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PART TEN
Section VII. Rendering Unto Caesar (cont’d.)

C. A Christian Response In The Context Of 

Nullification Specifically
If we would have ourselves perform our proper, essential role, a role which God has given to us, in the constitutional scheme of things, how should we address the topic of Nullification? The first thing to consider, one would think, is whether an idea such as Limited Nullification is even lawful to begin with. This author asks you to consider the proposition that Limited Nullification is indeed lawful.

Now, if one does conclude that Nullification is legal---in fact, if one goes further, and finds the whole idea of Limited Nullification to be as right as rain, and the greatest thing since sliced bread---we could still spoil the whole broth anyway by going about implementing Limited Nullification in a fractious way, or with a spirit of animosity or anger. An approach such as that would hardly be the way an earthly king would properly submit to the law of his own realm, and would certainly not be a Godly thing to do.

But if Limited Nullification be a lawful thing---if Limited Nullification may at least arguably be a lawful thing---than we should recognize the important benefits which will accrue to society by engaging in it and supporting it. We should then act accordingly. As a part of the body politic which constitutes Caesar, we should make our voices heard. And out of submission to a system of government which requires the full, active participation of Godly people, we should submit to our system of government by giving it our full measure of service. Consequently, if that does mean that we should support Limited Nullification, and help our state government officials engage in it, then we should do so sincerely, with a humble and submissive heart, with our full support and energy, and with a view towards helping to repair the error in government, and to heal up any tear in the fabric of our law.

It is also worth noting that, whether the form of government which we have now is the best form, or even a proper form, it is nonetheless the form of government and law which God has indeed chosen for us, at this moment in time, to be born into. Thus, the duty of a Christian to submit to government today begins with a recognition of that very fact itself, come what may, and for better or for worse. And so, submitting to that framework of Godly authority thus means recognizing the authority which in fact we ourselves do have to determine what the law of our land shall be, whether we even think we should have that authority in the first place or not. For it is the case that, whether we should have such authority or not, all American citizens who can vote (Christian and non-Christian alike) are part of the body politic which constitutes “Caesar”.

In so saying, this author does not wish to suggest that Christians who are in fellowships which teach that Christians should not be involved in government should just take the teachings of their pastors and elders lightly, and simply go ahead and get involved in government without due consideration for God’s order in the church. But each Christian should take these matters before the Lord, and the Christian who is in a fellowship which holds that involvement in government is wrong should pray about how God would have him or her act, and should approach the church leadership with his or her concerns before doing anything.

1. Limited Nullification And Christian Civil Disobedience
When many people (including most Christians) think of doing anything at all which any government officials would oppose, they think of that as being civil disobedience. But what this essay is trying to convey is the idea that, far from being civil disobedience, Limited Nullification is the exact opposite of civil disobedience. It is instead the exercise of a set of brakes upon a runaway train, which is what the federal government has become when it starts to go off the tracks and passes unconstitutional laws. Limited Nullification is something which constitutes the exercise of the sovereign right of the people to operate within their own system of government in order to halt illegal action on the part of their own government. 

That is not civil disobedience! That is civil obedience! It is not rebellion against authority. It is instead submission to authority, the kind of submission to authority which an earthly king should give when he sees his own government going out of control, and when he then operates within the system of law within that realm to contain the error brought on by the unfaithful stewards of his own government.

If Limited Nullification were to envision using unlawful means to effectuate these ends, then we would indeed face an issue of civil disobedience. But given the fact that the idea of Limited Nullification proposed herein envisions using only lawful means of correcting error in government, civil disobedience is not even an issue. For the issue of civil disobedience cannot arise when one operates by doing only those things which are legal.

In fact, if Limited Nullification were to be advisable in some particular situation, how could we even fulfill those passages of Scripture which command us to submit to earthly authority if in fact we do not participate in Limited Nullification, if indeed it is lawful? How could we not be guilty of having violated those verses if, in some situation in which at least some form of Godly participation in civil government may be called for, we then refuse, without justification, to participate in any way at all (whether by Nullification, or by some other means)? Would not this type of complete refusal to participate in any way at all in the system of government which God has given to us constitute a form of rebellion against the system of government which God has given us?

Now, that is not to suggest that Limited Nullification must be engaged in every single time it could be engaged in. But it is to say that, in any case in which Limited Nullification might be an appropriate option, we must then look very seriously at that option, and try as best we can to discern God’s will as to whether we should support Nullification in that specific instance or not.
Section VIII. What The Naysayers Will Say
As a closing thought, let us pause to consider for a moment what the detractors of this whole idea will hit you with each time they hear you espouse these views. 

A. The Inherent Contradiction Of Their Argument Regarding The Practical Effects Of Nullification
First of all, they will tell you (and they are already proclaiming) that such a policy could wreak havoc upon federal law, as there would be (or at least, could be) so many cases for the federal judiciary to deal with, and which would produce so much uncertainty for a great length of time as to which laws will be deemed valid in which states, and when. Then, without pausing, they will also deride the whole movement as being silly on the grounds that it is just a waste of time, and that it will amount to nothing.

In so saying, they may or may not see the total contradiction between these two arguments (assuming that they make both of them); for if Nullification were in fact silly, and would amount to nothing, how could it tie up anything in a court of law? But you can be sure to be hit with these two arguments simultaneously nonetheless. Be ready for it. 

Now, with respect to the “tidal wave” of lawsuits scenario, first of all, even a large number of Nullification acts coming from the various states would be worth the time it would take to consider each of them, because each of them would constitute an extremely important message directly from the people themselves. Second, the majority of such cases would probably involve no complicated factual issues, such as we already have anyway in Antitrust or Securities Law, for instance. Instead, most of the cases probably would require the introduction of a relatively small amount of evidence, along with the presentation of a few legal memoranda and oral arguments before a judge in a few, brief hearings, rather than in a full-blown trial.

With respect to the argument that the whole thing will just amount to nothing, if someone then asks you why do you even bother supporting this movement, you might want to reply that if they think it will amount to nothing, then why do they, in turn, even bother to oppose it, or to question its value? And why do they not then just let you pursue it in peace? For if they truly think that Limited Nullification will amount to nothing, then they should also conclude that it will bother no one.

B. The Inherent Contradiction Of Their Argument Regarding The Meaning Of The Constitution
Be ready for yet another exercise in inherently contradictory arguments. For they have yet another one they’re going to try to pull on you.

This time they’ll say that in matters of Constitutional Law, there are no right or wrong answers. Instead, supposedly, there are just the opinions of the Supreme Court. And because (so they will say) the Supreme Court is the equal of the Constitution, it cannot be the case that there are really any right or wrong answers in Constitutional Law. 

They will then expect you to believe that this is the right answer in the absolute sense. That this is the absolute truth. And that the idea that the provisions of the Constitution have fixed meanings is wrong in the absolute sense.

And they will say all that with a straight face.

By no means will they recognize that they cannot have it both ways. As a matter of logic, they cannot take the position that in Constitutional Law, there are no right or wrong answers, and simultaneously take the position that in Constitutional Law, their position is right in an absolute sense, and that the opposite position is wrong in absolute sense. Perhaps the best way to illustrate their folly is to consider the quandary they would be in if one day the Supreme Court were to state even more expressly than it already did in Marbury v. Madison
 that the Supreme Court itself is beneath the Constitution, that the Supreme Court must yield to the Constitution, and that therefore (by necessary implication, if nothing else) the provisions of the Constitution have some fixed meaning, and that there are indeed definite, absolute, right and wrong answers in Constitutional Law.

What would they do then? Say that the Constitution does have some definite, fixed meaning on days when the Supreme Court says it does, but that the Constitution doesn’t have some definite, fixed meaning on days when the Supreme Court says it does not?

1.) Where This Contradiction Comes From
One must wonder, How did we ever wind up with such a conflict of positions in American Constitutional Law? Why has it not been clear from the beginning what the role of the Supreme Court is viz a viz the Constitution, and the role of the people viz a viz both?
The answer lies in the fact that those who have been in authority in government for many years now have had a completely different world view from that which animated our Founding Fathers. It lies in the fact that Christians have too long been dormant on the sidelines of affairs in law and government, and that when Christians have entered the political sphere at all, they have essentially left their own world view at home and have instead adopted (at least, while they are in politics) the world view of a secularist cult, which is essentially a group of people who hold to a certain position (specifically, a secularist position) regarding morals and religion.

The core members of the secularist cult subscribe to the idea that in moral, spiritual, and religious realms, there are no absolute right or wrong answers. There are instead (supposedly) just different points of view. Your point of view is as good as mine, and mine is as good as yours … as long as you subscribe to the idea that there are no absolute right or wrong answers, either, of course. If you do take the position that there are absolute right or wrong answers in morals and religion, well, then, you are wrong. Absolutely wrong. And they are right. Absolutely.

Now, the reason they take the position that in Constitutional Law, there are no right or wrong answers, is that they are doing nothing more than simply acting out their world view in moral and spiritual matters. It should come as no surprise, then, that they take the position on Constitutional Law that they do.

What is disturbing is that quite a large number of people who, at the core of their beliefs, do not likewise hold that there are no absolutes in terms of religion and morality nonetheless also adopt the same position in Constitutional Law that the members of the secularist cult do. Many Christians who are involved in law and government take the position that in Constitutional Law, there are no right or wrong answers, and that there are only the opinions of the Supreme Court instead. Many of them sense the conflict between such a position, on the one hand, and their world view of morals and religion, on the other hand, yet they don’t quite know what to do about it, and are confused. They themselves are not among the core members of the secularist cult, but the secularist cult has hijacked the Constitution through the Supreme Court and our law schools, and many Christians have been caught up in this because they do not know where to turn. This is because they are caught up in the web of deception which the secularists have spun.

Here’s the really odd part about all this. In taking the position that they do, the members of the secularist cult think that they are keeping church and state separate, and that in this respect, they are supposedly different from us. Now, I will grant you this much: Given the fact that morals and law and religion are inextricably intertwined, the separation of church and state of which they dream is a logical impossibility; and therefore, those of us who have a true recognition of the Constitution, the Supreme Court, and “We the People” do have, and must necessarily have, a world view in which the separation of church and state is materially different from that of the secularist cult. I do not deny this. In fact, I boast of it. What is truly amazing, though, is that the members of the secularist cult do not even recognize that in embracing the view of Constitutional Law which they do, they do precisely the same thing as we do; that is, they carry forth into government and law their position on matters of morality and religion. 

They think they keep church and state separate in the way that the American Civil Liberties Union (the “ACLU”) envisions. In fact, however, they do not. They simply blunder about blindly
 in the fields of religion and law thinking they are a different thing from us, when in fact they do those very same things in law and politics with their world view that we do in law and politics with our world view.

a.) How To Address This Contradiction
There are some important things to keep in mind when you are confronted either by core members of the secularist cult or by those who, through deception and confusion, go along with the secularists’ world view in matters of law and politics even though that view is not consistent with their own personal view of morality and religion. First of all, when anyone comes to you and tells you that the Constitution is what the judges say it is, know and understand that that person is wrong. When a person tells you that in Constitutional Law, there are no right and wrong answers, know and understand that that person is wrong. When a person tells you that it is disloyal or disrespectful or improper to take issue with what the Supreme Court says, and that instead it is your duty (as a citizen, or in a Biblical sense) to do everything you can to implement fully all the implications of what the Supreme Court said, know and understand that that person is wrong.

Be prepared to answer with the facts and the law, and be prepared to answer with our history.
 Be prepared to answer with what even the Supreme Court itself said about the Supreme Court in Marbury v. Madison. (See page five, above.) Be prepared to answer with what the Bible makes clear about everyone being equal, from the Law of Moses onward, including the Lord’s displeasure at the ancient Israelites’ desire for a king.
 And be prepared to answer with the logic of the matter.

Then go about acting out your Christian faith, and your knowledge and conviction that you yourself do have a responsibility before God to perform your share of the duties in that body politic which constitutes “Caesar”.
 Be a leader. And take your country back. Act out your knowledge and understanding that the Constitution is not mush, that it is not simply what the judges say it is, and that you have a responsibility to do your part to ensure that the Constitution is not trampled upon and treated like mush. Act out your understanding and knowledge that in America, “We the People” are the ultimate source of government authority. Support Limited Nullification, if you can at all conclude that it is a legal and Godly thing to do. In so doing, remember especially that “We the People” are the ones who decided whether the Constitution would even be ratified or not; and thus, we ourselves are the ones who first decided what the Constitution means, even before the Supreme Court came into existence.

Conclusion
Well, you made it. You’ve read the whole thing.
 Congratulations! Not too many people will. But those who will express enough of an interest in their government, in their Liberty, and in Godly submission to authority to read this entire series, lengthy though it may be, will be the leaders among their friends, family, and neighbors. And as such, they will be among the ones who will be most able to change the whole picture for the United States of America. Small in numbers though we may be, we are nonetheless in good company, in that respect.

Now, in the end, whatever the fate of the whole Nullification movement may be in federal court (even that of Limited Nullification, as is proposed here), if we Americans are to continue to hold fast to the concept that all government authority is derived from the consent of the governed, then we’d better start acting like it. We Americans must return to a recognition that “We the People” must be an important and fully-participating part of any debate over what our own Constitution really means. We must recapture our vision of who and what we are if we are to recapture our government as it was truly meant to be. And we Americans who are Christians must recognize that this includes us, too.

In that respect, an exercise in state Limited Nullification of an unconstitutional federal law would not only be a healthy exercise in civil government, it could be a bulwark of Liberty against an otherwise all-powerful federal government. It could also be a means of alerting state and federal lawmakers, from time to time, as to which amendments “We the People” may or may not wish to have ratified and added to the Constitution of the United States, that document of government and law which, above all others, is truly our very own.

Ed. note: This concludes this essay on State Nullification Of Obamacare. The author sincerely hopes you have enjoyed this series, and that it will enrich your life and be a blessing to you, as well as to those you love, and to your country. See, http://888webtoday.com/. Click on the column for Lawrence Joyce.
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