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Hijacking Our Declaration of Independence

Hijacking is a serious accusation to make concerning the way one thinks about the 
truth surrounding the origin and final product of America’s grand freedom document. 
However, this is the charge Alan Dershowitz posits in his diatribe, Blasphemy: How The 

Religious Right Is Hijacking Our Declaration of Independence.� Do the facts concerning the true 
understanding of the theological references in the Declaration support his claim, or do they reveal 
the less than serious scholarship of the Uber Left? The answer is critical.

Mr. Dershowitz’s indictment: “The Religious Right is engaged in a crusade to convert the United 
States into a Christian theocracy based on the Bible and, more specifically, on the divine authority 
of Jesus Christ.”2 There are two major problems with Dershowitz’s assertion. First, he does not 
seem to have the slightest idea what creating a theocracy would actually require; and what any 
astute Christian does not desire. And, second, he builds his case on a fallacious understanding of 
the references to God in the Declaration. He is right on one point, however. The Declaration of 
Independence is being hijacked. The question is by whom?

Dershowitz bases his argument on his conclusion that the theological implications in the 
Declaration mirror Thomas Jefferson’s personal deistic proclivities. He is absolutely correct 
that Jefferson was disdainful of the Bible and the Christian God (even though Jefferson used 
Christianity when he believed it would be to his advantage, i.e. his Letter to the Danbury Baptists). 
But, as will be seen, Dershowitz is absolutely incorrect in concluding that Jefferson’s beliefs were 
accommodated by the Second Continental Congress.

It must be remembered that Jefferson was the draftsman of the first draft of the Declaration, 
not its author, even though he claimed such. As Pauline Maier points out: “What generations 
of Americans came to revere was not Jefferson’s but Congress’s Declaration, the work not of a 
single man, or even of a committee, but of a larger body of men.”3 When the Committee of Five 
presented the Fair Copy to the Congress, the Congress convened into a Committee of the Whole. 
This Committee of the Whole then proceeded to edit, revise, and add content to the Declaration. 
Their most important additions were the two references concerning God at the conclusion of the 
document. 

Dershowitz contends that these two additions were, “consistent with Jefferson’s deistic views,” 
and “were not inconsistent with Jefferson’s nonintervening watchmaker God.”4 Nothing could be 
further from the truth. The final “unanimous Declaration,” with the two additional references to 
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God, became the product and ownership of the representatives “of the thirteen united States of 
America.” I have elsewhere, presented in detail the theology and religious beliefs of the Second 
Continental Congress as well as their exact, unalterable, and irrefutable understanding of the 
Declaration’s God.5 Every liberty loving American needs to be aware of these truths.

In addition Dershowitz declares, “This is not the first time in history that religious 
fundamentalism has sought to declare our heterogeneous country to be a ‘Christian nation.’”6

With this assertion he exposes his abysmal lack of knowledge concerning the true position of 
Christianity in American history, as well as the vast difference between a theocracy and what 
constitutes America being a “Christian nation.” However, he is far from being alone on this 
account.

Frederick Mark Gedicks, Professor of Law at the Reuben Clark Law School in Brigham Young 
University, writes in the Oxford Companion to the Supreme Court of the United States:

The development of the constitutional law of religion by the Supreme Court came at 
the end of a decisive shift in public values in the United States from Protestantism to 
secularism. From the founding era at the end of the eighteenth century until well into 
the twentieth century, Protestant religion was thought to be a significant and legitimate 
component of American public life. By the �940s, however, American public life had 
become largely secular, although large numbers of Americans remained committed to 
traditional religious beliefs and practices in their private lives. The constitutional doctrines 
developed by the Court under the free exercise and establishment clauses can best be 
understood as the product of the Court’s struggle to define appropriate relationships 
between religion and government within the context of a secular public culture that 
considers religion a predominantly private activity of no unique social significance.7 
(Emphasis added.)

Gedicks’ observation is extremely important. The problem is, the Supreme Court arrogantly 
assumes it has a constitutional right to redefine the meaning of the First Amendment religion 
clauses to fit a secularist accommodation. This would require a complete bastardization of these 
clauses. The beauty of the First Amendment religion clauses are, they can never legitimately be 
altered from their original meaning and intent. And this is where, so to speak, “the rubber meets 
the road.” What is the accurate definition of religion in the First Amendment?

James Madison, in his Memorial and Remonstrance Against Religious Assessments, quoting directly 
from George Mason’s Virginia Declaration of Rights, stated that “religion” is “the duty which we 
owe to our Creator, and the manner of discharging it.”8 Now, the question is, “who is the Creator?” 
The answer: Christ Jesus!9 The religion clauses in the First Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States of America deal specifically with Christianity alone. And, this is the case with the 
religious test clause in Article 6, Section 3 of the Constitution as well. (Creator in the Declaration 
of Independence is no different!) The deliberate, ungodly debasement by the Supreme Court by 
falsifying the definition has been the desire of secularists for eons.      

A case in point. On March 27, �854, Mr. Meacham, from the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
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House of Representatives, of the Congress of the United States, presented a Report regarding, “the 
memorials of citizens of several States, praying that the office of chaplain in the army, navy, at 
West Point, at Indian stations, and in both houses of Congress, be abolished.” These citizens based 
their objections on two factors, the establishment clause in the First Amendment and the religious 
test clause in Article 6, Section 3 of the Constitution.

In his rebuttal concerning the establishment clause in the First Amendment Mr. Meacham 
accurately stated the true nature of what constitutes an establishment of religion:

Does our present practice violate that article? What is an establishment of religion? It 
must have a creed, defining what a man must believe; it must have rites and ordinances, 
which believers must observe; it must have ministers of defined qualifications, to teach the 
doctrines and administer the rites; it must have tests for the submissive, and penalties for 
the non-conformist. There never was an established religion without all these.�0 

Mr. Meacham was acutely aware that the topic under consideration was of vital importance to 
national stability. Insuring that there would be no misunderstanding of religion (understood 
specifically as Christianity) in the public square, he continued: 

While your committee believe that neither Congress nor the army or navy should be 
deprived of the service of chaplains, they freely concede that the ecclesiastical and civil 
powers have been, and should continue to be, entirely divorced from each other. But we 
beg leave to rescue ourselves from the imputation of asserting that religion is not needed 
to the safety of civil society. It must be considered as the foundation on which the whole 
structure rests. Laws will not have permanence or power without the sanction of religious 
sentiment—without a firm belief that there is a Power above us that will reward our virtues 
and punish our vices. In this age there can be no substitute for Christianity; that, in its 
general principles, is the great conservative element on which we must rely for the purity 
and permanence of free institutions. That was the religion of the founders of the republic, 
and they expected it to remain the religion of their descendants. There is a great and very 
prevalent error on this subject in the opinion that those who organized this government 
did not legislate on religion. They did legislate on it by making it free to all, “to the Jew and 
the Greek, to the learned and unlearned.” The error has risen from the belief that there is 
no legislation unless in permissive or restricting enactments. But making a thing free is as 
truly a part of legislation as confining it by limitations; and what the government has made 
free, it is bound to keep free.�� (Emphasis added.)

The critical concern is apparent. For “the safety of civil society” there “can be no substitute for 
Christianity,” because, this is “the foundation on which the whole structure rests.” America as a 
Christian nation does not, at all, mean that America is a Christian theocracy. That was never the 
idea of the Founders and Framers. The real danger for America is the ludicrous idea that she can 
survive as a non-Christian, neopagan nation. 

The history of the Supreme Court’s recognition of America as a Christian nation was evident until 
the Court became dominated with anti-Christian Justices who either diabolically or ignorantly 
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perceived Christianity to be “of no unique social significance.” America is either a Christian nation 
or she is a nation without God. As I have proved in my article, The Supreme Court’s Atheistic 
Interpretation of the Constitution and Its Consequence for the Destruction of America, “Secularism 
philosophically replaces Christianity with atheism.”�2

Driving America toward secularism at the expense of “the safety of civil society” is abundantly 
evident in the ever-increasing collapse of our social order. But, what is the fulcrum for this 
stupidity? Professor Gedicks correctly contends that “Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of the 
Species” was influential in pushing “public culture away from orthodox Protestant theology.”�3 
There are numerous reasons why the faith-based ludicrous underpinning of Darwinism is 
destructive to social order, however, the most egregious is its necessary theological and moral 
presuppositions, i.e., the Bible is not true, God cannot be who He reveals Himself to be, and 
morality is relative to individual desires. 

Another way to put it: “secularism” is “a general term expressing any and all of the various 
shades of worldliness, which mean a practical renunciation of the claims and restraints of 
Christianity.”�4 This is the driving force of the hipper-left’s secular enterprise: destroy America 
by the “renunciation of the claims and restraints of Christianity.” This is exactly what has been 
going on for decades. Christianity must be bridled and removed from the public square. And, this 
emphatically includes the educational complex. 

Follow the same path as Hitler; alter society by perverting the minds and morals of children as 
early as possible by the anti-Christian, secular State. Interestingly, it was Supreme Court Associate 
Justice, Robert H. Jackson, United States Chief Prosecutor at the Trial of the Major War Criminals 
Before the International Military Tribunal, Nuremberg (�948), who exposed the necessity for 
Christianity to be the foundation for a civil society, and the consequence of its censure.�5 The 
truth of his conclusion in contrast to ungodly Supreme Court decisions is evident.

Archibald Alexander Hodge, Professor of Didactic and Polemic Theology in Princeton 
Theological Seminary gave a prophetic warning that is coming home to roost:

It is capable of exact demonstration that if every party in the State has the right of 
excluding from the public schools whatever he does not believe to be true, then he that 
believes most must give way to him that believes least, and then he that believes least must 
give way to him that believes absolutely nothing, no matter in how small a minority the 
atheists or the agnostics may be. It is self-evident that on this scheme, if it is consistently 
and persistently carried out in all parts of the country, the United States system of national 
popular education will be the most efficient and wide instrument for the propagation of 
Atheism which the world has ever seen.�6

Do not be deceived, secularism and atheism are synonymous. The ridiculous theory of 
macroevolution (Darwinism), with all of its machinations and contradictions has become the 
watering hole for secularists. They know that without this failed, aberrant philosophy being 
propped up by wayward Supreme Court Justices, their ascendance would wane. This is why 
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understanding the true Christian nature of the Declaration of Independence is critical. It is the 
governmental touchstone for American liberty.

Twenty-five years prior to Mr. Meacham’s defense of America being a Christian nation, Associate 
Justice, Joseph Story, one of the greatest luminaries to ever grace the Supreme Court declared: 
“One of the beautiful boasts of our municipal jurisprudence is, that Christianity is a part of the 
common law, from which it seeks the sanction of its rights, and by which it endeavors to regulate 
its doctrines.” And, he added: “There never has been a period, in which the common law did 
not recognize Christianity as lying at its foundations.” Still further: “It pronounces illegal every 
contract offensive to its morals.”�7 Twenty-nine years after Mr. Meacham’s defense of America 
being a Christian nation, a unanimous Supreme Court declared that the moral foundation 
for constitutional common law is to be understood as identical to “the teaching of Christian 
morality.”�8 

Even though American governmental history is replete with confirmations of the necessity for 
Christian morality in the public square, Mr. Dershowitz rejects this notion. Morality to him 
is based on his own observations. The Ten Commandments have no value whatsoever. As he 
stated, “We can do better than the Ten Commandments because we have much more human 
experience on which to base our rules than did those very human beings who wrote the Bible.”�9 
Notice the “very human beings who wrote the Bible.” Whereas, the Apostle Paul proclaimed, “All 
scripture is given by inspiration of God [God breathed], and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, 
for correction, for instruction in righteousness.” (2 Timothy 3:�6)  Dershowitz and all those 
individuals whom he counts under the banner of “We,” believe they are wiser than Almighty God, 
who delivered the Ten Commandments to Moses. Fantastic hubris, in the spirit of Jefferson! 

The discussion is really about God’s moral law versus immoral law based on “human experience.” 
This kind of thinking is the framework behind an anti-Christian Supreme Court formulating 
the ludicrous—no where to be found in the Constitution—anything goes, “evolving standards 
of decency that mark the progress of a maturing society.”20 Or, to put it another way, “emerging 
awareness” and “emerging recognition”2� Upon analysis, what we have from ostensibly astute 
legal minds is that “a maturing society” is one that embraces by “emerging awareness” laws that 
reflect “evolving standards of decency,” which blatantly contradict God’s moral law. In reality, they 
are “evolving standards of [in]decency.” This is not what the Founders and Framers had in mind 
when they authored the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution of the United States 
with its Bill of Rights. 

James Wilson, one of only six men to sign both the Declaration and the Constitution, and who 
was appointed by President George Washington to be an Associate Justice on the inaugural 
Supreme Court (serving from �789-�798), explained exactly what the Founders and Framers 
intended. He did so in his Lectures on Law, which were delivered between �790 and �792, in 
what is today, the Law School in the University of Pennsylvania. In these Lectures Justice Wilson 
presented the sentiments of the Founders and Framers on the foundation of law itself that is 
fundamental to American Constitutional Jurisprudence. In one succinct statement he covered 
the Declaration and the Constitution: “What we do, indeed, must be founded on what He [God] 
has done; and the deficiencies of our laws must be supplied by the perfections of His. Human 
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law must rest its authority, ultimately, upon the authority of that law, which is divine.”22 He also 
accurately declared that “Christianity is a part of the common law.”23

Unlike Wilson, Dershowitz, relies on a “straw man” argument to support his position. He declares 
“that the Declaration’s primary drafters—though they believed in God—would not be on the side 
of those who would govern by religious authority and biblical revelation rather than by principles 
of democracy and reason.” This is either a deliberate or ignorant mischaracterization. As seen, it 
is not about “the Declaration’s primary drafters.” It is about the Second Continental Congress as 
a Committee of the Whole, and the place of “Christian morality” in American legal history. The 
position held by the majority of the Founders and Framers.  

Whom are you going to believe? A Founder and Framer, who Supreme Court Associate Justice 
John Marshall Harlan said of Wilson (as a member of the Constitutional Convention), “He was 
recognized as the most learned member of that notable body.” And, “In the highest and best 
sense he was a great lawyer. Still more, he had become a master in the science of government.”24 
Or, do you believe Mr. Dershowitz, a latter-day critic and repudiator of the only legal reality that 
guarantees our freedom as a nation? 

Choose Wisely!

One final point. It has to do with the fact that the Declaration of Independence is a creationist 
document. There is no way to obfuscate this truth. “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that 
all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, 
that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” This statement is foundational to 
the Declaration’s entire argument. Remove “Creator” and “created” and the Declaration becomes a 
document based on human opinion alone.

It is really a matter of logic. Governments are instituted for the purpose of securing liberty, 
because man is a created being, not an evolved being. If man were an evolved being his rights 
would depend on the whims of a cadre of other more powerful evolved beings (Imperialism, 
Marxism, Nazism, Communism, Socialism, etc.). This is exactly what the Declaration repudiates 
by appealing to “their Creator.” This being the case, it would be idiotic then to form a government 
that would deny that man is, first and foremost, a created being who is subject to his Creator, and 
that this relationship takes precedence over all others. James Madison firmly supported this truth:

Before any man can be considered as a member of Civil Society, he must be considered as a 
subject of the Governor of the Universe: And if a member of Civil Society, who enters into 
any subordinate Association, must always do it with a reservation of his duty to the general 
authority; much more must every man who becomes a member of any particular Civil 
Society, do it with a saving of his allegiance to the Universal Sovereign.25

To interpret the Constitution of the United States, and its Bill of Rights, in a manner that would 
in any way support the moronic, conjectural, nonsense of macroevolution (a theory which Mr. 
Dershowitz and his ilk embrace, as opposed to creationism) would allow for the complete collapse 
of America’s social order. This is the underpinning for the philosophy that is driving the ever-
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increasing social upheaval we are experiencing today, which is most evident in the persecution 
of Christians for exercising their First Amendments rights. The Founders and Framers were 
obviously a great deal more astute than latter-day legal and political thinkers.

Educating the unlearned, including children, in the foundational principles of freedom 
articulated in the Declaration of Independence, based on its unmistakable creationism, is not 
a violation of the First Amendment. In fact, it is supported by the First Amendment. The First 
Amendment religion clauses are not subject to modification by the Fourteenth, or any other 
Amendment. Supreme Court Associate Justice Hugo Black’s infamous, “The First Amendment 
has erected a wall between church and state. That wall must be kept high and impregnable. We 
could not approve the slightest breach,” is a canard, based on willful ignorance.26 It is what Justice 
Black desperately wanted the First Amendment to mean, not what it actually means. 

In America everyone has the right of conscience. However, this does not mean they have the right 
to officially redefine the very meaning of our nation’s greatness to accommodate stupidity. Anyone 
who believes that America was not founded on Christian principles, and its liberty dependent on 
them, is grossly ill-informed. There is one more example that proves this point emphatically.

On June 2�, �776, in the middle of the Committee of Five’s deliberations, John Adams wrote a 
very consequential letter to his cousin Zabdiel Adams, who was a Congregational minister. This 
letter was written ten days after Congress appointed a “Committee of Five” to draft a declaration 
and seven days before the “Committee of Five” presented the “Fair Copy” to Congress. In his 
letter, after commenting on “Christian charity and benevolence,” Adams stated: “Statesmen, 
my dear Sir, may plan and speculate for liberty, but it is religion and morality alone, which can 
establish the principles upon which freedom can securely stand.”27 The relation of “Christian” 
to “religion” is indisputable. In this statement, John Adams expressed the sentiments of the 
overwhelming majority of the Congress.

Thirty-seven years later, Adams in a letter to Jefferson, elaborated this truth concerning, “The 
general principles, on which the Fathers Achieved Independence.” There were two “general 
principles.” The first was the “general principles of Christianity.” The second was the “general 
principles of English and American liberty.”28 (Italics in original.) 

Naysayers may claim that was then, but things are different now. However, that is a lame, 
simpleton’s argument that denies reality. Adams confirmed to Jefferson, the eternal nature of 
these Christian principles. “Now I will avow, that I then believed, and now believe, that those 
general principles of Christianity, are as eternal and immutable, as the existence and attributes of 
God; and that those principles of liberty, are as unalterable as human nature and our terrestrial, 
mundane system.”29

The “general principles of Christianity,” which are directly related to Christian morality, can 
never be replaced or altered. In their absence tyranny dwells, and where tyranny dwells liberty is 
abandoned and depravity abounds. Where depravity abounds nations crumble. It is not difficult 
to see who the defenders of liberty are and who are the proponents of tyranny and depravity.
It is obvious that the Declaration of Independence is being hijacked, not by the so-called Religious 
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Right, but by the Uber Left. Truly understood, this marvelous document is our National 
Treasure and must be defended as such!
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