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"Liberty is lost through 
complacency and a sub-
servient mindset. When we 
accept or even welcome 
automobile checkpoints, 
random searches, manda-
tory identification cards, 
and paramilitary police in 
our streets, we have lost a 

vital part of our American 
heritage. 

America was born of pro-
test, revolution, and mis-
trust of government. 

Subservient societies nei-
ther maintain nor deserve 
freedom for long." 

— Ron Paul 

September 17th is 
Constitution Day. 
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THE CONSTITUTION OF 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

The Constitution of the United States of America, written in 1787, is the 

reason America grew so quickly to become the freest and most prosperous na-

tion in history. 
Some politicians and others argue that the U.S. Constitution is outdated and 

should be treated as a mere guidline, but should not be strictly followed. This 

reminds this editor of U.S. Senator J. William Fulbright, who traveled the U.S. 

bed-mouthing the Constitution. In the book THE PRICE OF EMPIRE, writ-
ten by J. William Fulbright and Seth P. Tillman (243 pp. New York: Pantheon Books), the longest and 

most provacative essay in the book is a call for the United States to abandon its Constitution, based on 

the principle of separation of powers, in favor of the parliamentary system in which the chief execu-

tive and the cabinet are simultaneously members of the legislature. Fulbright deplored the fact that the 

Constitution is held in such "superstitious reverence that serious criticism is taboo." Fulbright became 

more direct in his attack than he could have been while he was in office. 
There are many others of his ilk, like liberal U.S. Supreme Court Justices Sotomayor, Kagan, Gins-

burg and Breyer who see the Constitution as a mere guidline, not to be strictly followed. They would 

legislate from the bench, when only the U.S. Congress has the authority to make law. 

Several Supreme Court Justices have looked to the decisions of foreign and international 

courts for guidance in interpreting the U.S. Constitution. Justice Antonin Scalia is one of the lead-

ing opponents of using international law and decisions by foreign courts to interpret the Constitution. 

Writing for the majority in a landmark decision supporting gay civil rights, Justice Anthony Kennedy 

noted that the European Court of Human Rights and other foreign courts have affirmed the "rights 

of homosexual adults to engage in intimate, consensual conduct." Ruth Bader Ginsburg and Stephen 

Breyer have been the most enthusiastic justices in giving consideration to foreign legal trends. In vot-

ing last month to uphold an affirmative action policy at the University of Michigan, Ginsburg, joined 

by Breyer, highlighted an international treaty that endorsed the use of race-conscious programs to 

help minorities. But it was Kennedy's opinion striking down the anti-sodomy laws that set off debate 

among close observers of the court. His opinion referred to a "friend of the court" brief that described 

liberty as a global concept and detailed how other countries protect the privacy of gay men and lesbi-

ans. It was submitted by Mary Robinson, former United Nations high commissioner for human rights, 

and others. Kennedy said there was no evidence that the USA has a "more legitimate or urgent" reason 

than other countries to ban homosexual activities. Back in 2003 five of the nine justices — Kennedy, 

Thomas, Gingsburg and Breyer went to Florence, Italy to attend a forum with foreign judges on a pro-

posed new European constitution. 
Stevens, O'Connor, and Ginsburg have advocated the use of foreign law in constitutional adjudi-

cation. In such cases, Justice Breyer argues that the "judgment of other nations" should help "guide 

this Court" in Eighth Amendment cases. Justice O'Connor has gone even further in claiming that "we 

should not be surprised to find congruence between domestic and international values" in the Eighth 

Amendment context. Since 1977 and especially in the last five years, Justices John Paul Stevens, Ste-

phen Breyer, and Anthony Kennedy have cited foreign decisions to buttress their views. 
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THE CONSTITUTION 
IS THE 

GUIDE 
WHICH I WILL 

NEVER 
ABANDON 
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Remember 
when the 

Constitution 
mattered? 

Several justices have started using the opinions of foreign courts as precedents for judging the con-

stitutionality of our laws. So much so, that "The Legal Times"  commented on the many junkets that 

justices have been taking to study the European court system: "But the justices' wanderlust has taken 
on extra significance in light of the Court's newfound interest in invoking the rulings and view of for-
eign courts and international authorities in its own jurisprudence." 

Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg recently bragged to the leftist American Constitution Society,  "Our 
island or lone ranger mentality is beginning to change." Several justices "are becoming more open 
to comparative and international law perspectives."  American lawyers' and judges' "perspective on 
constitutional law should encompass the world." 

During a visit to Europe in 1998, Justice Sandra O'Connor claimed that "In the next century, we are 
going to want to draw upon judgments from other jurisdictions. We are going to be more inclined to 
look at the decisions of [the European] court...and perhaps use them and cite them." 

In a TV interview, Justice Stephen Breyer commented that "...the world really, it's trite but it's true, 
is growing together.. And how [people are] going to live together across the world will be the chal-
lenge and whether our Constitution and how it fits into the governing documents of other nations I 
think will be a challenge for the next generation."  His incoherent style aside, Breyer's words are omi-

nous coming from one who has sworn to uphold the Constitution. 
It is not likely that the majority members of Congress would impeach justices, but there is a huge 

interest in the Constitution as the supreme law of the land and some in Congress want the justices to 

recognize that and to follow it. 

The Constitution isn't just a good idea, 

IT'S THE LAW. 
Michael Badnarik 

Annoy a politician: 
Defend the Constitution. 

The Constitution was written 
to constrain Gov't. It's now used 

to constrain The People. Ron Paul 

"All laws which are repugnant to the Constitution are null and void. " 

— Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. (2 Cranch) 137 (1803) 

"It will not be denied that power is of an encroaching nature and that it ought to be effectually 
restrained from passing the limits assigned to it. " — James Madison, Federalist 48, 1787 
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CONSTITUTION DAY 
September 17 is designated Constitution Day in recognition of 

the anniversary of the signing of the Constitution of the United States of America. 

Our founding fathers adopted the Constitution of the United States of America in 1787 to secure 

our God given inalienable rights  (rights that may not be taken away or transfered). Note below how 

far we have apostatized from that document of freedom, and how the nation has repudiated the 

God given and inalienable rights enumerated in the Constitution. 

1. The Constitution does not allow the Supreme Court to make law 

2. The Constitution does not allow the President to make law. 

3. The Constitution gives the federal government no power in the field of education. 

4. The Constitution gives no government authorization for foreign aid. 

5. The Constitution requires a President to be a natural born citizen (not an immigrant who became a 

citizen). 
6. The Constitution does not give the federal government power to create a bank (F.R.S.). 

7. The Constitution does not allow treaty law to supersede the Constitution. 

8. The Constitution does not allow the President alone to take the nation to war. 

9. The Constitution specifies only three crimes, Treason, Bribery and Piracy. 

10. The Constitution does not provide for a standing army. Article I, Section 8 says that the Congress 

can raise an army but "no appropriation of money" to fund it shall be for longer than two years. It 

goes on to say however that, Congress can provide for a navy without that same restriction regard-

ing funding. Why? Because the men who wrote the Constitution feared the possibility that a stand-

ing army housed within the territory of the nation might arise and seek to take power. But they did 

not fear that a navy would try to do that because a navy and its weaponry did not reside within the 

nation, only at sea or coastal seaports. 
11. The Constitution no where mentions the word "democracy." The U.S.A. is a Constitutional Repub-

lic, not a Democracy. Democracy (mobocracy) is rule by the majority which can vote away free 

dom and property. Under a Constitutional Republic the "law" or government cannot touch a minor-

ity of even one person in his life, liberty or property except by perversion of the law or administra-

tion. In a Constitutional Republic, our inalienable rights are not subject to majority rule or govern 

ment edict. In a humanistic-Marxist philosophy, our "rights are derived from the State, so that the 

State has the legitimate authority to end our rights. The Christian-American philosophy is that, 

"all rights are derived from God." In a Constitutional Republic, a free nation, the people are respon-

sible for their own welfare. In a slave nation (Democracy -socialism) that responsibility is turned 

over to the government. 

CONSTITUTION: FREEDOM FROM GOVERNMENT 

"Th.e Constitution is not neutral. It was designed to take the government off the backs of people." 

— William 0. Douglas (1898-1980); Associate Justice, U.S. Supreme Court (1939-1975) 
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FREEDOM AND LIBERTY 

Freedom (the absence of necessity, coercion, constraint or repression in choice 
or action) and Liberty (freedom to exercise the inalienable rights of life, liberty 
and property without arbitrary or despotic control) are gifts from God that are 
not rights without responsibility. 

The nation of Israel was given freedom and liberty by God, but subject to obe-
dience to the Word of God. Failing to be obedient and separated unto God, they 
were brought into slavery. No people or nation can expect freedom or liberty when 

they reject the Word of God. Immorality and ungodliness are not conducive to freedom. Holiness and 
righteousness are intrinsic to being free. 

Deuteronomy 11: 
26 - Behold, I set before you this day a blessing and a curse; 
27 - A blessing, if ye obey the commandments of the Lord your God... 
28 - And a curse, if ye will not obey the commandments of the Lord your God... 

Psalm 9:17 - The wicked shall be turned into hell, and all the nations that forget God. 

Jeremiah 12: 17 -  But if they will not obey, I will utterly pluck up an destroy that nation, saith the 
Lord. 

Leviticus 25:10 - "... and proclaim liberty throughout all the land unto all the inhabitants therof:..." 
(Engraved on the Liberty Bell) 

DEMOCRACY, THE SUPREME COURT AND THE PRESS 

Don Miller, a former publisher of The Telegraph (Alton, Ill) and local columnist for the newspaper, 
wrote an article entitled "A Conversation with Justice Scalia", which appeared in the June 4, 2006 is-
sue. His article told about a tour of the Supreme Court chambers he took with a group, and met with 
Supreme Court Associate Justice Antonin Scalia. 

Miller said he asked, "Justice Scalia, what do you think is the most interesting issue facing the Su-
preme Court today?" Scalia replied: "To me, the most interesting and important changes taking place 
are the changes in what the Congress and the people want the Supreme Court to be. Twenty years ago, 
when I was appointed to the Court, Congress wanted Supreme Court justices to be the best lawyers 
in the land and to interpret the Constitution exactly as the framers intended when it was written. But 
the era of strict interpretation is over. Today, Congress and the public seem to want justices who have 
common sense and a feeling for what the public wants the Constitution to become. Today, justices don't 
necessarily have to be lawyers, but people who have a feeling for what the public wants this country 
to be in the filture." Miller said that, "Justice Scalia did not indicate whether he agreed or disagreed 
with these changes, only that they had occurred." 

Miller stated, "When a questionable bill passes Congress and is signed by the president, or when 
a bill is passed by a state legislature and is signed by the governor, the Supreme Court is the last line 
of defense of the common man against its enforcement. The job of the Supreme Court is to protect our 
rights and without an active and intelligent Supreme Court, the very essence of our democracy could 
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be threatened. It was fascinating to sit down and talk with one of the key defenders of our rights." 

The second paragraph above reveals that the public wanted the Supreme Court to interpret the Con-

stitution exactly as the framers intended, which is intrinsic to maintaining a protective constitutional 

republic. But that era of strict interpretation is over. In the third paragraph we are told that Congress 

and the public [the people] want this country to be something else in the future. In the fourth and last 

paragraph above, Miller states the job of the Supreme Court is to protect our rights, not by adhering 

to the Constitution of independence and liberty, but "without an active and intelligent Supreme Court 

the very essence of our democracy could be threatened." What tommyrot! It is not democracy that 

is threatened, it is the republic, threatened by the alien enemy democracy. 
Furthermore, "when a bill is passed," the U.S. Supreme Court is not "the last line of defense 

against... its enforcement." NULLIFICATION can be the people's last defense against unconsti-

tutional legislation (law) and the Supreme Court's unconstitutional judgements. 

CONSTITUTIONAL KNOWLEDGE IS IMPERATIVE 

"Constitutional Knowledge Imperative" was the title of the editorial in the May 12, 2006 issue of 

The Telegraph (Alton, IL). The article reported that Tad Armstrong, a lawyer in Edwardsville, came 

up with the concept of a "Constitution Club", which allows interested people to discuss current events 

and how to apply constitutional rights. Armstrong's project was called ELL for "Earn It, Learn It or 

Lose It." A new chapter was begun in Glen Carbon. Sounds good, but the editorial states "Perhaps 

what our country needs is a good old fashion history lesson." However, a later paragraph pathetically 

and erroneously states, "So good is our resulting structure of government that it has been a model of 

democracy around the planet." 
Such a concept would be great if it was about a "republic" rather than a "democracy." If the program 

truthfully acknowledges the truth of the Constitution as an instrument limiting government, not the 

people, it would be great. It would be great if it acknowledged that government was designed to pro-

tect the people from criminals, and the Constitution was designed to protect people from government. 

Too bad the article didn't present the truth about the current corrupt legal system with its yellow 

fringed flag maritime system. Too bad it didn't reveal the truth that the present de facto, government is 

not a true, lawful, government established by the Constitution; that the de facto government has gained 

supremacy over the de jure (true and lawful) constitutional government by usurpation and has been 

supplanted and displaced by usurpation and gradual erosion of constitutional law. It has been super-

ceded by executive orders, executive memorandums, unconstitutional legislative laws, unconstitutional 

judicial edicts, treaties, public policy and the United Nations Charter. Outside the Constitution, no 

legitimate government exists. 

Recommended reading: THE DE FACTO GOVERNMENT OF THE 

UNITED STATES by Charles A. Weisman, Weisman Publications, 

11751 W. Riverhills Drive, #107D 
Burnsville, MN 55337 
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Anthony Kennedy (1936—) 
Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy appointed by Ronald Reagan. 

Parting ways with his conservative colleagues in 1992, Justice Kennedy co-

authored (with O'Connor and Justice David Souter) the court's majority opinion 

in Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pennsylvania v. Casey, which held that 

legal restrictions on access to abortion must not constitute an "undue burden" 

on a woman's exercise of her right to abortion as established in Roe v. Wade 

(1973). 
Kennedy in Lawrence v. Texas (2003) declared unconstitutional Texas' law 

Obamacare:
criminalizing sodomy between two consenting adults of the same sex. 

On June 25, 2015, Kennedy voted in favor of upholding a key component of the 2010 Affordable 

Care Act, President Barack Obama's health care law, also known as Obamacare. The 6 to 3 ruling pre-

served the law, allowing the federal government to provide nationwide tax subsidies to help Americans 

buy health insurance. Justice Kennedy joined fellow Republican appointee Chief Justice John Roberts 

and four Democratic appointees — Sonya Sotomayor, Elena Kagan, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, and Ste-

phen Breyer — in the majority ruling. 

Same-Sex Marriage 
On June 26, 2015, one day after the ruling on health care, the Supreme Court announced a landmark 

5 to 4 ruling guaranteeing a right to same-sex marriage. Justice Kennedy wrote the majority decision. 

in which he stated: "...They ask for equal dignity in the eyes of the law. The Constitution grants them 

that right." 
Justice Kennedy joined more liberal Justices Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Stephen G. Breyer, Sonia So-

tomayor and Elena Kagan in the landmark decision. Dissenting justices included Chief Justice John 

Roberts, Justices Clarence Thomas, Samuel Alito and Antonin Scalia, all of whom wrote opinions 

expressing that it was not the Supreme Court's place to decide same-sex marriage and it was an over-

reach of the court's power. Justice Scalia called the ruling "a threat to American democracy" while 

Justice Alito wrote: "Even enthusiastic supporters of same-sex marriage should worry about the scope 

of the power that today's majority claims. Today's decision shows that decades of attempts to restrain 

this Court's abuse of its authority have failed." 

Foreign & International Law: 
In the case of Lawrence v. Texas, Justice Kennedy became a leading proponent of using foreign and 

international law as an aid to interpreting the U.S. Constitution. He referred to foreign laws enacted 

by the Parliament of the United Kingdom and the European Court of Human Rights in supporting his 

decision. 
The considering of foreign law is seen as a prominent factor in Justice Kennedy's occasional differ-

ence of opinion with his more conservative colleagues and has raised the ire of conservative members 

of Congress and political pundits. 
In addition to the momentous responsibility of sitting on the nation's highest court, Justice Kennedy 

is also engaged in a series of educational projects. He has lectured in many law schools and universi-

ties in the United States and other parts of the world, most notably China, where he is a frequent visitor. 
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ANTHONY KENNEDY 

The U.S. Supreme Court legalized same-sex "marriage" 

in all 50 states on June 26, 2015. Justice Kennedy cast the 

deciding vote, which is not surprising when viewing his 

historical background with Gordon Schaber. 

Justice Kennedy, left, with 
Gordon Schaber at McGeorge 
School of Law in 1991. Credit 
University of the Pacific, Mc-
George School of Law 

Laurence H. Tribe, a Harvard law professor had just lost a Supreme Court case on gay rights, which 

contained the legal opinions of Anthony M. Kennedy. The package was sent by Gordon Schaber, a 

law school dean who had enlisted Kennedy to teach night classes (23 years) and nurtured his career. 

(Schaber, who died in 1997.Many who knew him believe, a closeted gay man.) Now Mr. Schaber was 

angling for President Ronald Reagan to elevate his friend to the Supreme Court — and he wanted the 

Harvard professor's support. 
Prof. Arthur Leonard, an expert on gay rights law at New York Law School surmised, "If, as many 

analysts expect, the court this month does extend same-sex marriage rights nationwide, Justice Ken-

nedy will get much of the credit." 
Justice Kennedy has a gay clerk, Joshua Matz, who wrote a 2012 law review article with Mr. Tribe 

titled "The Constitutional Inevitability of Same-Sex Marriage." A former clerk, Paul T. Cappuccio, 

who was not openly gay when he worked for the justice in the late 1980s, recently married. When Mr. 

Cappuccio and his husband became fathers in 2013, Justice Kennedy sent his customary baby gift for 

clerks: an inscribed pocket Constitution. (Cappuccio is now general counsel of Time Warner Inc.). 

This strong background evidences that Judge Kennedy's views on homosexuality and gay "mar-

riage" were strongly impacted by his pro-gay associations. Kennedy's decisions favoring sodomy, 

homosexuals, and gay "marriages" is not surprising; neither is Kennedy's immoral deciding vote that 

legalized same-sex "marriage" surprising. 
That Justices Kennedy, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Stephen G. Breyer, Sonia Sotomayor and Elena Ka-

gan, swore allegiance to uphold the Constitution of the United States. Yet, they overstepped their au-

thority in legalizing the "same-sex "marriage" decision, which unconstitutionally makes law that only 

the U.S. Congress has that authority. Therefore, they all should be impeached. 

U.S. Supreme Court Justices are not appointed for life, but only as they shall hold office during 

times of good behavior. Justices that demonstrate their competency are ones making judgments that 

are aligned with the Constitution. When Justices deviate from the Constitution and make decisions that 

usurp and expand the power of the Congress and the President, they reveal their bad behavior. 

How can we expect our Supreme Court Justices to serve with integrity if their behavior is never 

evaluated? Without accountability the Justices possess an unlimited amount of power to do whatever 

they please. 
If you were the owner of a business, would you evaluate the job performance of your employees? 

If their job performance indicated that they were incompetent would you terminate them or let them 

destroy the financial integrity of your company? 
Today, the Supreme Court Justices are nominated based upon their political ideology rather than 

their knowledge and devotion to the Constitution. Isn't it about time that we regained control of the 

Supreme Court and started the process of evaluating their behavior? 

BLACK ROBE TYRANNY MUST STOP 

STATES MUST ANNUL UNCONSTITUTIONAL -LAWS- 
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LEGALLY DISOBEY JUDGES 

It is appalling to me how few people understand that Federal laws are not supe-

rior to state laws. We are all dual citizens — of our state and the USA. 

When our nation was founded as a Republic, the states were very careful not 

to create a behemoth that could take power away from them. So they made the 

states sovereign over the federal government that they created. It is still that way 

today. 
Basically the only areas the federal government has jurisdiction in are national 

defense and interstate commerce. The "supremacy clause" only applies to those areas and not gener-

ally to all other laws. 
The states absolutely have the right to determine their own laws, and no federal district judge has 

the authority to overturn voter-approved initiatives, as has been done in Utah after the proper passage 

of the traditional marriage act. 
State officials should tell the judge who overturned our law, that he can't do that, and we will not 

comply with his edict. Judges cannot legislate from the bench. There can never be a national vote on 

"gay marriage" because the national government has no jurisdiction in such cases. That purely belongs 

to each state. 
If states don't start standing up for their right to remain sovereign over the federal government, we 

will continue to see an erosion of our rights. Governors should tell the federal district court to take a 

hike and get out of our affairs! 
Citizens need to be better educated on this critically important matter. Those who don't understand 

it obviously have not even read the U.S. Constitution. And if we allow such abuse to continue we can 

kiss our freedom goodbye. ( Source: James Green; Heber City, Utah; Letter to the Editor,  The New 

American magazine; November 17, 2014). 
View this article and others on the Constitution at faithandfreedomsentinel.wordpress.com. Click 

on Special Reports, then click on A Republic Not A Democracy. 

A REPUBLIC, NOT A DEMOCRACY 

Our Constitutional fathers, familiar with the weaknesses of a democracy, established a representative 

republican form of government. They made a clear distinction between a republic and a democracy. 

They repeatedly and very emphatically said that they had founded a republic. They knew the dangers 

of a democracy, and never intended for us to have a democracy. 

Our nation's founding fathers who framed our United States Constitution, realized that governments 

ruled by democracy were short lived and ended in bondage. In the Federalist Papers, they spoke out 

against democracy as a form of government. Democracy is "government by majority rule" and is but 

a step from anarchy. Thus, the United States of America was founded as a Republic, not a Democracy. 

(We "pledge allegiance to the flag of the United States of America, and to the Republic (not Democ-

racy) for which it stands..." 
As a republic, we are governed by the United States Constitution and not by what the majority may 

demand. A lynch mob is "a rule by majority." When the majority says, "hang him," he is hanged. We 

ought to be governed by constitutional law, not by majority rule. Democracy is based on the false prem-

ise that our "inalienable rights" are subject to majority rule or by government edict. In a Republic, the 

whim of the majority, or government leaders, cannot touch a minority of even one person in his life, 
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liberty or property except by perversion of the law or administration. 
The purpose of the United States Constitution is to guarantee the rights of all individual citizens. 

The purpose and only legitimate function of government is to enforce the Constitution and thereby 

provide protection of the rights of every individual citizen. It is in a Humanistic- Marxist philosophy 

that, "our rights are derived from the State." If our rights are derived from the state, then the state has 

the legitimate authority to end our rights. The Christian -American philosophy is that, "all rights are 

derived from God." Therefore, no man or government has the right to subvert or terminate our rights. 

In a free nation, the people accept responsibility for their own welfare; in a slave nation that respon-

sibility is turned over to the government. In a free nation, the state gets its rights from the people, while 

in a slave nation the people get their rights, if any, from the state. 

Question:  Since when are the people's (individual's) rights subject to majority vote, 
or political usurpation? 

Answer:  Since America ceased to be a Constitutional Republic and became a Democracy. 

The I._ nited States of America is no longer a Constitutional Republic, 

but a plutocracy with controlled democracy. 

     

TO UNDERSTAND THE CONSTITUTION 

IS TO UNDERSTAND THE REPUBLIC 

"The Declaration of Independence, which underlies the Constitution, holds that 

the rights of the people come from God, and that the powers of the government come 

from the people. Let me repeat that: According to the Declaration of Independence, 

the rights of the people come from God, and the powers of the government come 

from the people. Unless you grasp this basic order of things, you'll have a hard 

time understanding the Constitution." 
— Joseph Sobran, News columnist, article: How Tyranny Came To America. 

 

L.Ullz.LILULI ,J11 

  

     

A REPUBLIC IS BASED ON THE RULE OF LAW (THE CONSTITUTION) 

NOT ON MAJORITY RULE (DEMOCRACY) 

" ...To understand these concepts ['will of the people' and 'representative republic' we must under-

stand the law as it was intended for our form of government. It is mandatory to read commentaries by 

Coke, Kent, and Blackstone to understand that the system of government known as a 'representative 

republic' is not based on the "will of the people ," but on the will of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and 

Jacob. Only if the will of the people coincides with the will of God should it be considered in the 'rule 

of law.' If you understand this, then you can understand Romans 13. God's law is based on His will. 

"The representatives were chosen by the people because they were trusted men of God who could 

discern His will and rule accordingly. The term 'representative' has its reference back to the will (mind) 

of God and not the people. When Franklin made his comment about keeping the republic that was es-

tablished, he knew very well that the people could go astray. I believe the federalists, led by Hamilton, 

were very careful not to disregard the concerns of the anti-federalists. That is why Hamilton enlisted 

Madison to compile the papers." 
— Greg Peck, Rural, Ohio,  The Electoral College and the Rule of Law,  Letters to the Editor, The New 

American, February 12, 2001 
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A REPUBLIC PROTECTS 
THE INDIVIDUAL'S LIBERTY 

"If all mankind were of one opinion, and only one person were of the 
contrary opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that 
one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing 
mankind." — John Stuart Mill, 1806-1873; English philosopher and 
economist, On Liberty (1859). 

CONSTITUTIONAL RULE OF LAW, OR ARBITRARY RULE OF TYRANTS 
"How can the meaning of the Constitution -- the fundamental law -- be so unpredictable? Stability 

is the essence of the rule of law in general; unpredictable edicts „flowing from the arbitrary will of rul-

ers (whether they are called kings, dictators, presidents, legislators, or judges),.are typical of tyranny. 

But Americans today are resigned to being told what to do. They accept arbitrary, unpredictable rule 

as normal. In fact much of our politics consists of organized attempts to manipulate the law by buying 

the favor of the rulers. This corruption became so flagrant during the Clinton years that many people 

want to stop it by limiting campaign spending. But the problem arises not from campaign donations, but 

from the very nature of the government. If it were strictly limited to its constitutional powers, it couldn't 

bestow many favors and wouldn't be worth buying. But when its powers are arbitrary and boundless, 

the inevitable result is an auction of bribery. And the more venal the politicians, the more they will 

pretend to be public benefactors and philanthropists, feeling our pain." — Joseph Sobran 

DEMOCRACIES ARE SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 
" A pure democracy can admit to no cure for the mischiefs of faction. A common passion of inter-

est will be felt by a majority, and there is nothing to check the inducements to sacrifice the weaker 

party. Hence, it is, Democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contentions; have ever 

been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as 

short in their lives as they have been violent in their death." —  James Madison, 4th President of Cher 

USA and primary framer of the Constitution, writing in the Federalist Papers in 1787, arguing for the 

Constitution. 

SEPARATION OF POWERS 
"The Bible establishes government as tile servant of the people, its purpose being to defend and 

protect them, not enslave them. The Fathers knew that government, because of man's fallen nature, can 

become a terror to the people, so in the Constitution the government's• power had to be limited [as in 
a republic]. They searched the Scriptures and in Isaiah 33:22 discovered the principle of 'checks and 

balances' which they termed the 'Separation of Powers.": 
— John W. Chalfant, Author of the book Abandonment Theology 

"For the Lord is our judge  (establishing the judiciary); the Lord is  our law giver  (establishing 

the legislature); the Lord is our King  (establishing the executive)." — Isaiah 33:22 

CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT 
"A return to sound government would necessitate a return to a constitutional republic, the instru- 

ment that was meant to bind our public officials to lawful rule. " — Ron Paul 

ATTACKING THE FOUNDATION OF THE UNITED STATES 
"Whatever strikes at the root of Christianity tends to the dissolution of civil government ... If you 

attack Jesus Christ, you attack Christianity, and if you attack Christianity, you attack the foundation 

of the United States." — People vs. Ruggles, 8 John's 470 (1811) 
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APOLOGY: The July issue compared the KJV of John 7:8 with that of the NIV. The KJV was not 

quoted correctly, although the meaning was not effected. However, it has been corrected on the later 

version appearing on the internet blog faithandfreedomsentinel.wordpress.com, which now appears 

as follows: 
King James Version (KJV) The New New International Version (NIV) 

"I go not up yet unto this feast..." "I am not going up to this festival..." 

(John 7:8) (John 7:8) 

COMMENT: The August issue (page 11) gave a list of "EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES," which 

did not mention the "Anti-Communist Leader School" attended. That was an oversight due to not re-

membering when typing up the information. Though not an important omission, it might be of interest 

to readers. 
The past-board in the August issue had mentioned Sunday school teaching at Grafton church. Carbon-

dale, Cahokia, East Alton, and Los Angeles churches could have been mentioned too. (DailyVacation 

Bible Schools as well). 

ANNOUNCEMENT: A new 12 page report "FOR THE SOUTH"  involving the Confederate flag, the 

validity of secession and other related information. View it at faithandfreedom.wordpress.com; click 

on Special Reports, then click on FOR THE SOUTH.  You were lied to: Here is the truth. 

Please support Faith & Freedom Sentinel. 

Please introduce Faith & Freedom Sentinel to others. 

Tell your computer owner friends about the web site (blog) 

faithandfreedomsentinel.wordpress.com. 

Thanks for your continuing support. 


