The Liberal Mind

Kerby Anderson tries to understand the liberal mind from a
biblical perspective. What are the assumptions the liberals
make? How do those assumptions square with the Bible?

As we begin this discussion, I want to make a clear
distinction between the terms “liberal” and “leftist.” We
often use the terms interchangeably but there is an important
difference.

Dennis Prager wrote about this and even described those
differences in a PragerU video.{l} His argument 1is that
traditional Lliberalism has far more in common with
conservatism than it does with leftism. Here are some examples
he uses to make his point.

Liberals and leftists have a different view of race. The
traditional liberal position on race 1is that the color of
one’s skin 1is insignificant. By contrast, leftists argue that
the notion that race 1is insignificant is itself racist.
Liberals were committed to racial integration and would have
rejected the idea of separate black dormitories and separate
black graduations on university campuses.

Nationalism is another difference. Dennis Prager says that
liberals always deeply believed in the nation-state. Leftists,
on the other hand, oppose nationalism and promote class
solidarity.

Superman comics illustrate the point. When the writers of
Superman were liberal, Superman was not only an American but
also one who fought for “Truth, justice, and the American
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way.” The left-wing writers of Superman comics had Superman
announce a few years ago that he was going to speak before the
United Nations and inform them that he was renouncing his
American citizenship.

Perhaps the best example is free speech. American liberals
agree with the statement: “I disapprove of what you say, but I
will defend your right to say it.” Leftists today are leading
a nationwide suppression of free speech everywhere from the
college campuses to the Big Tech companies.

Capitalism and the free enterprise system would be yet another
example. Dennis Prager says, “Liberals have always been pro
capitalism,” though they often wanted government “to play a
bigger role” in the economy. Leftists oppose capitalism and
are eagerly promoting socialism.

Liberals have had a love of Western civilization and taught it
at most universities. They were promoters of the liberal arts
and fine arts. In fact, one of the most revered liberals in
American history was President Franklin Roosevelt who talked
about the need to protect Western Civilization and even
Christian civilization.

Today Western Civilization classes are rarely if ever taught
in the university. That’s because leftists don’t believe
Western Civilization 1is superior to any other civilization.
Leftists label people who attempt to defend western values as
racist and accuse them of promoting white supremacy. And
attempts to promote religious liberty are dismissed as thinly
disguised attacks on the LGBT community.

In conclusion, liberals and leftists are very different.

Ethics and a Belief in Right and Wrong

The philosophical foundation for most liberal perspectives 1is
secularism. If you don’t believe in God and the Bible, then



you certainly don’t believe in biblical absolutes or even
moral absolutes. Dostoyevsky put it this way: “If God is dead,
then everything is permitted.”

Even atheists admit that a view of God affects human behavior.
Richard Dawkins recently expressed his fear that the removal
of religion would be a bad idea for society because it would
give people “license to do really bad things.”

He likens the idea of God to surveillance, or as he puts 1it,
the “divine spy camera in the sky.”{2} People generally tend
to do the right thing when someone is watching them. They tend
to do bad things when no one is watching. He goes go on to add
that the “Great Spy Camera theory” isn’t a good reason for him
to believe in God.

It is also worth mentioning that more and more young people
aren’t making decisions about right and wrong based on logic
but instead based on feelings. I began to notice this decades
ago. College students making a statement or challenging a
conclusion used to say “I think” as they started a sentence.”
Then I started to see more and more of them say “I feel” at
the

start of a sentence. They wouldn’t use reason to discuss an
issue. Instead, they would use emotion and talk about how they
felt about a particular issue.

The liberal mind also has a very different foundation for
discussing right and wrong. Dennis Prager recently admitted
that he had been wrong. All of his life, he has said that the
left’s moral compass is broken. But he has concluded that “in
order to have a broken moral compass, you need to have a moral
compass to begin with. But the left doesn’t have one.”{3}

He doesn’t mean that conclusion as an attack. It is merely an
observation that the left doesn’t really think in terms of
good and evil. We assume that other people think that way
because we think that way. But that is not how most of the



people on the left perceive the world.

Karl Marx is a good example. He divided the world by economic
class (the worker and the owner). One group was exploiting the
other group. Good and evil aren’t really relevant when you are
thinking in terms of class struggle. Friedrich Nietzsche, for
example, operated “beyond good and evil.”

To the Marxists, “there is no such thing as a universal good
or universal evil.” Those of us who perceive the world from a
Judeo-Christian worldview see ethics as relevant to the moral
standard, not the person or their social status.

A biblical view of ethics and morality begins with the reality
that God exists and that He has revealed to us moral
principles we are to apply to our lives and society. Those
absolute moral principles are tied to God’s character and thus
unchanging.

A Naive View of Human Nature

In this article we are talking about the liberal mind, while
often making a distinction between liberals and the left. When
it comes to the proper view of human nature, both groups have
a nalve and inaccurate view.

You can discover this for yourself by asking a simple
qguestion: Do you believe people are basically good? You will
get an affirmative answer from most people in America because
we live in a civilized society. We don’t have to deal with the
level of corruption or terror that is a daily life in so many
other countries in the world.

But if you press the question, you will begin to see how
liberals have difficulty explaining the holocaust and Muslim
terrorism. Because the liberal mind starts with the assumption
that people are basically good. After all, that is what so
many secular philosophers and psychologists have been saying



for centuries. Two world wars and other wars during the 20th
century should have caused most people to reject the idea that
people are basically good.

The Bible teaches just the opposite. Romans 3:23 reminds us
that “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God.”
Jeremiah 17:9 says, “The heart is deceitful above all things,
and desperately sick; who can understand it?” This statement
about the deceitfulness of our heart may seem extreme until we
realize that Jesus also taught that “out of the heart come
evil thoughts, murder, adultery, sexual immorality, theft,
false witness, slander” (Matthew 15:19).

This naive view of human nature should concern all of us.
Young people, two generations after Auschwitz, believe people
are basically good. One reason is biblical illiteracy. Another
reason is historical illiteracy. A recent survey found two
thirds of young people did not know six million died in the
Holocaust and nearly half could not name one of the Nazi death

camps.{4}

This naive view of human nature may also explain another
phenomenon we have discussed before. One of the untruths
described in the book, The Coddling of the American Mind, 1is
the belief that the battle for truth is “us versus them.”{5}
If you think that people are basically good and you have to
confront someone who disagrees with you, then they must be a
bad person. They aren’t just wrong. They are evil.

Tribalism has been with us for centuries. That is nothing new
about people joining and defending a tribe. But that has
become more intense because of the rhetoric on university
campuses and the comments spreading through social media. We
don’'t have to live this way, but the forces in society are
making the divisions in society worse by the day.

A biblical perspective starts with the teaching that all are
created in God’s image (Genesis 1:27) and thus have value and



dignity. But all of us have a sin nature (Romans 5:12). We
should interact with others who disagree with us with humility
(Ephesians 4:2) and grace (Colossians 4:6).

Big Government

We will now look at why liberals and the left promote big
government. The simple answer relates to our discussion above
about human nature. If you believe that people are basically
good, then it is easy to assume that political leaders and
bureaucrats will want to do the best for the citizens.

Christians agree that government is necessary and that it 1is
one of the institutions ordained by God (Romans 13:1-7). There
is a role for government to set the rules of governing and to
resolve internal disputes through a legal system. Government
is not God. But for people who don’'t believe in God, then the
state often becomes God.

Friedrich Hayek wrote about this drive toward big government
and the bureaucratic state in his classic book, The Road to
Serfdom. He argued in his book that “the most important change
which extensive government control produces is a psychological
change, an alteration in the character of the people.”{6}

The character of citizens is changed because they yield their
will and decision-making to a more powerful government. They
may have done so willingly in order to have a welfare state.
Or they may have done so unwillingly because a dictator has
taken control of the reins of power. Either way, Hayek argues,
their character has been altered because the control over
every detail of economic life is ultimately control of life
itself.

Friedrich Hayek wrote The Road to Serfdom to warn us that
sometimes the road can be paved with good intentions. Most
government officials and bureaucrats write laws, rules, and
regulations with every good intention. They desire to make the
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world a better place by preventing catastrophe and by
encouraging positive actions from their citizens. But in their
desire to control and direct every aspect of life, they take
us down the road to serfdom.

He argued that people who enter into government and run
powerful bureaucracies are often people who enjoy running not
only the bureaucracy but also the lives of its citizens. In
making uniform rules from a distance, they deprive the local
communities of the freedom to apply their own knowledge and
wisdom to their unique situations. A government seeking to be
a benevolent god, usually morphs into a malevolent tyrant.

The liberal mind is all too willing to allow political leaders
and bureaucrats to make decisions for the public. But that
willingness is based on two flawed assumptions. First, human
beings are not God and thus government leaders will certainly
make flawed decisions that negatively affect the affairs of
its citizens. Second, liberals do not believe we have a sin
nature (Romans 3:23), and that includes government leaders.
Even the best of them will not always be wise, compassionate,
and altruistic. This is why the founders of this country
established checks and balances in government to limit the
impact of sinful behavior.

Tolerance?

If there is one attitude that you would think would be
synonymous with the liberal mind, it would be tolerance. That
may have been true in the past. Liberalism championed the idea
of free thought and free speech. That is no longer the case.

Liberals have been developing a zero-tolerance culture. In
some ways, that has been a positive change. We no longer
tolerate racism. We no longer tolerate sexism. Certain
statements, certain jokes, and certain attitudes have been
deemed off-limits.
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The problem is that the politically correct culture of the
left moved the lines quickly to begin to attack just about any
view or value contrary to the liberal mind. Stray at all from
the accepted limits of leftist thinking and you will earn
labels like racist, sexist, homophobic, xenophobic.

Quickly the zero-tolerance culture became the cancel culture.
It is not enough to merely label an opponent with a smear, the
left demands that an “enemy” lose their social standing and
even their job and livelihood for deviating from what 1is
acceptable thought. A mendacious social media mob will make
sure that you pay a heavy penalty for contradicting the
fundamental truths of the liberal mind.

One phenomenon that promotes this intolerance is the use of
smears and negative labels. For example, patriotism and pride
in your country is called xenophobia. Acknowledging the innate
differences between males and females is labelled sexist.
Promoting the idea that we are all of one race (the human
race) and that all lives matter is called racist. Questioning
whether we should redefine traditional marriage is deemed
homophobic. Arguing that very young children should not
undergo sex assignment surgery is called transphobia. Pointing
out that most terrorist attacks come from Muslim terrorists 1is
labelled Islamophobic.

Should Christians be tolerant? The answer is yes, we should be
tolerant, but that word has been redefined in society to argue
that we should accept every person’s behavior. The Bible does
not permit that. That is why I like to use the word civility.
Essentially, that is the Golden Rule: “Do to others whatever
you would have them do to you” (Matthew 7:12).

Civility requires humility. A civil person acknowledges that
he or she does not possess all wisdom and knowledge. That
means we should listen to others and consider the possibility
that they might be right, and we could be wrong. Philippians
2:3 says, “Do nothing from selfishness or empty conceit, but
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with humility of mind let each of you regard one another as
more important than himself.” We can disagree with other
without being disagreeable. Proverbs 15:1 reminds us that “A
gentle answer turns away wrath.”

This is an important principle as we try to understand the
liberal mind and work to build bridges to others in our
society.
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Cohabitation and Living
Together - A Biblical,
Christian Worldview
Perspective

Kerby Anderson takes a hard look from a biblical perspective
at a common practice among Americans, cohabitation. Not only
does he find it counter to biblical instruction for
Christians, he finds that living together in a sexual
relationship reduces the probability of a long-lasting
marriage later on.

The original version of this updated article is also
available in Spanish.

More than twenty years ago, I did a week of radio programs on
cohabitation and cited a study done by the National Marriage
Project at Rutgers University. Sociologists David Popenoe and
Barbara Dafoe Whitehead came to this conclusion: “Cohabitation
is replacing marriage as the first living together experience
for young men and women.”{1}

What was true then is true today, but there is even
more evidence of changing attitudes as well as
additional social research on cohabitation. A
survey by Pew Research asked American adults when
it was acceptable to live together. Two thirds
(69%) said it was acceptable “even if they don’t plan to get
married.” Another 16 percent said it was acceptable “only if
they planned to get married.” Only 14 percent said it was
“never acceptable.”
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That may explain why living together has gone from rare to
routine in the secular world, but also explains why so many
Christian couples also see living together as acceptable. In
the 1960s and 1970s, only about a half million were living
together. One study from a few years ago, estimated that over
18 million Americans were cohabiting, and nearly a quarter of
them were people over the age of 50 years old.{2}

Another reason to revisit the social phenomenon of
cohabitation is to remind couples that the “premarital
cohabitation effect” still exists. The effect is the research
finding from decades ago that living together before marriage
increases your likelihood of marital struggles and even
divorce. Scott Stanley with the Institute for Family Studies
acknowledges that it may be counterintuitive “that living
together would not improve one’s odds for a successful
marriage. And yet, whatever else is true, there is scant
evidence to support this believe in a positive effect.”{3} We
will look at the latest research data below.

Since such a high percentage of American adults believe it 1is
acceptable for an unmarried couple to live together, they have
developed new legal documents to establish financial and
medical obligations to one another. Several cohabiting couples
will draft a cohabitation agreement.{4} Such an agreement
supposedly ensures certain rights or obligations in the
relationship that would typically be legally conferred upon
marriage.

Although some people will say that a cohabiting couple 1is
“married in the eyes of God,” that is not true. They are not
married in God’s eyes because they are living contrary to
biblical statements about marriage. And they are not married
in their own eyes because they have specifically decided not
to marry.

Cohabitation is without a doubt changing the cultural
landscape of our society. That is why we look at the social,



psychological, and biblical aspects of cohabitation in this
article.

Test-drive Relationships and Other Myths

No doubt you have heard couples justify cohabitation by
arguing that they need to live together before marriage to see
if they were compatible. First, that argument does not justify
cohabitation. Second, it is fallacious since so many couples
living together never plan to get married.

Linda Waite and Maggie Gallagher wrote The Case for Marriage:
Why Married People Are Happier, Healthier and Better Off
Financially.{5} It not only makes the case for marriage; it
also challenges contemporary assumptions about cohabitation.

The thesis of the book is simple. Back in the 1950s, the rules
were clear: first love, next marriage, and only then the baby
carriage. But the social tsunami of the 1960s changed
everything. The Pill, the sexual revolution, feminism, mothers
in the workplace, no-fault divorce, and the rise of
illegitimate births changed our views of marriage and family.
The authors marshal the evidence to show that marriage is a
good thing. As the subtitle says, married people are happier,
healthier, and better off financially.

Nevertheless, the conventional wisdom is that you should “try
before you buy.” In fact, one of the oft-repeated questions
justifying living together is: “You wouldn’t buy a car without
a test-drive, would you?”

The problem with such questions and slogans is they dehumanize
the other person. If I decide not to buy a car, the car
doesn’t feel rejected. When you test-drive your car, you don’t
pack your personal luggage in the trunk. And rejecting a car
model doesn’t bring emotional baggage into the next test-
driving experience. The car doesn’t need psychological
counseling so that it can trust the next car buyer. Frankly,



test-driving a relationship 1is only positive if you are the
driver.

Research has shown that those who cohabit tend to view
marriage negatively because it involved the assumption of new
responsibilities that contrasted with their former freedoms.
On the other hand, those marrying through the conventional
route of dating and courtship did not feel constrained by
marriage but liberated by marriage.

Consider the contrast. A couple living together has nearly
everything marriage has to offer (including sex) but few
commitments or responsibilities. So, cohabiting people feel
trapped when they enter marriage. They must assume huge new
responsibilities while getting nothing they didn’t already
have.

Couples entering marriage through dating and courtship
experience just the opposite, especially if they maintain
their sexual purity. Marriage is the culmination of their
relationship and provides the full depth of a relationship
they have long anticipated.

This 1is not to say that cohabitation guarantees marital
failure nor that marriage through the conventional route
guarantees marital success. There are exceptions to this rule,
but a couple who live together before marriage stack the odds
against themselves and their future marriage.

Cohabitation and Perceptions

Although cohabitation is becoming popular in America,
sociologists studying the phenomenon warned that 1living
together before marriage, puts your future marriage in danger.
That was the conclusion of the National Marriage Project at
Rutgers University done by sociologists David Popenoe and
Barbara Dafoe Whitehead.{6}

They found that cohabiting appears to be so counterproductive



to long-lasting marriage that unmarried couples should avoid
living together, especially if it involves children. They
argue that living together is “a fragile family form” that
poses increased risk to women and children.

Part of the reason for the danger 1is the difference 1in
perception. Men often enter the relationship with less
intention to marry than do women. They may regard it more as a
sexual opportunity without the ties of long-term commitment.
Women, however, often see the living arrangement as a step
toward eventual marriage. While the women may believe they are
headed for marriage, the man often has other ideas. Some men
resent the women they live with and view them as easy. Such a
woman is not his idea of a faithful marriage partner.

People who live together in uncommitted relationships may be
unwilling to work out problems. Since there is no long-term
commitment, often it is easy to leave the current living
arrangement and seek less fractious relationships with a new
partner.

In recent years, there has been the occasional study that
suggests there are no significant problems for couples if they
live together. But Scott Stanley of the Institute for Family
Studies dismisses those few studies because they fail to
consider long-term problems. And he points to another recent
study that does show an increased risk for divorce among those
living together before marriage.{7}

The significant increase in cohabitation in the last few
decades 1s staggering. The reasons for the growth are many:
fewer taboos against premarital sex, earlier sexual maturity,
later marriage, adequate income to live apart from their
families.

Whatever the reasons for cohabiting, this study documents the
dangers. Couples who live together are more likely to divorce
than those who don’t. They are less happy and score lower on



well-being indices, 1including sexual satisfaction. And
cohabiting couples are often poorer than married couples.

Even if millions are doing it, living together is a bad idea.
As we will see below, there are clear biblical prohibitions
against premarital sex. But apart from these biblical
pronouncements are the ominous sociological predictions of
failure when a couple considers cohabitation rather than
marriage. The latest research backs up what the Bible has said
for millennia. If you want a good marriage, don’t do what
society says. Do what the Bible teaches us to do.

Consequences of Cohabitation

Contrary to conventional wisdom, cohabitation can be harmful
to marriage as well as to the couples and their children. One
study based on the National Survey of Families and Households
found that marriages which had prior cohabitors were 46
percent more likely to divorce than marriages of non-
cohabitors. The authors concluded from this study and from a
review of previous studies that the risk of marital disruption
following cohabitation “is beginning to take on the status of
an empirical generalization.”{8}

Some have tried to argue that the correlation between
cohabitation and divorce is artificial since people willing to
cohabit are more unconventional and less committed to
marriage. In other words, cohabitation doesn’t cause divorce
but is merely associated with it because the same type of
people are involved in both phenomena. Yet, even when this
“selection effect” is carefully controlled statistically, a
“cohabitation effect” remains.

Marriages are held together by a common commitment which 1is
absent in most, if not all, cohabiting relationships. Partners
who live together value autonomy over commitment and tend not
to be as committed as married couples in their dedication to
the continuation of the relationship.{9}
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One study found that “living with a romantic partner prior to
marriage was associated with more negative and less positive
problem-solving support and behavior during marriage.” The
reason is simple. Since there is less certainty of a long-term
commitment, “there may be less motivation for cohabiting
partners to develop their conflict resolution and support
skills.”{10}

Couples living together, however, miss out on more than just
the benefits of marriage. Annual rates of depression among
cohabiting couples are more than three times higher than they
are among married couples.{11} Those who cohabit are much more
likely to be unhappy in marriage and much more likely to think
about divorce.{12}

Cohabitation is especially harmful to children. First, several
studies have found that children currently living with a
mother and her unmarried partner have significantly more
behavior problems and lower academic performance than children
in intact families.{13} Second, there is the risk that the
couple will break up, creating even more social and personal
difficulties. Third, many of these children were not born in
the present union but in a previous union of one of the adult
partners (usually the mother). Living in a house with a mother
and an unmarried boyfriend is tenuous at best.

These studies, along with others, suggest that cohabitation 1is
less secure, less fulfilling, and even potentially more
harmful than traditional marriage.

Cohabitation and the Bible

God designed sexual intimacy to occur exclusively within the
sacred commitment of marriage (Genesis 2:21-24). When we trust
God’'s design, we can honor marriage as we are commanded 1in
Hebrews 13:4.

The Bible teaches that the act of sexual intercourse can have



a strong bonding effect on two people. When done within the
bounds of marriage, the man and the woman become one flesh.
Ephesian 5:31 says: “For this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and they
two shall be one flesh.”

Sexual intercourse outside of marriage also has consequences.
Writing to the church in Corinth, Paul said that when a man
joins himself to a prostitute, he becomes one body with her (1
Corinthians 6:16). The context of the discussion arose from a
problem within the church. A man in the church was having
sexual relations with his father’s wife (1 Corinthians 5:1-3).
Paul calls this relationship sinful. In 1 Corinthians 6:18 he
says we are to flee sexual immorality.

Sexual immorality is condemned in about 25 passages in the New
Testament. The Greek word is porneia, a word which includes
all forms of illicit sexual intercourse. Jesus taught in Mark
7:21-23: “For from within, out of men’s hearts, come evil
thoughts, sexual immorality, theft, murder, adultery, greed,
malice, deceit, lewdness, envy, slander, arrogance, and folly.
All these evils come from inside and make a man unclean.”

Paul taught in 1 Thessalonians 4:3-5: “It is God’s will that
you should be sanctified: that you should avoid sexual
immorality; that each of you should learn to control his own
body in a way that is holy and honorable, not in passionate
lust like the heathen, who do not know God.”

Marriage 1is God’s plan. Marriage provides intimate
companionship for life (Genesis 2:18). It provides a context
for the procreation and nurture of children (Ephesians 6:1-2).
And finally, marriage provides a godly outlet for sexual
desire (1 Corinthians 7:2).

In the New Testament, believers are warned against persistent
sin, including sexual sin (1 Corinthians 5:1-5). The church is
to keep believers accountable for their behavior. Believers



are to judge themselves, lest they fall into God’s hands (1
Corinthians11:31-32). Sexual sin should not even be named
among believers (Ephesians 5:3).

Living together outside of marriage not only violates biblical
commands but it puts a couple and their future marriage at
risk. In this article, I have collected several sobering
statistics about the impact cohabitation can have on you and
your relationship. If you want a good marriage, don’t do what
society says. Do what the Bible teaches us to do.
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Heresy: Nothing New Under the
Sun

Kerby Anderson provides an overview of some ancient Christian
heresies that are still being embraced today: legalism,
gnosticism, mysticism, and marcionism.

In this article we address ancient heresies that still exist
in only a slightly different form today. Jesus warned us in
Matthew 13:24-25 that the “kingdom of heaven may be compared
to a man who sowed good seed in his field.” But then there is
a twist in the story.

“But while his men were sleeping, his enemy came and sowed
tares among the wheat, and went away. But when the wheat
sprouted and bore grain, then the tares became evident
also.”

Later Jesus explained the parable. The wheat is the
“people of the kingdom.” The tares are the “people
of the evil one.” The illustration would make sense
to people living in the first century. There was
even a Roman law against sowing tares in another
person’s field. Some have called it a “primitive form of
bioterrorism.”

Jesus 1is teaching that both true Christians and false
Christians will live together. They both may even go to church
and seem like Christians. But the false Christians believe and
spread heresy within the church and into society.

Paul also warned about false teaching and heresy. In what
might have been his last epistle, he warned Timothy that: “For
the time will come when they will not endure sound doctrine;
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but wanting to have their ears tickled, they will accumulate
for themselves teachers in accordance to their own desires,
and will turn away their ears from the truth and will turn
aside to myths.” (2 Timothy 4:3)

Peter also gave a warning that these false teachers will come
from inside the church. “But false prophets also arose among
the people, just as there will also be false teachers among
you, who will secretly introduce destructive heresies, even
denying the Master who bought them, bringing swift destruction
upon themselves. Many will follow their sensuality, and
because of them the way of the truth will be maligned; and in
their greed they will exploit you with false words.” (2 Peter
2:1)

Notice that these heresies and false teachers will arise from
among you. They will secretly introduce these heresies. And
they will use greed and sensuality to seduce Christians. Jude
(1:4) also adds that these false teachers “have crept in
unnoticed” and “turn the grace of our God into licentiousness
and deny our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ.”

In this article we look at heresies in the past that can be
found in a slightly altered form today. Just as believers in
the first century were warned about false teachers and
destructive heresies, so we need to warn each other today
about these heresies in the 21st century.

Ecclesiastes 1:9 reminds us that there is “nothing new under
the sun.” As we will see below, that is true of these ancient
heresies.

Legalism

Legalism is an ancient heresy going all the way back to the
first century. Paul in his letter to the Colossians (2:16-17)
said, “Therefore, no one is to act as your judge in regard to
food or drink or in respect to a festival or a new moon or a



Sabbath-day things which are a mere shadow of what is to come;
but the substance belongs to Christ.” He warned them about
those in their midst who were taking them captive through the
subtle lies of legalism.

You might notice that what is listed in these verses are not
instructions on purity or righteousness. Rather they are
specific 0ld Testament practices that were given to Israel
before the coming of Christ. The Passover is a foreshadowing
of Christ’s sacrifice as the Lamb of God. While the
deliverance of Israel is significant, consider how much more
significant is Christ’s death which provides us with
deliverance from the slavery of sin and separation from God.
The previous feasts and festivals are no longer necessary now
that we have Christ in our lives.

Jesus addressed legalism among the Pharisees and scribes. They
established all sorts of rules and regulations that were
binding on all Jews. Starting with the law, they set out to
compile the various oral traditions and even began to develop
interpretations of these laws. In the end, they even had
interpretations of the interpretations that were collected in
numerous volumes.

By the time of Christ, the Pharisees and the scribes were
actually following the traditions of men rather than the law
of God. Jesus pointedly asked them, “Why do you break the
commandment of God for the sake of your tradition?” (Matthew
15:3) Jesus also condemned the Pharisees by saying, “You also
outwardly appear righteous to men, but inside you are full of
hypocrisy and lawlessness” (Matthew 23:28). Jesus therefore
accused them, on numerous occasions, of being hypocrites.

Legalism is our attempt to produce righteousness apart from
God. We are challenged to follow additional rules and
regulations that we believe will merit favor before God. But
in the end, these unbiblical rules bind us and drain the joy
from our lives.



When we give people an ever expanding “to-do list” that 1is
uncoupled from God’'s power, we wear people down and ultimately
drive people away from the gospel. Paul warned Timothy that in
the last days there would be people “having a form of
godliness but denying its power” (2 Timothy 3:5). He counsels
him to avoid such people.

Gnosticism

Gnosticism is an ancient heresy that surfaced in the last
century, partially because of the discovery of the Gnostic
Gospels. The Gnostics were prevalent in the first few
centuries after the time of Christ. The word gnosis means
“knowledge.” The focus was on hidden knowledge that
contradicted biblical revelation.

For example, the Gnostics denied the existence of sin.
Instead, they proposed that the world was corrupted by the
demiurge who created it and rules over it. If they believed in
sin, they would say that the only sin is ignorance.

The Gnostics taught that Jesus came not to save the world but
to impart special knowledge that would lead us to what they
called a “divine pleroma.” If you were fortunately to find
this knowledge, then you would achieve salvation.

In the first centuries, the Gnostics presented themselves as
Christians and worked to popularize their ideas among the
growing church of believers. They also produced their own
texts (Gospel of Mary, Gospel of Thomas, Gospel of Judas).

Iraenaeus was a church father who wrote a critique of
Gnosticism in AD 180. He explained that the Gnostics used the
Bible alongside their own texts to demonstrate their “perverse
interpretations” and “deceitful expositions.” They also
reinterpreted parables and allegories from the 0ld Testament
in a fraudulent manner.

Nevertheless, Gnosticism appealed to many Christians in the



first centuries because it had many elements that were very
similar to Christianity. They believed in Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit. They quoted from the Bible. They practiced some
of the sacraments.

Many of these same heretical ideas appeal to Christians today.
Leaders of progressive Christianity argue that they have a
more mature view of God and the Bible. These leaders believe
they have special knowledge that allows them to set aside the
standard interpretations of biblical passages. One evangelical
pastor said: “The church will continue to be even more
irrelevant when it quotes letters from 2,000 years ago as
their best defense.”{1}

The Gnostics and modern heretics claim sources of knowledge
outside the Bible. They say we know so much more now that the
early Christians. C.S. Lewis refers to this as “chronological
snobbery.” They assume they know better than any believer in
the past.

Today, we have people claiming to know what the Bible really
means and invite you to join them as they impart their
“special knowledge” to you. More than ever we should be alert
to such leaders who will ultimately lead us away from the true
Gospel.

Mysticism

Mysticism is another ancient heresy that we still see today.
When Paul wrote to the Colossians (2:18-19), he warned them
about false teachers who would attempt to seduce them into
mystical ideas: “Let no one keep defrauding you of your prize
by delighting in self-abasement and the worship of the angels,
taking his stand on visions he has seen, inflated without
cause by his fleshly mind, and not holding fast to the head,
from whom the entire body, being supplied and held together by
the joints and ligaments, grows with a growth which is from
God.”



The word mysticism comes from the Greek word (mystes) for the
mystery religions that existed at the time Paul was writing to
these Christians. He is describing someone who is “taking his
stand on visions he has seen.” In other words, this 1s a
person who has had some vision and is mixing that vision with
the revelation of Scripture.

At the time Paul was writing to a church that was a mixture of
Jews and Gentiles. Many were young Christians and may have
brought their pagan ideas into the church. This would include
the idea that you receive spiritual revelations by entering
into an ecstatic state. These Christians also lived in a
culture where many claimed they were receiving visions from
the gods. If these young Christians did not have discernment,
they might actually believe that someone who has these visions
was spiritually superior to them.

Mysticism has been a major area of cultural captivity both in
church history and even in our present day. We see in Paul’s
letter to the church in Corinth, that believers were confused
about speaking in tongues and other spiritual manifestations.
Some of the believers were essentially “babes in Christ” who
could not handle the solid food of God’s word. He reminded
them that when they were pagans, they had been led astray (1
Corinthians 12:1-3). Because of their previous exposure to
paganism, they were vulnerable to false doctrine.

Throughout church history, certain churches and denominations
have brought mystical rituals and practices into their worship
experience. They may take the form of chants, icons, or
prescribed practices not found in Scripture but part of a
tradition that borrows heavily from mystical ideas. And many
of these practices are found today not only in North American
churches but in churches in other parts of the world.

Mysticism is quite prevalent outside of the church and can
have a strong cultural influence on Christians. Many of the
books on the best-seller lists over the last few decades



dealing with spirituality are not books that promote biblical
Christianity but rather books that promote an Eastern
philosophy of religion or the New Age Movement.

Marcionism

Marcionism was taught by a theologian named Marcion in the
second century. Although some of his 1ideas parallel
Gnosticism, he made a distinction between the God of the 0ld
Testament and the teachings of Jesus in the New Testament. He
taught that the benevolent God of the gospels who sent Jesus
was inconsistent with the mean, vindictive, malevolent God of
the Old Testament. Hence, he concluded they were two different
deities.

He also considered himself a follower of Paul, who he preached
was the only true apostle of Jesus Christ. In fact, he even
created his own “Scriptures” that included ten of Paul’s
epistles and the Gospel of Marcion (which was a shorter
version and highly edited version of the Gospel of Luke). He
emphasized Paul because he felt he freed Christianity from the
Jewish Scriptures.

He also rejected most of the orthodox teachings of
Christianity. For example, he rejected the ideas of God’s
wrath and rejected the ideas of hell and judgment. Those
ideas, according to him, were tied to the God of the 0ld
Testament, whom he called the Demiurge. That God was merely a
jealous tribal deity of the Jews and represented a legalistic
view of justice.

A similar idea exists even today. For example, one evangelical
theologian said this: “The Bible is an ancient book and we
shouldn’t be surprised to see it act like one. So seeing God
portrayed as a violent, tribal warrior is not how God is but
how he was understood to be by the ancient Israelites
community with god in their time and place.”{2}



We might add that an increasing number of pastors and
Christians no longer want to talk about God’s wrath and refuse
to teach what the Bible does say about hell and judgment.
Books and articles are being written denying the existence of
hell. Instead, they teach universal salvation for all.

Jesus talked more about hell than he talked about heaven. In
Luke 16 he describes it as a great chasm that does not allow
people to cross to the other side. In Matthew 25 he predicts a
future in which people will be separated into two groups. One
will enter heaven. The others will be banished to “eternal
fire.”

We live in a world where heresy, false teaching, and a false
gospel are proliferating. That is why we need to develop
biblical discernment. Paul said he was amazed that some of the
early Christians adopted “a different gospel” which he said
was a distorted gospel of Christ. He added, “If we, or an
angel from heaven, should preach to you a gospel contrary to
what we have preached to you, he is to be accursed” (Galatians
1:6-8).

These ancient heresies are being preached today. We need to
return to the essential gospel and sound biblical teaching.

Notes

1. “Rob Bell Suggests Bible Not Relevant to Today’'s Culture |
CBN News,” wwwl.cbn.com/cbnnews/us/2015/February/Rob-Bell-
Suggests-Bible-Not-Relevant-to-Todays-Culture accessed
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George Washington and
Religion

Kerby Anderson presents a compelling argument for the view
that George Washington was a devoted Christian rather than a
deist. He points to Washington’s insistence on the importance
of services for his soldiers, his personal church attendance,
his prayer life and his commitment to the spiritual upbringing
of his godchildren.

Background

What was George Washington’s view of religion and
in particular of Christianity? The historical
perspective used to be that Washington was a
Christian and orthodox in most of his beliefs. But
the modern view has been that he was a either a
lukewarm Anglican or more likely a Deist.

I want to look at some new research that argues for the
traditional view and against the modern view of George
Washington’'s religion. One book is Washington’s God: Religion,
Liberty, and the Father of our Country.{1} It is written by
Michael Novak (American Enterprise Institute and winner of the
Templeton Award) and Jana Novak. Another book, written by
Peter Lillback with Jerry Newcombe, is George Washington’s
Sacred Fire.{2}

George Washington was born into a Virginia family of moderate
wealth and was exposed to various religious activities:
lessons in religion, regular prayer, Sunday school attendance,
and reverence for God. His mother had a daily ritual of
retiring with a book of religious readings.

By the time he was a teenager, Washington had already assumed
serious responsibilities as a professional surveyor and then
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as a major in the Virginia militia. His adventures in the wild
lands gave him invaluable lessons about the military, Indians,
and the British. Years later in a speech to the Delaware
chiefs, Washington said, “You do well to wish to learn our
arts and ways of life, and above all, the religion of Jesus
Christ. These will make you a greater and happier people than

you are.”{3}

He studied the Bible as well as the writings of ancient
heroes. The busts and portraits at Mount Vernon demonstrate
this. There are busts of Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar,
Charles XII of Sweden, and Frederick II of Prussia. In the
dining room are portraits of the Virgin Mary and St. John.

Washington’s own stepgranddaughter “Nelly” Custis saw him as a
religious man. She wrote this to one of Washington’s early
biographers:

It was his custom to retire to his library at nine or ten
o’'clock, where he remained an hour before he went to his
chamber. He always rose before the sun, and remained in his
library until called to breakfast. I never witnessed his
private devotions. I never inquired about them. I should
have thought it the greatest heresy to doubt his firm belief
in Christianity. His life, his writings, prove that he was a
Christian. He was not one of those who act or pray, “that
they may be seen of men.” He communed with his God 1in
secret.{4}

In what follows we will look at the evidence for George
Washington’s faith as it surfaced in his letters and actions
as general and president.

Deism vs. Christianity

Pick up a book about George Washington written during the
nineteenth century, and you will probably see that he 1is
described as being a Christian. However, if you pick up a book



written in the last seventy years, it will describe him as a
Deist. Why the change?

The turning point seems to be a study by historian Paul F.
Boller, Jr. entitled George Washington and Religion. His
conclusion can be summarized in a single sentence: To the
“unbiased observer” George Washington appears as a Deist, not
a devout Christian.{5} Most historians since Boller accepted
this idea and were less likely to assert that Washington was a
Christian.

What do we mean by “Deism”? Deism is the belief that God is
merely a watchmaker God who started the universe but is not
involved in the affairs of humans and human history. One
definition of Deism is that “There is no special providence;
no miracles or other divine interventions intrude upon the
lawful natural order.”{6}

Was George Washington a Deist? He was not. It is worth noting
that even historian Paul Boller admitted that religion was
important to Washington as a leader. Boller writes, “he saw to
it that divine services were performed by the chaplains as
regularly as possible on the Sabbath for the soldiers under
his command.”{7} We might reasonably ask, Why would chaplains
be important to a Deist?

Boller even admits there are testimonials of Washington’s
church attendance. This 1is important since many historians
even go further than Boller and assert that Washington did not
even attend church as a mature adult.

Michael Novak admits that some of the names Washington often
used for God sound Deist, but that does not mean that he was a
Deist. In fact, his prayers for God’s action were just the
opposite of what you might hear from a Deist. Washington
believed God favored the cause of liberty and should be
beseeched to “interpose” his action on behalf of the
Americans. He called for public thanksgiving for the many ways



in which Americans experienced God’s hand in key events in our
history.

Washington used more than eighty terms to refer to God, among
them: Almighty God, Creator, Divine Goodness, Father of all
mercies, and Lord of Hosts. The most common term he used 1in
his writings and speeches was “Providence.” When he did so, he
used the masculine personal pronoun “he.” Washington never
refers directly to God as an “it,” as he does occasionally
with Providence. God is personal.{8)

If we look at the history of the eighteenth century, there
were many with orthodox religious beliefs who sometimes used
the philosophical language of the enlightenment. Washington
was a Christian, even though he often used terms for God
associated with Deists.

A Religious Nation Goes to War

There has been some dispute about how religious America was
during the Revolutionary War. There was a shortage of churches
and clergy (especially along the paths of westward migration).
But we should also remember that this War of Independence
followed the First Great Awakening.

At the first meeting of the Continental Congress 1in
Philadelphia (September 1774), the first motion from the floor
was for prayer to seek guidance from God. But there was
resistance, not because of the prayer, but because of the
theological disagreements among the members (Anabaptist,
Quakers, Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Presbyterians).
Sam Adams settled the dispute by saying he was no bigot and
could pray along with any minister as long as he was a
patriot.{9} I have in my office a picture of a painting
showing George Washington praying with men like Patrick Henry,
John Jay, and Richard Henry Lee.

At the second meeting, they proposed that Washington be



appointed commander in chief of the Continental Army. He did
not think he was equal to the command but accepted it. He
wrote his wife, “I shall rely, therefore, confidently on that
Providence, which has heretofore preserved and been bountiful
to me, not doubting but that I shall return safe to you in the
fall.”{10} At the time, Washington was the only man on the
continent in uniform since no Continental Army yet existed. To
the British, he was the supreme traitor, in open rebellion to
the King. His neck was at risk, and the American independence
depended on him.

One event that George Washington believed showed God’s
providence was the Battle of Long Island in 1776. Washington
and his men were trapped on Brooklyn Heights, Long Island. The
British were poised to crush the American army the next day
and that would have been the end of the rebellion. Washington
planned a bold move and began evacuating his troops under the
cover of darkness using everything from fishing vessels to
rowboats. But there was not enough time to accomplish the
task. When morning came, the fog of night remained and only
lifted in time for the British to see the last American boat
crossing the East River beyond the reach of their guns. You
can read more about this miraculous event in Michael Novak’s
book, On Two Wings: Humble Faith and Common Sense at the
American Founding.{11}

Washington also required chaplains for the Continental Army,
and personally took time for prayer. He forbade his troops
under pain of death from uttering blasphemies, even profanity.
He called upon them to conduct themselves as Christian
soldiers because the people demanded it.{12}

Washington’s actions during the Revolutionary War demonstrate
his Christian character.



First in War and First in Peace

In his eulogy for George Washington, Henry Lee said he was
“First in war, first in peace, and first in the hearts of his
countrymen.” We could also say the Washington demonstrated
Christian character both in war and in peace.

While fulfilling his duties as general, he came to be known as
a “nursing father.” This is a biblical phrase (Num. 11:12, Is.
49:23 KJV) that appears in many of the tributes to Washington
after his death. He brought together very diverse groups to
fight the Revolutionary War by bridging ethnic and social
divisions. This ranged from the regiment from Marblehead,
Massachusetts (that included men of mixed race, blacks, and
Indians), to the Virginian and southern aristocrats to the
yeomen in hunting shirts from western Virginia.

One of his orders stated that “All chaplains are to perform
divine service tomorrow, and on every succeeding Sunday.

The commander in chief expects an exact compliance with this
order, and that it be observed in future as an invariable rule
of practice—and every neglect will be consider not only a
breach of orders, but a disregard to decency, virtue and
religion.” {13}

Washington grew even more explicit as the war dragged on:
“While we are zealously performing the duties of good citizens
and soldiers we certainly ought not to be inattentive to the
higher duties of religion. To the distinguished character of
patriot, it should be our highest glory to add the more
distinguished character of a Christian.”{14}

Washington lost a great deal of money during the war by paying
for things out of his own pocket and by refusing a salary. He
happily returned to Mount Vernon and spent happy years with
his wife. But the constitutional convention in 1787 brought
him to elective office. He was elected as president by
unanimous vote in 1789,



In his inaugural address, Washington said, “No people can be
bound to acknowledge and adore the invisible hand, which
conducts the affairs of men more than the people of the United
States. Every step, by which they have advanced to the
character of an 1independent nation, seems to have been
distinguished by some token of providential agency.”

He issued a thanksgiving proclamation in 1789 in which he
asserted “the duty of all nations” in regard to God. His
thanksgiving proclamation of 1795 proclaims there are signs of
“Divine beneficence” in the world. And in his farewell
address, he reminded Americans that “0Of all the dispositions
and habits which lead to political prosperity, Religion and
Morality are indispensable supports.”

Washington demonstrated Christian character in war and in
peace.

Washington as Christian: Pro and Con

Let’'s summarize the arguments historians make about
Washington’s religious faith. Those who believe that George
Washington was a Deist and not a Christian usually make the
following observations.

First, Washington never took communion at Sunday services.
Second, he refused to declare his specific beliefs in public.
Third, he rarely used the name of Jesus Christ in private
correspondence and in public utterances. Finally, while he
believed in God and had an awareness of Providence in his
life, it all seems more like a Greek or Roman view of fate.

Michael Novak’s response to these observations is helpful.
“All these objections have a grain of truth in them. Still,
they are consistent with Washington’s being a serious
Christian who believed that he had a public vocation that
required some tact regarding his private confessional
life.”{15} Novak adds:



It is not at all unusual for public men in pluralistic
American life to maintain a notable reserve about their
private convictions. They do not burden the public with
declarations of their deepest beliefs, whose general force
they trust their actions will sufficiently reveal. In the
public forum, they happily give to Caesar what is Caesar’s
and in the private forum, to God what is God’'s.{16}

What are some of the reasons to believe Washington was a
Christian? First, he religiously observed the Sabbath as a day
of rest and frequently attended church services on that day.
Second, many report that Washington reserved time for private
prayer. Third, Washington saved many of the dozens of sermons
sent to him by clergymen, and read some of them aloud to his
wife.

Fourth, Washington hung paintings of the Virgin Mary and St.
John in places of honor in his dining room in Mount Vernon.
Fifth, the chaplains who served under him during the 1long
years of the Revolutionary War believed Washington was a
Christian. Sixth, Washington (unlike Thomas Jefferson) was
never accused by the press or his opponents of not being a
Christian.

It is also worth noting that, unlike Jefferson, Washington
agreed to be a godparent for at least eight children. This was
far from a casual commitment since it required the godparents
to agree to help insure that a child was raised in the
Christian faith. Washington not only agreed to be a godparent,
but presented his godsons and goddaughters with Bibles and
prayer books.

George Washington was not a Deist who believed in a
“watchmaker God.” He was a Christian and demonstrated that
Christian character throughout his life.
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The Great Reset

The Great Reset means different things to different people.
Kerby Anderson provides an overview and a biblical
perspective.

Is the idea of “The Great Reset” merely a conspiracy theory?
That seems unlikely, given the fact that if you type in those
three words in a search engine you will find more than 900
million hits. But the phrase “great reset” apparently means
different things to different people, so getting a clear
definition is important.


https://probe.org/the-great-reset/

In 2020, the founder of the World Economic Forum
co-authored and published a book called COVID-19:
The Great Reset.{1l} This organization 1is composed
of political, economic, and cultural elites who
meet regularly in Davos, Switzerland. The two authors of this
book see the current situation in the world as a means of
dealing with the “weaknesses of capitalism” supposedly exposed
during the pandemic.

But to understand the history of “The Great Reset” you need to
go back to the beginning of the World Economic Forum. Klaus
Schwab introduced the idea of “stakeholder capitalism.”{2}
This 1s a term sometimes used by progressives to reset the
management goals in corporations from shareholders to
stakeholders.

The actual term “Great Reset” can be found in a book by that
title written by urban studies scholar Richard Florida.{3} He
argued that the 2008 economic crash was the latest in a series
of great resets that included the Great Depression of the
1930s. A few years later, the book and its ideas became the
basis for wanting to “push the reset button” on the world
economies.

As you might expect, the pandemic and lockdowns have provided
a context in which a reset could take place. The goal would be
to make the world greener, more digital, and fairer. Given
what the world has been through these last few years, the
proponents hope to change the economies of nations, so that
they benefit not only shareholders but employees, consumers,
communities, and the environment.

Some of the comments proponents have made about “The Great
Reset” have become fodder for various conspiracy theories. But
it is probably fair to say that the phrase “The Great Reset”
means different things to different people. Environmental
groups want to reset how we use resources and focus on
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sustainability. Business leaders want banks and corporations
to use an ESG index (environmental, social, and governance
index). Globalists want to reset the economy and move us
toward a different view of capitalism.

Critics talk about some of the other factors associated with
“The Great Reset.” That would include such things as the
promotion of uncontrolled immigration along with significant
money printing that results in such problems as open borders
and uncontrolled inflation.

In this article we look at this important issue from an
economic, political, and biblical perspective. As you will
see, Christians need to pay attention to this issue in the
news .

The Great Reset of Capitalism

The primary focus from the World Economic Forum has been on
the attempt to move our current economic system 1into
“stakeholder capitalism.” Some critics have renamed 1it
“corporate socialism” or even “communist capitalism.”

The plan is to change the behavior of corporations to no
longer benefit shareholders but to focus on stakeholders. This
would be done by requiring businesses and corporations to take
a more central role when a crisis, like the recent pandemic,
adversely affects society.

Climate change is another “crisis” that corporations need to
address. Put simply, corporations need to be involved in
social justice issues. That 1s why we are seeing major
corporations getting more involved in political issues and
expressing their opinions on 1issues ranging from
transgenderism to voter integrity laws. One effective tactic
being used is to rate businesses and corporations with an ESG
index (environmental, social, and governance index).
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The ESG index can be used to force businesses to comply with a
woke agenda or else be squeezed out of the market. Some have
suggested that the ESG index is essentially a social credit
score being applied to businesses and corporations.

Andy Kessler, writing in the Wall Street Journal, argues that
ESG is a loser and that you pay higher expenses for a fund
with similar stocks but worse performance.{4} In fact, he
encourages investors to buy stocks of companies with great
prospects over the next decade at reasonable prices.

Aren’t the companies and countries with a high ESG score
better investments? A professor at the University of Colorado
evaluated the system in the Harvard Business Review and made
four key points about ESG.{5}

First, ESG funds have underperformed. Second, companies that
tout their ESG credentials have worse compliance records for
labor and environmental rules. Third, ESG scores of companies
that signed the UN Principles of Investment, didn’t improve
after they signed, and their financial returns were lower for
those who signed. His final point was even more significant.
He concluded that often companies publicly embrace ESG as a
cover for poor business performance. In other words, when
earnings are bad, the company cites its ESG score.

Klaus Schwab believes that companies should try and optimize
for more than short-term profits and focus on achieving the
goals set forth by the UN for sustainable development. That
may sound like a good idea until you look at the economic data
behind it.

Why Now?

Why has there been such a push for significant changes in this
decade? Activists wanting to make changes in society and our
economy see the pandemic and governmental response as a
political opportunity. It is the familiar phrase, “Never let a
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crisis go to waste.”

Most social and political change occurs gradually. The crisis
of the pandemic forced big government and big pharma to move
at a much faster rate. Public acceptance of larger
governmental control became a paradigm shift that allowed
political leaders and even corporate leaders to move faster
than the incremental pace of the past. The pandemic threw open
the window for change. The only question is how much of “The
Great Reset” will be put in place before it closes.

The pandemic is the external reason for pushing “The Great
Reset” but there is also an internal reason. An entire
generation of college students learning woke ideology in the
universities are now filling positions in various companies.
Many commentators naively suggested that once coddled college
students enter the “real world,” they will drop their woke
ideas and face the reality of making a living in the business
world and the free market.

Instead, those woke students brought their ideas into
corporate boardrooms and embraced attempts to reset capitalism
and corporations. Their professors taught them that capitalism
is evil, and that America 1is riven with racism, sexism,
homophobia, and xenophobia. It is time, they believe, to join
arms with activists and reformers and bring about “The Great
Reset.” We might add that the American consumer hasn’t been so
accepting of these ideas, which is why we sometimes hear the
phrase “go woke, go broke.”

The push for a “Great Reset” 1is also taking place during what
many commentators refer to as the fourth industrial
revolution. The first industrial revolution was a mechanical
revolution. The second and third revolutions were electrical
and digital revolutions. This fourth industrial revolution
brings together diverse technologies 1like artificial
intelligence, robotics, nanotechnology, and biotechnology. It
also includes philosophical ideas like transhumanism.
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In previous programs, I have discussed the 1impact of
surveillance on our privacy. We warned about the influence of
Big Tech and Big Data. And we have also talked about the
merging of humans and machines. Each new technological
development brings progress and benefits, but they also bring
legitimate concerns about how these technologies can be abused
in the wrong hands.

How then will this be accomplished?

Administrative State

It may be difficult to imagine how the great reset programs
could be implemented in the US. Only a few members of Congress
would support these ideas. As we have discussed above, many of
these ideas have been implemented in woke corporations. But
these programs could also be implemented by the administrative
state or what some have called “the deep state.”

Two books document the deep state. Michael Glennon (Tufts
University law professor) wrote about National Security and
Double Government.{6} This dual-state system, he explained,
began under President Bush but was continued under President
Obama.

Mike Lofgren (former congressional aide) wrote about The Deep
State: The Fall of the Constitution and the Rise of a Shadow
Government.{7} He argued that there is “the visible government
situated around the Mall in Washington, and then there 1is
another, more shadowy, more indefinable government that is not
explained in Civics 101 or observable to tourists at the White
House or the Capitol.” He explained that it wasn’t a “secret,
conspiratorial cabal” but rather “the state within a state is
hiding mostly in plain sight.”

The reason we have an executive bureaucracy is to benefit from
the research and experience of public servants who have
devoted their lives to understanding the social and political
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implications of federal policies. This has always been a
necessary function, but especially with the last few
presidents. The experts in the bureaucracy can provide context
and prevent presidents and their cabinets from making huge
mistakes.

But there is another side to the federal bureaucracy. We may
suppose that bureaucrats are there to implement the policies
of the President and administration. Political appointees to
the cabinet always say that they “serve at the pleasure of the
president.”

That may be true for them. But a career civil servant has a
different perspective and expects to be in government much
longer than the four or eight years a president holds office.
We may think of the bureaucracy as like a military unit (where
every order is routinely obeyed). But the bureaucracy is often
more like a university faculty (where you are part of a team
but also have many of your own ideas about what should be
done). Often the federal bureaucracy slows down the
implementation of the president’s policies or even chooses to
ignore them.

As I discussed in a previous program on The Liberal Mind, even
with the best of bureaucrats, the “road to serfdom” can be
paved with good intentions. Fredrick Hayek wrote his book with
that title because he was concerned that most government
officials and bureaucrats write laws, rules, and regulations
with good intention. They desire to make the world a better
place and may believe that the best way to achieve that is to
implement many of the great reset policies. That is why we
need to pay attention to the “deep state” and administration
policies.

Biblical Perspective

What is a biblical perspective on the great reset? It would be
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easy to merely link all these ideas to end-time prophecy. It
is easy to see how these emerging technologies and the concept
of the “great reset” could be used by the Antichrist (2
Thessalonians 2, Revelation 13). Computer technology and
enhanced surveillance would allow this future leader to
control the world. But it is important to consider how we
should respond in our current world to these proposals.

We are seeing many examples of leftist authoritarianism today
and need to be alert and involved. James 4:7 says we have a
responsibility to resist evil, and Paul tells us to fight the
good fight (2 Timothy 4:7). Jesus teaches that we are to be
the salt of the earth and the light of the world (Matthew
5:13-16).

Christians can agree with the goals of addressing economic
inequality and the need to care for the environment. We are to
defend the poor and oppressed (Psalm 82:3) and to be good
stewards of God’s creation (Genesis 1:27-28). But we should
also be concerned about the authoritarian impulses we see not
only in government but in major corporations.

First, we should separate the message from the messenger. The
World Economic Forum and its participants are sometimes naive
and they even propose disturbing solutions to very real
problems in our society. We can agree with their attempts to
deal with poverty and economic inequality, but we must reject
some of the ways in which they want to reset the world and
bring about change.

Second, we should apply the Bible and a biblical worldview to
each issue. For example, a biblical view of justice usually
differs from many of the secular, progressive ways of working
for justice that also includes such things as the promotion of
sexual and gender identities.

Third, we should apply a biblical perspective to technology.
The Bible does not condemn technology but often reminds us



that tools and technology can be used for both good and evil.
The technology that built the ark (Genesis 6) also was later
used to construct the Tower of Babel (Genesis 11). A wise and
discerning Christian should evaluate the benefits and
drawbacks of each technology.

Christians will need discernment (Proverbs 18:15) in judging
the ideas associated with the “great reset.” The phrase can
mean different things to different people. Many of the ideas
associated with it are bad for our country and us. But we can
join hands with those who desire to make a better world and
want to do it in ways that don’t contradict the Bible.
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Socialism and Society

Kerby Anderson provides an overview of the popularity of
socialist ideas in America from a biblical perspective.

Socialism is more popular today than anyone would have
predicted a few years ago. A significant number of socialist
characters can be found in Congress. Universities have many
professors who are promoting socialism. And more young people
than ever believe socialism is superior to capitalism.
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Why 1s socialism so appealing to so many Americans? Young
people are drawn to the siren song of Bernie Sanders and
Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez. Part of the reason is that it
appeals to their sense of fairness. Another reason is that it
promises lots of free stuff.

Free college tuition and student loan forgiveness are
examples. The millennial generation (Generation Y) and the
iGen generation (Generation Z) have lots of student debt. They
see the need but forget that someone would have to pay for
this new massive entitlement. And they rarely stop and think
about why someone who didn’t go to college and took a blue-
collar job should pay for their university education. These
may be the most educated generations in history, but they
don’t seem to spend too much time reflecting on what they
supposedly learned in economics.

The cost of some of these policies is enormous. Just covering
the cost of tuition at public colleges and universities 1is
estimated at $70 billion a year. One study of the cost of
government-run health care (called “Medicare for All"”) was
estimated to cost $32 trillion during the first ten years.
Some estimate the cost of the “Green New Deal” to be $93
trillion. We can certainly debate how accurate some of those
estimates are, but we can’t ignore that they would be very
expensive once these programs are implemented.

There is some evidence that the popularity of socialism is
waning. A post-election survey done by the Cultural Research
Center shows a significant decline in support for socialism.
George Barna believes that another reason for this decline 1is
the aggressive marketing of a government-driven culture that
show young and old what socialism in America would really be
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like.

He found that the most precipitous decline in support for
socialism was among Americans ages 30 to 49. Just a decade
ago, they were the demographic I often pointed to as those who
supported socialism more than capitalism. That has changed
significantly.

Socialism is less popular even for Americans who are age 50
years or older. In the past, they have been the group most
consistent in their support of capitalism. But even in this
group, there was an eight percentage-point decline of support
for socialism.

The demographic groups with the least support for socialism
were Christians who had a biblical worldview and what George
Barna calls SAGE Cons (Spiritually Active Governance Engaged
Conservative Christians). But there are still a small
percentage of them who support socialism. That is why I also
address whether the Bible teaches socialism.

The Promise of Socialism

In order to understand the appeal of socialism, we need to
make a clear distinction between capitalism and socialism.
Capitalism is an economic system in which there is private
property and the means of production are privately owned. In
capitalism, there is a limited role for government. Socialism
is an economic system in which there is public or state
ownership of the means of production, and the primary focus 1is
on providing an equality of outcomes. In socialism, the state
is all-important and involved in central planning.

Often when young people are surveyed about socialism, the
pollster does not provide a definition. If you merely believe
socialism means more equality in society, then you can see why
so many choose socialism over capitalism. Also, young people
under the age of 30 are probably the least likely to associate



socialism with Soviet-style repression. Instead, they may have
in their minds the current government push toward European
socialism and find that more attractive.

There 1is also an important philosophical reason for the
popularity of socialism. When Karl Marx first proposed the
concepts of socialism and communism, he enjoyed an
intellectual advantage. He could talk about the problems with
capitalism the modern world was going through as they were
adapting to the difficult process of industrialization. He
could contrast the reality of capitalism with the utopian
ideal of socialism.

Utopian visions will always win out over the harsh reality of
the world. But we now have the terrible record of socialism.
Unfortunately, socialism’s death toll never quite gets
factored into any equation. The late columnist Joseph Sobran
said: “It makes no difference that socialism’s actual record
is terribly bloody; socialism 1is forever judged by its
promises and supposed possibilities, while capitalism is
judged by its worst cases.”{1}

Dinesh D’'Souza reminds us that many countries have tried
socialism and all failed. The first socialist experiment was
the Soviet Union, then came lots of countries in eastern
Europe (Poland, Yugoslavia, Albania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Romania, and East Germany). Add to that countries in

Asia (Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, North Korea, and China) and
countries in South America (Cuba, Nicaragua, Bolivia, and
Venezuela) and Africa (Angola, Ghana, Tanzania, Benin, Mali,
Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe). By his count, there are 25
failed experiments in socialism.{2}

The typical answer to these failures is that each of these
wasn’t done correctly. The failure of these socialist
experiments was a failure of implementation. But this time,
they say, we will get it right. Believing in socialism
apparently mean never having to say you’'re sorry.



In the next section we will look at the argument that
democratic socialism is the ideal we should pursue. We should
ignore this list of socialist failures and focus on socialism
in the Scandinavian countries.

A Different Kind of Socialism

Proponents of socialism not only argue that it was not
implemented correctly in the past but also argue that what
they are proposing is “democratic socialism.” They usually
point to the Scandinavian countries as examples.

Anders Hagstrom in one of his videos asks, “What does
socialism mean to [people such as actor and comedian Jim
Carrey]?” He says that conversations about socialism often go
like this: “A 1liberal says we should be socialist. A
conservative points to Venezuela, and says socialism doesn’t
work. A liberal says, What about Sweden and Norway? The
conservative then points out

that those countries aren’t actually socialist.”{3}

He says that even if we accept the comment by liberals, there
is a problem. “Nordic countries have tiny populations of less
than 10 million. And copying and pasting their policies to a
country of 330 million isn’t going to work.” These Nordic
countries were successful before they adopted the
redistributive policies they have now. Here’s a reality check:
if Sweden were to join the U.S. as a state, Sweden would be
poorer than all but 12 states.

Hagstrom also explains that the policies of true socialists
like Senator Bernie Sanders and Alexandria Ocasio Cortez go
far beyond what the Nordic countries have. For example, Bernie
Sanders wants a planned economy. None of the Nordic states
have this. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez wants to abolish profit.
None of the Nordic countries have done that. And both of them
want a universal minimum wage. None of the Nordic states have



that.

There’s another problem with the argument. These countries
aren’t socialist. John Stossel in one of his wvideos
interviewed a prominent Swedish historian.{4} Johan Norberg
makes it clear that “Sweden is not socialist-because the
government doesn’t own the means of production. To see

that, you have to go to Venezuela or Cuba or North Korea.” He
does admit that the country did have something that resembled
socialism a few decades ago. The government heavily taxed the
citizens and spent heavily. That was not a good period in
Swedish history, especially for the economy.

Yet even with the high Swedish taxes, there was simply not
enough money to fund Sweden’s huge welfare state. Norberg
explains that “People couldn’t get the pension that they
thought they depended on for the future.” At this point, the
Swedish people had enough and began to reduce the size and
scope of the government.

John Stossel says, “They cut public spending, privatized the
national rail network, abolished certain government
monopolies, eliminated inheritance taxes and sold state-owned
businesses like the maker of Absolut vodka.” While it is true
that Sweden does have a larger welfare state than the US and
higher taxes than the US, there are many other areas where
Sweden is actually more free market.

Socialism and Equality

One of the moral arguments for socialism is that it creates a
society with more social and economic equality. Proponents
want us to consider the fairness argument when applied to a
free market. How fair is it that basketball star Lebron James
makes more than $37 million when a social

worker starting out only makes about $30,000? Even more
extreme is the estimate that Jeff Bezos makes more than $320



million a day while the average Amazon salary 1is around
$35,000 a year.

Of course, this is what happens in a free society where people
with different skills, different abilities, and different
motivations are allowed to participate in a free market. You
will get inequality, but you also have a free society where
people can use their gifts to pursue their

calling and still receive a good income.

We don’t have to guess what will happen in a socialist economy
because we have lots of historical examples. In a desire to
bring equality, socialism doesn’t bring people up out of
poverty. Instead, it drives them into poverty. Consider two
test cases (Germany and Korea).

After World War II, Germany was divided into two countries:
West Germany was capitalist, while East Germany was socialist.
Throughout the time they were divided, there was a striking
difference between the two countries. When the two countries
were reunified, the GDP of East Germany was a

third of the GDP of West Germany.

An even better example is North and South Korea, because it
lasted longer and continues to this day. South Korea is now
more than 20 times richer than North Korea. Of course, people
in South Korea are also freer than North Korea. They are also
taller and live about 12 years longer than people in North
Korea.{5}

By contrast, capitalism provides every person a chance to
influence the society. In his book, United States of
Socialism, Dinesh D’Souza doesn’t ignore the issue of justice
but actually embraces it. Capitalism, he says, “far more than
socialism, reflects the will of the people and expresses
democratic consent.”{6} A consumer 1is like a voter. As a
citizen, we get to vote in an election every two to four
years. But a consumer gets to vote every day with his or her



dollar bills. That money represents the time and effort put in
to get those dollar bills.

The free market provides you a level of popular participation
and democratic consent that politics can never provide. You
get to vote every day with your dollars and send economic
signals to people and companies providing goods and services.
Essentially, capitalism, like democracy, is a clear form of
social justice.

The Bible and Socialism

Perhaps you have heard some Christians argue that the Bible
actually supports socialism. The book of Acts seems to approve
of socialism. In Acts 4, we find a statement that the
believers in Jerusalem “had all things in common.” It also
says that those who possessed land or houses sold them and
brought the proceeds to the apostles’ feet. They distributed
these gifts to anyone in need. This looks like socialism to
many who are already predisposed to believe it should be the
economic system of choice.

First, we need to realize that this practice was only done in
Jerusalem. As you read through the rest of the book of Acts
and read the letters of Paul and Peter, you see that most
believers in other parts of the Roman world had private
property and possessions. Paul calls upon them to give
voluntarily to the work of ministry.

Second, the word voluntary applies not only to Christians in
other parts of the world, but it also was a voluntary act by
the believers in Jerusalem to give sacrificially to each other
in the midst of persecution. This one passage in the book of
Act is not a mandate for socialism.

If you keep reading in the book of Acts, you can also see that
the believers in Jerusalem owned the property before they
voluntarily gave the proceeds to the apostles. The next



chapter (Acts 5) clearly teaches that. When Peter confronted
Ananias, he clearly stated that: “While it remained, was it
not your own? After it was sold, was it not in your own
control?”

Owning property contradicts one of the fundamental principles
of socialism. In the Communist Manifesto, “the abolition of
property” is a major item in the plan for moving from
capitalism to socialism and eventually to communism.

By contrast, the Ten Commandments assume private property. The
eighth commandment forbidding stealing and the tenth
commandment about coveting both assume that people have
private property rights.

In fact, we can use biblical principles to evaluate economic
systems like capitalism and socialism. Although the Bible does
not endorse a particular system, it does have key principles
about human nature, private property rights, and the role of
government. These can be used to evaluate economic systems
like socialism and communism.

Socialism is still a popular idea, especially among young
people. Recent polls along with various books about capitalism
and socialism illustrate the need for us to discuss and
explain the differences between capitalism and socialism.
Socialism may sound appealing until you begin to look at the
devastating impact it has had on countries that travel down
the road of greater governmental control.
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Transgenderism

Kerby Anderson provides an overview of the transgender craze
that has taken over the western world in the past ten years,
drawing on startling insights from Abigail Shrier and Ryan
Anderson.

Transgenderism 1is the belief that people have a “gender
identity” that is distinct from their sex. If they feel there
is a conflict between their gender and their sex, gender
identity should take precedence. Although a very small
fraction of the population may experience gender dysphoria,
the current percentage of Americans identifying as transgender
or nonbinary has exploded.

Gender Dysphoria Research

Abigail Shrier wrote about the transgender
craze in her book Irreversible Damage: The
Transgender Craze Seducing Our Daughters. When
she joined me on my Point of View radio
program, she explained that “gender dysphoria”
4 was characterized by severe and persistent
“"-#'Li""'“ discomfort in one’'s biological sex. It
_ typically begins in early childhood. 1In
previous generations, it afflicted a sliver of the population
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(roughly .01 percent) and occurred mostly in boys.

Prior to 2012, there was no scientific literature on girls
(11-21) ever having developed gender dysphoria at all. Then
the Western world experienced a sudden surge of adolescents
claiming to have gender dysphoria and self-identifying as
“transgender.”

In 2016, Lisa Littman (an ob-gyn, public health researcher)
was scrolling through social media when she noticed a
statistical peculiarity. Several adolescents (most of them
girls) from a small town in Rhode Island had come out as
transgender. In fact, they were all from the same friend
group.

She admitted that she knew very little about gender dysphoria,
but this statistical anomaly was interesting to her. And she
then noticed there had been a sudden spike in the western
world of girls experiencing gender dysphoria. She immersed
herself in the scientific literature on gender dysphoria to
try to understand what was happening. Perhaps it was due to
increased social acceptance of LGBTQ people, but she suggested
in a peer-reviewed paper that the girls might be rushing
toward “transition” because of peer contagion. As you might
imagine, her suggestion was roundly criticized. She was also
accused of anti-trans bigotry.

In a subsequent research project, she collected data
anonymously from 256 parents whose kids had not met the
criteria of gender dysphoria in childhood, but suddenly
identified as transgender in adolescence. She identified 16
traits in common. Here are a few.

e The vast majority have zero indicators of childhood gender
dysphoria.

e Almost a third of them did not seem at all gender
dysphoric.



A majority had one or more psychiatric diagnosis and
almost half were engaged in self-harm prior to the onset of
dysphoria.

e Nearly 70 percent of the teenagers belonged to a peer
group in which at least one friend had also come out as
transgender.

e Among parents who knew their children’s social status,
over 60 percent said the announcement brought a popularity
boost.

e Over 88 percent of the parents surveyed reported being
supportive of transgender rights.

How to Respond to the Transgender Moment

Ryan Anderson 1is the author of the book, When
Harry Became Sally: Responding to the
Transgender Moment. He explains how transgender
ideology promotes the opportunity for children
to change their gender with surgery and drugs. . :
And parents “are told that puberty blockers and ETHSPHf'E
cross-sex hormones may be the only way to ogmder Vim
prevent their children from committing suicide.”
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Ryan Anderson countered that the best studies of gender
dysphoria have found “that between 80 and 95 percent of
children who express a discordant gender identity will come to
identify with their bodily sex if natural development 1is
allowed to proceed.” He also documented that even children
going through “transitioning” treatment still have an
extraordinarily high rate of suicide attempts compared to the
general population.

He reminded us that we should be tolerant and loving toward
children (and adults) who struggle with their gender identity.
But we should also be aware of the potential harm when
transgender identity is normalized.



Unfortunately, we are living in a world where transgender
activists want more than tolerance and kindness. They demand
affirmation. We aren’t allowed to question whether using
medical treatments to aid in transgender transformation 1is
positive for children. In his book, Ryan Anderson shows that
the best biology, psychology, and philosophy support an
understanding of sex as a bodily reality. As he puts it:
“Biology isn’t bigotry.”

Abigail Shrier also offers several suggestions. First, don’t
get your kid a smartphone. She explains that nearly every
problem teenagers face traces itself back to the introduction
of the smartphone years ago.

Second, don’t relinquish your authority as a parent. You don't
have to go along with every idea your teenager has, nor do you
have to go along with every educational or psychological fad
being promoted in society.

Third, don’t support gender ideology in your child’s
education. She provides an example of what happens when
schools do a seminar on anorexia or suicide. Often the
prevalence increases. A small number of students may have
gender confusion or gender dysphoria. But talking about it
will spread confusion.

Finally, don’t be afraid to admit that it’s wonderful to be a
girl.

While she talks about the benefits and opportunities of being
a girl, Christians can go even further. We believe God 1is
responsible for who we are and what we are. Each one of us 1is
created in God’s image (Genesis 1:26). We can celebrate girls
and boys and encourage them to use their gender and their
gifts to the glory of God (1 Corinthians 1:31).

©2023 Probe Ministries



Woke Theology

We frequently hear the term “woke” in current discussions.
Campuses, corporations, and even some churches are described
as being woke. What does the term mean? How are these ideas
influencing society? Is there any connection to ESG mandates
and stakeholder capitalism? And how should Christians respond
to the influence of wokeness?

Definition of the Term

The term means that one is “awake” to the true nature of the
world at a time when so many in society are asleep. In his
book on Christianity and Wokeness, Owen Strachan explains that
“wokeness occurs when one embraces the system of thought
called critical race theory. CRT teaches that all societal
life is structured along racial power dynamics.”

According to this view, race is a “social construct,” not
biologically based, and merely exists in our imagination. This
is one place where there might be some agreement between
wokeness and the Bible. The Bible teaches that we are “one
race.” Some translations, for example, for Acts 17:26 refer to
all humans as “one blood.” Another verse would be Galatians
3:28 which says, “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there 1is
neither slave nor free, there is no male and female, for you
are all one in Christ Jesus.”

I have found that woke theology often surfaces in the non-
Christian world as a substitute religion. Woke theology also
surfaces in some churches that are legitimately concerned
about injustice. They want to be relevant to the cultural
dialogue and thus adopt wokeness.

These terms are sometimes misused, which is why Strachan also
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devotes a section on explaining what wokeness is not. Here are
just five statements of the fifteen he discusses:

e Wanting societal harmony across backgrounds does not make
you woke.

e Seeing massive failings in American and Western history,
sustained patterns of racist thought, does not make you woke.

e Doing everything you can and know to do to build bonds with
people different from you in various ways does not make you
woke.

e Praying for greater diversity in your church through saving
of fellow sinners does not make you woke.

e Wanting greater justice in the world doesn’t make you woke.

In this article we will be looking at various aspects of woke
theology. What is the ideology? How does it relate to critical
race theory? What about corporations that have adopted a woke
ideology? And how can we as Christians respond to this current
cultural trend?

Woke Ideology

Wokeness includes the ideas of critical race theory and
antiracism but is broader than just these ideas about race and
racial justice. It also includes other social, legal, and even
environmental concerns. These ideas were first developed and
promoted on university campuses but have made their way into
government, corporations, and nearly every part of society.

It is most visible through the actions of people who call
themselves “social justice warriors.” Critics might describe
them as “virtue-signaling liberals” or merely call them “the
woke.” Whatever name you give to these groups, they have been
successful in influencing nearly every

institution in America and much of the Western world.



i

They use inflamed rhetoric and what one commentator calls “ex-
cathedra incantations of pseudo-values so absurd that only a
few years ago it would have seemed like they must be kidding.”
That’'s a fancy way of saying that you can’t believe people are
completely serious when they are saying crazy things about
race, gender, and science.

Much of this began on university campuses across the nation.
Professors promoted ideas about cultural transformation that
influenced the young minds who became the future opinion-
forming elite of today. These ideas were reinforced because of
a liberal media forming a feed-back loop between a leftist
academy and a liberal establishment media.

This is an important principle to understand. In the past, we
used to hear parents and others argue that the nutty ideas in
the heads of college students would fade away as they had to
earn a living and deal with the realities of the world of
business. What happened was the fact that these college
graduates found previous graduates 1in some of these
corporations who were woke soul mates. The woke ideas on
campus often became the foundational ideas in business and
government. The media continued to reinforce those crazy woke
ideas.

In her book, Awake: Not Woke, Noelle Mering explains how many
in this emerging generation do not believe they are defined as
being in the image of God but instead are called to fight evil
in society. They are merely one entity in a group identity
rather than someone made in the image and likeness of God.
They aren’t praised or criticized by their actions and
attitudes. Instead, they are elevated or condemned based on
their group, their racial background, or their gender. They
are not only being indoctrinated by critical theory on race
but also by critical theory on sex and gender. And obedience
to these ideas is achieved through thought and speech control.



Critical Race Theory

One aspect of wokeness 1is critical race theory. Critical
theory began at the University of Frankfurt’s Institute for
Social Research, which came to be known as the “Frankfurt
School.” The Frankfurt scholars fled to Columbia University’s
Teachers College in New York in 1934 to escape the Nazis.

Critical theory traces all social injustice to inequities in
power that are based on class, race, gender, or sexual
orientation. In classical Marxism, the focus was on class,
with the assumption that the working class would rise up
against the capitalist oppressors. By contrast, critical
theory is a form of cultural Marxism that seeks a radical
transformation of society by uprooting present social
authorities. Cultural Marxism retains basic Marxist
assumptions but advocated a “long march through the
institutions,” to quote a leading thinker, Antonio Gramsci.

You are either in power or out of power. If you are in power,
you are automatically discredited. If you are underprivileged,
you are immune from criticism. The underprivileged can make
demands, but they need not make arguments, since the whole
system, including basic rationality, is rigged against them.
This also means that the claims of critical race theory are
unfalsifiable.

At its core, critical race theory 1is impractical. James
Lindsay asks you to imagine you own a small tailor shop where
you must assist each customer individually. Two people enter
your store: one is white, and the other is black. If you
choose to serve the black person first, it shows you are
racist because you don’t trust a black person in the store
unsupervised. If you choose to serve the white person first,
it shows you are racist because you value white people over
black people.

How should we respond to these claims? First, the Bible



teaches that truth exists and can be discerned (Proverbs 30:5,
John 8:32, 2 Timothy 3:16). Racial bias may be a problem, but
the real impediment to proper biblical interpretation is our
sin (John 3:19-20). Proponents of the woke agenda reject
rational arguments and censor contrary ideas about race and
society.

Christians are to love God with our minds (Mark 12:30). We are
to “destroy arguments and every proud obstacle raised up
against the knowledge of God” because we are to “take every
thought captive to obey Christ” (2 Corinthians 10:4-5).

Second is the issue of grace. According to their view, members
of an “oppressor” race will never really be forgiven because
they will always be part of that race. By contrast, the Bible
teaches that we are guilty because we are sinful (Romans 3:23,
6:23) not because of our racial status. We cannot earn
salvation by good works because salvation is a gift of grace
(Ephesians 2:8-9). We are redeemed through Jesus Christ
(Romans 3:22-24).

Woke Corporations

Corporations that have gone woke have been increasingly
involved in politics. Here are just a few examples from the
last year.

When the Georgia legislature debated and then passed voter
integrity laws, the CEOs of several corporations took to the
media to express their displeasure. For example, the CEO of
Coca-Cola complained the voting law was oppressive, which then
brought attention to the fact that the company was doing
business in China with oppressive human rights violations. The
CEO of Delta Airlines complained about voter IDs as other
critics were reminding them that you couldn’t get on a Delta
flight without showing a form of ID. But if these Georgia laws
were supposedly an attempt at voter suppression, they failed
since the number of voters in the latest election set records.



Many of these companies seem to be reevaluating their past
actions. They can see the downward financial trajectory of
past woke companies. The common phrase “get woke, go broke”
seems to be true.

They also have noticed how members of Congress have responded.
Senator Rick Scott wrote an open letter to “Woke Corporate
America,” saying that he hoped they were having fun with their
virtue signaling and the attempts to one-up each other. But he
reminded them they destroyed working people’s jobs and
destroyed some small businesses.

Although there are some members in Congress who want to
pressure corporations to be less woke, there are other
significant pressures on these companies to be more woke. This
comes from the enforcing of ESG standards. The “E” stands for
environmental concerns. What is the company doing to address
the threat of climate change by lowering carbon emissions? The
“S"” stands for social and looks at the company’s relationship
with stakeholders (often called stakeholder capitalism). The
“G"” stands for governance and desires diversity on the board
of directors and corporate transparency.

While many of the ESG goals are admirable, recent examples
show how it has been used as a political tool against anyone
who dissents. A senior HSBC banker was canceled merely because
he correctly observed that some of the climate change rhetoric
was shrill and unsubstantiated.

Recently Tesla was removed from the S&P 500 ESG Index, even
though they are the largest producer of electric cars and a
few months ago had the fourth largest weighting in the index.
Could it be that this change had more to do with the words and
actions of Elon Musk than anything at Tesla?

How Should We Respond?

We are living in a time when we can be canceled for something



we say or even for our lack of enthusiasm for a particular
policy or piece of legislation. That is why Rod Dreher warns
us in his book, Live Not by Lies, of a coming “soft
totalitarianism.” The old, hard totalitarianism came from the
state (Germany, Russia) and was dedicated to the eradication
of Christianity. This new totalitarianism usually comes from
the Left in society but is also dedicated to the eradication
of Christianity.

The soft totalitarianism of today demands allegiance to a set
of progressive beliefs. Compliance is forced less by the state
than by elites who form public opinion, and by private
corporations that control our 1lives through technology.
Citizens won’'t be taken away in handcuffs by the state, but
their lives will be devastated by Leftist elites that will do
what they can to destroy their lives.

Dissenters from the woke party line find their businesses,
careers, and reputations destroyed. They are pushed out of the
public square, stigmatized, canceled, and demonized as
racists, sexists, and homophobes.

His book is full of stories from Christians who endured hard
totalitarianism and provide us with models for how to address
this more insidious form of soft totalitarianism. Often this
is coming from business and the media.

What is a biblical perspective on race and gender? Christians
and churches are facing persecution because many of these woke
ideas are contrary to Scripture. Nevertheless, many of these
woke ideas are making their way into the pulpits and Sunday
School classes of many churches.

Woke religion rejects the salvation of Christ and supplants it
with a utopian view that true salvation can be found in
environmental activism, racial activism, and stakeholder
capitalism. We can applaud young people looking to make the
world a better place, but they have put their allegiance into



a worldview contrary to biblical principles.

Woke faith at its core is atheistic and denies God and Christ.
Much of it is rooted in a Marxist view of the world. Second,
it also replaces the biblical idea of sin (Romans 3:23) with
salvation through environmental activism and racial struggle.
Third, it 1is a utopian vision that assumes we can create
“heaven on Earth” without Christ.

If we want to address real social problems in our society, we
need to come back to biblical principles. Many of the
successful social movements in the 1last two centuries
(abolition, suffrage, civil rights) rested on a biblical
foundation. We don’t need woke theology to bring salt and
light to our fallen world.
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Blessings and Judgment

The Bible offers principles concerning blessing and judgment
concerning the nation of Israel. Do any of them apply to the
United States? Kerby Anderson examines this question.

Is God blessing America? Will God bring judgment against
America? These are questions I often hear, and yet rarely do
we hear good answers to these questions. Part of the reason is
that Christians haven’t really studied the subject of
blessings and judgment.

In this article we deal with this difficult and
controversial subject. While we may not be able to come to
definitive answers to all of these questions, I think we will
have a better understanding of what blessings and judgment are
from a biblical perspective.

When we think about this topic, often we are in two minds. On
one hand, we believe that God is on our side and blessing us.
After the attacks on 9/11, for example, we launched a war on
terror and were generally convinced that God was on our side.
At least we hoped that He was. Surely God could not be on the
side of the terrorists.

On the other hand, we also wonder if God is ready to judge
America. Given the evils of our society, isn’t it possible
that God will judge America? Haven’'t we exceeded what other
nations have done that God has judged in the past?

In his book Is God on America’s Side?, Erwin Lutzer sets forth
seven principles we can derive from the 0ld Testament about
blessing and cursing. We will look at these in more depth
below. But we should first acknowledge that God through His
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prophets clearly declared when he was bringing judgment. In
those cases, we have special revelation to clearly show what
God was doing. We do not have 0ld Testament prophets today,
but that doesn’t stop Christians living in the church age from
claiming (often inaccurately) that certain things are a
judgment of God.

In the 1980s and 1990s we heard many suggest that AIDS was a
judgment of God against homosexuality. In my book Living
Ethically In the 90s I said that it did not look like a
judgment from God. First, there were many who engaged 1in
homosexual behavior who were not stricken with AIDS (many male
homosexuals and nearly all lesbians were AIDS-free). Second,
it struck many innocent victims (those who contracted the
disease from blood transfusions). Was AIDS a judgment of God?
I don’t think so.

When Hurricane Katrina struck New Orleans in 2005, people
called into my talk show suggesting this was God’s judgment
against the city because of its decadence. But then callers
from the Gulf Coast called to say that the hurricane
devastated their communities, destroying homes, businesses,
and churches. Was God judging the righteous church-going
people of the Gulf Coast? Was Hurricane Katrina a judgment of
God? I don’'t think so.

In this article we are going to look at blessings and
judgments that are set forth by God in the 0ld Testament so
that we truly understand what they are.

Seven Principles (Part 1)

In his book Is God on America’s Side? Erwin Lutzer sets forth
seven principles we can derive from the 0ld Testament about
blessing and cursing. The first principle is that God can both
bless and curse a nation.{1}

When we sing “God Bless America” do we really mean it? I guess
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part of the answer to that question is what do most Americans
mean by the word “God”? We say we believe in God, but many
people believe in a god of their own construction. In a sense,
most Americans embrace a god of our civil religion. This 1is
not the God of the Bible.

R.C. Sproul says the god of this civil religion 1is without
power: “He is a deity without sovereignty, a god without
wrath, a judge without judgment, and a force without
power.”{2} We have driven God from the public square, but we
bring him back during times of crisis (like 9/11) but he 1is
only allowed off the reservation for a short period of time.

We sing “God Bless America” but do we mean it? Nearly every
political speech and every State of the Union address ends
with the phrase, “May God bless America.” But what importance
do we place in that phrase?

Contrast this with what God said in the 0ld Testament. God
gave Israel a choice of either being blessed or being cursed.
“See, I am setting before you today a blessing and a curse;
the blessing, if you obey the commandments of the Lord your
God, which I command you today; and the curse, if you do not
obey the commandments of the Lord your God, but turn aside
from the way that I am commanding you today, to go after other
gods that you have not known” (Deuteronomy 11:26-28).

We should first acknowledge that Israel was unique because it
had a covenant with God. America does not have a covenant with
God. But it does still seem as if the principle of blessing
and cursing can apply to nations today.

A second principle is that God judges nations based on the
amount of light and opportunity they are given.{3} The 0ld
Testament is a story of Israel. Other nations enter the story
when they connect with Israel. Because Israel had a unique
relationship with God, the nation was judged more strictly
than its neighbors.



God was more patient with the Canaanites—it took four hundred
years before their “cup of iniquity” was full, and then
judgment fell on them. Likewise, Paul points out (Romans
2:12-15) that in the end time, God would individually judge
Jews and Gentiles by the amount of light they had when they
were alive.

A nation that is given the light of revelation will be held to
greater account than a nation that is not.

Seven Principles (Part 2)

In his book Is God on America’s Side? Erwin Lutzer sets forth
seven principles we can derive from the 0ld Testament about
blessing and cursing. The third principle is that God
sometimes uses exceedingly evil nations to judge those that
are less evil.{4}

Israel was blessed with undeserved opportunities, yet were
disobedient. God reveals to Isaiah that God would use the
wicked nation of Assyria to judge Israel. “Ah, Assyria, the
rod of my anger; the staff in their hands is my fury! Against
a godless nation I send him, and against the people of my
wrath I command him, to take spoil and seize plunder, and to
tread them down like the mire of the streets” (Isaiah 10:5-6).
In another instance, God reveals to Habakkuk that He was
raising up the Chaldeans to march through the 1land,
plundering, killing, and stealing (Habakkuk 1:5-11).

As I mentioned above, Christians are often of two minds when
they think about America. On the one hand they believe America
is a great country. We have been willing to rebuild countries
after war or natural disaster. American missionaries travel
around the world. Christians broadcast the gospel message
around the world.

On the other hand, America is a decadent country. We are the
leading exporters of pornography and movies that celebrate



sex, violence, and profanity. We have aborted more than 50
million unborn babies. Our judicial system banishes God from
public life. Will God use another nation to judge America?

A fourth principle is that when God judges a nation, the
righteous suffer with the wicked.{5} A good example of this
can be found in the book of Daniel. When God brought the
Babylonians against Judah, Daniel and his friends were forced
to accompany them.

We also see a parallel to this in manmade and natural
disasters. Whether it 1is a terrorist attack or a hurricane or
tsunami, we see that believers and nonbelievers die together.
We live in a fallen world among fallen people. These actions
(whether brought about by moral evil or physical evil) destroy
lives and property in an indiscriminate way.

A fifth principle is that God’s judgments take various
forms.{6} Sometimes it results in the destruction of our
families. We can see this in God’s pronouncement in
Deuteronomy 28:53-55. When the Israelites were forced to leave
their homes to go to foreign lands, the warnings were
fulfilled. Today we may not be forced into exile, but we
wonder if “God 1is judging our families just the same. He 1is
judging us for our immorality.”

In Deuteronomy 28:36-37, “The Lord will bring you and your
king whom you set over you to a nation that neither you nor
your fathers have known. And there you shall serve other gods
of wood and stone.” When the ten tribes of Israel were exiled
to Assyria, they were assimilated into the pagan culture and
never heard from again.

Seven Principles (Part 3)

The sixth principle is that in judgment, God'’s target is often
His people, not just the pagans among them.{7}



Yes, it is true that God judges the wicked, but sometimes the
real purpose of present judgments has more to do with the
righteous than the wicked. Not only do we see this in the 0ld
Testament, we also see this principle in the New Testament. 1
Peter 4:17-18 says: “For it is time for judgment to begin at
the household of God; and if it begins with us, what will be
the outcome for those who do not obey the gospel of God? And
‘If the righteous is scarcely saved, what will become of the
ungodly and the sinner?'”

This raises a good question. If judgment begins at the house
of God, is the church today under judgment? Have Christians
become too worldly? Have Christians become too political and
thus depend on government rather than on God? Have Christians
become too materialistic? Someone has said we should change
the motto on our coins from “In God we trust” to “In gold we
trust.”

A seventh and final principle is that God sometimes reverses
intended judgments.{8} We must begin with an observation.
God’s blessing on any nation 1s undeserved. There 1is always
sin and evil in the land. When God blesses us, either
individually or corporately, it is an evidence of God’'s grace.

Sometimes God calls for judgment but then spares a nation. A
good example of that can be found in the life of Jonah. God
called him to that city to preach repentance for their sins.
He didn’t want to go because it was the capital city of the
Assyrians who had committed genocide against Israel. But when
Jonah finally obeyed God, the city was saved from judgment.

God also used 0ld Testament prophets to preach to Israel. But
the people didn’t have a heart to care. Consider the ministry
of Micah and Jeremiah. Actually, Micah preached a hundred
years before Jeremiah and warned Judah that her “wound 1is
incurable.” A century later, Jeremiah is brought before the
priests and false prophets who want him killed. After hearing
him, they appeal to the preaching of Micah (Jeremiah 16:19).



King Hezekiah listened to Micah’s words and sought God who
withheld judgment.

Erwin Lutzer gives another example from eighteenth century
England. The country was in decline, but God reversed the
trend through the preaching of John Wesley and George
Whitefield.

Conclusion

I would like to conclude by returning to the questions about
whether God is blessing or judging our nation.

First, we must acknowledge that no nation can claim that God
is on its side. In fact, there is a long and sorry history of
nations that have claimed this. And the “God is on our side
mentality” has done much harm throughout the history of the
church.

Kim Riddlebarger: “Instead of letting God be God, our sinful
pride leads us to make such pronouncements that are not ours
to make. In these cases, God is not sovereign, he 1is a
mascot.”{9} As a nation, we must not claim that God is on our
side.

This is also true in the political debates we have within this
nation. Richard Land in his book, The Divided States of
America, says: “What liberals and conservatives both are
missing is that America has been blessed by God in unique
ways—we are not just another country, but neither are we God’s
special people. I do not believe that America is God’'s chosen
nation. God established one chosen nation and people: the
Jews. We are not Israel. We do not have “God on our side.” We
are not God’'s gift to the world.{10}

This brings us back to the famous quote by Abraham Lincoln who
was asked i1f God was on the side of the Union forces or the
Confederate forces. He said: “I do not care whether God 1is on



my side; the important question is whether I am on God’'s side,
for God is always right.”

Second, we should be careful not to quickly assume that a
disease or a disaster is a judgment of God. Above I gave
examples of people wrongly assuming that AIDS or Hurricane
Katrina was a judgment of God.

We can take comfort in knowing that this isn’t just a problem
in the twenty-first century. Apparently it was even a problem
in the first century. The tower of Siloam fell and killed a
number of people. It appears that those around Jesus thought
it was a punishment for their sins. He counters this idea by
saying: “Or do you suppose that those eighteen on whom the
tower in Siloam fell and killed them were worse culprits than
all the men who live in Jerusalem? I tell you, no, but unless
you repent, you will all likewise perish[]” (Luke 13:4-5).

We should wisely refrain from too quickly labeling a disease
or disaster as a judgment of God. But we should take to heart
the words of Jesus and focus on our need for salvation and
repentance.
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Realignment of America

We are witnessing some dramatic changes in this country. The
U.S. 1s experiencing various kinds of realignment: marriage
and cohabitation, geography, political and economic.

In this article I want to talk about the realignment of
America. We are witnessing some dramatic changes in this
country. Some are political changes; some are economic
changes; and some are geographic changes. If you are building
a business, planting a church, or just trying to understand
some of these fundamental changes, you need to pay attention
to these changes in America.

First, we need to understand the times in which we
are living. 1 Chronicles 12:32 says that the sons
of Issachar were “men who understood the times,
with knowledge of what Israel should do.” Likewise
we need to understand our time with knowledge of
what we as Christians should do.

Second, we should also plan for the future. Isaiah 32:8 says
that “the noble man devises noble plans, and by noble plans he
stands.” You, your family, and your church should have plans
for the future based upon some of the things we will be
discussing.

Proverbs 16:9 says “the mind of man plans his way, but the
Lord directs his steps.” So we should not only plan for the
future, but commit those plans to the Lord and be sensitive to
His leading in our lives.
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One place where we see a dramatic shift in both attitudes and
behavior is marriage. America 1is in the midst of redefining
marriage. Some of these redefinitions are taking place in the
legislatures and courtrooms. But marriage 1s also being
redefined through cohabitation.

Over the last few decades, the U.S. Census Bureau has
documented the increasing percentage of people who fit into
the category of “adults living alone.” These are often lumped
into a larger category of “non-family households.” Within this
larger category are singles that are living alone as well as a
growing number of unmarried, cohabiting couples that are
“living together.” The U.S. Census Bureau estimated that in
2000 there were nearly ten million Americans living with an
unmarried opposite-sex partner and another 1.2 million
Americans living with a same-sex partner.

These numbers are unprecedented. It is estimated that during
most of the 1960s and 1970s, only about a half a million
Americans were living together. And by 1980, that number was
just 1.5 million.{1} Now that number is more than twelve
million.

Cohabiting couples are also changing the nature of marriage.
Researchers estimate that half of Americans will cohabit at
one time or another prior to marriage. And this arrangement
often includes children. The traditional stereotype of two
young, childless people living together is not completely
accurate; currently, some forty percent of cohabiting
relationships involve children.{2}

Marriage may not yet be in the endangered species list, but
many more couples are choosing to live together rather than
get married. This is just one example of the realignment of
America.



Geographic Realignment

Another realignment in America 1s geographic realignment. If
you haven’t noticed, people move around quite a bit. And I am
not just talking about your neighbors who drove off the other
day in a U-Haul truck. I am talking about the realignment of
America.

I think we have all heard that the U.S. population is flowing
from the Snow Belt to the Sun Belt. But Michael Barone in an
article in The Wall Street Journal explains that the trends
are a bit more complex than that.{3} Let’s start with what he
calls the “Coastal Megalopolises” (New York, Los Angeles,
Miami, etc.). Here you find that Americans are moving out and
immigrants are moving in with a low net population growth.

Contrast this with what he called “the Interior Boomtowns.”
Their population has grown eighteen percent in six years. And
this means that the nation’s center of gravity is shifting.
Dallas is now larger than San Francisco, Houston is larger
than Boston, Charlotte is now larger than Milwaukee.

Another section would be the old Rust Belt. The six metro
areas (Detroit, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Milwaukee, Buffalo,
Rochester) have lost population since 2000. And you also have
“the Static (Cities.” These eighteen metropolitan areas have
little immigrant inflow and little domestic inflow or outflow.

The political impact of this realignment is significant. Many
of the metro areas voted in significant proportions for John
Kerry in 2004 while the Interior Boomtowns voted for George W.
Bush. But there is more at stake than just the presidential
election.

In less than two years we will have another census, and that
will determine congressional districts. House seats and
electoral votes will shift from New York, New Jersey, and
Illinois to Texas, Florida, Georgia, Arizona, and Nevada.



That is why Michael Barone says in another column that it is
time to throw out the old electoral maps.{4} The old maps with
red states and blue states served us well for the last two
presidential elections, but there is good evidence that it is
now out-of-date. In 2000 and 2004, the Republicans nominated
the same man, and the Democrats nominated men with similar
views and backgrounds. All of that has changed in 2008.

It is clear that some of the states that went Democratic in
2004 may be available to Republicans. And it is also clear
that some of the states that went Republican that same year
are possibilities for the Democrats. And let’s not forget the
surge of new voters coming into the electoral process that are
potentially available to either candidate.

Social scientists say: “Demography is destiny.” That 1is a
simple way of saying that demographic changes alter our
future. But you don’t have to be a social scientist to see the
impact. We all know that people move around, and that changes
the political landscape.

Political Realignment

In addition to marriage and geographical realignment,
political realignment is also taking place due to differences
in fertility. Does fertility affect voting patterns?
Apparently it does much more than we realize. And this has
been a topic of discussion for both 1liberals and
conservatives, Democrats and Republicans.

Arthur Brooks wrote about the “Fertility Gap” in a column in
The Wall Street Journal.{5} He said: “Simply put, liberals
have a big baby problem: They’re not having enough of them .

and their pool of potential new voters is suffering as a
result.”

Brooks noted that “..if you picked 100 unrelated politically
liberal adults at random, you would find that they had,



between them, 147 children. If you picked 100 conservatives,
you would find 208 kids.” That is a “fertility gap” of forty-
one percent.

We know that about eighty percent of people with an
identifiable party preference grow up to vote essentially the
same way as their parents. Brooks says that this “fertility
gap” therefore “translates into lots more little Republicans
than little Democrats to vote in future elections.” He also
points out that over the past thirty years this gap has not
been below twenty percent which he says explains to a large
extent the current ineffectiveness of liberal youth voter
campaigns.

Brooks also points out that the fertility gap “doesn’t budge
when we correct for factors like age, income, education, sex,
race—or even religion.” Even 1if all these factors are
identical between a liberal and a conservative, “the liberal
will still be 19 percentage points more likely to be childless
than the conservative.” This fertility gap is real and will no
doubt affect politics for many years to come.

So what could this mean for future presidential elections?
Consider the key swing state of Ohio which is currently split
fifty-fifty between left and right. If current patterns
continue, Brooks estimates that Ohio will swing to the right
and by 2012 will be fifty-four percent to forty-six percent.
By 2020, it will be solidly conservative by a margin of fifty-
nine percent to forty-one percent.

Now look at the state of California that tilts in favor of
liberals by fifty-five percent to forty-five percent. By the
year 2020, it will be swing conservative by a percentage of
fifty-four percent to forty-six percent. The reason is due to
the “fertility gap.”

Of course most people vote for politicians, personalities, and
issues, not parties. But the general trend of the “fertility



gap” cannot be ignored especially if Democrats continue to
appeal to liberals and Republicans to conservatives.

Economic Realignment

Earlier we talked about political and geographical realignment
in America. It turns out that some of that realignment is due
to economic factors.

A recent survey by United Van Lines uncovers some interesting
patterns of movement in America.{6} An average of twenty
thousand Americans relocate across state lines each day for a
record eight million Americans each year. The general pattern
is for people to move from the Northeast and Midwest to the
South and West. But the details are even more interesting than
the general trends.

The survey found that the most reliable indicator of movement
was income tax. People tend to move from states with high
income-tax rates to states with little or no income taxes.
Families are leaving Michigan, New York, New Jersey, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, and Illinois. Now consider the eight states that
have no income tax (Florida, Nevada, New Hampshire, South
Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Washington, and Wyoming). Every one
of these states gained in net domestic migrants. And each one
except Florida (which has sky-high property taxes) “ranked in
the top 12 of destination states.”

In order to see the phenomenon in action, compare North Dakota
to South Dakota. Both states are essentially the same in terms
of geography and climate. But they couldn’t be more different
in terms of migration. North Dakota lost a greater percentage
of citizens than any other state except Michigan. South Dakota
ranked in the top twelve states in terms of net domestic
migration. People are moving out of North Dakota, but they are
moving to South Dakota in droves. North Dakota has an income
tax. South Dakota does not.



For many years now, demographers have noted the flight of
upper income, educated families from California. California is
the only Pacific Coast state to lose migrant population in
2007. One of the major reasons is the fact that California has
the highest state income tax in the nation. So now more than
one and a half million Californians have left the state in the
last ten years.

So where are many of these people going? They are moving to
neighboring Nevada, which has no income tax. “High income
Californians can buy a house in Las Vegas for the amount they
save in three or four years by not paying California income
taxes.”

An old adage says high taxes don’t redistribute income, they
redistribute people. Once again we see the realignment of
America. People vote with their feet, and it seems that taxes
are one of the reasons they leave one state for another state.

Income Realignment

I would like to conclude by looking once again at economic
statistics, but this time focus on family income. If you turn
on a television or open a newspaper, and you are certain to
hear or read someone say that the rich are getting richer, and
the poor are getting poorer. But would it surprise you to know
that other governmental data says just the opposite?

The latest data from the U.S. Census Bureau does seem to
indicate that the rich are getting richer while the poor are
getting poorer. But these numbers do not reflect the economic
improvement of individuals and families.

Data from the Internal Revenue Service does show this
movement. It shows that people in the bottom fifth have nearly
doubled their income in the last ten years. It also shows that
the top one percent saw their incomes decline by twenty-six

percent.{7}



Why do these two set of governmental statistics differ? It
turns out that the IRS tracks people over time. After all,
people don’t stay in the same income brackets throughout their
lives. Millions of people move from one bracket to another.

The IRS tracks people each year and thus reflects real changes
to real people while the Census Bureau merely creates the
illusion of tracking people. The best way to follow people is
to actually follow people. That's what the IRS statistics do,
and so they are more accurate.

What about the claims that family income has stagnated? First,
we need to make a distinction between household income and per
capita income. Household or family income can remain
essentially unchanged for a decade while per capita income 1is
increasing.

The reason 1is simple: the number of people per household and
per family is declining. If annual household income 1is
$60,000, the per capita income for a family of six would be
$10,000 but for a family of three would be $20,000.

The difference in the number of people also affects economic
statistics for different ethnic groups. Hispanics have higher
household incomes than African-Americans. But blacks have
higher individual incomes than Hispanics. The reason for the
different is family size.

Second, we should also take a second look at the statistics
that say income has stagnated. If we go back to the IRS
numbers, we find that the average taxpayer’s real income has
increased by twenty-four percent in the last decade.

The point to all of this is that economic statistics can
sometimes be misleading. They may be true but they lead to
misleading conclusions.

As we’ve seen, there have been some dramatic shifts in the
social, political, economic, and geographic nature of this



country. A wise and discerning Christian will pay attention to
this realignment and make wise plans for the future. Isaiah
32:8 says that “the noble man devises noble plans, and by
noble plans he stands.” As Christians we need to wisely plan
for the future.

Notes

1. U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P20-537; America’s Families and Living Arrangements:
March 2000 and earlier reports.

2. Larry L. Bumpass, James A. Sweet, and Andrew Cherlin, “The
Role of Cohabitation in the Declining Rates of Marriage,”
Journal of Marriage and Family 53 (1991), 926.

3. Michael Barone, “The Realignment of America,” The Wall
Street Journal, 8 May, 2007.

4. Michael Barone, “Throw Out the 0ld Electoral Maps in 2008,”
Townhall.com, 1 March 2008.

5. Arthur C. Brooks, “The Fertility Gap,” The Wall Street
Journal, 22 August 2006.

6. “States of Opportunity,” The Wall Street Journal, 12
February 2008.

7. Thomas Sowell, “Income Confusion,” Townhall.com, 21
November 2007.

© 2008 Probe Ministries


http://townhall.com
http://townhall.com

