A Biblical Response to the Christian Nationalism in Donald Trump’s “Make
America Great Again” (MAGA) Movement

By T.Collins Logan
Who This Is For, and How to Read It

I am not writing this to persuade committed Christian nationalists — though | still earnestly
hope for their restoration to genuine Christian faith. But | am not willing to concede

the movement's use of scripture as a recruiting tool, so this essay is mainly written for
Christians who are curious about Christian nationalism, or wonder whether its claims are
backed by scripture.

The goal is to help you weigh competing claims for yourself, so I'll offer a method you can apply
on your own — one | am willing to be bound by myself. | will aim to state the Christian
nationalist movement's scriptural case at its strongest before countering it, and | will adhere to
one guideline above all: to avoid elevating limited evidence that supports my position above an
equal or larger body of evidence that undermines it. That temptation, as we will see, is at the
very heart of what went wrong with the Christian nationalist movement itself, and | don’t want
to be hypocritical.

A word about the Old Testament. The previous, October 2025 version of this essay set the bulk
of the Hebrew Scriptures aside, reasoning that the foundation of Christian ethics is found in the
New Testament, and in the new covenant and commandment of Christ. That was a

mistake. Many of Christian nationalism’s strongest biblical arguments are rooted in the Old
Testament — the call to “dominion,” the example of the nation of Israel, the language of

a chosen people set apart, and so on — and ignoring that scriptural basis avoids critical
arguments. That said, | have written separately at length about how the Old and New
Testaments can be read together. That companion essay is “Extrinsic, Intrinsic, and Seeker
Spirituality: Navigating the Old and New Testaments,” and | will incorporate many of its tools
here — Biblical typology, progressive revelation, and the relationship between the old covenant
and the new. That same essay also develops three helpful categories of religious orientation:
the intrinsic, extrinsic, and seeker modes of spirituality, and | think these will be useful in
understanding Christian nationalism as well, so we’ll be discussing those.

First, for context, here is a brief summary of MAGA principles that are promoted by the
“Christian nationalist” wing of the MAGA movement.

Principles of MAGA Christian Nationalism

It has been well-established for some time that Trump has targeted white evangelicals for
political support, and that he has, in fact, won the votes of over 80% of them in each of the last
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three presidential elections.! It has also become increasingly clear that some two-thirds of
those white evangelicals qualify as Christian nationalist adherents or sympathizers. This is a
sizeable portion of U.S. voters — about 18%. So...what is a “Christian nationalist?” Multiple
sources® summarize the core principles and ideological preferences of Christian nationalism this
way....

One empirically supported definition reads: “Christian nationalism is an ideology that desires a
close fusion of a particular expression of Christianity with American civic life. It demands our
government, at all levels, vigorously defend this ideology as central to our national identity,
public policy, and social belonging.”

More specific MAGA Christian nationalist ideals, principles and preferences include:

e God has called Christians to exercise dominion over all areas of American society.

o Past traditional social hierarchies and gender roles should be restored, with men leading
and women supporting them.

¢ The U.S. government should declare America a Christian nation.
o There are only two genders, male and female.
e U.S. laws should be based on Christian values.

o Natural-born white citizens are the legitimate authors and inheritors of America, and
non-Christian immigration and ethnic diversity weaken the nation.

e If the U.S. moves away from our Christian foundations, we will not have a country
anymore.

e Free market capitalism is God’s preferred economic system, as it is grounded in
meritocracy and personal responsibility.

e Being Christian is an important part of being truly American.

e Strong, authoritarian leaders are required who may violate norms or break laws to
restore America’s greatness.

o Wealthy elites are responsible for creating a status quo that deprives white Christian
Americans of their God-given birthright.

e Everything viewed as a past traditional “Christian” value should be taught in public
schools and represented in government institutions.

1 https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2016/11/09/how-the-faithful-voted-a-preliminary-2016-analysis/,
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2021/08/30/most-white-americans-who-regularly-attend-worship-
services-voted-for-trump-in-2020/, https://prri.org/spotlight/religion-and-the-2024-presidential-election/

2 https://prri.org/research/support-for-christian-nationalism-in-all-50-states/, https://kettering.org/five-elements-
of-christian-nationalism/, https://www.britannica.com/topic/Christian-nationalism
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In addition, half of Christian nationalist adherents and sympathizers believe “there is a storm
coming soon that will sweep away the elites in power and restore the rightful leaders,” and one
third believe that “because things have gotten so far off track, true American patriots may have
to resort to violence to save the country.”

Was America Founded as a Christian Nation?

Before turning to scripture, we need to deal with a particular historical claim, because Christian
nationalism rests a great deal of weight on it: the conviction that the United States was founded
as a Christian nation and has merely drifted from its origins.

Let’s grant the movement its strongest version of that claim: Yes, a great many of the founders
were Christians, or were raised and educated as such — though in an era when most formal
education ran through religious institutions, this isn’t surprising. Yes, Judeo-Christian
assumptions saturated the culture they lived in. | have no interest in pretending otherwise, and
the common nationalist exercise of tallying how many signers of the Declaration of
Independence professed faith proves exactly that, and nothing else. Why? Because the
personal religion of the founders isn’t the central question here. The real question is what kind
of government they built. And on that question, the men's personal religious beliefs tell us very
little, because the founders deliberately built a state that doesn’t share them.

Consider which document actually governs America. The Declaration of Independence is a
revolutionary manifesto — eloquent, providential in its language, and legally binding on no one.
The Constitution, on the other hand, is the operating charter of the republic, and it is
conspicuously godless: it mentions no God, no Christ, no scripture, and invokes the divine only
in the conventional dating formula of the time: “in the Year of our Lord.” More tellingly, the one
place it addresses religion directly aims to limit it — Article VI forbids any religious test for
public office, so that no Jew, Catholic, Muslim, or unbeliever could be barred from serving. The
First Amendment then bars Congress from establishing religion at all. The phrase “separation of
church and state” is not in the document; it is Jefferson's later description of the effect. But the
effect is real, and it was intentional. The founders had the monarchical “divine right of kings“
and the European state-sponsored churches fresh in their memory, and they were deliberate
about avoiding the duplication of either condition.

Now, if my inference from the text feels like reading between the lines, the founders also
offered these principles explicitly. The Treaty of Tripoli, negotiated under Washington, signed
by President John Adams, and ratified unanimously by the United States Senate in 1797,
declares in its eleventh article that “the Government of the United States of America is not, in
any sense, founded on the Christian religion.” One can debate the diplomatic context of that
document — it was intended to reassure a Muslim power — but the language was read aloud in
the Senate, approved without a single dissenting voice, signed by a sitting president, and
printed in newspapers...and it provoked no public outcry whatsoever. Isn’t that telling? | think
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so; the absence of outrage is a revealing detail. For our founding generation, the Treaty’s
statement was unremarkable, and it is only a much later America that finds it heretical.

Here is the part of U.S. history that should give a thoughtful Christian something meaningful to
consider, because it inverts the entire nationalist narrative. The wall between church and state
was built, in large part, by devout Christians who feared what an established church would

do to the faith. The phrase “wall of separation” itself predates Jefferson by a century and a half
— it comes from Roger Williams, a Puritan minister who founded Rhode Island, who wrote of
preserving the “garden” of the church from the “wilderness” of the world. When Virginia
debated funding Christian teachers with tax money, it was Baptists and Presbyterians — people
who had been jailed, taxed, and harassed under colonial establishments — who lined up behind
Madison's Memorial and Remonstrance and the Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom to
defeat it. From their own experience, they understood something the modern movement has
forgotten: that a state which sponsors the church inevitably begins to own it, corrupting
genuine faith into a tool of civil power. So “disestablishment” was, for them, a Christian
conviction.

And the trajectory of the American history that follows runs in the same direction — away from
establishment of state-sponsored religion, rather than toward it. The states that entered the
union with official churches and religious tests dismantled them one by one over the following
decades. And what does all of this mean? That the nationalist dream of “restoring” a Christian
America restores something that never existed at the federal level, and that devout believers at
the time chose to tear down at the state level. What the modern Christian nationalist
movement remembers as a fall from grace was, for many of the Christians who lived it, a
deliberate act of faith.

Additionally, the familiar religious furniture of American public life turns out to be recent. “In
God We Trust” did not appear on coins until the 1860s and did not become the national motto
until the 1950s; “under God” was inserted into the Pledge of Allegiance only in 1954. That post-
war period was the height of America's confrontation with the “godless Communism” of the
Soviet Union, and the deliberate Christianizing of national symbols was intimately entwined
with that Cold War contest. So a “Christian nation” as a civic identity is, in large measure, a
twentieth-century invention dressed in eighteenth-century garb.

Now let’s return to scripture. Suppose the nationalist history were entirely correct — suppose
America had been founded, in every sense, as a Christian theocracy. It still would not follow
that this is what Christians ought to want, because the deepest objection to that project is not
historical but theological. When the crowds tried to seize Jesus and make him king by force, he
withdrew from them (John 6:15). When the devil offered Him “all the kingdoms of the world
and their glory” — political dominion over the nations, the very thing the modern nationalist
movement seeks — Jesus refused it as a satanic temptation (Luke 4:5-8). The One who could
have commanded legions chose a cross instead of a throne. So a faith that grasps for state
power has not just misread American history, it has misread its own Savior. The truest Christian
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heirs of the founding were suspicious of fusing church and state not in spite of their faith, but
because of it — and the New Testament is squarely on their side.

FOUT

FATHERS

Image source: Flickr under Creative Commons License

Okay then, with all of this in mind, we can begin to take a more detailed look at what scripture
has to say about the central tenets of Christian nationalism. As a starting point, we should
discuss how to best interpret scripture for this exercise.

Reading the Whole Bible — A Method with a Diagnosis

If we approach scripture without a consistent method, we will likely just reinforce whatever we
already believe. That is the classic trap of confirmation bias, which catches the progressive as
readily as the nationalist. A reliable method of interpretation — or hermeneutic — is what
protects us from this, chiefly because it commits us in advance to revising our convictions
whenever the text resists them, instead of bending the text to fit convictions we already have. |
have laid out a fuller version of the hermeneutic method | use in the companion essay's
Appendix A, but in brief it combines several avenues:

e An analytical reading that asks after the author's intent, the historical and cultural
setting of the text, the hints buried in the original Hebrew and Koine Greek, and how the
earliest Christians understood and applied a given passage;
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e An experiential testing of principles in the lived practice of discipleship;
e The quieter guidance of contemplative prayer and supplication; and

e The corrective of community — engaging in dialogue with other believers and observing
of how a teaching actually bears fruit among them.

In my experience, no single avenue of this hermeneutic is sufficient on its own. It is the
convergence of all of these techniques that gives us our best chance of a solid, reliable
interpretation.

Using this approach, we can engage both the Old and New Testaments directly. And what |
develop at length in the companion essay is a set of tools to assist with navigation: Biblical
typology, in which persons and events under the old covenant prefigure what is revealed in
Christ; progressive revelation, in which God's self-disclosure unfolds and deepens across time;
and the relationship between the old covenant and the new that Jesus signals with his image of
new wine and old wineskins (Luke 5:37-38). That wineskin image, correctly interpreted, doesn’t
tell us to throw the old wineskin away. It tells us not to mistake one for the other — not to
force the new covenant back into the categories of the old, nor to read Israel's national life as a
blueprint for a modern nation-state. As we will see, much of Christian nationalism's biblical case
relies on exactly that confusion.

There is also a deeper diagnosis worth articulating now, because it will illuminate not

just what the nationalist movement believes but why it reads scripture as it does. As previously
alluded to, in the companion essay | describe three spiritual orientations — intrinsic, extrinsic,
and seeker — and | argue there that none of us is purely one or the other. But Christian
nationalism, taken as a whole, is a strikingly pure and highly politicized specimen

of extrinsic spirituality. What are the hallmarks of an extrinsic orientation? It is a faith worn
outwardly rather than transformed inwardly; it is partial to establishing rules, rituals, and
hierarchies to affirm its rectitude; it polices membership by visible conformity; it is bound up
with social belonging, cultural status, and material security; and it is energized, very often, by
fear. Every one of those characteristics is visible in the Christian nationalist movement — in its
preoccupation with who counts as a “real” American, its fusion of faith with national and ethnic
identity, its hunger for cultural dominance, its striving to enforce hierarchical roles across
society, and above all its animating dread of replacement, collapse, and the coming “storm.”

| believe this diagnosis has critical explanatory power. An extrinsic faith reads scripture the way
the Pharisees read the Law in Jesus’ rebukes — for the letter over the spirit, for boundaries to
enforce rather than a heart and mind to transform. And a fear-driven faith has not yet traveled
the road the New Testament marks out for it, from the fear that “is the beginning of wisdom”
(Proverbs 9:10) toward the perfect love that “casts out fear” (1 John 4:18). So please keep this
lens in mind as we review the scriptural verses themselves. Much of what at first looks like a
scriptural disagreement turns out, on a more careful inspection, to be the difference between
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reading the Bible as a way of policing a legalistic boundary, and reading it in a way that
promotes spiritual renewal and transformation.

What the Scriptures Say

There is an unfortunate habit, common across denominations, of proving a point by citing the
verses that favor it and quietly ignoring everything else. I'll aim to avoid that here, so the chart
below lists scripture on both sides of each tenet — and where the nationalist movement has a
genuine biblical argument, I've tried to cite its best texts rather than its weakest. And | think a
reader can learn something from the shape of the chart, even before reading a single analysis:
for several of these tenets, the countervailing column is not just longer than the supportive
one, but overwhelmingly so. And for at least one, the supportive column is completely empty.

Isn’t that asymmetry an argument by itself? But let’s take each tenet in turn....

God Calls
Christians
to Exercise
Dominion
Over All of
Society

Free-Market
Capitalism is
God's
Preferred
Economic
System

Men Lead,
Women
Follow

Only Two
Genders

White U.S.
Natives
Deserve
Priority Over
Immigrants

Rulers,
Governments,
& Laws
Should be
Christian

Christian
Values
Should be
Taught in
Secular
Public
Schools

Matthew Matthew 1 Corinthians | Matthew None. Acts 17:26-27; | Matthew
28:18-20; 25:14-30; 2 11:3;1 19:4; Mark (Acts 17:26is | Romans 13:1- 28:18-20
Revelation Thessalonians | Corinthians 10:6; 1 sometimes 7; 1 Peter
5:9-10 3:10; Acts 5:4 | 14:34-35; 1 Corinthians cited in 2:13-17;
Timothy 2:11- | 6:9-10 support, but | Matthew
15; 1 Timothy it actually 28:18-20
3:2; undermines
) Ephesians the tenet:
_‘ch 5:22-24; Titus “from one
5 2:4-5 man he made
m all nations”)
% Genesis Proverbs Genesis 2:18- | Genesis 1:27 Deuteronomy
§ 1:26-28; 10:4; 23; Genesis 6:6-7
3 Psalm 2:7-8; | Proverbs 13:4 | 3:16
Daniel 7:13-
14
June, 2026, T.Collins Logan v2.2 7




Countervailing Scripture

God Calls

Free-Market

Men Lead,

Only Two

White U.S.

Rulers,

Christian

Christians Capitalismis Women Genders Natives Governments, Values
to Exercise  God's Follow Deserve & Laws Should be
Dominion Preferred Priority Over Should be Taught in
Over All of Economic Immigrants  Christian Secular
Society System Public
Schools
Mark 10:42- | Acts 2:44-45; | Acts 18:24- Matthew Acts 8:14-17; | Luke 4:5-8; 1 Corinthians
45; John Acts 4:32-35; | 27; Acts 21:7- | 19:11-12; Acts | Acts 10:34- John 18:36; 5:9-13;
18:36; John Luke 6:20-25; | 9; Romans 8:26-40; 45; Romans John 17:14-18; | Matthew
6:15; Luke Luke 12:13- 16:1-7; 1 Galatians 3:28 | 1:16-17; Romans 12:2; 22:15-22;
4:5-8; 21; Luke Corinthians Romans 2:9- | Romans 12:19; | Mark 10:42-
Philippians 16:19-31; 1:10-11; 11; Romans Ephesians 45; 1 Peter
2:5-8; 2 Matthew Galatians 10:11-13; 6:12; 3:15-16; John
Corinthians 19:23-24; 3:28; Mark Galatians Colossians 3:2; | 18:36
10:3-5; 1 Matthew 7:24-30; Luke 3:28; Philippians
Peter 5:2-3 6:24; 1 7:36-48; John Ephesians 3:18-21; 1
Timothy 6:9- | 4; John 20:11- 2:11-22; John 2:15-17;
10, 17-19; 18 James 2:1-9; Galatians 1:10;
James 5:1-6 Revelation James 4:1-4;
7:9-10; Mark 10:42-
Matthew 8:5- | 45; Philippians
13; Matthew | 2:3-4
15:21-28;
Mark 7:24-
30; Luke
9:51-55; Luke
10:30-37;
John 4
Leviticus Judges 4-5 Deuteronomy | Leviticus
25:8-55 (Deborah); 23:1; Isaiah 19:33-34;
(Jubilee); Genesis 3:16 56:3-5 Deuteronomy
Deuteronomy | (curse 10:18-19;
15:7-11; described, not Exodus 22:21
Leviticus prescribed)
19:9-10;
Amos 5:11-

12; Proverbs
14:31

All of this these passages deserve more exploration and discussion — a lot more — and |
encourage folks to carefully read through each of the references. For now, let’s evaluate some
of the themes in more detail.
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Dominion: Stewardship Mistaken for Rule

This is the tenet beneath all of the movement’s tenets. Strip away policy specifics and what
remains at the center of Christian nationalism is a conviction that God has called Christians

to take charge — to exercise dominion over government, education, media, business, the
family, and the rest of what its theologians call the “seven mountains” of culture. And | think
we should state this case at its strongest before responding to it. The argument goes like this:
God's first command to humanity was dominion (Genesis 1:26-28); Christ declares that “all
authority in heaven and on earth” has been given to him (Matthew 28:18); he commissions his
followers to disciple “all nations”; the Psalms promise the anointed king the nations as his
“heritage” (Psalm 2:8); Daniel sees the Son of Man given everlasting dominion (Daniel 7:14);
and Revelation says the redeemed will “reign on the earth” (Revelation 5:10). Taken together,
the nationalist movement concludes, scripture mandates that Christians reclaim the territory of
the world for God, right now, as the advance work of his kingdom.

It seems like a tidy chain, but almost every link is awkwardly misjoined. Let’s start at the
beginning, with the word dominion itself. The dominion granted in Genesis 1 is carefully
specified: it is dominion over “the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over the
livestock and over all the earth” — over the creation, that is, and never once over other human
beings. The very next chapter clarifies the mandate in plainer terms: God places the human in
the garden “to work it and keep it” (Genesis 2:15) — to serve and to guard. Dominion, in
context, means stewardship of the created order, not rule over people. And one reason it can
never mean rule over people is that every human being is also made in the image of God
(Genesis 1:27), and that shared image places each of us outside any other person's dominion.
Read in context, the “dominion mandate” does not authorize the domination of human beings.
It forbids it.

Now the keystone text, Matthew 28. Yes, Jesus claims “all authority.” But notice what he does
with it in the very next breath — because the movement's interpretation skips right past it. He
does not say, therefore seize the nations. He says, “Go therefore and make disciples of all
nations, baptizing them...teaching them” (ESV). The authority is his; the task he assigns is
testimony — teaching, baptizing, persuading, discipling one person at a time. The Greek phrase
means make disciples of all the peoples, meaning disciples drawn from among every nation, not
national governments brought under Christian control. The method is explicitly, relentlessly
non-coercive. You cannot baptize a culture; you can only witness to the people in it.

There is another issue with how the movement handles Genesis 1, and it recurs across nearly
every tenet we have examined. Christian nationalism treats the dominion mandate as though it
were God's first and final word on human authority — as though revelation arrived complete
on the opening page and nothing that followed over centuries of additional scripture could
deepen or redirect it. But this is not, across most of the Christian tradition, how our scripture
discloses itself. God's self-revelation unfolds across the entirety of the canon, each stage
clarifying and fulfilling what came before, with Christ as its living center and its interpretive key.
This is what | referred to earlier as progressive revelation, which means the Old Testament is
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leading us somewhere, and we cannot read its earliest chapters as if that destination did not
exist. To freeze the meaning of "dominion" at Genesis 1 ignores everything God subsequently
revealed about what authority is for.

Christianity views this entire trajectory as moving toward kingdom of God’s arrival — not a
doctrine to be archived, but a living Word through which God keeps teaching us. The same God
who granted humanity stewardship over creation in Genesis later sends prophets to redefine
greatness as service, and finally sends his Son to demonstrate what the mantel of “all
authority” looks like when it is exercised righteously. And what do we find? Not a conqueror
seizing the kingdoms of the world but a King who washes feet and sacrifices himself for the sake
of a fallen world. So if we want to know what "dominion" was always meant to become, we do
not stay in Eden; we go to Christ, the One in whom that revelation bears its greatest fruit, and
through whom holy spirit still leads us into all truth. The movement wants to bring Genesis 1
forward into a modern political program; but the entirety of the living Word carries it to
Gethsemane instead.

And then there is one passage that ought to settle the matter, because Jesus addresses the
desire for dominion directly — when his own disciples reach for it — and he rejects it outright.
James and John ask for the thrones on his right and left, and here is his answer in Mark 10:42-
45 (ESV):

“You know that those who are considered rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and
their great ones exercise authority over them. But it shall not be so among you. But
whoever would be great among you must be your servant, and whoever would be first
among you must be slave of all. For even the Son of Man came not to be served but to
serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many.”

Is this merely a peripheral teaching to be balanced against others...? | don’t think so. It is Jesus
taking the entire logic of dominion — ruling, lording over, exercising authority — and assigning
it to “the Gentiles,” to the world, to everyone outside his kingdom, and then drawing a bright,
definitive line: but it shall not be so among you. The world does dominion while Christians do
service.

So a movement organized around taking dominion over the mountains of culture has not found
some obscure license buried in scripture. It has adopted, as its founding aspiration, the exact
posture its Lord forbade his followers. And as mentioned earlier, when actual political dominion
was laid at Jesus' own feet — first by a crowd that wanted to crown him (John 6:15), then by
the devil offering “all the kingdoms of the world” (Luke 4:5-8) — He refused it both times.
Again: the Son of Man who could have summoned legions chose a cross instead of a throne.
Paul names this the very “mind” his people are to share: not grasping at equality with God but
emptying himself, “taking the form of a servant...humbling himself...to the point of death”
(Philippians 2:5-8). Dominion is imposed from above; the kingdom of God rises from below.
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And what about those ‘reigning’ texts — Psalm 2, Daniel 7, and Revelation 5...? Here the tools
of my companion essay may again offer help. Psalm 2's anointed king and Daniel's Son of Man
are messianic; they are Biblical types fulfilled in Christ, not blueprints the church inherits for
ruling nations. The dominion in those passages belongs to Jesus, and the Church shares in it
only by union with him — which means sharing it in his manner, the slain Lamb's manner, not
the conqueror's. Revelation is explicit about this: the redeemed are made “a kingdom and
priests” who “shall reign on the Earth,” but only after the song that grounds the whole scene —
“you were slain, and by your blood you ransomed people for God” (Revelation 5:9-10). The
reign is granted by the Lamb, patterned on the Lamb, and consummated by God at the end of
all things — not seized by believers in the middle of history.

To collapse that future, God-given reign into a present, self-assigned seizure of cultural power is
to commit the very error Jesus warned against with his image of new wine and old wineskins:
forcing the not-yet into the now. Paul could not be clearer about which weapons are ours: “we
do not war according to the flesh, for the weapons of our warfare are not of the flesh, but
divinely powerful for the destruction of fortresses. We are destroying speculations and every
lofty thing raised up against the knowledge of God, and we are taking every thought captive to
the obedience of Christ” (2 Corinthians 10:3-5 NASB). The only territory a Christian is authorized
to conquer is the interior one — “every thought,” every proud argument raised against the
knowledge of God.

Which leads us back to the proposed diagnosis. Dominion theology is extrinsic spirituality
written at civilizational scale. It relocates the dynamics of faith outside the human heart and
mind and onto the external institutions of society — who holds the offices, who writes the
curricula, who runs the media and the courts, and so on. It measures the kingdom's progress by
how much worldly power believers have accumulated rather than by how many hearts and
minds are being transformed. In other words, it has the entire New Testament narrative, one
dominantly about intrinsic spirituality, pointing in the wrong direction. And, perhaps more
importantly, at its core Christian nationalism is energized mainly by fear: that dominion must
be taken because the alternative is replacement, decline, the loss of country, the coming storm.
But we know that “perfect love casts out fear” (1 John 4:18), that “the fruit of the spirit is love”
(Galatians 5:22), and a faith still ruled by dread of losing the world has not yet learned to trust
the One who has already overcome it. The call to dominion is, in the end, a failure of spiritual
courage dressed up as a mandate from heaven — the old temptation in the wilderness, offered
once more, and too readily accepted by those who should know better.

Free-Market Capitalism: Baptizing Mammon?
Of all the movement's claims, this one wears theology too lightly and politics too heavily. The
conviction that free-market capitalism is God's preferred economic order, divinely sanctioned

because it rewards merit and personal responsibility and punishes sloth, goes well beyond a
guestionable proposal. But again, let’s examine the scriptural evidence....

June, 2026, T.Collins Logan v2.2 11



First there is the movement’s often cited and equally often misinterpreted scripture is Jesus’
parable of the talents (Matthew 25:14-30), which commends the servants who invest and
multiply their master's money and condemns the one who buried his. Paul also instructs the
Thessalonians that “if anyone is not willing to work, let him not eat” (2 Thessalonians 3:10);
Proverbs repeatedly links diligence to plenty and laziness to want; and when Ananias holds back
part of his property, Peter affirms that it was his to do with as he pleases (Acts 5:4). From this
smattering of scripture the movement assembles a portrait of a God who blesses free
enterprise, the profit motive, and private property.

But notice the shape of the argument, because we have seen it before. As with “dominion” and
the dream of a Christian nation, the movement takes a handful of texts that touch on a given
subject and reads into them an entire system the texts themselves never describe. The parable
of the talents, for example, is not a lesson in finance; it is a warning about stewardship of what
God has entrusted — gifts, opportunities, the gospel itself — and the servant's “investment” is
faithfulness, not capital gains. Paul's rule about work was written to a specific congregation
where some had stopped working because they expected Christ's imminent return; it is a
corrective to idleness, not a manifesto for laissez-faire markets. Scripture no more prescribes
capitalism than it prescribes feudalism or the manorial economy that a majority of Christians
lived under for most of history. To find an economic system endorsed in the New Testament,
you have to bring the system with you and /ay it over the text — which is exactly what we are
aiming to avoid here.

And of course | am not insisting scripture mandates communism or democratic socialism —
those political economies did not exist in the first century, and to impose them would repeat
the movement's own error in the opposite direction. But we shouldn’t pretend scripture is
even-handed on this topic, because it isn’t. Nowhere is competition, private accumulation, or
the pursuit of gain extolled as a good; in passage after passage these are held up as snares. And
the nearest thing to an economic pattern the New Testament actually shows us is a community
that pooled its goods so that no one among them was in need (Acts 2:44-45; 4:34). Whatever
else that is, it isn’t the enshrinement of a free market or the profit motive — and a movement
that claims the Bible as justification for capitalism is ignoring everything it declares about
wealth. For example....

“No one can serve two masters...You cannot serve God and mammon.” (Matthew 6:24). The
word Jesus uses here, mammon (papwvacg), is wealth personified, wealth set up as a rival god.
And the whole tenor of Christ’s teaching about wealth is that it is spiritually perilous in the
extreme: it is easier for a camel to pass through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter
the kingdom of God (Matthew 19:23-24); the rich fool who builds bigger barns loses his soul the
same night (Luke 12:13-21); the rich man steps over Lazarus at his gate and wakes in torment
(Luke 16:19-31); “the love of money is a root of all sorts of evil” (1 Timothy 6:10); and James
turns to the rich who withheld wages from their laborers with a prophet's fury — “your gold
and silver have corroded...and will eat your flesh like fire...You have lived on the earth in luxury
and self-indulgence. You have fattened your hearts for the day of slaughter.” (James 5:1-5 ESV).
Is this the voice of a tradition that regards accumulating wealth the mark of a godly society and
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a sign of God'’s favor...? | really don’t think so. It is the voice of a tradition that regards mammon
as a persistent temptation that godly individuals — and a godly community and culture — must
continually resist.

The Old Testament also deepens this case considerably, because the care of the poor in
scripture is not private charity left to individual conscience — it is woven into the very structure
of the economy God ordains for Israel. The land is to lie fallow and its surplus left for the poor
every seventh year (Leviticus 25); debts are to be released and bondservants freed
(Deuteronomy 15); the corners of every field and the gleanings of every harvest belong by right
to the poor and the foreigner (Leviticus 19:9-10); and every fiftieth year, in the Jubilee, land
returns to its original families so that wealth cannot concentrate indefinitely across generations
(Leviticus 25:8-55). We don’t have to name this ‘socialism’ or anything else; we just have to
notice that the God of scripture builds limits on accumulation and guaranteed provision for the
poor directly into the moral architecture of his society — and that any theology celebrating
unconstrained markets and unlimited accumulation as God’s preferred order has, once again,
gotten the Bible backward.

Just to drive this point home: the movement's defense of capitalism rests on meritocracy — the
conviction that wealth marks the deserving and poverty the undeserving. But this is the same
logic Jesus spends his ministry inverting. The poor widow who gives two small coins gives more
than all the wealthy donors (Mark 12:41-44). “Blessed are you who are poor...woe to you who
are rich” (Luke 6:20, 24). The last will be first and the first last. The prosperity-gospel instinct to
read riches as a sign of God's favor, and hardship as a sign of his displeasure, is the movement’s
theological engine, but it is exactly the instinct Jesus dismantles. A faith that looks at wealth and
sees merit, then looks at poverty and sees fault, has adopted the worldview of the rich man at
the table, not the God who sat with Lazarus at the gate.

Now | will admit my own convictions exceed what scripture is explicit about — though | believe
they continue in the same spirit. Recapping what is explicit: scripture does go further than
private charity, as it forbids the worship of wealth, condemns the exploitation of workers and
the withholding of their wages, commands the care of the poor as a matter of justice (not just
optional kindness), and refuses to read prosperity as proof of righteousness. And its values push
hard against everything a market-fundamentalist faith celebrates — accumulation, competition,
self-interest, wealth-as-merit — and toward sufficiency, solidarity, and provision for those in
need.

| personally construct a more egalitarian society from Biblical values. | argue in “The Bad Seed:
How the Profit Motive Ruins Everything” that the profit motive as an organizing principle has
been toxic and ruinous to human society. In “Christianity, Neoliberalism & Right-Wing
Populism: A Faustian Bargain“ | assert that modern conservative economics cannot be
reconciled with Christ's priorities. And in many other books and essays, | reiterate and expand
on these ideas. As Christian, | still hold these views firmly and unreservedly. But for me these
are lifelong conclusions reasoned from evidence — | will not insist on some scriptural mandate
for my own economics any more than | am allowing the movement to do so for theirs. What
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| will claim, and what holy scripture will bear without stress, is that the Bible’s economic values
are not neutral, and they do not point anywhere near where Christian nationalism insists that
they do.

Men Lead, Women Follow: A Legitimate Division?

This is the one tenet where the movement's supportive column isn’t thin, empty, or obviously
misread. It contains real texts that imply potent claims, and it tracks a division that runs
through serious, devout, scripture-honoring Christians who are not part of any nationalist
movement at all.

| will therefore begin by stating the case for hierarchy at its strongest. Paul writes that “the
head of a wife is her husband” (1 Corinthians 11:3); that “wives should submit in everything to
their husbands” (Ephesians 5:24); that women should “remain quiet” and that he does “not
permit a woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man” (1 Timothy 2:11-12); that “the
women should keep silent in the churches” (1 Corinthians 14:34). The Pastoral Epistles also
assume male elders and overseers (1 Timothy 3:2). Behind these stands what some read to be a
creation order — the woman formed from the man and as his “helper” (Genesis 2:18-23), and
the words of Genesis 3:16 that “he shall rule over you.” And this isn’t a trivial collection of
scripture. A Christian who reads these passages and concludes the Bible assigns distinct and
ordered roles to men and women isn’t being dishonest, and that conclusion has a long and
widely-held history.

But that same scripture — and, notably, the same apostle — also cuts hard the other way, and
a careful interpretation that notices only the passages listed above is not reading the whole
canon. Let’s begin where the witness is most uniform: in Jesus himself. Across every Gospel, His
treatment of women flows in a single direction, and it isn’t the direction of those household
codes. He teaches Mary as a disciple and defends her right to sit at his feet — the posture of a
rabbinical student — against Martha's objection that she should be in the kitchen (Luke 10:38-
42). He accepts theological argument from a Canaanite woman and grants her the point
(Matthew 15:21-28). He entrusts his identity as Messiah first to a Samaritan woman, who
becomes the first evangelist to her town (John 4). And — a detail the Christian nationalist
movement really can’t absorb — the risen Christ appears first to women and commissions them
to carry the resurrection to the male apostles (John 20:11-18), making women the founding
witnesses of the faith in a culture and time where a woman's testimony carried no legal weight.
Whatever those household codes are doing, they are not describing how Jesus actually treated
women.

Nor are they the entirety of Paul’s sentiments. This is the observation that should give any
careful reader serious pause, because the apostle who wrote those restrictive passages also
names women as leaders, repeatedly, by name, and with approval. He calls Phoebe a diakonos
(6lakovog)— a deacon, a minister — of the church at Cenchreae, and a prostatis (mpootdrig), a
patron and protector, and entrusts her with the letter to the Romans itself (Romans 16:1-2). He
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greets Junia as “outstanding among the apostles” (Romans 16:7). He works alongside Priscilla,
who — with her husband — instructs the learned Apollos and “explained to him the way of God
more accurately” (Acts 18:26): which is a woman teaching a man, named first, with no hint of
rebuke. Paul cannot be flatly forbidding all female authority in 1 Timothy 2 while commending
these very women in the same body of letters, can he? Not unless we are prepared to say he
blatantly contradicts himself within these few pages. | think a more responsible conclusion is
that the restrictive passages are doing something narrower and more situational than the
movement wants them to — perhaps addressing specific disruptions in specific congregations
(the silence command in 1 Corinthians 14 sits oddly just three chapters after Paul has assumed
women do pray and prophesy aloud in the assembly, in 11:5) — rather than laying down a
universal subordination of half the human race.

Two more threads in scripture tip the balance, both in the Old Testament. The first is Genesis
3:16, the verse cited for male rule. Reading it in place, "he shall rule over you" appears in the
passage describing the consequences of the fall — set directly alongside pain in childbirth,
thorns and thistles, sweat and toil, and death. It is part of the curse, the catalogue of what went
wrong, not the catalogue of what God intended. No Christian treats the thorns or the labor
pains or the return to dust as a divine ideal to be lovingly preserved; we treat them as the
broken order that Christ came to heal. To single out "he shall rule over you" from that same list
and enshrine it as God's design is to bless the disease and call it the cure. And here again
revelation runs forward, not backward: the same scriptural arc that names male rule a
consequence of the fall goes on to undo it, so that enforcing that rule by law re-shackles those
the living Word came to liberate. And the design itself, in Genesis 2, says something different
than the Christian nationalist movement hears: the word translated "helper," ezer, is used most
often elsewhere in scripture of God himself as Israel's help (as in "my help comes from the
LORD"). It denotes a powerful ally, not a subordinate assistant. So the creation order, read on
its own terms, is partnership, and hierarchy enters only with the fall.

The second thread is Deborah. Long before any of the Pauline codes, the book of Judges
presents a woman who is simultaneously prophet, judge, and military commander of all Israel
— the highest civil and spiritual authority of her generation — and the male general Barak
refuses to go into battle unless she goes with him (Judges 4-5). If a universal creation order
forbade women from holding authority over men, God seems to have forgotten that; he raised
up Deborah to lead the entire nation and recorded it in scripture without a single syllable of
apology. The text that the movement treats as a fixed cosmic rule therefore has a glaring,
celebrated exception within its own canon.

From all of this we can arrive at a verdict that differs from those for other tenets. On gender
roles in marriage and the Church, scripture is genuinely divided — because the texts themselves
pull in different directions, and faithful Christians have read them both ways for two thousand
years. | think a caring, careful reader should hold that division with humility rather than
certainty — though from my perspective and research, the evidence tilts firmly toward equality.
But notice how this sincere conclusion affects the movement's claim: it has not adopted the
more modest, contestable argument that the New Testament is addressing household codes.
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Its tenet is that traditional patriarchal hierarchy should be restored and enforced — socially, and
through the power of the state — with men leading and women supporting. That is a far
greater and far more certain assertion than a divided text can possibly support. Even the most
serious complementarian theologians, reasoning thoughtfully from these same passages, would
recoil from the movement's leap from “scripture orders the home and the church” to “the law
should subordinate women in society.” The nationalist movement has taken a genuine
interpretive question and converted it into a hardened political program — which is precisely
the tendency a divided scripture demands we resist.

There is another telling symptom in the movement’s interpretation. When asserts “biblical
gender roles,” it reaches every time for the half-dozen restrictive verses and never for Deborah,
never for Phoebe, never for Junia, and above all never for Jesus — whose actual conduct
toward women is the most uniform witness for the entire question. A reading that consistently
selects the texts of subordination and ignores the texts of honor is recovering cultural
patriarchy, then adorning that with proof-texts. The history of Biblical translation itself records
the same habit: in later centuries, translators could not accept a woman called an ‘apostle,” and
so they quietly altered Junia's name to the masculine “Junias” — a name that appears nowhere
else in the ancient world — to make Paul's praise fit their cultural assumptions. Too often,
culture will edit the text rather than submit to it. And that is what is happening again in
Christian nationalism.

All of this is also another signature of extrinsic spirituality: a mode of faith that locates its
identity in an external hierarchy to be enforced, that polices the boundary between who may
lead and who must follow, and that — beneath the theology — is primarily moved by the fear
of a lost order and a lost status. “There is neither male nor female,” Paul wrote to the Galatians,
“for you are all one in Christ Jesus” (Galatians 3:28). The movement has found that sentiment
inconvenient, as it finds inconvenient how thoroughly and deliberately Jesus dignified and
liberated women in a time and place that did neither.

Lastly, this has only been an introductory analytical component of scriptural interpretation on
this topic; and there is much more analysis available. Along those lines, | recommend the essay
“A Debate Over Gender Equality in Scripture and the Early Church” for further reading. But |
think we also need to apply all of our other hermeneutic tools: things like consulting holy spirit
in prayer; dialoguing with our brothers and sisters; observing how our spiritual community
operates; discerning truths through our personal Christian walk; engaging in a discipleship
relationship that expands and deepens our understanding; and so on. These are our ongoing
next steps, retaining an openness and willingness to evolve our understanding throughout that
journey.

Only Two Genders?

Here the movement stands, at first, on its firmest ground of all — firmer than dominion,
capitalism, and firmer even than gender hierarchy — because the text it cites isn’t a contested
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proof-text but the opening page of the Bible. “God created man in his own image...male and
female he created them” (Genesis 1:27). Jesus himself reaches back to that verse, citing it as
bedrock: “Have you not read that he who created them from the beginning made them male
and female?” (Matthew 19:4; Mark 10:6). To this the movement adds Paul's vice list in 1
Corinthians 6:9, where the word malakoi (nalakol) — “soft,” often rendered “effeminate” — is
indicated among those who will not inherit the kingdom. The modern expression of this case is
the Nashville Statement of 2017, which extends the older argument about male and female
roles into an explicit claim about gender identity itself. So we can grant a strong argument:
scripture plainly affirms that God made humanity male and female, and Jesus affirmed it after
him.

But watch what happens next in Jesus' own words, because it is extraordinary, and the
movement pointedly never quotes it. Having cited “male and female” in Matthew 19:4, Jesus
continues — in the very same conversation, a handful of verses later — to say this: “For there
are eunuchs who have been so from birth, and there are eunuchs who have been made
eunuchs by others, and there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of
the kingdom of heaven. Let anyone accept this who can.” (Matthew 19:11-12 NRSVUE). In the
space of eight verses, the same Jesus who grounded marriage in the binary of male and female
also named a category of persons who do not sit tidily inside it — and named the first of them
as having been so “from birth.” He did not treat this as a problem to be corrected or an
abomination to be cast out. He treated it as a given, even an honored calling. The movement
qguotes verse 4 and falls silent at verse 12. But the two belong in one breath.

And that breath is not an isolated saying. It is another arc that runs the entire length of
scripture — and here, once again, the Old Testament is indispensable, because the arc begins in
the Law the movement claims to defend. Under that Law, the eunuch is the paradigm of the
excluded: “No one whose testicles are crushed or whose male organ is cut off shall enter the
assembly of the LORD” (Deuteronomy 23:1). The bodily nonconforming man is barred from the
worshiping community by name. That’s the starting point. But it is not the resting point,
because the prophets reopen what the Law had closed. Here is Isaiah, in a passage of deliberate
reversal: “Let not the eunuch say, ‘Behold, | am a dry tree.” For thus says the LORD: ‘To the
eunuchs who keep my Sabbaths...I will give in My house and within My walls a memorial and a
name better than that of sons and daughters; | will give them an everlasting name which will
not be cut off’” (Isaiah 56:3-5 NASB). The same person Deuteronomy excluded, Isaiah ushers to
the center and promises a name better than sons and daughters — a stunning thing to say to
one who can have neither.

And then the New Testament closes the arc with an event it seems clear Luke stages as
fulfillment. In Acts 8, an angel sends Philip to a road where he meets an Ethiopian eunuch — a
foreigner, a sexual and bodily outsider, a court official of a Gentile queen — and finds him
reading, of all the scrolls in the world, Isaiah. Philip preaches Christ to him, and the eunuch's
response is immediate: “See, here is water! What prevents me from being baptized?” (Acts
8:36). And nothing prevents it. He is baptized on the spot — one of the very first Gentile
converts in the entire book, the bodily other welcomed without a single condition of
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conformity. Luke could not have built the scene more deliberately: the man Deuteronomy shut
out, whom Isaiah promised to bring in, is brought in, reading the very prophet who promised it.
Deuteronomy 23, Isaiah 56, Matthew 19, Acts 8 — exclusion, promise, honor, and embrace.
That is the trajectory of the canon on the bodily nonconforming, and its destination is clear. A
movement that re-erects the wall of Deuteronomy 23, then polices the boundary of the body
and its conformity, hasn’t recovered biblical fidelity; not remotely. It has instead planted itself
at the one end of the arc that scripture then spends its entire span moving away from.

Please also notice that Jesus’ phrase “eunuchs from birth” does something the movement
insists is impossible: it acknowledges, within scripture itself, that human beings are born who
do not fit cleanly into the reproductive binary. The ancient world had no language of
chromosomes or intersex conditions, but it had eyes, and it knew that some people arrive in
bodies that the tidy categories do not contain. Scripture knows it too, and makes room. A claim
that “there are only two genders, full stop, and any departure is rebellion against creation” is
not even close to the claim scripture makes; scripture affirms male and female as the

pattern and acknowledges, without conditions or anxiety, those who fall outside of it.

What about the malakoi of 1 Corinthians 6:9? | have studied the Koine, and | think “effeminate”
is a defensible rendering — though it is genuinely contested, and the word sits in a list of
behaviors, of conduct and sexual immorality, alongside thieves and the greedy. But notice that
even on the most traditional reading available, the verse is about behavior, not about how
many genders exist or whether a person's gender may differ from the body they were assigned.
Paul is naming things people do, not adjudicating the metaphysics of sex. To press malakoi into
service as proof of a fixed two-gender taxonomy is to ask a vice list a question it never set out
to answer. It is the wrong sort of evidence for this tenet — and including it is evidence of a
larger habit: a determination to find the binary policed, even where scripture is talking about
something else.

Finally, the verse that rises above all of this: “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither
slave nor free, there is no male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.” (Galatians 3:28
ESV). This doesn’t deny that male and female exist, any more than it denies that Jews and
Greeks exist. But it does something the movement won’t tolerate: it declares those very
distinctions have lost their power to rank, divide, or exclude anyone within the body of Christ.
Whatever importance maleness and femaleness carry, Paul says, they are not the boundary of
belonging or of grace.

So scripture affirms that God made humanity male and female, and a Christian who holds a
traditional understanding of sex and gender is certainly not a nationalist or a bigot. And what
constitutes a faithful, loving, and wise pastoral response to the real and difficult questions of
gender identity is a matter on which sincere Christians can disagree. But — and this is the
essential and decisive point — the movement is not even asking that question. It is not engaged
in pastoral discernment about how to love a transgender neighbor. It is advancing a political
agenda: to declare by law that there are only two genders, to erase the existence of those who
do not fit, and to wield the power of the state against them. And on that, scripture is not
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divided or silent. It honors the eunuch. It welcomes the outsider whose body does not conform.
And it tells the Church, clearly and plainly, that the people outside its spiritual community are
not people it can police: “What have | to do with judging outsiders?...God judges those outside”
(1 Corinthians 5:12-13). Even a Christian convinced of the strictest reading of every relevant
verse has no warrant in scripture to legislate that conviction over the bodies and lives of people
who have not asked to live under it. The kingdom of God advances by invitation, not by decree.

| think this is where the two gender-related tenets reveal themselves as unified. The same
movement that would subordinate women by law would erase the gender-nonconforming by
law, and it relies, both times, on the same handful of verses and the same aggressive posture —
the Nashville Statement simply extending the older argument from who may lead to who may
exist — though it is the movement, not that statement's drafters, who would write that
conviction into law. But both share the same extrinsic reflex: a faith that secures its identity by
enforcing the boundary of the body, that locates belonging in conformity rather thanin a
transformed heart and mind, and that is driven, underneath the theology, by the fear of a
dissolving order. But scripture's instinct toward a body that does not conform is not the wall of
Deuteronomy 23; it is the water of Acts 8. “What prevents me from being baptized?” Nothing,
the canon answers — across a thousand years and four texts, nothing. Here again, “perfect love
casts out fear,” “the fruit of the spirit is love,” and the agapic love that scripture commands
moves, once again, straight toward the very people the movement is most determined to keep
outside the gate.

White U.S. Natives Deserve Priority Over Immigrants

This is the one tenet in our survey whose supportive column is effectively empty. After
considerable searching, there is simply no New or Old Testament passage that grants native-
born people priority over newcomers, or one ethnicity precedence over another, in the eyes of
God or in the obligations of his people. The movement does occasionally reach for a verse here,
and it is worth examining that, because it turns in their hand. Acts 17:26 has Paul telling the
Athenians that God “made from one man every nation of mankind to live on all the face of the
earth, having determined allotted periods and the boundaries of their dwelling place” (ESV).
Christian nationalists read the second half — God set the nations’ boundaries — as a divine
endorsement of bordered, ethnically distinct peoples. But they have to amputate the first half
to do it, because the sentence begins “from one man” — from a single common ancestor God
made every nation alike. The verse's whole point is the unity of the human family, not its
ranking. Far from supporting a hierarchy of peoples, it demolishes the very premise of the
“Great Replacement” anxiety the movement runs on: if every nation descends from one source,
there is no pure original stock to be replaced. The single text the movement cites is the very
text that refutes it.

And once we turn from that lone, misread verse to what scripture actually and abundantly says,

the lopsidedness becomes overwhelming — and here the Old Testament becomes a hammer to
drive it home. The care of the foreigner in the Hebrew Scriptures is not a suggestion; it is law,
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repeated with a frequency rivaled by few other commands. “You shall treat the stranger who
sojourns with you as the native among you, and you shall love him as yourself, for you were
strangers in the land of Egypt” (Leviticus 19:34 ESV). “He executes justice for the fatherless and
the widow, and loves the sojourner, giving him food and clothing. Love the sojourner,
therefore, for you were sojourners in the land of Egypt” (Deuteronomy 10:18-19). “You shall
not wrong a sojourner or oppress him” (Exodus 22:21). The command is grounded, every time,
in memory: you were the immigrant once. Israel's entire ethical posture toward the foreigner is
built on the refusal to forget that it began as a band of refugees and slaves. A movement that
reads the Hebrew Scriptures so eagerly for an alternative has somehow not noticed that
hospitality to the stranger is itself a test of covenant faithfulness.

There is, of course, an Old Testament counter the movement may invoke here — that Israel
was also a people set apart, bounded and distinct, warned against intermarriage and against
absorbing the surrounding nations. And that is true. But it is another place where progressive
revelation matters, because that asks us not to mistake an early stage of the story for its
destination. Israel's particularity was never the point; it was the means to an end. The promise
that called Israel into being was, from its very first utterance, aimed beyond Israel: "in you all
the families of the earth shall be blessed" (Genesis 12:3). A particular people was chosen for the
sake of all peoples. And as the revelation unfolds, that universal horizon keeps widening — the
prophets foreseeing the nations streaming to God's mountain (Isaiah 2:2-3), the foreigner and
the eunuch gathered in rather than shut out (Isaiah 56:3-8), until the living Word himself
vanquishes the boundary entirely and holy spirit falls on Gentiles at Pentecost. To seize on
Israel's national separateness as a template for a modern ethnostate parallels what the
movement does with Genesis 1: freezing the story at an early chapter and ignoring how God
brought it forward. The set-apart nation was a foundation; the multiethnic kingdom of God was
the building.

And the New Testament doesn’t soften this; it universalizes it. Jesus’ ministry is a sustained,
deliberate elevation of precisely the outsiders his own culture despised. He praises the faith of
a Roman centurion above anyone in Israel (Matthew 8:5-13). He grants the request of a
Canaanite woman and commends her faith (Matthew 15:21-28). He makes a Samaritan — the
ethnic and religious other, the reviled half-breed of his audience's prejudice — the hero of his
most famous parable, and the despised foreigner the one who fulfills the law of love while the
respectable insiders pass by (Luke 10:30-37). He breaks every taboo to speak with a Samaritan
woman at a well and reveals himself to her as Messiah (John 4). And in Acts the principle is
stated as bedrock doctrine. When the spirit falls on the Gentile Cornelius and his household,
Peter draws the conclusion that reorganizes the whole faith: “Truly | understand that God
shows no partiality, but in every nation anyone who fears him and does what is right is
acceptable to him” (Acts 10:34-35). God shows no partiality. The Greek here is built on the
same root (mpocwrmov + Aappdavw) that James uses when he forbids the church to favor the rich
over the poor (James 2:1-9). This is an idiom that literally means "to receive the face" or to
judge a person by their outward standing rather than their heart — and it is named as sin. Paul
makes the ethnic version explicit: “There is neither Jew nor Greek...for you are all one in Christ
Jesus” (Galatians 3:28); Christ “has broken down in his flesh the dividing wall of hostility”
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between peoples (Ephesians 2:14). And the destination of the whole story, the vision at the end
of Revelation, is “a great multitude that no one could number, from every nation, from all tribes
and peoples and languages, standing before the throne” (Revelation 7:9). The journey of
scripture runs from a band of sojourners commanded to love the stranger, through a Messiah
who honors the foreigner over the native, to a heaven that is the most multiethnic gathering
imaginable. At no point does it pause to grant the homeborn priority over the newcomer.

Now, | should hold to the same boundary | drew around economics: scripture does not hand us
a border policy. What constitutes a wise and just immigration system — how many, by what
process, with what security — is a genuine prudential question on which faithful Christians can
and do disagree, and the New Testament doesn’t provide us text for that legislation. But the
movement isn’t making a prudential argument about policy. It is making a theological claim
about worth — that native-born white citizens are the legitimate inheritors of the nation and
that the foreigner and the ethnic other are a threat to be excluded. And on that claim, the one
the movement actually advances, scripture isn’t ambiguous or silent. It condemns the
favoritism, commands the love, and honors the stranger, from Leviticus to Revelation, without
a single dissenting verse. We examined earlier how the “Great Replacement” narrative survives
only by ignoring the evidence against it; here we find it must ignore the entire Bible as well.

Which returns us, predictably, to the diagnosis. Nativism is extrinsic spirituality in perhaps its
rawest form — a faith that enforces the boundary of the community via blood and birthplace,
that locates belonging in ethnic identity rather than in a transformed heart and mind, and that
is driven, beneath the policy language, entirely by fear: fear of the outsider, fear of being
outnumbered, fear of replacement and loss. Here again “perfect love casts out fear,” “the fruit
of the spirit is love,” and the agapic love scripture commands is aimed with unmistakable clarity
at exactly the person the movement is most afraid of. The stranger at the gate is not, in the
biblical imagination, a threat to be repelled. He is the neighbor we are commanded to love as
ourselves — and, often enough in scripture, the one through whom God arrives.

Rulers, Governments, & Laws Should be Christian

This tenet was partially addressed in the historical section, where we found the original
Christian heirs of the American founding suspicious of fusing church and state

precisely because of their faith, and where we watched Jesus refuse political dominion twice,
once calling the offer satanic (John 6:15; Luke 4:5-8). But the nationalist movement has
scriptural arguments of its own, distinct from the “Christian nation” history, and those deserve
direct engagement. So let’s once again state them at their strongest.

The case has two pillars. The first is the doctrine of submission. Paul tells the Romans that
“there is no authority except from God, and those that exist have been instituted by God,” and
that such a ruler “is God's servant for your good” (Romans 13:1, 4). Peter echoes him: “Be
subject for the Lord's sake to every human institution” (1 Peter 2:13). And if governing
authority is established by God and is his servant, so the movement reasons, then surely it
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ought to be godly — Christian rulers enacting Christian laws is simply that principle brought to
its appropriate conclusion. The second pillar is the Great Commission: Jesus sends his followers
to “make disciples of all nations” (Matthew 28:19), and if the goal is nations discipled in Christ,
then Christianizing a nation's government and law would seem congruent to the work itself.
Add to this Paul's word to the Athenians that God “determined allotted periods and the
boundaries” of the nations (Acts 17:26), and the movement is able to assemble a portrait of
God ordaining governments, installing them as his servants, and commissioning Christians to
bring them under his rule.

It is, at least on a first reading, a more serious argument than either the dominion or capitalism

cases. But it falls apart for a more interesting reason: essentially, it focuses on Romans 13 while
ignoring the passages directly preceding it — sentences that reverse the entire meaning of those
that follow.

Let’s take a look at where chapter 13 actually begins, because the chapter division is an
accident of later editing, and Paul actually wrote it as one continuous thought. The verses
immediately preceding are: “Never pay back evil for evil to anyone...Never take your own
revenge, beloved, but leave room for the wrath of God, for it is written, ‘Vengeance is mine, |
will repay,” says the Lord...Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good.” (Romans
12:17-21 NASB). Then, without a break, Paul turns to the governing authority and calls it God’s
“avenger who brings wrath on the one who practices evil” (13:4). The two passages share the
same vocabulary — vengeance, wrath, the avenger — and | think we can infer that they share it
on purpose. Paul is connecting two roles. To the Christian he says: you do not avenge; you bless
your persecutor, you overcome evil with good, you leave wrath to God. To the state he assigns
the very thing he has just forbidden believers: the sword, the administration of wrath, the
avenging of wrong. Far from authorizing Christians to take up the instruments of the state,
Romans 13 removes those instruments from Christian hands and places them in Caesar's. The
believer and the magistrate are deliberately contrasted, and they are not merged.

At least that’s my take. | have come to believe, over many years of study and exposure to the
Peace Testimony of the Quaker tradition, that the sword belongs to the state but not the
disciple. God may, in his providence, use governing authority to restrain evil in a fallen world —
to that extent Romans 13 stands, and | can’t reject the state’s coercive power as completely
illegitimate (though | nevertheless have objections to it). But the follower of Christ is called out
of that work entirely, and into another: the work of the Sermon on the Mount, where we are
told to turn the other cheek, to love our enemies, to pray for those who persecute us, and to
put up the sword as Jesus commanded Peter in the garden, “for all who take the sword will
perish by the sword” (Matthew 26:52). God allows the sword for Caesar; Christ forbids it for the
disciple. | appreciate that other faithful Christians read this differently, and the ‘just-war’
tradition is also a serious and ancient approach. But | think we can confidently observe

that nothing in Romans 13 licenses what the movement wants, which is for Christians

to seize the sword and wield the machinery of the state themselves. And that, in fact, the
passage urges us in the opposite direction: it is the very reason a believer can renounce
coercion, because the restraint of evil has been assigned elsewhere.

June, 2026, T.Collins Logan v2.2 22



With that said, the submission pillar collapses for a second reason as well: the movement
interprets “be subject to the authorities” as though Paul and Peter were describing Christian
authorities to be installed, when in fact they were describing pagan ones to be endured. The
ruler Paul calls “God's servant” was Nero. The “human institution” Peter told believers to honor
was the empire of the imperial cult, which would shortly execute them both. These men were
certainly not writing a blueprint for a Christian government; they were instructing a persecuted
minority on how to live faithfully under a hostile one — to pay taxes, keep the peace, and give
the empire no pretext. To convert their counsel of patient endurance under pagan rule into a
mandate for Christian rule turns scripture inside out. And it comes up against the limit Peter
and the apostles set on submission themselves: when the authorities commanded them to stop
preaching Christ, they answered, “We must obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29). Submission
to government is real but not absolute; it stops precisely where the state demands what
belongs to God. The same apostles the movement cites for obedience modeled holy
disobedience when that line was crossed — which is the principled answer to the question of
when submission yields to resistance. It yields when Caesar reaches for what is God’s.

For Christian nationalists, the handful of passages we have just examined — submission, the
Great Commission, God’s ordering of the nations — have also become something even
stranger: imperatives to violate nearly every other principle in the New Testament. The
scriptural calls to justice, to compassion, to the service and care of those in need, and to
speaking the truth of the gospel to those in authority are all set aside in favor of accumulating
raw political power and wielding it with cruelty. But the Bible's actual claims in this context —
that God is sovereign over all creation, that he desires all people to come to know him, that
Christians are to be responsible citizens — are not directives to embrace injustice or to seize
dominion over the earth and nonbelievers. They are the exact opposite. And the movement's
own proof-texts indict it: if Peter and Paul had simply submitted to the injustice and oppression
of the governing authorities of their time — had they embodied the principles of Romans 13
the way the movement interprets them — the Christian faith would likely never have come into
being at all. Again, the very apostles the movement cites for obedience were executed by the
state for their disobedience to it.

This drift away from scripture has deepened. The governing blueprint the movement has
advanced — Project 2025, and the agenda its architects have carried into the current
administration — reads in places like dominion theology with a budget: the consolidation of
executive power, the dismantling of the secular guardrails the founders built, and the targeting
of immigrants, dissenters, and the gender-nonconforming with the coercive instruments of the
state. And its most candid champions have not bothered to disguise this counter-scriptural
spirit. Russell Vought, the principal author of Project 2025's blueprint for executive power and
now the director of the Office of Management and Budget, has said that he wants federal civil
servants “to be traumatically affected” — that “when they wake up in the morning, we want
them to not want to go to work because they are increasingly viewed as the villains,” and,
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plainly, “we want to put them in trauma.”3 Pressed on the remark, Vought didn’t retreat from
it; he affirmed it. Whatever else that is, it is not the posture of a servant washing feet. It is the
posture of someone “lording it over” the Gentiles — exactly the attitude Jesus forbade his
followers (Mark 10:42-45).

As for the Great Commission, we have already discussed what it does and does not say: to
make disciples — baptize, teach, persuade — one heart at a time, by witness and never by
force. You cannot disciple a nation by capturing its government, because discipleship is the
work of redemption through grace, and that simply isn’t accessible through state coercion. A
population that conforms to Christian law because the state imposes it has not been discipled;
it has been subjugated. The nationalist movement has confused the two, mistaking the outward
conformity of a governed people for the inward transformation of a converted one — which is,
of course, the very confusion this entire essay has been outlining.

And here Jesus’ own words settle the matter, in a saying this movement once again turns inside
out. When his opponents tried to trap him on the question of imperial taxes, he asked whose
image was on the coin, was told “Caesar’s,” and answered: “Render to Caesar the things that
are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s” (Matthew 22:21). This is a deliberate
division of the world into two spheres, and it contradicts a nationalist project that exists

to erase that division — to render Caesar's sphere unto God's, making the state an instrument
of the faith. Where Jesus drew the line, the movement frantically rubs it out. And | think his
clearest pronouncement on the nature of his own kingdom drives the distinction home: “My
kingdom is not of this world. If my kingdom were of this world, my servants would have been
fighting” (John 18:36). Clearly, the kingdom of God does not advance by seizing the kingdoms of
the world. Its King said as much, on the very night the kingdoms of the world condemned him
to death.

| think we can therefore say with some confidence that rejection of the nationalist movement is
not taking a stance outside the Christian faith but firmly within it. A broad and theologically
diverse body of Christians — across Catholic, mainline, evangelical, and historically Black
traditions — has said this publicly, in statements and campaigns explicitly opposing the fusion
of the gospel with nationalist power. This isn’t a Left-versus-Right issue; it is Christians of many
persuasions recognizing a counterfeit when they see one. In declining this movement, we aren’t
being asked to choose something contrary to Christ. We are being asked to choose against
Caesar dressed in Christ's clothing — which is a choice the Church has had to make before, and
we’ll revisit that at the end of this essay. Now | do believe Christians have a civic obligation to
engage politically in governance and laws — especially in a democracy like the U.S.A. But we
must each do so as our own conscience — as informed by scripture, prayer, and community —
leads us, not as a nationalist movement dictates.

3"™Put Them in Trauma': Inside a Key MAGA Leader's Plans for a New Trump Agenda," ProPublica, October 28,
2024, https://www.propublica.org/article/video-donald-trump-russ-vought-center-renewing-america-maga.
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This particular tenet, then, is extrinsic spirituality reaching for its most dangerous prize — the
external scaffolding of culture combined with the coercive power of the state, which is the very
sword Paul removed from the believer's hand. It is an expression of the Christian tradition that
has stopped trusting the slow, interior, relational, unguaranteed work of personal discipleship
and instead chases after the fast, external, enforceable work of legislation. And beneath it, once
more, is fear: the conviction that the kingdom will be lost unless Christians seize the levers of
power and hold them by force. But the kingdom of God was never ours to secure by force, and
the One who could have secured it that way repeatedly refused. So we must “render unto
Caesar what is Caesar's” — and stop trying to make Caesar our God.

Throughout all of this, to gain clarity and insight around our roles and responsibilities as
Christians, we will still need to consult holy spirit in prayer over these scriptural principles;
dialogue with our brothers and sisters about them; observe how our spiritual community
operates according to these principles; discern truths through our personal Christian walk while
aiming to live according to scripture; engage in a discipleship relationship that expands and
deepens our understanding of all of this; all while maintaining a spirit of openness and
willingness to change. And, lastly, a critical caveat to this process is that we also cannot permit
any of these subsequent elements of our hermeneutic to radically contradict the teachings of
scripture, as that succumbs to a level of false teachings Christians are warned to avoid: “For the
time is coming when people will not endure sound teaching, but having itching ears they will
accumulate for themselves teachers to suit their own passions, and will turn away from
listening to the truth and wander off into myths.” (2 Timothy 4:3-4, ESV. See also: Matthew
7:15-20, Matthew 24:9-13, Acts 20:28-30, Romans 16:17-18, Ephesians 4:11-16, Colossians 2:8,
Hebrews 13:9, 2 Peter 2:1-3, 1 Timothy 1:3-4, 1 Timothy 6:3-5, 2 Timothy 3:12-17). This caveat
applies to all such topics, but particularly those where there very sparse scripture to support a
supposedly “Christian” position — or where there no supportive scripture at all.

Christian Values Should be Taught in Secular Public Schools

This tenet has the thinnest scriptural basis of any we have examined except outright nativism,
and the movement's two supporting texts turn out, on inspection, to be aimed at entirely
different targets. The first is the Great Commission again — “make disciples of all nations,
teaching them” (Matthew 28:19-20) — pressed now into service for state-mandated religious
instruction. The second is Deuteronomy 6:6-7, the great command of the Shema: “Keep these
words that | am commanding you today in your heart. Recite them to your children and talk
about them when you are at home and when you are away” (NRSVUE). From these the
movement concludes that Christian teaching belongs in the public schools.

But let’s look at who is being addressed in each passage. The Great Commission, as we have
twice discussed, commissions the Church to make disciples by witness and persuasion — not
the state to make converts by curriculum. And Deuteronomy 6 is an even more revealing
misfire, because it is the strongest text against the tenet the movement cites it to support. The
Shema commands parents to teach their own children, in their own homes, “when you are at
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home and when you are away.” It locates religious formation in the family and the household,
and says nothing whatever about conscripting the civil authority to do that work. If anything,
Deuteronomy 6 is a charter for what it is being used to override: the freedom and responsibility
of each family to raise its children in its own faith. A Christian parent who takes the Shema
seriously should be the first to resist the state assuming a role scripture assigns to the home.

Then, for me at least, the deepest objection is the one mentioned earlier in the rulers section: it
is not the church's task to impose its convictions on those outside it. In 1 Corinthians 5:9-13,
Paul couldn’t be more direct (my emphasis in bold):

“I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with sexually immoral people; | did not at all
mean with the sexually immoral people of this world, or with the greedy and swindlers,
or with idolaters, for then you would have to leave the world. But actually, | wrote to
you not to associate with any so-called brother if he is a sexually immoral person, or a
greedy person, or an idolater, or is verbally abusive, or habitually drunk, or a swindler—
not even to eat with such a person. For what business of mine is it to judge outsiders?
Do you not judge those who are within the church? But those who are outside, God
judges. Remove the evil person from among yourselves.” (NASB)

Jesus often demonstrates this same principle in how he interacts with others: being forgiving,
kind, considerate, healing, and compassionate toward them without demanding they conform
to his expectations, or his religious tradition. He might exhort them to “sin no more,” but he did
not frame his acts of love as conditional on recipients’ conformance to his standards, beliefs, or
demands. He healed everyone who asked — both those with faith and without faith, those who
asked and those who didn’t ask, those viewed as outcasts and sinners, those possessed by
demons, and Jews and Gentiles alike. Jesus preformed this unconditional healing and
forgiveness of sins so often that the religious leaders of his day reviled him for it, seeing such
gracious gifts as a contradiction to their legalistic dogma.

Here again, we also see that Jesus didn’t want his disciples to “lord it over each other” as was
observable in secular culture at that time (Mark 10:41-45). Instead, they needed to become
servants of each other — and indeed servants of all, just as Jesus exemplified. (Mark 9:33-37,
John 13:34-35, 1 Corinthians 9:19). This is the Christian way, as opposed to forcing nonbelievers
to submit to doctrinal edict. Once again, this same principle applies to nearly everything the
Christian nationalist movement aims to achieve through political means: it is simply not Christ-
like to impose Christian values and beliefs on the rest of secular society. Those who are outside
of the Church, God judges.

Taken together, the tenor of Christian nationalism's primary tenets reveals a consistent
inversion of how scripture is meant to be read. The movement's interpretation seems to begin
with adamant cultural convictions, then cherry-picks verses that may superficially hint at those
conclusions — verses that nevertheless require substantive distortion to be shoehorned into
what Christian nationalists so fervently desire. It is the interpretive method forced into reverse:
not allowing the exploration of the text form convictions, but bending the text to conclusions
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the movement has already fixed. This is not a reliable or prudent hermeneutic — it is, in fact,
the precise trap this essay opened by warning against.

The Appearance of Reasonableness in the Amplification of Lies, Hatred, Anger, and Violence

We will return to scripture in a moment, but this topic deserves meticulous consideration on its
own. When listening to the language of various advocates of Christian nationalism over the past
few years, a pattern emerges about the style of rhetoric and debate being used that causes a
fair bit of consternation for its critics: an appearance of reasonableness that conceals the
promotion of nonfactual, socially toxic narratives. This style is so reasonable-seeming, in fact,
that individual statements, taken on their own, do not appear all that nonfactual, caustic, or
destructive to the untrained ear. And, as a consequence, opponents of Christian nationalism
can often appear unjustifiably strident, histrionic, or reactive. So it seems prudent to illustrate
this pattern, carefully define its characteristics, and only then explore what NT scripture might
have to say about it. We’ll begin with some of the more influential Christian nationalist figures.

Marjorie Taylor Greene*

In a 2024 Fox News appearance, Ms. Greene asserted that “Democrats are going to
bring in millions and millions of illegals and turn them into Democrat voters, that’s their
plan, to replace Americans with millions and millions of illegal aliens.” Further, in an
“America First” policy platform that she co-authored, she claimed that “common
respect for Anglo-Saxon political traditions” were being threatened when “foreign
citizens are imported en-masse into a country.”

In a Right Side Broadcasting Network interview, Ms. Greene said: “We are producing
fossil fuels. That keeps people's houses warm in the winter. That saves people’s lives,
people die in the cold. This Earth warming and carbon is actually healthy for us. It helps
us to feed people, it helps keep people alive. The Earth is more green than it was years
and years ago, and that is because of the Earth warming.”

Tweeting a photo taken of her in front of a Union Army monument, she wrote: “Tonight,
| stopped at the Wilder Monument in Chickamauga, GA, which honors the Confederate
soldiers of the Wilder Brigade. | will always defend our nation's history!”

4 https://7newz.com/politics/marjorie-taylor-greene-sparks-controversy-with-great-replacement-rhetoric/,
https://www.americanprogressaction.org/article/a-list-of-maga-republicans-who-took-the-great-replacement-
theory-mainstream/, https://www.newsweek.com/marjorie-taylor-greenes-10-most-outrageous-quotes-this-year-
1769407, https://www.indy100.com/news/marjorie-taylor-greene-impeachment-biden-b1791283,
https://www.mediamatters.org/congress/marjorie-taylor-greene-visited-capitol-and-tried-get-reps-ilhan-omar-
and-rashida-tlaib , https://edition.cnn.com/2020/08/25/politics/kfile-marjorie-greene-spread-
conspiracies/index.html, https://glaad.org/gap/marjorie-taylor-greene/
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On the website American Truth Seekers, she repeated several conspiracy theories,
including that the 2017 white supremacist rally in Charlottesville was an “inside job” to
“further the agenda of the elites,” and that “John Podesta is a pedophile and pizza gate
is real.”

In a Facebook post, she wrote that House Speaker Nancy Pelosi was guilty of treason
and should be executed.

She has asserted not only that there are just two genders, but that transgender people
are “groomers,” education about LGBTQ issues is child abuse, gay men want to use
women’s bathrooms, LGBTQ rights are aiming to “erase and attack God’s creation,” and
so forth.

In 2019 Ms. Greene insisted Representatives Ilhan Omar and Rashida Tlaib were not
legitimate members of Congress, since they swore their congressional oaths of office on
a Quran instead of a Bible. She also claimed in a Facebook post that “Muslims do not
belong in government,” and repeated the false claim that Barak Obama was Muslim.

On the surface, most of these claims may just seem bigoted, silly, uninformed, or perhaps
deliberately sensational to garner media attention. To many people, though, these statements
may also appear reasonable, potentially true, and sometimes even probable. That these ideas
are frequently repeated topics of other Christian nationalists also imbues them with a kind of
performative, virtue-signaling groupthink — in other words, Ms. Greene may in part be
broadcasting that she is a supportive member of the Christian nationalist tribe.

But let’s recap the central themes being highlighted in Ms. Greene’s quotes:

1. Foreigners are deliberately being brought into the U.S. en-masse to replace “real”
Americans (language that evokes the “Great Replacement Theory” conspiracy).

Climate change is good for people.

Confederate soldiers should be celebrated and honored as part of American history.
Pizza gate was real.

White supremacist violence has been staged by liberal elites.

A prominent Democrat is treasonous and deserving of execution.

N o u r w N

LGBTQ-related rights, information, and education should be rejected and disallowed.
8. We should be suspicious of Muslims and not allow them to serve in U.S. government.

What most folks who follow both mainstream political discourse and right-wing media will
immediately recognize is that these ideas are not restricted to Christian nationalism — many
are in fact frequent talking points of conservative talk show/podcast hosts, politicians who
support Trump, and the MAGA base. This is an important consideration, as it indicates clear
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cross-pollination between the Christian nationalist worldview and agenda and the beliefs of the
much broader MAGA infosphere. We should also add that the one additional talking point that
has unified some 63% of folks on the political Right is the debunked claim that the 2020
election was “stolen” through voter fraud — and of course Marjorie Taylor Greene has
promoted this falsehood as well.

Initially, | had intended on documenting the countless correlations between the expressed
views of other prominent Christian nationalists, but the reality is that all of these talking points
are not universally held — and, regardless, supportive quotes would take up dozens of pages.
Instead, | will offer quotes on just one controversial topic — one that has been an effective
propaganda tool for Trump’s presidential campaigns:

Liberal elites are deliberately replacing white American voters with immigrants

In multiple social media posts, Mike Johnson, the current GOP majority House Speaker,
has repeated claims that Democrats “want to turn illegal aliens into voters.” In a Fox
News interview, he opined: “Why would the president allow this? Because they wanted
to turn these people into voters. That’s plain. And they want to change the outcome of
the Census in six years. It sounds sinister, and it is, and they’ve exacted untold damage
on the country.”

Charlie Kirk, founder of Turning Point USA, stated in a 2024 Instagram post that 7.2
million illegals entered the U.S. under Biden administration, demonstrating that “the
‘Great Replacement’ is not a theory, it’s a reality.” (Charlie Kirk was assassinated in
September, 2025 in a horrific act of political violence.)

Lance Wallnau, a prominent Christian nationalist televangelist, promotes the same
narrative in this video, entitled “This is how the elites plan to replace your vote....”

Stew Peters, of ReAwaken America rally fame and self-avowed Christian nationalist, has
hosted multiple “The Stew Peters Show” videos about Great Replacement Theory.
Peters’ video titles have included:

e “DEl for White guys” Group Goes Viral to End WHITE Replacement
e Snow White REPLACEMENT

e  White Replacement ACCELERATES

e full-Scale White REPLACEMENT Underway

Andrew Torba, founder of the far-right Gab social network, and author of Christian
Nationalism: A Biblical Guide for Taking Dominion and Discipling Nations, has bragged
about using his social media platform to propagate the Great Replacement Theory, and
promoted other baseless anti-immigrant smears.
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When we examine some additional, frequently touted conspiratorial themes, we find similar
correlations with widespread use by prominent Christian nationalist activists and politicians.
These might be conspiracy theories about vaccines or wealthy Jews, the villainization of liberals
as Satan’s minions, or QAnon messianic fantasies about Donald Trump. As diverse and bizarre
as these narratives are, they all share a prominent feature: they are all deliberately fabricated
falsehoods presented as unquestioned and immutable truth. Further, these lies are also
frequently tinged with righteous and retaliatory anger, and sometimes seem to be justification
ever-increasing levels of hatred as well. We will circle back on these features in a moment.

But...how do we know that all of these talking points are lies? That is easy to prove, using
overwhelming amounts of credible evidence, and excellent debunking work has been
conducted on websites like snopes.com, factcheck.org, politifact.com, mediabiasfactcheck.com,
and several others. We merely have to do a topic search in any of these websites, and examine
the evidence with an open mind. However, patient debunking appears to be a challenge for
many Christian nationalists, whose suspicion of fact-checking organizations has been stoked by
their own conspiracy narratives. Irrefutable evidence is often feverishly resisted when folks
have doubled down on false beliefs over time, and resisting the truth often results from a
combination of psychological factors and the “sunk cost fallacy.” An endless stream of
conspiracist interviews, doctored media clips, painstakingly “spun” arguments, and nonfactual
reporting from right-wing media also persistently reinforces these pernicious falsehoods.

As mentioned, not all influential Christian nationalists parrot all of these extreme fabrications
— for example, Russel Vought, an instrumental champion of all things Project 2025, seems
more laser-focused on the destruction of a secular U.S. government, elimination of Muslim
mosques in U.S. cities, and ending gender transition at any age. But we do find many of the
fabricated Christian nationalist talking points in the rhetoric of other movers and shakers in the
movement — folks like Lauren Boebert, David Barton, Nick Fuentes, and The Ziklag Group. The
article linked here also offers an extensive list of past and present organizations and influential
supporters aligned with Christian nationalism.

Nevertheless, the consistency and relentless repetition of these themes is a big deal, for a few
reasons. The first is the illusory truth effect, which is the flaw in our human brains that we tend
to give more credibility to something when we hear it repeated over and over again. Even
intelligent, well-educated experts in a given field, who may have solid research backing up a
contradictory view, can fall prey to the illusory truth effect. The second reason is that right-wing
conspiracies have motivated repeated acts of political violence — despite attempts to blame
that violence on left-wing extremism. In fact, we can draw a clear connection from the rhetoric
promoted by Christian nationalists to many mass shootings targeting black people, Paul Pelosi
being assaulted with a hammer in his home, a gunman charging into a Washington, D.C. pizza
parlor in search of pedophiles, and countless other violent and threatening incidents.
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But a drumbeat of excuses is used by right-wing
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manipulative deceptions are energized by
various intensities of hate and anger — against
people of color, Jewish people, Democrats, government employees, women, liberals, judges,
prosecutors, transgender folk, and so on — is unquestionable. That this hatred and anger has
galvanized support for Christian nationalist political agendas such as Project 2025, helped
Donald Trump into a second term as President, and further polarized the U.S. electorate into
extremist factions is equally obvious. As captured in the graphic above, lethal violence from
right-wing extremists accounts for the majority of politically motivated murder in the U.S.

So then...with all of this in mind, what does the New Testament say regarding manipulative lies
about, hatred of, anger toward, and violence against those we view as enemies...?

New Testament Scripture Addressing Hate, Lies, Anger, and Violence

As someone who has been a member of both conservative and progressive Christian
denominations over many years, | can attest to the following principles being fairly universally
accepted across most of the modern Church, as abundantly supported by scripture:

Lying is not something Christians should do — not to others, not to themselves, and not to
holy spirit — and not even a little bit. In fact, lying is considered especially toxic and
destructive to the Church and our spiritual life, and is often a characteristic attributed to
Satan. Lying is also described as part of our “old self,” which we set aside in favor of our
new creation in Christ, so that we may worship in spirit and truth. (Matthew 15:18-20, Luke
16:10, John 4:23-24, John 8:43-47, John 17:13-19, Acts 5:3, Ephesians 4:17-32, Colossians
3:5-10, James 1:26, James 3:5-18, 1 Peter 3:8-17, Titus 2:7-8, Revelation 22:12-15)

Anger can and does bubble up inside us, but we shouldn’t dwell in it for long — or even let
the sun set on it — instead being quick to forgive, patient, kind, gentle, humble, and self-
controlled. (Matthew 5:21-24, Romans 2:1-9, Romans 12:14-21, 1 Corinthians 13:4-7, 2
Corinthians 12:19-20, Colossians 3:5-13, Galatians 5:19-23, Ephesians 4:1-32, Ephesians 6:4,
Philippians 2:14, James 1:19-20, James 4:11, 1 Timothy 2:8)
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Violence is also something NT scripture frequently discourages Christians from engaging in
— it never allows the disciple lethal violence, and the sword belongs to the state by God's
permission (Romans 13:4), never to a believer. Violent thoughts are also discouraged, along
with harshly judging others. (Mathew 5:21-22, Matthew 5:38-39, Matthew 7:1-2, Matthew

26:52-54, Mark 7:21-22, John 8:43-47, John 18:36, Romans 12:17-21, Hebrews 12:14-15,
Titus 1:7, Titus 3:2, 1 Peter 2:12-23, 1 Peter 3:9, James 3:17)

Hatred and contempt are other responses that are firmly and repeatedly disavowed in NT
scripture. Christians are supposed to love and forgive, not be arrogant or hateful — even
when someone is hating or belittling them. This is the very essence of Christ’s message and
ministry. (Mathew 5:43-45, Matthew 6:15, Matthew 10:22, Luke 6:27-36, Luke 18:9-14,
Romans 14:10-13, Ephesians 4:31, Galatians 5:19-23, 1 John 2:7-11, 1 John 3:13-15, 1 John

4:20, Titus 3:2)

As we can readily observe, there is an enormous disconnect between the attitudes, language,
and beliefs of those who espouse or support Christian nationalist rhetoric, activism, politics,
and policies, and the principles exhorted by the New Testament. This disconnect is so profound,
in fact, that it greatly informs a Christian’s response to Christian nationalism, as we shall see.

Conclusion: How Should Christians Respond to MAGA Christian Nationalism?

Remembering that Christians expectations of — and responsibilities to — other Christians has
different standards than interactions with nonbelievers, let’s examine New Testament
scripture’s guidance in five distinct situations, each of which can be viewed as an escalation in
one Christian observing another Christian’s falling short of a Christ-like example.

When Christians

Level A Fellow Christian’s Response
Fall Short P
1 When a Christian Luke 17:3-4: “So watch yourselves. If your brother or sister sins against you, rebuke them;
speaks or acts in and if they repent, forgive them. Even if they sin against you seven times in a day and
sinful error. seven times come back to you saying ‘l repent,” you must forgive them.” (NIV)
Galatians 6:1-2: “Brothers and sisters, even if a person is caught in any wrongdoing, you
who are spiritual are to restore such a person in a spirit of gentleness; each one looking to
yourself, so that you are not tempted as well. Bear one another’s burdens, and thereby
fulfill the law of Christ.” (NASB)
(see also 1 Timothy 1:12-14 regarding forgiving sins of ignorance)
2 When a Christian’s Romans 14:13-15: “Therefore let’s not judge one another anymore, but rather determine

actions or speech
inadvertently cause
other Christians to
stumble in their
faith.

this: not to put an obstacle or a stumbling block in a brother’s or sister’s way. | know and
am convinced in the Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean in itself; but to the one who thinks
something is unclean, to that person it is unclean. For if because of food your brother or
sister is hurt, you are no longer walking in accordance with love. Do not destroy with your
choice of food that person for whom Christ died.” (NASB)

(see also 1 Corinthians 8:13 regarding ceasing activity that causes others to stumble)
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When a Christian is
being a poor or
divisive example in
their community
and among
nonbelievers.

1 Thessalonians 5:13-15: “...Be at peace among yourselves. And we urge you, brothers,
admonish the idle, encourage the fainthearted, help the weak, be patient with them all.
See that no one repays anyone evil for evil, but always seek to do good to one another
and to everyone.” (ESV)

(see also Titus 1:10-13 regarding instances of “sharp rebukes”)

When a Christian
persists in
immorality,
repeating false
teachings, or
causing division and
strife in the Church.

Romans 16:17-18: “| appeal to you, brothers, to watch out for those who cause divisions
and create obstacles contrary to the doctrine that you have been taught; avoid them. For
such persons do not serve our Lord Christ, but their own appetites, and by smooth talk
and flattery they deceive the hearts of the naive.” (ESV)

1 Corinthians 5:1-2: “It is actually reported that there is sexual immorality among you,
and sexual immorality of such a kind as does not exist even among the Gentiles, namely,
that someone has his father’s wife. You have become arrogant and have not mourned
instead, so that the one who had done this deed would be removed from your midst.”
(NASB)

When a Christian
persists in sinful
behaviors (greed,
sexual immorality,
drunkenness,

1 Corinthians 5:11-13: “But rather | wrote to you not to associate with anyone who bears
the name of brother if he is guilty of immorality or greed, or is an idolater, reviler,
drunkard, or robber—not even to eat with such a one. For what have | to do with judging
outsiders? Is it not those inside the church whom you are to judge? ‘Drive out the wicked
person from among you.”” (RSV)

(see also Hebrews 12:14-16 regarding no one falling short of the grace of God)

thievery, etc.)

In the more general sense, Jesus offers us a parallel escalation of interventions in Matthew
18:15-17 (NIV): “If your brother or sister sins, go and point out their fault, just between the two
of you. If they listen to you, you have won them over. But if they will not listen, take one or two
others along, so that ‘every matter may be established by the testimony of two or three
witnesses.’ If they still refuse to listen, tell it to the church; and if they refuse to listen even to
the church, treat them as you would a pagan or a tax collector.” These are certainly helpful
instructions — even in the most egregious situations.

Are there more egregious situations than the five listed in the chart above? Well there is the
event of someone falling away from their Christian faith entirely — the condition of apostasy.
We gain some insight regarding this is condition in 2 Thessalonians 2:1-12. Here we see that
those who fall away from the faith will be judged by God — effectively echoing the sentiment of
1 Corinthians 5, where we are exhorted not to judge outsiders, because God will take care of
that. We also learn from scripture that some believers turning away from Christ’s truth is,
unfortunately, an inevitable condition of the end times. (Matthew 24:9-11, Acts 20:29-30, 2
Timothy 4:3-4, 2 Peter 2:1). In Hebrews 6:4-8, we learn that, once someone has accepted the
grace of Christ and received holy spirit, if they then fall away from the faith we cannot restore
them to repentance, “since they again crucify to themselves the Son of God and put him to
open shame.” This is a harsh teaching, but it echoes Paul’s other instruction about God being
the judge in such situations, rather than Christians.
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Lastly, we also learn that “blasphemy against holy spirit” is a sin that will not be forgiven.
(Matthew 12:31-32, Mark 3:28-30, Luke 12:10). In the original Koine Greek of the New
Testament, the word translated “blasphemy” is often BAaodnuia. At that time, this word
generally meant to defame, slander, revile, or speak evil against someone. So is this referring to
a believer’s willful rejection of their own faith, as in Hebrews 67? It seems likely this is at least
one form of blasphemy against holy spirit — depending on the depth and breadth of that
rejection — but | suspect there are other forms as well.

So where do Christian nationalism’s mistaken beliefs land in our list of falling short, and what is
a Christian’s responsibility to skillfully respond to them? Honestly, | think it depends on each
situation — for each individual, it could be any level of falling short, from “Level 1” to “Level 5.”
The movement itself, however, with so many invented principles that contradict Biblical
teaching, clearly demands rejection as false doctrine. But if we follow the instruction on how to
lovingly approach our brother or sister, the extent of their error will eventually become evident,
inviting further escalation if necessary. Here are those steps as outlined in Matthew 18:

One-on-one discussion in private.
Three-on-one intervention — again seemingly in private.
The entire congregation intervenes.

The errant and unrepentant member is avoided by members of the congregation.

vk W e

The errant and unrepentant member is asked to leave the congregation.

Paul warns us repeatedly in such situations to examine our own motivations, attitudes, and
methods with great care, lest we ourselves fall short of an embodiment of God’s grace and
love. Our role is not to spiritually police our brothers and sisters, or lord it over them, but to
treat them with gentleness, patience, forbearance, kindness, and a readiness to forgive. Our
objective is not punishment, after all, but restoration.

And, as informed by our additional hermeneutical practices (consulting holy spirit in prayer,
dialoguing with our brothers and sisters, observation of our spiritual community, discernment
through our Christian walk, and deepening our understanding through discipleship), that is all
we can do. Through such restorative efforts, it may be that our Christian nationalist brothers
and sisters will find their way back to a Christ-centered, scripture-based faith. But the ultimate
outcome of that process will be between them and their Lord Jesus Christ.

Some Final Notes
In writing this essay, and practicing the multiple methods of interpretation along the way, |
discovered that | had some prejudices, bias, and unskillful habits of my own to correct. As a

progressive who has believed he had a spiritually-grounded, solidly Biblical approach to politics,
| was surprised, chagrined, and humbled that | had missed the mark on some of the very
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aspects of Christian conduct elaborated upon here. If nothing else, this has been a worthwhile
exercise for my own faith. | hope it may be for yours as well.

To close, I'll leave you with what was the most impactful scripture for me as | revisited it in the
context of these topics. From Ephesians 4:17-32 (NASB):

“So | say this, and affirm in the Lord, that you are to no longer walk just as the Gentiles
also walk, in the futility of their minds, being darkened in their understanding, excluded
from the life of God because of the ignorance that is in them, because of the hardness
of their heart; and they, having become callous, have given themselves up to indecent
behavior for the practice of every kind of impurity with greediness. But you did not learn
Christ in this way, if indeed you have heard Him and have been taught in Him, just as
truth is in Jesus, that, in reference to your former way of life, you are to rid yourselves of
the old self, which is being corrupted in accordance with the lusts of deceit, and that
you are to be renewed in the spirit of your minds, and to put on the new self, which in
the likeness of God has been created in righteousness and holiness of the truth.

Therefore, ridding yourselves of falsehood, speak truth each one of you with his
neighbor, because we are parts of one another. Be angry, and yet do not sin; do not let
the sun go down on your anger, and do not give the devil an opportunity. The one who
steals must no longer steal; but rather he must labor, producing with his own hands
what is good, so that he will have something to share with the one who has need. Let no
unwholesome word come out of your mouth, but if there is any good word for
edification according to the need of the moment, say that, so that it will give grace to
those who hear. Do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were sealed for the
day of redemption. All bitterness, wrath, anger, clamor, and slander must be removed
from you, along with all malice. Be kind to one another, compassionate, forgiving each
other, just as God in Christ also has forgiven you.”

If | can consistently practice just this one passage from day to day in the context of my attitudes
and conduct, | feel | will be honoring in some small way the limitless holy gift of grace | have
been given. | plan to reread it each morning, and then, every night before | go to sleep, reflect
on how | was able to aligh my thoughts and actions with the Word of God over the course of
the day.

Lastly, | have attached what | believe is an essential historical companion to this essay. The
Barmen Declaration was written in 1934 by the Synod of Barmen — Lutheran, Reformed, and
United churches together — in direct response to the “German Christian” movement, a
Christian nationalism that fused the gospel with racial ideology and bent the German church
into an instrument of state power. We should remind ourselves of what those Christians did.
They did not merely disagree with the movement, or call it unwise, or treat it as a difference of
political opinion among the faithful. They named it a false doctrine and rejected it — a firmly
confessional No, drafted chiefly by Karl Barth, declaring that “Jesus Christ...is the one Word of
God which we have to hear and which we have to trust and obey in life and in death,” and
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rejecting “the false doctrine, as though there were areas of our life in which we would not
belong to Jesus Christ, but to other lords—areas in which we would not need justification and
sanctification through him.” That is the heart of the matter, then and now: a faith that gives a
nation, leader, or movement a claim on Christian believers alongside Christ has set up another
lord, and the Church's answer should always be refusal.

This is where the two responses | described come together. Toward the person drawn into
Christian nationalism — our brother, our sister, our neighbor in the next pew — we owe
everything the escalation of Matthew 18 asks of us: patience, gentleness, the readiness to
forgive, the long work of restoration, and the humility to remember we are sinners attempting
to help other sinners. But toward the ideology itself — the ill-fitting fusion of the Word with
nationalist power, the counterfeit that demands we belong to other lords — we owe the same
thing Barmen did: a clear and public rejection. Gentleness with the person; refusal of the
doctrine. The German Confessing Church understood that these are two halves of the same
faithfulness, and the parallels between that moment and ours are more than just instructive.

They are a warning, an example, and an exhortation.

St. Paul in Prison, Rembrandt, 1627
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