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On March 12, 2008, | mailed a letter to Joe Morecraft and questioned his published argument that “racial
differences are insignificant” and that interracial marriage among Christians is biblically acceptable. He
ignored the letter. | gave you a copy in the hope that you could answer my questions, but you ignored it as
well. Instead, you initiated one conversation about the matter on October 26, 2008, when you told Randy
Jamison and me that you would preach a three-part sermon series on race the following month.

During our conversation in October of 2008 and immediately after the third sermon concluded, you
accused me of “sinfulness” for believing that interracial marriage is contrary to God’s will, and for teaching
this “heresy.”

Since Randy could not be present for the sermons, | requested the recordings. My first request was one
year ago today, immediately following the first of the three sermons. Almost every time | requested them,
you asked what | planned to do with them. Even though | made it clear that Randy needed to hear them,
you were not willing to let us borrow the discs. For an entire year, | have continued to request the discs at
every opportunity, and you have been unwilling to part with them. | began to understand why, on May 3
of this year, when you told me that some things you said during the sermons had not been “worded
correctly.” You told me you would record a fourth sermon that would be read from a manuscript, to
correct your errors.

It was not until September 26 of this year that | realized your intention to discard the first three and
replace them with the fourth. Still, 1 again requested the first three recordings and you said you would ask
the session. On October 23, | asked you for the session’s response, and without answering the question,
you finally made it clear that under no circumstances was | to receive the recordings because you’re a very
busy man, and you don’t have time to be dragged into a debate.

You have not told me why you consider the three sermons to be too embarrassing to make public, but
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even though | have been charged with holding “sinful” opinions, | have wanted to allow you enough time
to state your case to the best of your ability. In this, | think anyone would agree that | have been more
than patient. But since an entire year has elapsed, my patience has also elapsed, and | am compelled to

respond to what you taught in the hearing of the church last year, according to my notes.
My formal dissent is necessary for these reasons:

1. On several occasions you have called Randy Jamison and me “racists.” Though you
may have a perfectly good definition of this word in your own mind, we have never
heard you state it. The danger in using this word, which was invented by Communists,
is that it implies a desire on our part to kill minorities or injure them in some way.
Nothing could be further from the truth. We certainly are “racists” if the word means
any recognition of racial differences or desire for racial perseverance, but not in any
other sense. We do not hate or imagine ourselves to be innately superior to any man



of any race. | submit that this carelessness on your part is far more harmful to us than
any “disruption” our views might cause in your church. It is unfortunate that you
cautiously refer to blacks as “African Americans,” as they prefer, but do not extend
the same courtesy to us by calling us Kinists, even when at the risk of bearing false
witness.

2. Until now, you have never seen or heard the biblical support for my beliefs in detail,
and have not expressed the slightest interest in understanding. Instead, you handed
me a printout of the number of times the words Ham, Canaan, Egypt, and Put appear
in Scripture. | still do not know what this was meant to prove. Then you called for me
to repent of “heresy” mere minutes after concluding your sermon series. For this
reason, | suspect that you intend to stop your ears against a just defense, as your
Confession warns you not to do, but | offer it nonetheless.

The purpose of this letter is to state my objections to what you have taught and to clarify our differences. |
do this with humble sincerity, realizing full well that | could be wrong on any number of points, but
standing with you in firm reliance that God will vindicate His cause.

Most importantly, the purpose of this letter is to clear my name, and Randy’s name, of your accusations.
We exhort you to “prove all things” (1 Thess. 5:21) with a specific, concise, and biblical statement on why
we are in sin, and why you insisted that, as the condition of membership in the church, we must never
communicate our beliefs to other members. Short of this, we expect nothing less than a formal apology
and retraction from you and the church session. Please do not bury this letter as a final act of evasion.

Agreement

Fortunately, we agree on far more than we differ. We agree that sin is what separates men from God, not
race. Likewise, we are saved by grace, not race (1 Cor. 15:50). From one blood God created all men (Acts
17:26), and we have a duty to invite all men to a common spiritual communion in Christ. The church on
earth must strive to be spiritually unified, with one Lord, one faith, and one baptism. However, physical
amalgamation, with no respect for the diversity of God’s creation, works against His purpose in the world,
and that which works against God’s purpose is sin.

Babel and Pentecost

When God scattered unified humanity at Babel, His purpose was to prevent a condition from arising in
which one man or group of men would eventually acquire the ability to conquer the world and command
the allegiance of the world. He naturally divides us into our various races and ethnicities for the same
reason that he places us in families, so that through subsidiarity and consanguinity we may grow together
in peace. Paul explains the design in Acts 17. While most Christians in our time proceed no further than
the “one blood” clause, verse 26 tells us that God has “appointed the bounds of our habitation.”
Boundaries redound to God’s own glory because under homogeneous conditions, rather than multiracial
confusion, tension, and violence, men are able to “grope for Him and find Him.” You are not supporting
God’s work but hindering it when you encourage the removal of blood boundaries.

As Matthew Henry writes in his commentary on Gen. 11, the “oneness” of the people at Babel was the
“reason why they must be scattered,” for they “strove against divine sentence.” God had earlier decreed
that men were to divide according to lines of descent, by “families, tribes and nations.” John Calvin, in his
commentary on Acts 17:26, calls the crossing of these boundaries “wicked lust...an assault on heaven...[an
attempt at the] overthrow of God’s providence.” But when you addressed the judgment at Babel in your
sermon, the only lesson you drew from it is that it proves our common descent from the “family” of man,
not that thwarting absolute unity was wise and just. | was dumbfounded when you said that only sinful



man can build the Tower of Babel. Ironically, | agree with Rev. Morecraft on this point, who said, in one of
his sermons on Babel, “It appears to be the will of God to use nationalism to restrain human revolt against
God.” Through nationalism, writes John Calvin, “God, by his providence, reduces to order that which is
confused.” This is precisely the point of God’s judgment at Babel, and it is needed now more than ever
before.

| also agree with much of what Rev. Francis Nigel Lee teaches on this subject. “Scripture does presuppose
the existence of race,” Dr. Lee teaches in one of his lectures. He refutes an evolutionist who teaches that
when the races meet one another they should integrate:

I don'’t believe that's what the Bible teaches. Even though we may have transgressed the
boundaries of nationhood and of peoplehood, it seems to me that God did create man of
one blood in order that he may dwell as different nations throughout the world. But after
the fall, when sinful man cosmopolitanly—meaning by that, with a desire to obliterate
separate nationhood, with a desire to build a sort of United Nations organization under
the Tower of Babel..attempted to resist developing peoplehood..[God confused the
tongues of men]..because men had said, “Let us build a city and a tower which will stretch
up to heaven lest we be scattered”

Pentecost sanctified the legitimacy of separate nationality rather than saying this is
something we should outgrow...In fact, even in the new earth to come, after the Second
Coming of Christ, we are told that the nations of them which are saved shall walk in the
light of the heavenly Jerusalem, and the kings of the earth shall bring the glory and the
honor—the cultural treasures—of the nations into it...But nowhere in Scripture are any
indications to be found that such peoples should ever be amalgamated into one huge
nation.

Diversity

By placing sole emphasis on common origin through Adam and Noah, you lose sight of the fact that God
has predestined multiple nations (which are races and ethnicities, according to Strong’s Concordance) in
both heaven and earth, and that He has divided the nations for His own good purpose.

On earth: The nations will fear the name of the LORD, all the kings of the earth will revere
your glory. (Psalm 102:15)

In heaven: The nations will walk by its light, and the kings of the earth will bring their
splendor into it.. The gl ory an.drevbictiamnor o f
21:24,26)

In both the Church on earth and in eternity, distinct nations continue. Pentecost did not obviate their
existence. By definition, nations have a familial core, or else they are mixed multitudes, which are always
short-lived. This is why Psalms 22:27-28 and 96:7 refer to the “families of nations” through which God
works providentially. As John Calvin writes in his commentary on Gen. 35:11, “it is called an assembly of
nations, for this reason, because in connection with that distinction a sacred unity yet flourished. The
language also is not improperly extended to the Gentiles, who, having been before dispersed, are
collected into one congregation by the bond of faith...” We ought to work and worship in symphony on
earth, as we will in heaven, but we must never lose sight of the fact that our loyalties ripple outward in
concentric circles.
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Unequally Yoked

Therefore, | agree with R.J. Rushdoony that “inter-religious, inter-racial, and inter-cultural marriages” are a
violation of 2 Cor. 6:14—which forbids us from being unequally yoked in marriage—and every other “law
against hybridization,” in Rushdoony’s words. This is not simply about believers marrying unbelievers.
“This means that an unequal marriage between believers...is wrong.” God has ordained that the basis of
society is the family, and the basis of the family is marriage. In his essay, The Doctrine of Marriage, Dr.
Rushdoony calls the commonality that allows a wife to be a helpmeet to her husband “the pattern of all
marriage” and “the meaning of marriage.” A wife is unable to be her husband’s reflected image unless she
shares his heritage. “This militates against marriages across cultures and across races where there is no
common culture or association possible... Thus, the attempt of many today to say there is nothing in the
Bible against mixed marriages whether religiously or culturally is altogether unfounded.” The burden of
the law is against “uncongenial mixing,” as Rushdoony put it, and against “all needless mixing,” as
Matthew Henry put it. To promote uncongenial marriage harms both the family and society.

In other words, you are a liberal on this matter, just as | told you. You veryfrankly rejectw dza KR2 2 y & Q&
(and my) belief that there can be any such thing as an unequal marriage between believexssaid

“spiritual devotion” is the only yardstick since all human beings are of the same “kind.” You twist the

meaning of the word “kind” out of proportion when you limit it merely to those who are able to

procreate. In fact, your definition is so broad that it turns Lev. 19:19 into nonsense. “You shall not let your

livestock breed with another kind,” God says. “Fine,” you say. “I'll make sure my cattle don’t breed with

horses.” Impossible breeding was never a problem and did not require a law to prevent it. Even according

to your own understanding of how species divided and acquired genetic differences since the Flood, it is

clear that Lev. 19:19 refers to types that share some genetic similarities and could procreate but which

God has providentially separated.

In Deut. 22:9-11, farmers are told not even to plow with an ox and an ass together. Surely such purity of
strain applies all the more to God's master-creation, man.

Each According to its Kind

In Scripture, the word “kind” is the Hebrew word miyn, meaning to sort out or to portion. Its Greek
equivalent in the Septuagint is genos, which refers to ancestral stock, tribe, and nation. (That would be
“nation” as we Kinists define it, and as Christians have always defined it, not as you define it.) Strong’s
Concordance defines the word “kind” as “species.” The word simply does not accept the broad
parameters you wish to force upon it. In Lev. 11 and Deut. 14, we read of “kinds” of birds that are species,
such as the eagle, vulture, kite, falcon, and raven, among which there is no interbreeding in nature.
Likewise, we know that wolves, foxes, and coyotes are of different kinds because they do not interbreed
except under extreme circumstances. The same is true for goats and sheep, and there are many other
examples besides. In short, the ability to breed is not the sole criterion of species.

Ecclesiasticus 13:15-16 states the case very well:

Every beast loveth his like, and every man loveth his neighbor. All flesh consorteth
according to kind, and a man will cleave to his like.

The kinship we share with our own kind is one of the “natural affections” the Apostle Paul discusses, and is
as natural as our affection for the opposite sex. No man considers every other man on earth to be his
neighbor. Even bluebirds and robins have the good sense to not make purple chicks together. Yet you
have the audacity to mock, from the pulpit, those who insist upon pure breeds of dogs and cattle, just as



Lev. 19:19 requires. | agree with Matthew Henry, who writes, in his commentary on Lev. 19: “As what God
has joined we must not separate, so what he has separated we must not join.”

Blood Covenants

Blood covenants are vital for advancing the kingdom of God. As J.C. Ryle has written, “Community of blood
is a most powerful tie.” Common heritage is God’s instrument for creating the conditions whereby the
gospel may flourish and our covenant children may be raised in peace and safety among a cooperative
people who are bound to their ancestors as much as they are bound to their own posterity. This is why
“the kings of the nations” are to be found “every one in his own house” (Isaiah 14:18). “And Judah and
Israel dwelt safely, each man under his vine and his fig tree, from Dan as far as Beersheba” (1 Kings 4:25).
Each man’s vine and fig tree corresponds to each nation’s branch and banner. This is the antithesis of
Babel, and it is a fundamentally trinitarian rather than unitarian worldview. Our Lord did not pray that we
would be united even as the Roman Empire was united. Instead, we are to attain to the unity of the
Trinity, which is a complex and differentiated unity. The proof for this is that on Pentecost, the apostles
preached the gospel in different languages under the power of the Holy Spirit. The gospel makes nations,
it doesn’t erase them.

You ask, “Who are your people? Who do you identify with?... Who is our tribe? What is our nation? What
is our race?” Your answer on all counts: the Christians of the world. You insist that faith is “the
determining, distinctive marker” between the fallen and redeemed “races.” As to whether secondary
divisions are of any importance, you reply: “Anybody who comes along and says there are other
distinctives that are important...is attacking the gospel of Jesus Christ.” Those who attack the gospel, you
say, “draw lines in other places.” This is as absurd as reading “the flesh counts for nothing” in John 6:63
and concluding that we are free to commit suicide.

God tells us that if we do not provide for our own, and especially those of our household, we are worse
than infidels (1 Tim. 5:8, Mark 7:27). If you read such verses and presuppose our “own” to be the
Christians of the entire world, you have concocted a social arrangement that has never existed at any time
in history, and cannot possibly exist. You have committed violence against the Fifth Commandment.

Like the Apostle Paul, we are to reserve a very special love and commitment to our “kinsmen according to
the flesh” (Romans 9:3). Augustine noticed that Paul’s turn of phrase here equates the duty to kin with the
duty to one’s own body. This is, quite simply, a call for ethnonationalism, which is foundational to God's
plan of redemption and is designed to ensure generational peace. It is what leads Matthew Henry, in his
commentary on Deut. 23, to explain Israel’s closer sphere of obligation to their brother Edomites, despite
the idolatry of Edom, and despite the fact that Edom had been more abusive to Israel than had Ammon.

Kinship

As Dr. Lee says, “It would seem to me that we should preserve our kinship and our nationality, while

also recognizing our common humanity with people of different kindreds and of different nations... The
closer the kinship, the more kindreds should help and support one another, to ensure the perpetuation of
their lineage and their property.” Lee echoes Matthew Henry, who writes, in his commentary on Romans
9:3, that “Paul was a Hebrew of the Hebrews. We ought to be in a special manner concerned for the
spiritual good of our relations, our brethren and kinsmen. To them we lie under special engagements, and
we have more opportunity of doing good to them; and concerning them, and our usefulness to them, we
must in a special manner give account.” St. Cyprian affirms this when he exhorts us to “despise not those
who are of the household of thine own seed.”



Contrast this sound doctrine with your liberal sermons. Your ideology would destroy nationality and
kinship at any level above that of the family. This works against God’s purpose in the world and is evil. You
have gone beyond Scripture and what any of our forefathers believed in preaching that we must spurn our
God-given natural identity as insignificant. Fortunately, you are as inconsistent as every other liberal on
this matter and continue to honor the blood covenant in your own family, despite your ridiculous belief
that your “family tree is the Lord Jesus Christ and the people of God.” | would be very worried if you did
not treat your own children as more important than my children, and so you do. Yet while you believe
your family bond to be sacred, you will not allow anyone else to experience the same blessings via wider
loyalties. | remind you that you are required to treat others as you desire to be treated (Matt. 7:12), and
therefore you are to move neither your father’s nor your neighbor’s boundary stones (Deut. 19:14; 27:17,;
Job 24:2; Prov. 22:28, 23:10; Hos. 5:10).

Stewardship and Inheritance

In His Word, God teaches us stewardship. We are told to manage our resources well, to run our
households properly, to teach and guard the gospel, to yoke the land and harvest it, to wisely build
wealth, and so on. Land is crucial for stewardship and kinship. Land comes from our fathers (Prov. 19:14),
and we see in Scripture that it is both privately held and allocated according to kin. In his commentary on
Numbers 36, Matthew Henry infers: “Each tribe was to keep to its own inheritance... Let the people of God
learn how suitable and proper it is, like the daughters of Israel, to be united only to their own people.”
(Likewise, in Lev. 21:14, God commands that a priest should take a wife from “his own people,” meaning
his own tribe.) You have taught that there are no races, only cultures, but disinheritance is always based
on race, not culture. Since your teaching effectively decimates and dispossesses our kinsmen and the
inheritance that is rightfully theirs, it is very much like abolishing private property. In fact, | see no
difference at all between those who promote interracial marriage and socialists who steal property. They
are one and the same.

National Identity

In short, your doctrine of nationhood is perverted, and if it were successful, would bring a rapid end to all
that you cherish in the world. What makes a country strong used to be commonly understood: common
religion, common language, common ancestry, common customs, and common principles of government.
But you have said that the word “nation” in Scripture has nothing to do with blood. You have said that
nations are not formed by blood and should not be based on near kin. On the contrary, a “nation” is
defined in Scripture precisely as it is defined in the Sixth Edition of Black’s Law Dictionary:

A people, or aggregation of men, existing in the form of an organized jural society, usually
inhabiting a distinct portion of the earth, speaking the same language, using the same
customs, possessing historic continuity, and distinguished from other like groups by their
racial origin and characteristics, and generally, but not necessarily, living under the same
government and sovereignty.

The numerous straw men in your arguments result from having missed such basic principles. For instance,
you said in one sermon, “If you believe there is something sacred about a nation on this earth, and that is
where your ultimate allegiance is, you don’t know the Bible.” The middle clause is an obvious straw man.
Have you ever met anyone whose ultimate allegiance is to his nation? | have not. If someone were to tell
you, “If you believe there is something sacred about your family, you don’t know the Bible,” you would
correctly call him a fool.

| want to be painfully clear on this point: | believe that our “ultimate” allegiance is to God, not our race,
kin, ethno-nation, locality, or family. You would have known this prior to your sermons if you had asked. |



believe that “flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Cor. 15:50). Salvation is not based on
works or on anything else pertaining to the flesh. Descent by blood does not determine salvation, but it
does determine tribal affiliation, and both tribal affiliation and national identity are as important to God as
the families in which we are raised. This is reflected in Isaiah 56. In addition to gathering “the outcasts of
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Israel,” “an everlasting name that shall not be cut off” is promised to “the son of the foreigner who has
joined himself to the LORD.” Notice that the nationality of the “sons and daughters” of Israel is recognized

as well as the nationality of the stranger.

Even though the tribes of Israel shared the same faith, God decreed that they were to remain distinct and
homogeneous. (For instance, Numbers 36 prevents inheritance from crossing tribal boundaries, which is
designed to promote tribal consanguinity and longevity.) You are unable to deny this, and so you must
argue that such laws changed after the cross. Your only way to make this sound reasonably legitimate is by
pulling a fast one: You keep pointing to the New Testament inclusion of Gentiles by faith. Surely you
realize that this is a red herring. Who among us has ever denied that salvation is the gracious gift of God to
all who call upon Him? This is not the issue at all, but only by changing the subject in this way are you able
to use it as a springboard for erasing national borders and promoting interracial marriage.

Jews and Gentiles

You interpret the word “Gentile” as non-Jew, but this is not an accurate definition. The Greek word
ethnos, translated “Gentile” from its Latin equivalent, means those who belong to a specific clan or tribe
and who exclude all foreigners from membership. Clearly, the wall of separation between “Jew” and
“Gentile” that is of concern in Scripture is spiritual. This wall has fallen, just as the temple veil was torn in
two when Jesus was crucified. Only in this sense can we say that diverse peoples are in the same “family,”
because they share in covenantal communion, which by definition is “common.”

Of the Jew/Gentile controversy in Acts and Romans, you said, “Those distinctions don’t matter anymore...
No longer is mankind to be divided.” You even went so far as to assert that a man’s family tree is
unimportant. “Are they part of your family?” you ask, meaning the family of faith. “Their heritage [blood]
doesn’t matter.” This can only be true in terms of salvation, which is also the only legitimate way to
understand Gal. 3:28. If heritage does not matter, according to Gal. 3:28, then neither does sex, and if sex
does not matter, there can be no logical opposition to sodomite “marriage.” How can you demean the
heritage that is God’s gift to us? You are extending Morecraft’s error by asserting that it is generally
“insignificant” or “unimportant.” In fact, to my utter astonishment, you said “the only blood that is
important” is the blood of Christ. Those who have “pride, emphasis, devotion, or allegiance to any
others...don’t understand the gospel of Jesus Christ.” Do you realize that not a single Christian who lived
prior to your birth agreed with these Marxist statements of yours?

Rule by Kinsmen

You said the election of Obama was part of the reason for the timeliness of your sermons. You asked the
congregation if they voted against Obama because he is black. If so, you said, “I call on you to repent of
racism, of a sin,” for failing to recognize that all races have been created in God’s image. This is a non
sequitur, and a prime example of your revolutionary ideas concerning nationhood. Where is it written that
everyone on earth who is created in God’s image is eligible to rule over a particular government, or even
to become a citizen? Is it also “racism” to vote for Obama simply because he is black? And are those who
do so guilty of denying that whites are created in God’s image? Your logical fallacy is bad enough, but even
worse, you selectively ignore the law that we are not to set a foreigner over us who is not a near blood
kinsman.



[O]ne from among your brethren you shall set as king over you,; you may not set a
foreigner over you, who is not your brother. (Deut. 17:15)

Then all the tribes of | sr ael camearet o Davi d
your bone and .$pur flesh.” (2 Sam

You selectively ignore the reason why a bastard (mamzer) is cut off from legal status in church and state to
the tenth generation (Deut. 23:2). It is because, as Rushdoony writes, “Basic to family law is the inner
bond of blood and faith.” This is why Samuel Rutherford, the great Covenanter and Westminster Divine,
qguotes Deut. 17:15 more than any other verse pertaining to the difference between godly civil
government and despotism. He argues that federal headship allows for three forms of government:
Monarchy, Democracy, or Aristocracy (Republic). But he cites one principle that is not subject to debate:
that Christians are to be lawfully governed only by representatives of close blood relations.

*B+y nat ur-goverameht bath itstwarnamit. |.By what reason a family hath a
power of government, and of punishing malefactors, that same power must be in a
society..for the power of punishing ill-doers doth not reside in one single man of a family,
or in them all, as they are all single private persons, but as they are in a family..warranted
by a law of nature...(Lex Rex, Q.ll, p.3)
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for the happiness of his people. The king is a relative. (Q. XXV, pp.120-124)

A brief aside: There are five references to natural law in these few quotes. God reveals Himself in nature
just as He reveals Himself in Scripture. Of course, there are rebels to the natural order, and God allows
such men to be guided by their reprobate minds “to do those things which are not convenient,” according
to Romans 1. We know how to identify rebellion to the natural order because nature is our guide to what
has always worked. The simple fact of the matter is that we have no correlation in nature for what you
have advocated. Only caged animals exhibit the behavior that you have defined as perfectly natural and
appropriate for redeemed human beings.

The strangest part about your accusation of sin pertaining to voting against Obama is that you don’t want
Sarah Palin to be president either, but no one would accuse you of denying that she is created in the
image of God (by way of man). Your accusations that those who disagree with you are in sin are careless
and pointless, and you should be ashamed.



The Cause of the South

Let us not forget that we arrived at this point not by pastors attempting to make scriptural arguments for
interracial marriage, as you have done, but by an imperial war of genocide against the South which made
the illegal Fourteenth Amendment possible. When the Supreme Court overturned the ban on
miscegenation, which was in effect for the entire time that our fathers built our civilization, the reason
given was violation of the illegal Fourteenth Amendment. Ever since that time, pastors have fallen in line
with the reigning orthodoxy. By doing so, they have everything to gain, including their tax-exempt status,
and nothing to lose. (In addition to legalization of abortion and sodomy, this amendment also made
possible the Federal Reserve, which has caused the dollar to lose 95% of its value and has nearly
destituted us through usury. Since the bankers who financed Lincoln’s genocide had to be reimbursed, the
amendment states very plainly that “The validity of the public debt of the United States...shall not be
guestioned.”)

Open Borders

You have prayed for God to “deliver us from the idea that there is something inherently evil about having
people from other parts of the world come to this country.” This is another straw man. | don’t know
anyone who believes such a thing, unless the visitors are hostile. In fact, | believe understanding and
cooperation would be enhanced by a return to biblical property laws, just as marriage would benefit by a
return to biblical/Western dowries. Did missions or theology or piety ever suffer when our homeland was
homogeneous and our legislators quite explicitly limited naturalization to whites only? Were we a more
faithful people at that time? Has mass immigration served us well or is it a burden that threatens to crush
us? Life is not about waiting for “diversity” (i.e., cosmopolitanism) to become easier to accept. Life and
love are about giving our children a future. True respect for diversity is a respect for boundaries. Those
who promote the abomination of interracial marriage only succeed in destroying races and the marvelous
cultures they create. Those who advocate the preservation and perpetuation of the races and their
distinct cultures demonstrate more genuine respect and concern for human beings.

You have prayed against those who “view other cultures with contempt and a smug superiority.” We
concur with this, unless a foreign nation has given the world good reason to be contemptuous. (The
righteous contempt of Israelites for Canaanites comes to mind, and to a lesser degree, the Apostle Paul’s
“racist” rebuke of Cretans.) If respect is not earned, respect itself becomes meaningless. Even so, the most
widespread example in the news today of “viewing other cultures with contempt and a smug superiority”
is the depthless hostility against Arabs and Persians which still, after all these decades, threatens to bathe
the world in blood. Since Christians bear far more than their share of the blame for this, perhaps a sermon
series on warmongering would be a more effective use of your time than vague references to contempt of
“cultures.”

Genocide

It is no surprise at all that those who promote open borders and one-world government agree with
everything you have taught about race. They know the end result of your doctrine: genocide of the white
race and redistribution of the spoils. (Genocide is the deliberate and systematic destruction, in whole or in
part, of an ethnic, racial, religious, or national group.) “A righteous man leaves an inheritance to his
children’s children” (Prov. 13:22). Oppression and genocide aren’t much of a legacy. Instead, as Christians
we are to abstain from miscegenation and idolatry, as we are commanded in Ezra 9, so that we may “be
strong and eat the good of the land, and leave it as an inheritance to [our] children forever.” This is why
King David calls homogeneity a national blessing in Psalms 144:11-15. The alternative is for our root to be
as rottenness and our blossom to ascend like dust (Isaiah 5:24) and for all the curses of Deut. 28 to come
upon us. Just as we see in our country today, “The alien who is among you shall rise higher and higher



above you, and you shall come down lower and lower. He shall lend to you, but you shall not lend to him;
he shall be the head, and you shall be the tail.”

Earnest Cox proved to be prophetic in his rebuke of race-mixing missionaries in South Africa who banned
the word “colour” and taught children to march in parades with banners inscribed Ex Uno Sanguine (“Of
One Blood”). No sooner was an unnatural “equality” forced upon the people than the whites, whose own
fathers founded the country, found themselves robbed, raped, and murdered to an unimaginable degree,
and are now being chased from their homeland. Capitulation, or as some call it, “compassion,” did not
bring peace; it brought terror. These missionaries, who were your ideological forebears, did not show love
for the black race; they showed hatred for the white race. As C.S. Lewis said, “Hatred obscures all
distinctions.” But the Bible, contrary to this madness, promotes good stewardship by encouraging borders,
which are designed to limit theft.

The Traditions of Men

You have also prayed for us to be delivered from “the traditions and opinions of men,” even though (on
this subject) you are in lockstep with the traditions and opinions of the men who have lived during the last
60 years, and are steadfastly opposed to the traditions and opinions of the overwhelming majority of our
Christian forefathers of all ages. “Do you not know that friendship with the world is enmity against God?”
(James 4:4). And when the Apostle Paul tells us in 2 Thess. 2:15 to “stand fast and hold the traditions
which you were taught, whether by word or our epistle,” which side of this debate, by any objective
measure, is doing a better job? The traditions of godly men are gifts from God. Yet you adopt a word,
“racism,” that was invented to make it easier for Communists to agitate for racial spoils; a word which
changes meaning constantly. And did you define it for your congregation? Not at all. “God condemns
racism,” you said, but the only definition | could piece together during the course of your sermons is the
belief that race is an important distinction in how we view mankind. You owe me a very specific definition
of this word, with no word games attached. You later said, “God condemns every form of racism,” but you
were never specific about what you meant. Ambiguity is dangerous and irresponsible when one casually
tosses around words like “sin” and “heresy.”

| do not wish to be guilty of doing the same, and so | will now respond to the verses you have used to
make your case. My only intention in doing so is to give you a better understanding of what Kinists
actually believe. It was clear to me from the start that you had no idea but were more than willing to
condemn our beliefs anyway. Though there is much more that could be said on each of these points, |
have striven to be brief.
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First of all, it is a misguided focus on unity at the expense of diversity to conclude that the “many
members in one body of Christ” (1 Cor. 12:12) should all make babies together. God has ordained
diversity, and it is not our business to come behind Him and clean up His “mistakes.” He created the races
of men, and you should not presume to treat as “insignificant” anything that God has done. Quite
obviously, the reason for using the metaphor of “yoking” in marriage is that it is inhumane to yoke
unequal animals, even of the same type, because it is injurious to both. If we are enjoined to such

considerations for our beasts, how much more ought we to give careful consideration to the yoking of our
children, which has permanent consequences for them and for our people?

You dare to accuse fathers of placing what you call extra-scriptural burdens on their children in the realm
of marriage. Would you also accuse the Rechabites, whose ancestral head required his descendants to live
in tents and not to drink wine, nor even to own vineyards, as sinfully forbidding that which Scripture
allows? Jeremiah praises them and contrasts their faithfulness to the rebelliousness of the Judeans.



A New Race?

We see that an ancient “Jew” is he who is one inwardly (Rom. 2:28). We see that diverse peoples are
baptized into one “body” (1 Cor. 12:12-13). Therefore, the many nations joined to the Lord have become
His “people” (Zech. 2:11). This is quite different from your statement that “Jesus has created a new race.”
To state it in this way, you must assume that 1 Peter 2:9 has once and for all changed the meaning of
nationhood. This verse is a goldmine of possibilities for you because it also refers to the “chosen race.”
And if the chosen “race” is the Christians of the world, all races of blood have been rendered insignificant,
according to your Marxist ideology. This is why you place great emphasis on “a people, not peoples” in
that verse. Frankly, this is some of the worst exegesis | have ever encountered. | can only guess that you
have arrived at this dysgenic conclusion because of the multiracial country in which we live, which was
never intended to be such.

Consider Psalms 47:8-9, which refers to one “people of the God of Abraham” who are at the same time
many nations. “God reigns over the nations,” and “the kings of the earth belong to God.” As stated earlier,
you have completely ignored Acts 17:27, where the reason for dividing the nations is explained. It is true
that we Christians are born of the second Adam, who is called the firstborn from the dead. Since we are
descended from Jesus by faith, as Jonathan Edwards taught, in the same way that we are descended from
Adam by flesh, it makes sense that Peter would use the word translated “race” or “generation” to indicate
a common progenitor. We are also called the seed of Christ and the children of Christ and the heirs of
Abraham, and we are born again or born of the Spirit. These are obviously descriptions of the church as
the antitype of the chosen seed of Israel. It makes perfect sense that “natal” language is used by Peter.
The word “nation” is derived from the Latin natus, to be born, and it’s true that all Christians have been
reborn by the blood of Christ. But this is a far cry from proving your point that ethnonational identity and
loyalty are now irrelevant. You might as well argue that mothers are irrelevant since the church is our
“mother” or that earthly kings are unnecessary since we are members of a “royal” priesthood.

The Will of the Lord

The - is to be commended for using the original Westminster Confession of Faith. Chapter 24 states
that the law of God prescribes “degrees of consanguinity” in marriage, for instance in laws against incest.
If some marriage laws are still normative, so are they all. You dismiss these, however, and attempt to
justify interracial marriage by 1 Cor. 7:39, which informs us that we are to marry “only in the Lord.” This
actually means “only according to the will of the Lord,” which neither proves nor disproves your
contention. You conclude that Christian belief is “the qualification” for marriage to “anybody you wish,”
and anyone who denies this is “attacking the gospel of Jesus Christ.” But in implying that Mosaic marriage
laws are still normative, your own confession makes it impossible to conclude that 1 Cor. 7:39 refers
strictly to believers marrying believers.

The burden is on you to prove that the normative prohibition against crossing racial boundaries is
repealed. You may certainly try to argue for rare exceptions, but you may not indict a belief in the abiding
validity of these normative patterns established in the law as sinful. This would be as erroneous as
charging with sin the one who refuses to plant hybrid seeds in his garden (a seed supremacist).

Rahab and Ruth

As you know, the trouble with fishing for examples in Scripture for help in making any point is that just
because some Israelite did something does not mean it was lawful. So | understand your purpose in
focusing on Rahab and Ruth as exceptions to endogamy, because these women are in Christ’s genealogy,
and it was necessary for Christ to be born in pure descent from Judah in order to fulfill messianic
prophecy. Of course, you contradict yourself by stating that pure descent from Judah was necessary but
forbidden Canaanite blood in the heritage of the Messiah was no problem at all. Both propositions cannot



be true, and | fail to understand how this contradiction is not blindingly obvious to you. You have said that
the appearance of Rahab and Ruth in the genealogy of Christ proves that there is “no clearer argument”
that being of forbidden Canaanite and Moabite blood “had everything to do with religion and nothing to
do with race.”

You presume that Rahab of Jericho was “a descendant of Canaan.” | think it is far more likely that she was
a Hebrew slave in Jericho, or possibly a descendant of slaves, as was true of Tobit in Nineveh. Why else
would the two Israelite spies seek for her, and why else would the king of Jericho go to her for information
on the two spies? How else would she have the foresight to hide the men? (The narrative indicates that
she took them to her roof and hid them in stalks of flax even after she was commanded to bring them out
to the king’s men, meaning surely that she had hidden them beforehand.) Unlike the Philistines of 1 Sam.
4:8, she has precise knowledge of what God has done, and even knows to call Him Yahweh, an
abbreviated form of God’s name designed to prevent speaking of Him condescendingly. Even the verb
form she uses in Joshua 2:10, translated “utterly destroyed,” indicates the distinctive vocabulary of holy
war that only an Israelite would know. In the next verse she affirms that Yahweh is “God in heaven above
and on earth beneath.” It is astonishing that she would say this because it is found in only two other
places in Scripture, from Moses and Solomon (Deut. 4:39; 1 Kings 8:23). In the next verse, she requests
that the men swear by the name of Yahweh. This was done only by Israelites throughout Scripture, with
the exception of the Gibeonites in Joshua 9:18-19, who deceived Joshua into sparing their lives.

If Rahab had been both Canaanite by race and a harlot, it is simply unthinkable that Salmon, a prince of
the royal tribe of Judah, would have even considered marrying her. Marriage to Canaanites was forbidden,
and in light of what happened to Achan after the defeat at Ai subsequent to these events, it is more than
highly unlikely that any Israelite would have violated Deut. 7:3 in taking a Canaanite wife. Why would
Achan be stoned for taking Canaanite plunder but Salmon get off scot-free for taking a Canaanite wife,
which was expressly forbidden? Neither Joshua nor Josephus mentions a marriage between Salmon and
Rahab of Jericho. The New Testament genealogies list only four generations covering the 460 years from
the fall of Jericho to the birth of David. If there are no genealogical gaps, as you presume, and if Salmon
had married Rahab shortly after the fall of Jericho, and if Boaz had been born shortly after that, then Boaz
would have been about 115 years old when he married Ruth.

It is significant, however, that Rahab converts by hearing of the fall of Sihon and Og, because the fall of
these two kings was a necessary prerequisite for how Ruth’s people came to live in the former land of
Moab.

You enlist Ruth as a sermon illustration for being a “Moabitess,” by which you mean that she was not
descended from Jacob. But we know that “no Ammonite or Moabite should ever come into the assembly
of God” (Neh. 13:1). In about 1450 BC, the Moabites were destroyed by the Amorites (Num. 21:26-29),
and then the Israelites destroyed the Amorites (Deut. 2:32-34, Num. 21:33-35), leaving “none remaining”
of “the men, women, and little ones of every city.” According to Deut. 3:12-16 and 29:8, the tribes of
Reuben, Gad, and Manasseh came to occupy the land formerly inhabited by the Amorites and Moabites,
which included the “border of the Children of Ammon.” Joshua 13:32 records this territory as “the plains
of Moab,” which lay to the north of the Arnon River and east of the Jordan River. Three hundred years
later, we have proof in Judges 11:12-26 that the Israelites were still in possession of this land, and there
were no ethnic Ammonites or Moabites remaining in it. In Ruth 1:1, we are told that Elimelech and his
family went to live in the “country,” or region, of Moab. The word Moab refers to the territory, not the
extinct blood nation, which means that Ruth was a geographic rather than an ethnic Moabite. The
Moabite gods persisted, which caused a very definite gulf between the people of Israel and the people of
the land of Moab. But being called a Moabite does not prove that Ruth was a stranger by blood, for by the



same token Moses was called an Egyptian (Ex. 2:19). Likewise, Jesus was called a Galilean and a Nazarene
because of where He was raised, but He was still an Israelite.

In Ruth 2:2, it is Ruth’s idea, not Naomi’s, to search for her kinsman-redeemer. If Ruth had been an ethnic
Moabite, how would she have known to initiate this custom? Under the law of the kinsman-redeemer,
only a kinsman could redeem. No one of strange blood (as you presume Ruth to be) could have inherited
land within Israel, according to this law. Only an Israelite could inherit land in Israel. Though there were
always strangers in the land, this law was intended to prevent the dispossession of the native population,
and it is a law that we should still enforce today. If Ruth had been an ethnic Moabite, her marriage to
Mahlon would have been illegal, and this would have been the only objection necessary to be raised by
the “nearer kinsman” (Ruth 3:12, 4:5-6) to avoid marrying her. Instead, we read that the elders of the city
did not hesitate to help this “Moabitess” in accordance with the law of Israel.

Tamar

You argue that Tamar, who also appears in the genealogy of Christ, was of Canaan’s blood, but you are
simply wrong. Judah did marry a Canaanite, but it was not Tamar. He had three mixed sons, and in the
providence of God their lines did not continue.

Tamar was the daughter of Aram who was the son of Kemuel who was the son of Nahor of Mesopotamia,
the brother of Abraham (Genesis 22:21, Testament of Judah 10:1). This is corroborated by Jubilees 41:1-2:

And in the forty-fifth jubilee, in the second week, and in the second year, Judah took for his
first-born Er, a wife from the daughters of Aram, named Tamar. But he hated, and did not
lie with her, because his mother was of the daughters of Canaan, and he wished to take
him a wife of the kinsfolk of his mother, but Judah, his father, would not permit him.

It is further corroborated by the fact that Moses does not identify Tamar as a Canaanite, as he identifies
the strange wives of Esau and the other strange wife of Judah.

The reclaiming of Rahab, Ruth, and Tamar is symbolic of the later reclamation of the lost tribes of Israel.

Female Captives

You mentioned the law regarding female captives in Deut. 21:10-14. You said these captives were “of a
different race.” It amazes me that you can make such definitive statements without any proof whatsoever.
The Israelites are told in Deut. 20:15: “This is how you are to treat all the cities that are at a distance from
you and do not belong to the nations nearby.” The Canaanite nations nearby were to be utterly destroyed
(Deut. 20:16-18). Though it is possible that this rule applied to wars among the Israelites themselves (see
the sacking of Gibeah in Judges 20 and 21) and near kinsmen, such as the Midianites, it is more likely that
it applied solely to nations far off, such as Syria, Assyria, and Babylon. The trouble for your theory that any
woman of any race was fair game for marriage if taken captive in battle is that those were defensive wars,
and the foreign women were nowhere in the vicinity of Israel. Israel was never engaged in conquest
except in the region given to them by God. According to John Gill, the cities far off “were without the land
of Israel, even all in their neighbouring nations, the Moabites, Edomites, Ammonites, Syrians, &c. for the
children of Israel never went to war with any very distant nations, unless they came unto them and
invaded them; nor did they seek to carry their conquests to any great distance...” This does not even come
close to proving your thesis that God approves of interracial marriage, much less that those who oppose it
arein sin.



Moses

It is unfortunate that you have joined with many other politically-correct pastors in teaching the ludicrous
idea that Moses married a black woman. There is nothing prior to Numbers 12 about the death of
Zipporah, and so we must assume that the chapter refers to her. Zipporah was a Midianite, and her people
were related to the Hebrews through the fourth son of Abraham’s wife, Keturah. The Midianites lived in
the land of Cush, which is modern-day Ethiopia. This does not mean that Zipporah was a descendant of
Ham. The 1599 Geneva Bible agrees: “Zipporah, Moses’ wife, was a Midianite, and because Midian
bordered on Ethiopia, it is sometimes referred to in the scriptures by this name.” As Matthew Henry
writes, the sedition of Miriam and Aaron was “because of Zipporah, whom on this occasion they called, in
scorn, an Ethiopian woman, and who, they insinuated, had too great an influence upon Moses in the
choice of these seventy elders.” Miriam and Aaron, consumed with jealousy, tried to slur Zipporah by
calling her an Ethiopian.

You have asked your congregation to believe that, while Abraham’s search for a wife for Isaac was
exclusively limited to kith and kin—pagans even!—and Jacob did likewise, Moses mysteriously rejected
this wise counsel. In one breath you say that tribal purity laws were only designed to ensure that the
Messiah was born from the tribe of Judah and in the next breath you say that Jesus wasn’t of pure blood.
Do you not see the contradiction? Do you not see that inventing a preposterous story about the African
relatives of Moses contradicts everything that came before and after?

With all due respect, it seems that if there is a flimsy peg, you will try to hang your race-mixing theory
from it. You are left with no examples of Hamite marriages in Scripture (which did not end in disaster) to
support your theory. Ahab’s marriage to Jezebel (a Phoenician) and 12-year-old Dinah’s betrothal to the
prince of Shechem who had raped her (intermarriage between the clans being a stipulation of the union)
might be examples of Shemite-Hamite unions, but they were every bit as disastrous as Solomon’s
miscegenation. Yet you press on, undaunted, absolutely convinced that those of us who believe what the
Bible says about interracial marriage being sinful have “added” to the Word of God and done “violence” to
it. It is quite evident to me that you are guilty of what you accuse us of doing.

Ezra and Nehemiah

You even fail to understand the clear meaning of Ezra and Nehemiah. We all recognize and agree that God
separates peoples (Lev. 20:24) to prevent idolatry. We agree that Christians should not marry non-
Christians. However, your knack for avoiding the obvious is remarkable. These two prophets enforced
pure-blood marriage laws. Yet if Moses actually did what you claim he did, there was no point in this,
because everyone was mixed anyway. Your own contradictions are lost upon you because your nonsense
loops back upon itself. It is very much like hearing an antinomian say that a man is unable to keep the law
and therefore should not bother to try. And when you referred in your sermon to the “farce” that
Abraham had descendants of “pure blood,” it made me wonder whether you would insist that the Jews of
today, whose ethnic identity is based on Abrahamic lineage, repent of this core belief before they are
allowed to convert to Christianity.

When Ezra and Nehemiah sent away the Babylonian women the men of Israel had married, along with
their children, no option was given for any of them to repent and live according to God’s law. Do you
expect anyone to believe that every single one of these marriages involved a non-believer? Do you expect
anyone to believe that God and his prophets were angry with these men for failing to convert their family
members, which would have, in your opinion, justified the marriages? Surely, according to what you have
taught, the children had been given the sign of the covenant and participated in the various rituals and
feasts. If you were logically consistent, you would be outraged that covenant children were removed from
their people and returned to a pagan country.



The text is clear that the best way to avoid idolatry is to avoid interracial marriage. It turns up again and
again:

“You shall not give your daughter to their son, nor take their daughter for your son. For
they will turn your sons away from following Me, to serve other gods; so the anger of the
LORD will be aroused against you and destroy you suddenly.” (Deut 7:3-4)

“Now therefore give not your daughters unto their sons, neither take their daughters unto
your sons.." (Ezra 9:12)

“Now therefore let us make a covenant with our God to put away all the wives, and such
as are bo'rfEwrai16:3) t hem..

As Matthew Henry writes, “A sinful love leads to a sinful league.”

Note that the wives were “put away,” not divorced. When Ezra said “let it be done according to the law,”
he was not referring to the divorce law of Deut. 24:1-4, because the “marriages” were not recognized as

lawful in the first place. In addition to the strange wives and their children, the entire “mixed multitude”

was also separated from the people of Israel (Neh. 13:3).

“Now therefore make confession unto the LORD
yourselves from the people of the land, and from the strange wives.” (Ezra 10:11)

“Then those of Israelite lineage separated themselves from all foreigners; and they stood
and confessed their sins and the iniquities of their fathers.” (Neh. 9:2)

“You shall not give your daughters as wives to their sons, nor take their daughters for your
sons or yourselves. Did not Solomon king of Israel sin by these things?” (Neh. 13:25-26)

This is corroborated by Josephus, who writes that Solomon “forsook the observation of the laws of his
fathers” and “transgressed the laws of Moses, which forbade Jews to marry any but those that were of
their own people.” It is also corroborated by Tobit 4:12-13:

Beware, my son, of all immorality. First of all, take a wife from among the descendants of
your fathers and do not marry a foreign woman, who is not of your father’s tribe; for we
are the sons of the prophets. Remember, my son, that Noah, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,
our fathers of old, all took wives from among their brethren. They were blessed in their
children, and their posterity will inherit the land. So now, my son, love your brethren, and
in your heart do not disdain your brethren and the sons and daughters of your people by
refusing to take a wife for yourself from among them.

As we know all too well, the risk of religious waywardness is greatly reduced among those who cherish
blood homogeneity. We can see in our own time that racial integration does not result in a diminution of
multiculturalism, which you profess to hate, but an increase of it. Without fail, the native stock, whose
fathers founded the host nation for their own posterity, are expected to relinquish their old customs, and
most especially their religion, in favor of new customs and humanism. Aliens are never actually
assimilated; they love America only insofar as it bears no resemblance to what it used to be.

There is an important lesson to be learned through Ezra and Nehemiah, and it is not that interracial
marriage is wrong if it leads men astray, or that it is wrong unless the spouse agrees to convert. If such
passages as Ezra 10 are understood to condemn only interreligious marriage, we will be unable to explain



God’s apparent change of heart in 1 Cor. 7:10-16. Ezra tells Israel to divorce unbelieving wives; Paul tells
Israel not to divorce unbelieving wives. This is a contradiction unless Ezra condemned race-mixing.

Quite obviously, Ezra condemned race-mixing because he remembered how Balaam caused the Israelites
to stumble in Numbers 25. First they committed whoredom with the daughters of Moab and then they
bowed to Moab’s idols. It is impossible to deny that every time Israel chased after blood strangers they
were led astray by strange gods and eventually dispersed, being almost cut off from history until
Christianity swept through Europe, which was the great divine act of seeking and saving the lost sheep of
the house of Israel. It was never merely idolatry that caused Israel’s destruction.

Egypt

Ironically, in your sermons you ignored these many facts about Ezra and Nehemiah sending away the
entire mixed multitude, yet you decided to use Ex. 12:38, about the mixed multitude which left Egypt
along with the Israelites, to show that Israel was never designed to be a homogeneous and tribally distinct
nation. | agree with John Wesley on this point:

Some [Egyptians] perhaps [were] willing to leave their country, because it was laid waste
by the plagues. But probably the greatest part was but a rude unthinking mob, that
followed they knew not why: It is likely, when they understood that the children of Israel
were to continue forty years in the wilderness, they quitted them, and returned to Egypt
again.

What can really be said definitively about intermarriage with the mixed multitude which left Egypt when
we know that, despite there being as many as 50,000 accompanying slaves who initially settled with them
in Goshen, there were only 70 sons and daughters of Abraham? As usual, you have not proved what you
set out to prove. Even if you are correct about the Egyptians, and that’s quite a stretch if the numbers
mean anything, it becomes a moot point after Babylon. Yet in spite of it all, you embrace the opposite of
the lesson to be learned. Most importantly, you have not proved that we Kinists are “heretics” merely for
disagreeing with you!

Unclean Animals

The only real New Testament application that you offered in support of your ideology is Peter’s vision of
the animals in Acts 10. The context of the passage is the conversion of Cornelius and the introduction of
Gentiles to the covenant. Yet somehow, you conclude that marriage between any two Christian human
beings of opposite sex is justified since eating, associating, and fellowshipping with “Gentiles” does not
make the “Jew” ritually impure. This is another non sequitur. Even the general principle you have derived
misses the mark. Both clean and unclean beasts were on the sheet, but the point of the lesson is that the
Judeans viewed anything that shared a trough or quarters with an unclean animal to be “common.” In
other words, a cow was considered unclean if it was quartered with pigs. God explained to Peter that he
had cleansed the common, not that he had cleansed the unclean. (As for the application to food, Peter did
not even understand at first what the vision meant. He certainly did not conclude that there is no longer
such a thing as unclean meat.) You have drawn an incorrect lesson from Peter’s vision, but we all agree
that the vision highlights the need for evangelism.

Multiculturalism

“Multiculturalism and pluralism are religious problems,” you said. If race has no component at all then
why do racially homogenous nations, such as Japan, suffer from neither? They suffer from false religion, to
be sure, but they are strengthened, for better or worse, by widespread religious and cultural agreement.



Why would we not desire the sanctuary of homogeneity for our own Christian nation? How on earth can
working towards this goal by every political means available be called “sinful” and “heretical”?

The Hope of America

Finally, I must tell you, in all candor, that | consider one of your closing statements to be one of the most
revolting things | have ever heard uttered from a pulpit, by a man who has been given authority to
minister the gospel of Jesus Christ. You said: “Those who advocate that the hope for America is to be
White-and-Christian have perverted the gospel.” Let there be no misunderstanding—you are literally
denying us our right to life with these words. Our right to life is our right to exist. Who gave you the
authority to take this God-given right from us?

You once told me that the Fifth Commandment doesn’t mean what | think it means, but as | have made
clear, you are the one who fails to understand, and for a man in your position, this is tragic.

Priestly Purity

Not a word of what | have written in this letter is new or original. It was all said long ago by much wiser
men and true Bible scholars. When | asked how you would respond to R.L. Dabney if he tried to join your
church today, you artfully dodged the question and replied that Dabney would not have written the things
he wrote if he were alive today. This was such a presumptuous answer that it left me speechless (even
more speechless than when you told me that B.B. Warfield—and St. Augustine himself!—would be
unqualified to minister in your illustrious denomination). Perhaps the best word to describe such
presumption, even after Dabney has been vindicated in every way, is chutzpah.

You said that we are to absorb what was good about our forefathers, and like the faithful sons of Noah,
cover what was bad as with a sheet. Your audacity is unrivaled in comparing Dabney to a drunkard when
you have not even attempted to rebut his specific and scholarly arguments.

If | agree with Dabney, and I'm a heretic, then | won’t allow you to get away with saying that Dabney,
Thornwell, Palmer, Girardeau, Machen, and the rest were great Christian men but sadly flawed products
of their times. They were also the creators of their times. You need to be consistent and call them heretics
too. | know you will never do this, so at least answer this question: What possible evidence is there that
anything these men would observe in our time would induce them to change their position?

Adultery

| will continue to stand with your grandfathers and mine in believing that the adulterous form of
endogamy is incest, and the adulterous form of exogamy is miscegenation. In Kittel's The Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament we read that one definition of adultery (moicheuo) is: “Of the
intermingling of animals and men or of different races.” To commit adultery is to adulterate, and to
adulterate is to corrupt or debase by mixing those things which by nature, religion, covenant, culture, or
kind, are separate. This is the sense in which the word is used in Hosea 7:4,8. From Aristotle to Ben
Johnson to recent times, this was the commonly understood meaning of the term, and the apostles and
church fathers never corrected it. “Whoredom” begets “strange/alien children,” according to Hosea 5:3,7.
The Hebrew word for whoredom in verse 3 is zanah, which means “to commit adultery.”

Fornication

Likewise, in Hebrews 12:16, Esau is called a “fornicator” (pornos). A fornicator is one who indulges in
unlawful sexual intercourse. In this context, the term refers to Esau’s miscegenation with five Hittite wives
(Gen. 26-27), which was so vexing to his mother Rebekah that she wanted to die. These were not inter-
religious marriages; Esau was every bit as “profane” as the women. All interracial marriage is a grief to the



minds of parents, and in such cases the Fifth and Seventh Commandments are violated in tandem. In 1
Cor. 5:9-12, we are told to not even keep company with such people if they call themselves Christians
because their actions are opposed to holiness. They are called “traitors” in 2 Tim. 3:4.

The Company You Keep

You are to be commended for preaching on the subject of race-mixing. Most pastors prefer to handle the
subject of race by ignoring it and hoping that it goes away. But of course, we are racial beings, and race
cannot possibly go away. | appreciate your courage and honesty. But | hope you will ponder the
indisputable fact that Christ-haters, Marxists, Jacobins, feminists, abortionists, sodomites, anarchists,
Satanists, and other assorted revolutionaries are in full agreement with you on the propriety of interracial
marriage. You did not learn it from any of our Christian forefathers, and most certainly not our Reformed
fathers. | am quite open to persuasion and scriptural proofs, but | absolutely reject the fantasy that,
though Christians were of one mind on this subject for thousands of years, the error of their ways has
come to light in the last sixty.

Our Request

Randy Jamison and | sincerely believe that we are owed an apology for the - session's decision to
make us the butt of these three sermons. No effort was made beforehand or since to inquire about the
scriptural reasons for our beliefs. Instead, a caricature of what we believe (and what our righteous
Christian forefathers believed) was presented to the church, and the warning was issued to beware of our
sure attempts to influence them. If you have understood nothing else, you must at least understand that
you have slandered us by calling us “racists,” because by doing so you have indiscriminately associated us
with violent, anarchic, Christ-hating psychopaths. This is extremely irresponsible for men in your positions.

We therefore petition the session of _, under the authority
of the | - formally apologize to us for the sin of

bearing false witness and slandering our names on numerous occasions.

However, there is an alternate course of action that would be just as fair to all parties involved: Propose
that a study committee be appointed by your presbytery, and formally resolve the issues addressed in the
sermons in the same way that many other churches have resolved what are believed to be heterodox
controversies, such as freemasonry or evolution. This letter could be used as evidence for one point of
view, and competing views could also be considered. We would accept this in lieu of an apology because it
would show good faith on your part that wisdom is being sought from a multitude of elders.

“In the multitude of counselors there is safety.” (Proverbs 11:14)

Doing nothing, and trying to bury the matter, as has been done for the last year, would be entirely
unacceptable.

Sincerely,

Harry Seabrook



Addendum
During your third sermon, you quoted from pages 228-233 of R.J. Rushdoony’s Systematic Theology:

God r equi r e[fhesmrtarn raydiréd of Abraham demands separation from
bl ood t Tisseparatien &as.required by God because the context of Abraham's
life could not be blood or race but only grace, God and His promise alone. Israel was never
a blood linebutalway s a g r Thecawendntipaopde begin with a denial of the blood
tie in favor of the faith-bond. The creation by Christ of the new Israel of God makes even
stronger this fact. The call is to break with the humanity of Adam to the Kingdom of God
and His new man, Jesus Christ, God incarnate...

We must remember again that, in antiquity, and beyond antiquity to the present, the idea
of a nation is totally religious. A nation is a people gathered together under a common
faith, in terms of the kingship of their lord or god. The modern age has sought to equate
nationhood with a common racial or geographical boundary, or a common language, but
this is a recent development, and also a myth. Nationalism in this sense has been a very
real force in the past almost two centuries, but nationalism is open to question.
Nationalism has been a humanistic faith, (as has been internationalism), and it defines
man and nation to suit the humanistic politics of the moment. Basic to it has been its
humanism, its religious faith in a particular kind of man.

“Don’t let anybody ever tell you” that Rushdoony “believed the races should be kept separate,” you
warned the congregation, after reading these pages. Since | had told you that my views line up very closely
with the views of Dabney and Rushdoony, you did what you could to salvage at least one of them from the
taint of “racism.”

Though | strongly disagree, in part, with what Rushdoony wrote in these pages, | would certainly not
accuse him of being “in sin” merely because | disagree. | understand this to be his reaction against
modern, humanistic nationalism, which we all despise. Medieval nationalism was very federal and feudal
and was not based on vows to a “constitution.” This was much more preferable than when the
“sovereign” claimed to be the “nation.” “L'état, c'est moi,” said Louis XIV (“The state, it is I”). In our own
time, the “nation” is not defined biblically—by blood, soil, and faith—but by abstract principles that some
even believe can be exported. If nationalism carries with it the stigma of “my country, right or wrong,” it is
a sentiment we do not share.

We Kinists simply recognize that the strength of our properly-scaled civil societies is found in the covalent
bond between our Euro-American people and Christianity, not ideological politics or theoretical
abstractions, and that a “libertarian” faith abstracted from kith and kin is no faith at all because it denies
the ways in which God has actually worked in history, not to mention what He commands of us. This is my
central complaint with your sermon series.

It is true that Abraham was commanded to separate from his kin for the purpose of founding a separate
nation, but he also returned to them, even though they were pagans, to find a wife for his son of promise.
Blood is not inimical to faith, and this is why | lament Rushdoony’s references to a “new humanity” which
ostensibly replaces the old. There is no dichotomy between race and grace; nor is there a dichotomy
between family and grace. Where, in the entire history of Christendom, can evidence be found that our
fathers “broke with the humanity of Adam”? Can even one example be found of a nation—even ancient
Israel—that is “totally religious,” and is not also defined by geography and language, as Rushdoony writes
in the second paragraph of the quote above? Rushdoony contradicts himself, for it was he who wrote that



interracial, interreligious, and intercultural marriages are contrary to God’s law. More importantly, he
contradicts what the Apostle Paul said about God dividing the nations so that men may seek Him.

If a nation is “totally religious,” there should be no boundary at all between two Christian nations. | think
you have a duty to state clearly whether you agree that boundaries between Christian nations should be
erased. Please also explain how any form of immigration could ever be made illegal under such an
arrangement. After all, if we are in sin for denying Obama the vote because of his race, we must also be in
sin for refusing citizenship, or even entry, to a man simply because of where he was born.

It would be much more agreeable if Rushdoony had written that religion is primary, as was the case with
Israel. But even the property of the tribes of Israel was divided according to the sons of Jacob, fulfilling
God's promise regarding Abraham's descendants. While the heirs to Abraham’s promise are numbered by
faith, the promise to the nation of Israel was also by blood and inheritance, which Rushdoony understood
very well. In fact, | learned this from him. Thus the Apostle Peter says the promise of salvation is for us and
our children (our children obviously being blood relations). From this primary vow, upon which covenant
theology rests, stem all others, including common law, feudalism, elective monarchy, and republicanism,
which would be otherwise unsustainable. Religion makes nations possible by aggregating family order on a
larger scale, maintaining even the family’s class distinctions. Therefore, nationality is not in competition
with faithfulness but is intimately connected to it. | hope you come to understand this someday.

Our kin-government and our religion must weave together; it is a false dichotomy to set one against the
other. As T.S. Eliot knew, religion and culture are different aspects of the same thing. This is why the old
cathedrals, like the one at Chartres, carry within themselves the symbols of daily life—from the nobility,
craftsmen, guilds, farmers, etc.—all of which are consecrated to God. Our folkways, from cradle to grave,
conserve religious faith, and faith conserves our folkways. It is barely possible, in a balanced life, to tell
where one ends and the other begins.

| have shown you, in this letter, why Rev. Morecraft was wrong to write that parents are in sin for
forbidding interracial marriages solely on the basis of race. | tried to explain this to him, and he ignored
me. You filled in for him by responding to my letter with three sermons, which were promptly buried. Now
| have shown you that your sermons are riddled with errors. | sincerely hope you have learned from it, and
| welcome any response you can offer. Regardless, Randy and | expect a formal apology from the church
session, who authorized these sermons, and from you, for the many careless accusations you have leveled
against us on numerous occasions.



