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The People of the free States in
Union do not now, nor have we ever
supported any intent of over-
throwing the UNITED STATES
municipal corporation acting as a
government. We are not “Sovereign
Citizens” as defined by Homeland
Security. We are peaceful, non-
violent and advocate peaceful, non-
violent methods to restore and
maintain a lawful, constitutional
republican form of governance. We
would never advocate or take part
in the kidnapping of, or violence
against any public official; nor do we
affiliate with any hate groups; nor
would we participate in any terrorist
attack against the U.S. corporate
government or any public or private
official. We love our fellow man,
America, its People and the Republic
for which our flag stands. We
observe the greatest
commandment, namely, that we
love God and Love our fellow man.
We believe that the rule of law
should be applied justly and equally
to all, both small and great without
regard to race, gender, color,
financial status, handicap, or
religious affiliation. In short, we
believe in treating our fellow man as
we would like to be treated. We
show tolerance and respect toward
corporate law enforcement officers
even when those officers, through
lack of knowledge, may violate or
infringe upon our un-a-lien-able
guaranteed liberties. We are not tax
protesters or the like. We believe in
conducting our commerce and the
business of Republic governance in
the open, not in secret meetings.
We hold that the People intend to
research actual Law as well as
applicable case Law. We intend on
attending as many seminars,
meetings and lectures as possible
given by law professors, lawyers and
the like in order to learn the proper
interpretation of law. We are willing
to assist any local, state or national
leaders, such as presidents,
governors, congressmen, senators
or representatives in coming to a
clearer understanding of their
constitutional duties and obligations
to the American People.
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The Lawful Meaning of '"No Religious Test"

An Originalist Perspective Grounded in Constitutional Intent
Abstract

The "No Religious Test Clause" in Article VI, Section 3 of the
Constitution for the United States is a provision often debated
between traditionalists like Jean Hallahan Hertler and David Barton
and strict secularists. However, this white paper argues for an
originalist interpretation, rooted in the Founding Fathers’ intent and
the 1 Statute 50/Northwest Ordinance’s mandate to promote
“religion and morality” (1 Statute 50, Article 3). This paper rejects
the modern secular distortions and secret society influences that
undermine the original meaning. Instead, this paper asserts that the
clause prevents exclusion of or discrimination against Christian
sects/denominations and instead preserves the moral framework
essential to republic governance. The arguments draw upon
historical context, constitutional principles, and lawful precedents,
which are particularly relevant as the Republic for the united States
of America re-seats vacated states.

Introduction

Article VI, Section 3 states that “no religious Test shall ever be
required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the
United States” and stands as a cornerstone of our constitutional
liberty. Yet, its meaning has sparked contention: some advocate a
rigid separation of church and state (in both directions), while
others, like Jean Hallahan Hertler and David Barton, emphasize the
obvious Judeo-Christian foundations of our Republic. An originalist
perspective aligns with the intent of the Founding Fathers,
particularly as expressed in the 1 Statute 50/Northwest Ordinance
(1 Statute 50, Article 3), which declares “Religion, morality, and
knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happiness
of mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be
encouraged.” The original meaning- balancing religious freedom
with a moral grounding- should be upheld in law, especially as the
Republic for the united States re-seats vacated states; ensuring
governance reflects constitutional fidelity rather than secular
misinterpretation or secret society subversion.

Historical Context

The Founding Fathers crafted the Constitution (1787) and its
attendant laws (e.g., 1 Statute 50, 1789) amidst a society governed
by Judeo-Christian principles and Enlightenment ideals. As
historians note, over 90% of Americans in 1790 identified as
Christian (The Churching of America, 1776-1990. Finke & Stark).
Public and political life reflected this fact, with most state
constitutions requiring officeholders to affirm belief in God (e.g.,
Pennsylvania Constitution, 1776). Yet, the Enlightenment’s
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emphasis on reason and liberty, from thinkers like Locke, influenced the Framers to reject Old World
religious tyranny.

The Northwest Ordinance, enacted in 1787 and codified as 1 Statute 50 in 1789, embodied this duality:
Article 1 barred molestation for religious sentiments, while Article 3 mandated promoting “religion
and morality” as governance pillars- originally understood as Christian ethics fostering civic virtue, per
Noah Webster’s 1828 American Dictionary: “Religion...includes a belief in the being and perfections
of God...[and] morality...comprehends the practice of moral duties.”

This context shaped the "No Religious Test Clause." The Framers- e.g., Madison, Washington-
sought to prevent sectarian strife (e.g., Anglican vs. Puritan conflicts) and European-style religious
establishments, but did not to banish religion from public life entirely. Charles Pinckney, proposing the

clause at the Constitutional Convention, argued it ensured “liberty of conscience” without favoring a
single denomination (Records of the Federal Convention, August 20, 1787), a view ratified by states
that were wary of federal overreach yet steeped in religious tradition.

The Originalist Perspective
2.1 Religion and Morality as Foundational

An originalist reading, aligned with Hertler and Barton, holds that the "No Religious Test Clause" must
be understood within the Northwest Ordinance’s framework. Article 3’s mandate- “religion and
morality...necessary to good government”- reflects the Framers’ belief that a virtuous citizenry,

rooted in Judeo-Christian principles, sustains republican governance. George Washington affirmed this
in his Farewell Address (1796): “Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity,
Religion and morality are indispensable supports.” James Madison echoed this in Federalist No. 51
(1788): “If men were angels, no government would be necessary”- implying that morality, derived
from religion, curbs human vice. Thus, the clause prohibits sectarian tests at the national level (e.g.,
mandating Presbyterianism) but not the expectation of moral character shaped by religion. The 1789
First Congress, enacting 1 Statute 50 alongside the Bill of Rights, saw no contradiction: Article VI
barred tests, while Article 3 promoted religion’s civic role- a balance upheld by early practices like
Congressional chaplains (1789) and oaths on the Bible.

2.2 Preventing Sectarianism, Not Secularism

The Framers’ intent, per Pinckney and debates (Records, August 30, 1787), was to prevent the
formation of a national church or denominational favoritism, as seen in England’s Test Acts (1673), not
to remove religion from governance. The Northwest Ordinance’s Article 1- “No person...shall ever be
molested on account of his mode of worship”- complements this, ensuring pluralism among Christian
sects (e.g., Baptists, Congregationalists) prevalent in 1789. Historian Philip Hamburger notes: “The
clause was a rejection of establishment, not an endorsement of secularism” (Separation of Church and
State, 2002). This original meaning aligns with the Republic’s re-seating under 1 Statute 50, preserving
moral governance without sectarian bias.

2.3 Limited Scope: Moral Character Allowed

The clause’s original scope, per the Decision of 1789 and 1 Statute 50’s executive powers, did not
preclude assessing moral fitness for office- a concept tied to “religion and morality” (Article 3). Early

state laws, like Maryland’s 1776 requirement of “a belief in the Christian religion” for officeholders,
coexisted with Article VI, suggesting the federal ban targeted formal tests, not informal moral
expectations. The Republic’s interim officers (RE-INHABITATION PLAN, 2016 Implementation,
Section 3) swearing to uphold the Constitution reflect this, ensuring integrity without mandating sect,
since the founding documents were all based upon biblical principles.

Modern Misinterpretations vs. Original Intent
3.1 Secularist Overreach

Modern scholars like Abel C. Thomas (Strictures on Religious Tests, 1838) argue that the clause
mandates strict separation, protecting “justice, equality, and freedom” from religious influence. While
Thomas rightly notes the risks of tests- such as hypocrisy and persecution- his view distorts the
original context. The First Amendment (1791) prohibits establishment of a national religion and
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protects free exercise by the American People, but not a secular void. The Northwest Ordinance’s
“religion and morality” mandate contradicts a purely secular state, as seen in early public education
(e.g., McGuffey Readers, 1836, blending Christian ethics). The Republic rejects this secular overreach,
upholding originalism to counter corporate secular drift (28 U.S.C. § 3002).

3.2 Secret Society Threats

The originalist perspective also guards against secret societies (e.g., Jesuits, Freemasons), whose oaths-
like the Jesuit “Fourth Vow” or Masonic blood oaths (Re-inhabited, Hertler) - conflict with Article
VTI’s oath (RR950286760RUSA Addendum 2). John Adams warned of Jesuits (1816), and the Anti-
Masonic Party (1828-1838) sought to bar Masons, reflecting serious concerns of divided loyalty. Re-
seating under 1 Statute 50 (2024 Addendum) requires this moral clarity, as Washington cautioned:
“Let us with caution indulge the supposition, that morality can be maintained without religion”
(Farewell Address, 1796).

Originalism in Law: The Republic’s Duty
4.1 Constitutional Fidelity

Upholding the originalist perspective- where “no religious test” prevents sectarianism while embracing
“religion and morality”- is a lawful imperative. The Republic’s re-seating (RE-INHABITATION
PLAN) adapts 1 Statute 50, echoing Strader v. Graham (1851) and the Decision of 1789, to appoint
officers of moral character (2016 Implementation, Section 3). This aligns with Article IV, Section 4°s
republican guarantee, resisting secular or covert distortions (Texas v. White, 1869).

4.2 State Constitutions

Each re-seated state should codify this in its revised state constitution, e.g., requiring officers to uphold
“religion and morality” as originally understood- with Christian ethics fostering civic virtue- while
barring secret society ties (RR950286760RUSA Addendum 2). The Center for the Study of the
American Constitution (CSAC) identifies several of the requirements in the early state constitutions
demonstrating that, although the national Constitution did not identify a religious requirement, the
states certainly did (CSAC website). The original 13th Amendment (1819) banning foreign titles
(Annals of Congress) supports this, ensuring allegiance to the Constitution alone.

Conclusion

The "No Religious Test Clause" originally balanced religious freedom with a moral foundation,
as the Northwest Ordinance’s “religion and morality” mandate reveals. This originalist
perspective- preventing sectarian tests, not moral grounding- must be upheld in law as your
Republic re-seats vacated states. Modern secularism and secret societies threaten this intent, but
the RE-INHABITATION PLAN (2024), rooted in 1 Statute 50 and affirmed by all interim
branches of government (2014 election, officer oaths), restores it. Embrace this lawful path-
your constitutional heritage demands it.

God Bless America,

Done outside the City of Washington, this twenty third day of February, in the year of our Lord two
thousand twenty six, and of the Independence of the United States of America the two hundred forty

ninth.
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ADDENDUM 5.1
An Originalist Perspective on Religious Qualifications for Public Office in Early American Law
(1776-1860)

Abstract

The “No Religious Test Clause” in Article VI, Section 3 of the Constitution for the United States
prohibits religious qualifications for public office, a provision often debated between strict secularists
and traditionalists like Jean Hallahan Hertler and David Barton. This white paper argues for an
originalist interpretation, rooted in the Founding Fathers’ intent and the Northwest Ordinance’s
mandate to promote “religion and morality” (1 Statute 50, Article 3), asserting that this perspective
should be upheld in law, especially as the Republic for the united States of America re-seats vacated
states. Drawing on historical context, constitutional principles, and lawful precedents, it contends that
the clause prevents sectarian exclusion while preserving a moral framework essential to republican
governance, rejecting modern secular distortions and secret society influences that undermine this
original meaning.

From the founding of the American Republic through the mid-nineteenth century, the interrelationship
between religion, morality, and civic virtue formed the moral architecture of self-government. The
founders- steeped in a biblical worldview- held that liberty could endure only among a virtuous and
religious people. Although the national Constitution forbade “religious tests” for federal office (Article
V1), the early state constitutions, the Northwest Ordinance (1787), and the writings of the founders
reveal a consistent belief that public morality depended upon biblical religion.

This paper synthesizes the historical and legal development of that principle, tracing how early
American law sought to balance liberty of conscience with the moral imperatives of faith. It concludes
by reaffirming the founders’ conviction that religion and morality are indispensable pillars of a
republican government.

The Republic for the united States of America (RuSA) - recognized as the lawful de jure interim
government, lawfully re-inhabited by the American People since November 2010 - upholds a position
on the faith and moral character of office holders that faithfully reflects the original intent of the
Founding generation and the explicit provisions of the early state constitutions. At the time of the 1787
Constitutional Convention and the 1789 ratification, the population of the United States was
overwhelmingly Christian- approximately 98% Protestant or Catholic according to contemporary
estimates and the 1790 census data- and the state constitutions overwhelmingly required public
officials to affirm belief in God, the Christian religion, or the divine inspiration of the Scriptures as a
qualification for office. Examples include:

o Delaware Constitution of 1776 (Article 22): required an oath affirming “faith in God the Father,
and in Jesus Christ His only Son, and in the Holy Ghost” and the divine authority of the Old
and New Testaments.

e Pennsylvania Constitution of 1776 (Section 10): required officeholders to acknowledge “the
being of a God and a future state of rewards and punishments” and the divine inspiration of the
Scriptures.

e Massachusetts Constitution of 1780 (Article III): declared the “public worship of God” and the
Christian religion essential to the happiness of a people and the good order of civil government.

The federal/national Constitution’s “no religious test” clause (Article VI, Clause 3) was deliberately

limited to the national government and did not prohibit the states from maintaining their own religious
qualifications. The Founders understood that a republican government required a virtuous, moral
citizenry grounded in Biblical principles, as George Washington declared in his Farewell Address
(1796): “Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, Religion and Morality are
indispensable supports.” James Madison echoed this in Federalist No. 55, noting that republican
government presupposes a degree of virtue in the people that only religion and morality can sustain.

Therefore, RuSA’s position on the faith of office holders- as articulated in the Declaration of Sovereign
Intent- is not an innovation but a restoration of the original American understanding: while the
federal/national government may not impose a religious test, those who hold public trust in the
Republic should be persons of sincere Christian faith and moral character, consistent with the historical
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practice of the states that actually formed the Union. This ensures that the restored Republic remains,
in the words of John Adams, “a government of laws and not of men,” founded upon the moral and
religious principles that alone can secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity.

From 1776 through 1860, early American law frequently required Christian or theistic affirmations for
public office to ensure moral governance, reflecting the conviction that civic virtue derived from
religious accountability. Although the national Constitution’s Article VI prohibition of religious tests
marked a decisive step toward pluralism, both early state practices and the Northwest Ordinance of
1787 (and 1 Statute 50 in 1789) emphasized religion and morality as indispensable to good
government and education.

RuSA’s contemporary position aligns with this heritage. It rejects coercive religious tests in deference
to liberty of conscience, yet it assumes voluntary mindfulness of the Bible as law form, as expressed in
the DSI. Office holders, in taking their oath to the Constitution, are expected to acknowledge the
Bible’s moral authority without compulsion. This approach sustains trustworthy leadership while
preserving constitutional freedom.

Drawing on scholarly research and founding-era debates, this paper affirms the Northwest Ordinance
as a cornerstone of republican morality and recommends policies that integrate faith-based ethical
education into governance while maintaining pluralistic respect.

From 1776 through 1860, the United States transitioned from a Christian moral republic- where belief
in God or Christianity was widely considered essential to civic virtue- to a secular constitutional state,
where religious liberty became the test of republican citizenship. This transformation occurred
unevenly: the national Constitution rejected religious tests outright (Article VI), while most states
retained explicit Christian or theistic qualifications for public office.

Introduction

The meaning of “No Religious Test Clause” of Article VI, Section 3- “no religious Test shall ever be
required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the United States” has sparked
contention: some advocate a rigid separation of church and state, while others, like Jean Hallahan
Hertler and David Barton, emphasize the Judeo-Christian foundations of our Republic. An originalist
perspective aligns with the intent of the Founding Fathers, particularly as expressed in the Northwest
Ordinance (1 Statute 50, Article 3), which declares “Religion, morality, and knowledge, being
necessary to good government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall
forever be encouraged.” The original meaning of balancing religious freedom with a moral grounding
should be upheld in law, especially as the Republic for the united States re-seats vacated states,
ensuring governance that reflects constitutional fidelity rather than secular excess or secret society
subversion.

Historical Context

The Founding Fathers crafted the Constitution (1787) and its attendant laws (e.g., 1 Statute 50, 1789)
amidst a society governed by Judeo-Christian principles and Enlightenment ideals. As historians note,
over 90% of Americans in 1790 identified as Christian (The Churching of America, 1776—1990, Finke
& Stark). Public and political life reflected this fact, with most state constitutions requiring
officeholders to affirm belief in God (e.g., Pennsylvania Constitution, 1776). Yet, the Enlightenment’s
emphasis on reason and liberty, from thinkers like Locke, influenced the Framers to reject Old World
religious tyranny. The Northwest Ordinance, enacted in 1787 and codified as 1 Statute 50 in 1789,
embodied this duality: Article 1 barred molestation for religious sentiments, while Article 3 mandated
promoting “religion and morality” as governance pillars- originally understood as Christian ethics
fostering civic virtue, per Noah Webster’s 1828 American Dictionary: “Religion...includes a belief in
the being and perfections of God... [and] morality...comprehends the practice of moral duties.”

This context shaped the “No Religious Test Clause.” The Framers- e.g., Madison, Washington- sought
to prevent sectarian strife (e.g., Anglican vs. Puritan conflicts) and European-style religious
establishments, but not to banish religion from public life entirely. Charles Pinckney, proposing the
clause at the Constitutional Convention, argued it ensured “liberty of conscience” without favoring a

Page 7 of 40



single denomination (Records of the Federal Convention, August 20, 1787), a view ratified by states
that were wary of federal overreach yet steeped in religious tradition.

The founding era witnessed a dynamic interplay between faith and governance, where religion was
widely deemed indispensable to public virtue and republican stability. From the colonial period
through the mid-19th century, most states had incorporated religious qualifications for office, reflecting
the conviction that moral trustworthiness required belief in divine accountability.

The intellectual world of 1787 was thoroughly biblical. Even amid denominational diversity, nearly all
the founders regarded Scripture as the common moral text of public life.

John Adams wrote to Thomas Jefferson in 1813:

“The general principles on which the fathers achieved independence were the general principles of
Christianity.”

The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 declared that:

“Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happiness of
mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged.”

To the founding generation, religion meant reverence for the Creator and moral accountability before
Him; morality referred to the ethical fruits of that faith; and knowledge meant the education of both
mind and conscience. These three formed a moral covenant upon which republican liberty rested.

Benjamin Rush, a signer of the Declaration, wrote in 1798:

“The only foundation for a useful education in a republic is to be laid in religion. Without this there can
be no virtue, and without virtue there can be no liberty... The Bible should be read in our schools in
preference to all other books.”

Thus, public education was intended not merely to produce literate citizens, but virtuous ones- men
and women governed internally by biblical principle.

To the generation that wrote both the Constitution and the Northwest Ordinance, the Bible was not a
book set apart from public life; it was the common moral text of the age. Almost every founder-
regardless of denomination- grew up in a world where biblical literacy was expected and where moral
reasoning flowed naturally from Scripture.

John Adams observed in 1776 that:

“The general principles on which the fathers achieved independence were the general principles of
Christianity.”
- Letter to Thomas Jefferson, June 28, 1813

In 1787, when the Continental Congress declared that “religion, morality, and knowledge” were
necessary to good government, “religion” was understood largely through a biblical worldview: belief
in a Creator who governed the universe with moral law, and who held individuals accountable for their
actions.

To the founders, religion was not a private enthusiasm but the foundation of civic trust. When they
spoke of encouraging “religion” through schools, they assumed that the Bible would be the primary
moral textbook. At that time:

The New England Primer (the first widely used schoolbook) taught reading through biblical verses.

The McGuftey Readers later continued this tradition, using moral lessons drawn from Scripture.

Early public schools routinely began the day with a prayer or Bible reading- not as sectarian worship
but as moral instruction.

Benjamin Rush, signer of the Declaration of Independence and one of America’s first advocates for

public education, wrote in 1798:
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“The only foundation for a useful education in a republic is to be laid in religion. Without this there can
be no virtue, and without virtue there can be no liberty... The Bible should be read in our schools in
preference to all other books.”

- Essays, Literary, Moral, and Philosophical (1798)

The founders believed that citizens who recognized divine authority would act justly even when
unseen. Thus, religion- rooted in biblical teaching- was a safeguard for liberty, not a threat to it.

For the founders, morality was the fruit of religion. They drew moral principles directly from
Scripture: honesty, fidelity, charity, self-control, and justice. When George Washington warned in his
Farewell Address (1796) that religion and morality were “indispensable supports” of political
prosperity, he was echoing Proverbs 14:34- “Righteousness exalteth a nation, but sin is a reproach to
any people.”

To them, moral character was inseparable from civic competence. John Witherspoon, Presbyterian
minister and signer of the Declaration, declared:

“He is the best friend to American liberty who is most sincere and active in promoting true and
undefiled religion, and who sets himself with the greatest firmness to bear down profanity and
immorality of every kind.”

- Sermon, The Dominion of Providence over the Passions of Men (1776)

Thus, “morality” in the Northwest Ordinance was shorthand for biblical morality- the Ten
Commandments, the Sermon on the Mount, and the virtues of self-restraint and justice that a free
society required.

Knowledge, the third element, was the practical tool by which religion and morality were transmitted.
Education was not seen as value-neutral; it was a moral enterprise. The founders intended that public
schooling would blend literacy with biblical ethics.

Noah Webster- called the “Schoolmaster of the Republic”- wrote:

“In my view, the Christian religion is the most important and one of the first things in which all
children under a free government ought to be instructed... If the citizens neglect their duty and place
unprincipled men in office, the government will soon be corrupted.”

- History of the United States (1832)

For Webster, knowledge divorced from religion would produce clever but corrupt citizens. Education,
therefore, meant moral formation through biblical truth as well as intellectual development.

The founders never envisioned federally controlled religion; they left education to the states and local
communities. But they expected that those communities- overwhelmingly Christian in culture- would
use the Bible as the moral textbook. Teachers read Scripture in class, used psalms for reading
exercises, and taught moral lessons drawn from biblical stories.

The intent behind “shall forever be encouraged” was that schools would encourage the study of
religion as the root of virtue, not enforce sectarian dogma. The line between religion and education was
therefore cooperative, not separate.

The Triad as a Moral Covenant
Term Biblical Foundation Civic Purpose

Forms conscience and civic

Religion Reverence for God, accountability to divine law duty
Application of biblical principles- honesty, justi

Morality pprication ot biblca: principies- lofesty, Justice, Secures social order and justice
temperance

Knowledge Enlightens mind to understand truth and liberty Sustains self-government
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In this framework, the founders saw the Bible not as one book among many, but as the moral grammar
of liberty. Their assumption was that a nation educated in its precepts would remain free because it
would remain virtuous.

e George Washington (1796): “Reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national
morality can prevail in exclusion of religious principle.”
e Samuel Adams (1772): “The right to freedom being the gift of Almighty God, it is not in the
power of man to alienate this gift and voluntarily become a slave.”
o John Jay (1816): “Providence has given to our people the choice of their rulers, and it is the
duty... to prefer Christians for their rulers.”
While the Constitution barred any national religious test, these statements reflect the shared conviction

that biblical morality was the soul of republican government. They did not see a contradiction between
liberty and faith; they saw faith as liberty’s guardian.

When Congress declared that “religion, morality, and knowledge” were necessary to good government,
they meant:

e Religion — A reverent acknowledgment of God’s sovereignty, rooted in biblical truth.
e Morality — The practice of virtues derived from Scripture, essential to civic trust.
o Knowledge — The education of citizens in both letters and morals, with the Bible as the chief
text.
In their minds, the republic would stand only so long as it remained a biblically literate and morally

disciplined people. The Northwest Ordinance was therefore not merely territorial legislation- it was a
covenantal statement that liberty requires righteousness, and that righteousness must be taught.

Moreover, if we in the Republic do not adopt the same attitude of Noah Webster, then whatever
government gets re-inhabited “will soon be corrupted.”

The Originalist Perspective
2.1 Religion and Morality as Foundational

An originalist reading, aligned with Hertler and Barton, holds that the “No Religious Test Clause” must
be understood within the Northwest Ordinance’s framework. Article 3’s mandate- “religion and
morality...necessary to good government”- reflects the Framers’ belief that a virtuous citizenry, rooted
in Judeo-Christian principles, sustains republican governance. George Washington affirmed this in his
Farewell Address (1796): “Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, Religion
and morality are indispensable supports.” James Madison echoed this in Federalist No. 51 (1788): “If
men were angels, no government would be necessary”’- implying that morality, derived from religion,
curbs human vice. Thus, the clause prohibits sectarian tests at the national level (e.g., mandating
Presbyterianism) but not the expectation of moral character shaped by religion. The 1789 First
Congress, enacting 1 Statute 50 alongside the Bill of Rights, saw no contradiction: Article VI barred
tests, while Article 3 promoted religion’s civic role- a balance upheld by early practices like
Congressional chaplains (1789) and oaths on the Bible.

2.2 Preventing Sectarianism, Not Secularism

The Framers’ intent, per Pinckney and debates (Records, August 30, 1787), was to prevent the
formation of a national church or denominational favoritism, as seen in England’s Test Acts (1673), not
to remove religion from governance. The Northwest Ordinance’s Article 1- “No person...shall ever be
molested on account of his mode of worship”- complements this, ensuring pluralism among Christian
sects (e.g., Baptists, Congregationalists) prevalent in 1789. Historian Philip Hamburger notes: “The
clause was a rejection of establishment, not an endorsement of secularism” (Separation of Church and
State, 2002). This original meaning aligns with the Republic’s re-seating under 1 Statute 50, preserving
moral governance without sectarian bias.

2.3 Limited Scope: Moral Character Allowed

The clause’s original scope, per the Decision of 1789 and 1 Statute 50’s executive powers, did not
preclude assessing moral fitness for office- a concept tied to “religion and morality” (Article 3). Early
state laws, like Maryland’s 1776 requirement of ““a belief in the Christian religion” for officeholders,
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coexisted with the Constitution's Article VI, suggesting the federal ban targeted formal tests, not
informal moral expectations. The Republic’s interim officers (RE-INHABITATION PLAN, 2016
Implementation, Section 3) swearing/affirming to uphold the Constitution reflect this fact, ensuring
integrity without mandating sect/denomination, since the founding documents were all based upon
biblical principles.

Passed the same year as the Constitutional Convention, the Northwest Ordinance (and later codified as
1 Statute 50) stands as a companion document to the Constitution- an enduring moral charter for
American governance.

Article 3 declared:

“Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happiness of
mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged.”

This statement was more than aspirational; it was a compact binding all states created from the
territory to encourage these three pillars. Congress understood religion as biblical religion, morality as
biblical ethics, and knowledge as the means of transmitting both.

George Washington echoed this in his Farewell Address (1796):

“Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality are
indispensable supports.”

Noah Webster- the “Schoolmaster of the Republic”- summed up the educational philosophy behind the
Ordinance:

“The Christian religion is the most important and one of the first things in which all children under a
free government ought to be instructed.”

Thus, religion, morality, and knowledge were seen not as optional virtues but as prerequisites for
liberty itself.

Central to RuSA’s understanding of moral governance is the Northwest Ordinance of 1787, one of
America’s most formative legislative acts. Passed under the Articles of Confederation, it outlined the
governance of the Northwest Territory and established moral prerequisites for statehood.

Article 3 proclaims:

“Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happiness of
mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged.”

This directive embedded religion and morality as pillars of public instruction and preconditions for
republican self-government. As a compact clause, it was deemed unalterable, binding all subsequent
states admitted from the territory to uphold its moral precepts.

Founders such as John Adams affirmed that the Constitution was made “only for a moral and religious
people,” a view operationalized through the Ordinance’s integration of education, morality, and faith.
Legal historians, including John Witte (2016), regard the Ordinance as a structural infusion of
Christian moralism into early American law.

For RuSA, the Ordinance’s model remains vital: reseated states are bound by the same compact duty to
encourage religion and morality in education and governance. This serves as a constitutional bridge
between the Bible as law form and republican accountability.

The founders’ educational ideal joined mind and morality. They expected schools to teach reading from
the Bible, moral lessons from Scripture, and prayer as a daily exercise- not as sectarian worship, but as
civic instruction. They did not envision a secular school system but one that “encouraged” religion as
the fountain of virtue.
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This was not establishment but moral cultivation- a partnership between faith and learning to sustain
republican liberty. The Northwest Ordinance’s triad- religion, morality, and knowledge- thus formed a
covenantal formula for enduring self-government.

Religion and Morality in Early State Constitutions (1776-1860)

From 1776 through the mid-nineteenth century, most states incorporated religious or theistic
qualifications for public office. These provisions were not instruments of sectarian control but of civic
trust- grounding public virtue in belief in divine accountability.

Nine of the thirteen original states maintained some form of religious test, not primarily as instruments
of theological conformity but as safeguards for moral governance. Historians such as John K. Wilson
(1990) and Carl Zollman (1919) emphasize that these provisions were intended to ensure civic
integrity rather than sectarian dominance. These tests reflected “a moral rather than a sectarian
purpose.”

Religious Tests in Early State Constitutions

e Maryland (1776): Required office holders to “believe in the Christian religion.”

e North Carolina (1776): Limited public office to Protestants

e South Carolina (1778): Recognized the “Christian Protestant religion” as established.

e Pennsylvania (1776): Required belief in “God and the inspiration of the Scriptures.”

e Massachusetts (1780): Mandated belief in “the Christian religion.”

o Delaware (1776): Required an oath affirming “God the Father, Jesus Christ His only Son.”
State-Level Developments (1776-1860)

A. Early State Constitutions and Religious Tests

Early state constitutions reflected colonial-era expectations that civic trust depended on religious
belief:

State Year Adopted  Religious Requirement Source/Note

Maryland (1776) 1776 Must “believe in the Christian religion.” f;)él(r)nan, 1919; Wilson,
North Carolina 1776 “Protestant” required; repealed 1833. Govert, 1985

(1776)

(Slo7u7t181)Carolina 1778 ;;EE licsllllreicsltirzllli ;i)(;ci?tant religion shall be the Schaff, 1888

Belief in “God and the inspiration of the

Pennsylvania (1776) 1776 Scriptures.”

Wilson, 1990

Massachusetts

(1780) 1780 Belief in “the Christian religion.” Witte & Nichols, 2016

Oath professing belief in “God the Father,

Jesus Christ His only Son.” Zollman, 1919

Delaware (1776) 1776
These provisions were justified as safeguards for civic morality- not theological purity but the
assurance that officeholders would govern in line with Christian ethics (Wilson, 1990; Brown, 1912).

B. Gradual Reform and Disestablishment (1800-1860)
Between 1800 and 1860, disestablishment and liberal constitutional reform spread through the states:

o Connecticut (1818): Replaced its Congregational establishment with a “liberty of conscience”
clause.

e Massachusetts (1833): Completed disestablishment through a constitutional amendment.

e North Carolina (1833): Removed the Protestant requirement but retained a belief in God
clause.

e Maryland (1851 Constitution): Finally eliminated its “Christian only” restriction.
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These reforms were inspired by Enlightenment ideals, denominational pluralism, and pressure from
dissenting sects (Baptists, Quakers, and Unitarians). Scholars such as John Witte and Michael
McConnell highlight how civic virtue was redefined in terms of moral integrity and liberty of
conscience rather than adherence to Christian doctrine.

From 1800 to 1860, a gradual trend of disestablishment and liberty of conscience unfolded:
Connecticut (1818), Massachusetts (1833), and Maryland (1851) revised their constitutions to remove
tests. By the Civil War era, legal neutrality had supplanted mandatory orthodoxy, though Christian
moral expectations remained culturally embedded.

Article VI and the Federal Shift to Pluralism
The U.S. Constitution of 1787 marked a turning point. Article VI, Clause 3 provided that:

“No religious Test shall ever be required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the
United States.”

Charles Pinckney introduced this clause to prevent denominational tests within Christianity, while
James Madison defended it as a broader safeguard for liberty of conscience. Madison argued that faith
must be voluntary to be genuine, and that government was incompetent to judge the sincerity of belief.

Their intent was not to banish religion from public life, but to preserve it from political corruption; as
Madison later wrote: “Religion is wholly exempt from the cognizance of civil society.”

In effect, the clause replaced coerced conformity with voluntary virtue. It preserved moral religion as a
cultural foundation while ensuring the national government would not prescribe creed.

Ratification debates revealed widespread unease- some feared “infidels” or “Papists” might hold
office- yet Federalists countered that civic virtue, not creed, defined legitimate governance.

Federal-Level Context and Debates
A. Constitutional Convention and Article VI

The national Constitution (1787) diverged sharply from state practice through Article VI, Clause 3,
declaring that “no religious Test shall ever be required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust
under the United States.” This clause prioritized pluralism amid denominational diversity.

Debates:

e Charles Pinckney (South Carolina) proposed the clause to prevent denominational exclusion
in a multi-faith republic.

e Roger Sherman and others voiced concern over “atheists” or “pagans” in office,
but Madison and Governor Morris argued that religious tests were both unjust and
unenforceable.

o Ratification debates (especially in North Carolina and Massachusetts) saw Anti-Federalists
warn the clause might permit “Jews, Turks, or infidels” to hold office.

e Federalists, including Madison and Hamilton (Federalist No. 52), responded that virtue and
competence, not creed, should determine office holding.

(Kurland, 1985; Breidenbach, 2020; Witte & Nichols, 2016).

B. Practical Application (1789-1860)
In practice, no federal religious test was ever imposed. However, tensions persisted:

e Congressional Chaplaincies (1790s—1850s) and Presidential thanksgiving proclamations
reflected the continued belief that religion was essential to public morality, though not legally
mandated.

o State—Federal Divergence: While federal/national offices were open to all, many state
positions remained closed to non-Christians until mid-19th century.

o Judicial Application: Federal courts upheld the no-test principle but left states autonomous.
For example, Commonwealth v. Wolf (Pa., 1824) affirmed Christianity’s moral role without
violating liberty of conscience.

C. Theological and Political Arguments
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For religious tests:

e Ensured moral character and divine accountability.
e Supported the idea that republican virtue required Christian ethics (see John Jay and Patrick
Henry writings).
Against religious tests:

e Violated natural rights and freedom of conscience (see Madison’s “Memorial and
Remonstrance” (1785), and Jefferson’s “Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom™ (1786)).
e Invited hypocrisy by insincere affirmations of faith.
e Divided rather than unified the republic.
By 1860, the federal ideal of nonsectarian citizenship had effectively set the national tone, even as

some states still maintained nominal theistic references. Ask yourself this: could this change have been
fomented from the influence of Luciferian secret societies?

Pinckney and Madison: From Denominational Fairness to Conscience Liberty

The “No Religious Test” clause, introduced by Charles Pinckney, originally sought to prevent sectarian
discrimination within Christianity. Madison’s defense expanded it into a universal principle of
conscience liberty, holding that government could neither verify belief nor justly punish dissent.
Together, they advanced a pluralist vision in which virtue derived from liberty, not compulsion.

Timeline Summary (1776-1860)
Year Event Legal Development
1776—1787 State constitutions require Christian/Protestant belief. Moral-religious foundation of civic trust.

Article VI; radical break from state

1787 National Constitution forbids religious tests. .
practice.

1787-1791 Ratification dibates raise fears of “infidel Federalists defend liberty of conscience.
officeholders.

Disestablishment in CT (1818), MA

1790-1833 Gradual state-level repeal of religious tests. (1833)

Liberty of conscience becomes civic

1833-1860 Christian moralism persists culturally, not legally. norm

The religious test controversy is a window into America’s negotiation between Christian republicanism
and liberal secularism. Early Americans equated Christianity with moral fitness, yet the founders’
pragmatic pluralism established a lasting precedent for religious neutrality in law. By 1860, the idea
that public virtue could be grounded in conscience rather than creed had become central to American
constitutional identity.

Debates over Faith and Office Holding

The Founding generation wrestled deeply with whether religious belief should remain a qualification
for public trust.

Arguments for Religious Tests (Pre-1860 View)

e Moral Accountability: Without acknowledgment of divine law, no assurance existed that
rulers would be answerable to the people.

e Virtue as Civic Necessity: Only those guided by Christian morality could be trusted to
preserve republican liberty.

e The Oath as Sacred: An oath before God guaranteed honesty; removing the divine witness
undermined public trust.
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Arguments against Religious Tests

o Liberty of Conscience: Faith must be voluntary; coerced belief breeds hypocrisy.
o Denominational Fairness: Given Christian diversity, no test could be justly applied.
e Civic Competence over Creed: Character, not creed, should determine fitness for office.
By 1860, the anti-test argument prevailed legally, yet public expectation of Christian morality in office

remained culturally entrenched.
Historical Debates: Faith, Virtue, and Liberty of Conscience

The Founding generation wrestled deeply with whether religious belief should remain a qualification
for public trust.

Arguments in Favor (Team A)

o Faith ensured accountability to divine authority, essential for justice and restraint.

o Christian belief was seen as the bedrock of virtue, necessary for the republic’s survival.

e Oaths grounded in theism fostered honesty, as breaking them invited divine sanction.
Arguments against (Team B)

e Religious tests violated freedom of conscience and provoked hypocrisy.
e Government’s proper sphere was conduct, not creed.
e The diversity of denominations required neutrality to preserve unity.
By 1860, the anti-test argument prevailed legally, though public expectations of Christian morality

endured. RuSA’s stance reconciles both traditions: it prioritizes moral faithfulness through voluntary
affirmation rather than coercive creed.

The Question: “Should a moral or Christian test be required for those seeking public office in the
United States?”

NOTE: The following is a hypothetical debate, as if it were held circa 1830, when several states still
retained religious qualifications for officials.

Team A - In Favor of Moral Fitness / Christian Qualification
Moral Accountability as the Foundation of Republican Virtue

“If a magistrate acknowledges no Sovereign above himself, what security have the People that he will
not become their oppressor?”

o Key Principle: Public trust requires inward moral restraint grounded in divine accountability.
o Reference: John Jay, first Chief Justice, wrote that “it is the duty as well as the privilege of our
Christian nation to select and prefer Christians for their rulers.”
e Logic: A man fearing God will govern justly; an unbeliever may act according to expediency,
not conscience.
The Republic’s Success Depends on a Moral and Religious Citizenry

“Our liberty rests not upon impiety, but upon the moral self-government of a Christian people.”

o Civic Rationale: Liberty without virtue collapses into license; virtue without religion has no

anchor.

e Common View (Adams, 1798): “Our Constitution was made only for a moral and religious
people.”

o Historical Note: Every colony and early state constitution assumed religion essential to social
order.

Religious Tests Uphold, Not Violate, Liberty

“A test does not compel belief- it merely ensures that those entrusted with the public good affirm belief
in moral accountability before God.”

o Defense of Tests: These are not persecutions but affirmations of civic trustworthiness.
o Parallel: Just as oaths require truth-telling under divine witness, a Christian test reaffirms
fidelity to justice.
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The People’s Right of Self-Protection

“The People, being sovereign, may determine that those who hold office shall profess the same
principles that secure the public peace.”

e Argument: If the People are Christian, they may prefer Christian rulers without infringing
liberty.
o Historical Support: Maryland (1776), Pennsylvania (1776), and Massachusetts (1780) all
framed their constitutions upon Christian moral order.
Fear of Irreligion and Corruption

“When infidelity governs, liberty dies.”

e Concern: The French Revolution demonstrated that republicanism without faith devolves into
anarchy.
o Rhetorical Strategy: Warn that rejection of moral tests is an open door to “atheists, pagans,
and mockers of God” holding office (as voiced in ratification debates).
Divine Favor and National Destiny

“If this Republic forsakes the God of Providence, its blessings will be withdrawn.”

e Cultural Belief: The early Republic’s success was seen as divine favor for a Christian nation.
o Example: Public fasts and thanksgiving proclamations by Washington and Adams presupposed
a biblical moral order guiding the Republic.

Team B- Against Religious or Moral (Christian) Tests for Office
Liberty of Conscience Is the First Political Right
“To compel belief, or make it the condition of civil privilege, is tyranny over the soul.”

o Foundational Text: Madison’s Memorial and Remonstrance (1785): religion must be “wholly
exempt from the cognizance of civil society.”
o Legal Anchor: Article VI of the national Constitution - “no religious test shall ever be
required.”
o Philosophical Ground: Genuine morality springs from free conscience, not compelled creed.
Tests Invite Hypocrisy, Not Piety

“Religious declarations will be uttered with the lips, not believed in the heart.”

o Empirical Observation: Many unscrupulous men profess faith for political advantage.

e Moral Claim: Better an honest skeptic than a false saint in office.

e Civic Consequence: Hypocrisy in high places corrupts both religion and government.
The State Has No Competence to Judge Religion

“Who shall determine what creed satisfies the test- the magistrate, the preacher, or the mob?”

e Practical Concern: Diversity among denominations makes uniform belief impossible.
o Constitutional Principle: Government’s jurisdiction is over actions, not opinions.
o Historical Example: Religious tests in England produced persecution and division; America
was founded to avoid that.
Public Virtue Can Exist Without Ecclesiastical Creed

“The moral law written upon the heart of man suffices for civil trustworthiness.”

o Theological Root: Echoes Jefferson’s Notes on Virginia: the moral sense, implanted by
nature’s God, guides all men.
e Civic Implication: Natural reason and social contract, not theology, are the basis of republican
ethics.
Religious Tests Divide the Republic

“To make religion a civil boundary is to make the citizenry unequal before the law.”

o Federalist View: A union of many sects requires neutrality to preserve peace.
o Historical Reality: Jews, Catholics, and dissenting Protestants already serve loyally; exclusion
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is unjust and unnecessary.
e Moral Argument: Christian liberty demands equality of conscience- even for those who are
non-believers.
True Religion Needs No Civil Aid

“When Christianity leans upon the sword of Caesar, it loses its spiritual power.”

e Doctrinal Point: Faith enforced by civil power is degraded faith.
o Influence: Echoes of Roger Williams, Isaac Backus, and Baptist petitions for religious liberty.
e Conclusion: The Gospel spreads by conviction, not compulsion; civil oaths cannot sanctify the
soul.
Summary Table: Competing Worldviews (Pre-1860)

Theme Pro-Test (Team A) Anti-Test (Team B)

Source of Civic  Faith in a living God ensures moral Virtue derives from conscience and reason, not
Virtue accountability. imposed creed.

Liberty vs. True liberty depends on religious Liberty of conscience forbids civil imposition
Religion morality. of faith.

View of the Christian citizens have the right to The People’s sovereignty includes freedom
People demand Christian rulers. from religious establishment.

Union of church and state breeds persecution

Historical Caution Irreligion leads to anarchy (cf. France). (cf. England)

Constitutional States may define moral qualifications  National principles of no-test and equality
Reading for safety. apply as moral precedent.

Divine Providence National success linked to divine favor.  God requires voluntary, not coerced, faith.

Debate Outcome (Historical Reality)

By 1860, the Anti-Test team’s vision- rooted in Madisonian liberty of conscience and the national “no
religious test” clause- had largely triumphed in law, though Team A’s (see below) moral reasoning
continued to shape American political rhetoric and civic religion.

Team A - Rebuttal: “In Defense of Moral and Christian Qualifications for Public Office”
Liberty of Conscience Is Not Liberty from Moral Obligation
“Gentlemen, liberty of conscience does not mean liberty from conscience.”

Our honorable opponents confuse liberty with license. No man is compelled to adopt a creed to dwell
peaceably in the Republic. But when one seeks to govern others, to hold the sacred trust of the People,
he enters a covenant- not merely with the electorate but with Almighty God.

To swear an oath before God while denying His very being is not liberty, it is perjury dressed as
principle. Without the fear of God, the oath loses its solemn force, and law itself becomes a reed in the
wind.

“A free people must be governed by men who govern themselves.”
- John Adams, 1798

Thus, the Christian test is not coercion, but assurance- that those who swear to uphold justice recognize
the moral tribunal higher than their own interests.

Tests Do Not Breed Hypocrisy - Sin Does

Our learned opponents warn of hypocrisy- that men will profess belief only to gain power. But this evil
lies not in the test but in the man’s heart.
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Do they therefore propose we abolish oaths of office because some may lie when they take them?
Should we cast away moral standards because some feign morality?
“The abuse of a good thing is no argument against its proper use.”

A test does not produce deceit- it merely exposes the deceitful when their actions betray their words.
And it reminds the honest man that his public duty is performed coram Deo- before the face of God.

The State Cannot Be Indifferent to Religion

We are told that government has no competence in matters of religion. True- government must not
dictate doctrine. Yet it may and must recognize religion’s necessity to public virtue.

“Religion and morality are indispensable supports of political prosperity.”
- George Washington, Farewell Address, 1796

Is the State competent to judge honesty? To judge treason? Then surely it can discern whether a
candidate affirms the moral precept that justice and truth are not human inventions but divine
commands.

To refuse all recognition of religion is not neutrality- it is practical atheism, the denial that any divine
law governs men or magistrates.

Virtue Without Religion Is a Phantom

Our opponents invoke a “moral law written on the heart.” Indeed! - but who inscribed it there?
Nature’s God, not man.

Strip virtue of its divine source, and it becomes convenience. Today honesty serves the republic;
tomorrow expediency excuses deceit.

A republic resting on self-interest alone will soon devour itself.
“Where there is no vision, the people perish.” (Proverbs 29:18)

Christianity provides that vision and a moral compass binding officials to righteousness even when
unseen by others.

Religious Tests Preserve Peace, Not Division

They claim religious tests divide the republic. But look to history: New England’s steady order stood
upon its Christian institutions. The colonies most faithful to religion were the least torn by sedition.

Division arises not from religion but from irreligion, which makes every man his own god and every
opinion a creed.

A mild religious test- one affirming belief in God and moral accountability- unites rather than divides,
because it anchors diverse sects in a shared recognition of divine authority.

True Religion and Civil Government Are Friends, Not Enemies

Our opponents quote Roger Williams and cry, “Let faith be free!” We agree. But freedom of faith does
not forbid the acknowledgment of faith in public service.

If religion needs no civil aid, neither does government need to reject religion’s counsel. To affirm that
rulers must recognize divine justice does not corrupt Christianity- it honors it.

“If men are not governed by God, they will be ruled by tyrants.” - William Penn

Our forefathers did not shed blood for a faithless republic. They sought liberty under God, not liberty
from God.
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Article VI Is No Enemy of Religion

We are reminded that the national Constitution forbids a religious test. Indeed- for federal level offices.
But this was a safeguard against sectarian domination, not a renunciation of Christian principle.

The framers presumed a Christian populace, already steeped in divine morality. They did not dream
that one day we would argue that belief in God was optional for those who wield power over men.

“No religious test” was a shield against tyranny of creed, not a license for atheism in public trust.

Let the states, which are the moral guardians of their communities, maintain the right to prefer those
whose consciences are anchored in the eternal.

Providence and the Nation’s Destiny

Finally, our opponents would separate religion from governance as if the Almighty were a spectator to
human affairs. Yet the Revolution’s success, the founding of this Republic, and its preservation through
peril- all bore the unmistakable hand of Providence.

To deny that hand, to exclude its acknowledgment from our civil order, is to invite our own undoing.
“Blessed is the nation whose God is the Lord.” (Psalm 33:12)
Closing Declaration

We stand, not for compulsion, but for conviction- not for creed enforced, but for conscience
enlightened.

A moral fitness test is not a chain, but a compass; not a law of oppression, but a testament of trust
between the People, their leaders, and their God.

If the magistrate governs without fear of God, he soon forgets fear of man.
If the People elect without regard to faith, they will reap the fruits of faithlessness.

Thus, let our republic remain not merely a government of laws, but a nation under God, whose rulers
know themselves accountable to Heaven as well as to history.

Modern Misinterpretations vs. Original Intent
3.1 Secularist Overreach

Modern scholars like Abel C. Thomas (Strictures on Religious Tests, 1838) argue that the clause
mandates strict separation, protecting “justice, equality, and freedom” from religious influence. While
Thomas rightly notes the risks of tests- such as hypocrisy and persecution- his view distorts the
original context. The First Amendment (1791) prohibits establishment of a national religion and
protects free exercise by the American People, but not a secular void. The Northwest Ordinance’s
“religion and morality” mandate contradicts a purely secular state, as seen in early public education
(e.g., McGuffey Readers, 1836, blending Christian ethics). The Republic rejects this secular overreach,
upholding originalism to counter corporate secular drift (28 U.S.C. § 3002).

3.2 Secret Society Threats

The originalist perspective also guards against secret societies (e.g., Jesuits, Freemasons), whose oaths-
like the Jesuit “Fourth Vow” or Masonic blood oaths (Re-inhabited, Hertler)- conflict with Article VI’s
oath (RR950286760RUSA Addendum 2). John Adams warned of Jesuits (1816), and the Anti-Masonic
Party (1828—1838) sought to bar Masons from office, reflecting serious concerns of divided loyalty.
Re-seating the Republic under 1 Statute 50 (2024 Addendum) requires this moral clarity, as
Washington forewarned: “Let us with caution indulge the supposition, that morality can be maintained
without religion” (Farewell Address, 1796).
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Originalism in Law: The Republic’s Duty
4.1 Constitutional Fidelity

Upholding the originalist perspective- where “no religious test” prevents sectarianism while embracing
“religion and morality”- is a lawful imperative. The Republic’s re-seating (RE-INHABITATION
PLAN) adapts 1 Statute 50, echoing Strader v. Graham (1851) and the Decision of 1789, to appoint
officers of moral character (2016 Implementation, Section 3). This aligns with Article IV, Section 4’s
republican guarantee, resisting secular or covert distortions (7exas v. White, 1869).

4.2 State Constitutions

Each re-seated state should codify this in its revised state constitution, e.g., requiring officers to uphold
“religion and morality” as originally understood- with Christian ethics fostering civic virtue- while
barring secret society ties (RR950286760RUSA Addendum 2). The Center for the Study of the
American Constitution (CSAC) identifies several of the requirements in the early state constitutions
demonstrating that, although the national Constitution did not identify a religious requirement, the
states certainly did (CSAC website). The original 13th Amendment (1819) banning foreign titles
(Annals of Congress) supports this, ensuring allegiance to the Constitution alone.

RuSA’s Stance: Faith Integrated with Republican Governance

RuSA’s policy honors both historical precedent and constitutional freedom. While no explicit oath to
biblical principles is mandated, office holders are expected to voluntarily acknowledge the Bible as the
Republic’s law form, in accordance with the Declaration of Sovereign Intent (DSI).

Core Elements

o Biblical Law Form: Recognizes divine moral order as foundational to governance, echoing
Article 3 of the Northwest Ordinance.
e Qath of Office: Requires fidelity to the Constitution, taken with an implicit mindfulness of
biblical morality as expressed in the DSI.
e Moral Education: Advocates for educational systems that teach religion and morality as
prerequisites for self-government, in alignment with the Ordinance.
Through these measures, RuSA seeks to revitalize the Founders’ vision of a virtuous republic,

balancing liberty of conscience with moral responsibility.
Policy Recommendations

e Voluntary Affirmations: Encourage office holders to express commitment to biblical moral
principles while preserving full religious liberty.
e Educational Integration: Incorporate the Ordinance’s mandate for religion and morality into
state educational frameworks.
e Civic Literacy Programs: Teach the historical debates surrounding religious tests to foster
informed, voluntary adherence to ethical governance.
These policies aim to restore the original equilibrium between faith and freedom envisioned by the

Founders.
Synthesis and Legacy

From Pinckney’s anti-sectarian intent to Madison’s defense of conscience liberty, from Washington’s
appeal to moral religion to Webster’s biblical pedagogy, the early Republic balanced two
commitments:

e Freedom of Conscience - No coercion in matters of belief.
e Moral Accountability - Public virtue grounded in biblical ethics.
The founders believed that liberty without virtue would decay into license, and that virtue without faith

would lack foundation. Their experiment in ordered liberty assumed a biblically informed citizenry-
educated, reverent, and self-governing.
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As John Jay, first Chief Justice of the Supreme Court wrote in 1816:

“Providence has given to our people the choice of their rulers, and it is the duty... to prefer Christians
for their rulers.”

This was not intolerance but confidence that those who feared God would govern justly.
Conclusion

The “No Religious Test Clause” originally balanced religious freedom with a moral foundation, as the
Northwest Ordinance’s “religion and morality” mandate reveals. This originalist perspective-
preventing sectarian tests, not moral grounding- must be upheld in law as our Republic re-seats vacated
states. The First Amendment ensures that the average citizen can exercise their religion however they
see fit, as long as that exercise does not impinge on anyone else's God-given rights. However, Republic
officials are held to a much higher moral standard through religious grounding. Modern secularism and
secret societies threaten this intent, but the RE-INHABITATION PLAN (2024), rooted in 1 Statute 50
and affirmed by all interim branches of government (2014 election, officer oaths), restores it. Embrace
this lawful path- your constitutional heritage demands it.

The framers of the Republic envisioned a nation sustained by religion, morality, and knowledge- a
moral covenant grounded in Scripture. While the Constitution barred religious tests to protect liberty of
conscience, it never sought to sever morality from religion, nor religion from education.

In the founders’ biblical worldview, the Bible was the moral grammar of freedom. A people instructed
in its truths would remain self-governing; a people who forgot them would lose both virtue and liberty.
As Benjamin Rush warned, “Without religion, there can be no virtue; and without virtue, no liberty.”

Thus, the founders’ formula remains the Republic’s enduring safeguard:
Religion forms conscience. Morality sustains justice. Knowledge preserves liberty.

RuSA’s position on the faith of office holders is both historically grounded and constitutionally
balanced. It revives the early American conviction that religion and morality are indispensable to
republican virtue, while preserving the pluralistic conscience protections established in Article V1.

By affirming the Bible as law form through voluntary mindfulness rather than compulsion, RuSA
promotes a government of integrity, liberty, and faith- a republic under God.
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ADDENDUM 5.2
A Dire Warning to the American People: The Luciferian Victory in the Civil War

Secret Societies' Manipulation of Laws and Education to Undermine the Christian Republic

As we strive to re-seat vacated states under the Northwest Ordinance (1 Statute 50), a profound
historical truth demands our attention: the American Civil War was not merely a conflict over slavery
or states' rights, but a pivotal battleground where Luciferian secret societies- Freemasons, Jesuits, and
their shadowy allies- seized control of the nation's soul. These clandestine orders, rooted in esoteric
rituals that mock Christian virtue and exalted hidden knowledge, orchestrated a post-war
transformation that eroded the Republic's Christian foundations. Pre-1860 America was a beacon of
godly governance, where laws and education upheld biblical morality as essential to public trust. Post-
war, through Reconstruction's veil, these societies manipulated legal reforms and educational
secularization, stripping Christianity from public life and paving the way for a godless, controllable

society.

This white paper integrates a comprehensive pre-1860 juridical and historical examination. This paper
contrasts this godly era with the Luciferian manipulations that followed, exposing how these societies
"won" the war by subverting our laws and schools. Their goal: a secular West ripe for reshaping, as
evidenced by demographic shifts and moral decay. We must act to restore our Christian Republic,

barring secret society members from office and reclaiming our heritage.
Pre-1860: The Christian Foundation of American Law and Governance

The following information documents the unassailable Christian moral order that secret societies

targeted and dismantled post-Civil War.

On the Religious Qualifications of Civil Office in the United States:

A Juridical and Historical Examination of the Christian Requirement in American Law
I. Introduction

In every well-ordered commonwealth, the fitness of those who bear public trust has always been a
matter of high concern. The ancient republics required the magistrate to swear fidelity to the gods of
his country; the English constitution itself, whose spirit pervades our jurisprudence, recognized oaths
and affirmations as binding only upon the conscience that acknowledged a Supreme Ruler of the

world.

It therefore pertains to the dignity of our own institutions to inquire whether the qualification of
religious belief- and especially of Christian belief- is consonant with the principles of American liberty
and law. For although the federal/national Constitution forbids religious tests in offices under the
United States, the several States have always retained the right to determine the moral and spiritual

conditions requisite for the discharge of civil duty within their respective jurisdictions.
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II. Historical Foundations in the Colonies

1. The Puritan Codes
The earliest legislation of New England manifested a union of civil polity and sacred morality.
The Body of Liberties of Massachusetts Bay (1641) enjoined that civil officers be "godly men,"
and the Code of 1650 of Connecticut ordained that "no man shall be chosen Governor but one
who is in full communion with some approved church."
These statutes proceeded upon the axiom that being a magistrate is a divine ordinance, and that

those who wield its powers must be under the acknowledged fear of God.

2. Carolina and Other Colonies
The Fundamental Constitutions of Carolina (1669), though granting indulgence of conscience,
yet declare that the civil government must be "agreeable to the Christian religion." Thus, from
the first planting of the colonies, Christianity was considered not a mere adjunct, but an

indispensable rule of civil morality.
II1. The Revolution-era Constitutions (1776-1786)

With the separation of the colonies from Great Britain, the several States framed new constitutions,

wherein the relation of religion to office holding was distinctly stated and required.

Table: State Religious Requirements for Office (1776-1786)

o o Nature of
State Year Constitutional Provision ]
Requirement

Decl. of Rights, Art. 35- "No other test... than a declaration |Explicitly
Maryland 1776 o o . o
of belief in the Christian religion." Christian

Art. 22- Declaration of belief "in God the Father, and in Jesus| ==
Delaware 1776 ) ) ) Trinitarian
Christ His only Son, and in the Holy Ghost."

Ch. 11, §10- Belief in "one God, the Creator and Governor of

Pennsylvania [1776  |the Universe," and in a "future state of rewards and Theistic
punishments."
North Art. 32- No person denying "the truth of the Protestant
) 1777 L Protestant
Carolina religion" shall hold office.
Georgia 1777  |Art. 56- Officers must be "of the Protestant religion." Denominational
Vermont 1777  |Ch. I, §9- Belief in divine revelation and future retribution. |Theistic-Christian

Pt. I, Ch. VI, Art. I- Governor and magistrates to declare o
Massachusetts 1780 o o o Christian
belief in the Christian religion.

New
1784  |Pt. II, Art. 84- Every officer to be of the Protestant religion. [Protestant

Hampshire

Thus the early republican constitutions, far from excluding Christianity, established it as the moral

foundation of civic trust.
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The Federal Compact and Its Limitations

The Constitution of the United States (1787) contains, in Article VI, the provision that "no religious

Test shall ever be required as a Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the United States."

But this inhibition is expressly limited to the federal sphere. It does not usurp the sovereign power of
the individual States to prescribe such tests as they may deem necessary for the preservation of public

morals. So this clause was understood by the framers and early commentators.

Indeed, the Northwest Ordinance of 1787, re-enacted by the first Congress as 1 Statute 50 in 1789,

declared:

"Religion, morality, and knowledge being necessary to good government and the happiness of

mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged."

This declaration, of organic and quasi-constitutional authority, affirms that religion is indispensable to
republican government. Thus, the federal/national policy, even while disallowing a formal test,

recognized the moral necessity of religious principle.
V. State Legislation and Judicial Exposition (1789-1850s)

Throughout the several States, legislative enactments and judicial decisions have uniformly regarded

Christianity as the foundation of moral and legal obligation.

Massachusetts Acts and Laws, Ch. 19 (1789) - required that towns provide moral and religious

instruction, the Scriptures forming the ordinary text.

e Common law rules of competency- held that disbelief in God rendered a witness incompetent,
for an oath without divine sanction was deemed futile (State v. Mary, Tenn., 1818; State v.

Cummings, N.C., 1821).

e People v. Ruggles, 8 Johns. 290 (N.Y. 1811) - Chief Justice Kent declared that "Christianity is

part of the common law of this State."

e Updegraph v. Commonwealth, 11 Serg. & Rawle 394 (Pa. 1824) - sustained a blasphemy

conviction, affirming that Christianity underlies the common law.

e Commonwealth v. Kneeland, 20 Pick. 206 (Mass. 1838) - maintained the same doctrine as to

the Christian moral order.

Hence, the attitude of the law has been consistent: the religion of the people is Christianity, and
disbelief in God or in divine retribution incapacitates one from the highest offices of civic trust, as well

as from the humbler office of a witness.
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The Persistence of Religious Tests in State Constitutions

Table: State Religious Qualifications for Office (as of 1859)

State Constitution Religious Qualification for Office (as of 1859)
Maryland 1776 (amended 1851) Belief in God and in accountability to Him required.
Delaware 1792 Belief in God required (Christian form removed but theistic retained).

North Carolina  [1777, continued 1835 [No person denying "the being of Almighty God" shall hold office.

Tennessee 1796, 1834 Belief in God and a future state required.

Kentucky 1792 Same.

Massachusetts 1780 Governor must declare belief in the Christian religion.

New Hampshire |1784 Protestant requirement continued.

South Carolina 1810 Protestant Christianity declared the established religion for officers.

Even where revisions softened denominational tests, the theistic requirement endured, testifying to the

abiding conviction that religion is the abiding guardian of republican virtue.

The Theoretical Foundation: Religion as Moral Surety

The learned Chancellor Kent, in his Commentaries on American Law (1826), wrote:

"We are a Christian people, and the morality of the country is deeply ingrafted upon Christianity."
Justice Story, in his Commentaries on the Constitution (1833), declared:

"It yet remains a problem unsolved, whether any free government can be permanent where the public

worship of God and the support of religion constitute no part of the policy of the State."

These great expositors but echoed the sentiment of the bench and bar: that republican liberty is

sustainable only upon the acknowledgment of Divine law.
VIII. Relation of Religious Tests to Qaths and Competency

The law has always held that an oath derives its obligatory force from the belief that the Deity will
punish falsehood. Hence, statutes requiring oaths of office presuppose belief in a God who judges the

world.

An avowed atheist cannot take a lawful oath, for he acknowledges no superior tribunal of conscience;

and therefore he cannot lawfully assume an office requiring such oath.

So declared the courts in State v. Mary (Tenn., 1818); Daggett v. State (Conn., 1843); Pigg v. State
(Ark., 1853); and other cases.

This doctrine, grounded in the common law, preserved the religious sanction upon the integrity of

public administration.
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IX. Education, Morality, and Public Office

By the Northwest Ordinance, religion and morality are made conditions precedent to the formation of

republican States.

The early statutes of Massachusetts (1789, 1836) charge school committees to provide "religious and

moral instruction," thus connecting education to citizenship and citizenship to faith.

The inference is irresistible that those who govern and teach must themselves acknowledge the religion

which the law recognized as the safeguard of morals.
X. Conclusion: The Christian Foundation of Republican Government

From the earliest colonial ordinances to the constitutions up until 1860, the lawful sentiment of
America has remained uniform: that civil government derives its moral strength from religion, and that

religion, in this nation, is the religion of Christianity.

The exclusion of atheists and in some States of non-Christians, from office was not deemed
persecution, but precaution; not an invasion of liberty, but its security. The people believed, like
the philosopher Locke that liberty can subsist only where the conscience acknowledges a

superior lawgiver.

Though diversities of sect multiplied, yet the jurisprudence of the States retained this principle: that

belief in God and in future accountability is essential to the discharge of every public trust.

They held that morality could not be maintained without religion, the American commonwealths

continued to require that those who govern shall first acknowledge Him who governs all.
Appendix: Principal Authorities Cited

e Body of Liberties, Massachusetts Bay (1641).

e Code of 1650, Connecticut.

o Fundamental Constitutions of Carolina (1669).

o Constitution of Maryland (1776), Art. 35.

o Constitution of Delaware (1776), Art. 22.

e Constitution of Pennsylvania (1776), Ch. II, §10.

e Constitution of North Carolina (1777), Art. 32.

o Constitution of Georgia (1777), Art. 56.

e Constitution of Vermont (1777), Ch. II, §9.

e Constitution of Massachusetts (1780), Pt. II, Ch. VI, Art. 1.
e Constitution of New Hampshire (1784), Pt. 11, Art. 84.
e Northwest Ordinance (1787), 1 Statute 50 (1789).

e People v. Ruggles, 8 Johns. 290 (N.Y. 1811).
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e Updegraph v. Commonwealth, 11 Serg. & Rawle 394 (Pa. 1824).

e Commonwealth v. Kneeland, 20 Pick. 206 (Mass. 1838).

o State v. Mary, 1 Yer. 135 (Tenn. 1818).

o Daggett v. State, 4 Conn. 60 (1843).

o Piggv. State, 10 Ark. 261 (1853).

o Kent, James. Commentaries on American Law (1826).

o Story, Joseph. Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States (1833).

o Stewart County Court Minutes, Tennessee (1819—1821).

e Acts and Laws of Massachusetts (1789; 1836 Revision).

Final Reflection (in the idiom of 1860):

The republican fabric reposes upon a moral base; morality itself rests upon religion; and the religion of

the American People was Christianity by majority with small enclaves of Jewish Communities prior to

1860. Both Christians and the Jewish minority had a Biblical World View.

The religious qualification for office is not a relic of intolerance, but a solemn acknowledgment that

government, no less than the individual, is responsible to God.

When this truth shall cease to be acknowledged, the virtue of our institutions will have perished,

though their structural forms may remain.

Comprehensive Chronological Table (< 1860)

Religion, Morality, and Legal Order in Anglo-American Law and Education

Jurisdiction / Category / Doctrinal
# Date / Range Citation Legal Instrument Excerpts / Substance
Authority Function
Establishes moral order grounded in
Foundational colonial
1 1641 Massachusetts Bay  |Body of Liberties Colonial statute Christian doctrine; prohibits
moral code
blasphemy and denial of God.
Criminalizes blasphemy and anti-
Colonial Christian
2 1650 Connecticut Code of 1650 Colonial statute Christian speech, linking civil order
common law
with Christian virtue.
Common-law
Earl of Peterborough v. Recognizes Christianity as integral to
3 1663 England Judicial decision foundation for religious
Clerk, 1 Sid. 387 English common law.
morality
Grants liberty of conscience but
Fundamental Constitutions Proto-constitutional
4 1669 Carolina Proprietors Colonial charter presupposes Christian moral
of Carolina theology
|grounding in governance.
William Penn's legal code ties liberty
Religious liberty with
5 1682 Pennsylvania Frame of Government Colonial constitution |of conscience to the necessity of
moral framework
Christian virtue.
Toleration Act, 1 Will. & Legalizes Protestant dissent while English statutory
6 1688-89 England Parliamentary act
Mar. c.18 reaffirming Christian moral toleration
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Jurisdiction / Category / Doctrinal
# Date / Range Citation Legal Instrument Excerpts / Substance
Authority Function
foundation of civil order.
Retains offenses against religion and
Province Charter and Theocratic criminal
7 1692 Massachusetts Colonial statute blasphemy; merges Puritan and
colonial statutes code
English legal norms.
Establishes Anglican worship;
Act for the Service of Established church and
8 1702 Maryland Colonial statute criminalizes blasphemy and Sabbath
Almighty God public morality
profanation.
Punishes denial of Christianity or
Blasphemy Act, 6 Anne Statutory blasphemy
9 1706 England Parliamentary act Scripture; later cited in colonial
c.11 model
courts.
Juridical link between
‘Woolston's Case (Trial for Upholds Christianity as part of
10 |1728 England Judicial decision religion and public
Blasphemy) English public law.
order
Proto-First Amendment
Frames freedom of the press within
11 (1735 New York Zenger Trial Colonial jury verdict / moral speech
Christian moral discourse.
boundaries
Acts and Laws of the Continues criminalization of anti- Colonial religious
12 (1741 Connecticut Colonial statute
Colony of Connecticut Christian expression. norm enforcement
Blackstone, Commentaries Intellectual
Declares "Christianity is part of the
13 |1765-69 England on the Laws of England, |Common law treatise transmission to
laws of England."
Vol. IV America
Require belief in God or Christianity
DE, PA, MD, SC, State Constitutions Religion as civic
14 (1776-1786 Constitutional law for office holding; exclude atheists
MA, VT (various) qualification
and non-Christians.
Declares "religion, morality, and
knowledge being necessary to good
Organic federal link:
1787 (reaff.  |United States (Northwest Ordinance, 1 government... schools shall forever be
15 Organic federal statute religion + morality =
1789) Congress Statute 50 encouraged." Establishes moral-
republican education
religious education as condition for
territorial governance and statehood.
Requires towns to maintain schools
Early Bible-in-schools
for "instruction in piety, religion, and
16 (1789 Massachusetts Acts & Laws, Ch. 19 State education statute (statutory, federally
morality," consistent with the
harmonized)
Northwest Ordinance.
Treat belief in God and divine
Common law evidentiary |Judicial / statutory
17 [1790-1850s  [Multiple states [punishment as prerequisite for witness |Evidentiary theism
rules rules
competency.
Introduces the "wall of separation”
Letter to the Danbury metaphor; rhetorical counterpoint to  |Early church-state
18 1802 Thomas Jefferson Political letter
Baptists the Northwest Ordinance's theistic discourse
educational premise.
Criminalize blasphemy against God, |Morals policing /
19 |1810-1850s |Multiple states State blasphemy statutes  [Statutory codes

Christ, or Scripture.

Christian public order
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Jurisdiction / Category / Doctrinal
# Date / Range Citation Legal Instrument Excerpts / Substance
Authority Function
Upholds blasphemy conviction;
People v. Ruggles, 8 Christian common law
20 [1811 New York Judicial decision declares Christianity part of state
Johns. 290 / public morals
common law.
Holds disbelief in God renders witness|Evidentiary religious
21 [1818 Tennessee State v. Mary, 1 Yer. 135  |Judicial decision
incompetent. test
Affirms atheists incompetent to
State v. Cummings, 4 N.C.
22 (1821 (North Carolina Judicial decision testify; Christianity foundational to  [Evidentiary theism
(Taylor) 25
public morality.
Updegraph v. Upholds blasphemy conviction;
Blasphemy + legal
23 [1824 Pennsylvania Commonwealth, 11 Serg. |Judicial decision reaffirms Christianity as part of
Christianity doctrine
& Rawle 394 common law.
Oath doctrine /
State v. Chandler, 2 Grounds oath-taking in Christian
24 [1824 South Carolina Judicial decision religious basis of
McCord 263 belief in divine sanction.
testimonial trust
M'Clure v. State, 1 Yerg. Confirms disbelief in God as grounds (Evidentiary religious
25 |1829 Tennessee Judicial decision
206 for testimonial incompetence. test
Commonwealth v. Affirms perjury depends on belief in
26 [1830 Kentucky Judicial decision Oath-based morality
Grisham (unreported) divine punishment.
Directs school committees to promote
Bible-in-schools
Rev. Statute Ch. 23, §§7— "religious and moral instruction" in
27 |1836 Massachusetts Revised statutes (statutory / federal
10 common schools- explicitly consistent
continuity)
with the Northwest Ordinance.
Retains statutory blasphemy offense
28  [1836 Massachusetts Rev. Statute Ch. 130 §1  |Revised statutes Blasphemy statute
|grounded in Christian public morals.
Declares atheists incompetent;
State v. Chandler, 2 Harr. Religion as civic
29 [1837 Delaware Judicial decision recognizes Christianity as moral law
553 credibility
of the state.
Commonwealth v. Upholds blasphemy conviction; final
Blasphemy / public
30 (1838 Massachusetts Kneeland, 37 Mass. (20 |Judicial decision major American case enforcing
morality
Pick.) 206 Christian moral order.
Require King James Bible reading and
Pennsylvania prayer in schools, echoing Northwest |Bible-in-schools (local
31 |1840s-1850s School board regulations [Administrative rules
(Philadelphia) Ordinance's "religion and morality"  [implementation)
clause.
Daggett v. State, 4 Conn. Upholds oath and testimonial
32 (1843 Connecticut Judicial decision Evidentiary theism
60 reliability grounded in divine belief.
Upholds charitable trust for education;
Vidal v. Girard's
affirms that morality derived from Public morality +
33 [1844 U.S. Supreme Court |Executors, 43 U.S. (2 Judicial decision
Christianity undergirds public education
How.) 127
institutions.
State v. Williams, 19 N.C. Requires religious oath-taking for Religion as moral
34 1848 North Carolina Judicial decision
(2 Dev. & Bat.) 241 witness credibility. surety
35 [1850s Ohio (Cincinnati area)|Local school regulations |Administrative Provide Bible readings and prayer, Bible-in-schools
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Jurisdiction / Category / Doctrinal
# Date / Range Citation Legal Instrument Excerpts / Substance
Authority Function
anticipating later "Bible War" (proto-litigation)
litigation (1869-72).
Holds disbelief in God renders witness
Evidentiary theism
36 [1853 Arkansas Pigg v. State, 10 Ark. 261 |Judicial decision incompetent; oath-binding requires
reaffirmed
divine punishment belief.
State v. Moore, 40 N.C. (5 Declares oath valid only if rooted in  [Oath doctrine
37 |1854 (North Carolina Judicial decision
Ired.) 203 belief in divine retribution. reaffirmed
Continues daily Bible reading and
School Committee moral instruction under state authority [Bible-in-schools
38 [1856 Massachusetts Administrative

Regulations

derived from federal ordinance

principle.

(statutory continuity)

Originalist Summary

From the Puritan codes (1641-1650) through the Northwest Ordinance (1787/1789; 1 Statute 50) to

mid-19th-century school statutes, religion and morality were conceived as juridical instruments of

civic virtue.

e Colonial origin: Law as a guardian of Christian order.

o Federal organic law: The Ordinance constitutionalized moral-religious education as a

foundation for republican government and statehood.

o State continuity: Public schools institutionalized daily religious exercises and moral instruction

under that organic framework.

e Judicial doctrine: Courts throughout the antebellum period enforced oaths, testimony, and

public morals according to theistic standards.

This integration reveals a continuous legal-theological thread binding English common law, colonial

codes, federal organic statutes, and state educational laws into one coherent moral-legal order prior to

1860.

Key Pre-1860 Secondary Authorities

e Hale, M. (1676). Historia Placitorum Coronce (The History of the Pleas of the Crown).

London.

o Blackstone, W. (1765-1769). Commentaries on the Laws of England. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

e Locke, J. (1689). 4 Letter Concerning Toleration. London.

e Kent, J. (1826). Commentaries on American Law, Vol. I. New York: O. Halsted.

e Story, J. (1833). Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States. Boston: Hilliard, Gray.

e Lieber, F. (1839). Legal and Political Hermeneutics. Philadelphia: Carey, Lea & Blanchard.

e Sedgwick, T. (1852). Treatise on the Rules of Statutory and Constitutional Construction. New

York.
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The American Attitude Before 1860: Public Office, Religion, and the Christian Requirement

1. Core Finding

Before the mid-19th century, the prevailing legal and cultural assumption in most American

jurisdictions was that office holding was a moral trust grounded in Christianity.

Although the U.S. Constitution (1787) prohibited religious tests for federal/national office (Art. VI, cl.

3), this restriction applied only to the federal/national level of government.

At the state level, a majority of constitutions and statutes either required belief in God or Christianity

as a condition for office or citizenship, or imposed oaths and tests expressing Christian moral

allegiance.

This created a dual system:

o Federal/National level: Religious liberty in principle.

o State level: Religious and moral tests in practice, especially Christian belief as a civic

qualification.

Primary Legal Sources (Chronologically Ordered)

Type / Doctrinal
#  |Year Jurisdiction Legal Instrument Text / Substance
Function
Civil leaders must be "godly men,"
Theocratic civic
1 1641 Massachusetts Bay Body of Liberties reflecting Puritan religious
morality
qualifications.
"No man shall be chosen Governor...
but of the Company of the Freemen, [Explicit Christian test
2 1650 Connecticut Code of 1650
and in communion with some for office
approved church."
Fundamental Liberty of conscience, but governance|Christian moral
3 1669 Carolina Constitutions of must be "agreeable to the Christian  |limitation on
Carolina religion." governance
Declaration of Rights, |"No other test... than a declaration of [Constitutional
4 1776 Maryland
Art. 35 belief in the Christian religion." Christian test
Requires all officials to profess "faith
Constitution of 1776, Trinitarian religious
5 1776 Delaware in God the Father, and in Jesus Christ
Art. 22 test
His only Son."
Requires belief in "one God, the
Constitution of 1776, |Creator and Governor of the Theistic, but non-
6 1776 Pennsylvania
Ch. 11, §10 Universe" and "a future state of sectarian requirement
rewards and punishments."
"No person who shall deny the being
Protestant religious
7 1777 North Carolina Constitution, Art. 32 |of God or the truth of the Protestant
test
religion... shall hold any office."
8 1777 Georgia Constitution, Art. 56  |Officials must be "of the Protestant  |Explicit
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Type / Doctrinal

#  |Year Jurisdiction Legal Instrument Text / Substance
Function
religion."” denominational test
Requires belief in God, divine
9 1777 'Vermont Constitution, Ch. II, §9jrevelation, and future rewards and Religious test
punishments.
Constitution, Pt. II, Governor and officials must declare |Christian civic
10 (1780 Massachusetts
Ch. VI, Art. I belief in "the Christian religion." qualification
Constitution, Pt. II, Every officer must be of the
11 1784 New Hampshire Protestant test
Art. 84 Protestant religion.
"No religious Test shall ever be
required as a Qualification to any Federal secularism
12 (1787 U.S. Constitution Art. VI, cl. 3
Office or public Trust under the clause (limited scope)
United States."
Requires affirming moral duty to
13 1789 Massachusetts Oath of Office Statute |God; aligns with state constitution's  |Christian oath
Christian test.
Constitution, Art. VIIL, |"No person who denies the being of
14 1792 Kentucky Theistic requirement
§3 God shall hold any office."
"No person who denies the being of
Constitution, Art. VIII, Theistic belief
15 1796 Tennessee God or a future state of rewards and
§2 requirement
punishments shall hold any office."
Constitution, Art. Officials must be Protestant Christian
16 |1810 South Carolina
XXXVIII Christians. denominational test
Constitution of 1834, |Reaffirms exclusion of atheists from [Continued religious
17 1834 Tennessee
Art. VIII, §2 office. test
Removes explicit Trinitarian test, but
Constitution
18 1845 Maryland retains requirement of belief in God |Modified theistic test
(amended)
and accountability to Him.
Constitution (pre-Civil [Retains bar on those "who shall deny
19 1857 (North Carolina Persisting theistic test
'War) the being of Almighty God."
Require belief in God or divine
Multiple states (e.g., Theistic oath
20 |1850s Statutory oaths judgment as oath-binding

MA, ME, NH, TN)

precondition for office.

requirement

Constitutional Themes and Originalist Attitude

A. The Theistic Premise

The overwhelming legal consensus before 1860 held that:

Public trust required religious belief because moral reliability depended on acknowledgment of divine

authority.
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This idea, carried from English common law (see Blackstone's Commentaries, IV.59), was

institutionalized through:

o State constitutions and oaths;
e Common law doctrines of oath-binding;

o Legislative declarations of moral duty.

B. Federalism and Religious Tests

While Article VI, clause 3 of the U.S. Constitution prohibited federal religious tests, the First
Amendment (1791) restrained Congress only.

Thus, states remained free to impose their own religious or Christian tests- and most did so until mid-
19th century changes.

By 1860:

e About 8 of the 31 states still required a Christian declaration for office.

e About 15 of the 31 states retained a theistic (belief in God) requirement.

C. Social and Judicial Attitude
The social presumption- reflected in both law and commentary- was that Christian virtue was

inseparable from civic trustworthiness:
e James Kent, Commentaries on American Law (1826): "Christianity, general and pure, is part of
the common law."

e Joseph Story, Commentaries on the Constitution (1833): Religion is "indispensable to the moral

foundation of republican government."

o State courts (e.g., People v. Ruggles, 1811; Updegraph v. Commonwealth, 1824) reinforced that

Christianity was the foundation of public morality.

Even where religious tests weakened legally, the civic culture still regarded Christianity as the

expected moral foundation of office holders.
Enforcing Attitudes through Law

Below are specific legal enforcement mechanisms pre-1860:

Mechanism Example Enforcement Function
Constitutional religious |Delaware (1776), Maryland (1776), Required Christian or theistic profession
tests Massachusetts (1780), North Carolina (1777) [for public office.
Oaths invoking God's Disbelief rendered oath void and office
) Common in MA, TN, KY, NC ]
punishment unattainable.

Witness competency  [State v. Mary (Tenn. 1818); State v. Chandler ([Atheists excluded as witnesses — civil

rules (Del. 1837) disability mirrored in office holding.

) Teachers, as quasi-public officers, pledged
Educational oaths Massachusetts school statutes (1789, 1836)

to promote religion and morality.
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Cultural Summary: The Legal-Moral Consensus
Prior to 1860, the American civic-religious compact can be summarized as follows:

Christianity- not merely religion in general- was understood as the moral foundation of republican

government.

Public office was regarded as a sacred trust requiring belief in God and total accountability to divine

authority.

Federal/national constitutional neutrality did not displace this consensus at the state level until much

later (post—Fourteenth Amendment era).
Doctrinal Turning Point

By the 1850s, reform movements and increasing denominational pluralism began eroding explicit

Christian tests, converting them into broader theistic declarations.
However, no state before 1860 constitutionally affirmed secular eligibility for office.
The first state to remove all religious test clauses was West Virginia (1863), post-Civil War.

Representative Primary Sources

e Maryland Declaration of Rights, Art. 35 (1776, amended 1851).
e Delaware Constitution, Art. 22 (1776).

e North Carolina Constitution, Art. 32 (1776).

e Massachusetts Constitution, Pt. II, Ch. VI, Art. I (1780).

o New Hampshire Constitution, Pt. 11, Art. 84 (1784).

o Kent, J. (1826). Commentaries on American Law.

e Story, J. (1833). Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States.
Synthesis

Before 1860, American political culture operated under a legal, lawful, and moral consensus that

Christian belief was essential to public trustworthiness.

Even as constitutional federalism forbade national religious tests, state constitutions and laws explicitly

or implicitly maintained that office holders must be Christian or at least theistic.

Thus, belief in God- and often Christianity- was not only expected but legally enforced as a civic

qualification.
The Civil War: Luciferian Secret Societies' Shadow War

The pre-1860 Christian order, with its Biblical Worldview and moral safeguards, stood as a bulwark

against Luciferian subversion. Secret societies- Freemasons with their esoteric acts echoing ancient
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rituals, and Jesuits with their hierarchical obedience masking globalist agendas- viewed this godly
Republic as a major obstacle. Some would argue that historical records reveal Freemasons were
disproportionately among revolutionary leaders, but, for sure, by the 19th century, their influence
turned intentionally divisive. During the Civil War (1861-1865), Masons fought on both sides, yet
accounts show acts of "compassion" across lines, hinting at a deeper collaboration preserving their
order amid chaos. Critics like the anti-Mason movement in the 1820s—1830s saw Freemasonry as a
"moral and political evil," but post-war, it surged in the South, aligning with segregationist solidarity.
Jesuits, expelled from Europe, infiltrated American institutions, with their "satanic" syncretism
(blending with Masonic mysticism) fueling anti-Christian actions. The war's end marked their victory:
not through battles, but through Reconstruction's legal (unlawful) manipulations. Abraham Lincoln's
alleged blame of the Jesuits echoed the overall fears of the era; his assassination, tied to Masonic codes
in conspiracy lore, cleared paths for secularizers. These societies, Luciferian in essence and exalting
hidden knowledge over divine revelation- exploited the chaos in order to dismantle Christian law and

education.
Post-1860: Luciferian Manipulation of Laws and Education

The Civil War's aftermath exposed the Luciferian hand: through Reconstruction (1865-1877), secret

societies engineered secularization, contrasting sharply with pre-1860's Christian mandates.
Legal Manipulations: Dismantling Religious Tests

Pre-1860, states like Maryland, North Carolina, and Massachusetts required Christian or theistic oaths
for office, ensuring moral accountability to God. Post-war, under Reconstruction's federal oversight,
this eroded. West Virginia's 1863 constitution removed all tests, a harbinger of things to come. By
1870, Southern states rewrote constitutions under Republican Party (often Mason-linked) influence,
loosening requirements. The 14th Amendment (1868), ostensibly for citizenship, incorporated federal
no-test clauses into states via later Supreme Court rulings. Torcaso v. Watkins (1961) struck down
Maryland's lingering God-belief requirement, but roots trace to post-war shifts: by 1877,
Reconstruction's end saw Democrats reclaim power, yet secular momentum persisted. Nine of 13
original states had tests in 1787; by 1833, some establishments ended, but full secularization
accelerated post-1860. Freemasons, influential in Reconstruction governments, pushed "tolerance"
masking de-Christianization. Jesuits, via Catholic immigration, subtly advanced universalism, diluting
Protestant dominance. This "victory" replaced godly oaths with secular pledges, opening offices to

atheists and Luciferians, leading to the moral decay of the country.
Educational Secularization: From Moral Instruction to Godless Indoctrination

Pre-1860 education, per Northwest Ordinance, mandated "religion, morality, and knowledge" via Bible
readings and Christian instruction (e.g., Massachusetts 1789—-1836 statutes). Post-war, Reconstruction
birthed Southern public schools- initially universal, but segregated and underfunded for Blacks.
African Americans mobilized for education, establishing schools like Penn Center (1862), but
Luciferian influences twisted this. By 1877, Democrats' "Redemption" slashed funding, enforcing

segregation (Plessy v. Ferguson, 1896). Bible controversies erupted: Cincinnati's 1869 "Bible War"
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foreshadowed national secularization. Supreme Court rulings- such as Abington v. Schempp (1963)
banning Bible readings, Engel v. Vitale (1962) outlawing prayer- cemented the shift, but origins lie in
post-1860 reforms. Secret societies manipulated: Freemasons in Northern philanthropy promoted
"neutral" education, Jesuits via Catholic schools influenced broader secular trends. Result: a godless
system fostering moral relativism, population decline, and cultural replacement- hallmarks of

Luciferian design.

These changes- removing tests and secularizing schools- demonstrate secret societies' triumph,

subverting the Christian Republic into a secular shell vulnerable to globalist control.
Conclusion: Reclaim the Republic from Luciferian Shadows

The evidence is irrefutable: pre-1860's Christian laws and education upheld divine morality; post-Civil
War manipulations by Luciferian secret societies dismantled them, "winning" the war through legal
subversion. Freemasons and Jesuits, with their occult roots, orchestrated this degradation to forge a
godless West. As Madison warned, a Republic without moral information courts tragedy. We need
to embed safeguards: ban secret society affiliates from office unless renounced publicly. Restore
Christian education under 1 Statute 50/Northwest Ordinance implementation. We must act now- re-seat

the states with godly people- or succumb to evil. The Republic's survival demands it.
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ADDENDUM 5.3

The Siege Within

Understanding the Political-Legal Threat of Islamic Expansion and the Imperative for Western Cultural
and Legal Renewal

1. Executive Summary

The West confronts an insidious and existential peril not from overt military invasion, but from a
protracted political-legal siege orchestrated by the inherent expansionist dynamics of Islam as a
totalizing political unit. This white paper posits that Islam, from its foundational doctrines in the 7th
century CE, constitutes a supranational "nation" or ummatic entity, prioritizing strict theocratic
governance over secular coexistence. This framework manifests in a 1,400-year continuum of
conquest, from the Rashidun caliphate's subjugation of Byzantine and Persian territories to
contemporary demographic shifts and legal encroachments in Europe and North America.

The threat is multifaceted: demographic jihad accelerates civilizational replacement; the "Sharia
Project" erodes constitutional sovereignty through incremental accommodations; and Western self-
censorship, fueled by multicultural relativism, stifles defensive responses. Absent intervention, this
trajectory portends the erosion of core Western tenets- individual liberty, egalitarian jurisprudence, and
cultural pluralism- yielding to a monolithic order.

To counter this, a dual imperative emerges: (1) a profound Christian revival to reconstitute the West's
moral and cultural bulwark, invoking eschatological vigilance and ecclesiological unity; and (2)
enactment of targeted legislation, including values-screened immigration, prohibitions on foreign legal
infiltration, enhanced surveillance of subversive entities, revocation of tax exemptions for anti-
constitutional advocacy, and reaftirmation of national sovereignty against supranational overreach.

This agenda is not xenophobic retrenchment but a principled defense of Western civilization's unique
heritage. Policymakers, clergy, and citizens must heed this clarion call: renewal or subsumption.

2. Introduction: The West's Perilous Myopia Amidst an Unseen Siege

In an era of unprecedented technological prowess and economic interdependence, the Western world-
encompassing Europe, North America, and their cultural heirs- grapples with a paradox: triumphant in
vanquishing 20th-century totalitarianisms, yet vulnerable to a subtler adversary. This adversary is not a
conventional state actor but the global Islamic ummah, a politico-religious construct (Muslim Nation)
that defies Western categorizations of "religion" as privatized spirituality.

The West's myopia stems from its post-Enlightenment secularization, which bifurcates faith from
polity, projecting this dichotomy onto Islam. Yet, as articulated in classical texts like the Qur'an (e.g.,
Surah 9:29, mandating subjugation of non-believers) and the hadith collections (e.g., Sahih al-
Bukhari's emphasis on jihad as expansion), Islam integrates governance, law, and conquest into a
unified divine mandate. This misperception fosters complacency: Western elites dismiss mosque
constructions as cultural enrichment, ignoring their jurisdictional claims; they frame migration as
humanitarianism, overlooking strategic demographic engineering; and they equate Sharia
accommodations with religious liberty, blind to their erosive intent.

Compounding this is the West's internal decay- a spiritual vacuum post-Christianity, where relativism
supplants absolute truths, and multiculturalism equates all worldviews, paralyzing judgment. This
white paper, synthesizing biblical, legal, historical, and Islamic expertise, argues for recognition of
Islam as an expansionist polity posing an existential threat, necessitating spiritual rejuvenation and
legislative fortification. The stakes are civilizational itself: without action, the West risks becoming a
Dar al-Islam annex, its freedoms extinguished by the very tolerances it extends.
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3. Part I: The Historical and Doctrinal Foundation of Islamic Expansion: A Totalizing Polity, Not
Merely a Faith

3.1 Historical Continuum of Conquest as Political Imperative

Islamic expansion is no episodic anomaly but a doctrinal-driven continuum, rooted in the Medinan
polity (Muslim Charter) established by Muhammad in 622 CE. As a prophet-ruler, Muhammad forged
the ummah as a sovereign entity, conquering Mecca in 630 CE and initiating the Rashidun caliphate's
blitzkrieg: by 651 CE, Persia fell, and Byzantine Syria and Egypt were absorbed, exemplifying jihad as
territorial aggrandizement.

Subsequent phases underscore this pattern. The Umayyad caliphate (661-750 CE) extended Dar al-
Islam to Spain and India, institutionalizing dhimmi subjugation- non-Muslims as protected yet inferior
subjects under jizya taxation. The Abbasid era (750—1258 CE) refined Sharia as statecraft, while the
Ottoman Empire (1299-1922 CE) epitomized European incursions: the 1389 Battle of Kosovo
subjugated Serbia, initiating Balkan Islamization; the 1453 fall of Constantinople renamed it Istanbul,
symbolizing Christian eclipse; and the 1529 and 1683 Sieges of Vienna nearly overran Central Europe,
halted only by coalitions invoking Christian solidarity.

Modern iterations adapt: 19th-century Wahhabi revivalism fueled Saudi state-building; 20th-century
Muslim Brotherhood ideology (e.g., Hasan al-Banna's 1949 treatise on jihad) birthed Islamist
movements like Hamas and ISIS, blending theology with political subversion. Today, demographic
infiltration in Europe- e.g., Sweden's Muslim population surging from 1% in 1980 to over 8% in 2025-
continues this legacy, not as migration but as hijra (emigration for Islamic dominance, per Qur'an
4:100).

3.2 Doctrinal Pillars: Ummah, Dar al-Islam/Dar al-Harb, and Sharia Supremacy

The ummah transcends nationalism, demanding allegiance above state loyalty (Qur'an 49:13). This
fosters dual loyalties in diaspora communities, where national citizenship is tactical, ummatic fidelity
paramount.

The binary worldview- Dar al-Islam (abode of peace under Sharia) versus Dar al-Harb (abode of war,
ripe for conquest) - imposes perpetual tension. Medieval jurists like al-Shaybani (d. 805 CE) codified
jihad as obligatory expansion, contrasting with Christianity's "render unto Caesar" (Matthew 22:21),
which permits church-state distinction and pluralism.

Sharia, derived from Qur'an, sunnah, ijma, and qiyas, encompasses hudud punishments (e.g., stoning
for adultery), unequal inheritance (Qur'an 4:11 favoring males), and apostasy death penalties-
irreconcilable with Western due process and equality (e.g., U.S. 14th Amendment). This polity's
expansionism is not aberrant but intrinsic, as revivalists like Sayyid Qutb (Milestones, 1964) affirm.

In contrast, Western ecclesiology- e.g., Augustine's City of God (426 CE) - separates earthly and divine
realms, enabling secular governance without theocratic mandate.

4. Part II: The Mechanisms of Contemporary Expansion in the West: Demographic, Legal, and
Cultural Vectors

4.1 Demographic Jihad: Replacement as Conquest

Contemporary expansion leverages demographics: Muslim birth rates (e.g., 2.6 globally vs. 1.6 in
Europe) and migration waves (e.g., 2015-2023 Syrian influx) facilitate "replacement." In France,
Muslims comprise 10% of the population but 30% of under-25s, projecting majority status by 2050 in
urban centers. This is framed doctrinally as hijra, emulating Muhammad's Medina migration for
dominance.

4.2 Legal Creep: The Incremental Sharia Project

Sharia infiltration exploits Western jurisprudence. Initial accommodations- e.g., U.K.'s 2008 Sharia
councils for family disputes- evolve into parallel systems, undermining equality (e.g., women's
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testimony halved per Qur'an 2:282). Cases like Ontario's 2005 Sharia arbitration pushback highlight
risks, yet persistent demands (e.g., ECHR rulings favoring blasphemy protections) erode free speech.

This "creep" aims at supersession: as in Sweden's no-go zones, where informal Sharia enforcement
supplants police, foreshadowing formal overrides.

4.3 Cultural and Identity Politics: Exploiting Western Weaknesses

Multiculturalism weaponizes "Islamophobia" accusations, stifling critique (e.g., post-Charlie Hebdo
self-censorship). This Catch-22- identifying threats invites condemnation- parallels historical
appeasements, like pre-WWII pacifism.

5. Part I1I: The Western Vacuum: Secularism and Multiculturalism as Civilizational Pathologies

Secularism's procedural neutrality lacks substantive defense against totalizing ideologies. Post-Vatican
IT de-Christianization (e.g., Europe's church attendance below 10%) fosters relativism, unable to affirm
human dignity (Genesis 1:27) against Sharia's hierarchies.

Multiculturalism, rooted in 1960s counterculture, equates cultures, forbidding hierarchies essential for
survival. Historical parallels: Rome's Sth-century barbarian accommodations hastened collapse; today's
E.U. migration policies echo this fatal inclusivity.

6. Part IV: The Imperative of Christian Revival: Reconstituting the Cultural Immune System
6.1 Reclaiming Unifying Identity Through Ecclesiology

Christian revival restores cohesion: eschatology (Revelation 21) inspires eternal vigilance;
ecclesiology (Ephesians 4:4-6) unites diverse polities under shared values, countering ummatic
fragmentation.

6.2 Rejecting Relativism with Moral Absolutes

Orthodox doctrine affirms truths (e.g., John 14:6) enabling judgment of incompatibilities, like Sharia's
gender inequities versus Galatians 3:28.

6.3 Inspiring Defense and Sacrifice

Faith fosters resilience, as in Lepanto (1571), where Christian coalition repelled Ottomans. Revival
galvanizes will, absent in hedonic secularism.

7. Part V: A Legislative and Policy Agenda for Survival: Concrete Jurisprudential Fortifications

o Immigration Reform: Mandate ideological screening (e.g., oaths renouncing Sharia
supremacy), halting inflows from high-risk nations until assimilation benchmarks met.

e Prohibit Foreign Law: Enact statutes mirroring Oklahoma's 2010 amendment, barring Sharia
in courts, with penalties for advocacy.

e Surveillance Framework: Classify Islamist groups (e.g., CAIR affiliates) under FISA-like
scrutiny, treating them as foreign agents.

o Tax-Exempt Revocation: Amend IRS codes to strip exemptions from entities promoting
constitutional subversion, per Supreme Court precedents (Bob Jones University v. U.S., 1983).

e Sovereignty Reassertion: Legislate opt-outs from ECHR/E.U. mandates compelling
multicultural accommodations, prioritizing national constitutions.

Implementation requires phased rollouts, judicial oversight, and public education.

8. Conclusion: An Urgent Call to Civilizational Awakening

The siege within demands awakening: Islam’s polity threatens the very essence of Western civilization,
yet Christian revival and resolute lawful fortification still offer a path to restoration. Heed the hard
lessons of history- renew our historic faith, fortify the borders of culture and law, reclaim national
sovereignty- or witness the twilight of liberty. We must make the choice; the time for decisive action is
now.
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