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PART SIX
Section III. B. (cont’d.)

4. The Declaration Of Independence
We come now to our Revolutionary War. Up until the time that King George III started to interfere with the rights of the colonists, the British government had pretty much left the American colonies alone to govern themselves. And so it comes as no surprise, in light of this tradition of establishing their own laws---and even their own governments, where need be---that the colonists were astonished when George III stepped in and started taking away the colonists’ personal rights, and started stepping on the legislatures of the colonies. 

We all know the most famous words of the Declaration of Independence: “We hold these Truths to be self-evident, that all Men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness …”
 But do we today, on the whole, know why those magnificent words about all men being created equal are in there? Of course not. And this is to our great disadvantage, and to our great undoing. The words about all men being created equal, you see, were not placed in the Declaration simply because they sounded nice. They were a direct assault against the conventional wisdom of the era, and against the conventional wisdom of virtually the entire history of man’s relationships with his own governments. In the 1770s, this form of the conventional wisdom had been known specifically for some time as “the divine right of kings”, i.e., supposedly, the exclusive right of the king to declare with finality what was good or best for the common man, and what the law of the realm should be. This “divine right” was supposed to come from the king’s royal birth; he was therefore, supposedly, above all other men.
 The words about all men being created equal were put in the Declaration of Independence as a direct repudiation of “the divine right of kings”.

It is interesting, and perhaps even bizarre, that a Christian king should claim a divine right of kings. For if anything is clear from the Bible, it is that God did not even want His people to have any king at all. For almost four hundred years after the children of Israel arrived in the Promised Land, they had no king.
 Then the ancient Israelites began clamoring for a king. God sent His prophet Samuel to try to warn the people about the reasons why they should not desire to have a king, but the people wouldn’t listen to Samuel. Samuel was grieved, but the Lord comforted Him, saying,

And the LORD said unto Samuel, Hearken unto the voice of the people in all that they say unto thee: for they have not rejected thee, but they have rejected me, that I should not reign over them. According to all the works which they have done since the day that I brought them up out of Egypt even unto this day, wherewith they have forsaken me, and served other gods, so do they also unto thee.

The Lord then told Samuel to grant the people their wish, and to anoint someone to be king over them.
 But it is clear from any reading of this chapter of the Bible that the Lord tried emphatically to steer the people away from the idea of having a king, and that He was deeply grieved by their desire to have any king other than Himself. Furthermore, as was discussed earlier in this essay series, the concept of anyone being born in a superior position to any other person in the eyes of God flies squarely against the fundamental concepts of the Law of Moses.
 So much, then, for the idea of the divine right of kings being supposedly rooted in the Bible.

The authors of the Declaration of Independence certainly didn’t believe in any supposed divine right of kings. They completely trashed this idea with those few choice words of theirs about all men being created equal. That wasn’t all they had to say, either. Immediately after proclaiming that all men are created equal, and that all men have the inalienable rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, the Declaration goes on to say,

---that to secure these Rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just Powers from the Consent of the Governed, that whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these Ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or abolish it, and to institute a new Government, laying its Foundation on such Principles, and organizing its Powers in such Form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness.
 (emphasis supplied).
And thus, with this in mind, the colonists made a particular point of listing (among other things) the following offenses of King George in the Declaration of Independence:

He has refused his Assent to Laws, the most wholesome and necessary for the public Good.

He has forbidden his Governors to pass Laws of immediate and pressing Importance, unless suspended in their Operation till his Assent should be obtained; and when so suspended, he has utterly neglected to attend to them.

He has refused to pass other Laws for the Accommodation of large Districts of People; unless those People would relinquish the Right of Representation in the Legislature, a Right inestimable to them, and formidable to Tyrants only.

He has called together Legislative Bodies at Places unusual, uncomfortable, and distant from the Depository of their public Records, for the sole Purpose of fatiguing them into Compliance with his Measures.

He has dissolved Representative Houses repeatedly, for opposing with manly Firmness his Invasions on the Rights of the People.

He has refused for a long Time, after such Dissolutions, to cause others to be elected; whereby the Legislative Powers, incapable of Annihilation, have returned to the People at large for their exercise; the State remaining in the mean time exposed to all the Dangers of Invasion from without, and Convulsions within.

*******

He has obstructed the Administration of Justice, by refusing his Assent to Laws for establishing Judiciary Powers.

He has made Judges dependent on his Will alone, for the Tenure of their Offices, and Amount and Payment of their Salaries.

*******

He has affected to render the Military independent of and superior to the Civil Power.

He has combined with others to subject us to a Jurisdiction foreign to our Constitution, and unacknowledged by our Laws; giving his Assent to their Acts of pretended Legislation:

For quartering large Bodies of Armed Troops among us:

For protecting them, by a mock Trial, from Punishment for any Murders which they should commit on the Inhabitants of these States:

*****

For abolishing the free System of English Laws in a neighbouring Province, establishing therein an arbitrary Government, and enlarging its Boundaries, so as to render it at once an Example and fit Instrument for introducing the same absolute Rule in these Colonies:

For taking away our Charters, abolishing our most valuable Laws, and altering fundamentally the Forms of our Governments:

For suspending our own Legislatures, and declaring themselves invested with Powers to legislate for us in all Cases whatsoever.

He has abdicated Government here, by declaring us out of his Protection and waging War against us.

The attitude of King George III toward the American colonists, manifested in behavior such as this, is the precise opposite of the type of government and law which the colonists had grown up with, and had enjoyed historically for over a century and a half, and the colonists knew it. Notice, for instance, the colonists’ reference to the fact that the legislative powers are incapable of annihilation, and that without a proper form of government, the legislative powers do not simply go away into nothingness, but rather, they return to the people at large. In other words, the colonists recognized that the legislative powers arise from the people in the first place. And so, if government is abolished, the legislative powers do not simply cease to exist or go away. Rather, they return to where they started, with the people themselves. This reflects the stance which the Pilgrims took on the Mayflower about the authority of the people, under God, to be the author and source of government authority, a position which was likewise taken by the founders of Connecticut shortly after them.
 It is no wonder, then, that after first noting that governments should not be changed simply for trivial reasons, the authors of the Declaration had prefaced their charges against George III by saying,

But when a long Train of Abuses and Usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object, evinces a Design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their Right, it is their Duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future Security.

Whoa! What is all this?! It is the Right of the People to alter or abolish their government?! [I]t is their Right, it is their DUTY, to throw off such Government …?! Words such as these didn’t come from a bunch of mealy-mouthed, milk toast peons, did they? They didn’t come from people who sat quietly at their desks with their hands folded while someone presumed to lecture them about their need to shut up, and while a supposedly all-wise and all-knowing government, one totally opposed to their most basic beliefs, was forced upon them, does it? What do you think men of this character, the ones who wrote the Declaration of Independence, would think of a government which would actually make it illegal for someone not to have health insurance, and of attempts to tell all the people to just shut up and take it while this was foisted upon us? Would anyone care to guess as to the answer to that? And would it take more than one guess to hit the nail right on the head?
What we must recognize today is that, in doing the things which King George III did, he was simply acting out his belief in the “divine right of kings” to the crossing of a “t” and the dotting of an “i”, which is why his idea of model government was the precise opposite of that of the colonists. It is also why George III relied entirely on his own earthly wisdom and power to accomplish his ends. In contrast to King George III, the American colonists believed that God is the author of rights, that everyone is created equal in the eyes of God (even a king), and that government derives its just powers “from the consent of the governed”. It is no surprise, therefore, that they concluded their Declaration of Independence by saying,

And for the support of this Declaration, with a firm Reliance on the Protection of the divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our Lives, our Fortunes, and our sacred Honor.

Also, with respect to the King’s claim that he held unlimited power over the American colonists, famed Revolutionary War pamphleteer Thomas Paine said, “Even the expression is impious; for so unlimited a power can belong only to God.”

Looking now at the big picture for a moment, do you perceive the difference between the Founding Fathers’ view of Liberty and our own? In our day and age, the conventional wisdom would have us believe that Liberty is, in essence, all about selfishness; i.e., “[I]t’s all about me.” The founders of our country, however, recognized that where government strays from the very things for which it was created, and becomes oppressive, it is not simply the right of the people to throw off such government. It is their duty.

Now, how can you have a duty to throw off such government if the concept of Liberty is nothing more than your right to your own selfish way? After all, you can always waive your own rights. The answer lies in the fact that, as the colonists themselves understood, you have a duty to your family, to your community, and to God, to resist tyranny, for tyranny itself, first of all, is never something for which God ordains government (Rom. 13:3-4), and tyranny in fact---being outside of the commission for which God ordains government, and in which evil men in power can sin against a helpless people---does itself constitute rebellion against God. As Thomas Jefferson would thus put it, "Rebellion to tyrants is obedience to God."
 For although it is rebellion against God’s authority to rebel against earthly government when the earthly government is acting within the scope of God’s anointing and God’s authority, it is hardly rebellion against God’s authority to rebel against an earthly government when the earthly government steps outside of the covering of God’s anointing and God’s authority, and when it engages in tyranny instead. For once earthly government steps outside of God’s anointing and God’s authority, it engages in the sins of murder, theft, and other crimes which are prohibited by God’s law when it commits acts of tyranny.
Today, when we speak of Nullification, do we ask to “alter or abolish” our government (as was spoken of in the Declaration of Independence) simply by seeking to exercise a right of Limited Nullification? Do we actually seek to “throw off” such government by such a movement? Is it not rather the case that, to the contrary, calling upon the people to make their voices heard is something which actually enriches our government, and our body politic, in the process? And if that is the case, if the founders of our country were justified in taking the action they did take against the usurpations of King George III, how is it that such milder action as Limited Nullification would be uncalled for if our federal government violates our own Constitution?

Section IV. The Cost Of Forgetting Our History
What has happened to our country, that the apple should have fallen so far from the tree, that we today should live as if in a stupor as compared to those living in the era of vibrant Liberty, when Liberty was so energetically embraced by our Founding Fathers? Look at how far we have come … down the wrong path! Look at how much we have lost, and how much has been stolen from us, that we should now be in such a position that we have to come begging our own government for leave to speak out, through our own legislatures and laws, in order to make our voices heard for Liberty.

A. The Failure Of Our Educational Institutions
We hear about the Magna Carta when we are in school, but never about the provision in which the barons themselves would have the right to take up arms against the King, let alone that the barons, and not the King or his courts, would be the ones who would determine whether the King had violated the Magna Carta. Likewise, we hear about the Mayflower Compact when we are in grade school. We learn that it was the first charter of self-government in the Colonies from which we sprang. But we never learn the significance of it beyond that. We never learn the significance of the fact that the Pilgrims radically broke with the past and declared themselves legally bound by a government of their own creation, one in which they, without the authorization of any earthly King, did “…solemnly and mutually in the presence of God and one of another, Covenant and Combine ourselves together into a Civil Body Politic … to enact, constitute and frame such just and equal Laws, Ordinances, Acts, Constitutions and Offices … unto which we promise all due submission and obedience.”
 As to the Fundamental Orders of Connecticut, do we even hear about that charter of government in school at all, and the role it played in the developing the foundation for our Constitution? Why, most Americans today have never even heard of the Fundamental Orders of Connecticut. Of course, we do learn about our own Constitution, at least. But how many of us are even told that the Founding Fathers refused to allow the state legislatures to be the ones to tell the people what their form of government would be, and that they insisted that the people be allowed to choose individuals specifically appointed for the task of representing the people directly on this one particular issue alone?

B. Hosea 4:6 And Other Biblical Passages 

About History And Knowledge

The Bible says, “My people are destroyed for lack of knowledge …” (Hosea 4:6). In that passage, the prophet was talking about knowledge of God. But there are also many other types of knowledge, the lack of which can destroy you. Just think what would happen, for instance, if your smoke detector did not go off at night if you were sleeping, and there was a fire. Without the knowledge that a fire had started, you would die. Likewise, with respect to government, our lack of knowledge of the principles of the Founding Fathers can cause us to lose our Liberty, and with it, our Constitution. 

Consider this: When the children of Israel crossed the River Jordan to enter into the Promised Land, the Lord instructed them to set up stones along the banks of the river, so as to commemorate the crossing, and to remind them of that event from that day forward. (Joshua 4:1-13) Yet the people quickly forgot their history, and with it, they also forgot about the Lord, and suffered the consequences thereof. (Judges 2:10-15)

Is not the same thing happening to us today? Are we not oblivious to the history of our nation’s founding? And have we not, in the process, also forgotten the very God who gave us our Liberty?

C. What We Have Forgotten About The Pilgrims
Let us return to the Pilgrims for a moment. 102 of them, plus 25 to 30 crew members, arrived on the Mayflower.
 Right after they arrived, in December of 1620, six of them died from the severe conditions they faced; the following month, at least eight more of them died.
 

Also, because they had arrived late in the year in 1620, they did not have adequate shelter on land, and so they lived onboard the Mayflower throughout that first winter.
 This meant that initially, over 125 people, all of whom had been forced to share the tiny, cramped quarters of the Mayflower for over two months on the voyage from England, had to share those same cramped quarters for another four months. During that time, in very close contact with each other, they suffered an outbreak of one or more diseases with symptoms that were a combination of those seen in tuberculosis, scurvy, and pneumonia.
 And personal hygiene would have been problematic in such conditions.

Now, shortly after they arrived, with the fresh water they had obtained, along with the animals they were able to kill for food, and some corn from the American Indians, they had probably accumulated enough provisions to sail back across the Atlantic Ocean to England, where their chance of survival throughout the rest of that winter, and for the rest of their lives as well, would be much greater. Yet they did not go back. For back in England, they could not practice their religion the way they wanted to. And they had already found that their entire way of life would disappear if they had remained in Holland, where they had lived for about twelve years; they also found that their children would not follow the Gospel in Holland, and so they feared for the peril of their children’s immortal souls.
 

Here in America, by contrast, they had just become the authors and creators of their very own government, and they lived under laws of their own choosing, something which would be unthinkable back in Europe. Furthermore, if they did go back, and were ever allowed to return here, they would not be living once again under the Mayflower Compact when they would return. They would be subject instead to whatever charter the King of England saw fit to grant them. And if they remained in England, they would have to live under laws which were oppressive to them, or else go to prison. 

They knew fully well before their voyage across the Atlantic (i.e., their “removal” to America) what dangers and hardships they would be facing. And yet, they resolved to make the voyage and plant their colony anyway. Pilgrim leader William Bradford wrote about what they were thinking before they made the voyage, saying,

Lastly, (and which was not least,) a great hope & inward zeal they had of laying some good foundation, or at least to make some way thereunto, for ye propagating & advancing ye gospel of ye kingdom of Christ in those remote parts of the world; yea, though they should be but even as stepping-stones unto others for ye performing of so great a work.

These, & some other like reasons, moved them to undertake this resolution of their removal; the which they afterward prosecuted with so great difficulties, as by the sequel will appeare.

Difficulties, indeed. In addition to all the hardships listed above, in that first year in their new colony, forty-nine of the 102 Pilgrims died, including 14 of the original 18 adult women.
 Yet still they did not go back.

Think of it! Faced with such outrageously harsh conditions as they had to endure, they chose to stick with what they had decided on before they made their voyage, and to remain steadfast in the face of death and extreme hardship just to have a chance at Liberty. They remained committed to the idea of having a chance of setting themselves up as stepping stones, so that those who would come after them might likewise have a chance at Liberty, and to continue the work of bringing the Gospel of Jesus Christ to what was, at the time, an extremely remote part of the world. One must wonder, would we ourselves make the same choice today as they made then? With the exception of those who so nobly serve in our military,
 the answer must surely be, “No.”

We need to wake up! The alarm clock is ringing. And it has been ringing for so long that it is about to fall off the nightstand. The coffee is on the stove. Can you smell it? Well, it’s burning, and it’s starting to stink. If we don’t make a serious effort to educate our friends and neighbors about what our Constitution really means, about what it is really based on, we will continue to lose more and more of our very sense of self government, of our identity as the source of governmental authority, of our Liberty, and of what our Constitution, our judges, and our laws are really all about. 

We need to relearn our history. We need to be made aware of, and to keep in mind at all times, the solemn admonition on the tombstone of Pilgrim leader William Bradford:

qua patres difficillime adepti sunt nolite turpiter relinquere

(“What our forefathers with so much difficulty secured, do not basely relinquish.”)

D. How Rediscovering Who And What We Are 

Pertains To Nullification
Accordingly, let us keep in mind that the more the people of the United States debate whether a federal law is constitutional or not, or whether their particular state should nullify an unconstitutional federal law, the more we will become aware of who we really are in the constitutional scheme of things. And we may then start to resume our rightful role as the very authors, and the ultimate earthly authority, of our system of self-government. For those who hold office in the government are appointed to minister for the sovereigns---i.e., We the People---rather than over the sovereigns.
Ed. note: This concludes Part Six of this essay on State Nullification Of Obamacare. The next part shall examine the relationship between the judges, the people of the United States, and the people’s own Constitution, and on the importance of the reestablishment of the people in their rightful role in our constitutional framework. See, http://888webtoday.com/. Click on the column for Lawrence Joyce.
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