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" Get your hands off our God!" shouted oneindignant protester.

Others, urging him to stay calm, knelt on the ground and prayed. Still other demonstratorstook to chanting,
" Put it back! Put it back! Put it back! ..."

Prominent national voiceswailed in indignation. Dismayed and angered Americans unleashed a fusillade of
letters, faxes and e-mailsto politicians and newspapers and each other. Evangelical leader Dr. James Dobson,
who had urged his 3 million radio listenersto head to Montgomery, Alabama, in a show of support, fervently
warned that America waswitnessing a campaign " to remove every vestige of faith or reverence for God from
the public square.”

But all the agonized protestswereto no avail.

The spectacular 5,300-pound monument of the 10 Commandments, installed in the courthouse'srotunda by
then-Alabama Supreme Court Chief Justice Roy O. M oore, was being kicked out.

It took little more than an hour for three workersand a security guard to hoist the washing machine-sized
granite cube onto a dolly and scoot it out of sight of televison camerasto an undisclosed location — and out of
public view.

To top off the spectacle, M oore was then suspended from his position asthe state'stop Supreme Court justice
for defying the mandate of US. District Judge Myron Thompson, who had ordered the monument'sremoval.

Exactly why, you ask, did the 10 Commandments—the undisputed basisfor America'slaws, and which are
carved into the very doors of the US. Supreme Court building in Washington, D.C. —have to be banished from
the Alabama Judicial Building?

You see, Judge Thompson had determined that the monument violated the First Amendment's " Establishment
Clause," which says™ Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion.”

" Congress shall make no law.” Thompson never did explain how a granite display of the 10 Commandmentsin
a courthouse constituted Congress " making a law."

But that didn't matter. Somehow, though the vast majority of Americansare repulsed by it, avirulent and
increasingly pervasive legal theory of the First Amendment holdsthat Christmas manger scenes must be
eliminated from public places, Bibles thrown out of public school libraries, commencement exer cises conducted
without a prayer, and that kids must refrain from saying " Merry Christmas® at school.

How far, millionswonder aloud, can thisjudicial assault on the nation'sreligious and traditional values—a
jihad waged most prominently and notoriously by the American Civil Liberties Union — possibly go before
someone stopsit?

Thetruth is, the notion of " the constitutional separation of church and state" that underliesall of these cases,



indeed, that underliesthe legal transformation of America into a de facto atheistic, secular state, isalie.

It isone of thetruly outrageous, malignant —and provably false—"Big Lies" of our generation.

Secularist fantasy

Think back. If you attended public school in thelast few decades, you probably remember being taught that
America was founded by a lively assortment of slaveholding Christians, deists and free-thinkerswho insisted
on instituting a " constitutional separation of church and state." Thomas Jefferson, you were reminded, had

famousdly affirmed this" wall of separation” in his 1802 letter to the Danbury Baptists.

You could beforgiven for inferring from all this" education” that, back in the good old days at least,
government scrupulously kept religion at arms length.

But that would beatruly deluded secularist fantasy. In reality, throughout the late 1700s —the era of the
Revolutionary War and the subsequent adoption of the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights, including the First
Amendment — Christianity permeated America from top to bottom.

= In 1777, with the Revolutionary War threatening the flow of Bibles from England, Congress approved
the purchase of 20,000 Biblesfrom Holland to giveto the states.

= Nofewer than six of the 13 original states had official, state-supported churches—" establishments of
religion”! I'll bet you didn't know that. In fact, these states— Connecticut, Georgia, Maryland,
M assachusetts, New Hampshire and South Carolina —refused to ratify the new national Constitution
unlessit included a prohibition of federal meddling with their existing state " establishments of
religion.”

= Still other states required those seeking elected office to be Christians.

= TheContinental Congressroutinely designated days of " fasting and prayer" and other religious
observances, appointed government-funded chaplains, and appropriated money to pay for Christian
missionariesto convert the Indians.

In other words, the original American government under the Constitution would have driven the American
Civil LibertiesUnion stark, raving mad.

What a difference 200 years can make. Today, for every big case that makesthe evening news—likethe
banishment of the 10 Commandments from the Alabama courthouse, or thejudicial ban on the" Under God"
phrase from the Pledge of Allegiance —there are countless other smaller cases, every bit as mind-boggling:

= A federal court ruled that a schoolteacher couldn't be seen in school with hisown personal Bible, and
later ruled that a classroom library containing 237 books must remove from the library the two titles
dealing with Christianity.

= A criminal, convicted and sentenced by ajury for brutally clubbing to death a 71-year-old woman with
an axe handle so he could steal her Social Security check, got his sentence overturned. Why? The
prosecuting attorney, in a statement lasting less than five seconds, mentioned a Bible versein the
courtroom.

= A public cemetery, ruled afederal court, couldn't have a planter in the shape of a cross, since, asthe
court explained, the mere sight of it could cause " emotional distress' to a passerby and thus congtitute
"injury-in-fact."

"Injury-in-fact” ? From looking at a planter?

Isn't it about time we face the painful truth —that we Americans have had our Constitution, and therefore the



very reins of power, stolen from uswhile we were busy going to work, raising our kids, paying the billsand
watching " Jeopardy" ?

What 'wall of separation'?

First a quick civicslesson. The section of the Constitution that dealswith religion isAmendment | of the Bill of
Rights—thefirst 16 wordsof it, anyway.

There'sthe” Establishment Clause" (" Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion™)
and the" Free Exercise Clause” (" or prohibiting the free exercise thereof").

The" Establishment Clause" —that'sthe onetoday's courtsalmost always focus on —simply prohibitsthe
federal government from " establishing" a national church, or from interfering with the established churches
in the states! (Remember, several states already had state-supported " establishments of religion.")

Possibly you wonder whether the issueisreally thiscut-and-dried. After all, for thelast half-century, judicial
activists on the Supreme Court and lower courts, ACLU lawyers, the press and the secular culturein general
have embraced " the constitutional separation of church and state" asthough it actually existed somewherein
the Constitution. Of course, none of these words—" separation,” " church" or " state” —arein the First
Amendment.

Let'sgo back in time and witness the conver sation among those who debated and approved thewording of the
Bill of Rights, and find out what they really meant.

Thedateis June 8, 1789. James M adison — key architect of the Constitution and a leading member of the First
Congress—is proposing the following wording for what ultimately will becomethereligion clauses of the First
Amendment:

" The civil rights of none shall be abridged on account of religious belief or worship, nor shall any national
religion be established, nor shall the full and equal rights of conscience be in any manner, or on any pretext,
infringed.”

Therepresentatives debate thisfor a bit, and then turn it over to a committee consisting of M adison and 10
other House members, which comes up with a new version:

"No religion shall be established by law, nor shall the equal rights of conscience be infringed.”

More debate. Madison explainsthat " he apprehended the meaning of the wordsto be, that Congress should
not establish areligion, and enforce the legal observation of it by law, nor compel men to worship God in any
manner contrary to their conscience.”

Rep. Benjamin Huntington complains the proposed wording might " be taken in such latitude asto be
extremely hurtful to the cause of religion.” So Madison suggestsinserting theword " national" before the word
"religion," to assuagethe fearsof those concerned over the establishment of a national religion —and of being
compelled to conform to it. (After all, wasn't that precisely thereason their forefathersthe Puritans had come
to Americain thefirst place —to escape the tyranny of England’'s compulsory state religion?)

But Rep. Gerry balks at theword " national,” because, he argues, the Constitution created a federal
government, not a national one. So Madison withdraws hislatest proposal, but assures Congress hisreference
toa" national religion” had to do with a national religious establishment, not a national government.

A week later, the House again altersthe wording thisway:

" Congress shall make no law establishing religion, or to prevent the free exercise thereof, or to infringe the rights
of conscience.”



M eanwhile, the Senate debates other versions of the same amendment and on Sept. 3, 1789, comes up with this
wording:

" Congress shall make no law establishing articles of faith or a mode of worship, or prohibiting the free exercise of
religion.”

TheHouse doesn't like the Senate's changes and callsfor a conference, from which emerges—finally —the
wording ultimately included in the Bill of Rights:

" Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof."

OK, now that we've " witnessed" the debate over the First Amendment, do you really think the Founding
Fatherswanted to make kidsinto criminalsfor saying " Merry Christmas’ at school? Did they intend for the
Supreme Court to outlaw prayer in the nation'slearning institutions, when all of their own congressional
sessionsto thisvery day open with a prayer?

Of coursenot. In fact, Joseph Story, appointed by President James M adison to the Supreme Court in 1811,
where he served for the next 33 years until hisdeath, explained exactly how the high court regarded the First
Amendment in his celebrated " Commentary on the Congtitution of the United States" :

e Probably at the time of the adoption of the Constitution, and of the amendment to it now under
consideration [First Amendment], the general if not the universal sentiment in America was, that
Christianity ought to receive encouragement from the State so far aswas not incompatible with the
privaterights of conscience and the freedom of religious wor ship. An attempt to level all religions,
and to make it a matter of state policy to hold all in utter indifference, would have created universal
disapprobation, if not universal indignation.

e Thereal object of the[First Amendment] was, not to countenance, much lessto advance
M ohammedanism [Islam], or Judaism, or infidelity, by prostrating Christianity; but to exclude all
rivalry among Christian sects, and to prevent any national ecclesiastical establishment, which
should give to an hierarchy the exclusive patronage of the national gover nment.

Even today, Supreme Court Chief Justice William Rehnquist, in reviewing the same 1789 First Amendment
deliberationsyou just " witnessed" comesto the same conclusion as Story:

e Onthebassof therecord of these proceedingsin the House of Representatives, James M adison was
undoubtedly the most important architect among the M embers of the House of the Amendments
which becametheBill of Rights ... Hisoriginal language, " nor shall any national religion be
established,” obvioudly does not conform to the" wall of separation” between church and Stateidea
which latter-day commentators have ascribed to him. His explanation on the floor of the meaning of
hislanguage — " that Congress should not establish areligion, and enforce the legal observation of it
by law" isof the sameilk.

e |t seemsindisputable from these glimpses of Madison'sthinking, asreflected by actions on the floor
of the House in 1789, that he saw the Amendment as designed to prohibit the establishment of a
national religion, and perhapsto prevent discrimination among sects. Hedid not seeit asrequiring
neutrality on the part of government between religion and irreligion. ...

Rehnquist addstellingly that " None of the other M embers of Congresswho spoke during the August 15th
debate expressed the dightest indication that they thought the language before them ... would require that the
Government be absolutely neutral asbetween religion and irreligion. The evil to be aimed at, so far asthose
who spoke wer e concerned, appearsto have been the establishment of a national church, and perhapsthe
preference of onereligious sect over another; but it was definitely not concerned about whether the
Government might aid all religions evenhandedly. ..."



Oh, by theway, asif to thumb its nose through time at the ACLU two centurieslater, the very day after the
House of Representatives adopted the First Amendment'sreligion clauses, Rep. Elias Boudinot proposed a
resolution asking the president, George Washington, to issue a national Thanksgiving Day Proclamation.

Boudinot said he " could not think of letting the session pass over without offering an opportunity to all the
citizens of the United States of joining with onevoice, in returning to Almighty God their sincerethanksfor the
many blessings he had poured down upon them."

On Sept. 25, 1789, Boudinot's resolution was passed, and within two weeks Washington responded with the
following Presidential Proclamation. Read it carefully:

¢ Now, therefore, | dorecommend and assign Thursday, the 26th day of November next, to be devoted
by the people of these Statesto the service of that great and glorious Being who is the beneficent
author of all the good that was, that is, or that will be; that we may then all unite in rendering unto
Him our sincere and humble thanksfor Hiskind care and protection of the people of this country
previousto their becoming a nation; for the signal and manifold mercies and the favorable
interpositions of His providencein the course and conclusion of the late war; for the great degree of
tranquility, union, and plenty which we have since enjoyed; for the peaceable and rational manner
in which we have been enabled to establish constitutions of government for our safety and
happiness, and particularly the national one now lately instituted; for the civil and religiousliberty
with which we are blessed, and the means we have of acquiring and diffusing useful knowledge; and,
in general, for all the great and various favors which He has been pleased to confer upon us.

¢ And also that we may then unitein most humbly offering our prayersand supplicationsto the great
Lord and Ruler of Nations, and beseech Him to pardon our national and other transgressions; to
enableusall, whether in public or private stations, to perform our several and relative duties
properly and punctually; to render our National Government a blessing to all the people by
constantly being a Government of wise, just, and constitutional laws, discreetly and faithfully
executed and obeyed; to protect and guide all sovereigns and nations (especially such as have shown
kindnessto us), and to blessthem with good governments, peace, and concord; to promote the
knowledge and practice of true religion and virtue, and theincrease of science among them and us;
and, generally, to grant unto all mankind such a degree of temporal prosperity as He alone knowsto
be best.

Theseinspiring words from the father of our country would no doubt haveinspired a lawsuit threat from the
ACLU had thegroup been around then.

What happened to God?

For the next 150 yearsor so, America'sjudiciary interpreted the First Amendment in accord with what you
have just read — as prohibiting the establishment of a single national denomination. Court rulingsand public
policies reflected that common under standing.

But then, halfway through thelast century, something happened which changed all that.

This" something” first showed itsfacein 1947, in thelandmark Supreme Court case Everson v. Board of
Education. Speaking for the majority, and without citing previous case law to support the court's decision,
Justice Hugo Black announced a new and previously unknown legal principle: " The First Amendment has
erected a wall between church and state. That wall must be kept high and impregnable. We could not approve
the dightest breach.”

Ever sincethen, the high court'srulings have progressively and relentlessly aimed at removing every vestige of
Christian words, imagery or symbolism from public property.



From the decisons during the 1960s outlawing school prayer and religiousinstruction in the nation's schoolsto
today'ssurreal court battles over whether it's OK for school kidsto pledge allegiance” Under God,” today's
judiciary interpretsthe First Amendment in aradically different way than did their predecessorsduring
America'sfirst one-and-a-half centuries.

Timeto ask some disturbing questions.

First, about these judges. When they create legidation through judicial fiat that no legidaturein the nation
could, or would, dare enact — asthe M assachusetts Supreme Judicial Court did in November 2003 when it
mandated same-sex marriagein that state—do these judgesrealize what they're doing? Do they understand
that they'reflouting the U.S. and state constitutions, violating their oaths of office daily, betraying thetrust of
current and future generations of Americans, and usurping power that's not legally theirs?

You might think: How could they not know? After all, these judges are virtually all lawyersand supposedly
congtitutional scholars. They've sworn an oath to uphold the Constitution. Before rendering a decision they
presumably have conducted a thorough investigation into what the Constitution says—and means— about the
matter at hand.

Keep in mind that, despite what you may have been led to believe, it'sa smpletask to ascertain the original
meaning of any part of the Constitution or itsamendments. We've more or less demonstrated that in these
pages by briefly examining the debate over the First Amendment'sreligion clauses. The Constitution is not
long, mystical and transcendent like the Bible, open to all sortsof conflicting interpretations. Rather, it isa
short, clear, relatively recent, English-language contract that waswritten for the average person. Itsoriginal
intent isan open book and therefore beyond reasonable dispute.

How about some more specific questions:

= How can Supreme Court Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, sworn to uphold the U.S. Congtitution,
proclaim that she and her fellow justices are now looking to international law to guidetheir decisions,
asshedid in a 2003 speech to the American Constitution Society? " Our idand or lone-ranger mentality
isbeginning to change,” she proclaimed, adding that justices" are becoming mor e open to comparative
and international law perspectives.”

= Similarly, how could Justice Stephen Breyer, on ABC News " ThisWeek," question whether the
Congtitution will be sufficient to governing Americain the future? Breyer said to host George
Stephanopoulos. " We see all thetime, Justice O'Connor and |, and the others, how the world really —
it'strite but it'strue—is growing together. Through commerce, through globalization, through the
spread of democratic institutions, through immigration to America, it's becoming more and more one
world of many different kinds of people. And how they're going to live together acrossthe world will be
the challenge, and whether our Consgtitution and how it fitsinto the governing documents of other
nations, | think will be a challenge for the next generations.”

Say what? " ... whether our Constitution”?" ... how it fits' ? What happened to the Constitution being the
"supreme law of theland" ?

= How doesthe Supreme Court justify mountains of federal gun control laws when justices know very
well the original intent of the 2nd Amendment was to guarantee to theindividual an unfettered (" shall
not beinfringed") right to use firearmsto defend himself and hisfamily —whether from criminals, or,
aswasthe Founders greater concern, from tyrannical government?

=  How did Justice Harry Blackmun, who wrote the majority opinion in the most controversial Supreme
Court decision in history, Roev. Wade, divinetheright to abortion from the 14th Amendment's
supposed "right to privacy,” when there smply isnoright to privacy in the 14th Amendment or
anywhere elsein the Constitution?



Let's pause for a moment on Roev. Wade —a decision that opened the door to over 40 million abortions. If
we're exploring how and why judges feel perfectly justified in ignoring the Constitution'soriginal intent, let's
consider oneilluminating little story involving Blackmun, the hero of Roev. Wade, and his pregnant daughter.

In March 2004, when Blackmun's private paperswerefinally released to the public decades after the
momentous 1973 Roe decision, hisdaughter, Sally Blackmun, revealed something remarkable.

Talking to Womens Enews, Sally Blackmun disclosed for thefirst timethat her father consulted with members
of hisfamily after being assigned responsibility for writing the majority opinion on Roev. Wade.

" Roewas a case that Dad struggled with," Blackmun told the feminist news service. " It was a casethat he
asked hisdaughters and wife'sopinion about."

Most pertinent among those opinions would have been Sally's. Seven years before Roe v. Wade, while she was
a 19-year-old sophomore at Skidmore Collegein Saratoga Springs, N.Y ., Sally Blackmun discovered she was
pregnant.

"1t was one of those things| wasnot at all proud of, that | wasnot at all pleased with myself about. It was a big
disappointment to my parents,” shetold Womens Enews. "I did what so many young women of my era did. |
quit college and married my 20-year-old college boyfriend. It was a decison that | might have made differently
had Roev. Wade been around.”

Shortly after the wedding, Sally Blackmun lost her child to a miscarriage. Although it took six yearsto
complete her graduation requirements, she questions whether she would have graduated at all had her child
been born. Getting pregnant had caused a major dent in the life she had planned. In those same six years, her
hastily formed marriage collapsed. By then it was 1972 — the same year her father sought her input on Roe.

At thetime of the Roe decision, Sally Blackmun lived and worked in Washington, D.C. Although Supreme
Court decisions are generally made without advance announcement, Justice Blackmun notified his daughter so
she could be present in court when the decision wasread.

"1 remember that it was very tense in the courtroom, very crowded. The decorum issuch that people aren't
yelling and screaming and carrying on. Wedidn't know how he was going to come down on it. And | wasvery
pleased with the decision and the fact that it gave women that right of choice,” Blackmun told Womens Enews.
" Dad alwaysfelt that it wastheright thing to do and the necessary thing to do toward the full emancipation of
women in this country. So we certainly werein favor of what he did."

Theobvious question: Did U.S. Supreme Court Justice Harry Blackmun's passion for championing abortion
rights have anything at all to do with his own daughter's out-of-wedlock pregnancy experience and the pain,
embarrassment and trauma it caused the Blackmun family? Do we need to guess what sort of advice Sally —
who later became an attorney and chairwoman of Planned Parenthood of Greater Orlando — might have given
her father? And isthishow a Supreme Court decision, especially one responsible for over a million abortions
ever year for three decades, is supposed to be made?

Isthiswhat we've cometo? Judgesjust make rulings based on their personal whims, emotions and family
traumas, obliviousto thefact that they're changing the course of history in profound and destructive ways?

How did we get from having justices like Joseph Story, who reverenced the Constitution and honored the
intent and wisdom of the founders, to today'sjustices? While a minority of modern judgesare principled,
many are smply unfettered by the Congtitution.

Do you really want to know what happened in the mid-20th century that caused the Supreme Court to loseits
prior allegianceto higher principles? The answer to thisquestion isasobviousasit isunsettling: Americaasa
whole was drifting away from itsprior allegiance to higher principles.



Want to know how the Supreme Court could crank out itsrevolutionary 1962 ruling that outlawed school
prayer and its 1963 decision banning Bible reading, religious classes and religiousinstruction in thenation's
schools? Just look at what was going on in Middle America at the sametime.

'IsGod Dead?

The cover of the April 8, 1966, issue of Time magazine — perhapsits most controversial edition ever —said it
all. On ablack background, giant red letterstrumpeted the scandalous question: " 1s God Dead?"

"Thereisan acute feeling that the churches on Sunday are preaching the existence of a God who isnowhere
visblein their daily lives,” wrote Timereporter John T. Elson, surveying thereligious malaise and uncertainty
of mainstream Christianity during the 1960s. L eader after religious leader expressed doubt and confusion
about thefaith of their fathers. Even Francis B. Sayre, then Episcopal dean of Washington's famed National
Cathedral, admitted, " I'm confused asto what God is—but soistherest of America."

In light of the nation'sidentity crisisduring the 1960s, isit so shocking that the Supreme Court would loseits
moorings and drift into uncharted legal waters?

Read a little more of what Time had to say:

e Lutheran Church Historian Martin Marty arguesthat all too many pews arefilled on Sunday with
practical atheists— disguised nonbeliever swho behave during the rest of the week asif God did not
exist. ...

e "lloveGod," criesoneanguished teen-ager, " but | hate the church.” Theologian Langdon Gilkey
saysthat " belief isthe area in the modern Protestant church where one finds blankness, silence,
people not knowing what to say or merely repeating what their preacherssay.” ...

e SaysMarty's colleague at the Chicago Divinity School, the Rev. Nathan Scott, who isalso rector of
St. Paul's Episcopal Church in Hyde Park: "1 ook out at the faces of my peopleand I'm not sure
what meaning these words, gestures and rituals have for them.” ...

¢ In search of meaning, some believer s have desperately turned to psychiatry, Zen or drugs.
Thousands of others have quietly abandoned all but token allegiance to the churches, surrendering
themselvesto a life of " anonymous Christianity” dedicated to civil rightsor the Peace Corps.
Speaking for a generation of young Roman Catholics for whom the dogmas of the church have lost
much of their power, philosopher Michael Novak of Stanford writes: "1 do not understand God, nor
the way in which he works. If, occasonally, | raise my heart in prayer, it istono God | can see, or
hear, or feel. It istoa God in as cold and obscure a polar night as any non-believer has known."

Whoa, talk about afiery faith! With shepherdslike this, no wonder the 1960s flock was scattered and
befuddled. No wonder Eastern and cultic religious movements, from Transcendental M editation to Hare
Krishna, flourished and proliferated. And no wonder government, especially the judiciary, became intoxicated
with theideathat it could create a more perfect world by enlarging its scope and power.

Therewas a spiritual vacuum in America —and government, asit usually does, came whooshing in to fill it.

Time' sanalysiswent on to explain that, in America, faith was being replaced by a new source of wisdom and
truth —namely, science. " Therebellion againgt this God of faith is best summed up by theword
secularization,"” wrote Elson, who noted that the prestige of science had become so great that it had cometo
dominate other areas of life.

¢ In effect, knowledge has become that which can be known by scientific study —and what cannot be
known that way somehow seems uninteresting, unreal. In previous ages, the man of ideas, the priest



or the philosopher wasregarded asthe font of wisdom. Now, says [Anglican theologian David]
Jenkins, the sageismore likely to be an authority " trained in scientific methods of observing
phenomena, who bases what he says on a corpus of knowledge built up by observation and
experiment and constantly verified by further processes of practice and observation.”

In other words, faith was out as a basisfor governing our livesor country. In light of this zeitgeist among
America'selite—and believe me, Supreme Court justiceslive among the élite—isit any wonder that genuine
respect for a Constitution and Bill of Rightsthat were largely the result of a Christian worldview would
drastically diminish?

Wouldn't this seismic shift in worldviews, with itsworship of scientific progress and dismissive attitude toward
traditional faith, fit perfectly with thenotion at the heart of all judicial activism that the Constitution isa
"living, breathing" —and therefore changing — document?

What's wrong with living and breathing?

Times do change. Theworld has been radically transformed by technology. We don't keep daves any more. So
what'swrong with regarding the Constitution asa " living, breathing" document as, indeed, a great many
people do today?

Of coursg, the Congtitution can be changed through the amendment process—asit has 17 timessincethe
adoption of thefirst 10 amendmentsin the Bill of Rights. But theidea of a" living" Constitution isvery
different; it meansthe contract between America and her government isto be " interpreted” anew by each
generation.

Here' sthe problem: Though our technology, knowledge base and culture have all changed dramatically over
the centuries, human nature and human character weaknesses haven't changed a bit. Objectivereality —" the
Laws of Nature and of Nature's God" asthe Declaration of Independence putsit —hasn't changed. The Bible
and the 10 Commandments haven't changed. The universal appealsto man's pride —ambition, greed, lust,
envy, power —haven't changed. Specifically, the tendency for too much power to corrupt those entrusted with
it has most definitely not changed.

Thusthe need for strictly constitutional government with clearly defined and limited powersis still necessary,
because, despite our advances, absolute power still corrupts absolutely.

Unfortunately, in today's America, thejudiciary has assumed something approaching absolute power.

Without question, there are some fine judgesin America today, including several on the Supreme Court. But
far too many see themselves, not as humble servants and guardians of a sacred, 200-plus-year-old contract
between Americans and the government they created, but rather as high priests of a new order, chosen to
chart the path of civilization in the new, globalist, more enlightened world.

It'stheir job —their destiny, or so they think —to help uslesser folk makethe transition from the old days of
wooden ships, muskets and Indiansto today's world of microchips, speed-of-light communications and the long
march of man.

Of course, theillogicin all thisisthat if the Constitution — meant to be the standard by which we measure all
other laws, rulings and so on — can be changed on the whim of the current court, then we really have no
Constitution.

How a slogan can change the world

Now we understand who sold us big, secular government, and why they did it. But how did they pull it off?
Through what dight-of-hand did the Establishment Clause —" Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion” —become transformed into atotal ban on religious expression in the public square?



It'safascinating bit of linguistic legerdemain.

First, to better convey the technique, let'srecall the Stephen Stills mega-hit song, " Lovethe oneyou're with."
Remember that one?

A whole chorus of soulful singers, against a lively, up-tempo disco accompaniment, urged millions of lonesome
souls, " If you can't bewith the one you love, honey, love the one you're with. Love the one you're with. Love the
oneyou'rewith."

How many adulterous affairs and spontaneousteen " hook-ups' resulted from this devious message
encouraging sexual anarchy, no one will ever know. But notice how the seduction worked:

Theway thefirst phrase (" If you can't be with the oneyou love") ismirrored in the second phrase (" lovethe

oneyou'rewith") by using the same words, the whole equation sounds almost logical in a hypnotic sort of way
—which isto say, if you don't think about it. After all, loveisgood, right? Soif you can't love one person, then
love someone else!

"One" inthefirst phraserefersto your sweetheart, but in the second phrase the sameword, " one,” means
someoneelse. " Love" in thefirst phraseimplies commitment and fidelity — key elements of real love. The same
word, "love" in the second phrase, implies an impulsive, self-indulgent, and very likely immoral and
unfaithful act, and a betrayal of what loveisall about.

Thisisverbal seduction.
Now look at the First Amendment:
"Congress..." —weknow what that is.

" ... shall makenolaw..." Well now, I'll bet you thought you knew what that means. Y ou thought it meant
Congress shall make no law. But what you didn't know wasthat in 1940, in the Supreme Court case of
Cantwell v. Connecticut, thejustices decided — citing a mysterious legal principle called " incorporation” —that
the First Amendment applied not just to Congress, but to state governmentstoo. So now the federal
government could forcethe statesto follow itsdictatesin regardsto prohibiting the " establishment” or
prohibiting the" free exercise" of religion. Thisisobviously something the original 13 states would have
rejected outright, given that half of them had state " establishments' of religion.

" ...respecting an establishment of religion ..." For 150 yearsan " establishment of religion” in the context of the
First Amendment meant that a national church, a particular denomination, wouldn't be supported and
imposed on the states by the federal government. But with the decline of Christianity in the U.S. and, indeed,
increasing hostility toward it, the meaning of " establishment of religion” has been radically changed —just like
thewordsin the Stephen Stills song. Today, " establishment of religion” meansthe mere public mention of
God, Christ, theBible, the Ten Commandments, prayer and so on. The" God Bless America" banner erected
on a California public school to honor those killed in the 9-11 terror attacks was attacked by the ACLU asan
unconstitutional establishment of religion.

But to make this seduction even more powerful, the First Amendment religion clauses have been morphed into
the phrase, " awall of separation between Church and State" —eight wordstaken out of context from an
incidental letter of courtesy Thomas Jeffer son wrotein 1802.

You rarely hear the actual wording of the First Amendment anymore. But " separation of church and state" is
one of those phrasesthat roll off the tongues of judges and journalists so easily and so often, most of us assume
it'sin the Constitution.

In fact, one of the justices on the New York Supreme Court, back in a 1958 First Amendment case called Baer
v. Kolmorgen, made thisvery point when he commented: " Much has been written in recent years concerning



Thomas Jefferson's referencein 1802 to 'awall of separation between church and State.' ... Jefferson'sfigure
of speech hasreceived so much attention that one would almost think at timesthat it isto be found somewhere
in our Constitution."

But there'sa method to this constant repetition, as marketerswell know: Say it enough times, and people come
to believeit.

The celebrated 18th century American philosopher William James put it more pungently: " Thereisnothing so
absurd but if you repeat it often enough people will believeit.”

Indeed, there are very few phrases more familiar to Americansthan " the separation of church and state.”
Marketers pay millionsto brand their product or maketheir political candidate a household name. But just as
with commercial or political marketing, widespread familiarity with a slogan doesn't necessarily mean the
message istrue.

If Jefferson’'s™ wall of separation” has come to mean that any reference to God must be eliminated from
government, schools and anything the government funds, then what did the phrase originally mean, as
Jefferson used it?

Ironically, Jefferson intended for hisletter to the Danbury Baptiststo reassure them that the new federal
government would not endanger the free expression of their religion. Thisiswidely known. But what is not
well known isthat Jefferson did not actually coin the phrase " separation of church and state.”

Rather, he borrowed the metaphor from the sermon, " The Garden and the Wilderness,” which wasvery
familiar to Baptists of thetime. AsJim Henderson, senior counsel for the American Center for Law and
Justice explainsit:

e That sermon, rendered by Roger Williams (the founder of the Rhode Idand Plantation colony) and
a Baptist, depicted the church asa garden, theworld as a wilderness, and the wall as a device of the
Creator'sinvention that protected the garden from being overrun by the wilderness. Williams
explained that, from timeto time, for the purpose of disciplining sin in the church, " it hath pleased"”
the Almighty to break down the wall.

e Thomas Jefferson, ever the politician, knew when he communicated with the Baptiststhat " The
Garden and The Wilderness' waswell known and widely read nearly two generationslater. He
appealed to them in theterms of their own great man'sidiom.

Thereyou haveit. The" wall of separation” was meant to protect " the garden" of the church from being
overrun by "thewilderness' of government. No wonder Chief Justice Rehnquist has said, " The metaphor of a
‘wall of separation’ isbad history and worse law. It has made a positive chaos out of court rulings. It should be
frankly and explicitly abandoned.”

One other deceptive marketing device we should noteisthe aforementioned slogan that " the Constitution isa
living document.” The opposite of a” living document™” isa" dead document,” and who wantsthat? " Living"
and " breathing" are positive-sounding attributes. But, if you told your spouse that your marriage contract isa
"living" document and therefore you should be ableto have intimate relationships with other " partners,”
would your spouse approve?

After all, "if you can't bewith the oneyou love,” why not " love the one you're with" ?

Why not? Becauseit'salie. The" living" quality of any contract, including the Constitution, isitsintegrity —its
unchanging nature. What kills a contract iswhen one or the other party attemptsto change, twist or re-
interpret it. Soin reality, the secularist's " living" Constitution is dead, while the document, interpreted
according toitsoriginal intent, isfull of life and wisdom.



A quiet American revolution

Common sense provides ample proof to arational person that the First Amendment'sreligion clauses couldn't
possibly mean what the ACLU and many of today's judges say they mean, since thereis smply no evidence of
it in history. Think about it: I1t'sthefirst and most important right enshrined in the Bill of Rights, and yet
there are no examples of thismodern, radical, anti-Christian interpretation being applied during our nation's
first 150 years?

OK, we understand the problem. Now the question is, what do we do about it?

In America, unlike virtually all other countries, the power really doesresidein the people. We have the legal
means of making thisthe most enlightened nation in history, administered by a limited, constitutional
government. After all, it'sregular people like you and me that elect the president, who in turn nominates
judgesfor the Supreme Court and other federal courts. It'swe who elect the senatorswho confirm the
president’'sjudicial nominees.

M oreover, we elect the congressmen who actually have the constitutional power to control the federal
judiciary! As Texas congressman and Constitution champion Ron Paul has explained: " ... Congress[can]
exerciseits existing congtitutional power to limit thejurisdiction of federal courts. Congress could statutorily
remove wholeissues like gay marriage from the federal judiciary, striking a blow against judicial tyranny and
restoring some degree of states rights. We seem to have forgotten that the Supreme Court is supreme only
over lower federal courts; it isnot supreme over the other branches of government.”

Congtitutional amendments— like the Federal M arriage Amendment or the Human Life Amendment — can
and would trump any errant Supreme Court decisions by becoming part of the Constitution. Supreme Court
justices can also be impeached, just like presidents.

And did you know presidents aren't compelled to obey unlawful Supreme Court decisions? Some presidents,
including Andrew Jackson and Abraham Lincoln, have actually defied Supreme Court orders.

But, many would warn, a president defying the Supreme Court would lead to a" constitutional crisis." Great,
that's probably just what America needs—a crisisthat can be resolved only by reference back to the nation's
founding principles as established in the Constitution. What's wrong with a president or Congresswho hasthe
courageto stand up to arunaway judiciary and say, " No, we're not abiding by your unconstitutional ruling.
What areyou going to do about it?"

Whatever we attempt to doto rectify thisterriblewrong, it hasto start with brutal honesty — an unflinching
realization of what we have allowed to transpire in our nation. Only by facing hard truths can we ever make
any real progress.

So let me ask the question:

In allowing the First Amendment to be changed from its original meaning to what it has become —namely, the
prohibition of any acknowledgment of God or Hislaws of life inside the schools where most American children
spend their youth —do you realize what we're doing?

Similarly, in making any referenceto God or biblical principles off-limits for those we've entrusted with
running this nation's government and charting its future course, do you realize what we're doing?

We're deluding ourselvesinto believing thereis some neutral ground between good and evil, and that thisis
where the government is supposed to be. But such a " neutral ground,” if such can even be said to exist, isin
itself evil. In fact, it'sonly people who don't truly believein God that can even believeit's possibleto be neutral

When werealizethat the Creator has stationed uson thisearth in a battleground between a good kingdom and
an evil one, and that our real choicein lifeis between obedienceto Divine law or disobedience, between honesty



and dishonesty, nobility and shallowness, selflessness and selfishness, courage and cowardice, we seethereisno
neutral ground.

Thus, if government isnot populated by godly, principled people, we are doomed to live as glorified serfs.
Why? Because truereligion and itsfruits—love of truth and one another — constitute a powerful force working
against the natural tendency of power to corrupt. To put it another way, without having areal relationship
with the Living God, men automatically become their own miserable " gods." That pathetic, falsegod in turn
owes hisallegiance to dark forces he doesn't recognize or comprehend —and if he'sin a position of power, heis
compelled to become a demagogue or a tyrant.

What we're witnessing before our very eyes, in our own lifetime, isthe official, ever-so-gradual " squeezing
out" of everything that'sreally preciousto America.

It'sasthough we're throwing away something so preciousthat it goes almost beyond the ability of wordsto
convey it. We'retaking thefinest life hasto offer, like the most precious memoriesof our children, of their
birth, of their accomplishments; we're taking the sacrifices of our soldiers, of our patriots, our nation's
martyrs—and we're spitting on them.

Think of the Puritanswho braved the two-month sea voyage to an unknown land, only to lose one-half of their
number during thefirst, brutal winter. And theloyal patriot soldierswith Gen. George Washington at Valley
Forge, shivering and miserablein the snow, many without shoes. Think of the death and suffering of the
millions of young American boyslost and wounded in war during the last two centuries, aswell asthe
tremendous sacrifices of their families.

Now think of the sustaining role God, faith, prayer and the Holy Bible had in thelives of all of these people.

If we really have been convinced that our Constitution — conceived, written, believed in, fought for and died for
overwhelmingly by Christians and God-fearing people —requiresthat the Christian faith be taken out of
government, then there'sreally no hope for usasa nation.

But | don't think we've all bought theBig Lie.

Yes, we have alot of judges who offer pious lip-service to the Congtitution, whilereally believing this 200-plus-
year-old document drafted by a bunch of flawed sdaveholdersin a different era with different problemsisin
dire need of major updating by bright, gifted jurists such asthemselves.

But then, there are those like Judge Roy M oore. Standing on the courthouse steps as hisbeloved Ten
Commandments monument was being dragged away, he commented: " It isa sad day in our country when the
moral foundation of our laws and the acknowledgment of God hasto be hidden from public view to appease a
federal judge.”

Focus on the Family's James Dobson summed it all up. Decrying the judicial banishment of the Ten
Commandments as part of a movement to remove every trace of " faith or reverencefor God from the public
square,” hewarned, "We'reat a pivotal point in the history of thiscountry.”

"Beaparticipant,” Dobson added. " Don't sit on the sidelineswhile our basic freedomsare lost.”
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