrisy. As I said above, it is not a means of salvific grace. It is a supplemental mode of religion.

			Statement of the Question

			Having defined cultural Christianity, I can state what is at issue between those who affirm and reject it. The question concerning cultural Christianity is not whether it can lead to religious hypocrisy, for I affirm that it can. Nor is the question whether it contributes positively to a commodious and peaceful life and would be preferred in the absence of any concerns about religious hypocrisy. This is affirmed explicitly by Moore and seemingly by most critics of cultural Christianity. Nor is the question whether social power is a means to faith, for Moore and others affirm that social power as a hostile force is a necessary condition for Christianity to thrive. I agree that it is a means to faith, though I affirm that it ought to be a positive force to this end. 

			The question is whether the normalization of Christianity in society prepares people for the reception of the Gospel such that (ordinarily) more come to true faith than in the absence of cultural Christianity. That question is, on one level, an empirical question. But since true faith is invisible, we cannot add up numbers of salvations. Still, there are several reasons to answer the question in the affirmative.

			Preparation

			Preparation, or what has been called the praeparatio evangelica, has been widely acknowledged in the Christian theological tradition. Originally, it referred to the function of Greek philosophy in preparing one to receive the Gospel. The principle behind it, however, equally applies in a culturally Christian context: the plausibility of the Gospel eases one into the reception of it. Background conditions that positively point to Christianity prepare people for receiving the Gospel. Human relations form people into the faith. Timothy had his mother and grandmother, and Augustine had his mother Monica, demonstrating the work of natural relations in spiritual formation. Why exclude one’s relationship to a magistrate or his neighbors? Neither a neighbor, nor a mother, nor a magistrate can bring one to faith, but they can prepare one for faith. We can think of faith itself as an individual thing, but its preparation and formation are relational and even social. 

			Many Christians today think that a belief is authentic only if coming to it required one to resist their prejudices against that belief. There is something commendable in resisting one’s prejudices for error, but this speaks to character, not to the quality of one’s belief. Some, if not most, of our strongest beliefs are those that we are disposed to hold. My strong (and true) belief that my mother is a kind and generous woman, which is well supported by evidence and held by all who know her, is not inauthentic or weakened by my predisposition (being her son) to think well of my mother or by the commonality of the belief. The preparation to believe something does not make the resulting belief inauthentic; indeed, it would seem to make the belief more authentic, for you feel its truth. Prejudice completes reason. At the very least, being against the world on some issue is not a necessary condition for authentic belief.

			Moore’s main problem with cultural Christianity is that it conceals hypocrisy, thereby leaving people safe and comfortable in their unconverted state. A hostile society reveals who is and is not converted. He writes, “Christianity thrives when it is, as Kierkegaard put it, a sign of contradiction. . . . It is easier to speak a gospel to the lost than it is to speak a gospel to the kind-of-saved.”20 In other words, hostile social conditions lead fake Christians to abandon the faith, thereby making it easy to recognize who needs to hear encouragement in the faith and who needs conversion to the faith. Society is an instrument in visibly separating sheep and goats. 

			But living amidst hostility, social disintegration, and deracination, and subjecting Christian families to relentless, hostile social forces constitute a high price to pay for a clear distinction between saved and lost; and a clear distinction is entirely unnecessary. First, the presumption that all or most in a community share the Christian faith, at least in terms of assent, does not prevent anyone from denouncing faithless assent and hypocrisy of heart. Indeed, pastors regularly admonish such people from the pulpit, and Christians as members of civil society can do the same. And in conditions of cultural Christianity, in which people participate in Christian things, pastors and Christians will have more opportunities to call people to faithfulness. 

			Second, a clear distinction is quite irrelevant to the operations of grace. There is power in the Word of God; and the reading of Scripture, whether private or public, is backed with that power. The Word is “the sword of the Spirit,” (Eph. 6:17) striking at the soul for salvation. There is a unique, divinely ordained power in preaching, as the Second Helvetic Confession states: “The preaching of the Word of God is the Word of God.”21 The power of the Word does not increase or decrease based on the speaker’s knowledge of who is and is not truly converted. 

			Third, it is rather foolish, especially in our time, to think that hostility to orthodoxy will create a clear distinction between saved and unsaved. We are no longer in the late 90s and early 2000s, when the New Atheists contended against the faith. Today, the American regime, though hostile to historic Christianity, is supportive of certain modern versions of Christianity that are either supportive of or harmless to that regime. Priestesses now have regular columns in national newspapers, and “religion reporters” generate buzz around regime-friendly churches and leaders and disparage those deemed hostile. Some genuine believers (though in serious error, in my view) will gain a certain ad hoc respectability from the regime for their passivity or willingness to punch right, and others will straddle between orthodoxy and heterodoxy in order to actively support the regime while also serving as examples of “moderation” or a “third way.” The regime simply will not permit a clear line distinguishing regenerate and non-regenerate. Why? Because the American regime realized after the 2016 election that making Christian orthodoxy a sworn enemy is dangerous. The evangelical voting bloc is the most effective bloc against them, and so the regime needs seemingly orthodox leaders as insiders to dismantle the bloc. It is no surprise that people like Moore in the past decade have widened orthodoxy into the political left and have “critiqued” the political right, accusing their theology of reflecting and justifying “white militant masculinity.” 

			Thus, a clear distinction between regenerate and unregenerate is unnecessary, and in our time, the line between the two is increasingly blurred and utilized in the interest of the secular American regime. 

			Faith and Assent

			While the costliness of faith in times of persecution can reveal the authenticity of faith, it does not clearly reveal the authenticity of belief, as in the inward assent to propositions. Persecution challenges one’s faith, not his assent to propositions, for one can outwardly deny what he inwardly assents to. Persecution, if directed at those who affirm orthodox beliefs, will reveal true and false faith. I acknowledge this. But this speaks only to the direct effects of the less frequent overt form of persecution. More often, persecution arises out of a more general and implicit social hostility against the Christian faith. That hostility conditions society against not merely faith itself but assent to the Gospel. It portrays the Gospel as ridiculous, implausible, immoral, dangerous, or subversive. Now, since direct assent to the Gospel is a precondition for faith in the Gospel (according to Protestantism), social hostility eliminates a necessary condition for faith. In consequence, society seeks to inject into each person’s sentiments an anti-Christian prejudice. 

			Conversely, cultural Christianity does the work of directing people to the preconditions for faith: knowledge of and assent to the Gospel. Though cultural Christianity cannot save, it prepares people for salvation by supplying the plausibility of Christian truth. Hence, in such conditions, the work of ministry is not convincing people of the truth of Christianity but of the need for true faith in those truths—that people move from assensus to fiducia. Ministry is less apologetical and more a call to faithfulness. 

			The most legitimate concern is that cultural Christianity might actually undermine the calls for faithfulness—that the people will ridicule the work of ministry because it calls them out of their passivity and indifference to heavenly things. This is indeed a legitimate concern, but it constitutes an abuse of cultural Christianity. And correcting this abuse is the role of magistrates, church ministers, and any serious member of society.22 Cultural Christianity is only one mode of religion among others, and each relies on the others for its health. And since social power is unwielded by a central figure, it often requires correction by magistrates and churches. Still, even in its abuse, cultural Christianity prepares people to receive Christ and provides conditions for a commodious life, and people are better off living in its abuse than in its absence.

			There is good reason, therefore, to affirm that cultural Christianity is a net positive for civil society, since it effectively prepares people for faith, results (in the ordinary course of providence) in more believers, and supports civil and social institutions for the common good.

			VI. Final Considerations

			The Family and the Church

			All Christians today agree that the family is a vital source for transmitting the faith to the younger generation. It is not clear, however, why the family can play this role but not civil society. Being a member of a Christian family does not save any of its members. No one accuses Christian families of being hypocrite-factories, sending their kids straight to hell. So why is preparation permitted in the home but not in civil society? It seems that the typical reasons to reject cultural Christianity strike just as hard against Christian families. 

			One might argue that while the family and the church call people to faith, civil society plays the role of testing that faith. But what a strange interaction of forces! Was God’s plan really to subject the little family and local churches to such powerful hostile forces and give them this narrow window of time (perhaps a dozen or so years) to prepare children for faith before tossing them to the world for testing? It is absurd to think that this arrangement is part of God’s prescriptive will. 

			By its design, the family is naturally permeable; it is not buffered or shielded from outside forces. It was not designed to be a bulwark against a godless social world. Living well in this world requires a combination of spheres that form a whole: the family, civil society (including civil government), and churches. We can distinguish them, but each nevertheless permeates the other. The critics of cultural Christianity recognize this permeability and wholeness, but they think that the institutional church is able to permeate the family to aid them in resisting any negative influence from hostile civil society. Ray Ortlund, a Baptist minister in Tennessee, in celebrating “the decline of Bible Belt Religion,” calls for churches to “stand out” with “the beauty of gospel culture.”23 As with most critics of cultural Christianity, Ortlund assumes a sort of ecclesio-centrism in which the institutional church has become a quasi-alternative civil society, taking on a distinct Christian culture. Hence, he does not deny that Christians need a Christian culture, only he makes the church the sphere of that culture. The church is thus more than an administration of sacred things for eternal life; it is a site for “gospel culture,” which supplies Christians the sort of relationships and goods that they might get in civil society, if it were Christian.24

			At least intuitively, everyone seems to recognize that when you reject the idea of Christian civil society, some essential element of life is left unaccounted for, and so you must expand the church’s functions and roles in the life of a believer. As a result, you get a church full of programs, ministry teams, and on-site outlets for Christian resources for most areas of life. You effectively get an ecclesial-civil association—a conflation of two species of association that effectively confounds both.

			I am no longer surprised by the regularity of Christian opinion pieces claiming that “the church must do more” for this or that group or to solve this or that problem among Christians. There is an ever-expanding mission creep and an expanding market of resources to cope with social hostility. It is popular to attack the programs mindset of megachurches, but what should we expect from churches? If Christians must live in a hostile society, they will naturally begin demanding the sorts of goods and services that civil society is supposed to provide. Can we blame the average Christian for desiring a church that provides her a range of trusted services? This is why churches have created extensive programs and large signs to advertise them. Churches have children’s ministries, schools, sports programs, family counseling, and an array of special-interest support groups and clubs—all accented with Christianity, each labeled a “ministry.” In consequence, Sunday morning is oriented around advertising spiritual resources for seekers or “ways to serve” rather than the worship of God. This is a natural consequence of giving up civil society to godlessness. 

			The institutional church, however, was not designed to be a replacement for civil society, nor is the pastoral office a civil office or a business CEO or a mental health administrator. We’re fools if we think that a “Gospel culture” that is limited to the ecclesial sphere is sufficient. The church’s concern—per its divine design—is with the worship of God, administering sacred things for the good of the soul and eternal life. Churches can certainly take on additional services and roles, but these are accidental to its purpose. The rejection of cultural Christianity necessarily leads to an erroneous and confused ecclesiology in which the ecclesial sphere takes on duties suitable for civil society. As a result, it performs these duties poorly and distracts the church from its principal role, and families remain ill-equipped to resist the world.

			Motivations

			Some reject cultural Christianity because it leads people to conform to Christian practices for incomplete or bad reasons. Let’s evaluate this claim by considering the nature of motivation. 

			Having only social power, cultural Christianity cannot, by itself, lead anyone to act internally according to the proper spiritual motivation. The best cultural Christianity can do is inculcate in someone a deep, internalized sense of duty to participate in Christian practices, viz., to perform the substance of Christian duty. Performing only the substance of duty is still sinful, for the subject of action must flow from, as Turretin says, an “internal rectitude of heart and intention of the end.” There must be a “spiritual obedience” in accordance with the “spiritual law of God.”25 This limitation of cultural Christianity is no strike against it, unless we want to attack every institution of moral formation. We can raise our children to act in virtue, habitually forming in them a sense a duty, and we can call for them to do all things to the glory of God. But only they, by grace, can choose spiritual obedience; only they can adorn their virtuous habits with true piety.

			It should be obvious that an internalized sense of duty is good for us and others. Should a father decline to minister to his family because he has no motivation but a sense of duty? What about a preacher on Sunday morning who doesn’t feel like preaching? What if you wake up on Sunday and feel compelled to sleep in and miss church? You ought to do all things to God’s glory, but our sense of duty is what makes society function and creates the conditions for good outward action and internal piety. A father may on occasion catechize his kids with no motivation but duty, but the children nevertheless are catechized. 

			To be sure, cultural Christianity does lead some people to conform in order to keep up appearances. In these cases, cultural Christianity has partly failed, because these people have not internalized Christian duty. But their conformity is still good as to the outward action, for (1) it has led them to regularly hear the Gospel; (2) their conformity helps to sustain the cultural practices in the community, leading others to hear the Gospel; and (3) it helps to sustain civil honesty, social institutions (e.g., marriages), and civil manners that work for the common good. 

			But doesn’t cultural Christianity lead the unregenerate to sin? After all, they (lacking grace) are unable to act internally to God’s glory. In response, one can easily point out that virtually no one would consistently apply the principle behind this question. Would you exclude a known unbeliever from attending a church service because he might join in congregational singing or perform other elements of the liturgy? No. You would rejoice that he witnessed the service and hears the Gospel. Would you leave your unbelieving child at home, fearing that he might sin grievously in hypocrisy? No. Will you reject evangelism because non-Christians sin when they reject the Gospel? No. The fact that cultural Christianity leads unregenerate people to sin is no reason in itself to repudiate it.

			Moral Witness

			One often hears that cultural Christianity harms “Christian moral witness.” Rarely, if ever, is moral witness defined or theologically grounded, but it is often used to denounce the pursuit of worldly power (both social power and civil power). Since the language of “witness” implies an audience, we ought to ask, “Who is the audience?” It cannot be most of humanity, since most would recognize that a people’s culture ought to reflect their spiritual commitments. Take Islamic civilization, for example. Nations of Muslims are Islamic nations, for they affirm the principle that true religion ought to comprehensively shape human society. To them, Christian nations are not violating a principle but rather have a false religion. Even in the United States, a sizable portion of the population, including the majorities in midwestern and southern states (I suspect), would support some degree of Christian culture. 

			The audience most likely in mind for “Christian moral witness” are American coastal elites. Ironically, coastal elites also believe that one’s spiritual commitments should shape culture via social power, though their spiritual commitments are social dogmas like egalitarianism, human rights, and gender fluidity. In the service of their dogmas, they destroy lives for using the wrong pronouns; they create “professional ethics” that effectively exclude orthodox Christians; they scour old tweets for ways to cancel people. These people love the sort of “moral witness” that renders evangelicalism unthreatening to the American regime. Moral witness, in other words, is a way to reconcile evangelicalism and the current American regime. 

			It is bizarre that, in the interest of Christian moral witness, we must celebrate our people and place being overrun with moral chaos; offer little or no resistance to the anti-Christian ideology driving children from the faith; cower behind “religious exemptions” to affirm and practice truth; welcome marginalization, persecution, and embattlement of Christian families; and even accelerate into a social epistemology that renders Christian truth implausible. Why shouldn’t Christian witness include a confident socio-cultural assertion of its truth? In what way is resigning to malaise and indignity appealing to the world? This appeals only to those whose socio-economic class makes them largely immune to the social consequences of losing cultural Christianity. Cultural Christianity may have kept homes intact, but as Russell Moore said, it is “hardly revival.”

			Patriotism in Worship

			There is no avoiding the presence of cultural particulars in church worship. Sermons, for example, are in the vernacular language. Congregational prayer will contain prayers for the people’s civil leaders and thanks to God for good governance, for ancestral witness to the faith, and for national blessings. 

			But the instituted church was not instituted to organize patriotic song-singing or national flag-waving or to host campaign speeches. It administers Word and Sacraments to a sacred assembly for heavenly life; its main orientation is to heaven. I’m ambivalent about national flags located inside or outside churches, but national flags should not be displayed in a sanctuary and especially not within sight during worship. The worshipper should see pulpit, table, and font. 

			I say this not to denigrate Christian patriotism; certainly the reader could not accuse me of that. My concern is that God is given his due in worship and that worship remains a heavenly assembly oriented to heavenly life. As I’ve made clear, you do not need the instituted church or church ministers to certify political action as Christian action. Nor must Christian politics be some extension of formal Christian ministry, organized by the instituted church. There is no need, therefore, to incorporate national symbols or patriotic elements in formal worship, except as fitting our heaven-oriented worship of God. 

			VII. Conclusion

			Christians need to recover an assertive will for their good and have the spirit and resolve to exclude what is bad. We should use social power to oppose those who threaten them and who attempt to subvert our faith or exploit its moral demands. That means opposing, suppressing, and excluding the very sort of people who run the American regime. A Christian society that is for itself will distrust atheists, decry blasphemy, correct any dishonoring of Christ, orient life around the Sabbath, frown on and suppress moral deviancy, and repudiate neo-Anabaptist attempts to subvert a durable Christian social order. A Christian nation that is true to itself will unashamedly and confidently assert Christian supremacy over the land.

			Since cultural Christianity is simultaneously both Christian and cultural, its conservation depends essentially on continuity of peoplehood through generations. Christian culture, being particular, is an inheritance of a people; only they can conserve it. For this reason, you cannot separate this chapter from the analysis in chapter 3. The enduring connection of people and place conserves culture, including cultural Christianity. There is no universal “Gospel culture.” Christianity as expressed culturally is always particular and transmitted through natural generations. 

			However, the vestiges of cultural Christianity are disappearing in the West today. I offer my ideas for recovering it in the conclusion of this volume. Here, I’ll simply say that it requires a fiercely resolute will. A people must have spirit, self-affirmation, self-regard, and confidence in themselves. They must, in other words, become the opposite of what Western Christianity has become. The spirit to live says, “This is ours for our good,” and it drives a people to endure the sacrifices to keep it.
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What Laws Can and Cannot Do: Civil Law

			“For when the authority is of God and that in way of an ordinance (Rom. 13:1) and when the administration of it is according to deductions and rules gathered from the word of God and the clear light of nature in civil nations, surely there is no human law that tendeth to [the]common good (according to those principles) but [but what] is mediately a law of God, and that in way of an Ordinance which all are to submit unto and that for conscience sake (Rom. 13:5).” —The Laws and Liberties of Massachusetts (1647)

			I. Law in General

			This chapter completes what I’ve identified as the material cause of Christian nationalism, or the content of Christian national action. In the previous chapter, we discussed social custom; here we discuss civil law. Social custom, as I argued, implicitly orders us to earthly and heavenly ends by the force of social power. But this prejudicial ordering has limitations: it is neither centralized nor possessed and exercised by a decisional authority, nor does it permit the use of outward force to achieve compliance. In its nature, prejudice is unwieldly; difficult to direct, shift, and change; and lacks flexibility. It is insufficient for a complete ordering of civil society for a postlapsarian world and even a world of innocence. All civil societies, for this reason, need an explicit ordering, that is, something public and promulgated and decided upon through deliberation, wisdom, prudence, and authority. Societies need, in other words, an ordering of reason—reason expressed as civil law.

			God made man a reasonable creature. Man’s possession of reason is what most distinguishes him from beasts. Being reasonable, man is placed under a moral (or natural) law. Recall that the moral law is a rule to life, for by it man achieves his natural end. Reason is that faculty by which man discerns this law and thereby judges what must be done and must not be done. Cicero famously wrote that “law is the highest reason, rooted in nature, which commands things that must be done and prohibits the opposite.”1 Non-rational creations are under types of ordering (appetitive, vegetative, etc.), but these are not under laws properly speaking, for such creatures have neither the faculty to discern nor a free will to conform to the principles of their natures. The reason of man allows him to discern and understand both the laws of his nature and why those laws are good for him.

			We can proceed with a definition of law in general:

			Law is an ordering of reason by an appropriate lawgiver for the good of the community.

			This definition of law is true of all types of law: eternal, natural, and human (or civil). The “ordering of reason” includes, as Reformed theologian Franciscus Junius writes, “(1) the reason of the one who orders, (2) the reason of those who are governed by the ordering, and (3) that very reason of ordering intervening between both. If one of these is lacking, it is not properly called a law.”2 Ordering is a relation between one who orders and those who are ordered. But an ordering of reason is a public dictation of judgment for others by an authority who judges for the common good. 

			The natural law is an ordering of reason, consisting of moral principles that are innate in rational creatures, given by God, who is the author of nature. Put differently, God has ordered man with a rule by which he discerns what he must do and must avoid in order to achieve his ends. This natural law applies to every sphere of life, not merely civil life; it is comprehensive. But being a set of universal principles, it requires particular applications according to the sphere in which one is acting and according to the circumstances of that sphere. The natural law orders family life, for example, providing its form, structure, and end, but natural principles require application by the familial authority to direct it to its end. No two families are exactly the same as to the specific judgments on what conduces to their good, yet both can, despite their varying judgments, achieve the end of family life. 

			Natural law prescribes universal principles and universal conclusions from those principles. As Junius writes, 

			We call principles those that are known in themselves, are immovable, and (as the scholastic call them) are indemonstrable . . . just as, for example, “God exists,” and in life is “preserving our existence, our species, and justice.” We call common conclusions, however, those things that natural reason, with the light of nature leading the way, constructs from the principles, such as, for example, that God must be worshipped, and our life, our species, and the supports of justice must be cared for.3

			These conclusions are universal (viz., true for all situations) and are the ground for action, but they are not prescriptive of action in themselves. They require a reasoning subject to make particular determinations (or applications) concerning concrete action, given the circumstances. Determinations are practical decisions on what to do or not do, given the circumstances; and these can be individual, familial, civil, and ecclesiastical determinations. Junius, for example, discusses Deuteronomy 22:8, which requires one to “make a railing for your roof.” This is a determination (given by God) that follows from a principle and its subsequent conclusion, namely, “no one must be injured” and “nothing that could injure anyone may be built,” respectively.4 The determination that roofs ought to have railings is suitable only if roofs in the community are designed such that they might be hazardous. Most single-family homes today do not require railings, for ordinarily roofs are not hazardous. Though this determination is no longer relevant, the principle and conclusion remain valid, and building codes (which are determinations) recognize the same principle and conclusion.

			Since every sphere of life is under natural law and that natural law requires particular applications, it follows that every sphere of life requires a suitable authority, with a suitable power, to make determinations. For this reason, God has granted specific types of power by which the authorities of each sphere make judgments. The family has the pater familias with patria potestas (“fatherly power”); civil life has the civil magistrate with civil power; the instituted church has the minister with spiritual power; and the individual has a power unto himself. The nature of each sphere dictates the species of power required. These powers and their differences are not arbitrary but arise from the nature of each sphere.

			II. Civil Law

			Ordering of Reason

			Civil determinations are civil laws. Now, civil laws are necessary for civil society because households in combination create problems of collective action that individuals and households cannot effectively resolve on their own. Put differently, social life apart from civil law creates gaps in judgment of what to do and what not to do. We have natural epistemic limitations, and so civil society requires rules of action for proper coordination. Absent these rules, we would unintendedly frustrate each other’s activities and ends. Imagine, for example, a community with cars that also lacks traffic laws. Without common rules, we would be unable to effectively coordinate our actions, even with the best intentions. This is why the Western political tradition has called civil law, as Plutarch famously said, the “life of cities.” Agreeing with him, Cicero wrote the following:

			For law is the bond which secures these our privileges in the commonwealth, the foundation of our liberty, the fountain-head of justice. Within the law are reposed the mind and heart, the judgement and the conviction of the state. The state [civitas] without law would be like the human body without mind—unable to employ the parts which are to it as sinews, blood, and limbs.5

			Following Cicero, Bullinger wrote that “laws undoubtedly are the strongest sinews of the commonweal.”6 Civil laws coordinate our activities, making possible a collective, symbiotic life.

			Since civil law is a species of law in general, we can define civil law as

			an ordering of reason, enacted and promulgated by a legitimate civil authority, that commands public action for the common good of civil communities. 

			Civil law is the outward and official expression of public judgment. Public judgment is simply the conclusion of the civil authority’s reasoning about suitable public action for the common good. Civil law is the enacted and promulgated form of public judgment, and so civil law is the outward and official expression of the civil authority’s reasoning about suitable action for the common good.

			Civil law has command over the outward man but not from an authority in and of itself. Its authority, as Junius states, “proceed[s] by reason from those other preceding laws,” namely, the natural law.7 Hence, it is a derived authority, and so laws are just only if they command what proceeds from the natural law. This derivative character is precisely why such laws bind our conscience to them. As Aquinas said, “[Human] laws . . . have the power of binding conscience, from the eternal law whence they are derived [via natural law].”8 However, a purported law that does not order according to reason is no law at all. That is to say, unjust laws are not laws, properly speaking, and so they do not bind the conscience to obedience. This position—expressed famously in Latin as lex iniusta non est lex [an unjust law is not a law]—was affirmed from Cicero to Augustine through Aquinas to classical Protestantism. Zacharias Ursinus said, for example, that law “commands that which is upright and just, otherwise it is no law.” 9 Though this raises questions of tyranny and civil disobedience, the important point here is that civil law, when true and just, is neither arbitrary nor has its force from the will of the magistrate alone; rather, it orders civil life in accordance with a higher law and has its force from that higher law, namely, the natural law. In this way, the magistrate mediates divine civil rule, as the one who determines appropriate action from natural law principles. 

			An important principle of civil law is that its reach is limited to things that the other spheres of life cannot effectively regulate to the common good. Thus, the individual, family, society, civil associations, and churches have primacy in ordering the things of life. When the other spheres can effectively determine suitable action, civil authorities should not interfere. They should not take from families, churches, and individuals what each sphere can best determine for itself. For example, the state might forbid cruelty in the parental discipline of children, but it should still leave disciplining itself to parents. Nevertheless, despite the extensive powers of these non-civil spheres, much is left for civil law to order in our lives. 

			This principle permitted the augmentation of government after the fall of man, which I discussed in chapter 2. Civil law now contends with the disordering effects of sin. Much of what the other spheres of life could once determine is now subject to the reach of civil law. The husband’s abuse of his power, for example, is restrained by the state. With this augmentation of civil power, civil authority is able to order civil society toward its original end, according to the same natural principles. 

			Civil Command

			Civil power and social power are two species of power. They differ on an essential point: social power is implicit and civil power is explicit, as I’ve said. Civil power is explicit power because it is externalized and personalized as command. Implicit power is analogous to command in that it directs people to “do this” and “don’t do that.” But it operates as a sort of self-admonishment, even though at the same time it is an authority outside oneself. Explicit power has a more pronounced subject-object relation—command and obedience. It directs as a force outside oneself. Civil command, being the command of magistrates, is what gives civil laws their life and force; it supplies the imperative to the judgment.

			Though civil command is backed by penalties for non-compliance, it is not inherently a coercive power. Reformed theologian Herman Witsius correctly wrote, 

			It is not the rigour of coercion that properly constitutes a law, but the obligatory virtue of what is enjoined, proceeding both from the lawgiver, and from the equity of the thing commanded, which is here founded on the holiness of the divine nature, so far as imitable by man.10

			Civil law is, after all, an ordering of reason; it is right practical reason. Since you should always follow right reason, you should always follow (just) civil law. Also, since man’s private judgment concerning suitable civil action is naturally limited, public judgment is both necessary for living well and natural for him to obey. Thus, civil command is not inherently coercive, for man is naturally willing to be directed in life by a civil authority.

			Coercion has become a crucial feature of civil command in the postlapsarian augmentation of civil power. Backing civil command with sanctions is necessary, given the state of things, for civil government adequately achieve its original end. It brings sinful man into compliance with the conditions for commodious civil life. Civil command becomes coercive for someone when he fails or refuses to comply or when he obeys the law simply out of fear of the sanction. 

			The correlate of civil command is civil obedience. The basis for obedience is not persuasion as to the specific reasons of any law, but one of deference to the lawgiver. Deference is necessary because private persons cannot determine many of the actions necessary for the common good, and most people are unable to sufficiently judge the reasons for every action required of them. Thus, the motivating basis for obedience is deference to the lawgiver, who occupies a civil office charging him to make judgments for the whole. The ultimate grounds of obedience are the reasons for the action, but the act of deference presumes that sufficient reasons formed the lawgiver’s judgment. Obeying civil commands, therefore, is acting according to reason (when the commands are just), even though one may not know the reasons for the action. 

			It follows that civil power is a power to command, not to persuade, and that the duties of civil subjection includes the duty of deference. This is clarified when we recognize that commands are not propositions—they are not statements to affirm or deny. Rather, commands are statements to be obeyed or disobeyed. A child cannot affirm “Go clean your room”; he can only obey or disobey. He may affirm or deny the reason for the command, that “rooms need to be tidy.” But the command itself can only be obeyed or disobeyed.11 Thus, while all good commands are backed by good reasons for the commanded action, commands themselves are matters of obedience. The citizen or subject is not required to affirm a law or the reason for the law but simply to obey the law; and though one may affirm the reasons behind the law, the law itself remains a command and so only requires obedience. In military command, for example, subordinate commanders defer to the judgment of superiors, assuming that their superior commander (who commands more than one subordinate unit) is in a better position to make judgments that concern the whole. 

			To be sure, deference does not require absolute obedience or eliminate the possibility of just disobedience. The command is not itself the ultimate ground of action. Deference is simply the presumption that the lawgiver has good reasons for his judgments—the presumption that you are being ordered according to reason. But the absence of good reasons can become apparent to many in the community, either by examining the substance of the required action or its consequences. Our first impulse should be deference, but we are not helpless, amoral, non-rational beings, unable ever to judge the substance and consequences of our actions. Hence, just disobedience is still possible; deference can and ought (at times) to be suspended. I discuss civil disobedience later in the chapter and in the chapter on revolution. 

			As for power over the conscience, implicit power can influence beliefs, such as assent to Christian truth, but civil law cannot command belief. It can only direct bodies. It orders outward action. Civil power cannot touch the conscience. Why? Because the conscience is a forum of persuasion and civil power is a power of command. The civil command “believe in Christ” violates a necessary condition of belief, namely, that belief is a matter of persuasion—something that one affirms.12 You cannot affirm commands, as I’ve said. Therefore, since inward faith is essentially a matter of persuasion (or motivated in part by reasons for faith), exercising faith cannot be an object of civil command, even for the baptized.

			But if civil law cannot touch the inward man, how is it an ordering of reason? After all, we “reason” in the mind. Here is my answer: Civil order is an ordering of practical reason, and thus the ordering of reason in civil life is reason outwardly manifested in action. Civil law orders civil society according to the reason of the lawgiver—a reasoning that is presumed in the act of deference. The outward actions of the people disclose or manifest an ordering of reason, though the people may not know the specific reasoning for the actions.13

			Civil Authority

			Civil law is promulgated and enforced by a legitimate civil authority. I will discuss the civil magistrate in the next chapter. But we must say something here to complete our explication of the definition. Civil laws in themselves have no force; they are, as Cicero said, a mutus magistratus or a “dumb magistrate.”14 Civil law has command only when enlivened by the magistrate, for magistratus lex est loquens (“The magistrate is the living law”), as Cicero said. As Bullinger writes, only through magistrates do laws “shew forth their strength and lively force.”15 Furthermore, since magistrates make judgments with a view to the common good, magistrates must be prudent. They must be capable not only of discerning the public good (viz., going beyond personal interest), but have that public’s good at heart. “[T]he king is constituted over affairs that belong to another, namely, over the affairs of the people,” writes Althusius.16

			Righteous and Good Laws

			Though natural law is a universal law, you cannot derive from it a universally suitable body of civil law. Bodies of law will vary in content based on peculiarities of geography, commerce, the people’s character, religious diversity, and numerous other types of circumstances. Some laws will be present in all or most civil societies, such as prohibitions of murder. These are universal because they are so close to human nature that they will not alter with changes in circumstances. But many laws are indeed based in circumstances and thus particular and mutable. 

			To understand why they are mutable, we should think of civil law in terms of principle, means, and end. The principle is ordering civil life in accordance with natural law principles and circumstances, and the end is a commodious, quiet, and godly life. The principle and end are immutable, for they are rooted in human nature and hence universally true for all civil orders, regardless of circumstance and moral integrity. The means, however, are mutable and vary, for their suitability is contingent on circumstances. The means are civil judgments concerning outward action. Civil law must order the community to its end in light of circumstances and in accordance with natural law. But since circumstances can change, so too can laws. Zanchi writes that civil laws that “are enacted for circumstances of place, time, and personality, cannot be eternal and unchangeable because their circumstances can change.”17 Over time, some existing laws become ineffective and unnecessary; the reasons for them cease. Gratian famously said that “when the reason for the law ceases, the law itself ceases.” They become laws in name only. 

			All just laws are both righteous and good. They are righteous when they inherently accord with the natural law; the commanded action is good in its substance. But being inherently righteous says nothing about their suitability for any given people. As Junius writes, “[T]hings that are absolutely and intrinsically good sometimes become evil in certain circumstances.”18 Laws that oppose libel and slander are righteous, according to the ninth commandment, as a means to protect reputations and to encourage honesty. But if these laws permit the adjudication of any perceived slight, the law itself would likely promote a litigious society and do harm. Consider also a law that permits unlicensed fishing on government land. It is intrinsically righteous, and it may be good as well, if the fisherman are few and do not exploit the lack of regulation. But if the number of fishermen increase, or abuses arise, this law can result in harm. Junius said that “there is a place in which a good or indifferent thing is rendered evil because it is out of place.”19 Thus, all righteous laws are only potentially just. They must also be good laws. That is, they must suit the circumstances and conduce concretely to the common good. It follows, then, that all good laws are righteous laws, for nothing inherently opposed to the natural law could be good for man, but also that righteous laws are good laws only when suitable to the circumstances. This is why the magistrate cannot rubberstamp a ready-made divine civil code; he must apply discernment and prudence to determine appropriate public action. This also explains why civil law will differ from place to place—it must be suitable to the habits, characteristics, heritage, geography, and other particular features of each people. 

			Though good laws require human determination, they are nevertheless from God, not only providentially but also in root and mode: They follow from God’s natural law (the root) and are promulgated and enlivened by God’s servant, the civil magistrate (the mode). Therefore, we can say with Demosthenes that “all law is a gift of God.”20 A just body of civil law is from God. It is, in this sense, theonomic.

			The End of Civil Law

			The end of civil law is the common good of the civil community. The common good is common in that it refers to good conditions of the whole. Civil law aims at the common good by seeking to establish and cultivate social conditions in which each part of the whole is afforded the opportunity to seek for himself and his household the complete good. I emphasize the individual here to correct an overemphasis today on the collective in discourse around the “common good.” The completeness of the individual is not in a zero-sum competition with the completeness of the community. That is, the individual is not subsumed in the collective; rather, complete individuals are the parts to the complete whole. The whole is a symbiosis—each member contributing his gifts and each depending on the various gifts of others. The whole makes possible the completeness of the individual, and complete individuals (or the individual pursuit of completeness) make possible the completeness of the whole. 

			This might seem overly abstract, but my interest is ensuring the preservation of individual agency and vitality. The venerated Thomist view that “law is to make men good” is true; I affirm it. But it is more precise to say that the law facilitates the pursuit of goodness—the will for right action and a will for life. Civil law is not a substitute for individual action, as if law itself procures for man the complete good. Of course, civil law’s first role, as I’ve argued, is to provide judgments on matters indeterminate or inaccessible to private judgment, which order the civil community in accord with reason. They are made good to the extent that civil law directs them in the good. But civil law is limited to public judgments and its postlapsarian augmentation. There remains ecclesiastical, domestic, and individual authority—each being a part of man’s complete good, and all are mutually complementary. To get to the point, civil law should make space for civic virtue, for self-willed individual action, for free association, and for natural hierarchy formation. Indeed, these spaces are necessary for the common good.

			The Objects and Scope of Law

			The objects of law are things that, in principle, the law can touch, direct, or order. It refers to the things of civil jurisdiction. The scope of objects includes all outward things, except spiritual ceremonies and the ecclesiastical order (which are matters of divine law). Though the scope of objects is extensive in principle, the scope is limited in application. This reiterates the principle I identified earlier: Civil authority should leave alone what the other spheres of life can effectively govern themselves. And there must be great awareness of this principle so that the citizens or subjects who must claim and assert their own governability can resist encroachments from modern busybodies and schoolmarms. Of course, communities that lack self-governability will require more law and more law enforcement. 

			Though often disparaged today, natural rights simply follow from natural law. A natural right is a claim for oneself with regard to some good that is essential by nature for him to achieve his natural ends. An obvious example is the right to worship God: one has a claim against others to conduct free, unhindered, and undistracted worship. One has a natural right to life and a right to liberty to the extent of his self-governability. I also affirm a natural right to one’s property,21 though I will not argue for it here. Civil law, in facilitating one’s pursuit of his good, must secure natural rights, for natural rights are essential to the good of men. I am not claiming that the only object of civil law is securing rights but that natural rights are essential and the principal objects of civil law.22 Nor am I claiming that these rights are absolute and utterly inalienable; natural rights are means to man’s good, not ends in themselves. Hence, they can be suspended but only in extraordinary times and only with extreme caution and wisdom. 

			III. Civil Law in a Christian Commonwealth

			A Christian commonwealth is the civil regime of Christian nationalism. Christian nationalism, as I’ve argued, is a Christian nation acting for itself to secure (across generations) both its earthly and heavenly good. Achieving these goods requires civil government—an entity that explicitly and effectively acts upon society via civil law. Civil government is Christian not because it declares itself Christian (whether through pomp, titles, or constitutional preambles) but because it actually orders a Christian people to their complete good. This includes acting for the peace and good order of the instituted church, which administers the chief good. Thus, action, not declaration, makes a commonwealth Christian. 

			Not every particular civil law of a Christian civil government is distinctively Christian. Indeed, most are simply human; they concern human things. After all, the foundational principles of all civil societies, even Christian ones, are universal human principles, and Christians are fully human. As Junius rightly states,

			For to the extent that we may be Christians, we do not cease being humans, but we are Christian human beings [homines Christiani]. So also we must state that therefore we are bound by Christian laws, not that we are consequently released from human ones.23

			A Christian commonwealth, therefore, enacts many laws that (considered separately) pertain in object and end to man as man, not as a Christian. But these laws are Christian as parts to a Christian whole. That is, they belong to a totality of law that is Christian, for a Christian body of law orders to the complete good, including that which is heavenly. We can say, then, that every law that pertains to man as man is a Christian law, albeit indirectly, when it belongs to a body of law that is Christian as to the whole. This is precisely why I’ve used the word totality in my definition of Christian nationalism; it allows us to say that all national actions—whether directed by custom or law—are Christian customs and laws, even if in themselves they are not distinctly Christian or religious and are merely human and mundane. Such actions are Christian actions because they contribute what is necessary to the whole (e.g., nursing mothers, commercial activity, military service)—a whole that is Christian because it orders to both earthly and heavenly good.

			Junius continues:

			For grace perfects nature; grace does not, however, abolish it. And therefore with respect to the laws by which nature itself is sustained and renewed, grace restores [restituit] those that have been lost, renews [instaurat] those that have been corrupted, and teaches [tradit] those that are unknown.24

			Grace has three functions vis-à-vis nature: (1) it restores what was lost at the fall; (2) it renews what the fall corrupted; and (3) it teaches what is above nature. These functions constitute the general operations of grace in the world, and restored humanity is a product of these functions of grace. 

			By the grace of God, Scripture contains both natural truths and supernatural truths—the latter consisting mainly of the adventitious and exclusive means to eternal life. Since Scripture contains the natural law (in scripturated form), Scripture can and ought to inform our understanding of the natural law, the common good, proper determinations for civil law, and the means to heavenly life. 

			No civil law can be fundamentally derived from a supernatural principle (i.e., a principle of grace). Civil society is fundamentally a human order and is ordered according to principles of human nature. Nevertheless, as I argued in chapter 4, the basis for a civil law can be a supernatural conclusion from natural principles that have interacted with supernatural truth. For example, if civil government ought to support the spiritual administration of true religion (a natural principle), then civil government ought to support the spiritual administration of the Christian religion (supernatural conclusion). Why? Because the Christian religion is the true religion (a supernatural truth). This syllogism demonstrates that civil laws can be distinctively Christian and yet grounded in a natural principle. Commonwealths can enact distinctively Christian laws that serve Christian ends. Enacting Sabbath laws, for example, follows not from a principle of grace but from a principle of nature—that civil government ought to order outward conditions for the good of man, including the highest good. Civil law cannot command inward worship or belief, but it can suppress public blasphemy, heresy, and flagrant disregard for public worship among the baptized.25

			A Christian body of law remains an ordering of reason, despite the fact that some of the laws are distinctively Christian, because the end or telos of natural reason is Christian truth. To worship the true God, which is the preeminent command of reason, means worshipping the Triune God—a truth known only by faith. To be rightly ordered in reason is to be ordered to what is above reason. Since we have Scripture, sound reason no longer terminates at natural religion. Special revelation is above reason, but it is not contrary to reason; and reason is fulfilled in it as that which supplies reason’s highest object and its perfection. Therefore, a Christian body of law, which contains laws that are distinctively Christian, order the community in reason, indeed to the highest reason and its fulfillment. A Christian body of law is the only complete and true body of law. 

			It is tempting to list a set of laws that the typical Christian commonwealth would have, and certainly the practically minded reader would prefer this. But the suitability of this or that law is highly dependent on circumstances, the character of the people, and religious demographics. As Aquinas said, “General principles of the natural law cannot be applied to all men in the same way on account of the great variety of human affairs: and hence arises the diversity of positive laws among various people.”26 A Christian people may want to censure atheism and blasphemy through civil law, but another people may find social power sufficient to that end. No doubt all would have Sabbath laws, but these will vary in degree and type. Church establishment will certainly look different in different places, and perhaps official church establishment is unnecessary. A Christian commonwealth would enact distinctive laws that secure and support the people’s particularity, encourage their pride of place, and reinforce one’s duties to this country. Supplying a set of laws, in my judgment, only feeds into the tendency of Westerners to retreat to universality, whereby people look for something outside themselves to order themselves concretely. A people need the strength, resolve, and spirit to enact their own laws, and they should not seek some universal “blueprint” they can rubber-stamp into law. The 19th-century German jurist Friedrich Stahl said it best:

			God’s world order is the archetype of all positive legal construction, but it is not itself a legal construction. Its concepts and commandments, the purpose inhering in life relations, are the principles and the guideline for the laws; but they are not themselves laws by which men in accordance therewith maintain ordered human relations and are able to decide cases of conflict. . . . The people themselves, in accordance with the particularity of spirit and their conditions and with their own creative power, are to give definitive shape to them, to particularize them and thus also to individualize them; and only then do they become applicable norms, or law.27

			The Law of Moses

			Questions around the Mosaic law are typically more theological in nature and best left for the theologians. But some comments touching on principles of law will help us understand how Christian nations should view and use the law of Moses. The Mosaic law is, as Junius states, a “perfect example” of law, for it is divinely prescribed law, and God prescribes for man only what is good and true. For this reason, “it is necessary to praise the law of Moses above other human laws because it proceeds from that legislator whose reason is most perfect,” says Junius.28 But although the Mosaic law is of divine origin, the law in itself, in substance, shares the same classification as other examples of civil law—it is one possible body of law that “proceed[s] from the immovable principles and general conclusion” of the natural law.29 The Mosaic law is not above natural law; it is a perfect application of it. 

			Put differently, although the Mosaic law is specifically different from all other bodies of law with regard to types of content,30 it still belongs to the same genus as all bodies of civil law. Essential to that genus is that all laws ought to be both righteous and good. The Mosaic law was a perfect body of law for the Jewish people not simply because God declared it to be perfect but because it was actually perfect. It was, according to God’s natural law, both righteous and good, and it was good because it perfectly conduced to the common good of the Jewish people in their circumstances, if obeyed. But it is not thereby a suitable body of law for all nations. For this reason, as the Reformed tradition has almost universally affirmed, Mosaic law, taken as a whole, is not binding on all nations, even Christian nations. Yet because the Mosaic law perfectly follows from the natural law (albeit suited for a certain people), it can serve as a guide or source of law for all nations. The Mosaic law, therefore, remains relevant to all civil polities. 

			The “ancient” division (as Calvin called it) of the Mosaic law divides it into moral, ceremonial, and civil (or political) law. The moral law refers to “nothing else than the testimony of natural law, and of that conscience which God has engraven on the minds of men.” This law is itself divided under two heads: we are to “worship God with pure faith and piety [and] to embrace men with sincere affection.”31 Calvin has in mind the two tables of the Decalogue. The moral law is immutable and universal and serves as the ground for the other two types of law, which are mutable and particular. As Junius writes, 

			For the civil or political law serves the moral law with respect to human society in the way established by each republic, which is particular, but the ecclesiastical law, which is commonly called ceremonial, serves the moral law as it pertains to the worship of God and to piety. . . . And indeed it is the nature of the moral law that in and of itself it should be constant and immutable, but regarding those laws that have been enacted on account of that moral law, and look to it as if to their own end, it is demonstrated that these laws are mutable even in themselves, because they exist on account of something else.32

			The ceremonial laws were, as Calvin said, a “tutelage” for the people of God until the Lord “was fully to manifest his wisdom to the world, and exhibit the reality of those things which were then adumbrated by figures.”33 For this reason, they are “deadly,” as Augustine said, for they foreshadowed what was to come, and in their practice one denies Christ.34 

			The civil law of the Mosaic law did not in itself foreshadow Christ and so did not undergo a change as to their righteousness—they are, in other words, not deadly. But they are dead; they are “no longer living in such a way as to obligate,” says Junius. He continues, speaking of civil law in general: “In circumstances it undergoes as many changes as possible, and varies according to time, place, person, deeds, modes, causes, and supports—in the past, the present, or the future—as well as in public and private matters.”35 In other words, whether any civil law is good depends on circumstances, which requires the discernment and prudence of man. Calvin writes, “[E]ach nation has been left at liberty to enact the laws which it judges as beneficial.”36 Nothing about this disparages the Mosaic law—a law of God. It is a perfect example of law. But it is not a universal body of law. 

			Some civil laws in the Mosaic law are universal in a way. But they are universal because they are necessary for any just and commodious human society. Indeed, such laws are a part of the Mosaic law precisely because their absence would make the law imperfect; and God, being good, could not create anything but perfect law. These laws include punishing “reprehensible” crimes, requiring capital punishment.37 One might also consider Deuteronomy 19:15—“One witness shall not rise up against a man for any iniquity, or for any sin, in any sin that he sinneth”—to be a universally wise law.

			Though not universally suitable, the civil laws of Scripture provide certainty as to their inherent righteousness. They are, therefore, morally permissible in civil law, and the closeness of circumstances aid in determining whether any of them is suitable. Permissibility does not necessarily mean suitability, of course, but I remind the modern reader that his modern discomfort at some of the prescribed punishments is an unreliable measure of their suitability.

			The fear of “human autonomy” in determining suitable law, which some corners of Protestantism today voice, is misplaced. Although civil law is a sort of self-given human law—for the civil magistrate deliberates and determines it—the law still must be in accord with God’s immutable law, and every civil law is binding only if it is derived from God’s law and conduces to the end of that law. Hence, just civil law, even when determined by man, is both theonomic and, in a sense, autonomic. The magistrate enacts and enforces laws of his own design, though only as a mediator, a sort of vicar of divine civil rule.

			IV. Modern Theonomy

			The previous section, though theonomic in my view, opposes most versions of modern theonomy. Instead of belaboring my critique, it will be helpful for us to briefly discuss the sociological origins of modern theonomy. Modern theonomist movements arose in the late 20th century, a time of great conflict between competing universal visions—between liberalism and communism. At the same time, the West underwent rapid changes that eroded the social forces and institutions that maintained a seemingly Christian morality or at least a Christian self-conception. Modern theonomy provided both a universalist alternative to the prevailing visions and promised to reverse moral decay. It had an easily identifiable and communicable political program based in biblical law. 

			One can understand why American Christians, bewildered at the pace of change and befuddled as to what to do about it, would find this appealing. It is a simple way to be on God’s side. I say this not to dismiss theonomy, though I do disagree with it. The theonomists had the right spirit; they knew that civil order, liberty, and justice require bold action, confidence in truth, and resolve to succeed. They saw what was coming, and they were largely correct about many of their critics: that their critics, wittingly or not, were designing political theologies of defeat and surrender. The modern version of two-kingdoms theology, advanced by theologians such as Michael Horton (a long critic of theonomy of all sorts), sets forth an endless series of compromises and defeats. It is time to recognize that the theonomists were right about the direction of Reformed political theology as it manifested in the late 20th century up to today.

			Though I have trouble discerning the popularity of theonomy today, it seems to be in decline. This concerns me, because I suspect that it represents a decline in spirit. The pull towards quasi-Anabaptist political theology, which requires a pacifist spirit, is thriving today, even in Reformed and Lutheran contexts. That it was once cool to be anti-theonomist was a mistake.

			My disagreement with the theonomists is different from that of their typical critics. Christian nationalism is a coherent alternative to modern theonomy that achieves the same or at least similar ends, though to my mind Christian nationalism, as I’ve presented it, flows directly out of classical Protestantism, and modern theonomy does not. Furthermore, I affirm a form of theonomy: civil law ought to be in accordance with God’s law, and civil law ought to order man to both earthly and heavenly ends. I deny, however, that the civil laws in the Mosaic law are immutable and universally applicable. Also, in their emphasis on law, theonomists seem to have neglected social power, social cohesion, and culture particularity. Indeed, in my experience, sometimes they are downright hostile to nationalism, the principle of similarity, and cultural preservation. Still, I hope that modern theonomy’s spirit finds a home in Christian nationalism—a spirit that is not afraid to apply God’s law to civil life; is willing to use God-ordained civil power to order man to righteousness and to suppress the enemies of civilization and the church; and desires to elevate God’s people to the first rank in civil society and to declare the eternal good as the highest good. 

			But ordering ourselves to God must spring in large part from self-affirmation, from an instinct of peoplehood, and from the felt need to act for our good. We do not fight for Christian civilization in the abstract or according to a ready-made, universal set of civil laws. We do not fight according to a bare divine law but according to a law of God that inheres and enlivens our whole being. 

			V. Disobeying the Law

			The ancient maxim that “an unjust law is no law” is justified on the grounds that laws are civil commands to act according to reason in accordance with the natural law. Civil law, as we’ve said, is an ordering of reason for civil society. Deference to the civil magistrate’s reason is necessary, since civil law orders the whole, and the lawgiver has in view not merely his own interest (as a private person) but that of the community. He has what one might call public reason, as opposed to private reason. But laws that fail to order the whole according to natural law—being either unrighteous or righteous but ill-suited (i.e., bad)—are unjust laws; they are, for this reason, laws in name only, and God does not bind one’s conscience to them.38

			There are two types of unjust laws, each corresponding roughly to the righteousness/goodness requirements discussed above. The first type are unjust in themselves or in substance; they directly oppose God’s law. Civil law must not demand what God’s law opposes or forbid what God’s law demands. Man must “obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29). The second type of unjust laws are those that in themselves conform to God’s law or are indifferent to it but are unjust in accident. This type divides into at least four sub-types: (1) Illegitimate authorities or non-authorities cannot obligate anyone to some civil action, even if the action is good; only legitimate authorities can enact law; (2) nor can legitimate authorities demand what is beyond another’s ability, for an ought always implies ability; (3) when the magistrate’s personal good is the reason for some law, then that law is unjust, for the reason for any law is the ground of its legitimacy; (4) lastly, any law that does not conduce to the common good is unjust, for essential to any just law is the suitability to achieve the end of law. In each of these cases, the purported law does not formally obligate subjects or citizens, and, therefore, God does not bind their consciences to it. 

			However, one can choose to obey laws that are accidentally unjust, if obeying such laws is harmless to others and does not violate just laws. Christ said that “whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go with him twain” (Matt. 5:41). His command here does not obligate us to be naive and freely and knowingly subject ourselves to exploitation. As Calvin comments, Christ demands ultimately that each man “bear[s] patiently the injuries which he receives.”39 Commenting on Matthew 5:40 (“. . . let him that thy cloak also”), Calvin writes,

			None but a fool will stand upon the words, so as to maintain, that we must yield to our opponents what they demand, before coming into a court of law: for such compliance would more strongly inflame the minds of wicked men to robbery and extortion.40

			What Christ demands is ultimately that we exercise patience when we have no just recourse to avoid such injustice. Concerning “turn the other cheek,” Augustine says that “this does not lay down a rule for outward actions.”41 Thus, Christ’s instructions in Matthew 5:39–42 establish an absolute rule with regard to patiently bearing injustice but not with regard to suffering exploitation and injustice. 

			However, he clearly denies that we have an absolute duty to resist all injustice. It is a personal decision according to our situation. Perhaps the injustice is too insignificant to fuss over, or perhaps resistance would cause greater harm overall. Or perhaps complying demonstrates Christian patience or a reverence for authority in that concrete situation. These decisions require wise deliberation and consideration of the potential harm to others in the act of compliance and defiance. After all, harm against you can easily become harm to those who are dependent on you, and failing to counter injustice often leads to and encourages further injustice towards others. But obedience to injustice is not absolutely required, and Christians ought to practice forbearance with fellow Christians who choose one way or the other, though the choice still ought to be subject to charitable discussion and substantive disagreement on the prudence of this or that action. 

			A Christian has a right to confront injustice and exploitation in order “to protect himself and his property from injury,” states Calvin.42 In everyday life this permits self-defense and other actions,43 but in terms of civil law it permits a Christian to use the full, legitimate powers of law to secure his person and property. That is, Christians can use the power of the civil government to correct any financial, physical, or reputational wrongs done to them. 

			Epistemic Limitations

			Though we can in principle disobey unjust laws, we should recognize the inherent difficulty in determining whether a law is unjust. It is one thing for law to be unjust and another for you to know that it is unjust. Civil magistrates are necessary, as I’ve said, because of natural epistemic limitations in individuals to determine expedient actions for the common good. How then can a private person reliably determine whether a law is unjust? First, we can say with confidence that some laws are clearly unjust, such as forbidding the public worship of God, demanding that one worship false gods or renounce Christ, arbitrary taking of life, manstealing, and many others. Individuals know that such laws are unjust and that they ought to disobey them. Thus, exercising private judgment in determining the injustice of laws is not itself forbidden.

			But many or perhaps most laws evade a simple evaluation, mainly because civil authorities are typically in a better position than private persons to make judgments about what serves the common good. One critical factor here is the credibility of the lawgiver. A law is just if it has the common good in view. But if civil authorities repeatedly demonstrate that they serve only one segment of the people or serve all except one segment, or if they openly express contempt for you or affirm moral absurdities and a degenerate conception of the common good, then motivations for deference are undermined, and it would be wise to question their judgments. If the body of law as a whole is corrupt and significantly harmful or repeatedly applied in corrupt and harmful ways, then it may justify revolution, which I demonstrate in chapter 9.

			In all situations, whether the injustice of some law is obvious or suspected, the entity most responsible to resist the law or mitigate its effects is a lesser magistrate. The lesser magistrate, or a lower civil authority, is in a better position than private persons to determine whether a law enacted from a higher civil authority is just or unjust. He is already charged with the common good and therefore can in principle determine its effects on his jurisdiction. Our first appeal, after judging that some law is unjust, should be to the lesser magistrate, who is charged with securing the common good for his civil community. 

			Pastors can admonish erring magistrates to correct injustice in the law, but pastors must not mistake their theological training or scriptural knowledge for expertise in jurisprudence. Pastors as pastors are no more competent to analyze or make civil law than any other private person. Now, a pastor can admonish his congregants to disobey a clearly unjust law, and he can exercise spiritual discipline over one who commits injustice in obeying that law. But his primary concern is not civil justice but souls. If civil laws forbid what is good and prescribe what is evil, they threaten the souls of his flock, and for that reason, he has a duty to admonish disobedience.

			VI. Conclusion

			Civil law by itself, however, is dead. The civil magistrate enlivens it by his authority and person. The civil magistrate, or what I’ll call the “Christian prince,” mediates the people’s national will for their good, providing them the necessary and specific civil actions for that end. More than that, however, the magistrate is also the head of the people—the one to whom they look to see greatness, a love of country, and the best of men. He is their spirit. Civil law is the life of the commonwealth in relation to its activities and operations, but the magistrate is the heart and spirit of the people. He is, or ought to be, the quintessential great man, and we turn to him next.
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The Christian Prince

			“There is more true virtue in one politic man, who governeth the commonweal and doth his duty truly, than in many thousands of monks and hermits.” —Henry Bullinger1

			I. Introduction

			Having discussed the things (or material cause) of Christian nationalism—social customs and civil law, which compose the totality of national action for the complete good—we now come to the chief agent of Christian nationalism. The national will alone cannot terminate immediately into national action. It must terminate upon a mediator—upon one who translates that national general will into specific commands of action that lead the nation to its good. In large part, Christian nationalism, as a totality of national action, is an orchestration of civil leadership. 

			This chapter is a discussion of the efficient cause of Christian nationalism; that is, I discuss the agents that bring about the things of Christian nationalism. The efficient cause begins and ends with the people—their will and their concrete actions. But their will is mediated through civil leadership wielding the power to command action. Thus, Christian nationalism exists when the Christian national will for itself is mediated through Christian civil leaders who command and inspire concrete actions performed by the people.

			II. The Prince

			Civil leadership is difficult to describe with specificity, since there are several types of civil leaders. In the 16th and 17th centuries, Protestant writers would speak of kings, princes, civil magistrates, governors, etc. Today, we have presidents, congressmen, prime ministers, members of parliament, and others. And unlike many traditional civil polities, many countries today have an institutionalized separation of powers, such that (for example) the legislative, executive, and judicative powers of civil government are located in different branches of government. I might have devoted this chapter to the role of civil government—a term that captures most of the civil roles and functions necessary for Christian nationalism. But this term is impersonal and emphasizes the administration of civil affairs, even connotating the work of bureaucracy and management.

			I cannot conceive of a true renewal of Christian commonwealths without great men leading their people to it. Nor can we expect the national will to find its end through an administration led by wonks and regulators. So I will primarily use “prince” as the mediator of the nation’s will for itself. This title denotes both an executive power (viz., one who administers the laws) and personal eminence in relation to the people. The prince is the first of his people—one whom the people can look upon as father or protectorate of the country. I am not calling for a monarchical regime over every civil polity, and certainly not an autocracy, though I envision a measured and theocratic Caesarism—the prince as a world-shaker for our time, who brings a Christian people to self-consciousness and who, in his rise, restores their will for their good.2 “Prince” is a fitting title for a man of dignity and greatness of soul who will lead a people to liberty, virtue, and godliness—to greatness. 

			III. The Origin of Civil Power

			As a collective entity, a nation has a collective will for its collective good. It must have a collective will, because the nation is a moral person, responsible for itself before God. A collective will is expressed in the first-person plural—we desire the good of the whole, the good of us as a people.3 This is national self-love. Political theorists have long argued that a people’s collective will is the means of consent to be under civil government, and I agree. But the nation can will only for its general good. Nations in themselves, viewed simply as a people, lack an ordering agent and so cannot effectively act for their own good in any immediate sense. Put differently, while each member of the nation might have perfect benevolence for the common good, there is no inherent or purely natural organization to the nation that permits people to realize their benevolence in action. The people lack coordination, and disorder (though unintended) will frustrate acts of good. The nation can act for its good but only mediately: They must establish an ordering agent, namely, a civil government. They must install a prince. The prince is the one through whom the people act for their own good. 

			The will of the people is not a set of policies, as if the prince were a mere delegate to enact their will concerning particulars. Rather, the people’s collective will expresses consent to be ordered according to both the general conception of the common good and their own particularities. They place trust in the prince as an intermediary to actualize their good. Hence, a prince is not bound to any specific dictates of the people (though certainly these should be taken seriously when expressed clearly); he is bound to what is good, namely, the moral law of God. 

			Now, since the nature of man necessitates civil society and since the nature of that society requires an ordering agent, the power of that ordering agent must be natural as well. This is a consequence of natural reason: Would God create something that lacks what is necessary for that thing to achieve its purpose? Would God create human society with an inherent need for an ordering agent and not provide the power for ordering? No. God’s designs are always coherent. It follows that the power of magistracy—civil power—is part of the created order. As Samuel Rutherford writes, “God and nature intendeth the policy and peace of mankind, then must God and nature have given to mankind a power to compass this end; and this must be a power of government.”4

			But what is the origin of this power? Perhaps the right to rule is inherent to the nature of certain individuals; they are born, in other words, with magisterial power. But as the Western tradition has long affirmed, men are by nature free and equal in relation to each other. Thus, as Francisco Suárez stated, “no person has political jurisdiction over another person, even as no person has dominion over another.”5 Put differently, no one possesses an inherent, natural superiority in relation to other men such that, by pure nature alone, natural inferiors are bound by their nature to submit to them.6 

			But perhaps civil powers (e.g., to punish evil doers or to exact restitution for injuries) are original to each individual and are transferred from individuals to civil rulers. This is the view of John Locke, who wrote that the “execution of the law of nature is in that state [of nature], put into every man’s hands, whereby every one has a right to punish the transgressors of that law to such a degree, as may hinder its violation.” His reason for this view is similar to Rutherford’s, quoted above. Locke writes, “[T]he law of nature would . . . be in vain, if there were no body that in the state of nature, had a power to execute that law.”7 That is, nature demands that this power exists. Locke, however, locates this power in each and every individual, not in the community—a position he admits is a “strange doctrine.”8

			It is worthwhile to reconcile these views, for it permits us to recognize both collective and individual powers. By pure nature, every man has certain powers of his own. Rutherford rightly says, for example, “that we defend ourselves from violence by violence is a consequent of unbroken and sinless nature.”9 The duty of self-preservation entails a right to self-defense. And I contend, with Locke, that individuals, when outside the jurisdiction of civil government, are permitted to punish transgressors of the natural law, and I agree that individuals transfer these powers to civil rulers in trust for their execution. Nevertheless, civil power, as to its principal part, cannot have its origin in individuals, for no man has an inherent power to bind another man’s conscience to particular applications of natural law for the common good. That is, no man, by right of his nature, can order the whole; he cannot command his neighbor to obey his positive judgments on particular actions that conduce to the common good. Only the Lord of the conscience has this power, namely, God. Thus, as Rutherford states, “All civil power is immediately from God in its root.”10 The power to order the whole must come from God; it does not inhere in or originate from any man or men in aggregate.

			Yet we should say with Suárez that “God does not give this power by a special act or grant distinct from creation.”11 This would require him to “manifest [it] through revelation.”12 Civil power is neither inherent nor adventitious to man. God does not (ordinarily) declare by special revelation that this or that person has civil power.

			Rather, it is “a characteristic property resulting from nature,” writes Suárez. He continues:

			This [civil power] does not emerge in human nature until men gather in one perfect community and untie politically. . . . Once constituted, this body is at once, and by force of natural reason, the site of this [civil] power. The power is correctly understood then, only as a property entailed by such a mystical body so constituted.13

			The people possess civil power as a necessary and natural consequence of their combination. 

			One important corollary is that recognizing the true God (or Christ) is unnecessary to possess this power, for having this power is simply a natural consequence of the people’s combination into human society. And they can likewise devolve this power upon those who do not recognize the true God. Hence, true civil authority does not depend on true religion, though certainly in failing to acknowledge the divine source of civil authority, the people and civil ruler are in a perilous situation. It doesn’t bode well for them, but being godless or idolatrous does not itself preclude true political order. Hence, Peter instructs his recipients to “honor the [Roman] emperor” (1 Pet. 2:17, niv).

			Now, although combining into civil society is instinctive to man, the combination itself is voluntary.14 It is similar to marriage in this regard. By natural instinct, men and women are drawn toward marriage, but the union of any particular man and woman is a matter of choice.15 Likewise, the instinctive act of forming a civil society is voluntary.16 But unlike the family, in which domestic power is immediately granted to the man,17 “[civil] power is (so to speak) a natural attribute of a perfect human community, viewed as such,” writes Suárez, and it “may be taken from that community—by its own consent or through some other means—and transferred to another.”18 The community possesses that power in indefinite form, and they must devolve it into a definite form, viz., into a particular civil arrangement.19 Thus, as Rutherford writes, “this or that power is mediately from God, proceeding from God by the mediation of the consent of a community, which resigneth their power to one or more rulers.”20 Consent is the mechanism by which divine civil power is bestowed upon the prince. 

			We should emphasize that bestowing civil power upon civil leaders—though natural and necessary—is not perfunctory or performed carelessly or without caution and watchfulness. As Junius Brutus, author of Vindiciae contra tyrannos, said,

			Everyone consents that men by nature loving liberty and hating servitude, born rather to command than obey, have not willingly admitted to be governed by another, and renounced as it were the privilege of nature by submitting themselves to the command of others, but for some special and great profit that they expected from it.21

			The proper motivation to submit arises not from viewing domination as a good in itself or from a psychological need to feel dominated; these are effeminate motivations. The proper motivation is quite the opposite. Submission is motivated by the rational need for ordered liberty wherein one finds opportunity to act with his neighbor for his own and his neighbor’s good. Submission is good only insofar that it conduces to living well. Being a means, it is not an end in itself. The people transfer this power in trust, and so civil leaders hold a fiduciary power. We should never forget that although the power of civil leaders is rooted in God, they possess this power mediately and conditionally—by an act of the people and in trust for their good. And we should never suppress that natural love of liberty and the manly desire to command ourselves.

			IV. A Divine Office

			The prince, as a civil leader, holds an office on behalf of God, the creator. “The principle and supreme end of the civil magistrate as such,” writes Turretin, “is the glory of God, the Creator, conservator of the human race, and the ruler of the world.”22 It is a natural office, required by the nature of man, whose function is ordering civil society for commodious and pious living. Civil power being original to God, the prince mediates God’s divine civil rule. He is not a steward or a simple administrator, as if he simply promulgates a divinely prescribed civil code. Rather, he makes public judgments in application of God’s natural law, effectively creating law (though derivative of natural law), and he has the power to bring about what he commands. Thus, the prince holds the most excellent office, exceeding even that of the church minister, for it is most like God. The prince, unlike the church minister,23 is a mediator—“a vicar of God”—in outward, civil affairs.24 As Calvin said, civil rulers “represent the person of God, as whose substitutes they in a manner act.”25

			For this reason, the prince is called a “god” in Scripture (Ps. 82:6). He has, as Calvin said, a “sacred character and title.”26 In a sense, we see God in the magistrate. Rutherford says, for example, that the king “hath a politic resemblance of the King of heavens, being a little god, and so is above any one man.”27 Calvin likewise states that “when good magistrates rule, we see God, as it were, near us, and governing us by means of those whom he hath appointed.”28 Elsewhere he writes that “the image of God shines forth in them when they execute judgment and justice.”29 The dignity of civil rulers is so great in Calvin’s view that even the “palaces of princes ought to resemble a sanctuary: for they occupy the dwelling-place of God, which ought to be sacred to all.”30 This comment is fascinating, especially in light of Calvin’s efforts to lock church buildings to suppress superstitions. Calvin demonstrates the divine magnitude of the princely office, especially in terms of presence in relation to the people. Having the highest office on earth, the good prince resembles God to the people. Indeed, he is the closest image of God on earth. 

			This divine presence in the prince speaks to his role beyond civil administration. Through him, as the mediator of divine rule, the prince brings God near to the people. The prince is a sort of national god, not in the sense of being divine himself, or in materially transcending common humanity, or as an object of prayer or spiritual worship, or as a means of salvific grace, but as the mediator of divine rule for this nation and as one with divinely granted power to direct them in their national completeness. He embodies the people as one who, by divine power, executes their will for themselves. He is a master in the Master’s universe. The prince personifies their national spirit, unifies them under a mission, and inspires an intergenerational will to live. He directs men in fulfilling the dominion mandate—to fulfill man’s nature.31 He inspires noble action, sacrifice, and common affection, and he casts a vision for national greatness. “We all love great men,” said Thomas Carlyle. “Ah, does not every true man feel that he is himself made higher by doing reverence to what is really above him?”32 The prince promotes national self-love and a manly, moral liberty. He recognizes national sins but swiftly resolves them, leaving no license for exploitation or room for lingering self-doubt and the lack of national confidence. He encourages and channels the boldness and spirit of youth, while elevating the old and venerating the dead. He silences the social mammies and countenances the spartan bootstrapper. He loves and enacts justice. He worships God and calls his people to do the same. As an embodiment of the people, he is the best of the people—a man reflecting both their image and God’s image, signifying that they are God’s and that they live in and for him. With martial virtue, resolve, and thumos he fights foreign aggressors, sacrificing himself for his people’s good, and he establishes peace with other nations. In a word, he ought to be a great man—the hero of the people. As such, his death only solidifies the nation, creating a “heroic past,” as Ernest Renan said. “Great men, glory (I mean the genuine kind), this is the capital stock upon which one bases a national idea.”33 

			It goes without saying that though the prince is a national god, he does not, and indeed cannot, mediate salvific grace. No earthly office has such power, and Christ alone is the mediator of grace unto eternal life.34 Nevertheless, the prince, even as a mediator of divine civil rule, is an instrument for eternal life. The prince administers things for the complete good—for both earthly and heavenly good, and he orders the former to the latter. He ensures both outward peace and the sort of civic dynamism that conduces to spirited, commodious, and pious living. Thus, one looks more to the prince for his good than even church ministers.35 Though pastors are essential, of course, the prince establishes the conditions for a peaceful and quiet life in all godliness.36 This has always been his duty, whether man were in a state of integrity or a state of sin, to direct outward man to his complete good. Indeed, nothing changed at the fall with regard to the principles or ends of his office; only the means changed.37 

			The prince mediates divine rule both by a sort of divine presence or gravitas and in civil judgment. For the latter, the prince is the instrument by which natural law becomes human law.38 The prince enlivens laws not as an agent of coercion but as the divinely sanctioned vicar of God who binds conscience to just applications of natural law, as one who directs public reason.

			Great Men and Egalitarianism

			Our age suffers from a dearth of great men. This is largely because acquiring power and influence requires one to debase himself with egalitarian appeal. We live under a de facto gynocracy where masculinity is pathologized in the name of “fairness” and “equity.” To achieve acceptance or relevance today, men must become female-adjacent; that is, to adjust to toxic-feminine conditions of empowerment: sameness, credentialism, risk-aversion, victimology, and passive-aggression. Mediocrity today is barely concealed by institution-dependent accolades. Therapy and self-care are praised as an achievement; struggle and self-willed action are deemed toxic. Competition, agonistic assertion, and the pursuit of concrete achievement threaten the egalitarian regime. Instead of analytical thought, viewpoints are backed by institutionally conferred credibility and by threats of managerial-bureaucratic reprisal for disagreement. Everything must be rigged for “equitable” outcomes, which suppresses spontaneous hierarchy formation. Masculinity is enlisted as a means to empower the female objects of empathy (the abstract “marginalized”)—at the man’s expense. As a result, Western nations are leading themselves into decline (especially demographically) as feminine empathy, which is suitable for the domestic sphere, enacts gynocratic contradictions and self-destructive inclusivist civil policies.39 We should not ascribe greatness to most of the powerful men of our time; great men lead other men and together direct their nation to its destiny. Great men show that heroic masculinity is not simply about protecting the weak but is also about leading the whole to greatness. In civil affairs today, men should go their own way. 

			Our moment requires of us to stand against that feminine egalitarian impulse, ingrained within us from early age, that views the arc of providence as bending towards equality. Certainly, there is a sort of fundamental equality between men that makes each one his own. But we must not delude ourselves to think that civilizational maturity is measured by its acceleration towards social, political, economic, and expressive equality and towards the bad fruit of equality, namely, inclusivity and universality, as discussed in chapter 3. The prince must be committed to natural hierarchy (wherein individuality is harmonized with hierarchy), exclusivity (which respects difference but keeps it away), and particularism (the conservation of the people’s unique cultural features); and he should return us to a masculine society, which alone can remedy the gynocratic contradictions that plague our society.

			V. The Christian Prince

			When we designate any prince as a Christian prince, we are not simply referring to his religion. Nor are we saying that his office is fundamentally of grace, as if “Christian prince” is entirely a creation of the Gospel. The Christian prince occupies the natural office of civil ruler; it is not fundamentally a new office, though the office is Christianized by his service to Christ. The Christian prince retains everything pertaining to the office of civil ruler, considered generically. We can then come to this definition: 

			The Christian prince is a civil ruler (as divinely ordained in nature) who possesses and uses powers (both civil and interpersonal) to order his people to commodious temporal life and to eternal life in Christ.

			The phrase “in Christ” (which modifies “temporal life” as well) is the sole addition of grace to the definition, without which the definition simply reflects the natural office or simply “prince.” The phrases “commodious temporal life and . . . eternal life” is the end of the princely rule. Thus, ordering one’s people in Christ is what distinguishes the generic prince from the Christian prince. Furthermore, this definition reflects the relationship of nature and grace: If the prince must order his people to eternal life (by natural duty) and eternal life is attained only in Christ (as revealed by grace), then the prince ought to order his people to eternal life in Christ.40

			A prince is a Christian prince only if he wields his power so that the totality of national action is Christian. Indeed, as the executive and head of the nation, he is responsible for national action. Having civil power, he can directly command actions as civil law, as I’ve said. But he also can shape the people’s cultural Christianity. Civil law and social customs are separate and different means of order, but each can support the other; and the prince can enact laws that both correct ungodly and unrighteous features of national culture and support good features of culture. Punishing blasphemy would certainly solidify a culture of pious speech. He can also use his personality—as the first man of the people, an image of their ideal—to persuade, admonish, and encourage righteousness and piety. In this way, he acts as a pious father to the people, wielding a non-spiritual and non-coercive power of admonishment and exhortation. His personal example of piety and faith can shape that of his people. He can touch the heart—as a father touches the hearts of his children.

			The Christian prince ought to do everything in his power to advance the kingdom of Christ. Calvin was being neither pragmatic nor unprincipled when he addressed the king of France in the preface of his Institutes:

			Your duty, most serene Prince, is not to shut either your ears or mind against a cause involving such mighty interests as these: how the glory of God is to be maintained on the earth inviolate, how the truth of God is to preserve its dignity, how the kingdom of Christ is to continue amongst us compact and secure. The cause is worthy of your ear, worthy of your investigation, worthy of your throne. The characteristic of a true sovereign, is to acknowledge that, in the administration of his kingdom, he is a minister of God.41

			In the ordinary course of God’s providence, civil rulers are necessary for the renewal, health, and advancement of the people of God and the administration of the church. 

			The prince ought to keep the church “compact and secure,” for (1) the civil sphere is “the lodging of the church [ecclesiae hospitium] and defends it with the secular sword,” said Johann Alsted;42 (2) the highest good, which is the highest end of the princely office, is found only in the kingdom of Christ; (3) the prince’s civil kingdom is the lower kingdom, and the lower must order itself to its higher; and (4) the prince ought to serve Christ as Christ is king of the church, for the prince is bound by his office to obey the divine institutor of the means to eternal life. I discuss this last point in detail later in the chapter. The precise nature of the kingdom of Christ is complicated and deserves more attention, but we can say here that the prince’s service to this kingdom extends both to its institutional aspects (the ecclesiastical order and administration) and to the prince’s people in that kingdom. Indeed, the prince serves the former because it is the ordinary means for the spiritual good of the latter. 

			Lacking dominion over conscience, the prince can reach only temporal goods, not the soul. A prince must not, as John Cotton writes, “draw his sword to compel all his subjects to the obedience of the faith of Christ, and to the profession of it.” But a prince can “draw his sword, though not in matters spiritual, yet about matters spiritual to protect them in peace, and to stave off the disturbers, and destroyers of them.”43 

			Adorning the Temporal

			The Christian prince should use civil power to ensure that the culture of his people reflects true religion. A Christian people will naturally produce this themselves, if they have the proper will for their good. But the Christian prince orders, approves, and supplements it. Christian civil culture is an adornment of the temporal with the eternal. What I have in mind here are things and events that originate from life in this world but are adorned with something higher. In the domestic sphere, for example, the Christian family has not simply added Christian elements or replaced what is natural to the family, but has infused (or invested or adorned) natural family life with the Christian religion. Likewise, in the civil sphere, the Christian prince can Christianize civil life, not by replacing what is fundamentally particular and earthly in civil life, but by adorning and perfecting it with true religion.44 This adornment does not sacramentalize earthly life (strictly speaking). It serves as support, means, and occasions for the Christian to contemplate heavenly life in earthly life. Petrus van Mastricht said it well: 

			Our mind, even in earthly things, should be heavenly, that is, it should perceive, in earthly things, heavenly things, and mediate upon them: for example, in the natural sun, the Sun of Righteousness; in earthly food, spiritual food; in the clothing of the body, the clothing of the soul. Through earthly things it should allow itself to be led to heavenly things; its earthly things, its riches, its honors, it should devote to a heavenly use, to the kingdom of God, to the lifting up of the poor.45

			Consider the Christian harvest festival. Fundamentally this event concerns earthly things: material procurement, rest from labor, sharing, civil fellowship, and thanksgiving to fellow man. At another level, it involves thanksgiving to God for his merciful providence: that he provides what they need to live and live well. But at the highest level, this harvest festival is a means to thank God for providing Christ, who is the bread of life and the one through whom people are given eternal life. Hence, the Christian harvest festival, though fundamentally about something earthly, is also heavenly in orientation—it is adorned with the heavenly. The whole of civil life can and ought to be adorned and perfected in this way. 

			The prince can erect monuments that recall deeds of civic virtue but that point the people heavenward—praising one of their own for his deeds in the community and, at the same time, thanking God for securing their commodious life and free worship. The prince can adorn himself and his residence with Christian symbols, as crosses were once painted on royal armor and portraits of monarchs with scepters and crosses. His military or militia, which defends a Christian people and their church, can be designated “soldiers of Christ.” Many other examples could be given. The point is that the Christian prince should exercise his power to secure and supplement Christian civil and material culture and do everything in this power to make his people’s culture, as a whole, Christian.

			Along related lines, the prince should devote himself to public aesthetics. Public works endure across generations, connecting them through gift and affection. They bring that “eternal society” of the dead, living, and unborn to memory; as fixed and venerable points of reference, they make intergenerational national love possible. The great architect Christopher Wren famously said that “architecture has its political use; public buildings being the ornament of a county; it establishes a nation, draws people and commerce; makes the people love their native country, which passion is the original of all great actions in a commonwealth.”46 The prince, therefore, must not underprioritize public aesthetics or sacrifice form for function, or permit narcissistic architects to ruin a cityscape, or chase after the cosmopolitan trend. Public works should be designed and arranged for the good and affections of the nation, built with confidence that one’s people will endure and that God will continue to bless it with true religion. This may be false in fact, but it will never be true unless the present generation projects that truth upon the future. The future is secured by hope in action—in civilizational confidence. If the national will for itself endures, then by God’s grace future generations will say, “We built this,” referring to their people across generations manifesting from place. Serving this function, architecture “aims at eternity,” as Wren said.47 The built environment inspires a people’s will to live in this world and, on that account, strengthens their will for the life to come. 

			We were made to live on earth amidst penultimate glory, much of which would be products of our labor, and through that glory to yearn for the highest glory in the next life. Suffering too can and ought to send our minds upward, but the middling deadness, instrumentality, and impermanence of our modern built environment inspires nothing but nihilism, consumption, and presentism; it suppresses our sense of future things, throwing us into the present and fleeting pleasures. The Christian prince greatly serves his people when he erects a built environment that inspires them to live and live well—for this life and for the next. Contrary to deadened, modern sentiment, penultimate glory is the best medium to see and desire the ultimate glory. 

			To reiterate a point from a previous chapter, the Christian commonwealth—wherein a Christian prince rules over a Christian people who dwell in a Christian land—is an earthly image of heavenly life. As an image, the life of the commonwealth remains fundamentally and visibly earthly. But it is a public foretaste of the heavenly commonwealth to come—a life submitted to Christ as king who reigns over all things. Indeed, the Christian commonwealth’s heavenly adornment points to the commonwealth’s own obsolescence, though the people will remain and their glory and honor will be brought into it (Rev. 21:26). On that day, the Christian prince, tossing his crown before Christ, will yield to Christ what has always been his, and he will join his people as a spiritual co-equal in Christ.

			VI. The King and Kingdom of God

			It is crucial to emphasize that the duty of the Christian prince is not to replace earthly life with heavenly life; he must not conflate his earthly kingdom with the kingdom of God. This was uncontroversial among Reformed Protestants until recently. John Cotton, for example, explains it well:

			Christ hath enjoyed (even as mediator) an everlasting kingdom, not only in the church, but in the government of all the kingdoms of the earth, by his glorious power and righteousness. But the kingdoms of the earth are then said to be the kingdoms of our Lord, when they submit their laws to the laws of this word. But that neither maketh him a temporal king, nor his kingdom in the church to be a kingdom of this world. The church and the commonwealth are still distinct kingdoms, the one of this world, the other of heaven, and yet both of them from Christ.48

			I quoted part of this passage in chapter 4. In the extended quote, we see the doctrine of the two kingdoms, a standard doctrine of the Reformed theological tradition. I briefly discussed this doctrine earlier in the book, and I return to it now to discuss the prince’s relationship to the instituted church and sacred things.

			Specifically, I discuss the limits on civil rulers with regard to ecclesiastical order and administration. It highlights my distinctive Presbyterianism. In this work thus far, I have tried to be as pan-Protestant as possible, or at least as widely Reformed Protestant as I could, without sacrificing vital points of theology. Here, I depart from that. I am neither an absolutist nor a theological royalist (in the traditional sense), and I think that a strictly indirect role for civil leaders in intra-ecclesial affairs is both preferable and most consistent with Protestant principles. My position might be surprising, since talk of a “Christian prince” would seem to be a royalist position on civil authority of ecclesiastical matters. There is, I admit, a natural fittingness to Christian nationalism and the prince as the “head of the Church.” But granting the prince this title would be, in my view, an abuse of power and constitute the usurpation of Christ’s kingship over the church. I offer my reasoning below.

			The Two Kingdoms

			The two-kingdoms doctrine refers to the two ways that Christ exercises kingship over men. The two are often distinguished with language such as civil/spiritual, natural/gracious, earthly/heavenly, power/grace, or outward/inward. Each set of terms has its strengths and limitations, each referring to the differences in powers, essential locations, and the forums of operation. I’ll use the civil kingdom and spiritual kingdom because these terms highlight (in my view) the specific differences between the two, namely, a difference in species of power. 

			Christ’s civil kingship is universal, extending to all mankind (regardless of one’s spiritual state), and directly concerns the outward man and temporal goods. Christ’s civil rule is mediated through earthly civil rule, as I stated above, and civil leaders exercise civil power only. Christ’s spiritual kingship, however, extends over the church and directly concerns the inward man and eternal good. Christ reigns over the soul immediately—he alone is the mediator between man and God (1 Tim. 2:5)—though he has instituted church ministry as an instrument to administer the sacred things for the ends of the kingdom. Since Christ is the sole mediator or vicar of salvific grace and is in heaven, there is no earthly mediator of grace unto eternal life. 

			Calvin distinguishes the two kingdoms as follows: 

			[T]here is a twofold government in man, . . . the one which, placed in the soul or inward man, relates to eternal life, . . . the other, which pertains only to civil institutions and the external regulation of manners. . . . [The civil] government is distinct from the spiritual and internal kingdom of Christ, [which] begins the heavenly kingdom in us.49

			The spiritual kingdom of Christ is in essence a heavenly, inward, and spiritual government, exercised internally over the elect alone, who submit to Christ in their hearts. These elect constitute the church in its essence, and so the church in itself is an invisible church, for true membership is a matter of internal faith and piety, not an external profession of faith. As Turretin states, the church is a “mystical union of believers with Christ and with each other, [for] the external union alone with him does not make anyone a member of the church.”50 Though there are external signs of true faith, the ground of membership in Christ’s church is internal faith and piety, which God alone can see. The invisible church is the spiritual kingdom of Christ. 

			It is a mistake, however, to limit the boundaries of Christ’s spiritual kingdom to the inner man. The visible church is not another church, as if the visible and invisible differ in species; we cannot speak of two churches, for Christ founded only one church. Rather, the visible church and invisible church are the same church of Christ, just as any man is both visible and invisible.51 Turretin is helpful on this distinction:

			The visibility and the invisibility of the church is drawn from the twofold call directed to it—the external by the word, the internal by the Spirit; and from the twofold form thence emerging—the one internal and essential, the other external and accidental. For by reason of the external call and form (to wit, the preaching of the word and professing of faith), it strikes altogether the sense and is called visible; but the same is invisible by reason of the internal call and mystical communion with Christ by faith.52

			The visibility of the church, or the visibility of Christ’s kingdom, refers to the external things of that kingdom, all of which have a fundamental relation and orientation to the essence of the kingdom, which is heavenly, internal, and spiritual. 53

			When Christ said that his kingdom is not of this world, he meant that the power of his spiritual kingdom is not like the power of earthly kingdoms. As Samuel Rutherford said, “Christ opposeth his Kingdom to a fighting Kingdom.” Christ is contrasting civil power and spiritual power: “The one power is coactive by the Sword, the other free, voluntary by the Word,” states Rutherford.54 Hence, the spiritual kingdom of Christ manifested on earth refers to Christ’s external and particular reign over his people, for whom he institutes an ecclesiastical order, the ministry of the Word, and sacred ceremonies—by which the spiritual power of that kingdom is made effective for his kingdom’s advancement. Put differently, Christ’s external reign as Head of the church extends to those external things that materially conduce to a supernatural end. The visible church, or the people of God on earth considered with respect to their heavenly orientation, is subject to Christ’s spiritual reign, receiving from him “the ministry, oracles, and ordinances of God, for the gathering and perfecting of the saints, in this life, to the end of the world,” as the Westminster Confession of Faith (WCF) states.55 Therefore, the instituted church, though itself temporal, is the principal part of the external kingdom of Christ, for it administers the sacred things of that kingdom.

			The instituted church, to be clear, is not a supranational society or institution, as we see in the Roman church. The instituted church is a divine order that is instantiated in local assemblies (or perhaps regional or national churches, depending on your view), not requiring (or permitting) an earthly ecclesiastical head over a global organization. The King of the church is in heaven, and he has no singular, centralized representative on earth. His kingdom manifests wherever the Word is preached and the Sacraments are rightly administered. 

			Furthermore, no ecclesiastical institution wields civil-like power over itself or over its members. Church ministers as men are subject to regular civil jurisdiction not simply for pragmatic reasons but due to principle. Church ministers are instruments of the spiritual kingdom in their formal capacity as ministers of Christ, and so in this capacity and in the proper exercise thereof, they are outside civil jurisdiction,56 but as men they are subject to civil authorities as any other man. The local (or particular) church, as a public association, is subject to civil jurisdiction as well. It has special privileges as a divine species of association (the civil realm being the hospitium of the church), but the local church remains subject to regulations in all things pertaining to its genus (viz., public association). Today, this subjects churches to building safety codes and even emergency orders in the case of extraordinary circumstances (e.g., natural disasters, plagues, etc.). But anything that pertains exclusively to its species of association is outside direct civil jurisdiction. That is, because it is a divine order, those things in it that are divine (e.g., the preaching of the Word, the administration of the Sacraments, exercising the keys, etc.) are outside civil jurisdiction. 

			The visible kingdom of Christ, though extending to things external and temporal, does not destroy or abrogate what is earthly. Men and women are members of the spiritual kingdom as co-equal objects of spiritual administration, each having full and equal rights to the Word and Sacrament. But they remain men and women according to the standards of nature, even when in the walls of a local church, and they continue to be under the civil kingdom and the natural order when in the pews. Civil rulers do not lose their titles when passing through the doors of a church, nor does a man cease to be a husband to his wife. Christ did not come, as Calvin said, to “mix up nature” in this life.57 But superiority and inferiority of rank in the civil and domestic spheres are irrelevant to one’s right to receive the things of the kingdom of Christ, for in Christ “there is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus” (Gal. 3:28).58 Christ reigns firstly over souls—the essence of the kingdom being invisible—and he institutes external means (e.g., sacred ceremonies and the pastoral office) for the good of their souls. The spiritual kingdom strikes the senses in hearing the profession of faith and the Word preached, by seeing and participating in the Sacraments administered, and in witnessing the laying on of hands for Gospel ministry. As Calvin said concerning preaching, for example, “When a man preaches, although we may perceive him to be as we are, and of no great repute or refinement, nevertheless Jesus Christ is present and has His royal throne there.”59 The external things of Christ’s spiritual kingdom are both the instituted things that supernaturally conduce to heavenly life and the people as spiritually united to Christ. This kingdom does not extend to earthly relations or to external things that are ancillary to or supportive of the instituted church, such as church buildings.

			Although Christ as God does indeed reign over the nations, Christ’s spiritual reign does not extend directly into matters suitable to civil power. Thus, his heavenly kingdom, though it manifests on earth, is not an earthly kingdom. Indeed, it cannot be an earthly kingdom, because spiritual power is insufficient to order outward life. Spiritual power is neither intended nor able to directly order this life; it orders our souls for the next life. Christ’s mediatorial reign does extend to all things in a way, in that all things ought to be ordered to the spiritual kingdom. The civil kingdom, by its nature, is obligated to order the people to the things of eternal life, and the things of eternal life are found only in Christ’s spiritual kingdom. Thus, indirectly Christ’s spiritual reign extends to the civil kingdom, for Christ as spiritual Head of his church has instituted what the civil kingdom ought to order itself to. It is best, however, to view the two kingdoms as separate but complementary, like the way an ordered soul complements and supports the body and vice versa.

			The people of God as a people united in Christ (i.e., as members of the visible church) can be said to “use” the civil kingdom for their spiritual purposes, as the soul uses the body for its contemplative activity. This is accurate if by visible church we are referring specifically to a Christian people’s life around sacred things. The visible church as such requires earthly means for undistracted worship. But according to the fullness of life and the complete set of goods possible for man, the civil realm is not merely useful; it is not only ancillary to the highest end but also essential for man’s complete good. The Christian is sanctified and reconciled to God the creator and prepared for good earthly works and restoration according to their nature. As I argued in chapter 2, the visible church and the people of God are co-extensive—both are predicated of the same people—but “people of God” refers to Christians as they are redeemed and sanctified for a complete life, and the “visible church” refers to the same people as under Christ the mediator pursuing the highest good of that complete life. A Christian as a Christian is oriented not merely around the highest good manifested in the visible church but also, being a man of God, around the goods of this life. 

			Since the spiritual kingdom does not possess civil power, the civil kingdom cannot arise out of the spiritual kingdom. The spiritual cannot devolve civil power. Nor does the civil kingdom arise out of the visible church (strictly speaking), for the visible church is the externalized spiritual kingdom. Civil power is indeed divine in origin but still natural to man as man. It is an instrument of human institutions. It originates in God, the creator, and is devolved through human consent. Hence, a Christian people can erect a civil kingdom, though not as the visible church but as the people of God. It is worth citing Franciscus Junius again: “For to the extent that we may be Christians, we do not cease being humans, but we are Christian human beings.”60 A civil kingdom, instituted by a group of the people of God, is fundamentally human, follows natural principles, and possesses the same kind of civil power as all civil kingdoms. Yet, as I’ve repeatedly stressed, the fact that it is fundamentally human does not (like the family) preclude it from being Christian. 

			We can say, then, that the people of God on earth are under two kingdoms and outwardly under the twin administrations of those kingdoms. This sounds strange until we realize that these kingdoms have the same King, have essentially different though complementary powers, do not overlap in jurisdiction, and refer to the twofold way that Christians admonish or encourage each other towards the complete good. We know that only the Word—the spiritual sword—will correct a fellow Christian in heart, and so we (both ministers and laypeople) admonish an erring brother audibly with the Word, trusting that God will work in his heart. Our spiritual admonishment manifests Christ’s spiritual reign, for his Word is outwardly proclaimed to the soul. At the same time, we would expect the civil power to correct the man as well, if his error is worthy of civil action. This manifests Christ’s civil reign, which touches the outward order. Thus, we relate to this erring man in a twofold respect, even outwardly, knowing that we are in both kingdoms, each with its distinct power, and both powers are exercised (in some respect) outwardly.61 

			The two kingdoms are different in this important respect: Christ’s spiritual kingdom is the sole redemptive kingdom. In it alone are we redeemed by grace for eternal life. Still, the civil kingdom, though not itself redemptive, is renewed as an effect of sanctification and, hence, is a secondary object of redemption through the work of restored humanity, who Christianize civil life for the complete good. In this respect, the civil kingdom is indirectly redemptive, having become ordered by the sanctifying effects of the redemptive kingdom for the advancement of redemption. This relationship is clarified when we consider Christ as mediator. 

			Christ as Mediator

			Earlier, I identified the prince as the mediator of civil rule, and I described him in god-like terms, following Scripture. His elevated status does not steal glory from Christ. Everything the prince has is from Christ. As John Davenport wrote, “Christ, as the Essential Word and Wisdom of God creating and governing the World, is the Efficient and Fountain of Civil Order & Administration.”62 The prince is, as George Gillespie said, “Christ’s deputy, as Christ is God.”63 The prince is an image of Christ to his people.

			To be more precise, the prince images Christ not as Christ is mediator of salvific grace (not as the God-man) but as Christ is the Son of God.64 This position was once controversial, especially in England and Scotland in the 16th and 17th centuries. Though this dispute might seem trivial to political theology, it is in fact vital for determining whether the prince can be the so-called “head of the church.” One might expect a Christian nationalist like myself to support royalist authority over ecclesiastical affairs (as the English monarchy claims for itself), but I deny that any civil leader can be the head of the church, for the following reason: Since the prince wields civil power only—a power of this world—he cannot be under Christ as mediator, for Christ as mediator acts according to his mediatorial office, which concerns the mediation of grace unto heavenly life, and he acts in this capacity with a power not of this world (viz., spiritual power).65 Christ as mediator, as he relates to his mediatorial office, lacks civil power. Thus, the prince as a civil leader, having only civil power, cannot be directly subordinate to Christ as mediator.66 Put differently, if the Christian prince is over the people as one under Christ as mediator, then the civil magistrate would have a spiritual power. However, since he doesn’t have this sort of power but rather has only a power of this world, he is not under Christ as mediator. It follows, then, that the prince cannot rule over the church as a sort of intermediary or “head.” 67 Furthermore, since Christ is the sole ruler of the invisible church, and since the invisible church and the visible church are the same church, Christ is the sole ruler of the visible church. We can conclude from these arguments that the prince’s reign does not extend directly to the visible kingdom of Christ. 

			I will concede that the Christian prince can direct the church to a great extent, if that direction relies on an “extrinsic, objective or defensive power about ecclesiastical matters,” as Turretin says.68 The Christian prince cannot exercise civil power in the mediatorial kingdom (though as a Christian man, he is in this kingdom). But he exercises his power for the kingdom—on things extrinsic but necessary and supplemental to the advancement of that kingdom.69

			Princely Power and the Church

			Now, there is a difference between the power to act for the procurement and disposition of sacred things and the power to exercise or administer sacred things themselves. The former power belongs to the prince, while the latter only to pastors. The power for procurement and disposition is common in other earthly spheres and relations. A husband does not ordinarily fulfill the duties of his wife, but he procures what is necessary for her to perform those duties, establishes the conditions for her to perform them well, approves her good performance, and corrects her when she performs her duty poorly. In doing these things, he has not performed the duties of a wife. Similarly, a restaurant owner (who is not the chef) procures what is necessary for the chef to cook and sets the restaurant in good order. The owner does not himself cook, nor does he tell the chef how to cook. Yet he does cast judgment on the quality of the food, and if the chef fails to perform his duties, the owner corrects or fires him. In doing these things, the owner has not become a chef or overstepped his bounds as an owner. 

			The Christian prince has a similar relationship with the instituted church. He should procure what is necessary for the pure worship of God but not lead worship or institute new articles of faith or sacred ceremonies. If the ministry degrades, he should reform it. He should correct the lazy and erring pastor but not perform the duties of pastor. He should protect the church from heretics and disturbers of ecclesiastical peace, ensuring tranquil spiritual administration. But in dealing with such people, he must let the ministry of the Word go before him, for the sword of the Spirit alone can reform the errant heart. The prince should also fund the ministry of the Word and provide schools for theological education. Lastly, he has the power to call synods in order to resolve doctrinal conflicts and to moderate the proceedings. Following the proceedings, he can confirm or deny their theological judgments; and in confirming them, they become the settled doctrine of the land. But he considers the pastors’ doctrinal articulations as a father might look to his medically trained son for medical advice. He still retains his superiority.70

			Indeed, the prince is not subordinate to pastors in any respect with regard to his civil reign. Though pastors as pastors are ministers of Christ’s kingdom—the higher kingdom—and they preach the things of God found in Scripture (much of which is applicable to civil affairs), the prince is not to submit to ministers as he would to Christ, for pastors are neither mediators nor vicars of Christ; they are ambassadors of Christ and only when speaking truth. The prince as prince is not subordinated to pastors, even if he ought to affirm the divine teachings communicated through them.71 They are special heralds of Christ, and no prince submits to the heralds of a higher king, only to the true message delivered through them. The prince executes the judgments of church ministers (e.g., concerning heretics, doctrinal standards, moral teaching) not as a blind follower of ministerial judgment and not with implicit faith in their rightness, but with discretion and with his own judgment as the agent of civil order. He is in the best position to judge appropriate action, and pastors ought to have a spirit of deference to civil leaders with regard to civil action. As I discussed in the previous chapter, a policy that is righteous in itself may not be good in its effect, and civil leaders must enact good policies. Pastors are in a good position to determine what is righteous, but they are (ordinarily) not in the best position to determine what would conduce to the common good with regard to policy.

			Being ministers of a spiritual kingdom, pastors cannot depose the prince (i.e., strip him of formal civil authority), nor can ministers absolve the people of their oath to the prince, nor as ministers can they lead or command a revolt against him, even if the prince errs in his judgment concerning morals and ecclesiastical things. Ministers as ministers simply lack the authority to do these things. They can cast spiritual judgment, admonish, and even excommunicate him from the visible church, but their spiritual authority can neither remove his authority nor command the prince’s subject to disregard his authority. They neither gave him his civil power (and so cannot take it away) nor do they represent the kingdom of civil power. Even in his excommunication, the prince retains his civil station, for being in a state of grace is not a necessary condition to possess civil power.72 Still, the prince as a Christian man submits to ministers on matters concerning his own soul. He is not exempt from pastoral authority with regard to the keys of the kingdom.

			The prince as prince, therefore, protects the church as a servant of Christ, not as a servant of pastors. More specifically, the prince is a servant of Christ as mediator, though not as one formally under Christ as mediator (viz., as if the prince is the head of the church)—but as one obligated by nature (as one under Christ, the Word and Wisdom of God) to order the civil realm according to the fullness of revealed religion. Thus, he ought to order the civil realm to the divine precepts of Christ, the king of the church. The actions of the prince, in advancing Christ’s spiritual kingdom, bring Christ’s two modes of reign—as God and as Mediator—into explicit unity. Put another way, albeit less precisely, God the creator has obligated civil rulers to enforce the First Table of the moral law, and so they must concern themselves with religion, even revealed religion. The second commandment permits the prince both to suppress false religion and to establish true religion according to divine precepts of ceremonial worship. These precepts come from Christ via his Word and are expounded by the ministers of his spiritual kingdom. The prince “kisses the son” (Ps. 2:12) by establishing and maintaining these laws of Christ in order to advance Christ’s spiritual kingdom. 

			The Prince and Sacred Ceremonies

			National uniformity in sacred ceremonies will certainly contribute to national solidarity. What better way for a people to imagine their Christian community than for all to worship the same way? The question, however, is not whether uniformity is possible, desirable, and ideal. I affirm that it is, and the magistrate ought to strive within the limits of his power to achieve uniformity. The question here is whether the prince has the power in principle to institute sacred ceremonies not prescribed in Scripture. I deny this, since Scripture sufficiently prescribes the sacred acts that God requires for his worship.73 Turretin is correct when he says that magistrates cannot “institute or enjoin new worship because it is will-worship.”74 That is, it presumes that man can will some act or thing into sacredness. Neither pastors nor civil leaders have the power to will something into sacred use—as something that conduces to a supernatural end. God alone has that power. While the people ought to obey their civil leaders “for conscience sake” (Rom. 13:5) in things concerning the civil kingdom, it doesn’t follow that civil leaders can bind their people’s conscience to participate in sacred ceremonies not commanded in Scripture. Sacred ceremonies are material to the visible kingdom of Christ, which is outside the prince’s jurisdiction. The prince has civil authority in principle over all outward things negatively, viz., he can eliminate error, even error that purports to belong in Christ’s kingdom, for error is not actually in Christ’s kingdom.75 Denying the prince any jurisdiction over the institutional church pertains only to what Christ actually instituted, not to the creations of man that purport to be part of that church. Hence, he can eliminate error in the church, for it exists in the church in appearance only. As for the prince’s positive authority, it is limited—it does not extend to all outward things because he cannot institute sacred things, which is a prerogative of God alone. Nor can he, as Turretin writes, “prescribe to ministers the form of preaching or of administering the sacraments, because the pastor has that authority immediately from Christ, not from the magistrate.”76

			However, ordering the church according to standards of natural decency around sacred things is not will-worship, even when the ordering has spiritual signification. A prince may require the elevation of the pulpit above the Lord’s Table in church construction, for example. This follows a natural principle of order, signifying that the dependent element is beneath the thing upon which it depends (viz., the preaching of the Word goes before the administration of the Lord’s Supper). This policy directs churches in suitable arrangements of church furniture and does not lend itself to superstition. 

			The requirement to kneel to receive the Lord’s Supper is an important case-study on the limits of the prince’s power in ecclesiastical matters. Kneeling for the Lord’s Supper is nowhere commanded in Scripture, and so it is unnecessary for receiving the Sacrament rightly, and one’s outward posture counts for nothing in itself. There is a certain fittingness to it, for one is spiritually receiving the body and blood of Christ, and so the posture is not in itself an improper posture to receive it, and certainly one ought to kneel in his heart. However, the practice goes beyond the demands of Christ, who did not require a posture of obeisance when he instituted the Supper but permitted an everyday posture (viz., reclining). Neither the king nor the ministers should demand from their people more than what Christ demanded, and that goes for any ecclesiastical practice. Furthermore, there is the real danger of superstition. Christ’s body and blood are not locally present—the bread and wine are not transubstantiated—and yet physically kneeling might easily lead one to think that Christ is locally present. This seems to be implied in the orientation of the kneeling. It is unwise, for this reason, to require it, because it is unnecessary for all and can lead to superstition for some. To put the principle directly, the prince can enact certain practices that conform to natural principles of order, decency, and posture, even those that have a spiritual signification, but he must beware of practices that lead to superstition. 

			Religious Observances

			Despite these limitations, the prince can greatly contribute to national solidarity by instituting distinctions in days, even days set aside for religious purposes. Commenting on Galatians 4:10, Calvin rightly says that

			[t]he civil observation of days contributes not only to agriculture and to matters of politics, and ordinary life, but is even extended to the government of the church. Of what nature, then, was the observation which Paul reproves? It was that which would bind the conscience, by religious considerations, as if it were necessary to the worship of God, and which, as he expresses it in the Epistle to the Romans, would make a distinction between one day and another. . . . When we, in the present age, intake a distinction of days, we do not represent them as necessary, and thus lay a snare for the conscience; we do not reckon one day to be more holy than another; we do not make days to be the same thing with religion and the worship of God; but merely attend to the preservation of order and harmony. The observance of days among us is a free service, and void of all superstition.77

			A Protestant Christian nationalism has the benefit of national independency, by which a Christian nation can have, in addition to civic observances, its own religious observances. A Protestant nation does not recognize some universal, supranational, and earthly authority that decides what it observes and when it observes it. Hence, all its religious observances are either peculiar to the nation or, if common among Christian peoples in all places, still self-instituted. By “observance,” I do not mean new ceremonies but both civil-religious practices (e.g., Christmas traditions) and the circumstantial content to divinely instituted ceremonies (e.g., Easter sermons). Far from demanding a dry and flat calendar, the classical Protestant view of civil-religious observances permits an organic civil-religious life in which the people can claim these special days collectively as theirs, since they’ve arisen from them. 

			I do not have in mind the sort of heaven-adorned civic practices outlined earlier in the chapter. These fundamentally concern earthly life. Rather, I’m thinking of more distinctively religious observances, emphasizing features or elements of religion or great religious acts. Of course, the boundaries between these types of observances are vague (e.g., a celebration of the nation’s conversion to Christianity). Still, there is a fairly clear difference between, say, a week set aside for remembering Christ’s resurrection and the civic celebration for victory in war. The difference between the two is evident in several ways, including in their origination. An Easter service originates from the direction of church ministers, and the prince approves and supplements them and regulates their extra-ecclesiastical cultural observance. 

			Assigning a particular day for religious remembrance, which provides the content of that day’s thoughts, prayers, and activities, is not the same as elevating the day to holiness in an absolute sense. It is holy in a relative sense—relative to its religious content.78 This distinction should not be controversial, for we commonly assume it in our Christian daily life. Christians today often praise God on the anniversary of their salvation, making it an occasion to reflect on God’s work in their life. In doing so, one is certainly ascribing significance to that day, but he is not instituting a sacred or holy day, as if the observance is necessary for holiness and the true worship of God. Similarly, the anniversary of a relative’s death, when she went to be with the Lord, might occasion a family to praise God for her life and her Christian witness. Perhaps on the following Lord’s Day, this family reflects on their communion with the saints, both living and dead. Thus, just as individuals can set aside days for some religious end, so too can nations.

			Sabbath Laws

			The fourth commandment, instructing us to keep the Sabbath holy, is a moral (or natural) command to set aside a day in seven for special holy use—to minimize the concerns of this world and worship and contemplate God. As John Owen said, 

			[N]one will deny but that it is required of us, in and by the law of nature that some time be set apart and dedicated unto God, for the observation of his solemn worship in the world. [This is] indispensably required of [man] and his posterity, in all their societies and communion with one another.79

			Whether or not Sunday is now a holy day by divine positive command is irrelevant here; the fourth commandment, like all the other commandments, is perpetually binding as to its underlying moral principle. All ought to set aside a day for undistracted worship and divine contemplation. Hence, there must be some positive institution of the Christian Sabbath, and the most fitting day (given apostolic practice and by long tradition) is each Sunday. 

			The prince’s duty in relation to the fourth commandment is not to enforce the command in itself, for the command does not fundamentally concern a bare outward observance but a matter of the heart, and the prince cannot command anything of the heart. Still, he ought to make the outward observance of the Sabbath one of his chief concerns. That day, more than any other, is the day of the Lord—the day in which Christ’s kingdom is most made manifest: God’s people hear the Word preached and receive the Sacraments. It is the day of the ordinary means of grace. Since even the most godly of men are easily drawn to earthly concerns on the Sabbath, the prince must, to the furthest extent possible, remove the earthly temptations and distractions of this world so that his people’s attention is on God and the heavenly kingdom. Sabbath laws train people in virtue; they are pedagogical. The imposed earthly constraints declare the day holy and thereby instruct the heart and remind people of their duty, and they witness to outsiders both that the land is Christian and that they are committed to God’s worship. Furthermore, the establishment of the Christian Sabbath contributes to Christian national solidarity. It is the most regular outward display of Christian peoplehood in their Christian homeland, affecting one’s relation to the place itself and declaring to all outsiders that this is a Christian country. 

			VII. Conclusion

			The probability of a great Christian prince arising in the near future seems slim, given the forces at work both in the West and in Christian churches. But things change quickly, and the prospects of continued domestic peace in the future is becoming unlikely. An explosion of energy might disclose to us the possibilities of Christian civil order. We need to be prepared, having some blueprint for Christian civil and moral leadership. This chapter contributes to that preparation. And I trust that although my conclusions will not be shared by all Christian nationalists, the reader will discern here a spirit of pan-Protestantism and will have the patience and forbearance for cooperation when our time comes. 

			Though in the meantime we may need to settle for civil leaders who fail to live up to the standards of a Christian prince, we should pray that God would raise up such a leader from among us: one who would suppress the enemies of God and elevate his people; recover a worshipping people; restore masculine prominence in the land and a spirit for dominion; affirm and conserve his people and place, not permitting their dissolution or capture; and inspire a love of one’s Christian country. In a word, pray that God would bring about, through a Christian prince, a great renewal. 
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The Right to Revolution

			“Let us take this affliction from our people, and let us fight for our nation and our religion.” —1 Maccabees 3:431

			The dire situation of Christianity in the West calls for action. But what kind of action? If the general thrust of this work has been true, then the spheres and powers outside the instituted church and family are important, if not vital, for the Christian life. That is, each of the natural orders of life—civil, familial, ecclesiastical—has its distinct powers for our good, and together they constitute a holistic ordering of man to the complete good. Today, the civil sphere is given a subordinate status in Christian thought, shut off from cognizance of eternal things, and we are conditioned to believe this is normal and good. But the result is a deadening of our sense towards impropriety and impiety. Open blasphemy in our public square is shrugged off as “to be expected” or part of the world’s “brokenness.” We have settled into a posture of passive defense, bunkered behind the artificial walls of churches and the porous borders separating the family from society. A hostile and secularist ruling class roams free, and few Christians are willing to take the struggle to a higher level. 

			But we do not have to live like this. And no matter how insistent our evangelical leaders are to the contrary, the Christian religion does not suppress or “critique” that fighting human spirit calling Christians to “hazard the loss of a limb for their religion, magistrates, wives, children, and all their possessions,” as Bullinger said.2 Here I will justify violent revolution. 

			I. Definition and Explication

			I will begin with a definition of revolution. My definition is idiosyncratic because I’m assuming conclusions from previous chapters. 

			Revolution is the forcible reclamation of civil power by the people in order to transfer that power on just and more suitable political arrangements.

			As a “forcible reclamation of civil power,” revolution uses force as the instrument to unseat civil rulers. At the most basic level, forcible reclamation reclaims civil power outside of established procedures or ordinary transfer of power, and the people unseat civil rulers against the will (at least initially) of those rulers. The unseating is, therefore, forced. The manner of unseating can be the ruler’s acquiescence or flight, effectively unseating himself, or by direct physical capture. Both modes of unseating could be “bloodless” or non-violent, though that is less likely in the latter case. 

			The act of unseating, whether voluntary or not, effectively reclaims civil authority from the ruler. The people reclaim it not as the new wielders of civil power, for (as I said in the previous chapter) the people cannot themselves wield civil power; civil power must be deposited in definite political form for its exercise. But the people can possess it in an indefinite form. Having reclaimed this authority, they can “transfer that power on just and more suitable political arrangements.” The purpose or end of revolution is not violence, nor is it to vanquish enemies of God or humanity, but to establish just and suitable arrangements for a peaceful and godly life.

			The agents of force must be “the people,” for the act of revolution rescinds the people’s consent and aims to reclaim civil power for their good. If existing rulers are overthrown without the people’s consent, then the actors are invaders or insurrectionists and the new rulers are usurpers, having no right to civil authority, nor the power to make law.

			Revolutions can be either just or unjust. The justness of any revolution, in terms of the justification to revolt, depends on whether conditions are actually tyrannical. A just revolution is instigated in response to real tyranny. But the people might err in judgment and conduct an unjust but still successful revolution. In this case, the revolution was illicit but still valid. That is, civil power is actually reclaimed and transferred elsewhere.

			There are different types of revolutions with regard to geography. People can seek either to (1) separate geographically from their civil rulers, leaving them with power but not power over them and their land (e.g., the American revolution); or (2) remove and replace civil leaders without separation (e.g., the French Revolution). The former is a revolution because the act of independence by the people effectively declares the old civil order null over a particular geographic space. That is, it unseats not the ruler himself but the ruler in relation to their homeland. 

			II. Statement of the Question

			The question concerning Christians and violent revolution is not whether people can conduct revolution to establish a Christian nation, for force cannot generate a Christian nation. A Christian people share particular norms, customs, blood, etc., which are not easily forced upon them. Nor is the question whether a group of Christians, dwelling in a non-Christian nation under non-tyrannical conditions, may revolt to establish a Christian commonwealth. Establishing a Christian commonwealth is a worthy goal, but non-Christian rulers still have true civil power, and resisting them is resisting God.3 Similarly, the question is not whether a Christian nation can revolt against rulers on account of their heresy or infidelity or excommunication, for possession of legitimate civil power does not depend on theological orthodoxy or on one’s proper standing in the visible church.

			The question is whether a Christian people, being under tyrannical conditions, may conduct revolution to establish a Christian commonwealth in order to arrange themselves for their temporal and eternal good. Given the arguments of this book, one can affirm that nations can be Christian nations and that these nations can seek their temporal and eternal good through their own civil arrangements. The dispute is whether they can conduct revolutions against tyrants to that end. Below I argue that such revolutions can be just. 

			III. Just Revolution

			Grounds for Resistance

			As we’ve seen, civil power is natural to man, not in root (for God is the root of civil power), but as something necessary for living well according to man’s social nature. Being natural to man, it is for man, meaning that it serves a purpose for him—ordering him to temporal and eternal good. The agent who wields that power is entrusted with it by the people and only for their good. That power specifically authorizes civil rulers to enact suitable civil law that is derived from God’s natural law. God’s law is thereby mediated through the judgment and promulgation of appointed human magistrates, effectively making these judgments ordinances of God. For this reason alone, they bind the conscience: they are derivative of God and hence (mediately speaking) God’s judgments. When a legitimate ruler uses civil power to command what is just and the people disobey this command, they are disobeying God himself, not only because God requires obedience to civil rulers, but also, and more importantly, because the law itself, though human, is an ordinance of God.

			God bestows civil power on men that they might act in his name for the good of their fellow man; they are God’s ministers for our good, not for evil. Thus, civil authority extends only to what is for our good. God does not bestow civil authority to command what is unjust, for civil authority mediates God’s civil rule, and God’s ordinances for man are always just. Since no unjust command is an ordinance of God, no unjust command binds man’s conscience; only ordinances of God bind the conscience. Unjust commands are commands of men, backed by nothing but the power of man, and no power of man can bind the conscience. As Rutherford said, “[A] man commanding unjustly, and ruling tyrannically, hath, in that, no power from God.”4

			Now, there is a distinction between the civil ruler as ruler and the civil ruler as a man—i.e., between his power and office in the abstract and the person himself. This refers to the difference between, as Rutherford states, “the king in concreto, the man who is king, and the king in abstracto, the royal office of the king.”5 Obedience is due to civil rulers when his office in the abstract is one with his person, viz., when he commands what is just. In commanding what is just, the two become one (so to speak), because the person is the necessary agent of the office. 

			When he commands what is unjust, the civil ruler still retains his office in the abstract, but he acts not by means of that office; he acts by a power of man, and so he acts as a fellow man, not as civil ruler. Such commands are neither backed by a power of God nor do they cohere with the duties of his office. Thus, as Rutherford said, “[A]bused powers are not of God, but of men, and not ordinances of God; they are a terror to good works, not to evil; they are not God’s ministers for our good.”6 In commanding injustice, they neither act as God’s vicar nor command with his power. The power he wields is of men and only accidentally from his civil office. Rutherford said it well:

			Tyranny being a work of Satan, is not from God, because sin, either habitual or actual, is not from God: the power that is, must be from God; the magistrate, as magistrate, is good in nature of office, and the intrinsic end of his office (Rom. xii. 4) for he is a minister of God for thy good; and, therefore, a power ethical, politic, or moral, to oppress, is not from God, and is not a power; and is no more from God, but from sinful nature and the old serpent, than a license to sin.7

			The implications of this distinction between ruler as such and ruler as a man are common in all superior-subordinate relations. Consider the father-child relation. The child ought to obey his father within the scope of fatherly order. But if the father were to lose his mind and seek to murder his son, the son is free to resist, seize, and incapacitate his father. In this case, a son indeed resists his father, but the father is subject to resistance not as a father but as a fellow man, and the son resists him but not as a son. In other words, in assaulting his son, the father is not acting fatherly (viz., not acting within the scope of fatherly authority) but as a deranged man, and all deranged men can be resisted. The same is true with the husband-wife relation and with other relations.8 In each case, the principle is that when some superior acts in ways ill-fitting his office, he acts not as a superior but as a fellow man and, thus, as an equal, albeit under the pretense of superiority and authority. For this reason, the authority can be resisted as an aggressor, though he retains his title as father, military officer, ship captain, or civil leader. 

			Consider another example. The US military gives officers the power to give “lawful orders,” and those lawful orders are backed ultimately by the power of the state. Yet the military also insists that service members have the moral obligation to disobey any unlawful order. The officer who commands an unlawful order is acting “outside his authority”—an authority granted by the state—and, thus, he commands not as an officer of the state but as a man to other men. The power he wields appears to be his officership, but this is accidental, and his subordinates are entitled to disobey. Yet, despite his unlawful command, he still retains his authority and rank in the abstract, until the entity that gave him that authority, namely, the state, rescinds his commission. Civil rulers are under the same principle, though the entity that gave them power is the people. Thus, in resisting an unjust command, the people are simply resisting a fellow man. He remains God’s deputy formally and is due reverence as such, but he is resisted as a man, not as God’s deputy. 

			Types of Resistance

			The term resistance is ambiguous and typically calls to mind civil disobedience. But resistance has three types: (1) civil disobedience towards unjust civil commands, which largely occurs on the individual level; (2) forcible and organized resistance to tyranny without the intention to reclaim power but to force the tyrant to enact reforms; and (3) forcible confrontation of a tyrant to reclaim civil power (i.e., revolution). This last one most concerns us here, for the first was justified in the chapter on civil law, and the second is permissible if the third is permissible. 

			The Tyrant

			One or two tyrannical acts do not make one a tyrant, just as one act of vice does not make one vicious.9 A tyrant is, as Althusius says, “one who, violating both word and oath, begins to shake the foundations and unloosen the bonds of the associated body of the commonwealth.”10 This is an acceptable definition, but a more expansive one is in order, since modern political technique can tightly bind a body politic and still be thoroughly unjust. 

			A tyrant is any civil ruler whose actions significantly undermine the conditions in which man achieves his true humanity or, as I’ve called it, the complete good. 

			Tyrannical conditions strike at the fundamental and necessary features of human society that conduce to our good.11

			All tyrants act for their “private good,” as many theorists have claimed. But we should bear in mind that the greatest tyrants may be those who think or give the appearance that they are here to help—whose smiling, smothering, mammish, and credentialed love infantilizes the people. A tyrant is not necessarily one with bad motivations or one who acts in “bad faith”; and the tyrant might even appear to be self-sacrificing or self-disregarding.12 Such tyrants ultimately serve their own psychological pathologies, and in this way serve their private good. But our principal focus should not be on motivations or pseudo-benevolent appearances but on the actions of tyrants—a body of actions that strikes at the core of civil society.

			A tyrant in effect is one who, though having the appearance of civil authority, is but a man ordering fellow men to great evil. His injustice is worthy of a higher type of resistance, for it concerns the whole of civil life; it is not merely an injustice here or there. He is a private man waging an unjust war against the people. With force, the people can pressure him to act justly, remove him from office, or declare separation and independence (when possible). Since the people resist an aggressor, revolution is a type of defensive war. 

			Forcible and Violent Resistance

			Christians are justified in dissolving their formal relationship with tyrannical civil leaders for the following reasons: 

			
					The people devolved civil power on civil rulers conditionally, and hence their power is a fiduciary power, possessed on the condition of just governance. The tyrant, having violated his oath to govern justly, is subjected to dispossession of civil power by those who gave him that power.

					Aquinas similarly argued that a people can depose or restrict the power of a civil ruler who abuses his power:If to provide itself with a king belongs to the right of a given multitude, it is not unjust that the king be deposed or have his power restricted by that same multitude if, becoming a tyrant, he abuses the royal power. It must not be thought that such a multitude is acting unfaithfully in deposing the tyrant, even though it had previously subject itself to him in perpetuity, because he himself has deserved that the covenant with his subjects should not be kept, since, in ruling the multitude, he did not act faithfully as the office of a king demands.13


					Althusius argues that if some conditions permit marital divorce—a union that God declared “indissoluble”—then certainly there are conditions that permit a nation to separate from their magistrates:[T]he superiority and power the husband has over his wife he derives from the marriage. And this is only for a time and with a condition, namely, that it lasts as long as the marriage endures, that is, as long as the marriage is not dissolved by adultery, desertion, or death. When the marriage is dissolved, every marital power he exercises over his wife is ended. Of equal seriousness with desertion is the intolerable cruelty of a husband that makes it impossible to live with him. Because of incurable cruelty, and its hazard to life and health, theologians concede a dissolution of marriage, and defend divorce by the authority of sacred scripture. Is there not equal reason for conceding divorce between a king and a commonwealth because of the intolerable and incurable tyranny of a king by which all honest cohabitation and association with him are destroyed? No bond is considered to be stricter than that of matrimony, which is ordained by divine authority to be indissoluble. However, for the previously mentioned causes it is dissolved. Cannot the bond between magistrate and subjects likewise be dissolved for equally serious reasons?14


					A Christian is not less human on account of his possession of grace than a man who is without grace; he is a Christian human being. Erecting civil government is fundamentally a human act, even for Christians; and thus a Christian people’s institution of civil government involves a human transfer of power, which rulers hold conditionally—on their good and proper use of it. In other words, the possession of grace does not fundamentally alter or replace the fundamental principles of civil life; and thus if man as man can reclaim civil power from tyrants, then so too can Christians. For this reason, grace does not eliminate or impede the right for a Christian people to dissolve their formal relationship with tyrannical civil rulers.

			

			


			Now, the previous arguments justify the most basic feature of forcible reclamation, namely, the national act of dissolving formal civil relations with rulers. But what about using violent means to that end? The following justify violent reclamation of civil power:

			
					The nation as a nation is not an ad hoc collection of individuals but an entity in itself, a body politic. Just as individuals have the right and duty of self-preservation and self-defense in the interest of their life and goods, so too does the nation, for both are moral entities. The nation as such—its national life being a gift of God—is responsible to God for its self-preservation. Thus, if the individual can use force to protect, defend, and secure his person and property, why can’t the nation? Now, the tyrant as such is not a civil ruler but a sort of domestic enemy, an aggressor against the people. Therefore, having a right to self-preservation and the right to defend what is theirs, the people can use violence, when necessary, to end the unjust aggression of this man and subsequently depose him.

					Since national self-preservation is a command of God and since the injustice of tyrants harms the nation, violent resistance is morally permissible, for God sufficiently augmented earthly powers to shore up earthly good in response to the fall (as I argued in chapter 2), and violence is necessary at times to eliminate tyranny and preserve the nation. 

					If a man aggresses against a nation, doing it harm, then the nation can respond as a nation to end the aggression. This is true in ordinary international relations, when one nation unjustly attacks another. When the aggressor is the civil ruler, he aggresses as a man, not as civil ruler or as God’s deputy; and thus the nation can treat him as a domestic enemy and subject him to a violent response, just as they would any other aggressor against the nation. Upon capture, he can be unseated for the reasons argued above. 

			

			IV. Conditions for Revolution

			Revolution for True Religion

			Are Christians permitted to conduct revolution against a tyrant whose actions are significantly detrimental to true religion? I affirm this. We should first acknowledge that any action that is directly detrimental to the highest good is unrighteous in itself and so is evil absolutely and universally. In other words, no set of circumstances would permit a civil ruler justly to destroy true religion, whether by secularization or by replacing it with heresy, infidelity, or paganism. Such actions, in themselves, make the civil ruler a tyrant, for he has attacked the principal object of human life, namely, the acknowledgment and worship of God, which is the also the ultimate end of civil society. In doing this, he has denied man the space to exercise his highest gift and tyrannized over the soul. Indeed, he denies his people the greatest right by nature, namely, the right to worship God. What’s worse is that he has attacked King Jesus himself, whose visible kingdom—both the people and the institution—is under outward assault. The civil ruler who attacks true religion is not acting as a minister of God. He is an enemy of his people’s good, an enemy of the human race, and an enemy of God. 

			Having assaulted the natural right to worship the true God, which is essential to complete humanity, the civil ruler is justly subjected to revolt and removal. If a people may revolt over temporal things, why not a fortiori over eternal things? As Junius Brutus, the author of Vindiciae contra tyrannos, writes, 

			Now, if to bear arms and to make war are lawful things, can there possibly be found any war more just than that which is, by the command of the superior, for the defense of the church, and the preservation of the faithful? Is there any greater tyranny than that which is exercised over the soul? Can there be imagined a war more commendable than that which suppresses such a tyranny?15

			Violence cannot itself advance Christ’s kingdom. Indeed, this is the very reason why his kingdom is not of this world. But violence can be used to secure it indirectly and outwardly. As Brutus said, “Although then the church be not increased by arms, notwithstanding it may be justly preserved by means of arms.”16 That is, the church in itself does not increase by any earthly force—for its power is spiritual and operates in the forum of conscience—but earthly forces can preserve and indirectly advance that kingdom by confronting and eliminating outward threats to it. 

			Religion in the Modern West

			If only the enemies of true religion were so bold to openly attack the church. In the Western world, such direct and outward assaults on religion from authorities are rare. Today, we contend with the soft power of liberalism—a power that has been remarkably effective at destroying religiosity in the West without firing a shot and without significantly undermining “religious liberty.”17 Ryszard Legutko, a Polish philosopher who lived under both communism and liberalism, states this well:

			If the old communists lived long enough to see the world of today, they would be devastated by the contrast between how little they themselves had managed to achieve in their antireligious war and how successful the liberal democrats have been. All the objectives the communists set for themselves, and which they pursued with savage brutality, were achieved by the liberal democrats who, almost without any effort and simply by allowing people to drift along with the flow of modernity, succeeded in converting churches into museums, restaurants, and public buildings, secularizing entire societies, making secularism the militant ideology, pushing religion to the sidelines, pressing the clergy into docility, and inspiring powerful mass culture with a strong antireligious bias in which a priest must be either a liberal challenging the Church or a disgusting villain. Is not—one may wonder—this nonreligious and antireligious reality of today’s Western world very close to the vision of the future without religion that the communists were so excited about, and which despite the millions of human lives sacrificed on the alter of progress, failed to materialize?18

			The decline of religion in the West is remarkably complex, and I will not attempt to do justice to the topic.19 But we can safely affirm that it has occurred both without the use of explicit power and under the guise of “freedom” and “toleration.” There was no explosive event of anti-religious tyranny. A thousand nudges seemingly led Christians, largely willingly or at best begrudgingly, to confine their religion to churches, privatize religion, and surrender the public to hostile secularization. The uniqueness of our time is that modern liberal power seemingly protects religious liberty while simultaneously undermining religion with implicit social power. Secularism dominates the institutions and has normalized a “neutral” value system that conflicts with Christian moral teaching. “Neutrality” and “diversity” provide the perfect cover for the pervasive use of implicit power to undermine and control religion. 

			Christians were not ready for this. We are ever-vigilant for that explicit, outward, open, physical, declared, and official persecution. We received this expectation from the Christian tradition—a tradition formed in times very different from our own. But we don’t live in the same world as our spiritual forefathers, in the world of Foxe’s Book of Martyrs. The powers of our modern world—the ones that undermined true religion in the West—are more implicit and psychological; they operate in the normalization of secularism. Its normalization is evident in the fact that “normal” people affirm it, live it, and expect it. Our secularized minds are shaped for it, and thus theological traditions that are clearly opposed to secularism had to be recast as its greatest adherents (e.g., modern two-kingdoms theology).20 With our minds enmeshed in the secularist norm, we confidently think that pleading for religious exemptions before secularist overlords is the timeless politics of Jesus. How convenient for us that we happen to live in secularist times. 

			The idea of Christian dominion of public space makes even your typical Christian uncomfortable. When confronted with the accusation of “Christian nationalism,” for example, we retreat to universality. That is, we claim that we want “freedom for all” and that Christian values “benefit everyone equally,” and we point to hospitals, charities, adoptions, and a love for the “outcast.” But this is a mental habit that our spiritual forefathers did not have; they were not habitually trained to retreat to universality, to justify all their claims of public life by making the other the chief beneficiary or to make the object of policy all people without discrimination. Nor did they need or seek the approval of the godless to order their communities to God. The retreat to universality is an expression not of Christianity but of normalized modern liberalism, operating as a background assumption for Christian ethics, exegesis, and theology. It ought to be deconstructed. 

			Christians in the West are enmeshed in totalizing liberal regimes. Though seemingly limited in explicit power, liberal regimes have universal reach: Every square inch is secularist, unless granted an exception by the state. Christians in civil life must adopt either a secularist or a non-threatening religious posture. Contrary to what is promised and assured, there is no neutrality or contestability in the public square. As Lugutko said, “In defense of pluralism, we give people the right to choose any available philosophy, provided that they choose liberalism.”21 And, of course, churches are not exempt from the “ism” of secularism. The ideas pervades the mind and now even theology, and any dissidents in churches who threaten secularist norms are denounced from pulpits, in seminaries, and by the eager Christian twitterati—all of whom serve as the Christian in-group enforcers of the secularist norm.

			The regime’s chief objective is suppressing an activist Christian religion that seeks Christian normalization and anti-secularism. The American regime does not want to eradicate religion. Thinking so was the error of prior generations of concerned Christians and perhaps also the error in strategy of the New Atheists twenty years ago. Rather, modern liberalism, at least in the post-Trump era, requires that the distinctives of the religion are either rendered harmless to the regime or the regime harnesses it for its own ends. Harmless religion is a quirk, an expressive identity among other identities, or some harmless way to LARP a medieval fantasy or transcendent rites. Threatening religion is browbeaten by other Christians who find psychological comfort in being subservient to those who despise them. Religion thereby is neutralized as a public threat to the regime, and the resulting Christian ethos is a perverse euphoria in being dispossessed of one’s Christian heritage and celebrating the decline of the Bible belt or cultural Christianity or the ideals of Mayberry. It is a bizarre and inhumane inversion and distortion of true religion—our brave new religion does not give hope in the midst of decay and loss but obligates you to celebrate the destruction of the very people and place that nourished you, even led you to the faith. 

			The regime also works to channel religion to support it. This is evident in the rise of what I call the “regime evangelical”—the evangelical arm of the ruling class that Christianizes regime narratives and talking points, feigning as insiders in the evangelical camp in order to shape Christian godliness and “witness” from within. One of their products—regime theology—retains a semblance of orthodoxy and yet has a “social teaching” that effectively advances the regime. Such theology undermines efforts of Christianization while calling for Christians to serve the “marginalized,” which happen to be the same sacralized identities of the regime. 

			Christian Americans should see themselves as under a sort of occupation. Forces largely from outside your communities suppress that natural drive, confirmed by grace, for public religion. The ruling class is hostile to your Christian town, to your Christian people, and to your Christian heritage. The occupation universalizes their ideology, forcing your Christianity to exist only in the walls of churches, denying any civil and social ordering to God and Christ’s kingdom. The top-down and foreign imposition of secularism is evident in Supreme Court decisions, though these are only the tip of the iceberg and most visible to us. In 1962, the Supreme Court denied any public school in the United States the right to require students to recite a prayer (Engel v. Vitale); it denied any school the right to open the day with Bible reading (Abington School District v. Schempp, 1963); and it even denied high school students the right to elect a student to pray before high school football games (Santa Fe Independent School District v. Doe, 2000). The universalized culture in the US, generated largely by those on the coasts, has created conditions—foreign to much of Western history and theology—that preclude Christian culture and a Christian self-conception at the state, county, and town levels. 

			Much more could be said, but I’ll simply get to the point: When Christians are under a universalizing and totalizing non-Christian regime that wields implicit powers against true religion, how is this not tyranny? Is this not an assault on the people of God, who are forced to live in a public square that wars against Christ’s kingdom and against the nature of true humanity? The natural spheres of life, each with its own God-ordained power, are ordered against God and his people. This certainly is tyranny, though there isn’t, at first glance, a clear tyrant. We see a modern regime made up of politicians, bureaucrats, media, Hollywood, public intellectuals, academics, corporations, HR directors, public health officials, foundations, medical associations, etc. The regime is the tyrant.

			In deciding upon forcible reclamation in any situation, we should consider the justice of and in war: the feasibility of success, the acceptability of the consequences, and the suitability of return, given the circumstances. Many revolutions are militarily successful but politically disastrous in the aftermath. I mention these considerations not to inject doubt into the discourse, as many Christians try to do after they say something “edgy,” as if to signal that they are unserious and that their ideas are harmless and meant only to ground an identity in our liberal order. I am not seeking to suppress the spirit of action. I’m simply pointing out that resisting tyranny does not necessitate revolution, and other options ought to be considered. Nevertheless, revolution is morally permissible in these conditions, even when the church is “free,” according to the modern liberal conception of religious freedom. 

			Christians in the Minority

			Another question is whether a Christian people, constituting a minority of the population under a civil government, can revolt against a tyranny directed at them and, after successfully revolting, establish over all of the population a Christian commonwealth. The issue here centers on whether a Christian minority can establish a political state over the whole without the positive consent of the whole. I affirm that they can. The reason is that although civil administration is fundamentally natural, human, and universal, it was always for the people of God. Civil administration was created to serve Adam’s race in a state of integrity, as an outward ordering to God. Today, those who are restored in Christ are the people of God. Thus, civil order and administration is for them. 

			But what about consent? Would not Christians have to disregard the non-Christian withholding of consent? They likely would. But no one and no group can withhold consent such that they effectively deny the establishment of a properly constituted commonwealth. None can withhold consent in order to prevent the establishment of true justice. Can a group of people withhold consent to prevent laws against murder? We would find this unacceptable and disregard their lack of consent. But if we would disregard them in the case of murder, why not for a group’s disregard for the highest good and the things of God? If we can disregard in the name of lesser goods, then certainly we can disregard in the name of the highest good. Therefore, if a Christian minority can constitute a secure commonwealth for true justice and the complete good, then they can disregard the withholding of consent by non-Christians. Non-Christians living among us are entitled to justice, peace, and safety, but they are not entitled to political equality, nor do they have a right to deny the people of God their right to order civil institutions to God and to their complete good.

			We lack the spirit for this sort of dominion today—a once-uncontroversial spirit that animated the magisterial Protestant reformers and Christians prior to the Reformation. We must revitalize and return to it. The Christian’s posture towards the earth ought to be that it is ours, not theirs, for we are co-heirs in Christ. 

			Temporal Goods

			As for temporal goods, it should follow from the discussion so far that civil rulers who commit actions that are absolutely and universally wrong and concern fundamental features of temporal life can be subjected to violent revolt. This might include, for example, mass murder, prevention of marriage, manstealing, consorting with invading armies, etc. Nothing more needs to be said to justify a revolution in response to these acts. 

			But what about civil commands that are not wrong in themselves but evil in effect? It is not evil in itself to receive immigrants into one’s country, for example. But it can produce certain evils. In chapter 2, I quoted Althusius, who wrote that “persons born in [different] regions hold diverse patterns in their customs . . . [and] are unable to come together at the same time without some antipathy toward each other.”22 As I’ve argued throughout this book, the particularity of people and place is a necessary good for living well, for it is the ground of robust civil fellowship. Being a necessary good, it is worthy of conservation, and civil authority ought to conserve it. It also creates conditions for true religion to flourish, serving as the ethno-cultural substructure for cultural Christianity, Christian civil law, and strong Christian civil rulers. Thus, the Christian religion, though itself universal, flourishes in particularity. Christianity flourishes in nations. It would seem, then, that too much immigration and bad immigration policies damage the people, even striking at fundamental goods. Therefore, such policies, though not absolutely and universally unjust, can be tyrannical and can create tyrannical conditions. 

			There many other ways besides open immigration policies that civil rulers can damage cultural particularity (e.g., tax incentives to multinational corporations), and immigration itself (if done properly) can benefit a nation. But instead of listing more examples of culture-destroying policies, we can get straight to the question: Is revolution permissible in defense of particularity? Since particularity is a fundamental condition of living well, undermining that good is tyrannical and so it is a just cause for revolution.23 

			V. Lesser Magistrate

			The lesser-magistrate doctrine states that violent resistance against tyranny is permitted, but only by means of a lesser magistrate interposing himself between a tyrannical higher magistrate and the people. I affirm this view, though perhaps with some differences. The first is that it should not be called a “doctrine.” Protestants should not speak of “social doctrine.” This is a minor quibble, but I insist on it only to emphasize that our political thought is not determined by a collegia of clerics. We’re speaking of a natural principle, not a doctrine of grace. Indeed, I’d prefer to call it the “authority principle of resistance.”

			The entity that interposes between the tyrant and people is necessary not so that the people can act against tyranny. People can justly act apart from a lesser magistrate or an established interposing body.24 That is, they can act for themselves outside any higher earthly authority. But their actions are limited and cannot properly be called acts of the people. Remember, the people require an agent of order. A mediating authority is necessary as that by which the people can act collectively. Thus, the people can truly revolt, or conduct revolution, only by the express declaration and direction of an interposing entity. The Declaration of Independence, for example, was a collective act of the American colonies, because the Continental Congress was an interposing authority—albeit in a more confederate form—between the British Crown and the American people. The interposing authority does not necessarily reclaim the people’s power for itself, but rather it is an instrument in reclaiming that power to the people, and it can be the interim agent by which that power is subsequently devolved. 

			To get more technical, the authority principle clarifies the efficient cause of revolution. Complete agency in revolution is antecedently the people’s will for revolution, formally the interposing authority as mediator of that will, and consequently the people’s concrete actions of force, directed as a whole by the interposing authority. These three must be present for a true and just revolution. 

			VI. Romans 13

			For reasons that I provided in the introduction, I have not addressed scriptural arguments for and against my positions in this work. However, it is worth briefly discussing Romans 13. 

			Paul instructs us to “be subject unto the higher powers.” These powers are “ordained of God . . . for good” (vv. 1, 4). The scope of power permits civil rulers to be “not a terror to good works, but to the evil” (v. 3). Subjection to this power is “for conscience sake” (v. 5), meaning that God binds the conscience through the command of civil rulers. It follows from the text that since the powers ordained of God are only for good, no power ordained of God can command what is evil, and thus no evil command is conscience-binding, for only God can bind the conscience, whether immediately or mediately. A magistrate that is a terror to good works acts outside his authority. With regard to those specific unjust commands, he ought to be resisted. This is not controversial, for we should “obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29). 

			The most important question is whether Romans 13 denies the right of the people to forcibly reclaim civil power from their civil rulers. The question boils down to whether these two statements are contrary to each other: you shall not resist powers ordained of God and you may conduct revolution against tyrannical civil rulers. The common assumption today is that revolution necessarily resists the powers ordained of God, and thus the two statements cannot both be true. But I affirm both and deny that they are contraries. In conducting just revolution, a people are fighting a defensive war against the person holding civil office, not against the office itself, i.e., not against the civil ruler as ruler. In resisting a tyrant, a people are not resisting the powers ordained of God, for a power for tyranny is not ordained of God. Thus, a people can conduct revolution against tyrannical civil rulers and, in so doing, not resist the powers ordained of God.

			Many point to the tyrannical character of the Roman emperors around the time that Paul wrote Romans. Paul instructs us to obey rulers like Nero, a ruler who was clearly a tyrant. But my argument has made clear that a tyrant, even one as degenerate as Nero, has not lost his office; he still wields true civil power of God; he is still at least formally God’s deputy for our good. A civil ruler who becomes tyrannical has not thereby lost his office. Now, even tyrants can command what is just, for while his commands considered as a whole are tyrannical, not every part or every specific command is tyrannical. Though Nero was indeed a tyrant, worthy of violent removal, he still had true authority to command what is just, and many civil commands of the Roman empire were indeed just. Paul instructs us to obey these commands, for they are ordinances of God commanded mediately through God’s deputy. Therefore, Paul’s instruction to obey civil rulers (even those who are tyrants) does not entail that the people lack the right to forcibly reclaim civil power from tyrants. 

			Paul’s silence with regard to revolution is easily explained by the fact that commanding it at the time would have been absurd. Christians were in no position to revolt. His silence on revolution cannot be construed as a denial of its permissibility. When revolution is unfeasible, Christians must patiently wait on God for deliverance—disobeying what is unjust and obeying what is just.25

			VII. Conclusion

			Many want me to end with a word of caution, perhaps to reassure everyone that these are academic conclusions, that they are not serious. Instead, I’ll say this: It is to our shame that we sheepishly tolerate assaults against our Christian heritage, merely sighing or tweeting performative outrage over public blasphemy, impiety, irreverence, and perversity. We are dead inside, lacking the spirit to drive away the open mockery of God and to claim what is ours in Christ. We are gripped by a slavish devotion to our secularist captors. But we do not have to be like this. We have the power and right to act. Let us train the will and cultivate our resolve.
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Liberty of Conscience

			“In the tribunal of conscience the plea is between man and God, whereas in the outward tribunal it is between man and man.” —Thomas Aquinas1

			I. Statement of the Question

			One issue that may have nagged the reader is the question of conscience. Doesn’t Christian nationalism, as I’ve presented it, violate the freedom of conscience? Does Christian nationalism recognize the sanctity of conscience? Asking these questions is fair and expected, since I have called for public institutions and culture to be Christian. But, in most cases, these questions arise from serious confusion about classical Protestant political theology and from ignorance on how Protestants justified civil action for true religion. Contrary to popular belief, liberty of conscience is not original to our modern era, or to the Enlightenment, or even to the Baptists. The 16th- and 17th-century Reformers universally affirmed the sacred liberty of conscience, even while insisting that civil magistrates protect and support true religion and suppress false religion. Were these brilliant men wildly, blatantly, absurdly inconsistent? No. Neither the outward suppression of false religion nor the public exclusivity of Christianity violates the sacredness of conscience, as I demonstrate in this chapter. 

			Compelled Religion

			It is common today, even among Christian academics, to improperly state the question concerning civil government, religion, and conscience. This error goes back centuries. In the 17th century, Samuel Rutherford complained of “ignorant Anabaptists” who claimed that the issue centers on “internal liberty.” The question, to their mind, was “whether the magistrate can force men with the sword to [religious] opinions and cudgel them out of some [and] into other contrary judgments in the matters of God.”2 Rutherford joined the Anabaptists in denying such compulsion. From the early days of the Reformation, magisterial Protestant thinkers emphatically insisted that magistrates must not, and indeed cannot, compel faith. Every man has an internal liberty. The Reformed confession produced by the Bern Synod of 1532 reflects this early consensus: “[N]o magistrate should compel the conscience, or command and forbid with respect to anything more than what is outward.”3 All attempts to coerce belief is unjust, for no one can be coerced to believe something. As Rutherford said, no one can “offer violence to mind, understanding, will or affections of love, fear, joy, because all these elicit acts cannot flow from any principle but the internal and vital inclinations of the soul.” Thus, the statement of the question is “whether the magistrate can compulsorily restrain the external acts of the outward man in religion.”4 This is an accurate but incomplete statement of the question. The rest of this section clarifies and completes it.

			The chief dispute between classical and modern Christians on the liberty of conscience centers on the relationship of external religion and internal religion. My contention is that proponents of religious liberty have asserted a non sequitur for centuries, arguing that since true inward religion cannot be forced but is a matter of persuasion, the magistrate cannot use coercive power to suppress external false religion. The conclusion, however, does not follow, because it fails to distinguish what Richard Baxter called the “liberty of tongue and practice” and the “liberty of conscience.”5 The differences between these two liberties will become more evident as I proceed.

			Internal Religion

			Internal religion refers to religious acts of the inward man, such as belief, faith, hope, and love. Only God can see these acts directly; they are in themselves completely invisible to men, and they fall outside human jurisdiction, given the kind of thing they are. Thus, no civil authority can compel one to perform them. The question, therefore, is not whether civil authority can compel internal religion. 

			The conscience cannot be subordinated to any external entity—whether civil, social, familial, or ecclesiastical—such that these entities dictate to it the judgments concerning internal religion. No man can defer to them or treat their authority as sufficient grounds to affirm some proposition of faith. Internal religion is grounded in knowledge that one affirms by referencing Scripture, not by referencing a mediating authority. Certainly, we came to be believe many things from others, but we do not ground our religious belief in our trust of them, as if they are authorities that mediate truth to us. They were instruments in showing us the truth of Scripture. Thus, the question is not whether one ought to defer to the judgment of an external truth-mediating authority for internal religious beliefs.6 No civil government (or ecclesial institution or society at large) can mediate religious truth such that its subjects or members can or must defer to its judgments concerning what one affirms inwardly. One must be convinced in his own mind by his encounter with the deposits of truth, both in Scripture and the book of nature. The church’s duty is to teach true religion, and the civil government must ensure that truth is taught and that harmful false teaching is restrained, but each person is responsible before the Governor of the Universe for affirming and embracing what is religiously true, and his mind must be left free to do so.

			An internal belief in itself, being visible only to God, affects only the one who holds it. That is, a belief as a belief—considered only as an internal thing—can bring neither good nor evil to another. Thus, civil authority has no concern with true or false belief in itself, for civil authority concerns itself directly only with outward good and evil. As Francis Turretin states, “Coercive power does not apply to internal faith, but is concerned with external acts, over which the magistrate has power. For as an opinion of the mind is not to be punished, still neither is a pestilent and impious profession to be endured.”7 Civil authority has neither cognizance of nor jurisdiction over, nor interest in beliefs themselves. False belief itself must never be the basis of civil punishment.8 False religion externalized is the only principled object of punishment. Hence, the question is not whether civil authority can punish one on the basis (in whole or part) for false belief itself. Furthermore, since civil power cannot reform hearts, we deny that the direct intent of civil punishment for false religion can be inward reformation.9 

			Nor is the question whether civil rulers can “prosecute crimes against [God]” (as Jonathan Leeman suggests about this position).10 It is true that some Reformed writers spoke of punishment for “tak[ing] away from God his own honor,” as Calvin said. But Calvin also said that such people “destroy souls . . . corrupt pure doctrine . . . [and] confound the whole order of the Church.”11 As I’ll argue below, false religion is a crime against God, and it can cause harm to one’s fellow man. Hence, one can reject the view that magistrates ought to punish the dishonoring of God and still coherently affirm that magistrates can restrain false religion in the interest of public good. 

			External Religion

			External acts of religion are of a different nature than internal acts of religion. External religion includes professions of faith (vocal or written), ceremonies of worship, teaching, etc. These are outward and visible and can affect others, and so external religion belongs to the kind of things that external authorities can regulate. Most importantly, such external acts, unlike internal ones, can affect others both internally and externally, for good or for ill, which I will elucidate and demonstrate in the next section. All appropriate civil action against false religion is directed at its external expression in order to suppress external false religion and thereby prevent harm to the public, both to souls and to the body politic. Suppressing false religion is a means, not an end in itself. Thus, the question is not whether the suppression of external false religion by civil government is a good in itself or ought to be pursued for its own sake; nor is the question whether civil government ought to prosecute all expressions of false religion regardless of their consequences and circumstances; nor is the question whether civil power can force one to speak outwardly what is true, for that would cause one to lie.12

			Final Statement of the Question

			Given these clarifications and conclusions from previous chapters, I can offer the fundamental point of division between classical and modern views on the liberty of conscience. 

			The question is whether a Christian magistrate, having civil rule over a civil society of Christians,13 may punish (with civil power) false teachers, heretics, blasphemers, and idolaters for their external expressions of such things in order to prevent (1) any injury to the souls of the people of God, (2) the subversion of Christian government, Christian culture, or spiritual discipline, or (3) civil disruption or unrest. 

			Modern religious liberty advocates deny this and I affirm it.

			II. Principle

			Affirming this question requires me to demonstrate both that civil rulers can in principle punish such people and that it is prudent to do so, at least in some circumstances. Something may be permissible but never prudent. This allows me to address the various issues and objections by type, some concerned with principle and others with practical considerations. This section concerns the principle.

			Public Harm

			Those in the denial camp typically affirm that civil government ought to regulate outward religious actions that cause public harm. But they limit public harm to physical harm. Andrew Walker states, for example, that “only forms of worship that physically harm others should be restrained or punished.”14 He then cites Leeman, who writes, “The God of the Bible gives governments authority to prosecute crimes against human beings, not the authority to prosecute crimes against himself. As long as people remain unharmed, false religion should be tolerated publicly and privately.”15 As far as I can tell, Walker and Leeman limit the extension of public harm to physical harms on the unstated assumption that external false religion cannot cause internal harm or harm to the soul. Since it only harms God, it is not subject to civil action. I do not see how the argument would work otherwise. 

			I will grant here that civil authorities should not prosecute crimes solely against God, as if civil punishment right wrongs committed against him. But the assumption that external false religion does not harm souls is clearly false. Christians widely acknowledge that outward false religion can harm others. Indeed, we praise families and churches that protect themselves from false teaching, because we know that such teaching can harm people’s souls. Thus, the proper extension of public harm includes harms to the soul, for public actions, such as heretical teaching, can harm the soul.16

			Thus, by Walker’s stated major premise—namely, that magistrates may punish those whose actions harm or threaten to harm one’s fellow man—magistrates are permitted to punish external false religion, for it can harm fellow humans. These actions are crimes against God and fellow man, and thus they are subject to punishment (at least) on account of the latter.

			So my argument is as follows:

			(1) Any outward action that has the potential to cause harm to others is rightfully subject to civil restraint or punishment (in principle).

			(2) External false religion has the potential to cause harm to others. 

			Therefore, (3) external false religion is rightfully subject to civil restraint or punishment.

			The major premise extends to all actions that cause harm, including those outward acts that express inward religious beliefs, because there is no good reason to limit it. It cannot be, “You cannot compel the conscience,” for the conscience is not compelled, since only external expression is targeted. Nor can it be, “You cannot punish beliefs,” for the belief itself is neither the ground of the civil action nor the object of the action. Nor can it be, “People ought to be able to express their beliefs,” for this would require us, for example, to tolerate inciters of political violence. Expressions of false religion are outward, and so they are subject to civil jurisdiction as to the kind of action; and because they can harm others, they are in principle subject to civil restraint and punishment. 

			As for the minor premise, there is no question that those who actively and outwardly espouse damnable error can lead people astray, especially when they have skill and personality. Even those who are eternally secure—those “kept by the power of God” (1 Pet. 1:5)—can be diverted from the path of righteousness. Christian parents regularly act to keep their children from such people, ordering the household into an exclusively Christian space. Within the extent of their powers and vigilance, they eliminate anti-Christian influences so that children are raised in the fear of the Lord. Civil authorities, having civil power over civil space, can and ought to do likewise.

			Principled Cognizance

			One might acknowledge the soundness of the syllogism but claim that the conclusion is actionable only if civil government has cognizance of what would be good for the soul. That is to say, the statement “false religion is rightfully subject to civil restraint or punishment” is true, but it remains unactionable because civil government has no ability to identify the extension of “false religion” (or “true religion”) and thus has no concrete objects to restrain and punish. Though this might appear to be a prudential question, it is actually a question of principle. The question here is not whether one can expect a magistrate to have reliable judgments concerning religious and spiritual things but whether civil rulers can have principled cognizance of such things.17 Here are my responses:

			
					The fact that the objects of civil action for the magistrate are outward things does not limit his knowledge as a magistrate only to outward things. He can know what is good inwardly and can order outward things to that good. The magistrate is (typically) not a mental health therapist, and he cannot cure by civil command those who suffer from poor mental health. But he can know (from his own experience and by consulting therapists) what constitutes a healthy and tranquil mind. And with that knowledge, he can order outward things in the interest of mental health. Therefore, the magistrate, though he can only affect outward things, can know what is good inwardly and order outward things to inward good. 

					As most Reformed political theologians affirm today, civil magistrates ought to enact civil law derived from the natural law as summarized in the Second Table of the Ten Commandments (i.e., our duties to fellow man). Thus, civil magistrates can have principled cognizance of our duties to our fellow man. Many deny that the civil magistrate can know and act on the natural law summarized in the First Table (i.e., our duties to God). But this is false. If the civil magistrate has principled cognizance of any part of the natural law as law, then he logically can know of the Lawgiver, for all law has a lawgiver. Thus, civil magistrates as magistrates can know of God as the fountain of law. Now, if the magistrate can know of God, then he can know God’s nature, at least in principle. But knowledge of God’s nature rationally leads to the First Table, for God’s nature makes him worthy of the highest praise, reverence, and worship. It follows that the magistrate can have principled cognizance of the First Table. In other words, since the civil magistrate has cognizance of Second Table precepts, he can have cognizance of First Table precepts, for the Second Table presupposes God’s existence, and his existence rationally leads to the First Table. So, at least with regard to natural religion, the magistrate can have principled cognizance of true and false religion as captured in the First Table of God’s law. The Second Table-onlyists are thus refuted.

					Lastly, since a civil magistrate as a man can know true religion and can order his personal life to religion, he can know it as a civil magistrate. While we might want to restrict some personal knowledge from actionability in civil office, these restrictions are exceptions and thus require an explicit reason for the restriction. Since no good reason for an exception can be brought forward to exclude personal knowledge of true religion, then it is not excluded from actionable knowledge in civil office. 

			

			


			But what about supernatural knowledge? One might agree that we can have a nation under God, referring to God the creator, and civil leaders who enforce only the demands of natural religion, not those of revealed religion. The argument goes something like this: Since supernatural revelation is adventitious to nature and civil government is founded on nature, civil government has no principled cognizance of supernatural revelation such that it can adjudicate competing claims concerning that revelation. Or one might say that since the principles of civil government are natural, it cannot act in light of supernatural knowledge, even if in principle civil magistrates could have supernatural knowledge. Put differently, a civil ruler who is Christian may know Christian truth but cannot order his people to that truth, because his principles of action are entirely natural and so have only natural objects. Lastly, one might claim that doctrinal adjudication is a matter for the church, not the state, and thus the state cannot adjudicate between competing claims with regard to supernatural revelation. 

			These arguments can be addressed in a few ways:

			
					Scripture is originally a possession of the people of God; it was not originally handed to ministers but to the people. This is evident in the fact that, as Turretin said, “[T]he ministry is posterior to the church. . . . [T]he church precedes the ministry and produces it.”18 The instituted church teaches the Word not because the Word was given directly to ministers from God but because they are entrusted with a sacred teaching function among the people of God—a people who already have the Scriptures. Now, since the knowledge contained in Scripture is a possession of the people of God, civil rulers have principled access to this knowledge,19 for civil rulers are installed by and from the people of God. And since the people of God erect civil government for their good, both body and soul, the civil ruler can act according to this knowledge for their good. It makes little sense that a man, having been installed by and for a people with a certain type of knowledge, will lose principled access to that knowledge, especially when it is necessary for ordering them to their complete good. 

					If civil rulers can determine the truth or falsity in natural revelation, nothing precludes them (in principle) from determining truth and falsity in special revelation, for both revelations are knowledge, and they differ only in the means to knowledge. They differ in this regard only to the extent that philosophy differs from theology. Anyone who can reason to natural truth can a fortiori interpret Scripture to supernatural truth or be teachable concerning the truths therein. It would be quite odd for Protestants to elevate the magistrate’s abilities in unaided reason while downgrading his abilities in theology. In addition, scriptural revelation is a public deposit of truth, meaning in effect that it is not the instituted church’s deposit, as if it is for ministers’ access only. It is accessible by all and for all, including by and for the magistrate. As a public knowledge, it is intended for all. And the magistrate, with consultation and instruction of church ministers (serving as instruments, not mediators), can decide upon supernatural truth for civil purposes.

					Natural commands are not limited to natural content. As with all the commandments, the first commandment is a natural command. It instructs us to acknowledge and worship the true God alone.20 The referent of “true God” in our worship is revealed by nature and Scripture. By natural revelation, man knows that God is one. Special revelation tells us that God is Triune. This latter revelation neither eliminates nor undermines natural revelation but rather assumes and completes it. Scripture completes our knowledge of the same God. Still, the command itself remains a natural command. Thus, worshipping God according to the fullness of revelation—worshipping the Triune God—fulfills the natural command to worship the true God. Therefore, when the civil magistrate enforces the First Table, he is not limited only by what is revealed by nature (e.g., that God is one); he can enforce the fullness of God as revealed; and in so doing, he is not fulfilling a command of grace but of nature, even though some of the content is of grace (e.g., Trinitarianism). It follows that the magistrate may regulate external actions in accordance with the Christian religion. 

					Since the natural ends of civil government are fixed and immutable and one of those ends is ordering the people to their supernatural end, civil government ought to order the people according to the means available to meet that end. Since Christ the redeemer is the sole means to obtain man’s supernatural end, civil government ought to order the people to him and thereby meet its own natural end. 

					Though Christian magistrates do not arise from the instituted church or by the sanction of ministers, they are members of the instituted church and under the teaching ministers of the church. The magistrate is the first among the people of God who sit under the instituted teaching ministry that they have constituted. These ministers are the ordinary means by which the magistrate comes to know the articulation and formulations of sound doctrine and faithful gospel ministry to which he orders the people to their eternal good. A civil magistrate is no less a member of the church as magistrate than a man is a member as husband or father; and just as men can be instructed as fathers, so too can the magistrate be instructed as magistrate. 

					If the father, who rules over the natural family, can know and act on supernatural knowledge as father—ordering his household to Christ—then so too can the magistrate know and act on supernatural knowledge as magistrate and thereby order civil society to Christ. This argument is effective because the arguments used to deny the consequent require one to deny the antecedent, for the father and magistrate are sufficiently similar to each other. For example, if one were to deny that Christian magistrates can adjudicate between true and false religion for civil society, insisting that this is the prerogative of the instituted church only, then the father in his household cannot adjudicate between true and false religion either, because his household is not the church, and all fathers lead their homes as fathers, not as pastors.21 To deny the possibility of a Christian magistrate entails denying the possibility of a Christian father. But since there are Christian fathers, there can be Christian magistrates.

			

			


			The question of whether civil magistrates can adjudicate competing claims of supernatural truth needs some clarification. The ministers of the Word are charged with “hold[ing] fast the form of sound words” (2 Tim. 1:13) and with issuing authoritative (though not infallible) judgments concerning theological truth and error. Ministers pronounce positive judgments. The civil rulers, however, having only civil law to work with, legislate a negative—viz., criminalizing only what is false. Declaring a negative does not always require antecedent knowledge of a positive (for one can know what is false before he knows what is true), but magistrates may base their negatives on positive knowledge. For example, he can base his suppression of anti-Trinitarianism on his knowledge of Trinitarian doctrine. 

			Hypocrisy

			The accusation that restraining and punishing heresy will produce hypocrisy goes back at least to the 16th century. We hear today that people will “live a lie.” But this objection assumes a principle that, when applied broadly, has practically absurd results. The principle is, all have the right to express outwardly what they affirm inwardly. If they don’t have this right, then they are forced into hypocrisy, as the claim goes. Advocates of religious liberty almost always limit the application of this principle to religion. But this is arbitrary. Criminalizing sins of the Second Table—such as murder, adultery, theft, and defaming character—also makes men hypocrites. One might inwardly want to murder his enemy and even believe sincerely that killing him would be just, but the fear of civil punishment might lead him to act like a friend. This is indeed hypocrisy—his inward state does not match his outward action. While we do not approve of inward hatred towards others, we would say that in this case civil law is fulfilling one of its functions, viz., restraining outward sin that causes public harm. Why are these examples of hypocrisy acceptable but not hypocrisy with regard to false religion? Should the civil magistrate not punish murder, since the threat of punishment makes hypocrites out of those who would otherwise commit it? Since civil law can restrain murder, it can restrain false religion.

			To avoid this, one would have to claim that the sins of the First Table and those of the Second Table are different. But what might that difference be? It cannot be sincerity, for people have sincere though erroneous convictions on civil justice. It cannot be harmfulness, for public heresy can be harmful. Certainly, one can think of prudential reasons to treat them differently (which I address below), but what is the difference in principle? There is none. If one finds Second Table hypocrisy acceptable as a consequence of civil law, then he must also find First Table hypocrisy acceptable as a consequence of civil law. 

			One of the early Reformed confessions—the Bern Synod (1532)—directly addressed the issue of hypocrisy with the “temporal magistrate”:

			It is true that whenever Christ himself is not at work, your [i.e., the magistrate’s] work, your service and your power touching the gospel only makes men hypocrites, and has always done as much. . . . But this must not deter you, for the ministry of Moses respecting the law of God is likewise capable of nothing more, though it is a law of life. He may not forbear, but is obliged to carry out his office, though the flesh is all the while making the law of life into a dead letter and into wrath and death itself. This is because God throughout the ministry of Moses gave the people no understanding heart. . . . It should make no difference with your excellencies as to how it will be received. For even though the world take it to be mere hypocrisy, the intention of your excellencies through your service is to bring everyone to the truth and to remove public scandal, as when Moses sought to carry the people on to God, and to preserve among them a pious and corrected pattern of conduct. Thus though neither you nor any authority is able to produce a good conscience before God, yet the service performed by your excellencies procures the preaching of the pure Word of God among your subjects, and ensures that His grace will be heralded with clarity. The people are directed to the fountain from which alone the water of salvation is drawn, namely our Lord Jesus Christ who is our only mediator. He receives whom He will.22

			This speaks more to what I call “sins of omission,” which I address later. But it relies on the same underlying reasoning. You cannot fault civil power for not performing what it cannot perform. Civil power—when by itself—will occasion (not cause) hypocrisy; by God’s decree, civil power can touch directly only the outward man. The inward man is an entirely separate domain and is ordered by different means. Hypocrisy is the fault of the hypocrite, not the one commanding outward duty. And, as I’ve stressed throughout this work, civil power is only one power of an organic set of powers, ordained by God, for man’s good. Civil power ought to support the spiritual power as the body supports the soul. It cannot legislate a good conscience, but it can create outward conditions for the spiritual power to do its work on the conscience.

			Stating the Principle

			Moving away from an elenctic method, I’ll state the principle directly:

			The civil magistrate may restrain outward expressions of false religion that, in his judgment, (1) can injure souls, (2) are subversive to Christian civil government, Christian culture, and sacred ministry, or (3) threaten civil disruption and unrest; and he restrains in order to establish or maintain the best outward conditions for his people to live “a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty” (1 Tim. 2:2). 

			I have sufficiently demonstrated the truth of this principle. But I’ll offer some clarifying remarks. First, the magistrate “may” do this because all civil action is a matter of principle and prudence (as I discuss below). Second, the “best outward conditions” are conditions that prepare for faith, order people to the means of grace, eliminate distractions from faith and worship, secure sacred ministry, and normalize Christianity. Third, in addition to inward harm, false religion can also cause outward harm. As we see in the next chapter, the New England authorities in the 17th century acted against people like Roger Williams and the Antinomians in part from fear that their religious teachings might undermine Christian civil authority and threaten civil discipline. Fourth, public heresy or profanation might ignite righteous indignation among the people and thereby bring about public unrest.

			III. Prudence

			The Necessity of Prudence

			Prudence is relevant because all civil action is a means to an end, and the means must conduce to that end. The effectiveness of means depends on the circumstances in which the means operate. Althusius recognized this in the early 17th century. Here he is discussing how religious diversity limits the extent to which the magistrate can enforce true religion:

			[T]he magistrate who is not able, without peril to the commonwealth, to change or overcome the discrepancy in religion and creed ought to tolerate the dissenters for the sake of public peace and tranquility, blinking his eyes and permitting them to exercise unapproved religion, lest the entire realm, and with it the household of the church, be overthrown. He shall therefore tolerate the practice of diverse religions as a skilled navigator bears with diverse and conflicting winds and clashing waves. Just as amidst these winds and waves the navigator brings his ship safely into the harbor, so the magistrate directs the commonwealth in a manner that keeps it free from ruin for the welfare of the church.23

			The principle I demonstrated in the previous section does not demand an absolute and universal set of policies that eradicate all false religion. Suppressing false religion is not an end in itself but a means to a godly and tranquil public life. As Althusius points out, suppressing false religion to the degree that the commonwealth itself is threatened may violate the very end of such suppression, for the false religionists may overthrow the state and attack the church.

			Suppressing false religion in one’s own land can be called a “holy war,” for the intended effect is the elimination of sacrilege. But it differs from the sort of holy war that God commanded the Jews to conduct. The Jews were to conduct that war as if it were an end in itself—simply as obedience to God—though of course clearing the land of idolatry was a means in God’s plans for the Jews and the land. In our time, the suppression of false religion is not an end in itself but a means and a matter of prudence; and such actions are prudent only if they conduce concretely to the good of the church. The church is ordinarily not well served by inciting powerful and destructive rage against it. In all situations, Christian civil rulers must set their eyes on the end, for as Jeremiah Burroughs said, “Many think they do great service to Christ, the Church and State, if they can stir up Magistrates to suppress whatsoever they conceive are errors; it may be their hearts are upright in the main, they aim at peace, but certainly they cause much disturbance in Church and State.”24 This caution should not undermine the resolve of magistrates to perform their duty, nor should it serve as an excuse for passivity under the pretense of irenicism and civil peace, both of which (like suppressing false religion) are means to human good, not ends in themselves.25

			The idea that Reformed magistrates had no flexibility with regard to religious diversity is a myth. Indeed, in the 16th and 17th centuries, inflexibility was a common Roman Catholic position, particularly among Jesuits. Althusius states, for example, that “Franz Burckhard therefore errs, and the Jesuits with him, who think that the magistrate is not able to tolerate diverse religions.”26 This rigid position is natural enough for Roman Catholic theology, which asserted (or asserts) that it is the one true visible church and that anyone who claims Christianity but rejects the bishop of Rome’s supremacy is heretical. But in Protestantism the church is essentially invisible and composed of the elect by faith, and belonging to that church is not conditioned on or grounded in one’s outward belonging to a visible, centralized, and global communion. Thus, Protestants of different doctrinal persuasions and practices can mutually recognize their shared faith. This is the basis for principled toleration and religious liberty in Protestant commonwealths. Indeed, the unfolding of Protestant principles—not Enlightenment or Roman Catholic “doctrinal development”—is what led Americans to affirm religious liberty in the 18th century, which I demonstrate in the next chapter. The point here is that Protestant magistrates ruling a Protestant people have principled flexibility when faced with religious diversity. Denominational unity might be the best situation, but achieving harmony among differing Protestants is good enough. How a Christian magistrate navigates this complexity requires wisdom, prudence, and resolve. 

			The necessity of prudence raises another set of objections to my argument. Even if we conclude that civil government has a duty to advance the Christian faith, perhaps it does this best by not privileging Christianity. Maybe it serves the church best by maximizing religious liberty, by confining religious instruction and institutionalized Christianity to churches, and by adopting some version of the late-20th-century model of church-state relations in the United States. 

			Epistemic Limitations

			One might, for example, say that the magistrate, even if he is a godly Christian, is practically in no epistemic position to decided disputes between competing religious claims. That is, even if he has the power to act in principle, there is no reason to believe that his judgments will be reliable. He is just as likely to oppose truth as to oppose error. It is better, therefore, never to use this power and to leave religion to civil society. I will address two aspects of this objection. The first is the epistemic and the other is a matter of historical experience.

			The godly Christian magistrate, who reigns by the consent of a Christian people, will have reliable knowledge of Christian doctrine. Here is why. As I’ve said, the First Table is inscripturated natural law. These precepts are, therefore, natural to man as man and are for his good. Scripture clarifies our natural duties to God, telling us to worship him alone, to worship him how he desires to be worshipped, to revere him and all his works, and to set aside a time for his worship. We can expect a Christian magistrate, having this inscripturated clarification, to understand the most basic principles of man’s duty in natural religion and to know what clearly violates those duties, namely, (1) atheism, polytheism, and idolatry; (2) strange and profane rites; (3) blasphemy and sacrilege; and (4) profanation of the Sabbath. These principles and their violations should be indisputable to a Christian magistrate, since they are known (at least vaguely) by natural reason and conscience and clarified in Scripture. Therefore, the Christian magistrate has good and confident epistemic ground to act against those who violate natural religion. 

			Moving to things of grace, we should distinguish fundamentals and secondary matters. Fundamentals, being necessary for true faith, are perspicuous in Scripture, at least with regard to clear demonstration from Scripture. These are essential to the certitude of faith and so must be knowable with a high degree of confidence, even among the unlearned. How can we insist that regular Christians have confidence in Trinitarian doctrine, justification by faith alone, and the infallibility of the Scriptures and yet deny that confidence to Christian magistrates? And presumably, the Christian magistrate (though not a theologian) would be no regular Christian but educated. He is, therefore, in a good and confident position to decide between disputes as to fundamentals. Thus, a godly civil magistrate will have competence to decide on what pertains to mere Christian orthodoxy.

			But what about secondary doctrines? Secondary doctrines are secondary not because we necessarily hold them with less confidence but because they are not absolutely essential to salvation. Thus, one can affirm at least some secondary doctrines with the same degree of certainty as fundamentals, and so the Christian magistrate can determine at least some of them with confidence. Moreover, Protestant principles, when properly applied, will mitigate the harm caused by established errors in secondary doctrines. The most important of these principles is this: Every true believer has an equal right to the means of grace from any true church.27 This is not a concession or a prudential action but a matter of strict Protestant principle. All Christians—those who have a credible profession of faith—have rights to the means of grace upon examination by ministers. Dissenters who are genuine believers cannot be excluded based on disagreement over secondary matters. Indeed, it is a great evil to deny membership to a brother in Christ for no reason but such disagreements. Even the 17th-century Congregationalists of New England, for example, admitted credobaptists into their established churches as full members, giving them unhindered access to the means of grace. Of course, I believe that paedobaptism is biblical, so I am not using this as an example of mitigated error. My point is that if it were false, its establishment would not separate Baptists from the means of grace. Ensuring equal access to the administration of grace mitigates the consequences of established error. Thus, an established church that is in error on a secondary matter is dangerous to Christian brethren only if that establishment denies dissenting believers access to the means of grace.28 Further mitigation might include extending toleration to dissenting Christians, allowing them to erect their own churches. 

			Given these considerations, the prudent Christian magistrate ought to be more willing to risk an error on secondary matters than to remove himself from the Christian religion entirely and risk undermining the Christianity of the commonwealth. An established church that is a true church, though erroneous on something secondary, is better for a people than having an embattled church or no church at all. 

			One might point to historical experience to question the wisdom of giving magistrates power in religion. It is true that civil rulers have terrorized consciences and oppressed brethren. False religion and uniformity of adiaphoristic ceremonies have been forced upon peoples, and wars have been fought over doctrine. We should not disregard this experience, but our response should not be to surrender to “neutrality” or political atheism or secularism, which will only spiral civil society into despair, malaise, and a will to die. There is no prudential line from past religious conflict to adopting political atheism or to an incoherent Second Table-onlyism. If the arguments in this book are correct, then a secularist or “neutral” civil government or one that has no cognizance of eternal things must be bad for people. Isn’t the moral insanity of our time proof enough? As Richard Baxter once said, “It is a mad commonwealth . . . that is without a church ministry.”29 Non-religious regimes make earthly things the ultimate end. They make politics a sort of religion—into an abstract, transcendental vision of the good, which is forcibly immanentized into earthly life. By eliminating public religion, secularism generates its own ultimate commitments that are false, idolatrous, and harmful to all but especially and most importantly harmful to the church.

			The plausibility of secularism or a “common” public space depends on what Aaron Renn has called the “Neutral World.” Renn argues that the “story of American secularization” has three stages: the Positive World (pre-1994), the Neutral World (1994–2014), and the Negative World (2014–present).30 In the Neutral World, “Christianity no longer has privileged status but is not disfavored . . . . Christianity is a valid option within a pluralistic public square.”31 It is no surprise that within this neutral period several Reformed writers published books calling for Christians to disengage from Christian-oriented political struggles, such as Michael Horton’s Beyond Culture Wars (1994), D.G. Hart’s A Secular Faith (2006), and the rise of a novel approach to two-kingdoms theology represented by David VanDrunen’s Living God’s Two Kingdoms (2010). This neutral-world Reformed theology is false in its distinctives, given my arguments in this book (and according to the Reformed tradition itself), but it is increasingly less plausible now that we’ve entered the Negative World. In this world, says Renn, 

			Being known as a Christian is a social negative, particularly in the elite domains of society. Christian morality is expressly repudiated and seen as a threat to the public good and the new public moral order. Subscribing to Christian moral views or violating the secular moral order brings negative consequences.32

			The “neutral” or “common” space lasted only about twenty years, which shouldn’t surprise us: the most common human arrangements in history for public space are decidedly not neutral. It is a shame that we treated this neutral world as normal and universal and, subsequently, developed dubious theologies around it. Now that we’re in the negative world, political theology is predictably moving in neo-Anabaptist directions in an attempt to recover neutrality by neutralizing true religion as a threat to the secularist establishment. 

			Experience over the last decades has made evident that there are two options: Christian nationalism or pagan nationalism. The totality of national action will be either Christian, and thus ordered to the complete good, or pagan—ordered to the celebration of degeneracy, child sacrifice (e.g., abortion), mental illness, and idolatry. Neutrality, even if it was real for a time, will never hold, because man by his nature infuses his transcendent concerns into his way of life and into the place of that life. The pagan nationalist rejection of neutrality is correct in principle, and Christians ought to abandon their foolish commitment to neutrality, contestability, and viewpoint diversity. In their place, Christians should assert the godly direction for this natural principle, namely, Christian nationalism. Neutral World political theology is simply irrelevant to our new world; it is obsolete. And it did little but encourage people to invest sentiment in what would ultimately turn on them and their children. It instilled patterns of thought that ill-prepared Christians to confront what was coming. It is now a political theology for the historian, not for the theologian or political theorist.

			The arguments against Christian nationalism from history are prudential arguments, concluding that secularism is better for Christians than a Christian commonwealth. With the prevailing degeneracy and anti-Christian hostility of our time, this conclusion is at best naive, if not utterly foolish. Hostile liberalism, which is what we’re facing now, will do far greater damage to the visible church than a Protestant commonwealth.

			Christians have hundreds of years of experience from which to pull to make prudential decisions. In the next chapter, I’ll present some of that experience, demonstrating the possibility for a pan-Protestant political order. The early American republic had it right, in my view. But the future Christian nationalism is not a wholesale return to some “golden age,” nor is it about conserving the vestiges of Christian morality and culture from past decades. It is a great renewal according to timeliness Christian political principles.

			Let the Best Argument Win

			Another holdover from the neutral world is the argument that religious liberty or a neutral or “contestable” public square will allow the space for the best argument to win. If you think that your conclusion is true and that you have the best argument, then what are you afraid of? Why do you have so little confidence in your faith? Let the best argument win the day. There are several problems with this argument. The first is that it assumes that those participating in the public square have an equal commitment to contestability in that square. The last few decades have shown, however, that only the political conservative cares about contestability, while the political left is very willing to exploit the conservative in order to capture most of the West’s institutions. As a result, the left now effectively excludes conservatives from positions of influence and power. Free speech, openness, and contestability were all means to power for the left, not principles. But most intellectual conservatives today, naively proclaiming their commitment to principle, continue the same losing struggle for “viewpoint diversity.” Most on the left have little interest in it and so conservatives continue to lose. Perhaps the chief end of the conservative is losing with principle. 

			But let’s give the left some credit: They are acting according to good principles. If one is serious about some robust conception of the good, then he should seek to exclude from the public square those whom he deems harmful to that good. To be sure, this praise assumes too much of the left, since their pursuits are likely rooted more in resentment, mental illness, narcissism, and hatred of beauty than in principle. Left-wing politics is the politics of self-harm and “taking revenge against God for the crime of being,” as Jordan Peterson once said.33 But granting them more than they deserve, I’ll say that they correctly reject the possibility of neutrality. Most public institutions—such as public education—cannot avoid thick moral norms and narratives and value socialization. Furthermore, the left is correct that disagreement in public discourse must be bounded within an acceptable range of acceptable opinion.

			Today, that range happens to exclude all but a few conservatives of the “center-right.” These conservatives are acceptable not only because they are the controlled opposition, who provide the appearance of two sides, but because they are active participants in policing the cordon of acceptable opinion. They dutifully denounce anyone to their right. When the left shrieks about the “alt-right,” the center-right obediently joins in the shrieking. The conservatives indeed have an acceptable range of discourse, and it just happens to overlap with that of the left.34 Progressive liberalism determines the acceptable range of opinion today, demanding that acceptable pundits on the right focus their efforts on attacking the “far right.” They must also have the same general concerns as the left (e.g., “democracy,” racial justice, and LGBTQ rights), though they are allowed to have more “free market” solutions. The American regime is tolerant of a few regime-faithful “center-right” Christian pundits who are anti-abortion, because they know that being anti-abortion is necessary to operate as an insider among conservative Christians, and being an insider allows them to critique “their own” from secularist publications on behalf of the regime. The left-right fights in popular media give the appearance of wide disagreement, but this is a show, an illusion. The “liberal democratic” regime that we live in today has a narrow range of acceptable opinion, because it is ordered according to a secularist notion of the good. “Legitimate,” “credible,” “good faith,” and “winsome” speech is speech that, in one way or another, is ordered to the secularist vision of the good. The constraints for this vision are difficult to see because we are all enmeshed in them. 

			Christian nationalism does not deny the good of viewpoint diversity. But, as with the American regime, the acceptable range ought to be bounded by principles of inclusion and exclusion. One of those principles is the primacy of Christian peoplehood, and so Christian nationalism will exclude at least the following from acceptable opinion and action: (1) political atheism, (2) subversion of public Christianity, (3) opposition to Christian morality, (4) heretical teaching, and (5) the political and social influence of non-Christian religion and its adherents. Of course, the range and type of diversity allowed is a matter of prudence and collective experience. The purpose here is not to stifle public debate but to maintain conditions for public debate to serve a Christian people. Public debate is a means, and as such it ought to conduce to what is good. I affirm, therefore, that there ought to be freedom of speech and, as with all societies and institutions, that freedom must be bounded prudently such that public discourse conduces to what is good.35 

			The fact that the Protestant tradition considers persuasion to be essential to the advancement of the Gospel does not require a neutral or contestable public square of purely disinterested minds exchanging reasons for this or that belief. Neutrality or hostility to the faith is not a prerequisite for genuine persuasion, and it is typically a hindrance. Prejudice for Christianity, being preparative, is a great help in persuading one to Christianity. And since the public square can never be neutral, for it will always dispose people to beliefs (whether true or false), a Christian public square—reflecting a normalized Christianity—eliminates the abuse of social power for satanic ends and orders people rightly to trust in Christ.

			They Will Use It Against You

			The best version of this objection, which is rarely articulated well, is that the power we use to suppress heresy or secularism will eventually be used against orthodoxy, because we have set a precedent for that use of power. Of course, the abuse of a thing does not negate the thing itself. But that reply misses the point. The objection affirms the permissibility but denies the prudence of using such power. My response is simple: The power in question is already being used in the West to exclude religion from public life, culture, and institutions. The precedent is already set. Furthermore, the fact that power could be used for evil is trivially true. The power to restrain murderers could be used to aid murderers. At this time, power is wielded against the church. Let us wield power in support of the church. 

			IV. Specific Groups

			This section applies my discussion of principle and prudence to specific groups, namely, heretics, non-Christians, dissenting Christians, and conforming Christians. 

			Heretics 

			Heretics are those who profess the Christian religion but have religious opinions that are either soul-damning or, if not in themselves damning, dangerous to the soul. As I’ve said, the magistrate as magistrate has no interest in heretical belief itself (as an inward error) but only public heresy (the outward expression of error). The belief itself harms no one except the man who holds it, which is a matter between him and God. But public heresy has the potential to harm other’s souls by causing doubt or distraction or by disrupting public peace. The magistrate, who must care for the souls of his people, may act to suppress that heresy. 

			The Reformed tradition has a long and widely acknowledged practice of ministers admonishing and disputing with heretics prior to magistrates exercising the sword. This practice recognizes a few things: (1) the exclusive and effective power of the Word to convict and reform hearts; (2) a care for the heretic’s soul; and (3) that teaching, correcting, and admonishing with regard to spiritual things are duties of ministers, not magistrates. “In vain,” writes Calvin, “will the magistrate employ the sword, which undoubtedly he must employ, to restrain wicked teachers and false prophets . . . unless this sword of the word go before”36 and elsewhere, “Now both prudence and gentleness is [sic] to be exactly preserved by us, there is no doubt that a mild and religious knowledge of doctrine ought to go before judgment.”37 If these efforts fail and the heretic publicly persists, then the magistrate may take steps to punishment him. But his direct intent is neither to punish false belief itself nor to reform the heretic’s soul but to safeguard the souls of the spiritually weak or to eliminate some outward evil such as subversion. As Turretin states, 

			Although [the magistrate] does not have a right over the soul, he has [a right] over the tongue, as over the hand; and he can punish the heretic teaching another doctrine no less than the thief who steals another’s property, or the robber who kills a man, because he corrupts society, the care of which the magistrate ought to have.38

			Recoiling from the idea of civil action against heretical teaching, modern Christians might ask, “Doesn’t Christian kindness call for radical forbearance?” In reply, I ask, “What principle backs this question? By what principle do we treat the harm of public heresy differently than Second Table harms? Do we forbear murderers or rapists?” While gentleness and respect are required when addressing the error, it does not sheath the magistrate’s sword, if a real harm is expected. “Cruel is the mercy,” writes Turretin, “which exposes the sheep as a prey that the wolf may be appeased.”39 

			The degree and type of response depends on the type of heretic. We have all encountered Christians who speak serious error out of ignorance or youthful zeal. Theodore Beza wisely says,

			Far be it from us to arm the magistrate against those who sin even from simplicity rather than from wickedness, without injuring others and without old blasphemy. We are not so foolish, nor do we divest ourselves of all feeling of humanity; nay, we wish all milder remedies to be first applied even to contagious and moral diseases and to be directed to the glory of God and the love of our neighbor.40

			Reformed theologians of the 16th and 17th centuries considered themselves the moderates with regard to action against heretics. Of course, by today’s standards, they were extremists. But they regularly distinguished themselves from Roman Catholics, whom they accused of homicidal persecution. One might cite the shameful persecution of the Albigensians and the Waldensians in which hundreds were tortured by fire and other means by order of the bishop of Rome. Francisco Suárez, a Spanish Jesuit, laid down principles that justify such persecutions: (1)“That all heretics, who after sufficient instruction and admonition, still persist in their error, are to be without mercy put to death”; (2) “That all impenitent heretics, though they profess to be Catholics, being convicted of heresy, are to be put to death”; and (3) “That relapsing heretics, though penitent, are to be put to death without mercy.”41 Turretin rightly accused Roman Catholics of 

			barbarity and cruelty [which] is repugnant to the spirit of Christianity and the design of the gospel, which is to save, not to destroy; to allure men to the faith by the word, but not to compel them by the sword; to destroy errors and vices, but to spare persons as far as possible. It belongs to Mohammed to advance with slaughter and blood and to establish his empire by cruelty and torments. But Christ reigns in us by the Spirit of grace and love. He seeks the salvation of men, not their blood.42

			One might be surprised to read that Calvin himself distinguished “three grades of errors”: some deserving “pardon” on account of ignorance and weakness; others who require a “moderate chastisement”; and some that require “capital punishment.”43 The Reformed position on civil action against heretics is not akin to crusading, or to some divinely commanded holy war, or to an inquisition. It is based on practical considerations of public harm caused by public error and on the limitations of civil action for spiritual reformation. Only the sword of the Spirit reforms hearts. The civil sword can act against heretics but not as an instrument of vertical divine justice upon the enemies of God; rather it acts as a means to safeguard the souls of those under the magistrate’s care. Hence, the practice of suppressing heresy, according to Reformed political theology, is flexible—a matter of prudence, not a matter of rigid duty and brute divine command. 

			To be sure, Reformed writers generally approved of capital punishment for heresy, but they reserved this punishment only for the fanatically determined sort, what they called the “arch-heretics.” Calvin writes, 

			Where religion is torn from her foundations, detestable blasphemies against God are indulged in, souls hurried to destruction by impious and pestiferous doctrines, finally where defection from the sole God and pure doctrine is openly essayed, it is necessary to descend to that extreme remedy that such poison may spread no farther.44

			Arch-heretics are publicly persistent in their damnable error and actively seek to convince others of this error, to subvert the established church, to denounce its ministers, or to instigate rebellion against magistrates. For this reasons, they can be justly put to death.45 This is a remedy to stop the “poison,” as Calvin said. Turretin cites a great number of Reformed theologians who supported capital punishment for arch-heretics: Zanchi, Becanus, Bullinger, Beza, Franciscus Junius, Danaeus, Gerhard, Bucer, and Melanchthon.46 This is not to say that capital punishment is the necessary, sole, or desired punishment. Banishment and long-term imprisonment may suffice as well. And perhaps a Christian people may consider some heretics harmless, or they might conclude that suppressing heresy is, in at least some cases, more harmful than the heresy itself. The crucial point here is that civil action against heretics is justified in principle but the practice of it requires considerable discernment, care, gentleness, and prudence. I say this not to place doubt on the action but simply to establish the appropriate principles and heart toward error and the proper process in addressing it. 

			Non-Christians

			Those who do not profess Christianity and yet actively proselytize their non-Christian religion or belief system or actively seek to refute the Christian religion are subject to the same principles outlined above. They are not technically heretics, but they are doing the same class of actions and, for that reason, are subject to the same process and punishments. The purpose is neither to compel faith nor to punish them for their rejection of Christianity but rather to suppress or eliminate any influence they may have upon Christian society. This is not because Christians lack confidence in Christian truth but because the Christian commonwealth sets preparative conditions for the reception of Christian faith and encourages people in that faith. 

			The political status of non-Christians in a Christian commonwealth is a matter of prudence. Since civil society is a human institution, it must guarantee equal protection and due process with regard to human things for all people. That is, it must guarantee justice and secure natural rights. But this does not entail equal participation, status, and standing in political, social, and cultural institutions. Only Christians can be expected to take an interest in conserving the explicit Christian character and ends of these institutions and of society. Furthermore, non-Christians may exercise natural rights insofar that their exercise coheres with the common good, and the common good includes the Christian religion. This limitation on exercising rights is true of all people as to principle, regardless of religion, though non-Christians are more limited in application due to their rejection of Christianity. Thus, they are guaranteed a basic right to life and property (the absence of which would harm the common good), but they may be denied by law to conduct certain activities that could exploit or harm Christians or the Christian religion. 

			This position, though fairly standard in the Christian tradition until recently, will be received with controversy today, and few would stomach any legal discrimination on the basis of religion. But even in the absence of legal distinctions, the cultural norms of a Christian nation will require non-Christians to be the exceptions to the norm. Thus, for example, were a public school to put on a Christmas play, non-Christians might be exempted by request though not necessarily granted a publicly funded alternative. 

			Dissenting Christians

			Dissenting Christians are true Christians who dissent from the established church. They are not heretical, for their differences are not damnable, nor do they place the soul in serious danger. Yet they disagree on some key or important doctrines. The best example would be the Particular Baptists living in Congregationalist New England, which I discuss in the next chapter. 

			As with heretics and non-Christians, it would be wrong to punish dissenters for no reason but that they have erroneous opinions. Indeed, this would properly be called “persecution.” And since their views are not heretical, the justification to suppress them must not be protecting Christian souls from damnable error. There must be something about the error that harms the particular arrangements of society, its good order and discipline, or the administration of the churches properly established. Appropriate action with regard to dissent depends on circumstances, such as the particular character and ends of the civil society and the constitution of the civil polity. Active suppression at times might be appropriate (e.g., early New England), while complete toleration might be more suitable at other times (e.g., early American republic). 

			Wide toleration is desirable, in my view, for it displays the beauty of Protestant theology—that differing brethren can recognize their mutual union with Christ and live together in peace. Burroughs reminds us that “certainly in the variety of the practices of Brethren in such things as we are speaking of, tuned with brotherly love one towards another, there will be a sweet harmony.”47 We are, after all, fellow Christians and ought to exercise love and forbearance. As John Davenant once wrote, “The bond of the brotherly communion of Christian Churches ought not to be dissolved upon every difference of opinion, but only for the denying or opposing Fundamentals.”48 

			Protestant harmony amid diversity does not require disestablishment. But granting religious liberty to all orthodox Christians, if deemed suitable, would effectively end dissension, as I’ve defined it, and create a sort of pan-Protestant civil society. This is precisely what I hope for future arrangements in North America. Still, there are times when establishment is necessary and good.49

			Conforming Christians

			Magistrates punish sins of commission and sins of omission with regard to external religion. The former applies both to those who profess and do not profess the Christian religion. My discussion so far has dealt with these people. But sins of omission pertain to public actions expected of Christians, such as attending church. In punishing omissions, the magistrate has not claimed the authority to force men positively to the external worship of God. Indeed, as Rutherford said, “[T]he magistrate as the magistrate does not command these outward performances as services to God,”50 for civil power cannot command man to an inward end, which is required to truly serve God in external worship. Worship is, as Tertullian said, “by will not by force.”51 Rather, the civil magistrate forbids these omissions negatively, viz., he punishes them for being detrimental to Christian society. The flagrant violation of Christian duty is a poor example to others and it harms Christian civil community. In other words, the magistrate punishes for the violation not of failing to worship itself but because the failure to attend violates a fundamental norm of Christian civil community. The magistrate’s ultimate goal, as with all his commands, is ordering his people to eternal life, but the object of and reason for the command is maintaining Christian civil community. 

			There is a legitimate question about who can be subject to punishment for sins of omission, for such people are presumed to be Christians. This requires some theology that I’d prefer left to the theologians. But I will say that the Presbyterian and Anglican models, in which the baptized are presumed to be part of the corpus Christianum, better cohere with and make possible a stricter and closer church-state relation. Also, all the baptized would seem to be able to commit sins of omission, and so punishment is not limited to confirmed members but to nonmembers as well. We can then distinguish between full participants and mere attenders, the former being those who are approved to participate in the Lord’s Supper and the latter are those who attend only for the sermons. Magistrates can require that everyone who is baptized will attend, even those who are unconfirmed by the church and not allowed to participate in the Supper. They, after all, are baptized into the visible church with obligations to the people of God. 

			V. Conclusion

			I will stress for the last time that the central point of this chapter is an outline of principles, not a blueprint for action. This follows my principle throughout this work, that each people-group must decide for themselves how they will govern and arrange themselves. Making these decisions requires people to consider their experience as a people and the circumstance in which they find themselves. The next chapter will get more people specific. I will show that principle concerning religious liberty at the American founding was both Protestant in principle and Anglo-Protestant in application, and thus the American political tradition, as least in its early era, is consistent with and a resource for an American Christian nationalist project today.
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The Foundation of American Freedom: Anglo-Protestant Experience

			“In the United States the influence of religion is not confined to the manners, but it extends to the intelligence of the people. . . . Christianity, therefore, reigns without any obstacle, by universal consent.” —Alexis de Tocqueville1 

			I. Introduction

			The theoretical argument of this work being complete, I now turn to my country. Throughout this book I’ve suggested that we must return to the old Protestant principles of our spiritual forefathers and that we must apply them, with prudence and resolve, according to our own particularity and circumstances. Many American Christians, however, question whether there can be an American Christian nationalism. Does the American political tradition permit a Christian self-conception, Christian governments, and church establishments? One popular narrative is that the American founding was anti-establishment and secularist and reflects the influence of “Enlightenment philosophy.” How can we get Christian nationalism out of that? But that narrative is false, as this chapter shows. This chapter is not, however, an attempt to answer the question, “Is America a Christian nation?” It is evident enough that for most of United States history Americans thought of themselves as a Christian people. Historian John Fea, who himself is no fan of Christian nationalism, said that 

			[t]hose who believe that the United States is a Christian nation have a good chunk of American history on their side. . . . Christians believed [throughout the 19th and 20th centuries] that they were living in the Christian nation. A close look at the historical record suggests that they were probably right.2

			“Is America now a Christian nation?” is a question I’ll reserve for another time. Certainly there is at least one Christian nation in America. Here I want to show that the American political tradition can support Christian nationalism and provide resources for an American Christian nationalist project.

			Since so much of the concern over Christian nationalism is how religion relates to civil government, this chapter shows (1) that the American political tradition, at least as it concerns religious liberty, is based in Protestantism, not secularism or the Enlightenment; and (2) that the development of religious liberty, which culminated in the founding era, constitutes a unique and principled Anglo-Protestant development of classical Protestant principles. Thus, this principled development is both Protestant and American, and it permits an American version of Christian nationalism. American Christian nationalists, therefore, do not need to reject their origins or their political tradition (at least not entirely). The Anglo-Protestant experience that culminated in the American founding is a resource for ideas, political arrangements, pride, and the spirit for return.

			Views at the Founding

			Though the American founding fathers were unanimous in supporting religious toleration, their unanimity on the government’s role in religion ended there. There were two seemingly contrary views. The question in the founding era on religious liberty was, to put it simply: establishment or non-establishment? This language of “establishment” in the American context referred not to the old Erastian kind—with the magistrate as the ruler over the church. Rather, establishment typically referred to “plural establishment” in which all (or property-owners only) pay taxes that support the denomination of each person’s choosing. This led to the de facto establishment of the majority’s denomination, albeit with the right of free exercise for others. In my estimation, the majority position in the founding generation affirmed some form of establishment at the colony-state level. A few important founders, such as Madison and Jefferson, took the minority position: strict separation by non-establishment (viz., no public support for any denomination). The minority position has received the most attention in scholarship and in American jurisprudence, and the most common opinion among scholars is that Enlightenment philosophy (especially Lockean) is what most shaped founding-era discourse on religious liberty. This betrays several confusions, most of which I cannot address here. 

			Both the majority and minority positions rely on standard positions in historic, classical Protestantism. Indeed, contrary to most accounts, the founders even applied the same principles as their Puritans forefathers, and the majority position (as to it principles) is thoroughly consistent with classical Protestantism.3 This might be surprising, since the New England Puritans suppressed dissenters, and the founders affirmed wide toleration or liberty. But this reflects only a discontinuity of application, not of principles. The expansion of religious liberty in the late 18th and early 19th centuries was a product of Anglo-Protestant experience, constituting an unfolding (not undermining) of Protestant principles. Thus, the American tradition of religious liberty, at least into the founding era, reflects a people-specific development—a particularity arising from a people applying universal principles for themselves over time. To show this, we begin with the New England Puritans. 

			II. Puritan New England and Free Expression

			Consistent with the Reformed tradition, the New England Puritans denied that civil government can punish anyone simply for erroneous belief, and they denied that it can coerce the conscience for any reason, including to reform it.4 Religious belief was a matter of persuasion, not coercion, even after baptism and church membership. This is why church ministers, armed with the Word, were always first to attempt the reformation of erring minds and hearts, and civil authorities would step in only if they remained publicly obstinate and a disruption to the ordinary life of the community.5 The 1649 Platform of Church Discipline, written in part by New England minister John Cotton, states that “[t]he objects of the power of the magistrate are not things merely inward, and so not subject to his cognizance and views: as unbelief, hardness of heart, erroneous opinions not vented, but only such things as are acted by the outward man.”6 Cotton denied that magistrates can “compel their subjects to become church-members.” They can restrain all outward “idolatry, blasphemy, [and] heresy,” for these ordinarily disturb “the peaceable administration and exercise of the worship and holy things of God.”7 

			In every famous incident in which New England authorities “persecuted” dissenters—Roger Williams, Antinomians, Quakers, and Baptists—the authorities claimed to have good civil grounds to suppress the expression of dissenting religious belief. Roger Williams was sectarian and seditious.8 The Antinomians were subversive and undermined civil obedience and discipline.9 The Quakers were wild and disruptive.10 The Anabaptists undermined ecclesiastical discipline. In their accounts of these events, New England authorities denied that they conducted persecution; rather, they suppressed those who (in their minds) disturbed the peace of the church and the state. 

			Doctrinal purity was not required to join the New England churches, and indeed these churches regularly extended the benefits of spiritual administration to dissenters, including full membership. New England churches received Antinomians and Baptists into Congregationalist churches, and Presbyterian churches had their own ministries.11 This justified their refusal to allow dissenters the right to constitute their own churches: New England ministers recognized them as brothers in Christ (except the Quakers) and made the means of grace available to them. Though New England denied Baptists from constituting their own religious assemblies (at least in some places), they never denied any Christian, including credible believing Baptists, full access to the ordinary means of grace. In this way, New England was able to retain an exclusive establishment, while also ensuring that all credible believers were spiritually fed.

			Baptists in Congregationalist New England

			Baptists in Puritan New England played an important role in early American experience. Baptists today like to claim that their arguments for religious liberty won the day in the 18th century. But, in my view, this is false. Baptists convinced the paedobaptist core not by argument but by actions that they could be safely brought into a Protestant political order. It wasn’t Baptist theology but the capacious principles of classical Protestantism that led to the widespread acceptance of toleration and religious liberty. Here is a brief summary of how that happened.

			The conflict between paedobaptists and credobaptists in 17th-century New England was less about credobaptist belief itself than about the sort of ecclesiology entailed in credobaptism. While the paedobaptist churches could acknowledge the baptism of the credobaptist—since paedobaptists baptize infants and adults—the credobaptist could not reciprocate. The credobaptist could not acknowledge the legitimacy of any infant baptism, and so they could not acknowledge the baptism of most paedobaptists in New England. And since baptism is required for church membership and participation in the Lord’s Supper, the credobaptist could not admit to full membership or have full communion with those who were baptized as infants. 

			This important difference led many credobaptists to “unchurch all the faithful upon the earth besides themselves,” as Cotton Mather said, for only properly administered baptism can mark off the “visible saints.” Since they “declared infant baptism to be a mere nullity, . . . with them therefore our churches were no churches of the Lord Jesus Christ, nor are there any visible saints among us.” Mather states that “they would not own” that “the churches of New-England [are] true churches.” Credobaptists were, therefore, not only unable to admit into their churches those baptized as infants; they were unable to reciprocate ecclesiastical communion, even informally. They would not recognize the established churches as true churches. The established New England churches, however, would let Baptists “enjoy all the ordinances in the fellowship of our churches,” states Cotton Mather. But many credobaptists refused because they could not “communicate with [one who was baptized as an infant] at the table of the Lord.” That is, since the Lord’s Supper is only for the truly baptized, the credobaptist could not share the table with those who were baptized as infants. But in the mind of Cotton Mather and other New England ministers, the Congregationalist churches made ecclesiastical unity possible, for they were able to accommodate credobaptist beliefs. The nature of the disagreement made established Congregationalism more suitable for civil union and stability. Cotton Mather even says that he was willing to permit Baptists to “withdraw when an infant was baptized.”12

			New England authorities concluded that the existence of credobaptist churches threatened civil unity. Denying the legitimacy of your fellows’ baptism might undermine the credibility of the ecclesiastical and civil leadership. Baptists churches might also consider themselves purer than the established church, leading to sectarianism and civil discord. New England had learned quite a lot from their disputes with Roger Williams, whose radical views of church purity generated contention in Boston and Salem. For these reasons, laws against preaching credobaptism were justified on grounds of civil unity and peace. 

			The conflicts between Baptists and the New England authorities are most visible from 1665 to 1679. The dispute culminated in the published Narrative by John Russel, who was a church officer in a Baptist church in Boston, and in a published reply to the narrative written by Samuel Willard (prefaced by Increase Mather, Cotton Mather’s father). The narrative and reply follow a familiar pattern from previous incidents: The dissenters claim that they were persecuted for their beliefs, and the authorities deny it. In the reply, Ne sutor ultra crepidam (published in 1681), Increase Mather and Willard are evidently exasperated at the charge of persecution. Increase claims that the Baptists’ narrative is “fallacious” and has “grievously offended God,” for its errors and misrepresentations were easily avoidable: “[R]ight information was easy to have been obtained.”13 

			A letter attached to the narrative charges the New England churches with “molestation” against Baptists “merely for supposed error about the subject of baptism” and “for one Protestant congregation . . . persecut[ing] another.”14 Increase states that in the “twenty years” of his ministry in New England, he never saw “any of those that scruple infant-baptism . . . met with molestation from the magistrate merely on the account of their opinion.” He says that he “would speak to them as unto brethren . . . whom I love.” According to Increase (and Willard), the magistrates acted against the Baptists on this occasion because the Baptists accepted into membership those whom the established churches had excommunicated for “moral scandals.” Willard provides the details. Increase states that 

			should men of any other persuasion whatsoever have done the like, the same severity would have been used towards them. . . . [I]f any men, either of the Presbyterian or Congregational . . . persuasion in matters referring to church-discipline should behave themselves as the Anabaptists in Boston, in New-England, have done, I think they would have deserved far greater punishment than any thing that to this day that been inflicted upon them.15

			Increase, therefore, denies that the magistrates persecuted the Baptists for religious beliefs, and he expects that all would agree that their actions were appropriate or at least understandable. 

			Increase asks the Baptists to consider the New England perspective, providing us an insightful passage on the possibilities of toleration and religious uniformity in New England Puritan thought. It is worth quoting in full:

			It is evident that toleration is in one place not only lawful, but a necessary duty, which in another place would be destructive; and the expectation of it irrational. That which is needful to ballast a great ship, will sink a small boat. If a considerable number of Antipaedobaptists should (as our fathers did) obtain liberty from the state to transport themselves and families into a vast American wilderness, that so they might be a peculiar people by themselves practicing all and only the institutions of Christ: if now paedobaptists should come after them, and intrude themselves upon them, and when they cast men out of their society for moral scandals, entertain them: Surely they would desire such persons either to walk orderly with them, or to return to the place from whence they came. And if they would do neither, they would think that such paedobaptists were blame-worthy: let them then do as they would be done by; and deal by us, as they would have us to deal by them; were they in our case and we in theirs.16

			Besides making a strikingly Christian nationalist statement, Increase acknowledges that tolerating dissenting religion is sometimes both right and necessary, but only if the circumstances call for such toleration. The metaphor of the two ships is instructive: what makes a large ship seaworthy will sink a small one. A large and religiously diverse people require wide toleration to maintain civil peace. Imposing religious uniformity on such people would result in civil disturbance and possibly even revolution. But when the community is small and religiously homogeneous, the same degree of toleration will destroy civil stability and tranquility. The same civil end—peace—requires different policies in different circumstances. 

			Increase may have had in mind a letter sent to New England clergy in 1669 from important English Congregationalists, John Owen and Thomas Goodwin, who urged New England to adopt toleration. Owen and Goodwin, along with the Baptists, faced persecution in England following the interregnum period. Increase admits that these Congregationalists “plead for Anabaptist liberty as for their own.” He even agrees with them to a point: “That they plead for liberty and indulgence to be extended towards those that differ from them only in that point of paedo-baptism, I believe: when I was in England, I did so my self; and if I were their [sic] now, I would do so again.” But England is not New England. Denying toleration is necessary for New England, a “peculiar” people who traveled across the Atlantic “to walk orderly” in a particular way.17

			We see that Increase affirms (1) that political arrangements must conform to and adjust with circumstances, and (2) that opposing policies (e.g., toleration and non-toleration) can be consistent applications of the same principle. Presumably, if religious diversity increased in New England (contrary to his wishes), Increase would not oppose the expansion of religious toleration; and as we will see, it does and so he comes to support toleration. He is willing to extend “liberty” to the Baptists in New England, given the right conditions; but the conditions in New England in the 1670s and 1680s required restriction of free exercise in the interest of the community. 

			We should also notice that Increase’s argument assumes a sort of Christian nationalism—that a particular people have a right to their particularity, and outsiders wishing to reside with them must conform to their way of life. If they don’t, the whole order can collapse or suffer. Increase appeals to a universal principle: that outsiders ought to respect the communities they enter, which further assumes a right of difference and a right of exclusion based on the good of particularity.

			Ordination of Elisha Callender

			A few decades later, Cotton Mather, the son of Increase Mather, is giving the ordination sermon for a Baptist entering Baptist ministry in a Baptist church. Affixed to this sermon upon its publications is a preface written by none other than Increase, who approved of his son’s actions and was present at the ordination. Cotton’s participation in the 1718 ordination of Elisha Callender (a Boston native) is an important event in American history, representing a change in sentiment from earlier generations.18

			Near the end of the sermon Cotton Mather states that “good men, alas, good men have done such ill things as these,” that is, “inflict[ed] uneasy circumstances” upon dissenters. “Yea, few churches of the Reformation have been wholly clear of the iniquities. New England also has in some former times, done some things of this aspect.” He continues, saying that the people of New England no longer “approve” such actions and that they “dislike . . . everything that has look’d like persecution in the days that have passed over us.”19 

			But Cotton Mather still insists that civil magistrates should not tolerate blasphemy, profaneness, and vices, which all “directly disturb the peace of human society.” The magistrate can “punish the breaches of the peace.” He can forbid “papists” and atheists—the former for their “declared principle” to persecute the moment they have civil power and the latter for “dissolv[ing] the ligaments of all human society.” Suppressing these things through civil actions is consistent with the “liberty of conscience,” which he calls a “native right of mankind.”20 Cotton’s view reflects adherence to a classical Protestant principle: religious toleration depends on whether one’s external religion harms civil society. The Mathers had come to believe, as with much of New England apparently, that the Baptists were no longer (or never had been) a threat to New England civil and ecclesiastical order. No longer are credobaptists and paedobaptists adversarial and mutually suspicious; no longer is the strict unity of outward confession required for civil unity. Cotton Mather’s chief motivation was their “fraternal union”—they were brothers in Christ. Toleration was not based on common humanity, or inviolable human dignity, or the imago dei; it was based on “an union in piety.”21 Cotton had not discovered some abstract human principle. He applied an old Protestant one. 

			Thus, the Mathers were still in continuity with the principles of John Cotton and John Winthrop and classical Protestantism. They simply applied those principles differently, recognizing that spiritual brothers who disagreed on secondary matters could not only co-exist but could also cooperate in a civil project. We can conclude that it was not the Enlightenment, Lockean philosophy, or Baptist theological arguments that convinced Cotton and Increase Mather that a pan-Protestant political order was possible; it was experience with that diversity that produced the requisite imagination to see its possibility.

			III. Religious Liberty in the Founding Era

			Let us now jump to the founding era. We see that the founders assumed distinctively Protestant principles—the same principles as their Puritan forefathers. Religious liberty in the founding era was not opposed to the classical Protestant tradition but a principled development of it. 

			Religion is Necessary for Civil Happiness

			The founders were unanimous in the belief that religion is necessary for civic morals and public happiness. This is important for a couple reasons. First, it is a point of continuity with the Reformed political tradition (though contrary to Roger Williams). Second, it assumes (contrary to much 20th-century thought) that religious associations are different in species from other public associations as to their necessity for public happiness.22 That is, churches were distinguished from other associations by their necessity for the public good. 

			Even those who held the minority view on religious liberty—those who wanted to disassociate civil government entirely from religion—considered flourishing religion to be necessary for a well-regulated and happy society. This is why they almost always argued that religious establishment is bad for religion and that strict separation is good for it. For example, in his famous “Memorial and Remonstrance against Religious Assessments,” Madison states that establishment “is adverse to the diffusion of the light of Christianity.”23 And in 1833, nearing the end of his life, Madison writes approvingly to Jasper Adams that his advocacy for disestablishment led to “greater purity & industry of the pastors & in the greater devotion of their flocks.”24 

			The evidence that most of the founders, including the “key” founders, believed that religion had an essential role in political order is well-established and widely acknowledged. Gregg Frazer makes it a basic feature of theistic rationalism, a label he thinks best characterizes the key founders’ religious beliefs.25 Mark David Hall says that 

			with few, if any exceptions, every founding-era statesman was committed to the proposition that republican government required a moral citizenry, and that religion was necessary for morality. . . . [W]hen America’s founders spoke about “religion,” virtually all of them—even those most influenced by the Enlightenment—meant Christianity.26 

			John Adams, Benjamin Rush, Gouverneur Morris, James Madison, Roger Sherman, Alexander Hamilton, James Wilson, George Washington, and John Hancock affirmed the necessity of religion for public happiness.27 John Witherspoon best summarizes the consensus: “[V]irtue and piety are inseparably connected, [and so] to promote true religion is the best and most effectual way of making a virtuous and regular people.”28 At issue, then, is not whether the arrangements of civil society ought to promote religion but how it ought to promote religion. Some founders believed that strict separation best promoted religion; many (or most) disagreed.

			John Witherspoon

			In his Lectures on Moral Philosophy, given to his students at the College of New Jersey (later Princeton University), John Witherspoon discusses the role of government in religion. Though his comments are brief, Witherspoon affirms classic Protestant principles, but he denied the old 17th-century applications. He discusses the government’s role in religion after asking how to maintain the “general disposition of a people” to observe civil laws. He writes that the “strict and rigorous execution” of the laws by civil authority is not enough, for when a people are “against the laws, they cannot long subsist.” What is the best way to “make the people of any state virtuous?” His answer is piety. He writes, 

			If . . . virtue and piety are inseparably connected, then to promote true religion is the best and most effectual way of making a virtuous and regular people. Love to God and love to man is the substance of religion; when these prevail, civil laws will have little to do.29 

			But acknowledging this leads to a problem: How far ought the magistrate “interfere in matters of religion”? After all, “religious sentiments are very various” and one “natural liberty” is that “everyone should judge for himself in matters of religion.”30 This latter point, which one could misinterpret, simply reflects the fundamental Protestant view that the Gospel and religious belief cannot be coerced; it is a matter of persuasion, and one must decide for himself. It is not a distinctive supposition of Enlightenment philosophy.

			Witherspoon addresses the problem of religious diversity with four points. The first is that the magistrate “ought to encourage piety by his own example.” In doing so, however, he is not required to maintain neutrality but may “promote . . . men of piety” and “discountenance those whom it would be improper to punish.” The second point reflects Protestant experience in government and religion. Witherspoon writes that (1) “the magistrate ought to defend the rights of conscience,” and (2) “tolerate all in their religious sentiments that are not injurious to their neighbors.” Defending the rights of conscience requires the magistrate to keep the peace between those whose religious sentiments are “essentially repugnant one to another.” He must ensure that no one is harassed simply on account of belief. As I’ve shown, this is a standard right (though not always designated as such) in the Reformed tradition. But Witherspoon’s point is more about circumstances than principle. He writes that “at present as things are situated . . . the magistracy [must] protect the rights of conscience.”31 The religious diversity of America requires greater deliberation on how to keep the peace between potentially conflicting denominations. 

			As for toleration, Witherspoon appeals to experience. He acknowledges that some sects “hold tenets subversive of society” and that withholding toleration is “just . . . in way of reasoning,” for they might “threaten ruin to others.” He specifically mentions Roman Catholics, whom many accused of “subjection to a foreign power, the see of Rome.” Though he affirms the principle that undergirded past civil policies that withheld toleration, Witherspoon denies that it usually works in application. He writes, 

			[W]e ought in general to guard against persecution on a religion account as much as possible because such as hold absurd tenets are seldom dangerous. Perhaps they are never dangerous, but when they are oppressed. Papists are tolerated in Holland without danger to liberty.32

			Witherspoon has not denied that civil governments can, in principle, withhold toleration from subversive sects. Rather, he denies that withholding toleration is effective, since subversion is often its consequence.33 

			The third point is that the “magistrate may enact laws for the punishment of acts of profanity and impiety.” Witherspoon’s concern is civil peace, for various religious sentiments could lead to “such acts as any of them count profane.” This would presumably include speech and actions contrary to natural religion, which would justify the prohibition of blasphemy. This places Witherspoon in line with Cotton Mather. For the fourth point, Witherspoon states that there is “a good deal of reason” to “make public provision for the worship of God” so that the “bulk of common people” have instruction.34 The assumption here is that most people are either unwilling or unable to fund religious instruction; and since religion is necessary for civic morals, it follows that government can and should provide public funding for Christian ministry.

			Witherspoon’s view on the role of government in religion is no different than Cotton Mather’s. He acknowledges the possibility that religious sects can be subversive and, therefore, are legitimate objects of government suppression, but he demurs on the need for it. Why? Because experience teaches that suppression of religious dissent makes matters worse. Still, civil government cannot neglect religion and so should provide publicly funded instruction “in such manner as is agreeable to the great body of the society.”35

			Massachusetts Constitution (1780)

			The Massachusetts Constitution, largely written by John Adams and ratified by voters in 1780, offers another example of both full toleration and establishment. In the first part, the constitution states that all have a “right” and “duty” to worship the “SUPREME BEING.”36 It then grants toleration for all to worship “in the manner and season most agreeable to the dictates of his own conscience; or for his religious profession of sentiments.” But it then adds the classic proviso: “provid[ing] he doth not disturb the public peace, or obstruct others in their religious worship.” A few paragraphs later, it states that “every denomination of Christians, demeaning themselves peaceably, and as good subjects of the commonwealth, shall be equally under the protection of the law.”37 The principle and proviso are the same as in the 17th century. The difference is in the range of expressions tolerated. 

			The document next justifies the power of the legislature to require local bodies to “make provision, at their own expense, for the institution of the public worship of God, and for the support and maintenance of public Protestant teachers.” It is for the “happiness of the people,” for the “good order and preservation of civil government . . . depend upon piety, religion, and morality.” This provision ensures that the “public worship of God, and . . . public instruction” are “diffused through a community.”38 

			The common elements of these pro-establishment voices are (1) the necessity of organized religion for public happiness and civil order, (2) the effectiveness of religious establishment to provide religious instruction throughout society, (3) a proviso stating that toleration is conditioned on peaceful assembly and support for the civil government, and (4) that civil government should suppress violations of natural religion, such as blasphemy and impiety, and prevent one sect from harming another. The advocates for establishment in the founding era and Cotton Mather share the same principles.

			Protestant Premises

			The content of the founding-era debates on religious liberty were not mere assertions of Enlightenment reason or intellectual light that cast away centuries of darkness. The content was public argument—the use of premises, thought to be well-received or generally believed, to demonstrate a satisfactory conclusion. Eighteenth-century Americans were Protestants, and so debates relied heavily on Protestant premises. Take Isaac Backus’s arguments, for example, in his 1774–1775 History of New England. He writes, 

			It may now be asked, What is the liberty desired? The answer is: As the kingdom of Christ is not of this world, and religion is a concern between God and the soul, with which no human authority can intermeddle, consistently with the principles of Christianity, and according to the dictates of Protestantism, we claim and expect the liberty of worshipping God according to our consciences.39

			The premises of his argument are thoroughly Protestant. “The kingdom of Christ is not of this world” not only alludes to John 18:36 but is a common proof-text for two-kingdoms theology. That “religion is a concern between God and the soul” affirms the basic Protestant doctrine that there is no earthly mediator between God and man. Backus is appealing to Protestant premises, not Enlightenment ones. Why would he do this? Because he is addressing fellow Protestants immersed in Protestant tradition.

			Elisha Williams, another advocate of disestablishment, assumes Protestant premises as well: “[T]he sacred scriptures are the alone rule of faith and practice [sic] to a Christian, all Protestants are agreed in” and so all “must therefore inviolably maintain, that every Christian has right of judging for himself what he is to believe and practice.”40 True Christian belief is not based in mere assent to ecclesiastical authority or any other earthly authority. It is about genuine and immediate conviction of the objects of faith themselves—the Scriptures offering immediate and sufficient reasons for belief in those objects. These are not Enlightenment premises but basic Protestant ones.

			In his draft for what became the Virginia Declaration of Rights (1776), George Mason wrote that “Religion, or the Duty which we owe to our divine and omnipotent Creator, and the Manner of discharging it, . . . [is] governed by Reason and Conviction, and not by Force or Violence.”41 Again, this is a Protestant premise: namely, that religious belief is always a matter of unmediated persuasion based in reasons to believe the supposed objects of faith; external force and coercion are incapable of persuading. Here is the draft in full:

			That as Religion, or the Duty which we owe to our divine and omnipotent Creator, and the Manner of discharging it, can be governed only by Reason and Conviction, not by Force or Violence; and therefore that all Men shou’d enjoy the fullest Toleration in the Exercise of Religion, according to the Dictates of Conscience, unpunished and unrestrained by the Magistrate, unless, under Colour of Religion, any Man disturb the Peace, the Happiness, or Safety of Society, or of Individuals. And that it is the mutual Duty of all, to practice Christian forbearance, Love and Charity towards Each other.

			Implicitly recognizing the inner/outer distinction, Mason’s draft reflects the old principles. The premise—that religion is “governed by Reason and Conviction”—concerns an inner reality: namely, that one’s reconciliation or relation to God is immediate and a matter between the person and God. But inner beliefs accompany or produce outer or external expressions, and so the beliefs become public in a way. As such, they can clash or conflict with others’ activities; they can contribute to or degrade public happiness; and they can secure or threaten public safety. Mason’s draft reconciles the inward/outward dimensions, recognizing that religious expression must come under some degree of civic regulation. To this end, he includes the classic proviso: “unless, under colour of Religion, any Man disturb the Peace, the Happiness, or Safety of Society, or of Individuals.”

			These are just a handful of innumerable examples of classic Protestant premises used in founding-era documents on religious liberty. This should surprise none of us, because the founders and the American people were largely Protestant. But more importantly, it demonstrates that the American political tradition, at least from the colonial period into the early American republic, assumed basic Protestant beliefs upon which to support their positions; and, in addition to Protestant principles, the founders brought Protestant experience to bear upon their reasoning as well. 

			The Influence and Importance of James Madison

			In June 1776, Madison’s revision of Mason’s draft won in the Virginia legislature—a win for the minority camp on religious liberty. The revision replaced “fullest toleration in the exercise of religion” with “equally entitled to free exercise of religion,” and Madison removed the proviso.42 Madison’s version contains Protestant assumptions, but it follows his usual pattern of implicitly conflating inward opinion and its outward expression—a distinction affirmed not only by his opponents but also by the Protestant tradition. As that tradition insisted, opinions when expressed or acted upon become public and visible. They are no longer merely opinions but public actions and so are subject to civil jurisdiction.

			Madison explicitly uses this reasoning in his Memorial and Remonstrance, which he wrote in opposition to a bill proposed in the Virginia legislature by Patrick Henry that would tax property owners to fund church ministers from all denominations. In his first of fifteen reasons, Madison writes that “[r]eligion then of every man must be left to the conviction and conscience of every man, and it is the right of every man to exercise it as these may dictate. . . . It is [an] unalienable [right] because the opinions of men . . . cannot follow the dictates of other men.”43 Again, Madison seems to rely on Protestant premises concerning the inward nature of belief and man’s immediate relation with God. 44 But he jumps from there to an “unalienable” right to express those beliefs. He then says that legislatures lack “jurisdiction” over religious belief, having “limited” authority.45 But, without logical justification, Madison extends the restriction of civil jurisdiction over the inner man to the outward man. In so doing, he not only fails to make the crucial and classical inward/outward distinction, but he is also led into a practical absurdity: that people have a right to outwardly express all inward religious beliefs, even when they are publicly harmful.46 

			But we might reasonably ask, “How important is Madison in the founding era with regard to religious liberty?” Despite the attention he has received from scholars and jurists, Madison’s view was extreme for his time, going past even John Locke in seemingly rejecting the classic proviso and in speaking of religious liberty as an “unalienable right.” For Locke, as he argued in A Letter Concerning Toleration, the civil magistrate is not required to tolerate “opinions contrary to human society, or to those moral rules which are necessary to the preservation of civil society.”47 Neither atheists nor Roman Catholics sufficiently passed these requirements, according to Locke. As one scholar, Vincent Phillip Muñoz, recent commented, “Madison breaks from Locke on this point; his principle of noncognizance is uniquely his own.”48 

			Madison’s importance in the founding era on religious liberty is exaggerated. His importance for jurisprudence today does not necessarily demonstrate his importance in the founding era. The Supreme Court did not rely on Madison’s Memorial and Remonstrance until the mid-20th century.49 Mark Hall states that he “could find no record of any civic leader being influenced by, or appealing to, Madison’s Memorial prior to the ratification of the Bill of Rights.”50 George Washington refused to sign Madison’s Memorial, saying that he was not “so much alarmed at the thoughts of making people pay towards the support of that which they profess.”51 

			We might ask the same questions about Thomas Jefferson’s influence. His Virginia Statute, which he wrote in 1779 and was signed into law in 1786, has received far more attention after the founding era than it received at the time. Hall argues that “mostly, it was ignored,” despite its wide distribution in the 1780s by Jefferson’s own diligence. Indeed, the importance of Virginia on religious liberty in the founding era has been exaggerated. Throughout the 1780s, as the colonies revised their constitutions, they adopted language not from the Virginia Statute but from the Massachusetts Constitution of 1780, which I discussed above. New Hampshire in 1784, Connecticut in 1784, Vermont in 1786, and the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 adopted language from this constitution. Hall concludes, “[T]here is no record of civic officials utilizing the Virginia Statute as a model for a constitutional provision or law prior to the adoption of the First Amendment . . . [and] there is little reason to conclude that Jefferson influenced the views of the men who drafted, debated, and ratified the First Amendment.”52 

			Thus, in the founding era prior to the ratification of the Bill of Rights, neither Jefferson’s Virginia Statute nor Madison’s Memorial significantly influenced public opinion or state constitutions. The majority view of the founding era rejected Madison’s and Jefferson’s strict separationism. Even after the founding, several states had church establishments, including Vermont, Connecticut, New Hampshire, Maine, and Massachusetts.53

			The First Amendment

			As for the First Amendment, there is no evidence that Madison was its sole author. Muñoz writes that “although Madison certainly had influence, he was not the sole author and, hence, not solely responsible for the adopted text.”54 Hall states that Madison 

			was not a god among men imposing his personal views on cowed colleagues. Approximately eighty-seven representatives and senators participated in the debates and voted for or against what became the First Amendment. And a list of those who played significant roles must include, besides Madison, Roger Sherman, Oliver Ellsworth, Benjamin Huntinton, Abraham Baldwin, Elias Boudinot, William Patterson, Samuel Livermore, Charles Carroll, and Fisher Ames.55

			Jefferson took no part in the process. He was in Paris and returned two months after the ratification.56 One important member of the amendment committee was Roger Sherman, who was in agreement with Witherspoon, Washington, Patrick Henry, and other founders on the role of government in religion.57 With Richard Law, he wrote a new state code for Connecticut that included a section on religious liberty similar in content to the Massachusetts Constitution. Yet Sherman’s is even stronger, stating that it is the “duty of the civil authority to provide for the support and encouragement” of “piety, religion, and morality.”58 Since Sherman and many like him helped draft, deliver, or ratify the First Amendment, one cannot read it strictly through a Madisonian lens. Indeed, the opposite lens is likely more accurate. The First Amendment does not reject establishment in principle. How could it, when so many involved in drafting and ratifying it explicitly affirmed establishment for their own states? Rather, the First Amendment reflects the unsuitability of establishment at the federal level and the imprudence of permitting Congress to interfere in the exercise of religion in the states. 

			Muñoz recently demonstrated, using other sources, that the original purpose of the Establishment Clause in the First Amendment was to “quell” the concerns of the Anti-Federalists who feared that “the new Congress would impose one form of church-state relations throughout the nation.”59 Muñoz cites a Massachusetts author, “Agrippa”:

			Attention to religion and good morals is a distinguishing trait in our [Massachusetts’s] character. It is plain, therefore, that we require for our regulation laws, which will not suit the circumstances of our southern brethren, and the laws made for them would not apply to us. Unhappiness would be the uniform product of such law; for no state can be happy, when the laws contradict the general habits of the people, nor can any state retain its freedom, while there is a power to make and enforce such law.60

			Notice that the concern is not over establishment itself but establishment at the federal level. Since Massachusetts has its own “general habits,” as do the other states, religion should be left to the states.

			Another Anti-Federalist writer, “Deliberator,” expressed concern over the term general welfare in the preamble, that it might justify establishing “uniformity in religion.” Others expressed concern over the “necessary and proper” clause.61 The fear, however, was not religious establishment itself. As Muñoz states, “Most Anti-Federalists did not object to religious establishments per se.”62 They feared that Congress, under the guise of national welfare, would seize control over what rightly belongs to the states. Though it is unlikely that Congress would have enacted religious uniformity, it is at least theoretically possible, since all founders thought that religion was necessary for and contributed to the welfare of the people. Whether their concerns were rational or irrational, the Anti-Federalists forced the first Congress to expressly curtail their powers in establishing religion. The motivating principle, however, was not anti-establishment; it was federalism. Given religious diversity between the states, the promotion and regulation of religion was best left to the states. 

			The “godless” Constitution

			There is a legitimate question concerning the absence of religious language and declared Protestantism in the Constitution. I will not address that issue fully here.63 But I will say, as scholar Stephen Botein has argued, that those in the founding era who stressed the importance of religion for civil stability and happiness did not see the federal government as the sort of political entity that needed religion. The states alone required a “religious dimension,” and only around the mid-19th century did “the federal government [begin] to reveal enough attributes of a true state to warrant some semblance of [an] official religious identity.”64 Resolving the questions of church and state concerned one’s state citizenship—to be resolved by deliberating with those residing in one’s state. 

			Even if the framers should have included explicit Christian language in the Constitution (and I agree that it was a mistake not to), it says little in itself about the political tradition operating at the founding. Firstly, the general consensus at the time was that religion ought to be left up to the states, and so the absence of religion in the Constitution says nothing about the American nation as a whole or about the political-theoretical questions about the role of civil government vis-à-vis religion. It speaks only about the federal government’s suitability to regulate religion, given the circumstances. Secondly, several states had establishments well into the 19th century, as I’ve said, and the rest of the states were unmistakably religious and Protestant. We should not overemphasize the “founding” of the American founding, as if every consideration used to construct the federal government is generally applicable, reflecting some universal arrangement for all governments. In other words, despite the fact that the Constitution lacks Christian language, we cannot forget that the American people in the founding era and early American republic were Protestant Christians, animated by religious concerns, who viewed themselves as a Christian people and relied on Protestant principles and biblical argumentation. If anything, the absence of Christianity from America’s constituting documents diverges from American principles; it did not establish an American secularist principle of civil government.

			Americans in the 19th century, for example, who wanted to Christianize the Constitution with a Christian amendment sought not to overthrow secularist principles embedded in the Constitution but to correct a mistake of omission and thereby bring the Constitution fully in line with American principles.65 Christianizing American civil institutions is simply making explicit what is already implicit in them. For example, after agreeing to place “In God We Trust” on US coinage, James Pollock, the director of the US Mint, wrote, “We claim to be a Christian nation—why should we not vindicate our character by honouring the God of Nations in the exercise of our political Sovereignty as a Nation?”66

			IV. Conclusion

			In this chapter, I have argued that, despite appearances, the majority view on religious liberty in the founding era shared the same principles as the 17th century New England Puritans. The apparent discontinuity found in the historical record is a product of Anglo-Protestant experience, which informed the imagination on the possibilities of public order amid Protestant religious diversity. Among the founders, all believed that a religious people were necessary for civic morals, public happiness, and effective government, and most (if not all) thought that Christianity provided something distinctive in this regard. Most believed that government had a role in promoting, supporting, and protecting true religion, even particular denominations, though not at the expense of full toleration. Most believed that violators of natural religion could be censored and that religious expressions that “disturb the Peace, the Happiness, or Safety of Society” (as Mason wrote)67 could be suppressed. And most founders explicitly grounded their principles of religious liberty in Protestant principles. What was new about the new American political order was not principle but prudential arrangements that reflected the culmination of Anglo-Protestant experience.

			As a resource for Christian nationalism, this development is suitable only for a people whose core is Protestant—those who can affirm God’s sole reign over the conscience and the freedom of individuals from external coercion, and who at the same time can affirm an outward Christian order that directs people to their complete good. We cannot expect non-Protestants to receive an Anglo-Protestant tradition or even all Protestants. Let’s claim and assert what is ours and utilize it to renew our land. 

			I am not advocating a return to late 1780s America; this is not a return-to-the-founding project. The religious liberties in the founding era were not necessarily better than the policies in prior eras in early America. I am not offering a Whig narrative of progress. The point is that religious liberty in the American founding era, though reflecting universal Protestant principles, was a particular development by a people—particularly an Anglo-Protestant people. As such, the whole tradition—between the early settlements to the early American republic—is an American, ethno-cultural inheritance that must be reclaimed and serve as an animating element of American Christian nationalism and a resource for American renewal. 
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Epilogue: Now What?

			“God grant that there may come a reaction, and that the great principles of Anglo-Saxon liberty may be rediscovered before it is too late!” —J. Gresham Machen1

			The reader has likely asked himself, “Okay, but what we do now? How do we recover Christian nationhood? Where do we find this ‘Christian prince’ you speak of? Is any of this feasible in our situation?” These questions and others came to mind repeatedly while writing this book. I will try to give us a way forward, to the extent that I can. But this book is not an action-plan. It is a justification of Christian nationalism, and we are early in recovering the movement. Every movement needs its intellectuals, pamphleteers, strategists, organizers, and foot soldiers. This book belongs in the first category, and perhaps in the future I can contribute in other ways. Let each have his role. 

			However, I feel obligated to speak freely about our situation. Many of these thoughts apply specifically to the place I know best: America. Our problem in the West is fundamentally psychological, and so I focus on patterns of thought and our rhetorical framing of things. The style of this conclusion is different than most. I offer a sort of fragmented conclusion, a series of loosely organized aphorisms. This is only the beginning. 

			I. The New America

			1.

			The Christian nationalist project is not “conservative.” Post-WWII conservatism is inadequate for our situation. I have no interest in conserving the liberalism of the 1980s or 1990s or the militaristic adventure-imperialism of the “compassionate” conservatives of the 2000s. American conservatism has operated under the assumption that our institutions are still fundamentally ours—still basically for us. But our institutions are not only captured by the left; they have become fundamentally oriented against us. The conservative cannot fathom this. He is an institution man, the sort who lined up against Donald Trump to “protect the institutions.” But what if the meaning of America produced by these institutions—its myths, symbols, monuments, and story—is actually against you, not for you? What if the “America” of these institutions casts you as the villain? What then? Are you going to conserve these institutions to your own destruction? 

			The left in America are now the true conservatives. This isn’t a compliment but a statement of fact. The institutions are theirs and they now conserve them; they protect these institutions from the enemies of the New America. But, the conservative might say, they are the “progressives”; they don’t conserve. What an old and obsolete conservative dichotomy! In our world today, conserving and progressing are not opposites; they are complementary. Progressives conserve the institutions that further progress. Progress means that these institutions are working, not failing. 

			Thus, we are past the time of “conservative principles.” People conserve what they know and love. How can you love institutions that hate you? Why would you want to “conserve” them? The solution is renewal, not conservation. What we need is the instauratio magna, the Great Renewal.

			2.

			The American ruling class are true Americans in the New American way. This is understandably hard to stomach for Americans whose hearts lie in an older heritage. According to old conservatism, today’s ruling class is un-American and unpatriotic, and it hates America. There is truth to this; they do indeed hate that America and want it obsolete, dead, destroyed. 

			But eventually, self-identified conservatives will break out of these simplistic frames and see that “America” as they understand it no longer exists. Not the conservative but the progressive in America will look around and see the left’s image reflected in its institutions, monuments, national celebrations, and special months. In the New America, the ground of patriotic sentiment is progress away from the Old America. Thus, civic holidays, national heroes, memorials, and patriotic events are all colored according to the grand narrative of progress, and each is considered true, good, and beautiful only to the extent that it celebrates that narrative. 

			Conservatives love narratives of progress. But the New American narrative insists that this is only the beginning—there is still much work to be done. Progress is our tradition, they claim. Thus, the narrative of America as embodied in our institutions today is relentlessly hostile to Old America. That means that New America is relentlessly hostile toward you. Every step is overcoming you. Ask yourself, “What sort of villain does each event of progress have in common?” The straight white male. That is the chief out-group of New America, the embodiment of regression and oppression.

			3.

			Conservatives say that “education should be patriotic.” This is true in principle. But the conservative thinks that the left disagrees with this: They want unpatriotic education, they’ll say. But if America is a narrative of progress, why not ground patriotism in progress? The true patriot is the progressive—one who is proud of past acts of resistance, who praises murderous John Brown and celebrates the great struggles against Old America.

			The conservative’s patriotic history is also fundamentally a story of progress. It goes something like this: The US was founded on principles of equality, freedom, and individual rights, though we didn’t live up to them. But a promise was made by them, and over time through civil war, labor struggles, immigration, fighting fascists, more immigration, more noble foreign wars, civil rights for blacks, gay rights, more immigration, and so on it was finally realized. The conservative teacher of US history is the champion of the previous stage of progress, politely asking, “Can we please stop?” But why would it stop? Progress is patriotic. America is progress. Let’s fight on for a “more perfect union,” both here and abroad. 

			It is nearly impossible to detach the conservative from his progressivist narrative of US history. In this mind, his country is good because it was founded on good values that became progressively realized over time; and to the conservatives’ minds, they were the ones who did it. Yes, the conservatives indeed did it; only they could do it. But what was the reward for your blood, sweat, and tears? To be called “racists” by the Squad, to be denounced as the source of all bad social outcomes, and to be passed over by the incompetent and neurotic. You fought the fascists abroad and then at home only became the fascists of New America.

			4.

			I was in the military back when the Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell (DADT) policy was rescinded by the Obama administration. Prior to the policy change, the military sent teams to military installations to “listen” to concerns of service members. It became clear that the intent was to convince everyone that DADT was a backward policy. The rhetoric employed for persuasion appealed entirely to progress. After pointing to the inclusion of women and racial integration in the armed forces, the team claimed that ending DADT was just another step in that progress. Logically, the argument doesn’t work, but can logic defeat such a compelling American story? The story was not new; it assumed the conservative narrative of progress. These people were clever. They knew that their audience was full of southerners from conservative communities, so they tapped into the conservative narrative of progress. Advancement in diversity and inclusion is the American story. Why not allow homosexuals to serve openly? To be a good American—committed to one’s national story—one has to be progressively inclusive. This rhetoric has worked time and time again, and it will work again.

			5.

			The United States military provides a good example of how conservatives are duped into fighting for causes that harm them. The military is full of patriotic young Americans, largely from the American South—the sort of people whose grandfathers fought in World War II, whose fathers or uncles served, and who felt the duty to fight for their country. The impulse to serve is itself commendable, deserving of great praise. But this love of country was exploited, and young men were sent across the world to fight for “freedom” in places that had never heard of John Locke or James Madison—and didn’t care. “Make the world safe for democracy,” they told us. We then see the rainbow flag in Kabul and NGOs advocating for transgender rights and gender studies programs. That’s “democracy,” and we are here to kill and die for it. Get blown up in the name of liberal imperialism; shed blood to open up markets for Netflix and Pornhub; make the world safe for dudes in dresses. 

			Politicians have made the US military the most exploitative institution in the United States. In 2021, George W. Bush—the man who sent young men on a pointless liberalizing crusade in Iraq—had this to say to service members:

			The cause you pursued at the call of duty is the noblest America has to offer. You have shielded your fellow citizens from danger. You have defended the beliefs of your country and advanced the rights of the downtrodden. You have been the face of hope and mercy in dark places. You have been a force for good in the world.2

			You “defended the beliefs of your country.” He is right in a way: you’ve defended the beliefs of New America—feminism, homosexuality, gender fluidity, secularism, porn, and base entertainment. But the conservative mind does not think about these things when it hears about the “call of duty” in defense of the “downtrodden.” The conservative thinks about fighting fascists in the 40s; that’s who his grandfather fought. Is it any surprise that for years we called Islamic fighters the “Islamo-fascists”? 

			But the “American way of life,” which the military fights for today, is not to work hard, go to church, call your mother—it is a man in a miniskirt threatening you for not using his preferred pronouns. It is coming home from war to hear that your kid learned in school that he and his family are racists. It is being forced to acknowledge that men can get pregnant. It is saying over and over again “diversity is our strength.” It is listening to a US congresswoman born in a failed foreign country safely denounce your country as evil, to her party’s praise. You fight the fascists abroad only to be called a fascist at home. You fight Communists far from home to be spit on by Communists at home. It is invade the world, invite the world. It is returning to your homeland, after all those lost years fighting for “democracy,” to recite enforced speech by the mentally ill, resentful, and malicious. But conservatives will continue to funnel some of their best into the military, thinking that the military is still ours, that deep down its mission is just, and that it serves Americans. 

			The conservative support for the military is emblematic of the conservative mind and political practice: that they will fight and die for universal ideas, assuming a universal “love for liberty,” and—upon failing to force Western liberty upon non-Western peoples—they then invite the world to their country only to suffer explicit contempt, vitriol, and ingratitude. Why do the conservatives continue to do this?

			6.

			The US military serves what some have called the “globalist American empire” (GAE). The GAE is centered in Washington, DC, and wields US diplomatic, military, and economic power to advance modern liberal ideology across the globe. All Western nations are in the GAE to one degree or another, and together they advance international liberalism. To see the effect of this, consider Ukraine. It has been a battleground (both literally and figuratively) of the GAE. The election of Volodymyr Zelenskyy in 2019 was instantly celebrated as a victory for liberalism. In an article by Yaroslav Trofimov, a foreign affairs analyst for the Wall Street Journal, we read that Zelenskyy promises to move Ukraine “decisively in embracing an inclusive, almost American, model of nationhood,” such that “ethnic Ukrainian has become obsolete in mainstream life.” Trofimov speaks of a “cultural boom, with new globally-minded art centers, bands, film production outlets and fashion design studios.” Some of the new music “combines rap, hip-hop and folk.” In moving away from “ethnicity,” Ukraine is “heading to the civilized world,” and the Ukrainian people are “part of a world-wide civilizational process.” Ukraine has gone “in a more liberal direction,” having “gay pride events in Kyiv” that shows a shift from “religious conservatism.” Trofimov ends the article by quoting a woman “entrepreneur” who started a fashion company: “[W]e can actually achieve something . . . . We’re out to conquer the world.”3 All this is reported without question, as if it is a natural step in the evolution of nations. 

			This liberalizing is largely a product of the GAE, with its allure of liberal decadence and promises of mass consumption and “freedom.” Ukraine will become just another mass of restlessness, full of consumers of GAE products, talking about GAE entertainment, and orienting their lives around GAE fandom. Those who oppose the GAE will be deemed “right-wing extremists” and marked for elimination. When it is too late, however, Ukrainians of the older sort—after waking from a drunken slumber induced by GAE consumption—will learn that they chose not a new identity but a sort of liberal, soft occupation. 

			7.

			America is just as much under the GAE as countries like Ukraine. America itself, or at least its older sort, is not an imperial nation; rather, it is the centralized location of GAE imperialism. Thus, Americans live under an implicit occupation; the American ruling class is an occupying force. The rulers are largely Americans by geographical birthplace but are better understood as cosmopolitans or “nowheres.” We might call them liberal internationalists. The intent of the occupation here, as it is everywhere, is to impose modern liberal norms upon Americans, particularly sexual deviancy. This was evident in early 2022, when the American ruling class vociferously denounced Florida republicans for prohibiting instruction on sexual orientation and gender ideology in kindergarten through third grade. They also prohibited schools from withholding information to parents concerning their children’s expressed gender identity at school. Even the CEO of Disney, Bob Chapek, met with Governor DeSantis to express concern. Why are large corporations, the entertainment media, academic institutions, educational institutions, social media companies, and other powerful entities so interested in sexualizing and injecting gender questioning among kids five to eight years old? Whatever the answer might be, the GAE—which extends beyond political institutions—is indeed imposing these things upon our children. Few people actually want this; parents never asked for it. If the people advocating for it did not look or sound like us, we’d think they were foreign occupiers trying to impose their strange rites and barbaric values on us. But no, these people represent “democracy,” and those who oppose them are “authoritarians.” The fact that they look and sound like us does not mean they are of us. 

			Why is the GAE so interested in kids? Here’s the simple answer: They want child warriors. Kids with gender confusion is to the GAE what a child with an AK-47 is to third-world warlords. They fight their battles and lose their souls, but they also pledge life-long loyalty. 

			Whether or not you want to call it an occupying force, we are nevertheless subjected to transformative efforts as if under a sort of cultural revolutionary force. It is a soft revolution, for it appears to exist by consent. And the revolutionaries have an easier time at it, since they control America’s institutions and the information apparatus. They can swiftly enforce the demands of the next social movement and quickly shift the people to the new “current thing.” This was not so in Afghanistan. Under its occupation, it saw its first gender studies program at Kabul University. Indeed, the US government spent $787 million on gender equality programs in Afghanistan. (Ironically, neither the Dari nor Pashto languages have words to distinguish “gender” and “sex.”) At the insistence of the US, the Afghanistan lower house had a 27 percent quota for women representatives. Several other programs attempted to impose gender equality. Of course, it didn’t take in Afghanistan, but it did in the United States. There are significant differences between Americans and Afghanis, but both received the GAE imposition under their respective occupations. One fought back and won.

			The Obergefell decision, which forced homosexual marriage on all states, is an imperial imposition. So too was the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965, which opened the floodgates of non-Western immigration into the United States, despite assurances that it wouldn’t. The occupiers have let criminals run rampant through cities and neighborhoods and then prosecute those who stand up to them.4 They teach critical race theory and white self-hatred in secondary education. They encourage gender ideology and the “exploration” of one’s gender identity. The onslaught is a transformative operation imposing an unwelcome ideology on the people.

			8.

			Christian nationalists need to know what they’re up against. The Russia-Ukraine war is instructive here. One does not need to be pro-Putin to be alarmed at the intense anti-Russia propaganda in the West and how quickly the entire Western world turned their vitriolic ire away from the unvaccinated to the Russians. Ukrainian propaganda flourished as Western media pushed the propaganda as fact. Facebook and Instagram explicitly allowed calls for violence against Russians on their platforms.5 

			Any promising Christian nationalist movement would face the same degree of opposition. The GAE will see no difference between Putin’s Russia and any Christian nationalist movement. To them, we’re like the Taliban of the West. Christians nationalists threaten liberalism; they see us as regressive and authoritarian. Since Christian nationalists in the West exist within the reach of the state, we can expect civil authorities to punish Christian nationalists at every opportunity. 

			In addition to sanctions, Russians were punished by multinational corporations. Credit-card companies, Apple, and Google stopped servicing transactions. And Westerners were very willing to suffer higher gas prices to punish Russia. One poll indicated that almost 80 percent of Americans supported a Russia oil embargo. The point is that the most powerful forces of the world, which happen to possess almost all the available force, will treat us like Putin, the Taliban, and perhaps worse. This is not something to take lightly. And, of course, the most vociferous critics will be GAE-affirming Christians. 

			9.

			The early days of the Russian-Ukraine war disclosed a fascinating phenomenon occurring among Western countries: the Marvelization of reality. The object of modern life’s attention is an imagined reality, often composed of heroes and villains that keep us engrossed to our screens to cheer on our side. Thus, President Zelenskyy is “Captain Ukraine,” and there is a “ghost of Kyiv” killing Russians, alongside an assault-rifle wielding, kick-ass supermodel with perfect hair and makeup. 

			George Orwell captured this phenomenon in Nineteen Eighty-Four. He called it the “Two Minutes Hate”—propaganda repeated day after day, bringing people to a sort of ritualistic frenzy in opposition to whatever the people were told to hate. It was so powerful that even the more self-aware took part. He writes, 

			The dark-haired girl behind Winston had begun crying out “Swine! Swine! Swine!” and suddenly she picked up a heavy Newspeak dictionary and flung it at the screen. . . . In a lucid moment Winston found that he was shouting with the others and kicking his heel violently against the rung of his chair. The horrible thing about the Two Minutes Hate was not that one was obliged to act a part, but, on the contrary, that it was impossible to avoid joining in. Within thirty seconds any pretense was always unnecessary. A hideous ecstasy of fear and vindictiveness, a desire to kill, to torture, to smash faces in with a sledge hammer, seemed to flow through the whole group of people like an electric current, turning one even against one’s will into a grimacing, screaming lunatic. And yet the rage that one felt was an abstract, undirected emotion which could be switched from one object to another like the flame of a blowlamp.6

			The bulk of late-modern Western man sits on his couch watching Fox News or CNN (it doesn’t matter which) enmeshed in the Breaking News, as if watching the latest Marvel movie. He lives vicariously through the heroes, while remaining fat and passive on the sofa and tweeting with the latest hashtag. Reality is thus fandomified—modern man projecting his need for adventure, productivity, and confident action upon an imagined reality supplied to him by the regime. 

			It is only a matter of time before Christian nationalists become the villains in the next imagined reality, and our fellow believers, who are just as enmeshed in this world as their secularist neighbors, will join in the Two Minute Hate. But let us remain free in mind, be the true liberals. The mind is its own place. 

			10.

			“For thus you speak: ‘Real are we entirely, and without belief or superstition.’ Thus you stick out your chests—but alas, they are hollow!” wrote Nietzsche in Thus Spake Zarathustra.7 He was right in this regard: Modern life drives mankind to passivity, to “little pleasure[s],” keeping warm, and utter boredom. Thus, people “have a regard for health” and live a long time, but pursuing higher life is too risky and achieving dominion is too burdensome. This is the “last man.”8

			Some political theorists fear that modern liberalism, by pathologizing any way of life besides the last man, offers no outlet for what Francis Fukuyama called “megalothymia”—viz., striving for superiority, the passion for a higher life.9 But, perhaps, the Marvelification of reality is the terrifying solution. One can passively consume and feel like an active participant in the latest drama. He can consume and tweet, consume and tweet, consume and tweet . . . and still make it to an Applebee’s for dinner. The need for action, love, and hate; for good to fight evil; for busty blondes to stomp in heads—all is provided. Everyone is caught up in the latest target of GAE passion. The imagined, Marvelized reality is perhaps the evil solution to the instability of the last man. If it is, then the modern world will be in permanent crisis mode—one state of fear after another. And Christian nationalism will eventually be part of that drama. 

			11.

			Modern life deadens the will; we seek, as Nietzsche said, warmth and comfort. There is little exertion of will. The modern world teaches us to say, “We have become happy” with base pleasure and entertainment. But we’re bored, barely alive, with nothing to contend for except the latest “cause” thousands of miles away. Our will is not here but there and not for us but for them. This is modern nihilism, the “death of God” at work, the disenchantment of life, a desperate plea for meaning. But Christian nationalism is the pursuit of higher life—both the life to come and a life on earth that images that life to come. Christians should look upon the world as their inheritance—it is indeed ours by inheritance in Christ. The will for what is ours in Christ is the true revolt against the modern world. Let us passionately assert that Christian nationalism is the recovery of a Christian megalothymia—a collective will for Christian dominion in the world. 

			II. Gynocracy

			12.

			We live under a gynocracy—a rule by women. This may not be apparent on the surface, since men still run many things. But the governing virtues of America are feminine vices, associated with certain feminine virtues, such as empathy, fairness, and equality. All of life now is subjected to credentialism, institution-conferring “expertise,” risk-aversion, and strict rules of conduct that disincentivize masculine, competitive expression. Since men are naturally animated by rugged individualism and natural hierarchy formation—that is, they are capable of agonistic self-organization that often disregards or demotes women—gynocracy pacifies men by eliminating independent agency and suppressing competitive, spontaneous coordination. This ensures a “fair” and “cooperative” system of organization. In the end, men can succeed only if they are effeminate or female-adjacent (viz., they participate under feminine terms), defer to women at every turn, praise and elevate not the accomplished but the “victim,” and tip-toe around the authorities constructed to maintain feminine space and advantage. The male aggression-in-reserve—i.e., the resolve to defends one’s own cause—is pathologized and replaced by “the authorities.” 

			Women are, by their nature, more personally dependent on others than men in terms of protection and security, mainly because of their size and because they are vulnerable when bearing children. Traditionally, the “protector” was the husband or father, and that remains theoretically the chief role of men for complementarians. The woman’s natural dependence creates another vulnerability for them: they are vulnerable to the men they depend on. A husband might abuse his wife in a variety of ways. For this reason, women by nature are prone to seek out third parties as interjecting powers to check their husbands. The civil state does this with domestic violence laws and law enforcement, the church with pastoral intervention,10 and brothers and fathers in less civilly sanctioned ways. These powers equalize the home, providing the weaker party (the woman) some power, usually operating in reserve, over the stronger party (the man). I am not criticizing this appeal to third parties in itself. As I said in another chapter, ad hoc measures that equalize can mitigate the abuse of natural hierarchies. It is understandable that women are like this.

			But the feminine natural instinct for third-party power makes women prone, especially when having institutional power, to subject everything to rules and credentials that equalize the sexes and even favor women. Thus, feminized spaces tend to subject all actions to procedure and process, and all grievance, no matter how slight, is delivered to the authorities whose job it is to act on the grievance. This institutionalizes passive-aggression, effectively overpowering and suppressing overt aggression and even natural masculine agonism. The masculine agonistic impulse to compete and self-sort and to spontaneously harmonize into hierarchies threatens women in most spaces. Thus, gynocracy pathologizes masculinity, making “successful” men essentially panderers to women and subjected to processes that hinder their ability to succeed in ways most natural to men. 

			This is why women tend to be more invested in the modern state than men. The state ensures their independence; it is the ultimate third-party. It renders personal dependence on men entirely optional. The state is their father, brother, and husband. The modern state makes possible a woman’s independence and equality in society. The price for it is pathologizing masculinity. 

			13.

			Though feminine space might seem ideal to some, the gynocracy inevitably enacts practical contradictions. I call these “gynocratic contradictions.” Feminine empathy is good in itself, but its virtues arise only when constrained. Untethered empathy in society leads to policies that harm women and indeed everyone. The most obvious is transgendered “girls” in girls’ sports, which women support more than men. Consider also urban crime. Urbanite white women vote for Democrats in huge numbers. Urban Democrats are those who want to “defund the police” and exercise “prosecutorial discretion” that frees criminals. Urbans areas are thus full of unchecked crime, making the streets more dangerous for women. Women are also the most susceptible to woke discourse, which guilts them into “allyship.” Are you a minority and have a grievance? Signal displeasure to white women, even blame them for your pain, and women will shower you with money and retweets. 

			Empathy is vital for tender understanding, but it is easily exploited, and it can even rationalize self-harm. Take the bizarre celebration of obesity today. It makes little sense apart from unconstrained feminine empathy. Or what about hoards of mainly single, able-bodied men from patriarchal nations who have migrated to Western borders? The West lets them all in and then has to conceal the spike in sexual assaults, and women will only quietly acknowledge their fear of going out in public.11 Consider also child transgenderism, which seems to be facilitated in large part by over-empathetic and sometimes deranged mothers. 

			The most insane and damaging sociological trends of our modern society are female-driven. The gynocracy is self-destructive and breeds social disorder. Feminine virtues greatly benefit individuals and society; they are indispensable. But they operate for good only when complemented with masculine leadership. 

			14.

			I once saw an effeminate and flamboyant military officer address a formation of soldiers. He was relaying mundane information, but the manner of his delivery (which was light and gay) made the female soldiers giggle, as if they were with their gay friend having casual conversation. The male soldiers were mainly stone-faced, though some responded instinctively to their female soldiers around them. If the formation were exclusively male and they were not constrained by higher administration, the men would find ways to rid themselves of this officer. 

			15.

			For decades, women have sought equality in public discourse—to be treated as a person whose ideas should receive recognition. The request that every argument should receive a fair hearing is easy to accept. But many men hesitate to fully integrate women in high-level discourse, because they suspect that inclusion will heavily gender the discourse. The concern is not that women will take disagreement personally. Men do this as well. The fear is that women will take disagreement personally and frame the disagreement as an oppressor silencing the oppressed. Disagreement is interpreted as a male obsession with excluding women from high-level discourse, whose credentials qualify her (in her mind) to be there and to be believed. 

			Embodying the rules of this gendered discourse, some men defend the offended woman with a semblance of masculinity: They protect her against the attacking men. Thus, the “discourse” is now centered less around objectivity than the subjective feelings of the woman. The defending male faction, who are often called the “white knights,” hover around these women, affirming them and denouncing their detracting men as jerks or worse. This is a sort of pseudo-chivalry, which shields the women from male criticism, and in effect it strengthens the feminine nature of the discourse. It also undermines high-level discourse. Thus the “white knights” are supporting a gynocratic contradiction—that women, in the interest of equality in high-level discourse, will promote (via white-knighting men) the sort of discourse that undermines argumentative standards and justifies shoddy work. For these reasons, many men have quietly refused to even engage most women in spirited debate. It is not worth the cost. The few men who dare to criticize the work of women have to litter their criticism with so much effusive praise or genuflection that the criticism is all but worthless; and in the end, the pandering is not enough to avoid the ire.

			As academic institutions cater to and graduate more and more women, credentialism is on the rise. The academic institution is an authority—a third-party—that confers “expertise” on an individual. This is why women place their credentials—“Dr.” or “PhD” or “Professor,” or even “MA in theology”—in their social media name: They serve as institution-conferred markers that position them above those who lack the title. Thus, the “credibility” of a statement, no matter how contestable, depends more on one’s relationship to credibility-conferring institutions than on the soundness of the claim in itself. Even if you have the credentials, you may not have proper “training” in some narrow specialty, or you haven’t taken a specific gender studies seminar in graduate school with a specific professor. And then there is “tone” in one’s criticism. The tone of “critical” reviews of works written by women have to treat the author as if she were royalty or an infallible goddess. Any perceived slight sends you to the gallows.

			16.

			Men and women do not have to live like this. A masculine society is preferred because it harmonizes the individual and hierarchy for the common good. Masculine societies are not threatened by the feminine virtues but complement them, neither eliminating nor suppressing but ordering them to the common good. Without masculine leadership, feminine virtues will inevitably become disordered and self-destructive. Masculine virtues are ordered not directly by the feminine virtues but in the leadership of them. To be sure, a masculine society is not a male-only society but rather a society whose principal institutions embody masculine virtues, and the feminine virtues operate through them. Women are necessary and vital for the common good, and I say this with no pandering intent. It is true. But the pursuit of gender equality will produce more harm than good. 

			Christian nationalists must affirm and restore gender hierarchy in society for the good of both men and women. I’ve focused an entire section on gynocracy because gynocracy will resist Christian nationalism. Our claims of exclusivity are contrary to untethered empathy and gynocratic norms. The rise of Christian nationalism necessitates the fall of gynocracy. 

			III. Universalism

			17.

			In modern life, truth and error are so subordinated in our minds to sentiments of good and bad that to affirm what is actually true often requires you to endure the feeling of being bad for affirming it. In other words, we have been so conditioned to affirm what we feel to be good that that feeling determines for us what is true. Conversely, we deny any thought that we feel is bad. We like to think that our minds are free from social influence, but they are not. Some beliefs are psychologically (not merely socially) easier to hold than others. This is not bad in itself. This is the principal role of cultural Christianity as a mode of religion. But in a fallen world, the mental structures that make some beliefs easier to affirm than others is subject to corruption, and we can be led by society to affirm subjectively what is objectively false. 

			Many thoughts cause us psychological discomfort, even when we know they are true; and we often try to find ways—frequently absurd, irrational, and contrary to experience—to suppress that discomfort. We are all moderns in mind; we all have these psychological pressures that draw us to the social flow, to acquiesce to things we know are false or suspect. The side of error in our time looks comfortable, warm, and tranquil. It is no surprise that de-conversion accounts often include pictures of the de-converted smiling in some tranquil nature scene. He dove straight into the calm social pond and became elated at the release of psychological conflict and at society’s affirmation. His mind is now at ease, as he waves the “current thing” flag. Of course, this is not courageous: it is mental weakness and last-man psychology.

			Christian nationalists hold beliefs that run contrary to the prevailing norms of Western society, and thus a Christian nationalist must have the strength of will to affirm what is true, even if it doesn’t feel good to him. This is the main reason why I emphasized the will throughout this book. We often have to act against our psychological inclinations; we have to run from cognitive comforts and from the embrace of modern society; we have to retrain the mind by the strength of will. We might feel, for example, that it is wrong for public space to be exclusively Christian, but it still ought to be. Remember that most of our spiritual forefathers had the opposite feeling. We must overcome ourselves. 

			18.

			In evangelical discourse, the audience of our “moral witness” is not the mid-America nominal Christian. The audience is the coastal elites. Thus, when examining social and political issues, most evangelicals argue for or against some position according to the sensibilities of the secularist ruling class. Our “loving” arguments against transgenderism, for example, devote a lot of space to empathy, non-judgmentalism, the recognition of purported evils against them, “good faith,” and the denunciation of (sometimes imagined) enemies who wish them harm. But when evangelicals write against “racists” or “xenophobes,” they go in with all guns blazing, lacking any sense of empathy, understanding, or even rational consideration of arguments. In every case, the manner they go about addressing some topic is determined by ruling-class sentiment towards that topic. This is true even when we address fellow Christians. Thus, “good faith” discussions between Christians about same-sex attraction look very different from the unequivocal denunciation of anything with a semblance of “kinism.” Evangelicals are rhetorically enslaved to the sentiments of coastal elite, even when they are not being addressed. These elites are the Big Brother always watching and judging in the shadows. 

			But the ruling class’s hold on rhetoric must be critiqued and discarded. Christians must overcome a psycho-rhetorical hurdle and affirm the dangerous thought that their political vision has no room for the secularist elite. We do not need to frame our positions as if they are watching. Free yourselves from their enslavement. There is no convincing them of our side, unless they were to convert to Christ. There is no robust common ground here. There is no credibility we can establish with them. Unavoidably, we are threats to their regime. Christian nationalism is an existential threat to the secularist regime. They are enemies of the church and, as such, enemies of the human race. 

			19.

			You denounce this; you disclaim that; you distance yourself from [insert the uncouth]; you love your country, but you’re not a fascist; you disagree with homosexuality, but you’re not homophobe; you’re patriotic but recognize our “checkered” national history; you’re not woke, but “God hates racism” . . . Okay, we get it. You’re not a baddie. 

			Let’s stop trying to establish credibility by denouncing the deplorable and listing all our disclamations. “Racist,” “bigot,” “xenophobe,” “homophobe,” “transphobe”—these terms are simply socio-rhetorical devices used to curtail speech, and our attempts to avoid them are a mental habit. It is a product of socialization. By habit, we preface statements with, “Now, I’m not a racist, but . . .” as if that makes any difference to the left. Any hint of some bad perception or connotation, and our mental programming kicks in: “Now, to be clear, I denounce so and so” or “I find this or that abhorrent, but . . .”; or, “It is not homophobic to say . . . .” We’re constantly trying to wedge our views within a narrow window of credibility by checking off all these rhetorical boxes. We waste pages and pages trying to keep socio-rhetorical power at bay: “If I give this disclaimer or affirm their (likely imagined or fake) hate crimes, maybe he won’t call me a homophobe or racist.” 

			Once you feel this habit in your own writing or speaking, you can begin to squash it. And once you’re aware of it, you will see how it operates in discourse. We’re playing a rhetorical game, one that is rigged against us. Don’t play the game. 

			20.

			The Western mind has a universalizing tendency. The root of this tendency seems to be our emphasis on the human over the ethnic. Try to imagine how you would view the world if you had no comprehension of the concept “human,” no universalizing concept of man. One ethnicity to another would be as dogs are to cats. Think about how that would frame one’s sense of duty and his good. Or perhaps consider C.S. Lewis’s science fiction novel Out of the Silent Planet in which three different sentient species—the hrossa, séroni, and pfifltriggi—live in harmony on the same planet but have very different bodies, interests, activities, and strengths. Ethical reflection among each species would dwell not on what is universally good and obligatory; rather, each would concern itself mainly with the good of their own species. Their thoughts would center on their own kind, for each is very different. Imagine how different one’s framing of duty and goodness would be if we shared a planet with sentient species as different as the hrossa, séroni, and pfifltriggi.

			Now, we don’t live in that sort of world; there is only one species of man. But the Western mind thinks almost entirely in terms of humankind, in terms of universal humanity. We universalize our ethics, patterns of thought, altruism, and conceptions of the good. We even universalize our universalism—we ascribe universal thinking to non-Westerners. We assume that all people affirm that universal human duty overrides any ethnic duty. We assume that all have a universal altruism. We assume, in short, that they view the world like Westerners—in a humanistic rather than an ethnic frame. But I suspect that this is the West ascribing its own particular tendencies to all people. Universalizing has helped the United States justify wars to replace dictatorships with “democracy,” presumably thinking that Middle Eastern dictators are holding down that universal urge in every man and women to adopt the “natural” virtues of Western political life. But these virtues are products of centuries of Western political life. Our own universalizing is a particular Western thing.

			Non-Western peoples do not think like this. They do not invade other countries in the name of some universal, abstract ideals. Universality is far less prevalent among non-Westerners, who tend toward a more ethno-centric frame of what is good. That is, they view other ethnic-groups not in terms of common humanity (though certainly they have a conception of humanity) but in terms of ethnicity—in terms of ethnic in-group/out-group. At one level, we implicitly know this and show little concern about it, which is why Japan’s restrictive immigration policies do not trouble Westerners. They are, well, Japanese: Japan is for the Japanese. The same policy in any Western country would horrify Western elites because it violates their universalistic frame. 

			My point is not to attack non-Westerners but to highlight that they are normal; indeed, they are right. The Majority World is more ethno-centric than the Minority World. The West is weirdly sensitive about these things. But we should join the Majority World: lighten up and learn from them. The various Western ethnicities should view the world more through an ethnic frame. Or, put differently, they must stop universalizing their ethics, ways of life, patterns of thought, and sense of what is good and become more exclusive and ethnic-focused. 

			IV. Dominion

			21.

			The chief end of men is not protecting women. Thinking otherwise is a product of modern urban and suburban life, in which the home is only a place of consumption and the family does not take part in a productive project. But the man is given the mission from God and the woman is made his helper, and his mission is not directed at the woman but outside himself—to the world. The woman is an object of protection because she is integral to the mission, not because she is the mission or the chief agent of that mission. Masculinity is justified not on grounds of protecting women or even in fighting evil men. Masculinity makes possible the necessary competencies for leading the household to exercise dominion in this world. Indeed, given the nature of the mission, masculine virtues are principal and feminine virtues are ancillary.12

			22.

			Attempts to resist modern life in practical ways are often derided as LARPing, or live-action role playing—that one’s anti-modernity is superficial, imaginary, and made possible by modernity itself. There is some element of truth to this. Modern homesteading, for example, often requires supplemental income from modern sources. But many of the things ridiculed as LARPing are simply good choices for living well in this world. A woman who makes food from scratch from her own garden is not only offering her family healthy options but also exercising praiseworthy skills and passing those skills on to her children. The variety of skills that our ancestors mastered to survive are now unnecessary and obsolete, and the products of those skills are now readily available at stores. But certainly something important for living well has been lost as a result, as we’ve lost the ability to make and fix things for ourselves and to intimately bring something from soil to the table. LARPing is, in the best sense, mastering inefficient and old skills and practices that attune one to the natural world, that break you free in part from modern life.

			The world of sustenance farming is over for the West, for now, but some of the crafts and skills of that world need to be recovered. This requires intentional actions, deliberate inefficiencies. You have to LARP a little, to endure some rugged austerity, and to relearn what Walmart and the grocery store have made obsolete. I’m not going to tell you how far to go in this, but it is both good for you and your family and it prepares for a better future. I expect that the most committed Christian nationalists will be farmers, homesteaders, and ranchers. Why is that? They understand from experience that the good of this world doesn’t come simply from good will or from waiting on fate, but from actively asserting one’s will in the world and contending for good. 

			23.

			Nature is so thoroughly controlled by modern technique that contending with nature is, for most people, rarely a feature of daily concern. Our single-family homes are mini-aristocratic estates with front-yards well-manicured and easily managed that represent our leisure and freedom from labor. We no longer directly assert our will upon animals and the land to bring forth fruits for human life; we do not have productive property. Everything is designed for physical comfort, ease, and convenience. Now, I am not going to rant against the suburbs; the suburbs are a refuge in our time. The world you grew up in no longer exists. I understand why people move into HOA-controlled track housing. When you live in a low-trust society that is constantly moving about and undergoing demographic transformation outside your control, you need artificial stability and order, and you need low-risk, retainable home value for when you must flee from the latest government-sponsored transformation. I don’t fault anyone for preferring the suburbs. 

			But let us consider how suburbia shapes our relationship to dominion. The suburbs are well-ordered, but the power of human will is concealed behind modern technique, which renders our wills fat and dependent. We cannot help but want order, but it comes about through contracted third-parties, many of which are bureaucratic (e.g., HOA). We no longer know what it takes to tame the wild. We no longer have the competencies, or even the desire, to stake a claim for ourselves and contend for it. We have a spirit for order in a way, but not for dominion—no spirit to inscribe one’s will into a piece of dirt, to stand at its boundaries and with resolve say mine to both fellow man and the wild. 

			24.

			The revival of natural law thinking among Protestants today has led many to see in nature more than the Hobbesian “red in tooth and claw.” This is a positive development. But let us not fall into the opposite error—into the Disneyfied view of nature in which benevolence alone domesticates nature, somehow making the crops grow and wild animals prance and dance around us. John Smith was better attuned to nature than Pocahontas. The human will tames the wild so that nature is put into use for us. However, we do not thereby transcend nature but complete it and complete ourselves. 

			We usually treat the human-developed environment as if it were separate from nature. We “leave” the developed world to go on a “nature walk,” for example. This distinction certainly works for us, but it might also conceal an important truth. If humans are natural and if exercising dominion over non-human creation is natural, then human development is neither unnatural nor non-natural. Our development, though a product of choice, is natural to creation; it perfects creation. Thus, the developed landscapes and towns (and perhaps even cities) are natural. This should shape what we develop on the land and why we develop it. 

			More importantly, we should consider that nature as wilderness is something man must tame. It is not “untrammeled” or “pure.” Our dominion over nature requires the imposition of human will upon wilderness. By nature, man tames the wild. I am not suggesting that all wilderness ought to be tamed, as if taming it is an end in itself.

			Since dominion necessitates masculine virtues, masculine virtues are not postlapsarian but essential to our design and to achieve the intended earthly end of creation. Without a frontier, masculine virtues sustain dominion, for wilderness has a habit of encroaching and returning. It resists. Pre-modern circumstances offered sufficient opportunities to exercise these virtues, since most people had to contend with domesticated animals and dangerous wildlife. However, in the modern world, in which the state governs every square inch with maximal power, most traditional skills are made obsolete by mass production; the masculine virtues don’t have an outlet. Indeed, the system is so designed for an ease of activity and separation from nature that masculinity is seen as a threat, and so it is pathologized. 

			The growing homesteading movement in the US seems to represent a move back to at least a semblance of these pre-modern conditions. It offers the opportunity to domesticate. This exaggerates a bit what most people are doing, and there are socio-economic class factors here. But it is, nevertheless one way that people can relearn about human life in the world—that it requires imposing one’s will on a stubborn, sometimes violent wilderness. Most people cannot be homesteaders, of course, but we ought to think of ways to experience “nature” in a dominion-oriented way. A life that contends with nature learns to contend for higher goods. 

			25.

			A few years ago, I told my wife that I would like our boys to become white-collar professionals of some sort. I was not interested in them maintaining some social station. I reasoned that since we have resources for it to happen, becoming anything else would seem to be a squandering of resources. But I’ve changed my position entirely. What I care most about is their future independence and autonomy—not from me but from liberal totalization. The bureaucratized workforce is increasingly ruled by social justice advocates who enforce rules of belief and behavior that force people to assert both moral absurdities and self-repudiation. I say now, “Find a career that maximizes your autonomy from the forces of the secularist ruling class.”

			If you are a white, heterosexual, cis-gendered male, then the world will not offer you any favors. Indeed, your career advancement depends on sacrificing your self-respect by praising and pandering to your inferiors who rule over you. Even the CEOs, in the end, are dominated by the woke scolds. Ponder well the demeaning demands of “greatness” in our time. Imagine spending forty years of your life in the military to become a general only to learn about “white rage” and oversee, by the order of some ditsy and lecturing congresswoman, a program to integrate transgenderism into the military. How many of us conservatives have entered these timeless professions and strove for greatness in them only to find ourselves in the middle of a clown show and enforcing policies that lead to the destruction of the military, or worse: seeing it set its sights on Old America?

			As an alternative, young people should find a path that maximizes their independence, especially from HR departments, DEI standards, woke administrators, government mandates, etc. Learn skills that provide services to people directly, both locally and online. We should praise independence more than college degrees, and Christians should provide support networks for independent and autonomous employment. To be clear, this does not preclude Christians from pursuing white-collar jobs or public professions (e.g., political office). I am not saying that we should retreat from these important professions. But having skills and backup resources for autonomy is the very thing that makes such pursuits viable and wise. You may be forced out of your profession. 

			Along these lines, American parents should no longer expect their children to leave the house after graduating high school. This was once a good rule, since there were opportunities for young adults and people could be normal. But times have changed. Staying home into one’s twenties provides a safe, secure place to chart a path for independence, though parents should have zero tolerance for laziness and encourage independence. 

			26.

			The Christian trend of attacking “individualism” is a mistake. There is certainly an unhealthy individualism, either the fake expressivist variety or the libertarian version that denies pre-political ties and unchosen bonds. But healthy individualism expands each person’s possibilities for action and development. It sets the goal at greatness. It encourages an active life of competence, self-command, and a command of nature. The collectivist fear of individualism is that it isolates man from man or sets people in destructive opposition. But this falsely assumes that individuals pursuing mastery cannot spontaneously generate hierarchy. In such hierarchies, skills are synchronized under authority for a common mission. 

			Masculine individualism is not opposed to but seeks harmonious hierarchy. Men are not averse to an inferior station. A man readily accepts another’s superiority, if he is recognized as a man among men, having a skill that contributes to the whole. In this way, masculinity harmonizes equality and hierarchy such that the individual is empowered to serve the good of the whole. Masculinity provides a necessary ingredient for natural hierarchy formation: agonism. Men contend with each other and compete, and they can achieve respect as an individual in a group. Individualism and hierarchy are opposites only in a feminized society. 

			Anti-individualism subjects everything to processes and rules in the name of “fairness” and “equity.” For kids, all play must be “structured” and minutely supervised. The naturally superior has to play a game rigged against him, becoming great only by being the best at calling everyone equal. Self-respecting people will not make it. The result is organizational incompetence, mediocrity, the suppression of greatness, and an artificial hierarchy. No one is a man among men, but a person among persons; and your standing among others is not because of something you’ve achieved but simply by virtue of the fact of existence, or by being superior at congratulating everyone for their existence or empathizing with another’s “trauma.”

			The promise of the “American dream” was not that anyone can become a millionaire if he tries hard enough. That negative characterization is a widespread lie. The American dream was that each person’s striving can attain him a respectable place among fellow Americans. That is, you will likely not be fabulously wealthy, but you can achieve mastery in something that will earn you recognition as a man among men. And in that recognition, you have a place of your own. Your dignity was once tied to what you did and to what you could do when called to do it. Unfortunately, this sort of striving today is degrading and futile in most areas of the economy. We work for woke corporations that hate you and that force you to adopt an ideology of self-loathing and self-incrimination. Your only self-worth is grounded in the worth you ascribe to other people’s delusions about themselves.

			The return to true American individualism will require local networks of counter-economies in which each family can aid others with practical skills for necessary goods. A renewed individualism will resist the blobbing and softness of modern manhood, will reject the talk of “universal dignity,” will pursue timeless competencies, will cultivate martial virtues, will reject the “warmth” of modernity, and will repel the schoolmarms in our institutions who want to smother vitality, self-mastery, and achievement. It may be difficult to achieve collective self-sufficiency in these relations, but pursuing it is a start. 

			27.

			Christian households in American should form local networks of production and exchange. These are people you can trust who share your Christian beliefs and your vision. They will not join in “cancelling” you when the rest of society might but will support and encourage you. The goal is not a commune but an anti-fragile counterculture and countermarket of personal connections and mutual service. Perhaps each household can have its unique contribution. This requires intentional effort and some degree of household production, and it will not be possible for all Christians in our modern day. Still, all should be able to support such networks. At the very least, we should have like-minded Christian nationalist friends in real life. 

			Men must take the lead in this. Be the true heads of households. Make it part of your household vision. Adopt a plan and talk to the men in your churches. 

			28.

			The need for a connection of people and place is natural and good. The Gospel did not “critique” or eliminate this. We should seek out forms of living that make that life possible. Many of my readers already do, and they should help the rest of us sort out the way to achieve this. It starts with families staying put and committing themselves to a place for good. Truly rooted people have nowhere else to go, no country to which they can flee in rough times; they dig their heels into their soil and fight for their place. 

			29.

			It is important to remember that Christian nationalism is a means, not an end in itself. Let us not serve an ideology. I say this not to suppress action for Christian nationalism but to remind us of the purpose of it—the earthly and heavenly good of the people of God. In the near term, Christians may be unable to restore explicit Christian nationhood. But instead of despairing, we can seek other means for that good, such as the networking I spoke of above. Many of my readers likely live among Christian people who need their peoplehood brought to consciousness. Whatever role we play, let us trust in but not wait on providence. Let us help ourselves by grace. 

			Political theologies that are stated in eschatological terms can easily fall into a sort of waiting mode. This includes even the more positive theologies, such as post-millennialism. Their adherents often fail to recognize the necessity of action and the right social conditions for establishing a Christian commonwealth. If it is going to happen, we have to make it happen. I’m often asked whether I’m a post-millennialist. I answer that my political theology is based more in human nature than eschatology.13 Christian nationalism, in light of grace, is most natural to the Christian human being. Thus, the precursor to any Christian nationalism is a people intentionally seeking their natural good according to man’s nature. We neither seek a Christian commonwealth for its own sake nor wait on providence for it to spontaneously appear. Rather, we seek our good, and when possible, we arrange ourselves politically for that good.

			30.

			Men are generally drawn to the sort of labor in which one’s inputs ordinarily produce their intended effect: an output. That is, they want to exert will on material to produce something. But leading the home in spiritual life does not work that way. No man has the power to produce a spiritual effect, and the effect is not immediately seen. Still, men must lead their families in spiritual life. It is your responsibility, as the head of household, to order your home to God in Christ.

			Lead the family in family worship. Keep it simple, but make it the priority.

			31.

			Christian nationalism should have a strong and austere aesthetic. I was dismayed when I saw the attendees of a recent PCA General Assembly—men in wrinkled, short-sleeved golf shirts, sitting plump in their seats. We have to do better. Pursue your potential. Lift weights, eat right, and lose the dad bod. We don’t all have to become bodybuilders, but we ought to be men of power and endurance. We cannot achieve our goals with such a flabby aesthetic and under the control of modern nutrition. Sneering at this aesthetic vision, which I fully expect to happen, is pure cope. Grace does not destroy T-levels; grace does not perfect testosterone into estrogen. If our opponents want to be fat, have low testosterone, and chug vegetable oil, let them. It won’t be us.

			32.

			Churches and pastors are integral to the spiritual health of the Christian nationalist movement. But since it is a political movement, pastors as pastors should not take the lead. Pastors are to political movements what chaplains are to military commanders: they advise and serve people’s spiritual needs, but they do not lead, nor are they decision-makers. Pastors as fellow Christians can be involved in non-pastoral matters, but pastors as pastors should be more like chaplains. We are Christians pursuing Christian things outside the sphere of the instituted church. The instituted church is not a hub of Christian activism or the “embassy” of godly political rule. The people of God arrange for themselves their own civil rule, and it doesn’t proceed from the ecclesiastical order or from the approval of ministers. For too long, we have looked to fiery political sermons to satisfy our concerns over the “culture.” We listen and then walk out the door thinking, The secularist culture got it good! and we are satisfied. Meanwhile, the culture continues going to hell. This exaggerates things a bit, but still Christians have treated Sunday as their weekly political meeting. It should be no such thing, and practically speaking, turning it into a political church hinders Christian political movements. We must form civil associations outside the ecclesiastical sphere, and without pastoral leadership. 

			33.

			The “Have more babies; save the world” argument needs to go away. I understand the idea: we can’t win now, but if we outbreed them, then we’ll win. Whatever truth there is in this, we should not pass the struggle on to future generations: “We had fun making and raising you; now, do what we wouldn’t do ourselves.” Remember, a Christian nation is not merely a nation of Christians but a nation with a Christian self-conception and a willingness to act for itself. Producing numbers will not make a people, especially when the secularists actively try to steal them from us. Having babies is only one part of a greater project. Let us not be passive in things we can accomplish now. 

			34.

			The benefit of being right-wing is that you can recommend that people read old books without including caveats, or warnings, or dangers. Not everything in old books comports with Christian truth or wholesomeness, but old books are far less harmful than practically any channel on television and most school curricula. And many of the truths taken for granted in the past are now “based” right-wing views and cancelable opinions. So read all the old books, especially the epics—Homer and Virgil. Take the advice of Philip Melanchthon: “I would consider anyone who is not charmed by reading Homer lacking in any sense of humanity: an animal, not a man.”14

			In order to renew our institutions, we have to set them straight according to ancient principles. We cannot lose the timeless wisdom, prudence, and knowledge of our Western heritage. To this end, we cannot reject classical literature; we must be grounded in it. Again, listen to Melanchthon:

			I consider in my mind these admirable gifts of God, namely the study of literature and of the humanities—and apart from the Gospel of Christ this world holds nothing more splendid nor more divine and I also consider, on the other hand, by what blindness the minds of men are enveloped in unnatural and Cimmerian darkness; they spurn these true and greatest gifts, and with great effort they pursue means for their wishes and desires that are not only inferior but also ruinous and destructive to themselves. When I weigh these things in my heart, I am violently moved, for it comes to my mind by what dense darkness and, so to speak, black night the hearts of men are surrounded. I am not further astonished, if men are blind in things that are divine and beyond human understanding, when I see them thus treading under foot these their own and personal goods for which they are intended by divine providence, and which they could have comprehended and cherished.15

			The American founders, though revolutionaries, were able to build after the revolution ended. Why? They cherished their Western inheritance. We must follow their example. The will and ability to resist is not enough. Our education should develop statesmen and peace-time leaders—men of knowledge, patriotism, and prudence. Eventually, we will have to enact a positive vision, and so we must be grounded in the classical texts of the Western canon. We must prize morally formative education.

			V. America is Not Lost

			35.

			In the United States, the civil power of state governors is not derived from the federal government but comes immediately from God, as I described in chapter 7. State governors are deputies of God, not deputies of the federal government, and their power from God is for good, not for evil. Thus, they must resist and nullify unjust and tyrannical laws imposed on the people by the federal government. No unjust federal law is an ordinance of God, and so it is not backed by a power of God. Therefore, a state governor resisting an unjust law of the federal government is not resisting God but the tyranny of men. Resistance to such tyrannical laws—which are not laws at all—is obedience to God, for they harm the people, and the state governors have the power of God to eliminate what harms the people. State governors must recall their duties to God and fight against injustices of the federal government.

			36.

			At the Federal Convention of 1787, which produced the United States Constitution, Oliver Ellsworth (a delegate from Connecticut) gave a speech that emphasized the importance of the states for securing one’s rights and happiness. Governors today should heed his words. The following is James Madison’s summary of Ellsworth’s speech:

			Mr. ELLSWORTH: Under a national government, he [Ellsworth] should participate in the national security, as remarked by Mr. King but that was all. What he wanted was domestic happiness. The national government could not descend to the local objects on which this depended. It could only embrace objects of a general nature. He turned his eyes therefore for the preservation of his rights to the state governments. From these alone he could derive the greatest happiness he expects in this life. His happiness depends on their existence, as much as a new born infant on its mother for nourishment. If this reasoning was not satisfactory, he had nothing to add that could be so.16

			We should look again to the states. Christian nationalists ought to elect Christians into state office, especially those who are willing to be the lesser magistrate against an unjust federal government. 

			37.

			This conclusion might suggest to the reader that America is lost. But America is not lost. It is better to say that the United States, as a whole, is lost; the GAE has captured it. But parts of America are certainly not lost. Hundreds of counties in the United States have a majority of conservative Christians, as do several states. There is no reason why Christian nationalist movements cannot find success in these places, and we should organize and support Christian political visions for towns, counties, and states. In many places, our success or failure is not a matter of numbers but a matter of whether we have the will for success.

			38.

			Many claims in this book will worry many American conservative Christians. I’ve said that political governments can suppress false religion, establish a church, even require people to attend church. I also wrote about a “Christian prince,” which is not the sort of political title one would find in America. I will not walk back those arguments; I affirm my conclusions as good and true principles. But I have demonstrated that Christian nationalism can and should look different in different places, for all principles are applied according to the concrete situation. One application that is righteous in itself is not necessarily suitable for all situations. The means by which a Christian people achieve their good depend on their identity, their experiences, and their way of life. 

			An American Christian nationalism would acknowledge the old American sense of liberty—one that predates World War II. And we must reject the idea that American liberty is universal and merely human. It is particular and American. Let us embrace it as ours. And let us, by grace, submit ourselves to the law of nature and nature’s God, actively working in the holiness of Christ for the great renewal of our country, to the glory and advancement of Christ’s kingdom.
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