Christian Ethics Lesson 12, page 1

The Universal Formsof L ove, |V

| have another prayer of Martin Franzmann to read@ begin class. This one is titled “In Democracy,
which | think is appropriate both in light of ourtgect matter today and where we are in our palitic
calendar. Let us pray together.

“Almighty ruler of us all, You have made us to lmhbCaesar and Caesar’s subjects. You have given
us, wrapped in the blessing of the free, this dumal difficult duty to fulfill. Give us the meekness
wisdom to know that the good laws we make are mokawvs to simply do with as we please, but have
upon them your hallowed instancy, your inviolabkgesty, that when we make and honor bad laws we
are flouting You, the righteous, and You will vasitus our unfaithfulness. Teach us to know that th
men we have elected are Your instruments with 3word in their hands. Teach us to bow before Your
majesty hid in such deep disguise. In the namesis] amen.”

We are continuing today a topic we began last iméhe use of the moral law. We discussed
classification and the excursus on the Ten Commantsnn church history. This session’s topic is the
secular use of the Decalogue. | want to introdumetp a German Calvinist, Johannes Althusius, as we
get into this topic. He is not much rememberedunaircles, although he is having something of a
resurgence. He lived in the late 16th, early 1&thtury and wrote a book that is titlBdlitica, which

was first published in 1603. It then went througo or three editions in which it was expandeds ki
treatise on political science (“politics” would tee way that it is translated). Politics was brgdatian

the way in which we conceive of it today. It isitichl science, and he was a seminal thinker. He
studied law and taught law at the Calvinist Collgdarborne, which had an international student body
He was very influential in his time but we sincetltrack of him. He provides us with a good example
of how to go about life in the civil community aitdelates particularly to our topic on the seculae

of the Ten Commandments.

There are four points about his system of politszaénce that | would like to make briefly. If yauant
more detail about Althusius, check out the articléhe Encyclopedia of Philosophy. That will giveuy
the background and his place in the history oftjwali science. He is a Calvinist. He is using Sciig,
reason, and experience in order to develop thitigailscience. He is the 17th Century equivaldnt o
Abraham Kuyper. There is material in there thatil very useful in building a Christian approaoh
society.

The first point is his definition of politics or ptical science. “Politics is the science of lingihuman
beings to each other for a social life.” He suggest term for it that he thought would be bettanth
“politica.” He wanted to call it “symbioti¢srather than “politics.” Well, that did not catch,dut it
shows the positive direction of his thought. Heiking about the organization of human social life
Politics—or, as he would call it, symbiotics—is #@ence of linking human beings to each otheafor
social life. That is the definition. What is thead®

The second point is that the end or goal of syndbmain—man as a social being—is holy, just,
comfortable, and happy symbiosis. He works thah terwhenever he can. But he is talking aboutea lif
that is holy, just, comfortable, and happy—humaindpeliving in community, the whole community.
So it would lack nothing that is necessary or usieiua flourishing human life. He is talking abdudw
we can organize society in order for human beingkurish.
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The third point is that part of his argument fog tieed fopolitica was that in this life, no one is self-
sufficient. If we are going to have a useful, cortdble, happy social life, then the energies and
activities of many are needed to supply these thikig is arguing that as long as we are isolated
individuals, we cannot flourish as human beingsmidn beings are social beings and they cannot tive a
all well without society.

The fourth point, then, is this mutual communicatizetween human beings living in society—this
common enterprise by which human beings flourishvelives three things: goods, services, and
common rights. With these things, the needs of @achevery person are supplied and the self-
sufficient and mutuality of human society are aghgeand social life established and conserved. He
goes on and on, but the key point is that therd¢haiee things involved in the common enterprise, th
common good of human beings living in communityod®, services, and common rights.

Here is where the secular use of the Decalogue €imé is within respect to common rights. Hegput
in the preface to his third edition that “the pratseof the Decalogue are included in political sceto
the extent that they infuse a vital spirit intostebcial life that we teach. They carry a torcheyh
prescribe and constitute a guiding star, a bounfitarffuman society.” Notice the positive as weltlzes
restraining aspect of the precepts: “They provideiding star, a boundary for human society. Ifarg
would take them out of politics, he would destrbyPirecepts of the Decalogue are integral to tk&ko
life of human beings living in community.” Notice Isays, “the precepts of the Decalogue,” the
principles that are there. He does distinguishettedesiastical from the secular, and so he divides
implications of the Decalogue corresponding togbeesiastical communion being religion and piety,
which pertain to the welfare and eternal life af #oul. That is the church’s job. Correspondinth&
latter, the secular use of the precepts of the IDgua is justice that concerns this life rendetmgach
his due the second table of the Decalogue. S pemarily concerned that in the social life we
recognize that there is this distribution of funog between the ecclesiastical side and what fethal
secular side, which is what we would refer to &sdivil use of the law in society. This is a distion
between the first and second tables of the Law.

It is to be expected that after the history of Tleem Commandments in the church (which | discussed i
the last session)—and the formative influence efitlthrough all of those catechisms and so forth+-tha
the Ten Commandments came to have a privilege@ jpethe ordering of society. And Althusius’
position has had many followers. | am going to giga a couple of examples. Carl Henry wrote in his
1947 groundbreaking bookhe Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentalishe Ten
Commandments disclose the only secured foundatioa $ociety. All cultures cut loose from these
principles have in them the vitiating leaven of @gcThe Ten Commandments are the only secure
foundation for society.” It is not just conservatigvangelicals who write that way. That was Carirge
in The Uneasy Conscience of Modern Fundamentaliken he issued that call, that Clarion call, to
social involvement on the part of fundamentalisti§ttans who had basically withdrawn from political
life and from the culture.

Two other books that are fairly recent that tala #ame position, the Althusian position we mayital
are Walter Harrelson'She Ten Commandments and Human Rjghiblished in 1980 and Paul
Layman’sThe Decalogue and a Human Futupeiblished in 1995. So, the recognition that the
Decalogue is foundation for social life, and paraely the political life, is widespread, particdiaas it
has to do with the second table of the Law andséuairing of human rights. We will make a brief
characterization of how this works out. The fiedtle of the Law, the first four commandments
containing our duty toward God, call for the recibign on the part of others our right to worshiplan
serve God above all things. If we are commandeHarfirst table of the Law to express love for the
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Lord our God with all our heart, mind, soul, anceagth, then that is a God-given right that haseo
respected. The second table of the Law, the fifthmandment, “You shall honor your father and your
mother,” establishes the right to exercise authanitGod-given social structures. The command,
“Honor your father and mother,” establishes thétrigf parents to train their children accordindghe
education that is best fit for them. Parents ateonty to provide for them, although that is implialso,
but they are to bring them up as Christians imiln¢ure and admonition of the Lord. The sixth
commandment is obviously the right to life. Theesghh commandment is the right to sexual integrity.
The eighth commandment has to do with labor anceitsard. “You shall not steal” means that there are
things that | have as a consequence of my laboatleauniquely my personal property. The ninth
commandment, “You shall not bear false witnesstheésright to one’s reputation or good name. And
the tenth commandment, “You shall not covet,” gt to the heart. | think that there is a rightie
exempt from threats, serious threats, that harnpslgehe. | think you can make a case for that. But
certainly, each of these commands implies a cooreipg right to be recognized and to be upheld in
society. The Ten Commandments have been so usdhg idevelopment of Western society because
they are a handy way of expressing what is alsevknay general revelation and by God’s common
grace. Still, the Ten Commandments do organizetiioigght in a very profound way.

They have had a very profound effect on the devetoyp of American society as well as other Western
societies. | will give you an example. Several gesgo one of my sons was involved in a minor car
accident. It was a hit-and-run. He was hit andater guy ran. As a teenager, this was his firsident
and it was on a rainy night. So he called me, andrit with him to the police department where we ha
to report the hit-and-run. We had to fill out al fidport of everything that had happened. On thié wa
where the policemen write out their reports theas wa list of numbers that went something like this:
101-premeditated murder; 102-assault with a deadlpon; 103-some other sort of violence; 201-
forcible rape; 202-sexual assault; 301-robbery:-B@aking and entering. What has happened? Well,
you are going down the list of the commandmentsyandare specifying particular crimes, the basis of
which is the protection of human life. The Ten Coamaiments obviously have had a formative
influence on the way in which we organize our cnaticodes.

Remember, there is a distinction in Althusius bemvbow the first table is applied (and who has the
oversight of that) and the second table of the halich is the civil government. | think it is imgant
to recognize that. We have moved away, in the Btegan Church in America, from the excessively
paternalistic view of the civil government that wiaghe original Westminster Confession of Faith in
which the civil magistrate was responsible for éixé@rpation of heresy. That put sound doctrinenim t
hands of the civil government. Well, depending drether the civil government was Catholic or
Protestant spelled persecution for either Protés@anCatholics. We finally realized that we miggike
another look at that in terms of how God wills Hexiety and church to go forward in this age inckihi
you do not root up the tares. You allow them torgto the harvest and God will sort them out then so
that freedom of conscience had to be establishédheat power of the state to enforce the firsteaddl
the Law reduced. The new form of the Westminstarf€ssion that was drafted in 1788 has the
responsibility of the civil government to protelettruth; that is, as an institution that God hakmed,
it must be allowed to flourish. That is the rolegoivernment. But it uses a phrase that | think sudd
find better language for it. It calls the civil msigate “nursing fathers.” That seems to me to be
paternalistic to the point of being maternaliskicit really the way to think of a civil governmesut
nurturing the church rather than protecting therchas a separate institution? Well, we will retton
that in due course.

You would think that in light of our history and thfis development that posting the Ten
Commandments in public schools would not be probtenbut it is. It causes a firestorm every time
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this issue comes up. In America in June 2005, thhesH of Representatives passed what is called “The
Ten Commandments Defense Act.” It was an amendtoght Juvenile Crime Bill that was thought to
be the appropriate way. What is behind that isrtbeal decay in our country and the fact that julesni
are involved in more and more crime. This caménewake of the particularly violent episode atghhi
school and in the mood of “We need to do somethlygut the moral decay in our society. Let us post
the Ten Commandments!” The rationale was to pedisfilay in schools and other public buildings
“because these are the principles which we asilasogiety need to live by to maintain order and
decency and to preserve the American family.” (Téia direct quote from the bill.) You know, you ge
family values in there whenever you can, and yould/¢hink that that would not, in light of our

history, be problematic. But it is questionable.

The ethical society does not have any disagreemiéimthe principles of the second table. It affirms
them. What it objects to is the religious contexihich they are presented, and | think that yoovkn
that is the issue that we have to deal with. DeBgious pluralism trump our historical roots? intkwe
need to be aware of the specifically religious eahbf the Ten Commandments. The reason for their
desiring to post them is not just historical. Teagon is really to recover the moral fabric of sariety.

If we post the Ten Commandments, maybe it will heanme beneficial effect in terms of people
adopting these or being reminded of them.

So there are basically two responses. One is ddttiieal society, which resists the idea of posthrgm
because of their religious context. The other srfeom the “Reformed think tank,” which objects to
them because it misses the issue of what edudati@aucation is religious, and we ought to have a
different take on the public character of educatmtinguishing between government-sponsored
education and ecclesial-sponsored education. Botle public purposes and therefore the ecclesial-
sponsored or private-sponsored ought to have the sanefit of the public support as does the
government-sponsored schools. Well, this is orte@imost contentious issues in our society. | sttppo
the idea of Christian education. | think that itigust that we cannot have full choice in termghef
education that people desire for their childrewill talk about that later. Our initial reactionts be
positively disposed toward posting the Ten Commaarisr How could we be against that? That just
seems so right and obvious that we almost fall sofeporting that without thinking what its actual
impact may be.

There is a different way to look at the Ten Comnmmaendts in the public schools that Stone versus
Graham, the majority report, did actually affirrncerning the report. This is not a case in whieh th
Ten Commandments are integrated into the schoaktalum where the Bible may constitutionally be
used in an appropriate study of history, civilinatiethics, comparative religion, or the like.ihtha

much better way is to take away that constitutilyaatfirmed position. The place to teach the Ten
Commandments is in history, social science, ottigaliscience, or any other subject if the purpgese

the formative influence of the Ten Commandmentswanat they are. Or if raising the question of the
source of moral obligation, then that certainly badone, whereas the posting of the Ten
Commandments aside from a specific purpose seems that you are taking something that appeared
in a particular form to God’s people and makingeausar use of what is a covenant with God’s people.
The Ten Commandments include integrally the pretagaologue, “I am the Lord your God who
brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of thesb® of bondage. You shall have no other gods before
me.” Who is the author of The Ten Commandments?,\¥& the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
It is the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Chyist are taking the ten words that out of the whole
Bible were spoken by God Himself and then inscribgdod Himself and using them for a secular
purpose. | think that is an affront to people whe @utside our tradition. And | think to be sensti
toward religious pluralism of our society, we ougihtecognize that even though the commandments
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embody universal moral norms (so their society rhase these principles), the context in which they
are given is particular. They were promulgatechascovenant way of life. So | think that we should
distinguish between the civil use of the moral that is known by general revelation and the secular
use of the Decalogue. | think that we should stindyDecalogue. In studying, we will show how it
illumines what is known by general revelation. Bw¢ moral law known by general revelation is
accessible to all. Posting the Decalogue imposesiarevelation on some who do not recognize its
authority and establishes the divine command ofafitgr | think you cannot get away from that
because you cannot separate, in this form of trealbgue, the principles from its religious context.
You are making a secular use of a religious docun#drthe same time, | want to be careful to sat th
the principles, the precepts of the Decaloguetra@doundation of a society, and they can be shiown
be bad. They need to be studied there without catimgnius to a particular view of society.

Arthur J. Dyke is a professor of social ethics at\rd. He is a Christian who argues scripturahg

he has much to say that is good. | think his amalysthe contrast between the well-known American
cartoon, Calvin and Hobbes, is very useful. He,s&ibral obligations are natural. They are
expressions of our nature as social animals. Mabbdjations are independent of governments. They ar
standards on which government should base thatigsland by which these can be judged by
everyone. Moral obligations are God’s will and image of God in everyone. Rulers and citizens are
obligated by the same moral law. Moral obligatians universally known by human cognitive powers
apart from any special revelation.” So, the maaatl Is a universal standard. That is the part thrit

to focus on. | would distinguish that from the ciims of the source of moral obligation. That is thext
guestion. But the fact is that there is an ovelilagpponsensus on common morality. | would putig th
way: common morality, by virtue of general revedatand common grace, exists without a common
ethical theory to back it up. I think that theraisveakness in not giving an account of our common
morality. | think that there is an apologetic openfor us to present the divine command theory of
moral obligation. But if we have to wait for commimorality for us to have a common epistemology,
we are not going to have it. There are disagreesr@rgn within those who accept a divine command
theory of morality. In other words, you may havedtetical agreement without entire practical
agreement, and you can have practical agreemembuianswering the theoretical questions.

| would say the common core of ethical beliefs fraitiheological point of view known by general
revelation by God’s common grace forms an overlagponsensus so that there is pre-theoretical
agreement that we can build on. Pre-theoreticaegent is before we give a theory the ground and
source of moral obligation. There are four basicahprinciples of pre-theoretical agreement. These
four general principles of common morality are pegcity, consistency, non-maleficence, and
beneficence. Reciprocity means to do unto othey®asvould have them to do unto you, which
children can learn at a very early age. There wasyahologist on one of the news broadcasts thekwe
who said, “Research has indicated that as eattlyras years of age a child can express empathy.” In
other words, children understand that they shoatchart someone because they know what it is to be
hurt. It develops that early. By age six, thera dear knowledge of right and wrong. The tradiilcage
of the year of discretion, the traditional age né€® first communion in the Roman Catholic system o
for one’s confirmation, is age seven. It is at ageen that psychologists have determined thatremild
can recognize symbolism so that they can understentord’s Supper and Communion and so forth. It
is very early. And in these early ages, common titgnaeeds to be taught. So, the first principle is
reciprocity, do to others as you would have therddanto you. The second principle is consistency.
Children learn this very early. “It is not fair fie¢y will say. You do not treat each of your childedike.
You have to give a reason why one child gets mttem@on than another child, if that is the casellW
“it is not fair,” is one of the stages childrenteaThe third principle is what is technically knows
non-maleficence (do not hurt people). The oppaditlat is beneficence (do good to people), whch i
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the fourth principle. On those four principles #nés an overlapping consensus. As children are
instructed in the home, those are filled out. Asytgo to school, they find or should find that thex an
overlapping consensus with instruction that thetyigéhe school.

Well, that takes you a long way. That is what tharacter education movement in America has
introduced. | am saying that there is a better wfayoing about our public education. I think thaee if

we do have a choice in terms of whether we willdha\Christian education or a government education,
there will always be a need for common, governnoemtrolled schools. That is going to be with us for
a long time. These are the seven models of motalagan that are operative now. You will see that t
character education model, which is taking the lead, emphasizes content and universal virtuesy The
are the more general ones. Killing is wrong. Chepis wrong. To children, the basic moral princgple
need to be communicated dogmatically. This is wieydharacter education movement of the 1990s is
SO superior to the values clarification movemerthef1970s and 1980s that, in order to avoid imgpsi
morality on others, dealt with the issue of whoswatty we were going to impose. Students would
discuss and clarify their own values, and a studeuld give a very clear account of why he cheated.
He cheated because “that is the way to get ahdaslis'that kind of a world, and it is worth thekriof
cheating because success is not tied to intriregfopnance. It is tied to getting ahead. And iihget
ahead by cheating (adopted values from our sodie¢y) what is a teacher to say?” She can say, itNot
my classroom,” but that is imposing the teachersatity on the classroom. So the values clarifati
movement finally fizzled because it was thought tha cannot agree on objective values. The characte
education movement says, “We know what moralitietch! We have a common morality. We may not
be able to agree on the theoretical basis fouitywe know that respect, responsibility, trustworéss,
caring, civic responsibility, and fairness arerght. We know those. When we get into upper grades
we can talk about the details. We know that killmgnan beings is wrong. In the upper grades, we can
talk about the morality of capital punishment—tisathe taking of a human life.”

By the way, does capital punishment fall undergeeral commandment of not taking human life or is
there some special consideration that makes it?ig¥ell, that is an application of how that worksg.o
Is euthanasia right? Involuntary euthanasia isstakomebody’s life for their own good, putting them
out of their misery even though they have not agked. That seems to be less of a borderline than
voluntary euthanasia where a person asks to be talkeof his misery or at least to be assisted by a
physician in being taken out his misery. Infantcgkems fairly clear, although some question it.
Abortion is the most debatable issue in our so@etgt least the most debated one in any caseyand
have to make that case. Not everyone is immediateiyinced that abortion is wrong. But you move
from the special protection that you accord to haififa as intrinsically right to the more bordedin
guestions. But we know that human life must hawees protection. The question is whether human
life in the womb should have the same protectiohuasan life outside the womb.

At the same time, these other models are stillatpas: a civics model, a philosophy model, and so
forth. There are still those who adopt an anti-rhedacation stance that it is not the functionhaf t
school to teach morality and that this is respectrioral autonomy and avoidance of indoctrination.
That was the position behind the values clarifmatnovement. Public schools were very much
critiqued for not teaching morality, and so vala&sification was a way of recovering that partaul
influence. The character education model, which @an the ascendancy, is something | think we
should support. | think that it has its limitatiotsit it is a common morality and it is proving sessful
in the younger grades, which is largely where éffective for children who have received minimal
moral education in the home. It is providing areinmitve to develop their character in structured svay
that are based on universal principles. If we tegicthem down, we could see the impact of the Ten
Commandments, and Christianity in particular, orsWmn civilization.
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The Didache is the earliest document we have. proending the protection of human life, the Didache
condemns both infanticide and abortion. It was ¢ewaultural to do that, but Christians were aididt
minority. Hippocrates was a minority in the medipedfession when he introduced his oath that you
had to take in order to study medicine with hinattyou would not perform abortion or use your
medicine for euthanasia. You could not get thisnimfation unless you took an oath not to use it that
way, which shows general revelation and commonegta@ high degree of specificity as possible.
Christian faith, as it spread, persuaded peopliose issues. In the late 20th century there is an
abandonment of that. It is an apostasy from aiposibat was originally seen widely to be an
extrapolation of the sanctity of human life thas@st of protected by the sixth commandment. | \aoul
say that the precepts are still there, but theyhateresented in the particular context. We nexd n
think that in order to have these principles inistycwe necessarily have to post them in classrooms

Another principle is that taking something thatdmgs to someone else is wrong. Children can learn
that very early. It is not just a clarification @me subjective value. We all think that that isng.

There is an interesting experiment that a profeas&tanford University uses when he is faced with
skepticism about moral principles. He would tef kiudents, “Imagine that | am going to parachote y
into a country somewhere in the world and you havélea where it is. As soon as you get out of your
parachute, | want you to walk up to the first pargou see, take away whatever he or she is holding,
and run away with it. Then see what happens. Bhigth the possible exception that you have landed
front of a Buddhist monk and taken away his begdiogyl. And his only response is to sigh, ‘karma.”
You will have run squarely into the universal captoef property right codified in the Western world
through the commandment “Do not steal.” You did Imahg that commandment with you, but you ran
into it. Travelers going from country to countryna@asonably assume, without consulting law books,
that most forms of theft and physical assault balforbidden wherever they go. There may be some
relativistic applications. And when we get to mooanplex issues—such as taxation and whether or not
it is confiscation of personal property or a leg#ite government function and whether it is legitana
taxation to regard it as redistribution of wealthresie are implications that you get in the more
borderline situations that provoke a lot of discmssnd fault. But the basic principles, as they ar
embodied in the Decalogue, are known to human beimg universal way. Relativism has gotten a big
press, but actually we do not live that way. In&ional agreements would be worthless if they werte
based on some international understanding, a traltgral understanding of what a commitment to a
treaty is.

| have been asked what | think about posting theGemmandments in schools verses posting them in
public places. It is clear the Supreme Court in Aozedid not exclude the teaching of the Ten
Commandments in social science and so forth. Aatéemof historical fact, this is the basis of our
common law. You may teach them, and | think thastveuld. We should insist that part of the
curriculum be the understanding of how Westernwas formulated in light of these ten principles. We
should compare them with other cultures in termwludit standards they used in order to organize thei
social life. It is clear in the curriculum of publschools that the Ten Commandments do have a,place
and the Supreme Court itself has said there iqatitotional place for them. It is when you gebithe
posting of the Ten Commandments as a religiousrdeati that you run into difficulty. Even though
atheists are a minority, we have learned that Wéate to respect the public character of our
government-sponsored education. Although governisdrdased on a transcendent ground for moral
obligation, that government should be neutral talihe particular formations of special revelatibn.
think that was an important principle that was lelssaed. It took the 18th century to get that pipies
straightened out. The last heretic executed inl&udtwas in the 1690s. It was a man with the
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improbable name of Thomas Aikenhead. | do not kmdwy that sticks with me, but he was either a pain
to somebody or somebody gave him a pain.

| think there is some difference in posting the Gammmandments in public places. I think it is adkaf
in-your-face move to post them even though theeedase to be made because, throughout all of
history, they have the privileged place in termshef formation of our code. They still are a religs
document and the way they became a part of our wadenot through imposition from above but from
development through all these catechisms from befowd | think that is still the way we should go
about it. The Decalogue should be taught by theaththat it is the covenant way of life. But it hes
impact on society as Christians live out and imm@etrthat view in society. It seems to me that theee
better way of achieving our goal of a more justatyc Simply posting the Ten Commandments is not
the way to do it. Besides, you have to look atghigpose of the Ten Commandments in Scripture. It is
both to inform and to humble us. We run the rislke@fiating civic righteousness with the whole of
morality by the secular use of the covenant docunWe should at least be aware that we are posting
the covenant in that.

| have been asked to explain oaths. To take anreéghs to the transcendent ground that you aiadak
The reason the oath was taken that way is thaitcibinmon to take an oath by your supreme value or
your ultimate reality, whatever that is for you., 8ogeneral, it is God—it is a religious oath. But
America we allow for people to affirm. In the Anglbigt tradition, for those who say, “My word is my
bond” and take an absolute position against oatbsllow them to affirm. We take them for their wor
on that. The idea of an oath was that when ther@arplexing circumstances and you are trying to
decide between them, you made a person say, “AsaGoay witness, what | am about to give is the
truth.” And the thought was that surely that soleaffirmation or oath with God as my witness would
make a person tell the truth. The Westminster Gainda has a profound phrase. It says, “An oatb is t
be taken, in the plain sense of the words, witleoutivocation or mental reservation.” Otherwise, an
oath is not an oath. If you have to play with woods$f people have to figure out what is in youmhj
then an oath is worthless. It has to be given. iEwghy we have the oath “to tell the truth, theokeh
truth, and nothing but the truth.” | think we ougbtadd now, “the plain truth,” and not use wonas i
equivocal ways with special meanings that nobodyg bhs.

The question has been asked, “Do you think Amewas founded as a Christian nation?” | think that it
is undeniable that biblical religion was one of sieeams on which America was founded, but there wa
also the classic Republican stream and an indiligticastream. The three streams are represented by
Benjamin Franklin (the individualistic stream), Thas Jefferson (the classic Republican stream), and
John Witherspoon (the biblical tradition). All tierevere signers of The Declaration of Independence.
Those streams came together so we have alwaysrnacd foundation. But we have assumed that we
were a Protestant nation, not just a ChristiaronatVith the immigration of Catholics, we began to
have to realize that that is not true and | thimkt fit is not accurate to history. In additiontatt you

have to take into account where we are now with d®%ur population who give “no religion” as their
religion. That is a significant part of the popidat Remember, the purpose of political sciende is
allow the whole community to live together. If yetect these barriers, religious barriers of aliemat

you tear the social fabric. We will work on thissagwhen we come to the role of the civil governimen
but I am concerned that we recognize that it isathele society that we have in mind, not a particul
part of it. The society as a whole is not in covenaith God, although it is clear that Christian
principles have heavily influenced our society ahduld.

Instead of arguing that America should be a Clanistiation, | would say we want to be a just nation
and fulfill the Preamble to the Constitution. liaistually quite adequate in terms of what ouglutiole
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us for our social philosophy. It states that wetar&establish justice, provide for the common defe
and promote the general welfare.” All those thiags what we, the people of the United States, say w
are about. And I think that we should acknowledg#.tSo | think that we ought not to make the Ten
Commandments an icon or a totem as though jusingotstem is going to have the major effect. It is
alienating. | am probably in a minority in termsadfjecting to prayer in the public schools as \aslthe
posting of the Ten Commandments, but | do so oargis that we ought to maintain a distinction
between government-authorized religion and thegeition that there is a transcendent ground that is
above the government, which is the ground, somatimiecivil disobedience because these laws are
human laws that may or may not reflect the wilGafd for society.

There is one other topic that | would like to sayngthing about. | have written on this in the beokt

will not take us too long. | would say it could titked, “The Source of Moral Obligation.” | do thin

you have to answer that question at some pointh&ve a common morality—that is a fact. What is the
source of morality? What is the source or moraigathion? In the book, I call it the ground of moral
law. | write, “If human beings are what the Bibkeys we are, created in the image of God, no account
of morality will be adequate that stops short sfgtound in the nature and will of the Creator.’uYo
have to give an account of moral obligation. If ave created in the image of God, then we are not
going to be able to give an adequate account wittederring to the transcendent ground. | argué tha
we need to be aware of that position. Our posisdechnically called “The Divine Command Theory
of Moral Obligations”—that on biblical presuppositis all morality is grounded in the character, the
acts, the purposes, and the instructions of thed@oelvelation. So, all morality is grounded in the
nature and will of God.

| went into some distinctions of that earlier. Socoenmandments derive directly from the nature of
God and some derive from the way that He has adatman beings. There is a way in which we can
refer to natural law in the context. There is a Waat God’s will is expressed in terms of the way H
has made us in His image. Then there are other emisthat are obeyed in particular settings because
that is God’s purposes for His people at a pawictime. One objection to The Divine Command
Theory goes like this: if morality is what God commas, then in a world created by an omnipotent
demon, the opposite of what we think of moralityubbe morality. People who raise that objection
have the idea that your principle of morality, whadr it is, must hold for all possible universed an
they imagine a universe created by an omnipotemibde And if you have a Divine Command Theory
of Morality, the demonic would be moral. Well, ysee, you can only think up a demonic category on
the basis of the only universe there is. Then yalg¢ this possible world that you thought up on the
basis of the morality that derives from the reatldohat is created by a holy and loving God. We
should never let folks get away with The Divine Goand Theory without specifying the nature of God
as a holy and loving God. That is the only Godehsr There is not any other possible world. There
only this universe, and it is the creation of ayrexhd loving God. His commands—some of which are
simply His will for us, some derive from the way Kecreated, and others reflect His nature—arthall
commands of a loving God. Therefore, they cannatrbel or have anything that would be alien to that
fundamental nature of God.
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