Kagan Hearings Day 3:  

Kagan: Precedent can [sic] be more important than Original Intent 

- (Video) Questions by Senator Cornyn (R-TX), June 30, 2010
Judicial activist Elena Kagan tells Senator Cornyn Precedent can be more important than Original Intent.          

There is nothing more that any United States Senator, Republican or Democrat (who have also taken Oaths of Office to uphold the U.S. Constitution) needs to know about this domestic enemy of the 

U.S. Constitution - Elena Kagan, TO VOTE "NAY" TO HER NOMINATION.  Oath-Breakers such as Lindsey Graham (RINO-SC) who voted "Yea" for Judicial Activist, Racist, La Raza Member, Feminist, Roman Catholic, Sonia Sotomayor on August 6, 2009, should be receiving volumes of e-mails and phone calls during the Senate recess break this week (July 5-9) to admonish him to uphold his 

Oath of Office this time, and TO VOTE "NAY" TO KAGAN'S NOMINATION.  

If this pro-abortion, pro-sodomy, anti-Christ, feminist lawyer Kagan is confirmed by the U.S. Senate 

for appointment to the U.S. Supreme Court, we can expect her to work to re-make America in the 

image of her own anti-Biblical worldview; she would not be "hindered" by the Original Intent of the 

U.S. Constitution, and therefore she would not be "hindered" by the Oaths of Office she would take 

as a Supreme Court Justice, to uphold the UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION:

Text of the Oaths of Office for Supreme Court Justices [ from the SCOTUS website ] 

www.supremecourt.gov/about/oath/textoftheoathsofoffice2009.aspx
Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States are required to take two oaths before they may execute the duties of their appointed office.

1.  The Constitutional Oath

     As noted below in Article VI, U.S. Constitution, all federal officials must take an oath in support of the 

     Constitution: [ emphasis added ] 

"I, _________, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will support and defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same; that I take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that I will well and faithfully discharge 

the duties of the office on which I am about to enter.  So help me God."

NOTE:  - The Oath of Office is to support and defend the UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION, not 

               Supreme Court Precedent !!!  

             - Also, Article VI., U.S. Constitution explicitly states there are three things which are 

               "the supreme Law of the Land" – 

              1) The U.S. Constitution itself;

              2) Laws of the United States (Federal Laws) made in pursuance thereof; and

              3) U.S. Treaties

              NOT ONE WORD IN THE U.S CONSTITUTION ABOUT THE SUPREMACY OF SUPREME COURT DECISIONS 

              OR PRECEDENT !

2.  The Judicial Oath

"I, _________, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will administer justice without respect to persons, and do equal right to the poor and to the rich, and that I will faithfully and impartially discharge and perform all the duties incumbent upon me as _________ under the Constitution and laws of the United States.  So help me God."

By her record, by her [repeated non-] answers before the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee, it is clear Obama's nominee Elena Kagan has no intention of upholding the Original Intent of the 

U.S. Constitution - therefore, no United States Senator should give Kagan their vote for confirmation; and every Senator should do their utmost to block her confirmation,

including blocking the vote in the Senate Judiciary Committee, where Rule IV. of that Committee provides a way for the vote to be blocked, IF ALL SEVEN REPUBLICAN SENATORS ON THE COMMITTEE STAND FIRM, and do all within their power to block these DANGEROUS, UNQUALIFIED, DOMESTIC ENEMY OF THE CONSTITUTION.

"They that forsake the law praise the wicked: but such as keep the law contend with them."  Proverb 28:4, KJB
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

After their recess, after U.S. Senators on the Judiciary Committee return July 12 to the Capitol in Washington, D.C., there will be the question of actually voting on the Elena Kagan nomination in the Committee. However, if the Republican Senators choose to truly uphold their oaths, and to do all in their power to block the appointment of this dangerous nominee, the Rules of the Senate Judiciary Committee [ Rule IV. BRINGING A MATTER TO A VOTE ] require that at least one Republican vote in favor of bringing the Kagan nomination to a vote.  That means one of these seven would have to be a "Benedict Arnold" - and betray their oath and their country:  

Sessions (AL), Hatch (UT), Grassley (IA), Kyl (AZ), Graham (SC), Cornyn (TX), and Coburn (OK).

These are the nine Republican traitors who voted “Yea” for the final Senate floor confirmation vote for 

Sonia Sotomayor on August 6, 2009:

Alexander (TN), Bond (MO), Collins (ME), Graham (SC), Gregg (NH), Lugar (IN), Martinez (FL), Snowe (ME), Voinovich (OH)

Looking at these two lists, the ONLY Senator who voted for Sotomayor on August 6, 2009, who 

is also on the Senate Judiciary Committee today, considering the appointment of Elena Kagan, 

is Senator "Grahamnesty" (RINO) from the greatly deceived State of South Carolina.

Lindsey Graham should be receiving volumes of e-mails and phone calls during the Senate recess break this week (July 5-9) to admonish him to uphold his Oath of Office this time, and 

TO VOTE "NAY" TO KAGAN'S NOMINATION.  May Americans who live both outside and inside the State of South Carolina feel free to call this prone-to-compromise United States Senator.  

"When the righteous are in authority, the people rejoice: but when the wicked beareth rule, the people mourn."  Proverb 29:2, KJB
Are we "mourning" enough yet America ? - while the wicked beareth rule ?! - call and e-mail 

Senator Lindsey Graham (RINO-SC) and tell him TO VOTE "NAY" TO KAGAN'S NOMINATION !!!

_____________________________________________________________________________

Solicitor General Elena Kagan

Supreme Court Confirmation Hearing

C-SPAN Networks

http://c-span.org/Special/Supreme-Court-Kagan-Senate-Confirmation-Hearing.aspx
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Kagan: Precedent can [sic] be more important than Original Intent

Solicitor General Elena Kagan:  "... you look to text, you look to structure, you look to history, 

very much including and very especially the original understandings, and you look to precedents, 

and in one or another cases, one of those may be more important than others of them. "

Good questioning below by Senator Cornyn (as also by Senators Session, Kyl, and Coburn) - however, the question is - Will these men use every procedural means at their disposal, including Rule IV. of the 

Senate Judiciary Committee, to contend with (Proverb 28:4, KJB), to do all they can to BLOCK this

DANGEROUS, DOMESTIC ENEMY of the U.S. Constitution, Elena Kagan from getting a lifetime 

seat on the United States Supreme Court ?

Confirmation Hearing, Day Three: Wednesday, June 30 

Q&A Sessions By Senator 

Sen. John Cornyn (R-TX)
Video - Total 26+ minutes (57:00 - 01:23:30)

http://c-span.org/Special/Supreme-Court-Kagan-Senate-Confirmation-Hearing-34899.aspx
Exchange between Senator John Cornyn (R-TX) and U.S. Solicitor General Elena Kagan

[Excerpts, emphasis and internet links added]

Transcription below of excerpted portion - Video - seven minutes (01:00:00 - 01:08:00) 

Senator John Cornyn:  I want to ask you a little bit more - we've talked a lot about Constitutional  interpretation,

and I want to read a statement to you - and this is not a trick question, so if you want me to read it again, or

go over it more slowly, I will.  And I want to get your thoughts on this statement of Constitutional interpretation.

And it starts this way, "Original understandings are an important source of Constitutional meaning. but so too

are other sources that judges regularly invoke:  the purpose and structure of the Constitution, the lessons 

of precedent, and historical experience, the practical consequences of legal rules, and the evolving norms and

traditions of our society. " [ emphasis added ]  Do you generally agree with that statement, or is there any part 

of it that you disagree with ?

Solicitor General Elena Kagan:  You know I think I would ... I'm trying to think ... I mean I think what I've said, 

is that, you look to text, you look to structure, you look to history, very much including and very especially the 

original understandings, and you look to precedents, and in one or another cases, one of those may be more 

important than others of them. [ emphasis added ]  In some cases, you might look to all of them, and that's a 

kind of pragmatic approach, not an approach that takes a sort of grand over-arching philosophical view, 

as to, you know, it's just one thing, and it's got to be that one thing in every case.  And that's the way I would 

approach the ...

Senator John Cornyn:  And that's consistent with what you've said as I've heard you testify yesterday and today.

And really the part of it that I was interested in, was the part, the last phrase, which talked about 'evolving norms 

and traditions of our society'.  What role do you think a judge's opinion of the 'evolving norms and traditions of 

our society' have in interpreting the written Constitution ?

Solicitor General Elena Kagan:  Well I think that traditions are most often looked to, in considering the liberty clause

of the Fourteenth Amendment.   I think every member of the Court thinks that the liberty clause of the Fourteenth

Amendment applies to more than physical restraints, and I think almost every member thinks that it gives some 

substantive protection, and not just procedural protections.  And then the question becomes, 'What substantive 

protections does it provide ?'  And I think what, I think the best statement of the approach that the Court has used 

is actually Chief Justice Rehnquist's statement in the Glucksberg case, because he says, he basically agrees with

both of those things; that the due process clause provides substantive protection, and means more than restraint

from physical restraint.  But then the question is 'Well how do you define that, and how do you appropriately 

limit that ?', because it's for sure the case, that the courts should not use that clause to appropriate decisions

that best belong to the American people. 

Senator John Cornyn:  "Let me ask you another follow-up question.  The author of the statement that I read is 

Goodwin Liu, a professor at the University of California at Berkeley, and a pending judicial nominee.  But he goes 

on to conclude, based on that statement of what the appropriate role of the interpretation of the Constitution is.   

He goes on, or he has concluded that the Fourteenth Amendment requires the government to provide citizens 

with certain social and economic rights, including a high quality education, expanded health insurance, child care, 

transportation subsidies, job training, and a robust Earned Income Tax Credit.  He also believes or has written that 

the Fourteenth Amendment guarantees a right to same-sex marriage [ CCL: sic - "sodomite coupling" ].  He says that 

evolving norms can change the ambit of the Second Amendment's protection, as interpreted by the Court.  He's also 

opined that the Fourteenth Amendment requires the nationalization of education by prohibiting the local funding 

structure that States use to support their education systems.  In applying this interpretation standard, would you ..., 

well, I'm not going to ask you whether you agree with that, because that might ask you to decide a case that would 

come before the Court.  Correct ?

Solicitor General Elena Kagan:  Well I ...

Senator John Cornyn:  I was going to ask whether you agree or disagree with some of those stated opinions about

what the Fourteenth Amendment means, as Professor Liu has articulated.

Solicitor General Elena Kagan:  You, you said a lot there.  And I think that the view that I would have, is consistent not

with any particular article by Mr. Liu or otherwise, but is consistent with the way that the Court has approached these 

questions and I particularly think of the Glucksberg case, which does talk about the way the Court looks to traditions, 

looks to the way traditions can change over time, but makes sure, makes very clear, that the Court should operate with real caution in this area, that the Court should understand that the liberty clause of the Fourteenth Amendment does not provide clear sign posts, should make sure that the Court is not interfering inappropriately with the decisions that really ought to belong to the American people.   And so, should understand that the clause protects things, but should act in this area with appropriate caution, and respect for democracy.

Senator John Cornyn:  Well I know you understand, sort of the gist of where I'm coming from, the concern is of course that if judges, particularly federal judges, who serve with lifetime tenure, believe it's within their power to interpret the Constitution based on their subjective notion of what represents 'evolving norms and traditions', that you very quickly become very separated from, and untethered by, anything you might call a written law, or law representing the consent of the governed.  That's the concern, and I'm sure you understand it.  I'm not asking whether you agree.  I'm just ... I'm suggesting that that's my concern.  And you seem to agree that judges ought to act very carefully, and I would suggest, my own view is that, that is not an appropriate role for a federal judge to render subjective judgments about evolving norms and traditions; that's what Congress is here for, to act responsively to the needs, and the desires, and the wishes of the American people.  And of course we stand for election, and we can be replaced, if the people disagree with us.  But not judges.  Let me change topics here, quickly ...

(End this portion of Senator Cornyn's questioning at 01:08:00)

Other questioning by Senator John Cornyn of Solicitor General Elena Kagan continued to 01:23:30.

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

Senatpr Tom Coburn (R-OK):  “And her [ CCL: Kagan's ] reliance was that, ‘Well, here's the precedent that's been set, and we can't go back to original intent,’ which comes back to 

another thing that she said earlier in the hearing -- is that precedent trumps original intent.  

And I think most Americans would reject that. If that was the case, then we would have never 

had Brown vs. the Board of Education, and Plessy-Ferguson would still be the law.  And to have 

a Supreme Court nominee that actually says precedent trumps original intent is worrisome, 

in my opinion.”

Senatpr Tom Coburn (R-OK):  “I wouldn't rule out a filibuster.”

http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2010/06/sen-coburn-kagan-ignorant-of-constitutional-principles-i-wouldnt-rule-out-a-filibuster.html
(VIDEO) Watch the full interview with Sen. Tom Coburn HERE.

http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/video/coburn-kagan-valued-harvard-us-law-11054782
Good comments in an   ABC interview of Senator Coburn - however, again, the real, bottom-line question is - Will these Senator Coburn (OK) - and the other six Republicans on the Senate Judiciary Committee:  Sessions (AL), Hatch (UT), Grassley (IA), Kyl (AZ), Graham (SC), and Cornyn (TX) - use every procedural means at their disposal, including Rule IV. of the Senate Judiciary Committee, to contend with (Proverb 28:4, KJB), to do all they can to BLOCK this DANGEROUS, DOMESTIC ENEMY of the U.S. Constitution, Elena Kagan from getting a lifetime seat on the United States Supreme Court ?

_____________________________________________________________________________

Sen. Coburn: Kagan 'Ignorant' of Constitutional Principles; 'I Wouldn't Rule Out a Filibuster' 

http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2010/06/sen-coburn-kagan-ignorant-of-constitutional-principles-i-wouldnt-rule-out-a-filibuster.html
June 30, 2010 2:12 PM

[emphasis added]

ABC News' Rick Klein reports: Oklahoma Sen. Tom Coburn has provided some of the most contentious exchanges 

of the rather tame Elena Kagan confirmation hearings. He's raised questions about Kagan's generally liberal political beliefs, and contends that Kagan would usher in vast expansions of government power as a member of the Supreme Court.

On ABC/Washington Post’s “Top Line” today, Coburn ratcheted up his critique of Kagan, saying she hasn’t been as forthcoming about her views as she should be, and questioning her interpretation of the Constitution’s Commerce Clause as well as her expressed willingness to follow court precedents.

“I think the thing that's very worrisome is that she has a very expansive view of the Commerce Clause, and I find 

that she's ignorant of the Constitution's limitation of that, especially what our Founders wrote,” Coburn, R-Okla., told us. 

“And her reliance was that, ‘Well, here's the precedent that's been set, and we can't go back to original intent,’ which comes back to another thing that she said earlier in the hearing -- is that precedent trumps original intent.  And I think most Americans would reject that. If that was the case, then we would have never had Brown vs. the Board of Education, and Plessy-Ferguson would still be the law. And to have a Supreme Court nominee that actually says precedent trumps original intent is worrisome, in my opinion.”

As far as what his concerns amount to, Coburn said he isn’t prepared to say that a GOP-led filibuster won’t be warranted.

“I wouldn't rule out a filibuster,” he said. “Look, my two main concerns are …: We're in trouble as a nation, and one of the reasons we're in trouble is the expansion of the federal government into areas that our Founders never thought we should be in. And we have a nominee to the Supreme Court that is fully embracing that and with no limits in terms of the Commerce Clause. So to me, that's very concerning. The second point I would make, again, is that she believes precedent trumps original intent. And she defended that.  And so that -- both those things are very concerning -- should be very concerning to the American people.”

continued...

Coburn said he couldn’t say whether he would have confirmed Thurgood Marshall – Kagan’s legal mentor – to the Supreme Court, or how he would have voted on Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg’s confirmation.

Marshall was confirmed 69-11 in 1967, and Ginsburg won confirmation on a 96-3 vote, in 1993.

[ CCL Note:  The Senate confirmed Ginsburg in a 96-3 vote on August 3, 1993. Senators Jesse Helms (R-NC), 

                     Don Nickles (R-OK) and Bob Smith (R-NH) voted against the nomination. Donald Riegle (D-MI) did not vote.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Clinton_Supreme_Court_candidates#Ruth_Bader_Ginsburg_nomination
U.S. Senate Roll Call Votes - Nomination of Ruth Bader Ginsburg, senate.gov. 

www.senate.gov/legislative/LIS/roll_call_lists/roll_call_vote_cfm.cfm?congress=103&session=1&vote=00232 ]] 

continued...

Watch the full interview with Sen. Tom Coburn HERE.

http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/video/coburn-kagan-valued-harvard-us-law-11054782
continued at:

http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2010/06/sen-coburn-kagan-ignorant-of-constitutional-principles-i-wouldnt-rule-out-a-filibuster.html
_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

"When the righteous are in authority, the people rejoice: 

but when the wicked beareth rule, the people mourn."  Proverb 29:2, KJB
Do Americans, and particularly Christian Americans wish to see righteous civil government 

in America ?

How many Christians in America are willing to agree with the Bible, the Word of God (and 

our founding fathers) that the basic, starting qualifications for civil leaders in America (or any nation) are that they are:  1) Christians, and 2) Men.   

If you do not agree, it is because you do not have a Biblical Worldview.  [ e.g., Matthew 4:4 (“MAN” – Strong’s (for KJB) # 444 – Gr. “anthropos” – a human being, man); Ps. 33:12; Psalm 9:17; Proverb 14:34; 2 Samuel 23:2; Psalm 2; Romans 13:1,4; Psalm 89:14; Psalm 97:2, 1 Peter 2:14 ] 

Begin reading the historical documents of America, especially the excerpts from the early State Constitutions beginning in 1776, the year of American Independence, to confirm in the mind of the reader the historical facts regarding the various requirements by States in early America, that civil leaders must have a Christian profession:

No King but King Jesus! ((Yeshua Messiah)

Declarations and Evidences of Christian Faith in America’s Colonial Charters, State Constitutions, 

and other Historical Documents during over 375 Years of American History: 1606 to 1982

www.christianlifeandliberty.net/NoKingbutKingJesus.doc
What does the Word of God say about the God-ordained roles of men and women ?   

According to God's Creation-order, as revealed in the Bible, what roles has HE assigned to men and to women ?    

God's creation-order design is for men to serve as the heads of households (e.g., Ephesians 5:22-33), 

to serve as the elders and pastors of churches (e.g., 1 Timothy 2:11-15; 1 Timothy 3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9),

and to serve as civil ministers / magistrates in civil government.  It is not God's perfect will for

women to rule over men in the family, church, or civil government (including the armed forces - 

and it is not God's will for women to be the warriors-soldiers in a society).  When women are in 

headship / rulership positions over men, it is a sign, judgment, and indictment against the men, 

who are failing to fulfill their God-ordained roles.  It is a curse upon everyone, men, women, and children.  It is a curse upon a nation (e.g., Isaiah 3:12).

Biblical Standards for Choosing Civil Magistrates

by William Einwechter, July 7, 2004

www.visionforumministries.org/issues/ballot_box/biblical_standards_for_choosin.aspx
William Einwechter (Th.M.) is an ordained minister and an elder at Immanuel Free Reformed Church 

in Ephrata, Pennsylvania.  He and his wife, Linda, are the homeschooling parents of ten children.
Should Christians Support a Woman for the Office of Civil Magistrate?

by William Einwechter, July 8, 2004

www.visionforumministries.org/issues/ballot_box/should_christians_support_a_wo.aspx
William Einwechter (Th.M.) is an ordained minister and an elder at Immanuel Free Reformed Church 

in Ephrata, Pennsylvania.  He and his wife, Linda, are the homeschooling parents of ten children.

His Creation Order 

By Angela Wittman

http://angelawittman.blogspot.com/2010/06/his-creation-order-wives-to-be-discreet.html
Wednesday, June 9, 2010

A Refutation of the Debased Theology of a Monstrous Regiment of Christian Feminists

Sermon by Mr. Matt Trewhella, pastor

Mercy Seat Christian Church

www.covenantnews.com/blog/archives/046252.html
http://mercyseatchurch.wordpress.com/2008/09/11/a-refutation-of-the-debased-theology-of-a-monstrous-regiment-of-christian-feminists/
Christian Feminism theology has made deep inroads in American Christianity both in the academic and poplular realms. 

This sermon takes the exegetical and interpretive work of Christian Feminism theology to task. This is a no-holds barred sermon which leaves Christian Feminism theology bloodied and lying where it belongs - in the trash heap of heresy. 

This sermon covers much Scripture.

Sermon: Another Monstrous Regiment of Women

7/6/2008 (Sunday) - Isaiah 3:12

Sermon by Mr. Ralph Ovadal, pastor

Pilgrims Covenant Church

www.sermonaudio.com/sermoninfo.asp?SID=7908165636
"The First Blast of the Trumpet against the Monstrous Regiment of Women"

by John Knox, 1558

edited by Edward Arber, 1878

The Preface

"I am assured that GOD hath revealed unto some in this our age, that it is more than a monster in nature 

that a Woman shall reign and have empire above Man."

"THE ADMONITION - And now to put an end to the First Blast.  Seeing that by the Order of Nature; by the 

malediction and curse pronounced against Woman; by the mouth of Saint PAUL, the interpreter of GOD's

sentence; by the example of that Commonwealth in which GOD by His word planted order and policy; and

finally, by the judgment of the most godly writers: GOD hath dejected women from rule, dominion, empire

and authority above man."

[image: image1.png]



[ The First Blast of the Trumpet Against the Monstrous Regiment of Women (Paperback) ]  

[ John Knox (Author) and Edward Arber (Editor) ]  

www.tower.com/help/help_home.cfm
_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

The Bible says:  "Where there is no vision, the people perish:..."   Proverb 29:18a, KJB     

"When the righteous are in authority, the people rejoice:

  but when the wicked beareth rule, the people mourn."   Proverb 29:2, KJB

We need a Christian nation, a nation that acknowledges the Sovereign rule of Messiah as King of all the earth (Psalm 47:7,8), governor among the nations (Psalm 22:28), and King of kings and Lord of lords (1 Timothy 6:15); and we need a nation whose constitutional and statutory law is consistent with the eternal, authoritative, Law of God.

WE NEED CHRISTIAN CONSTITUTIONALISTS; WE NEED MEN WHO FEAR GOD (2 Samuel 23:3); AND WE NEED MEN WITH A BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW, IN THE OFFICE OF CIVIL MINISTER (Romans 13:1-4).

ETHNICITY MEANS NOTHING IN TERMS OF QUALIFICATION FOR POLITICAL OFFICE.  

THERE IS ONLY ONE "RACE" - i.e., THE HUMAN RACE.  

Biblical Standards for Choosing Civil Magistrates

by William Einwechter, July 7, 2004

www.visionforumministries.org/issues/ballot_box/biblical_standards_for_choosin.aspx
Should Christians Support a Woman for the Office of Civil Magistrate?

by William Einwechter, July 8, 2004

www.visionforumministries.org/issues/ballot_box/should_christians_support_a_wo.aspx
___________________________________________________

___________________________________________________

AMERICA - A NATION UNDER DIVINE JUDGMENT.

Psalm 33:12; Proverb 14:34; Psalm 9:17; 2 Kings 24:1-4; Jeremiah 19:3-5; Psalm 106:37-42

"America Repent" (music video)

Contemporary Christian Artist:  Tim Juillet

www.youtube.com/watch?v=hLlOdkO9jak
Video (4:34)   Views:  413

2 Chronicles 7:14 - God's remedy for America to be healed is for we who are CHRISTIANS to REPENT !

"If My people [Christians], which are called by My Name, shall humble themselves, and pray,

and seek My Face, and turn from their wicked ways [sins of commission and omission]; then 

will I hear from heaven, and will forgive their sin, and will heal their land [America, or any nation]."   

2 Chronicles 7:14

Biblical "Separation" for a Nation 

"Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? and what communion hath light with darkness? And what concord hath Christ with Belial? or what part hath he that believeth with an infidel? And what agreement hath the temple of God with idols? for ye are the temple of the living God; as God hath said, I will dwell in them, and walk in them; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people. Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord,..." 2 Corinthians 6:14-17a (KJB) 

THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE - IN CONGRESS, JULY 4, 1776 

When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate and equal station 

to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature's God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes which impel them to the separation. The Declaration of Independence is part of the organic law of the United States of America United States Code Annotated http://uscode.house.gov/search/criteria.shtml
http://lefemineforlife.blogspot.com/2007/10/biblical-separation-for-nation.html
The people of Iraq have far greater freedom to enshrine their national religion of Islam in the legal structure of their country than do Americans to honor Christianity and Biblical Law in the United States.  Christianity was by far the predominant faith of the founding generations of America, from Jamestown in 1607 to the Declaration of Independence 

in 1776, and beyond, as the historical record clearly shows:

No King but King Jesus! ((Yeshua Messiah)

Declarations and Evidences of Christian Faith in America’s Colonial Charters, State Constitutions, 

and other Historical Documents during over 375 Years of American History: 1606 to 1982

www.christianlifeandliberty.net/NoKingbutKingJesus.doc
The Sixth President of the United States, John Quincy Adams (son of John Adams, the Second US President, 

and a signer of the Declaration of Independence), said: "The highest glory of the American Revolution was this; 

it connected in one indissoluble bond the principles of civil government with the principles of Christianity." and 

"From the day of the Declaration... they (the American people) were bound by the laws of God, which they all, 

and by the laws of The Gospel, which they nearly all, acknowledge as the rules of their conduct."  Tragically, today

in 2010, American law has become exceedingly anti-Christian.  Witness the government-protected murder of 

an estimated ONE MILLION or more pre-birth human beings each year, by surgical “abortion” alone  [ Source:  

Pro-abortion Guttmacher Institute - Facts on Induced Abortion in the United States, May 2010 ].  By comparison with the

“abortion” laws in other nations, the United States of America is one of the most pro-abortion countries in the world
[ See:  World Abortion Law Map ].   [ Genesis 4:10; Numbers 35:33; Deuteronomy 19:10; Deuteronomy 21:1,2, 7-9; Jeremiah 26:15; Psalm 106:37-44; 2 Kings 24:1-4; Matthew 27:24,25, KJB ] 
The Constitution of the United States should be amended as first proposed by the National Reform Association in 1864, 

with a Christian Amendment:  

Confession of the Saviour (Messiah) as the Ruler of Nations, including America, by amending the Preamble to the 

United States Constitution

In 1864, the National Reform Association advocated amending the Preamble of the Constitution of the United States to read, 

in substance:

     "We, the people of the United States, humbly acknowledging Almighty God as the source of all authority and power 

       in civil government, the Lord Jesus Christ as the Ruler among the nations, his revealed will as the supreme law of 

       the land, in order to constitute a Christian government, and in order to form a more perfect union, establish justice, 

       insure domestic tranquillity, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the inalienable 

       rights and the blessings of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness to ourselves, our posterity, and all the people, 

       do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America."  http://candst.tripod.com/nra.htm
Explicitly Christian Politics: The Vision of the National Reform Association

www.crownandcovenant.com/product_p/ds380.htm
"Since 1864 the National Reform Association has advocated an explicitly Christian approach to politics. 

In this book their vision of politics, based on the mediatorial reign of Jesus Christ over the nations, is explained for a new generation."

THE NATIONAL REFORM ASSOCIATION.; 

CONVENTION IN PITTSBURG ON INSERTING A RECOGNITION OF DEITY IN THE CONSTITUTION.

February 5, 1874, Wednesday

http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=9D06E3DF173DE43BBC4D53DFB466838F669FDE
http://query.nytimes.com/mem/archive-free/pdf?_r=1&res=9D06E3DF173DE43BBC4D53DFB466838F669FDE&oref=slogin
Further articles on the National Reform Association

http://www.puritans.net/news/natlreformasso113004.htm
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Reform_Association_(19th_century,_U.S.)

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3944/is_200110/ai_n9003100
"Blessed is the nation whose God is the Lord; ..."

Psalm 33:12

"The wicked shall be turned into hell, and all the nations that forget God."

Psalm 9:17, KJB

"But judgment shall return unto righteousness: and all the upright in heart shall follow it."

Psalm 94:15, KJB

"... I will build My church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it."  Matthew 16:18

     Yeshua Messiah

Hallelu-Yah !

Steve Lefemine, pro-life missionary
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