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Rule 9, 12

There's a Big Anniversary This January.

An  important  turning  point  in  the  separation  of
church  and  state  happened  in  January,  1786.  And  the
Christian Right does not want to celebrate that event, or
call  attention to  it.  Alternet  has a  full  posting on it  at
http://www.alternet.org/belief/theres-big-anniversary-
january-christian-right-doesnt-want-you-know-about.  A
Very informative read.

Having read this article I decided to look at the actual
Virginia  Statute  for  Religious  Freedom. In  my review

below I have the Statute text in bold letters and my comments in this font and size.

"Whereas, Almighty God hath created the mind free"

The representatives that modified Jefferson's original text were a varied group. This first statement
is a nod to Christians/Jews, since they are the only group(s) of significance that would use this phrase
and reminds them that their god created man with a free mind, and implies that god does not make
mistakes so we must accept the free mind of man.

"that  all  attempts  to  influence  it  by  temporal  punishments,  or  burthens,  or  by  civil
incapacitations, tend only to beget habits of hypocrisy and meanness, and are a departure from
the plan of the holy author of our religion,"

Here again they fail to mention Christ or Christianity. They specifically address “our religion”. And
since  it  is  well  known  that  many  of  the  founders  were  Deists(Agnostics)/Christian/Atheist  their
implication was not to indicate Christianity in any sense, but rather to indicate any belief system. They
did not even capitalize “holy author”.

The thing I wonder about this is how they would know that it was a “departure from the plan of the
holy author” of their religion unless, as I stated, the overall majority opinion of the group was that of
Deists/Atheists whose god had simply created the universe and then left it to be as it was and did not
influence the universe. As a matter of fact this statement is quite contrary to the belief of Christians
who believed that their god had many times interfered with man and had given them this land to do
with as they please (Manifest Destiny).

"who being lord both of body and mind, yet chose not to propagate it by coercions on either,
as was in his Almighty power to do"

They acknowledge that their idea of a god has made no effort what so ever to interfere in any
human endeavor either physically or mentally – ever; the view of Deists and Atheists not Christians,
who assumed there was a god who created the universe,  flooded the world,  gave mankind his ten
commandments, sent his son to direct mankind, etc. etc. etc. No true Christian would have endorsed
this wording.

"that the impious presumption of legislators and rulers, civil as well as ecclesiastical, who,
being themselves  but  fallible  and uninspired men,  have assumed dominion over the  faith  of
others, setting up their own opinions and modes of thinking as the only true and infallible, and as
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such endeavoring to impose them on others, hath established and maintained false religions over
the greatest part of the world and through all time:"

Again a Deist – Atheist type of statement. If it had been Christians writing this they would have
worded it along the lines of - in contradiction to the one true faith of Jesus Christ. But again there is no
mention of Jesus or Christianity, only false religions and through all time.

"That to compel a man to furnish contributions of money for the propagation of opinions
which he disbelieves, is sinful and tyrannical; that even the forcing him to support this or that
teacher of his own religious persuasion, is depriving him of the comfortable liberty of giving his
contributions  to  the  particular pastor whose  morals  he  would  make  his  pattern,  and  whose
powers he feels most persuasive to righteousness; and is withdrawing from the ministry those
temporary rewards, which proceeding from an approbation of their personal conduct, are an
additional incitement to earnest and unremitting labours for the instruction of mankind"

This brings out the point that forcing a man to provide money to something he does not believe in is
wrong. To even force him to support a particular person within a group he is associated with is wrong.
They also emphasized that the taking of money and giving it to a particular person based not on the
person's beliefs allows the recipient too do as they please rather than as the person who they took the
money from would want them to.

And notice that they limit themselves to the “propagation of opinions”. In other words they are
stating that their religious beliefs are opinions, not facts. And I doubt if you would find in the modern
religious right the acknowledgment that their religious opinions are just that, opinions!

"that  our civil  rights  have  no  dependence  on  our religious  opinions,  any  more than our
opinions  in  physics  or geometry;  that  therefore  the  proscribing any  citizen  as  unworthy the
public  confidence  by  laying  upon  him  an  incapacity  of  being  called  to  offices  of  trust  and
emolument,  unless  he  profess  or  renounce  this  or  that  religious  opinion,  is  depriving  him
injuriously of those privileges and advantages to which, in common with his fellow citizens, he
has a natural right;"

This paragraph is self-explanatory.

"that it tends also to corrupt the principles of that very religion it is meant to encourage, by
bribing, with a monopoly of worldly honours and emoluments, those who will externally profess
and conform to it; that though indeed these are criminal who do not withstand such temptation,
yet neither are those innocent who lay the bait in their way;"

They also realize that it corrupts the very religion it is trying to protect. It does this by offering it
the false security of worldly goods and membership by those who will not genuinely join that religion
but rather do so out of the inherent desire to fit in by humans. They also note that it is “criminal” of
those that are too weak to stand on their own and it is just as “criminal” as those that deliberately
engage in the activity of forcing them.

"that to suffer the civil  magistrate to intrude his  powers into the field of  opinion and to
restrain  the  profession or propagation of  principles  on supposition  of  their ill  tendency  is  a
dangerous falacy, which at once destroys all religious liberty, because he being of course judge of
that  tendency  will  make  his  opinions  the  rule  of  judgment,  and  approve  or  condemn  the
sentiments of others only as they shall square with or differ from his own;"

Here they are alluding to the fact that it will be the opinion of the civil authority as to if an idea can
be expressed or not. It is also noteworthy that they are talking about intruding his powers into the “field
of opinion”. Placing religion not as fact, but as opinion.



And as history has shown us the result will inevitably be biased in favor of the civil authority giving
the opinion. In other words the advantage will be given to the particular thinking of whatever person
occupies a particular civil position.

"that it is time enough for the rightful purposes of civil government for its officers to interfere
when principles break out into overt acts against peace and good order"

What they are saying here is that the only time the government should be involved in these matters
of opinion is when things turn violent. More or less makes sense.

"and finally, that truth is great and will prevail if left to herself; that she is the proper and
sufficient  antagonist  to  error,  and  has  nothing  to  fear  from  the  conflict  unless  by  human
interposition disarmed of her natural weapons, free argument and debate; errors ceasing to be
dangerous when it is permitted freely to contradict them."

Putting this  in modern words,  they are saying that truth will  triumph given free argument  and
debate. But the truth will surely suffer without free argument and debate.

"Be it enacted by General Assembly that no man shall be compelled to frequent or support
any religious worship, place, or ministry whatsoever, nor shall be enforced, restrained, molested,
or burthened in his body or goods, nor shall otherwise suffer, on account of his religious opinions
or belief; but that all men shall be free to profess, and by argument to maintain, their opinions in
matters of religion, and that the same shall  in no wise diminish, enlarge,  or affect their civil
capacities."

This paragraph states rather succinctly that nobody should suffer any consequences whatsoever due
to their religious opinions. But also, as later written into the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution,
it says that your civil capacities (that is anything you do that is of a “governmental” nature) is in no
way decreased or enlarged by your opinion on religious matters.

This concept was carried forth in the First Amendment in the wording “Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof . . .”

Many  people  consider  the  First  Amendment  to  prohibit  the  government  from doing  anything
religious. And the first part of the first right does say exactly that.

What most people miss is the second half of that same idea. The people, being those not actively
engaged in governmental activities, have a right to exercise their religious beliefs. When the Supreme
Court ruled that town halls could begin their meetings with invocations they were simply following the
rule that as long as it was the people doing the invocation the government was not prohibiting the free
exercise of the people's religion.

It is often said that this creates a hardship on the nonbelievers. But the founders were not concerned
about believers and nonbelievers, they were concerned about ensuring the right of  everybody to not
have their rights diminished or enlarged due to their religious beliefs. They were also concerned that
everybody have a right to profess and by argument to maintain their opinions. And if  you are not
willing to profess and argue your opinion then you must live with the results because it is you that is
engaging in the “crime” of allowing others to intimidate you with no threat of force.

The founders understood that silence is approval. If you wish to stand by and let others speak and
give their opinion and you say nothing then without taking a vote on the matter it is reasonable to
assume that you agree with the opinion.

"And  though  we  well  know  that  this  Assembly,  elected  by  the  people  for  the  ordinary
purposes  of  legislation  only,  have  no  power  to  restrain  the  acts  of  succeeding  Assemblies,
constituted with powers equal to our own, and that therefore to declare this act irrevocable would



be of no effect in law; yet we are free to declare, and do declare, that the rights hereby asserted
are of the natural rights of mankind, and that if any act shall be hereafter passed to repeal the
present or to narrow its operation, such act will be an infringement of natural right."

The final paragraph in this act is one of the more important. Even though it acknowledges that
future legislatures may well decide to rescind part or all of this but it lets them know that they are
rescinding a natural right which the people would have the right to take back.

Again as we have seen over and over in the legal documents after the American Revolution there is
no mention of Christianity in the documentation. The authors when writing for themselves often invoke
some god or Christianity itself but these are always in personal dealings, not in official documents.

Up until this time there had never been a nation based on not being able to invoke your god or your
particular sect of religion to rule the people. This was a new concept and as such no one was sure how
it was going to work. For that reason many religious references were made and religious practices
started which are not proper. Overcoming these is going to be hard. But then nothing that is of any
worth is really that easy! 
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