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The Bible, Voters, and the
2008 Presidential Election:
Keeping First Things First
As the November 2008 Presidential Election approaches, the Bible

(as well as American history) offers sound counsel to people of faith

to help determine their selection for President. That counsel will be
examined in this book, which is written primarily for persons of Biblical faith – for those who hold the Scriptures as the authority in their
lives. Regrettably, this does not encompass all who call themselves
Christian, Jew, Protestant, or Catholic, for many individuals in each of
those categories are not Biblical in their thinking. † And while some
of the rhetoric in this work is speciﬁcally Christian, the principles are
ﬁrmly grounded in the Scriptures and are therefore Judeo-Christian
and thus appropriate for both Christians and Jews.

Maintaining a National and not a Personal Perspective
4 Righteousness exalts a nation, but sin is a reproach to any
people. PROVERBS 14:34
† Regrettably, the United Church of Christ (UCC) – the Christian denomination
of 1.2 million members recently made famous by Barack Obama and the Rev. Jeremiah
Wright – provides a clear illustration of a non-Biblical “Christian” group. The UCC
was the ﬁrst denomination to ordain an openly gay minister and to call for recognition
of homosexual marriages (in 1976), 1 and currently some 200 openly homosexual UCC
clergy serve in its various ministries or pastorates. 2 The UCC is also a strong advocate of
abortion, openly endorsing abortion-on-demand a full two years before the Roe v. Wade
decision of 1973; 3 they even oppose the ban on partial-birth abortions. 4 The UCC also
holds positions that favor Palestinians above Jews (the Jewish Anti-Defamation League
is uncomfortable with their position toward Israel), 5 and the UCC doesn’t celebrate the
“sexist” God of the Bible but instead uses gender-neutral images of God that can be either
“he,” “she,” or whatever the individual wants Him to be. 6 Believing that “God speaks in
new ways every day” and that “doctrine and the intent of the Bible are affected by culture
and context,” 7 the UCC does not embrace ﬁxed absolutes from the Scriptures (especially
on moral issues) but rewrites the Bible to match whatever position they embrace at that
time. Clearly, this denomination, while ofﬁcially considered Christian, is certainly not
Biblical; there unfortunately are other Christian and Jewish groups and individuals that
have also rejected traditional Biblical truths and standards.
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4 Righteousness alone can exalt [America] as a nation. Reader!
Whoever thou art, remember this; and in thy sphere practice
virtue thyself and encourage it in others. 8 PATRICK HENRY
4 I have one great political idea. . . . It is in substance, “Righteousness exalteth a nation; sin is a reproach to any people”
[Proverbs 14:34]. . . . [T]his constitutes my politics – the
negative and positive of my politics, and the whole of my
politics. 9 FREDERICK DOUGLASS, BLACK GOSPEL MINISTER; CIVIL
RIGHTS LEADER

4 If the time ever comes when we shall go to pieces, it will . . .
[be] from losing sight of the fact that “Righteousness exalteth
a nation, but that sin is a reproach to any people” [Proverbs
14:34]. . . . Unless we hold ﬁrmly to the great principles of
righteousness [enunciated in the Declaration of Independence,
in the Golden Rule, in the Ten Commandments, in the Sermon on the Mount], [America,] if it continues to exist, will
be a curse and not a blessing. 10 FRANCIS GRIMKE, BLACK GOSPEL
MINISTER; CIVIL RIGHTS LEADER

Because the Scripture unequivocally declares that “Righteousness
exalts a nation,” then the issues that the Bible identiﬁes as directly
impacting national righteousness should be foremost in Biblical voters’ minds as they select a President. Dozens of Bible passages (cf.
Deuteronomy 28, I Chronicles 21, I Kings 18) afﬁrm that a nation’s
righteousness is determined by its public policies and how well they
conform to God’s standards; only God-honoring policies that lead
to God-honoring actions can exalt a nation.
How can a nation achieve God-honoring policies? William Paterson, a signer of the Constitution and a U. S. Supreme Court Justice,
answered that question by citing Proverbs 29:2, 11 which says:
When the righteous rule, the people rejoice; when the wicked
rule, the people groan.
God-honoring public policies in a nation are the result of Godhonoring public ofﬁcials enacting those policies. Therefore, if righ-
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teousness (i.e., God-honoring policy) is to exalt a nation, then a nation
must have leaders like Daniel, Nehemiah, David, or Moses rather
than Ahab, Jezebel, Manasseh, or Jeroboam.
In America, the only way there will be God-honoring public ofﬁcials is if God-honoring citizens elect them. As Founding Father
Noah Webster reminded citizens in his day:
[T]he Scriptures teach. . . . that rulers should be men who

rule in the fear of God, able men, such as fear God, men of
truth, hating covetousness [cf. EXODUS 18:21]. . . . [I]t is to the
neglect of this rule of conduct in our citizens that we must
ascribe the multiplied frauds, breaches of trust, peculations
[white-collar larceny], and embezzlements of public property
which astonish even ourselves. 12
Therefore, the ﬁrst and foremost consideration in choosing a
President † is whether that individual will advance policies upholding
Biblical standards of righteousness and oppose policies that encourage what the Bible deﬁnes as sin or unrighteous behavior. For this
reason, issues involving Biblical righteousness – i.e., Biblical rights
and wrongs – must always take precedence over economic, environmental, health care, energy, and other issues. These other issues are
important, but recall from Matthew 6 that Jesus told His disciples
that if they would make the pursuit of righteousness their primary
emphasis, then everything else would be provided (v. 33). However,
if economic (or other) issues become the primary focus for voters,
the nation usually ends up attaining neither the economic prosperity
voters desired nor the national righteousness that should have been
their primary concern in the ﬁrst place.
† While the evaluation of a presidential candidate is the primary emphasis of this
work, the President should never be the sole focus in federal elections. A President is
important, but three or four dozen other names will also appear on the same ballot this
Fall (including those running for Congress as well as state and local candidates), and
those elected to every one of those ofﬁces will also have a direct impact on the lives of
citizens. The standards set forth in this work will apply equally to those ofﬁces as well as
to President; these are universal standards.
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Prioritizing the Issues
In recent elections, the millions of Biblical voters who sought
to advance issues of righteousness through their vote were dubbed
“value voters.” Those whose agenda did not beneﬁt from (or was
even impeded by) these voters are now trying to win their support by
redeﬁning other topics as a “traditional value” or a so-called “moral”
issue. For example:
4 The Rev. Robert Edgar (the former general secretary of the
very liberal National Council of Churches) laments: “The
religious right has successfully gotten out there shaping
personal piety issues – civil unions, abortion – as almost the
total content of ‘moral values.’ And yet you can’t read the
Old Testament without knowing God was concerned about
the environment, war and peace, poverty. God doesn’t want
45 million Americans without health care.” 13
4 Supporters of homosexual marriage now assert that it is
“moral” to extend partnership rights to homosexuals who have
“committed” themselves to each other. 14
4 Pro-abortion advocates are now claiming that it is “moral” for
a poor mother to have an abortion rather than give birth to a
child she might not want. 15
4 A new movement that labels itself as “Biblically-orthodox” 16
claims: “We believe the Risen Lord Jesus cares about what we
drive. . . . Obeying Jesus in our transportation choices is one
of the great Christian obligations and opportunities of the
twenty-ﬁrst century.” 17
4 Another frequently invoked “moral value” involves ending
poverty. As the Rev. Stephen Bouman explains, “One thing
Jesus was absolutely clear about was helping the poor.” 18
These claims seek to do what the Rev. Joel Hunter and others
of the aberrant Emerging Church movement describe as “expand
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the agenda,” 19 and even some traditional Biblical groups are now
joining the effort.
For example, a group of 117 Evangelical leaders released the “Evangelical Climate Initiative” calling for immediate government action
on global warming. 20 The media portrayed that group as speaking
for all Evangelicals but failed to note that over 1,500 Evangelical and
conservative religious leaders instead signed the “Cornwall Alliance
for the Stewardship of Creation” 21 that sets forth a Biblical approach
to the issue of global warming very different from that of the ﬁrst and
much smaller group of Evangelicals.
Similarly, a group of 72 Evangelical leaders released an “Evangelical
Manifesto,” calling for an “expansion of . . . concern beyond single-issue politics such as abortion and marriage.” 22 The media reported the
Manifesto as the new voice and agenda of Evangelicals but failed to
note that many of the most recognizable Evangelical leaders did not
sign that Manifesto. In fact, of the “25 Most Inﬂuential Evangelicals
in America” as identiﬁed by Time magazine, 23 twenty-two did not
sign that document. Furthermore, several top Evangelical leaders not
only refused to sign but were openly critical of it, 24 and others of the
original 72 signers reported that their names were used without permission and that they did not support the Manifesto’s objectives. 25
Those trumpeting “agenda expansion” want desperately to shift
the focus away from the centuries-old traditional issues of Biblical
righteousness about which there has never been serious debate to
other speciﬁc issues over which there is great debate. However, this is
not to say that some of the issues they raise cannot be considered as
Biblical issues of righteousness. For example, the Rev. Edgar and the
Rev. Bouman are correct in claiming that the Bible does have much
to say about helping the poor, war and peace, the environment, and
health care – and the Bible also speaks about numerous additional
issues which they did not mention, including immigration, taxation,
property rights, and national sovereignty.
Every one of these issues is addressed in the comprehensive
system of 613 laws delivered in the ﬁrst ﬁve books of the Bible.
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Yet God made it abundantly clear that some issues were deﬁnitely
more important than others. In fact, from that expansive system
of 613 laws, God selected His “Top Ten” commands, thus creating
a prioritization of what was most signiﬁcant to Him. (In Exodus
34:27-28, God speciﬁcally described those Ten as the “tenor” – that
is, the core substance – of his 613 laws.)
Protecting innocent life did make God’s Top Ten (#6), as did
protecting the sanctity of marriage (#7), but the issues of poverty,
environment, health care, immigration, taxation, etc., did not make
the Top Ten. This is not to say that those issues are not important but
rather that citizens should always keep ﬁrst things ﬁrst – that they
should make God’s Top Ten their own. In fact, to elevate an issue
above where God has elevated it is to usurp His authority and that
of His Word, and for a voter to select a candidate who is “right” on
immigration, health care, the economy, energy, etc., but wrong on
the priority issues of righteousness such as abortion and marriage is
similarly to usurp His authority and that of His word.
The Bible does establish priorities in national righteousness,
and four of its highest ranking issues will be presented below and
should be at the forefront of a Biblical voter’s decision on which
candidate to support.

Issue #1 – Judicial Appointments
4 I will restore your judges as at the ﬁrst and your attorneys as
at the beginning; then you will be called the city of righteousness – the faithful city. ISAIAH 1:26
4 Take warning, O judges of the earth! Worship the Lord and
do homage to the Son so that He not become angry and His
wrath be kindled. PSALM 2:10-12
4 Appoint judges who know the laws of God. EZRA 7:25
4 Judges, be careful what you do, for you do not judge for man
but for the Lord, Who is with you in judgment. Therefore
let the fear of the Lord be upon you. 2 CHRONICLES 19:6-7
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4 It has long . . . been my opinion . . . that the germ of dissolution of our federal government is in the constitution of the
federal Judiciary . . . working like gravity by night and by day,
gaining a little today and a little tomorrow and advancing its
noiseless step like a thief over the ﬁeld of jurisdiction until all
shall be usurped. 26 THOMAS JEFFERSON
4 It is necessary that the Supreme Judiciary should have the
conﬁdence of the people. This will soon be lost if they are
employed in the task of remonstrating against [i.e., opposing and striking down] popular measures of the legislature. 27
LUTHER MARTIN, FRAMER OF THE U. S. CONSTITUTION; ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF MARYLAND

The Scriptures speak extensively about judges and their direct impact
on the righteousness of a nation. For this reason, the Scriptures direct
that we are to “appoint judges who know the laws of God” (Ezra 7:25)
and select judges who will “rule in the fear of God” (Exodus 18:21),
because as God afﬁrms in Isaiah 1:26, the righteousness of a land is directly affected by its judges. (America clearly demonstrates the veracity
of this Scripture, for it has been judges and not legislatures who have
imposed most of the clearly un-Biblical policies now in place across
the land: abortion-on-demand, homosexual marriage, prohibitions
against public acknowledgments of God, etc.)
A President will be gone in eight years or less, but his judges may
remain on the bench for decades afterwards, and their inﬂuence is far
greater than his. Therefore, a President should be selected ﬁrst and
foremost on the type of judges he will nominate.
In recent years, two competing philosophies of judicial nominations have emerged. For most citizens, the ﬁrst exposure to these
conﬂicting views came during the 2000 presidential debates. When
asked what type of judges should be placed on the bench, one candidate responded, “I believe that the judges ought not to take the
place of the legislative branch of government . . . and that they ought
to look at the Constitution as sacred. . . . I don’t believe in liberal,
activist judges; I believe in strict constructionists.” 28 The other can-
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didate countered, “The Constitution ought to be interpreted as a
document that grows. 29 [T]he Constitution is a living and breathing
document. . . . We have interpreted our founding charter over the
years and found deeper meanings in it in light of the subsequent
experience in American life.” 30 So, the two competing philosophies
are to follow original intent, or to judicially rewrite the Constitution
and treat it as a daily evolving document.
Under original intent (also called a “strict constructionist,” “textualist,” or “originalist” approach), judges actually read the Constitution
and attempt to follow its clear written meanings until such time as the
people themselves amend the Constitution to give it a new direction
in a speciﬁc area. The result is that originalist justices acknowledge
the people and the legislature – and not the judiciary – as the national
policy-making branch and thus honor the will of the legislature and
the people (unless there is a blatant and overt violation of the written
Constitution, such as electing a twelve-year old to Congress or allowing a President to serve three terms). This approach leaves power
with the people and their elected representatives.
Under the living constitution approach, history and precedent are
largely irrelevant; the argument is that people today should not be
bound by a two centuries-old document. Persuaded that judges can
best craft policies to meet current needs, judges therefore become
super-legislators and create national policy in areas ranging from
national morality to the environment, from criminal justice and military operations to education. For such judges, their guidance comes
not from an actual written document with ﬁxed absolutes but rather
from their own previous decisions on a subject. Their “constitution”
is therefore completely ﬂexible (or “living”) and is always evolving
as they rewrite it at will from decision to decision. As former Chief
Justice Charles Evans Hughes explained:
We are under a constitution, but the constitution is what the
judges say it is. 31
Supreme Court Justice Benjamin Cardozo similarly afﬁrmed:
I take judge-made law as one of the existing realities of life. 32
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Judicially-enacted policies more often reﬂect the personal beliefs of
judges than of society at large, and judicial policy-makers are regularly
out of step with the people. For example, even though 82 percent of
the nation support school prayers, 33 living constitution judges disallow that practice. 34 And while 66 percent support marriage as being
between one man and one woman, 35 living constitution judges reject
that arrangement and mandate other combinations. 36 Living constitution judges have also made abortion-on-demand for any reason the
national policy, 37 even though only 21 percent of the nation support
that unrestricted abortion policy. 38
Living constitution judges also overturn popular elections with
which they disagree, including elections in New York and Washington that banned physician-assisted suicides, 39 in Arkansas and
Washington that enacted term limits, 40 in Missouri that rejected a
tax increase, 41 and in California that deﬁned legal marriage as a man
and a woman. 42 Ironically, each of these elections would have been
valid under an originalist judge because none of the issues violated
explicit constitutional clauses.
In short, original intent empowers the people whereas the living constitution empowers an unaccountable elite; and the President, more than
any other individual, will determine which approach becomes national
policy through the judges he appoints. This is especially true in this
election, for when the next President takes ofﬁce in January 2009, six of
the nine Supreme Court Justices will be at least 70 years old – and ﬁve
of those six Justices have been living constitution adherents, repeatedly
striking down public policies friendly to Biblical values.
To understand the impact of new Justices, one need look no further than the two most recent appointees, Justices John Roberts and
Samuel Alito. Those two raise the total of original intent Justices on
the Court to four (still not a majority, although at times they have
been able to persuade one of the other Justices to their view on a
particular issue), and a number of positive decisions related to the
culture have already come from the Court as a result of the inﬂuence
of its new members.
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For example, in the area of abortion, prior to these Justices there
had been no pro-life rulings by the Supreme Court since its original
1973 abortion-on-demand decision in Roe v. Wade, but after the arrival
of Justice Roberts, the Court upheld the federal pro-life law banning
partial-birth abortions by a 5-4 vote 43 (having seven years earlier struck
down the law by the same 5-4 margin 44). The Court also brought an
end to a 20-year abortion dispute, reversing its earlier pro-abortion
ruling 45 and instead holding that the Hobbs Act (and thus the RICO
anti-racketeering act) does not apply to pro-life protests. 46 (Through
that Act, abortion clinics had been able to compel jail time for pro-life
protesters – including children – and force them into personal bankruptcies by allowing clinics to collect triple “damages” from protestors.)
Additionally, the new Court refused to hear a lower court case
challenging the federal deﬁnition of marriage as one man and one
woman. 47 It also upheld the constitutionality of federal faith-based
programs 48 – a ruling that has resulted in numerous religious expression victories in lower courts over the last year, 49 and not one of the
numerous Ten Commandments cases in any lower federal court has
been lost in the past two years – an opposite and refreshing trend
from the previous three decades when most Ten Commandments
cases were lost.
Clearly, on issues such as abortion, marriage, and religious expressions,
the Supreme Court has indisputably begun to move in a new direction
through the appointment of two new strict constructionist Justices.
(Signiﬁcantly, Barack Obama opposed the addition of both of those
Justices to the Court. 50) And as just noted, with at least six of the nine
current Justices approaching a time when they are increasingly likely to
retire, the judicial impact on the nation from this election is likely to be
far greater than any recent election, for the next President will determine
whether the current positive progress will continue or be reversed.
Therefore, recognizing the impact of judges upon national righteousness as described in Isaiah 1:26 and other verses, Biblical voters
should make their selection for President ﬁrst and foremost on the
basis of each candidate’s judicial philosophy.
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Issue #2 – Abortion & Inalienable Rights
4 You formed my inward parts; You covered me in my mother’s
womb. I am fearfully and wonderfully made. My frame was
not hidden from You when I was made in secret. Your eyes
saw my substance when I was yet unformed, and in Your book
the days fashioned for me all were written when as yet there
were none of them. PSALM 139:13-16
4 The Lord made you and formed you from the womb. The Lord
your Redeemer formed you from the womb. ISAIAH 44:2, 24
4 [T]he Declaration of Independence . . . will tell you that its
authors held for self-evident truth that the right to life is the
ﬁrst of the inalienable rights of man – [and] to secure and
not to destroy [that right], governments are instituted among
men. 51 JOHN QUINCY ADAMS, PRESIDENT; DIPLOMAT; LEGISLATOR
4 With consistency, beautiful and undeviating, human life from
its commencement to its close is protected by the common law.
In the contemplations of law, life begins when the infant is ﬁrst
able to stir in the womb. By the law, [that] life is protected. 52
JAMES WILSON, SIGNER OF THE DECLARATION AND CONSTITUTION;
ORIGINAL U. S. SUPREME COURT JUSTICE

Defending the life of an unborn child must continue to remain a
priority for Biblical voters. (If individuals want to add issues such as the
environment, poverty, health care, et. al., to their voting considerations,
they must do so after the abortion issue and not instead of it.)
In the American governing philosophy set forth in the Declaration
(and then subsequently secured in the Constitution), protecting the
right to life is so important that it is the ﬁrst of the three speciﬁcallyenumerated inalienable rights (others were subsequently speciﬁed in
the Bill of Rights). Our governing documents also make clear that
the most important function of government is to protect inalienable
rights. Thomas Jefferson afﬁrmed that government is to “enforce only
our natural [inalienable] rights and duties and to take none of them
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from us,” 53 and James Wilson (signer of the Declaration and Constitution) even declared that “every government which has not this
in view as its principal object is not a government of the legitimate
kind” 54 (emphasis added).
American government was established on the thesis that certain
rights come from God rather than men and that government is to
protect those rights inviolable. So long as the recognition remains that
God-given rights cannot be infringed, then those rights will remain
safe; if that conviction is lost, government will then begin to regulate,
alter, and even repeal those rights.
In fact, experience regularly attests that if a government leader is
willing to violate the foremost of all inalienable rights (the right to
life), then he will also disregard other inalienable rights. That is, if a
leader does not support the inalienable right to life, then he will almost
certainly be wrong on the protection of private property (as guaranteed
in the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution), the Biblical right of
self defense (the right to keep and bear arms guaranteed in the Second Amendment), the right of religious expression (guaranteed in the
First Amendment), the sanctity of the home (guaranteed in the Third
Amendment), etc. In short, if a leader refuses to recognize the role of
God in the creation of life and does not pledge himself to protect that
ﬁrst of all inalienable rights, then all other individual rights are also in
danger. (Barack Obama has never voted to protect unborn life either
as a state senator in Illinois 55 or as a U. S. Senator. 56 Furthermore, he
is a sponsor of the deplorable Freedom of Choice Act (FOCA) 57 – a
federal law that would prohibit all restrictions on abortion, including
even the current state bans on partial-birth abortions as well as parental
consent and parental notiﬁcation laws. )
Thomas Jefferson’s clarion warning from two centuries ago still
rings true today:
[C]an the liberties of a nation be thought secure when we have

removed their only ﬁrm basis: a conviction in the minds of the
people that these liberties are of the gift of God? – that they
are not to be violated but with His wrath? Indeed I tremble for
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my country when I reﬂect that God is just – that His justice
cannot sleep forever. 58
Where a candidate stands on the issue of abortion is of paramount
importance and is also the most accurate indicator of how likely he
is to protect other inalienable rights.

Issue #3 – Homosexuality & The Moral Law
4 The law is not made for a righteous person but for . . . homosexuals . . . and whatever else is contrary to sound teaching.
I TIMOTHY 1:9-11
4 If a man lies with a male as he lies with a woman, both of
them have committed an abomination. LEVITICUS 20:13
4 There were sodomites in the land, and they did according to
all the abominations of the nations which the Lord cast out.
I KINGS 14:24
4 Were they ashamed because of the abomination they have
done? They were not even ashamed at all. JEREMIAH 6:15
4 God gave them up to vile passions. The men, leaving the natural
use of the woman, burned in their lust for one another, men with
men committing what is shameful and receiving in themselves
the penalty of their error which was due. ROMANS 1:26-27
4 The crime not to be named [sodomy], I pass in a total
silence. 59 JAMES WILSON, ORIGINAL U. S. SUPREME COURT JUSTICE;
SIGNER OF THE DECLARATION AND CONSTITUTION

4 It [sodomy], though repugnant to every sentiment of decency
and delicacy, is very prevalent in corrupt and debauched
countries where the low pleasures of sensuality and luxury
have depraved the mind and degraded the appetite below
the brutal [animal] creation. 60 ZEPHANIAH SWIFT, AUTHOR OF
AMERICA’S FIRST LEGAL TEXT (1795)
4 Without morals a republic cannot subsist any length of time. 61
CHARLES CARROLL, SIGNER OF THE DECLARATION; FRAMER OF THE
BILL OF RIGHTS
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If a candidate is willing to accept, empower, and advance homosexuality, it is a clear indication that he does not embrace the moral
absolutes of the Bible.
Historically speaking, Biblically-established rights and wrongs
formed the basis of morals and thus of law in the civilized nations
of the Western World, and nowhere was this more manifest than in
America. Notice some of the many American courts that unabashedly
acknowledged this fact:
Where can the purest principles of morality be learned so
clearly or so perfectly as from the New Testament? 62 U. S.
SUPREME COURT

[T]he morality of the country is deeply engrafted upon Christianity. . . . [We are] people whose manners . . . and whose

morals have been elevated and inspired . . . by means of the
Christian religion. 63 NEW YORK SUPREME COURT
[T]he Christian concept of right and wrong, or right and

justice, motivates every rule of equity. It is the guide by which
we dissolve domestic frictions and the rule by which all legal
controversies are settled. 64 FLORIDA SUPREME COURT
Christianity has reference to the principles of right and
wrong . . . it is the foundation of those morals and manners
upon which our society is formed; it is their basis. 65 SOUTH
CAROLINA SUPREME COURT

[T]he Christian religion [is] . . . the basis of our morals and the

strength of our government. 66 NEW YORK SUPREME COURT

Today, however, some have begun to reject the Judeo-Christian
moral absolutes of the Bible in favor of their own personal preferences – a situation thrice denounced in the Scriptures as “every
man doing that which is right in his own eyes” (Deuteronomy 12:8,
Judges 17:6, and 21:25). The Supreme Court recently bestowed its
blessing on individual preference as the national moral standard in
its 2003 Lawrence v. Texas decision 67 (a decision made before the
arrival of the two new Justices) when it struck down Texas’ law ban-
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ning sodomy – a decision which one of the Justices said “effectively
decrees the end of all morals legislation.” 68 He also noted that “state
laws against bigamy, same-sex marriage, adult incest, prostitution,
masturbation, adultery, fornication, bestiality, and obscenity are
likewise. . . . called into question.” 69 By that ruling, if something is
sexually consensual, it is constitutional.
Consequently, in North Carolina a federal judge threw out charges
against a man arrested for soliciting sodomy in a public park. 70 And
certainly, if solicitation of homosexual sex in public is now permissible, so, too, must be the public solicitation of heterosexual sex, for
prostitution is deﬁnitely consensual.
In Utah, three adults used the Court’s decision in an attempt to
obtain a marriage license that would enable the husband to marry an
additional wife; 71 after all, since polygamy is consensual and agreed to
by all parties involved, that behavior must be constitutional.
In Ohio, an attorney defending his client from prosecution under
anti-pornography and anti-obscenity laws similarly asserted that such
laws were no longer constitutional, 72 for those who purchase obscene
videos to view abominable and societally horrendous sexual acts, including bestiality (human sex with animals), are doing so consensually.
There are numerous additional examples, and the danger is that
when there are no longer objective, ﬁxed moral absolutes to govern a
society, right and wrong is determined merely by who makes the better
argument or has the greater power to enforce his views (which afﬁrms
the importance of having Supreme Court Justices with a philosophy
that embraces moral absolutes). Founding Father James Otis warned
of the peril to a society resulting from a situation in which there were
no longer God-given moral absolutes:
When a man’s will and pleasure is his only rule and guide,
what safety can there be either for him or against him but in
the point of a sword? 73
Because previous generations understood that obeying what God
commanded – including His moral laws – always beneﬁted and
prospered a society (Deuteronomy 6:24), it was easy to predict and
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then verify what transpired in any culture rejecting His moral law. In
fact, a popular 1814 four-volume legal work outlined the historicallydocumented impact of homosexuality upon a society:
If we reﬂect on the dreadful consequences of sodomy to a state
and on the extent to which this abominable vice may be secretly
carried on and spread, we cannot, on the principles of sound
policy, consider the punishment as too severe. For if it once
begins to prevail, not only will boys be easily corrupted by adults
but also by other boys; nor will it ever cease – more especially
as it must thus soon lose all its shamefulness and infamy and
become fashionable and the national taste; and then . . . national
weakness (for which all remedies are ineffectual) must inevitably
follow; not perhaps in the very ﬁrst generation, but certainly
in the course of the third or fourth. . . . Whoever, therefore,
wishes to ruin a nation has only to get this vice introduced,
for it is extremely difﬁcult to extirpate [remove] it where it
has once taken root because it can be propagated with much
more secrecy . . . and when we perceive that it has once got a
footing in any country, however powerful and ﬂourishing, we
may venture as politicians to predict that the foundation of its
future decline is laid and that after some hundred years it will
no longer be the same . . . powerful country it is at present. 74
In addition to the moral and cultural effects, medical and sociological studies document numerous adverse societal effects resulting from
the practice of homosexuality. For example, because of the enormous
health risk to the general population, regulations from the Center for
Disease Control (CDC) and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
prohibit homosexual or bisexual men (MSM – Men who have Sex with
other Men) from donating blood 75 because MSM . . .
have an HIV prevalence 60 times higher than the general
population, 800 times higher than ﬁrst time blood donors
and 8,000 times higher than repeat blood donors (American Red Cross). They also have an increased risk of having
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other infections that can be transmitted to others by blood
transfusion. For example, infection with the Hepatitis B virus is about 5-6 times more common, and Hepatitis C virus
infections are about 2 times more common in [MSM] than
in the general population. 76
(And even though homosexuals are less than 3 percent of the

population, 77 they also “account for an epidemic 64 percent of all
syphilis cases.” 78)
Despite the documented dangers from homosexual blood donors,
the head of the Human Rights Campaign (one of America’s largest pro-homosexual advocacy groups) is calling for a lifting of the
medical ban, dismissing the scientiﬁc evidence as discriminatory. 79
Elsewhere, homosexuals have begun ignoring the medical evidence
and are giving blood without revealing their behavior, thus placing
the general population at risk. 80
For several decades, homosexual activists have denied that HIV/AIDS
is almost exclusively a homosexual disease, yet when the disease was
ﬁrst identiﬁed by the Centers for Disease Control in 1982, it was actually called GRIDS (Gay Related Immune Deﬁciency Syndrome), or Gay
Compromise Syndrome, or gay cancer. 81 When the disease eventually
spread into the heterosexual community through transfusions of infected blood donated by homosexuals and by women having sex with
bisexual men who had previously had sex with other men, the name
of the disease was changed to AIDS. The pro-homosexual community
in America has successfully managed to keep HIV/AIDS as a political
disease enjoying legal protection rather than a medical communicable
disease for which normal societal procedures are followed to prevent its
spread. Yet today, nearly three decades after its discovery, the scientiﬁc
evidence remains so unequivocal that the Executive Director of the
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force ﬁnally acknowledged that “we
cannot deny that HIV is a gay disease.” 82 Other homosexual leaders
also acknowledge the same fact. 83
But beyond the direct health dangers both to homosexuals and
to society as a direct consequence of homosexual behavior, there are
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also many economic consequences. For example, in 2007 alone, the
federal government appropriated $18.9 billion 84 to deal with the
consequences of this “gay disease” (and this does not include state
and local expenditures); the nation also bears elevated health care
costs with higher insurance premiums because of the costly medical
treatments associated with gay behavior.
The homosexual community is understandably clamoring for more
funding to ﬁnd a vaccine for AIDS, but based on the Scriptural truth set
forth in Romans 1:27 (“Men abandoned natural relations with women
and committed indecent acts with other men, receiving in their bodies the due penalty for their perversion”), it is unlikely that any vaccine
will ever be found, for such a vaccine would relieve the accountability
and consequences of wrong behavior. In fact, the medical search for
a vaccine has been frustrated by the fact that HIV is one of the fastest
known self-mutating viruses – as soon as a vaccine appears close to
success, the virus transmutes itself into something different, thereby
requiring a new effort to ﬁnd a vaccine.
Despite assertions to the contrary, being homosexual is not about who
one is but rather about what one does (a point recently medically proved
in a mammoth scientiﬁc study 85); and the evidence is conclusive that
homosexual behavior has adverse medical, economic, and societal effects. These effects are now especially apparent in nations already much
further down the road than America in making homosexuality mainstream in their societies. For example, nine European countries now
grant marital rights to homosexual individuals, 86 and statistics from
those countries provide a clear warning to America. For example:
4 While a high percentage of [traditional] married couples remain
married for up to 20 years or longer, the vast majority of homosexual relationships are short-lived and transitory. A study in the
Netherlands, one of the most “gay-tolerant” nations on earth,
and which has legalized gay marriage, found that the average
duration of a homosexual relationship was 1.5 years. 87
4 While a high percentage of [traditional] married couples
remain faithful to each other, homosexual couples typically
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engage in a shocking degree of promiscuity. The same Dutch
study found that “committed” homosexual couples had an
average of 8 sexual partners (outside of the relationship) per
year. This is not anti-gay rhetoric, these are statistics published
in the respected journal AIDS. 88 (emphasis added)
4 Homosexual and lesbian couples experience by far the highest
levels of intimate partner violence. Lesbians, for example, suffer more than 4 times the level of violence as do [traditional]
married women. 89
For citizens in those countries witnessing such casual arrangements
whereby a “committed marriage” not only involves eight extra-marital
partners but also a divorce within only eighteen months, the conclusion is inescapable that marriage is irrelevant. Consequently:
Marriage is slowly dying in Scandinavia. A majority of children in Sweden and Norway are born out of wedlock. Sixty
percent of ﬁrst-born children in Denmark have unmarried
parents. Not coincidentally, these countries have had something close to full gay marriage for a decade or more. 90
Similarly, in Great Britain (which began openly embracing homosexual conduct decades ago and ﬁnally adopted homosexual marriage,
or its equivalent, in 2005), a recent report now laments, “Marriage
hits lowest rate since records began almost 150 years ago.” 91 These
and other international statistics clearly demonstrate that weakening
heterosexual marriage increases out-of-wedlock births.
In America, where the same trend of the open acceptance of homosexuality has now begun, out-of-wedlock birth rates have started
to soar, 92 resulting in staggering societal costs in both economic and
human terms. For example, in human terms, those in America born
out of wedlock are not only seven times more likely to end up in
poverty 93 but they currently represent 70 percent of America’s prison
population. 94 (For those who believe that addressing poverty should
be a priority for people of faith, one of the best ways to address it is
to prevent individuals from going into poverty – which means poli-
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cies strengthening morals and marriage, not weakening them.) In
economic consequences, $112 billion is spent annually to address the
numerous societal problems caused by out-of-wedlock births. 95
Imagine taking America’s current problems with out-of-wedlock
births and increasing them by up to 60 percent – as has occurred in
Scandinavian nations following the adoption of homosexual marriage.
(Incidentally, those nations seem to be unable to cope with the economic costs of the problems generated by the lack of moral restraint
on behavior. For example, the tax rate in Scandinavian nations such
as Denmark has reached 68 percent, with the lowest tax rate in that
country being 42 percent. 96)
Empirical evidence from across the world demonstrates that homosexuality not only destroys the traditional deﬁnition of marriage but
also weakens marriage in general, which clearly harms a society. Understanding this, the U. S. Supreme Court had earlier acknowledged:
[C]ertainly no legislation can be supposed more wholesome

and necessary in the founding of a free, self governing commonwealth . . . than that which seeks to establish it on the
basis of the idea of the family as consisting in and springing
from the union for life of one man and one woman in the holy
estate of matrimony; [the family is] the sure foundation of all
that is stable and noble in our civilization – the best guarantee
of that reverent morality which is the source of all beneﬁcent
progress in social and political improvement. 97
State Supreme Courts were equally succinct in their declarations:
The truth is that civil government has grown out of marriage . . . which created homes, and population, and society,
from which government became necessary. . . . [Marriages]
will produce a home and family that will contribute to good
society, to free and just government, and to the support of
Christianity. . . . It would be sacrilegious to apply the designation “a civil contract” to such a marriage. It is that and more;
a status ordained by God. 98
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There is a tangible societal consequence of not embracing God’s
moral law – and not just in the area of homosexuality, for statistics
also afﬁrm the detrimental effects of other forms of moral misbehavior
(e.g., adultery, pre-marital sex, living together before marriage, etc.).
So why single out a candidate’s stand on homosexuality above other
moral misbehaviors? Because homosexuality is currently the focus of
favorable political action; the others are not. It is therefore appropriate
to investigate a candidate’s position on homosexuality.
For example, former presidential candidate Hillary Clinton announced a plan to repeal the centuries-old ban on homosexuals in
the military and also declared her dream of becoming ”the ﬁrst U. S.
President to march in a Gay Pride parade,” 99 but Barack Obama has
gone even further. He embraces the same positions but is also seeking
the repeal of DOMA 100 (the federal Defense Of Marriage Act that
deﬁnes marriage as a legal union between one man and one woman
for purposes of all federal laws). So emboldened are homosexuals by
the favorable attention given them by Obama that:
The Gay and Lesbian Leadership Institute is teaming up with
homosexual groups such as the Human Rights Campaign, the
Stonewall Democrats, and the National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force for an initiative called the “Presidential Appointments
Project.” It is being billed as a “talent bank” for openly homosexual professionals who want to “set or inﬂuence” policies of
a potential . . . [presidential] administration. 101
Where a candidate stands on the issue of homosexuality is one of
the best indicators of whether that candidate embraces the moral
absolutes established by God, and consideration of this issue should
therefore be a priority when examining a presidential candidate.

Issue #4 – Public Religious Acknowledgments
4 In all your ways acknowledge Him. PROVERBS 3:6
4 As they did not see ﬁt to acknowledge God any longer, God
gave them over to a depraved mind to do those things which
are not proper. ROMANS 1:28
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4 Blessed is that nation whose God is the Lord. PSALM 33:12
4 I . . . recommend a general and public return of praise and
thanksgiving to Him from whose goodness these blessings
descend. The most effectual means of securing the continuance
of our civil and religious liberties is always to remember with
reverence and gratitude the Source from which they ﬂow. 102
JOHN JAY, ORIGINAL CHIEF JUSTICE U. S. SUPREME COURT; AUTHOR OF
THE FEDERALIST PAPERS

(emphasis added)

The Ten Commandments begin with the pronouncement, “I am the
Lord your God” (Exodus 20:2). While Christians attach this deﬁnitive proclamation as the prologue to the Ten Commandments, Jews
consider that forceful declaration to be the First Commandment. 103
They properly believe that acknowledging God is the highest priority – that the commands listed after that afﬁrmation have force only
because God is recognized for Who He is and is acknowledged as
the Authority behind those commands. Therefore, acknowledging
and honoring God is a priority in His Top Ten.
Proverbs 3:5-6 reemphasizes that pivotal message, reminding us that in
all our ways (in public as well as in private) we are to acknowledge Him;
and Psalm 79:6 and Jeremiah 10:25 call for God’s wrath upon all nations
which do not call upon His name, while Matthew 10:32 and Luke 12:8
afﬁrm the blessings of acknowledging Him in public. Numerous other
verses could be cited, but the Biblical message is clear: it is essential to
acknowledge and honor God publicly. The warranty of 1 Samuel 2:30
that “Those who honor Me I will honor, and those who despise Me
will be disdained” applies to nations as well as individuals.
In the political arena, there are a variety of ways to determine
where a candidate stands on the public acknowledgment of God,
including by whether he supports public displays of the Ten Commandments (which 76 percent of the nation does 104), public displays
of holiday symbols (which 81 percent of the nation does 105), prayer
at school events and gatherings (supported by 82 percent of the
country 106), government funding of faith-based programs (supported
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by 75 percent 107), etc. (Information will be presented shortly about
how to examine a candidate’s voting record to determine where he
stands on public religious acknowledgments.) The nation understands better than most public ofﬁcials that public recognitions of
God do not violate the separation of church and state; after all, the
same Bible that teaches to publicly acknowledge and honor God
also simultaneously teaches that there is to be a separation between
the two institutions of Church and State.
Recall that God Himself separated the two institutions by placing
Moses over the civil affairs and Aaron over the spiritual ones – the
nation was one but the jurisdictions were two; and both acknowledged and honored God. That model was maintained throughout the
Scriptures – as clearly demonstrated in 11 Chronicles 26.
That account involves King Uzziah of Judah (808-739BC) – an
outstanding ruler whose fame spread across the civilized world as the
nation prospered under his leadership. His personal piety was known
and he openly and boldly honored God throughout his kingdom – all
of which, according to the Scripture, was commendable. But then a
dramatic change occurred when Uzziah “entered the temple of the
Lord to burn incense on the altar of incense” (v. 16) – a duty that had
been reserved by God strictly for His priests. Uzziah – civil ruler over
the kingdom – had decided that he would also take unto himself the
function of a priest by burning incense on the altar.
By trying to perform the responsibilities of both Church and
State and become the head in each, Uzziah had crossed an institutional line established by God Himself. Therefore, when he took
the priest’s sacred utensils and prepared to make use of them, God
sovereignly weighed in and instantly struck Uzziah with leprosy. It
had been acceptable for Uzziah to honor God in his kingdom, and
it had been acceptable for Uzziah to enter the temple to worship
God; but when he attempted to violate the jurisdictional separation
between State and Church – when he sought to be in charge of both
the civil and religious arenas at the same time – God provided a
dramatic message of His disapproval.
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Understanding such clear Biblical teachings, one early American
Episcopal Bishop correctly acknowledged:
Christ and Caesar are at peace, but their kingdoms are independent. They cooperate but should never unite. 108
But Americans also understood that an institutional separation did
not require a public secularization. As early national Quaker leader
Will Wood (1797-1877) afﬁrmed:
The separation of Church and State does not mean the exclusion of God, righteousness, morality, from the State. 109
Early American Bishop Charles Galloway agreed, noting that:
[T]he separation of the Church from the State did not mean

the severance of the State from God. 110

The U. S. Supreme Court long upheld a policy of government
cooperation with religious expressions and activities – as in its 1952
decision afﬁrming:
The First Amendment, however, does not say that in every
and all respects there shall be a separation of Church and
State. . . . Otherwise the State and religion would be aliens to
each other – hostile, suspicious, and even unfriendly. . . . When
the State encourages religious instruction or cooperates with
religious authorities by adjusting the schedule of public events to
sectarian needs, it follows the best of our traditions. For it then
respects the religious nature of our people and accommodates
the public service to their spiritual needs. To hold that it may
not would be to ﬁnd in the Constitution a requirement that the
government show a callous indifference to religious groups. That
would be preferring those who believe in no religion over those
who do believe. . . . We cannot read into the Bill of Rights such
a philosophy of hostility to religion. 111
Regrettably, the once clear institutional separation of Church and
State has now been subverted into a militant policy of civic secular-
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ization, thus depriving America of the positive beneﬁts it long experienced from the public acknowledgment of God. As James Adams
(an editor of the Cincinnati Post) correctly noted:
The Founding Fathers called only for separation, not divorce.
Only in the latter half of [the twentieth] century has the
United States Supreme Court held that Church and State
should be legally divorced. . . . To require religion to stand mute
in any public debate deprives the nation of a voice that needs
to be heard. We dare not muzzle morality in the marketplace
or permit the wall of separation to turn into an Iron Curtain
of religious repression. 112
Today, secularists have convinced many Americans to compartmentalize their faith – to acknowledge God at church, home, or other
private settings but to refrain in public venues. If a candidate holds
this position, it means that he is willing to disconnect God from
what he does – that he can put his faith in one box, his behavior in
another, and never let the two meet. Such candidates often speak
glowingly about faith but usually their votes show no indication of
its inﬂuence on either their thinking or actions. The entire nation is
put at risk by leaders who publicly acknowledge faith but then privately compartmentalize it. As the Rev. Matthias Burnet (1749-1806)
insightfully warned in 1803:
Think not that men who acknowledge not the providence of
God nor regard His laws will be uncorrupt in ofﬁce, ﬁrm in
defense of the righteous cause against the oppressor, or resolutely oppose the torrent of iniquity. 113 (emphasis added)
Notice the emphasis not only on acknowledging but also on regarding – i.e., honoring and personally observing – God’s laws. If
both aspects are not present, then faith’s primary role will be limited
merely to favorable publicity for the campaign.
Understanding the national beneﬁts resulting from both publicly
acknowledging God in words and honoring Him in actions, President
George Washington forcefully declared:
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[I]t is the duty of all nations to acknowledge the providence

of Almighty God, to obey His will, to be grateful for His
beneﬁts, and humbly to implore His protection and favor. 114
(emphasis added)
President John Adams agreed:
[T]he safety and prosperity of nations ultimately and essentially

depend on the protection and the blessing of Almighty God, and
the national acknowledgment of this truth is . . . an indispensable
duty which the people owe to Him. 115 (emphasis added)
People of faith should elect leaders who will not only protect and
expand the opportunity for the public acknowledgment of God but
who will also apply His principles to public venues.
———•••———

The four non-negotiables that a Biblical voter should verify about
a candidate are his positions on:
1. Appointing originalist judges
2. Protecting unborn human life
3. Opposing the ennoblement of homosexuality
4. Publicly acknowledging God and honoring Him in policy

Other Considerations – Such as Helping the Poor
Some religious leaders have strongly advocated that the issue of
helping the poor should be a key consideration in selecting a presidential candidate. 116 Certainly, the Bible does deliver explicit and
frequent commands to help the poor, including:
You shall open your hand wide to your brother, to the poor,
and to the needy in your land. DEUTERONOMY 15:11
Remember the poor. GALATIANS 2:10
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Literally scores of passages address the issue of helping the poor, and
ironically, from them emerges the clear reason why the issue of poverty
must not be a consideration for Biblical voters in an election.
For example, reading the full passage in which each of the two
verses above appear, it quickly becomes apparent that the command
in Deuteronomy is directed at individuals and that the mandate in
Galatians is directed at the church and those in ministry; in neither
case is the command directed at government. Scores of other passages
reafﬁrm in even more explicit terms that the care of the poor is the
responsibility of individuals and the congregation, not of government.
Consider some of those verses.
THE INDIVIDUAL
The overwhelming majority of Scriptures direct individuals to address the needs of the poor. For example, in Leviticus 25:25, 35, and 39
individuals are pointedly told to identify the poor around them and
then help care for them until they get back on their feet. Individuals
are also commanded:
When you happen on someone who’s in trouble or needs help
among your people with whom you live in this land that God
gave you, don’t look the other way pretending you don’t see
him – don’t keep a tight grip on your purse. No. Look at him;
open your purse; lend whatever and as much as he needs. . . .
Give freely and spontaneously. Don’t have a stingy heart. The
way you handle matters like this triggers God’s blessing in everything you do – all your work and ventures. There are always
going to be poor and needy people among you. So I command
you: Always be generous; open purse and hands; give to your
neighbors in trouble – your poor and hurting neighbors. (emphasis added) (DEUTERONOMY 15:7-8, 10-11, THE MESSAGE)
Indisputably, the above directives to care for the poor are not
pointed at government but rather directly at the individual. In fact,
God makes clear through His prophet Isaiah that a primary lesson
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He wants to teach through fasting and prayer is for individuals to
learn to take the responsibility of caring for the poor:
Is not this the kind of fasting I have chosen – to loose the
chains of injustice and untie the cords of the yoke? – to set the
oppressed free and break every yoke? Is it not to share your
food with the hungry and to provide the poor wanderer with
shelter – when you see the naked, to clothe him and not to
turn away from your own ﬂesh and blood? Then your light will
break forth like the dawn and your healing will quickly appear;
then your righteousness will go before you and the glory of the
Lord will be your rear guard. Then you will call and the Lord
will answer; you will cry for help and He will say: “Here am I.”
If you do away with the yoke of oppression, with the pointing
ﬁnger and malicious talk, and if you spend yourselves in behalf
of the hungry and satisfy the needs of the oppressed, then your
light will rise in the darkness and your night will become like
the noonday. (emphasis added) ISAIAH 58:6-10
Jesus similarly told His followers:
Then the King will say to those on His right, “Come, you who
are blessed by My Father – take your inheritance, the kingdom
prepared for you since the creation of the world. For I was hungry and you gave Me something to eat, I was thirsty and you
gave Me something to drink, I was a stranger and you invited
Me in, I needed clothes and you clothed Me, I was sick and
you looked after Me, I was in prison and you came to visit Me.”
Then the righteous will answer Him, “Lord, when did we see
You hungry and feed You, or thirsty and give You something
to drink? When did we see You a stranger and invite You in, or
needing clothes and clothe You? When did we see You sick or
in prison and go to visit You?” The King will reply, “I tell you the
truth, whatever you did for one of the least of these brothers of
Mine, you did for Me.” (emphasis added) MATTHEW 25:34-40
The emphasis is again on the individual’s responsibility, not the
government’s. Moreover, individuals are speciﬁcally taught that one of
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the purposes of working and having a job is so that they might “have
something to share with those in need” (Ephesians 4:28).
(Numerous other verses directly addressing the responsibility of
individuals toward the poor include Deuteronomy 24:12, Job 29:1216, Psalm 41:1, Proverbs 14:21, 19:17, 31:20, Matthew 19:21, Mark 10:21,
14:7, and Luke 14:13-14, 18:22.)
There are also speciﬁc instructions to individuals engaged in
various professions. For example, in Exodus 23:11, those involved
in the production of food are told that in the seventh year they are
to leave their crops unharvested and “let the land rest and lie still,
that the poor people may eat from it. You shall also do the same
with your vineyard and oliveyard.” And Leviticus 19:9-10 (and
23:22) further declares: “When you reap the harvest of your land,
you shall not reap the corners of your ﬁeld or gather the gleanings
[that which the reapers leave] of your harvest. Similarly, do not go
over your vineyard a second time, or pick up the grapes that have
fallen. Leave them for the poor.”
And for those involved in business, banking, or who have some
personal afﬂuence, Exodus 22:25-27 directs:
If you lend money to one of My people among you who is
needy, charge him no interest. If you take his cloak as a pledge,
return it to him by sunset, because his cloak is the only covering he has for his body. What else will he sleep in? When he
cries out to Me, I will hear, for I am compassionate.
And for employers, the Scriptures instruct that when the poor are
hired, the employer is to pay him wages at the end of each day so
that he will have immediate income to take care of his needs of daily
sustenance (Deuteronomy 24:14-15).
So important is it for individuals (including those from designated
professions) to take the responsibility of caring for the needs of the
poor that the Scripture explicitly warns:
Whoever closes his ears at the cry of the poor, he will cry out
himself and will not be heard. PROVERBS 21:13
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Conversely, blessings are promised to individuals who help the
poor:
Whoever has a bountiful eye will be blessed, for he gives of
his bread to the poor. PROVERBS 22:9
(Notice, again, the directive to the individual – that he give of his
own personal bread, not someone else’s – i.e., the government’s.)

And then, combining both the promise of a blessing and the warning of a curse, the Scriptures admonish:
Whoever gives to the poor will not lack, but whoever hides
his eyes will receive many curses. PROVERBS 28:27

Signiﬁcantly, the overwhelming body of Scriptures addressing the
issue of caring for the poor is directed at individual action.
The Congregation
Just as the Scriptures direct individuals to care for the poor, so, too,
do they direct the church and congregation. For example, if a poor
individual is unable to meet his obligations, the priests are speciﬁcally
instructed to examine that person, determine the extent of his needs,
see what he was capable of paying, and then grant appropriate relief
(see Leviticus 27:8). Similarly, in Esther 9:22, after God had delivered
His people from their enemies, the Scriptures note that Mordecai
“wrote them to observe the days as days of feasting and joy and giving
presents of food to one another and gifts to the poor.” This command
was to the collective people of God.
Also notice the New Testament’s powerful directives to the church
to take care of the poor. For example, Acts 4:34-35 reveals that in the
early church under the leadership of the Apostles, “there was not a
needy person among them” because the church “distributed to each
as any had need.” And when the Apostles James, Peter, and John later
met with Paul in Jerusalem, they speciﬁcally charged him to “remember the poor” (Galatians 2:10), which Paul reports “was something I
was already committed to doing” (v. 10). As he made his subsequent
missionary journeys, he proudly reported of the churches he started
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in Macedonia and Achaia that they “were pleased to make a contribution for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem” (Romans 15:26).
In fact, he speciﬁcally noted that “They were pleased to do it – and
indeed they owe it to them” (v. 27).
Clearly, then, the church or congregation is also directed to help
the poor.
The Government
Since directives are given to individuals and to the congregation,
are explicit commands also given to government? The answer is a
deﬁnitive “Yes!” For example, civil authorities are commanded:
4 Do not show favoritism to a poor man in his lawsuit, and do not
deny justice to poor people in their lawsuits. EXODUS 23:3, 6
4 Do not pervert justice – do not show partiality to the poor or
favoritism to the great. LEVITICUS 19:15
4 Defend the cause of the weak and fatherless; maintain the
rights of the poor and oppressed. PSALM 82:3
4 The ruler that faithfully judges the poor, his power and dignity
shall be established forever. PROVERBS 29:14
Notice that the directives to civil government include providing
justice to the poor and maintaining their rights whenever they utilize
the civil process, but government is not charged to meet their material needs. Therefore, to make government the object for helping the
poor redraws the jurisdictional lines established by God and usurps
His direct commands to the individual and the congregation.
However, as a hypothetical consideration, if the numerous Biblical
references for dealing with the poor did not exist, would it then be
acceptable and even sagacious for government to address the issue
of poverty? Empirical evidence on the subject causes the answer to
remain a resounding “No!”
As a starting point, consider information from the American Institute of Philanthropy (AIP). In order to help donors maximize the effect
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of their charitable giving, the AIP rates various charities by calculating
the percentage of donated income that actually makes it through to its
intended target. According to the AIP, a charity’s effectiveness is “acceptable” if 60 percent of what it collects reaches its intended charitable
mission; 117 donors should avoid contributing to organizations where
less than 60 percent of funds reach the designated target.
What percentage of every dollar collected by the government for
the poor actually reaches them? A dismal 30 percent. 118 The U. S.
government is quite possibly the nation’s most inefﬁcient mechanism
for meeting the needs of the poor.
No reasonable donor would fund an organization where only 30
cents out of each dollar reaches its target, but today many not only
tolerate but even encourage increased government spending to ﬁght
poverty. Why? – just to see 70 percent of each additional dollar wasted?
Signiﬁcantly, if the government would just take the money it currently
designates to ﬁght poverty and pass it on to private charities that serve
the poor, the actual assistance reaching those in need would more than
double – just by the government staying out of that arena.
Despite such stark statistical evidence, one presidential candidate
promised greater involvement for the government in this issue, pledging
to establish a new cabinet level department to eliminate poverty:
I believe we should appoint a cabinet level position that will
be solely and fully devoted to ending poverty as we know it
in America – a position that will focus the attention of our
nation on the issue and never let it go – a person who I could
see being asked by the President every single day, “What have
you done to end poverty in America?” No more excuses. No
more whining, but instead, a concerted effort. 119
Such an initiative violates the Scriptural directives for addressing
poverty. Furthermore, it can be successful only if the Bible is in error,
because the Scriptures succinctly declare . . .
There will always be poor people in the land.
ONOMY 15:11

DEUTER-
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The poor you will always have with you, and you can help
them any time you want. MARK 14:7
If the Scriptures are accurate, then government efforts to eliminate
poverty are destined for futility. (As a side note, perhaps one of the
reasons that “the poor you will always have with you” is to test the
character and obedience of individuals, churches, and congregations
as to whether they will do what God told them and open their hearts
and hands to those in need, or whether they will transfer that private
responsibility to the public sector to assuage their consciences.) In
fact, the “unconditional war on poverty in America” 120 declared by
President Lyndon Baines Johnson in 1964 provides incontrovertible
evidence of the exactitude of these Scriptures.
President Johnson told the nation: “I have called for a national war
on poverty” 121 because “for the ﬁrst time in our history, it is possible
to conquer poverty.” 122 Yet now – nearly half-a-century later (and
with over $9 trillion spent by the government thus far in its war on
poverty 123) – data from the U. S. Census Bureau reveals that the poverty level has remained unchanged 124 (in fact, some measurements
show that the poverty level has actually increased since the War on
Poverty began 125). The original design was well-intentioned, but the
endeavor has been no more effective than trying to use a screwdriver
as a shovel, or a hammer as a sponge. Government simply was not
designed by God to take care of the poor, and to use it for that purpose
is a disservice not only to the poor but also to the government.
In short, for both Biblical and statistical reasons, addressing poverty
through the government should not be an election issue for Biblical
voters. They should instead remain focused on keeping ﬁrst things
ﬁrst – on keeping the four non-negotiables at the top of the list:
1. Appointing originalist judges
2. Protecting unborn human life
3. Opposing the ennoblement of homosexuality
4. Publicly acknowledging God and honoring Him in policy
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Separating Fact from Rhetoric – Investigating a Candidate
In identifying a candidate’s position in each of these four areas,
citizens should not listen to what either of the current presidential
candidates say, because their voting record as a U. S. Senator more
accurately identiﬁes their true position than do their words. As
Founding Father Benjamin Franklin wisely noted two centuries
ago, “Well done is better than well said” 126 – an adage that merely
summarizes an oft-repeated Scriptural truth:
By their fruits you will know them. MATTHEW 7:20
They profess that they know God but in works they deny
Him, being disobedient and unto every good work reprobate.
TITUS 1:16
Why do you call me “Lord” and not do the things I tell you?
LUKE 6:46
(The modern version of this is, “Actions speak louder than words.”)

But how can an ofﬁcial’s actions – i.e., his voting record – be
checked on speciﬁc issues? After all, between 10,000 and 13,000
bills are introduced during each two-year session of Congress, and
a Congressman or Senator will cast literally hundreds of votes, including dozens on most issues about which they publicly speak (e.g.,
abortion, agriculture, homosexuality, taxes, foreign affairs, education,
etc.). So how can the average citizen wade through hundreds and
even thousands of votes? Fortunately, there are dozens of public
watchdog groups (both for and against any issue) that track the
votes of every elected ofﬁcial in Congress.
For example, if a Biblical voter wants to determine where a candidate
stands on the issue of abortion and the protection of unborn human life,
pro-life groups such as National Right to Life will monitor those votes
and award a score to each ofﬁcial – as will pro-abortion groups such as
National Abortion Rights Action League (NARAL) and Planned Parenthood. Consequently, a voter can check the congressional scorecards
of these groups to see whether an individual has a demonstrated record
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of voting pro-life or pro-abortion. (Of course, if the monitoring group
is pro-abortion, then a 100 percent rating means that the ofﬁcial is an
enthusiastic supporter of abortion, while a voting record of 0 percent
means that the ofﬁcial is unequivocally pro-life; and the opposite is
true when examining the ratings of a pro-life group.)
Similarly, in the area of homosexuality, groups such as the Human
Rights Campaign (HRC) and the Gay Lesbian Straight Education
Network (GLSEN) monitor voting records in support of homosexual
issues. Therefore, for a Biblical voter, it is important that an ofﬁcial
receive a low rating from these groups.
And organizations such as the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU) and Americans United for Separation of Church and State
(AU) want a completely secular public square, so their rating of an
ofﬁcial also needs to be low in order for that ofﬁcial to win the support of the Biblical voter.
(When possible, it is always good to consult the records of more than
just one group on any issue; after all, the Bible instructs that something
should be established by the testimony of two or three witnesses; cf.
Deuteronomy 19:15, Matthew 18:16, 2 Corinthians 13:1.)
Numerous groups produce a scorecard and each makes its record
available on its own website, but there is now a single website to
which voters may turn to see the scorecards of many groups collected
in one location:
1. Go to Project Vote Smart (http://www.votesmart.org/).
2. At the top right of the front page, click on “Presidential
Candidates” (which will take you to http://www.votesmart.
org/election_president.php?dist=bio.php).
3. Click on the photo of a presidential candidate.
4. When the page comes up for that candidate, under the
candidate’s photo, click on “Interest Group Ratings.”
5. Dozens of scorecards on the candidates will appear, listed
alphabetically by categories. To see where the candidate
stands on abortion, go to the “Abortion” section at the top.
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Then scroll down to “Civil Liberties and Civil Rights” to see
the ratings of groups like the ACLU and AU and other secular
groups that oppose public religious expressions as well as
the ratings of pro-homosexual groups such as the Human
Rights Campaign and the National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force. Scroll down to “Conservative” to see the ratings of
many Biblically-oriented pro-family groups such as Christian Coalition, Concerned Women for America, Christian
Action Network. And scroll down even further to “Family
and Children Issues” to ﬁnd the ratings of Biblical-values
groups such as the Family Research Council.
6. Realize that the ratings presented in each category are from
groups that are religious as well as secular, liberal as well
as conservative, so make sure you know the philosophy of
each group to understand whether its rating is good or bad
from a Biblical viewpoint.
(This same procedure can be used to check the voting records of others running for ofﬁce, including U. S. Senators and Representatives.)

Casting a Vote
If you determine that a candidate is acceptable on the four nonnegotiables, only then should you extend your consideration to include
other issues (e.g., economics, foreign policy, taxes, health care, etc.).
Realize that no candidate will ever be the perfect candidate and support
everything you do, and that must never become the sole measuring
stick for selecting a candidate. After all, if that were true, then faith
voters likely would not have supported most of the Biblical heroes
had they run for ofﬁce in America today, for David – although a man
commended by God and recommended as our example in numerous
areas – had a record of adultery (and more); Noah had trouble with
drunkenness; Samuel, Eli, and Gideon did not control their children;
Lot committed incest; Moses was guilty of murder; etc.
Despite the fact that such individuals are commended as heroes of the faith and many appear in the Hebrews 11 “Faith Hall
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of Fame,” most faith voters today likely would not vote for them
because of their short-comings. Does this not suggest that God’s
standard might be different from the one we too often apply? God
regularly used very imperfect individuals – even individuals with
major ﬂaws – to accomplish great and positive things in the life of
a nation. We should therefore always support the candidate most
in line with the four non-negotiables rather than one who appears
to be the superﬁcially “perfect” candidate.
And even though the true measuring stick must always be how
well a candidate stacks up against the four non-negotiables, there will
undoubtedly be times when a candidate who aligns with only two
of the non-negotiables might be running against a candidate who
aligns with only one – that is, there will be times when the choice is
between the bad and the worse. What should a Biblical voter do on
such occasions? – withhold his vote from both? Deﬁnitely not. He
must always remember the Biblical principle of incrementalism – the
principle of small but steady gains.
Recall that thousands of years ago when the Israelites were ﬁghting
their own culture war against those whose values were quite contrary
to their own, God promised them victory – but only gradually. Concerning their opponents, He pointedly told them:
I will not drive them out in a single year. Little by little I will
drive them out before you. (emphasis added) EXODUS 23:29-30
The Lord your God will drive them out from before you little
by little. You will not be allowed to eliminate them all at once.
(emphasis added) DEUTERONOMY 7:22
They were promised victory – but only incrementally. Therefore,
voting in every election should always be viewed from a long-term
perspective – that is, you are not voting to win the entire battle
in just one election but rather that particular election is just one
small step in what might be a lifelong journey. Consequently, one
candidate might have a Right-to-Life rating of 75 or 60 percent;
the other perhaps only 25 or 15 percent. Do we avoid voting because
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neither is perfect? Assuredly not. We must vote to advance life (or
preserve moral absolutes, or public religious acknowledgments, or
better judicial appointments) as far as possible in each and every
election – we must always remember the “little by little” strategy
set forth in the Scriptures.
As a result, voting should always be viewed as nothing less than an
unconditional duty – it is not something optional but is an activity
in which a Biblical voter is required to be engaged. To be faithful in
one’s duty was a virtue frequently praised by the Founders:
[W]e must go home to be happy, and our home is not in this

world. Here we have nothing to do but our duty. 127 All that
the best men can do is to persevere in doing their duty to
their country and leave the consequences to Him who made
it their duty, being neither elated by success, however great, nor
discouraged by disappointment, however frequent and mortifying. 128 JOHN JAY, A FOUNDER OF THE AMERICAN BIBLE SOCIETY;
ORIGINAL CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE U. S. SUPREME COURT; AUTHOR OF
THE FEDERALIST PAPERS; GOVERNOR OF NEW YORK

[W]hilst we are using the means in our power, let us humbly

commit our righteous cause to the great Lord of the universe, Who loveth righteousness and hateth iniquity. And
having secured the approbation of our hearts by a faithful
and unwearied discharge of our duty to our country, let us
joyfully leave our concerns in the hands of Him Who raiseth
up and pulleth down the empires and kingdoms of the world
as He pleases. 129 JOHN HANCOCK, SIGNER OF THE DECLARATION;
GOVERNOR OF MASSACHUSETTS

The man who is conscientiously doing his duty will ever
be protected by that righteous and all powerful Being, and
when he has ﬁnished his work he will receive an ample
reward. 130 SAMUEL ADAMS, SIGNER OF THE DECLARATION; GOVERNOR OF MASSACHUSETTS
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The sum of the whole is that the blessing of God is only to
be looked for by those who are not wanting in the discharge
of their own duty. 131 JOHN WITHERSPOON, SIGNER OF THE DECLARATION; PRESIDENT OF PRINCETON

Biblical voters can ﬁnd a particularly excellent model of this virtue
in John Quincy Adams. Historians who later studied and wrote about
his life and numerous accomplishments (including his lifelong and
relentless but largely unsuccessful ﬁght to abolish slavery) observed
that Adams’ life was guided by one simple principle:
Duty is ours; results are God’s. 132
It is vital that Biblical voters develop an attitude of resolute steadfastness and unswervable duty. In recent years, too many believers have
manifested a short-term mentality toward the civic arena – they get
involved in an election or two and if they don’t see a complete turnaround, they throw up their hands, declare that they tried and that it
didn’t make any difference, and then scurry off to their next inspiration.
Biblical voters must realize that it took almost three quarters-of-acentury to arrive at the situation in which we ﬁnd ourselves today, and
that situation will not be reversed in just one election or two. And
even if the recovery turns out to be just as lengthy as was the illness,
a recovery will come – if we faithfully persist (Galatians 6:9).
The principle of retaking lost ground slowly, one election at a time,
is neither appealing nor gratifying to our natural impatience but it is
a well-articulated Biblical principle; therefore, arm yourself with the
mentality of a marathon runner, not a sprinter: be willing to stay and
compete until you win. This attitude is much easier to adopt once we
accept the truth that voting is an obligatory duty we owe not only to
our country but also to God. As Samuel Adams explained:
Let each citizen remember at the moment he is offering his
vote that he is not making a present or a compliment to please
an individual – or at least that he ought not so to do; but that
he is executing one of the most solemn trusts in human society
for which he is accountable to God and his country. 133 [He]
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may then reﬂect, each one on his own integrity, and appeal to
the Monitor within his breast that he has not triﬂed with the
sacred trust reposed in him by God and his country. 134
Founder Peter Muhlenberg articulated the same conviction. (Peter
was a minister of the Gospel who left his pulpit during the American Revolution to defend the liberties he enjoyed and to which he
had become accustomed; three hundred men from his congregation
followed him into military service. He became a Major General
and then a Member of Congress, where he helped frame the Bill of
Rights.) Once, when criticized for being a minister involved in the
civic arena, 135 he pointedly responded:
I am convinced it is my duty so to do – and duty I owe to God
and my Country. 136 (emphasis added)
The viewpoint expressed by these and other early leaders simply
reﬂected their understanding of Jesus’ command in Matthew 22:21 (a
command frequently turned on its head today). In that verse, Jesus
told His followers:
Render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and unto
God the things that are God’s.
Today, too many mistakenly think that the conjunction in Jesus’
command is “or” – that is, “render unto Caesar the things that are
Caesar’s, or unto God the things that are God’s,” but that is not what
the verse says. To the contrary, it deliberately uses the conjunction
“and” – that is, “render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and
unto God the things that are God’s.” People of faith are clearly commanded to do their duty in both the spiritual and the civil arenas.
The Founders believed that this dual responsibility was so self-evident we would never neglect it. As George Washington explained:
No country upon earth ever had it more in its power to attain
these blessings than United America. Wondrously strange,
then, and much to be regretted indeed would it be, were
we to neglect the means and to depart from the road which
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Providence has pointed us to so plainly; I cannot believe it
will ever come to pass. 137
Yet in recent years, far too many God-fearing individuals have neglected their responsibilities as national voting stewards, and the impact
of that neglect is now measureable. Consider the area of abortion.
Over the four elections from 1992-2002, Christian voter turnout
declined by almost forty percent, 138 but in 2002, that trend reversed and
there was a 2 percent increase above the 2000 turnout numbers (which
was actually a sizeable increase since 2002 was a non-presidential year
when voter turnout is traditionally much lower). Exit polling in 2002
showed that 41 percent of voters in that election identiﬁed abortion
as an important issue affecting their vote: 23 percent said they voted
a pro-life ticket, and 16 percent voted a pro-abortion ticket, 139 thus
giving a 7 percent advantage to those running as a pro-life candidate.
The result was evident: of the 54 freshmen elected to the U. S. House
in 2002, 36 were pro-life 140 (67 percent), and of the 10 freshmen elected
to the U. S. Senate, eight (80 percent) were pro-life. 141
In 2004, Christian voter turnout increased 93 percent over the
2002 numbers 142 (part of this surge was due to the fact that it was
a presidential year when turnout typically rises and part to the fact
that the percentage of Christian voters actually increased). In that
election, 42 percent of voters identiﬁed abortion as an important
issue: 143 25 percent voted pro-life, and 13 percent pro-abortion, 144
resulting in a 12 percent advantage for pro-life candidates. The 2004
elections sent 40 new freshmen to the U. S. House, of whom 25 were
pro-life 145 (63 percent), and nine new freshmen to the U. S. Senate,
of whom seven (77 percent) were pro-life. 146
In those two elections when Christian voter turnout rose, a total
of 94 freshmen were sent to the House, of whom 61 were pro-life
(65 percent), and 19 freshmen were sent to the Senate, of whom 15
(79 percent) were pro-life. The result was the prompt enactment of
three stand-alone federal pro-life laws: the Unborn Victims of Violence Act, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban, and the Fetal Farming
Ban. 147 (Prior congressional pro-life activity had been limited almost
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exclusively to abortion funding prohibitions such as the Mexico City
policy and the Hyde, Kemp-Casten, Dickey, and Weldon amendments. 148) Furthermore, the addition of so many new pro-life Senators resulted in the conﬁrmation of the two pro-life Supreme Court
Justices mentioned earlier 149 as well as scores of pro-life court of
appeals and federal district court judges. 150
In 2006, however, the trend reversed: Christian voter turnout fell
by 30 percent. 151 Not surprisingly, given that dramatic drop, exit
polling on the percentage of voters who considered abortion as an
important issue also showed a commensurate drop, plummeting from
42 percent in 2004 to only about 30 percent in 2006. 152 The result
was that of the 54 new freshmen sent to the U. S. House in the 2006
election, only 17 were pro-life (31 percent), 153 and of the ten freshmen
elected to the U. S. Senate, only one (10 percent) was pro-life. 154 The
Baltimore Sun described the results of that election as producing “the
most pro-choice Congress in the history of the Republic.” 155
Incidentally, for those who wonder why the current Congress has
become so aggressively pro-homosexual, actually pushing through
two stand-alone pro-homosexual bills, 156 it might be instructive
to note that 92.5 percent of homosexual men and 91 percent of
lesbian women voted 157 – a percentage much higher than that of
Biblical voters.
Most citizens wrongly believe that Congress reﬂects the values of
Americans, but such is not the case; to the contrary, Congress does
not reﬂect the values of the nation but only of those who voted in the
last election, whether pro-life, pro-homosexual, or pro-anything else.
As President James A. Garﬁeld conﬁrmed a century ago:
[N]ow, more than ever before, the people are responsible for the

character of their Congress. If that body be ignorant, reckless,
and corrupt, it is because the people tolerate ignorance, recklessness, and corruption. If it be intelligent, brave, and pure, it
is because the people demand these high qualities to represent
them in the national legislature. . . . [I]f the next centennial
does not ﬁnd us a great nation . . . it will be because those who
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represent the enterprise, the culture, and the morality of the
nation do not aid in controlling the political forces. 158
Daniel Webster also warned of the tragic consequence that could
result from citizen neglect of our political system:
I apprehend no danger to our country from a foreign foe. . . .
Our destruction, should it come at all, will be from another
quarter – from the inattention of the people to the concerns of their government – from their carelessness and
negligence. 159
We should therefore heed the warning delivered to citizens in 1803
when the Rev. Matthias Burnet charged:
To God and posterity you are accountable. . . . Let not your
children have reason to curse you for giving up those rights
and prostrating those institutions which your fathers delivered to you. 160
For the sake of this generation as well as future ones, we must be
active citizens. As John Hancock admonished:
I [urge] you, by all that is dear, by all that is honorable, by all
that is sacred, not only that ye pray but that ye act. 161
The responsibilities facing God-fearing citizens in this election
are somber, and the potential repercussions from our actions (or
lack thereof) are both far-reaching and long-lasting. Wherever civic
indifference rules among Biblical persons of faith, wrong principles
and policies will abound in the institutions around them; therefore,
when it comes to sound government, the greatest enemy is not
“them” but rather our own complacency. ■
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